Exploratory research into the concept of cohousing to create more
accessibility on the housing market in the municipality of Utrecht
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oration with my internship company from March 2020 to October 2020.

Together with my supervisor Marloes van Noorden from abcnova, | came up with the research ques-
tion for the master thesis. By using extensive desk research and field research, | was able to answer
the research question. During the research, | could always approach, my supervisor, Marloes van Noor-
den, and my university supervisor, Pascal Beckers, for any question. They answered my questions so
that | could continue with my research, and this always made me feel like | was on the right track.

| want to thank my supervisors for the guidance, their involvement, and support during the research
in these extraordinary circumstances, concerning COVID-19. | also want to thank all respondents who
contributed to the research; without their cooperation, | could not have completed the research. Fur-
thermore, | want to thank my colleagues at abcnova, especially Annet de Lange, for the great oppor-
tunity she gave me. And lastly my family and friends for their interest and involvement.

| hope you will enjoy reading it.

Lis van de Leur

Utrecht, October 19, 2020



The housing market in Utrecht is currently inaccessible for starters. There is a shortage of between
approximately 500 and 1,500 homes in Utrecht per year. This shortage is exacerbated by the munici-
pality of Utrecht’s focus on urban area development since many factors can impose obstacles in the
urban area, such as existing functions. Furthermore, while these two problems have created an inac-
cessible housing market, the privatisation of the social rental housing segment also has generated only
limited benefits for starters. Consequently, many starters are being forced into the private rental hous-
ing segment. However, this segment has no rental limit, which has resulted in a severely limited supply
of mid-segment rental houses. Moreover, the reduced production of newly built homes puts further
pressure on the existing buyers’ market, which has led to rapidly rising housing prices. Therefore, in-
creasing numbers of starters can no longer move into an appropriate house.

Starters themselves are searching for alternative forms of housing due to the inaccessible housing
market. They are increasingly interested in shared living, which is part of a future trend towards houses
that are smaller and more efficient. It is, therefore, urgent to rethink and devise creative housing so-
lutions. The innovative living concept of cohousing can absorb these changes and is in line with the
adjusted preferences of starters. In this study, cohousing is evaluated as a strategy for facilitating
greater accessibility on the housing market for starters in the urban area of the municipality of
Utrecht.

Accordingly, this research aims to explore the concept of cohousing and its associated housing types
for both the rental and buyers’ markets, specifically in the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht.
To this end, the various possibilities and barriers involved in the implementation of cohousing in these
markets are investigated to determine how this concept can contribute to creating greater accessibility
on the housing market for starters. The following research question has been formulated: “Which pos-
sibilities and barriers, resulted from market-oriented and governmental actors, emerge in the imple-
mentation of the associated housing types related to cohousing on both the rental and buyers’ markets,
to contribute to better accessibility on the housing market for starters in the urban area of the munici-
pality of Utrecht?”

The research question was answered based on various theories, models, and concept arising from the
literature in combination with interviews. The literature covered four subjects: (1) accessibility on the
housing market, (2) the target group of starters, (3) the concept of cohousing, and (4) actors related
to the implementation process. These actors formed the basis for conducting the interviews and were
identified based on the case study of the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht conducted for this
research. The four topics outlined above determined the structure of the interviews.

Three housing types are shown to be suitable for contributing to better accessibility on the housing
market for starters. Friends living offers the most accessibility for starters. It is more affordable than
traditional housing types and can accommodate more people in a single house. The most creative so-
lution for increasing accessibility lies in the buyers’ market. Through a housing corporation (woon-
vereniging) and an umbrella mortgage, it is possible to divide existing homes into units. Moreover, this
approach is a sustainable addition to the housing market. However, questions remain concerning what
starters most prefer. The second type, micro cohousing, can also create solid accessibility because the
houses are smaller and thus more affordable. Furthermore, more significant quantities come onto the
market. Nevertheless, this approach must be treated as a social model to ensure that rent and possible
purchases remain affordable. Finally, intergenerational cohousing is the least suitable type for creating
accessibility because it appears to be a small-scale approach and it is uncertain how much demand
starters have for this type. However, the discount provides more affordability for starters, and such an
advantage can certainly be exploited. The most critical barriers and possibilities per housing type are
presented over the next three pages through infographics.



Affordable for starters

Friends living is affordable
because it allows several
starters to share rent. Thus,
for example, instead of pay-
ing €1,000, one would only
have to pay €500 or less.

Friends living also offers af-
fordability on the buyers’
market. Several starters can
finance part of a house
through a ‘woonvereniging’
or the cadastral division of
the parcel.

Creates accessibility

In addition to affordability,
friends living also promotes
accessibility. More starters
can be located in one house
on both the rental and buy-
ers’ market. This makes it
possible to offer more start-
ers affordable living spaces.
Starters can buy a house in
the higher segment where
there is more supply, making
the housing market more ac-
cessible.

Sustainable addition to
the housing market

Friends living is a sustainable
addition to the housing mar-
ket because it concerns the
same houses used as tradi-
tional homes. The only differ-
ence is that the properties
are handled differently.
Should the concept not work
well, it is always possible to
rent or sell the house in the
usual way. This make friends
living a futureproof and flexi-
ble housing type.

| Friends
living

More difficult to manage

Friends living can be more
challenging for people to
manage than living in tradi-
tional homes because several
people live in one house,
leading to more turnover in
terms of tenants and lease
agreements. This turnover
makes management more in-
tensive. However, it is possi-
ble to overcome this barrier
by adopting a different ap-
proach to management.

Furthermore, it is also more
difficult for starters on the
buyers’ market to buy a
house, as more work is in-
volved than when buying a
traditional house.

Other management
approach needed

Although a different manage-
ment approach ensures that
friends living is easier to man-
age, it can also be seen as a
barrier. There must be room
within the organisation to im-
plement a new approach,
which can requires a trans-
formation of the company.

Less municipal
cooperation

Friends living can only be-
come a success should mu-
nicipalities cooperate with
starters and companies.
However, many municipali-
ties currently have a negative
impression of small spaces,
splitting houses, and more
than two households living in
one house.



Creates accessibility

Micro cohousing ensures ac-
cess to the housing market in
the municipality of Utrecht
because more studios can be
placed in one building. This
makes it possible to accom-
modate more starters than in
a traditional house. This
statement applies to both the
rental and buyers’ markets.

Possibly more affordable

for starters

This type is in principle more
affordable than buying or
renting a traditional house.
However, it must also be
managed by the investors
themselves.

The houses are smaller, mak-
ing them more affordable for
starters than traditional
housing types. The common
areas compensate for the
smaller private spaces. Start-
ers do pay service costs in ad-
dition to their rent for these
common areas.

No legal restrictions

Both the literature and inter-
views conclude that there are
currently no known re-
strictions in the area of legis-
lation for micro cohousing.
This makes the housing type
easier to implement than, for
example, friends living.

Micro
cohousing

Higher constructions
costs

This type has higher con-
structions costs  because
bathrooms and kitchens have
to be installed in every stu-
dio. This entails the risk that
the approach ultimately be-
comes less affordable than
anticipated and may perhaps
not ensure greater accessibil-
ity for starters.

Less futureproof

Micro cohousing is only fo-
cused on one target group,
and the buildings themselves
are less flexible. This means
that micro cohousing is seen
as less futureproof than the
other two housing types.

Should not become
a financial model

Even though micro cohousing
could be affordable, it should
not be considered a financial
model in the eyes of inves-
tors but rather as a social
model.

If investors start to consider
micro cohousing a financial
model, it will eventually be-
come less affordable for
starters. According to some
actors, this would make it
even more expensive than
other traditional housing
types. The above statement
must be taken into account,
as it is about giving starters
more accessibility, not about
creating a new financial
model.



Affordable for starters

Intergenerational cohousing
offers starters affordability
because the houses used are
smaller than traditional
houses. Furthermore, start-
ers receive a discount on
their rent when they help the
elderly and families. This
makes the type affordable for
starters.

No legal restrictions

Both the literature and inter-
views indicate that there are
currently no known re-
strictions in the area of legis-
lation. This makes the hous-
ing type easier to implement
than, for example, friends liv-

ing.

Futureproof

Intergenerational cohousing
is considered futureproof be-
cause the buildings used can
be flexibly arranged and used
for any target group. It is not
only the flexibility of this ap-
proach that makes it future-
proof but also the fact that it
features an entirely new type
of social thinking An increas-
ing number of older people
are forced to stay at home for
longer periods of time due to
the current political system.
Intergenerational cohousing
means that these older peo-
ple can be cared for at the
building and neighbourhood
levels. It is therefore a solu-
tion not only for starters but
also for other target groups.

Small-scale approach

According to the actors, this
type is seen as a small-scale
approach because it is not
easy to organise. This also
means that intergenerational
cohousing cannot provide
the accessibility that starters
need, even though it is un-
doubtedly a concept that can
contribute to society on a so-
cial level.

Demand is questionable

It is unclear how much de-
mand there is from the start-
ers themselves. This ap-
proach imposes an obligation
on starters to help others,
but, in return they are given
an affordable space.

More difficult to
manage

Intergenerational cohousing
is also more challenging to
manage than traditional
housing types. This is partly
because starters receive a
discount on their rent for
helping. This entails addi-
tional administrative tasks,
which means that investors
will drop out more quickly.

However, with the coopera-
tion of relevant parties, such
as the government, housing
associations, and healthcare
institutions, intergenera-
tional cohousing can be or-
ganised in such a way that
manageability does not need
to be a barrier.
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Chapter 1 introduces this research and provides insight into the problem description, which elucidates
the reason for conducting this study in terms of an underlying problem. It is then explained how this
problem led to the development of the study’s research aim, the main research question, and sub-
questions. Finally, the reading guide is presented.

In the Netherlands, there is a shortfall of almost 300,000 houses below current housing needs, which
mainly affects starters and will continue until at least 2040 (Hochstenbach & Boterman, 2014; Groot &
Vrieselaar, 2019). Multiple factors including urbanisation, decreased production due to the economic
crisis, deregulation of the central government, privatisation in the social rental housing segment, and
the expensive ground positions of urban areas have caused this housing shortage (Lennartz, 2018).

The limited accessibility on the housing market for starters

is ascribable to the privatisation of the social rental housing
Expensive segment, which forces starters to move towards the private
rental housing segment. However, this sector has no rental
limit, which has resulted in a severely limited supply of mid-
segment rental houses. In addition, the recent economic
crisis has reduced the production of newly built homes,
putting pressure on the existing buyers’ market for houses.
As a result, house prices are rising rapidly (Boterman et al.,
2013). As shown in Figure 1, these factors have ultimately
Figure 1: Mismatch in Dutch housing mar- led to a mismatch between housing demand and supply,
ket (Jonger-Verkaart & Wassenberg, 2015) especially for starters.
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Income distribution versus housing stock

The problems in the housing market occur in and around urban areas in the Netherlands. These areas
are mainly situated in the Randstad, which includes, among others, the four largest cities in the Neth-
erlands: Amsterdam, The Hague, Utrecht, and Rotterdam. In this region, there is a shortfall of houses
of around 180,000 below current housing needs, and the population within these cities is expected to
increase by 15% by 2030 (Groot & Vrieselaar, 2019). Different actors are investing in upgrading these
cities to attract more, mostly young, new residents. However, this upgrading process leads to higher
prices, which is problematic for young people because it is precisely this group that lacks the financial
resources to live in a city when prices are rising (Hoolachen et al., 2017; Lennartz et al., 2015; Hochsten-
bach & Boterman, 2014). Within the scope of this research, young people are defined as starters aged
25 or older, who are typically first-time individual renters or buyers and on average prefer a location
in or around the city centre. These individuals have a middle to high income and can afford to purchase
a house for up to 200,000 euro or rent a house for approximately 700 to 900 euro (Sievers, Boogaard
& Ligtvoet, 2009). Starters are more vulnerable to the shift of increased prices, stricter mortgage lend-
ing, and higher income requirements. Therefore, the current housing paradigm is overly expensive,
inflexible, limiting, and isolating for starters (Wilson, 2018). Given the features of this paradigm, start-
ers are seeking to enter a housing market that does not provide accessibility for them and are conse-
guently searching for alternative forms of housing. Accordingly, starters are increasingly interested in
shared living, which forms part of a future trend towards houses that are smaller and more efficient
but also provides tenants with the feeling of alliance instead of loneliness (Nelson, 2018).
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The mismatch on the housing market and the increasing preferences of starters for shared living indi-
cate the urgent need to rethink and develop creative housing solutions. The traditional houses, which
are nowadays widely used no longer addresses the needs of starters. Consequently, starters usually
lack suitable houses due to the scarcity of appropriate housing options (Sargisson, 2012). Since starters
are already searching for alternative housing types, it is interesting to examine innovative living con-
cepts as a solution for the mismatch on the housing market. The innovative living concept of cohousing
can absorb these changes and is in line with the adjusted preferences of starters. Cohousing is charac-
terised by a specific focus on sharing, collectivity, and community (Tummers, 2015). Furthermore, it
balances between the need for privacy and the independence of separate living units combined with
shared facilities. This concept responds to accessibility by virtue of its focus on smaller private living
units, reducing living costs through cooperation, and sharing common facilities. This approach could
save monthly costs on both the rental and buyers’ markets, which would directly improve the ability
of starters to achieve their financial goals (Eerenbeemt, 2017; Garciano, 2011). Consequently, the con-
cept of cohousing and its associated housing types offer a promising alternative housing solution to
the problem of limited accessibility for starters. Nonetheless, for the market-oriented and governmen-
tal actors operating in the housing market, this change requires a certain degree of flexibility and in-
novation to facilitate an adequate response to this relatively new innovative living concept. These ac-
tors often avoid risk and prefer to take well-known routes (van Dam & Marcus, 2005; Cagan, 2019).
Such caution makes it challenging not only to solve the problem of inaccessibility for starters on the
housing market but also to successfully implement new and possibly more suitable housing concepts.

This research aims to explore the concept of cohousing and its associated housing types for both the
rental and buyers’ markets, specifically in the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht. Accordingly,
the various possibilities and barriers involved in the implementation of cohousing in these markets are
investigated to establish how this concept can contribute to creating greater accessibility on the hous-
ing market for starters. Furthermore, the market-oriented and governmental actors are offered some
recommendations for praxis to advice on how they can organise a successful implementation process.

The main research question to achieve the research aim outlined above is formulated as follows:
“Which possibilities and barriers, resulted from market-oriented and governmental actors, emerge in
the implementation of the associated housing types related to cohousing on both the rental and buyers’
markets, to contribute to better accessibility on the housing market for starters in the urban area of
the municipality of Utrecht?”

Four sub-questions, each focusing on a different aspect of the main research question and leading to
the final definitive answer, have been proposed. The sub-questions are developed as follows:

1) Which factors affect the accessibility for starters on the housing market in the municipality of
Utrecht?

2) What are the underlying housing types of cohousing in both the renal and buyers’ market that
are best suited for starters?

3) Which possibilities and barriers occur within the implementation of the different housing types,
associated with specific locations in the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht, to achieve
greater accessibility?

4) Which roles and influences do different market-oriented and governmental actors have in the
implementation process of the underlying housing types in both the rental and buyers’ markets
of the municipality of Utrecht?
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The relevance of this research can be explained from two different perspectives: scientific and societal
relevance. Scientific relevance addresses the question of how the research will contribute to academic
knowledge. Societal relevance concerns the question of how the research contributes to the solution
of real-life issues.

The introduction demonstrated the need for investigating new housing solutions capable of increasing
accessibility on the housing market for starters. Czischke (2017) agrees, indicating that there is a grow-
ing tendency in the scientific literature to study alternative forms of housing provision that can offer
possible solutions for the starters on the housing market. This substantiation shows that the present
research contributes to the scientific debate by investigating different cohousing types. Furthermore,
many people believe that cohousing is a method that can provide affordability and create more acces-
sibility for starters who cannot enter the housing market. However, this viewpoint is not yet supported
by much existing scientific literature and, therefore, remains more an intuition than an evidence-based
position (Coldwell, 2019; Garciano, 2011). The available scientific literature on this specific topic con-
sists of different master’s theses: Morrison (2013) discussed cohousing as a model for affordability in
the UK; Zeulevoet (2016) examined collective self-organised housing and affordability; and, lastly, Ris-
sik (2019) researched the emerging concept of commercial co-living and its influence on users’ afford-
ability and developers’ profitability. Thus, this subject is not widely researched, and the current study
consequently provides a needed contribution to the existing literature from a different angle. Moreo-
ver, while the previous studies focus only on affordability, this research goes further and considers
accessibility in a broader sense. The intuition that cohousing can provide affordability and create more
accessibility, as mentioned, earlier, is taken as a starting point and hypothesis in this research, which
is further substantiated by relevant scientific literature.

The concept of cohousing used in numerous studies conducted by scholars mostly deals with resident-
led cohousing (Boyer & Leland, 2017). This research examines both the rental and buyers’ variants of
cohousing, which makes it appealing to examine both resident-led and developer-led cohousing. Not
many researchers have investigated cohousing for both the rental and buyers’ markets and developed
a comparison between them. Therefore, this study contributes to obtaining a broader view of the con-
cept of cohousing and supplements the existing literature. Besides this gap, much of the cohousing
literature focuses on themes concerning the ageing society, sustainability, social cohesion, and neigh-
bourhood community (Labit, 2015; Bamford, 2005; Droste, 2015).

In addition, literature about the accessibility of the housing market is examined by various researchers.
For example, Hochstenbach and Arundel (2019) have investigated the spatial housing market polarisa-
tion, while Rigterink (2017) has examined young adults as starters in the Dutch housing market and
their expectations, bottlenecks, and possible solutions. As noted earlier, such studies indicate that the
two separate research areas concerning cohousing and the housing market for starters have seldom
been combined. This separation generates a lack of literature that reviews the concept of cohousing
as an opportunity for starters, thereby adding to the current knowledge gaps in the scientific literature.
Consequently, this research contributes to the existing knowledge base by taking the first step in ex-
ploring the different types of cohousing as a new perspective on alternative housing solutions for start-
ers on the housing market, with a focus on creating more accessibility in the municipality of Utrecht.
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As explained in the introduction, the housing accessibility for starters has decreased in recent decades.
Primarily, this group is more vulnerable to shifts in the housing market (Forrest & Yip, 2013; Mackie,
2016). This research contributes to high social relevance because it examines the concept of cohousing
as an opportunity to create more accessibility on the housing market for starters. It focuses on creating
a long-term perspective because this method will enable several generations of starters to rely on the
results presented. Considering cohousing from a long-term perspective ensures that the problem on
the housing market will shrink rather than expanding further. This approach makes cohousing and its
associated housing types a sustainable addition to the housing market, further enhancing the social
relevance of this study. Furthermore, it makes starters less vulnerable to a shift of increased prices,
stricter mortgage lending, and higher-income requirements. By examining the cohousing types for
starters, this work might offer a trajectory to improve the future development of urban areas, along
with providing the societal side effect of solving urban loneliness.

In addition to the inaccessibility on the housing market for starters, cohousing is becoming an increas-
ingly popular phenomenon. As noted earlier, starters are becoming more interested in several housing
types related to the concept of cohousing (Nelson, 2018). Nevertheless, despite the growth from start-
ers and emergence of news reports regarding these specific housing types, the concept is typically
aimed at people with a higher income or financial capital on a non-commercial basis, named resident-
led cohousing (Camp, 2017). It is, therefore, socially relevant to examine the concept of cohousing and
the different housing types in a broader view. In this way, cohousing can be used for broader purposes,
which also ensures that more housing options will be added to the housing market. By being able to
offer more housing options, it would not only create accessibility but also generate the most appropri-
ate house in accordance with the needs of most starters. Therefore this research contributes to ad-
dressing the real-life issue. Since the needs of starters are largely unmet by the current housing op-
tions, they have grown increasingly interested in concepts such as cohousing.

Furthermore, despite this growth, there is only limited attention from several market-oriented actors
to implement this concept in the housing market. Cohousing is a new concept among many actors
because itis still in its infancy on a commercial level in the Netherlands. As a result, the concept is seen
as riskier, while most actors avoid risk, which makes them more likely to follow more well-established
approaches (Stumpel, 2014). Without the support of actors, it could be the case that the implementa-
tion is not forthcoming. Through conducting this research and providing recommendations for praxis
to achieve a successful implementation, these actors may obtain a better experience of cohousing.
They would, therefore, be more inclined to adopt this approach and develop it further, which would
ultimately ensure more creativity in the housing market. If this is the case, it will increase the social
relevance of this research.

The entire report consists of two sections. The first section concerns the research report and describes
the main topics of the research. The second section consists of the Appendix and contains further
elaborations, explanations, or substantiations of the most important topics discussed in the first sec-
tion. The outline of the research report is divided into six chapters. Chapter 1 contains the central
introduction and is situated above. Chapter 2 examines the theoretical framework in which the topics
of the sub-questions return. Subsequently, Chapter 3 presents the methodology that applies to the
research, while Chapter 4 describes the case study about the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht.
In Chapter 5, an analysis is conducted using interviews, focusing on the various actors and their roles
within the implementation process. After this analysis, an answer is given to the main research ques-
tion in the conclusion. Finally, a reflection is offered in which the limitations, possibilities for further
research, and recommendations for market-oriented and governmental actors are explained.
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This chapter describes the fundamental concepts arising from the main research question. The theo-
retical framework is divided into four different themes: (1) accessibility on the housing market, (2) the
motives of starters when moving, (3) the concept of cohousing, and (4) the different actors that can
play a role in the implementation process. These four themes, which are identified based on academic
literature are eventually operationalised in the form of a conceptual framework. The framework and
literature are used as a starting point for the analysis to determine how these four themes are shaped
in practice.

In general, accessibility is described as the extent to which it is possible to access something. In this
research, this general definition is applied to the housing market. Accessibility, therefore, indicates to
what extent different households have access to appropriate housing without needing assistance from,
for example, the government (Gurran & Bramley, 2017).

The literature shows that access to the housing market is determined by several factors, which can be
divided into three societal domains, namely the market-oriented, governmental, and civil society do-
mains (Steurer, 2013). Mekaway’s (2014) research applies to the market-oriented and governmental
domains. Mekaway examined the role of various planning mechanisms within the planning system in
terms of their contribution to maintaining accessibility. Planning mechanisms concern how resources
can be distributed when the market system (in this case, that of the Netherlands) fails. Within the
Netherlands, the market is responsible for providing appropriate housing. However, as noted in the
introduction, the market system currently does not offer the accessibility that starters need. An over-
view of the factors contributing to this issue is presented in Appendix A. While Mekaway’s (2014) study
features a detailed discussion of the factors creating access to the housing market, it is limited in that
it does not provide an overall overview of all the factors that can influence accessibility. Other studies,
indicate that access to the housing market is determined by not only planning mechanisms but also
capital and that housing and lifestyle preferences are related to the civil society domain (Boterman
2012).

According to the literature, three influencing factors are essential in the governmental domain, namely
support, policy, and legislative framework. However, these factors have a more indirect than direct
influence because, in recent decades, a shift has been observed whereby local authorities withdraw
from providing accessible housing. As noted previously, the market is now mainly responsible for
providing these types of accessible houses (Mekaway, 2014). Nonetheless, greater accessibility on the
housing market can only be ensured when both central and local government support planning ap-
proaches. Support may consist of funds or subsidies related to housing programs that are focused on
creating appropriate housing. Support, in this sense, is limited to the financial aspect. Despite that
support is limited, the influential factors go beyond the financial aspect and are related to policies.
These policies consist of setting visions regarding affordable houses or a particular target group. These
visions are not binding, but they do serve as guidelines for a specific region or city and provide goals
for housing programs. The housing programs functions as a political strategy intended to pay more
attention to providing appropriate housing (Mekaway, 2014). Another policy factor is related to plan-
ning capacity, through which the government can make specific locations available for cultivation. Us-
ing this policy factor, government can designate additional construction sites, which could lead to more
accessibility. However, these places should actually be developed for target groups that have difficul-
ties in finding appropriate homes (Michielsen, Groot & van Maarseveen, 2017).
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Furthermore, the legislative framework needs to be adequate (Curran & Wake, 2008; Austin et al.,
2013). The legislative framework ensures that fundamental rights are established regarding a housing
program. Therefore, the established housing program is not only a vision; rather, it can actually affect
the housing market. A zoning plan is an essential aspect of the legislative framework. A zoning plan
regulates and identifies requirements concerning land use development. These regulations and re-
qguirements can serve as a useful tool for limiting the amount of land to be used for creating affordable
housing solutions for people who need housing. In addition, permits are related to the zoning plan and
therefore also fall under the legislative framework. Through issuing permits, the public authority can
impose restrictions concerning building particular buildings or making changes in building function
(Mekaway, 2014). All these factors can positively or negatively affect accessibility and are therefore
essential to include in this research.

Within the market-oriented domain, there are three influencing factors that are most important,
namely flexibility, opportunities for development, and the current housing stock. Flexibility is related
to the various housing options that exist in the housing market. Greater flexibility leads to a wider
variety of housing options, which can be used to meet the needs of specific target groups. Flexibility is
therefore of significant importance for the housing market, as it determines the degree of accessibility.
Market-oriented actors are among the players responsible for determining flexibility because they
build or transform houses. However, it is not only the market that is responsible for creating flexibility,
as the government provides guidance through housing programs and regulatory framework. As a re-
sult, market parties are forces to operate within these frameworks, which can be limit the possibilities
in terms of flexibility (Mekawy, 2014).

The second factor concerns the possibilities for development. When market-oriented actors fully ex-
ploit these possibilities, they can create more accessibility in the housing market because it will create
more supply. More supply will eventually bring housing prices down and thus offer people more equal
opportunities on the housing market. However, this factor partly depends on governmental policies
concerning the planning capacity and is therefore not only related to the market-oriented domain. In
the market-oriented domain, this factor depends on the willingness to create appropriate houses
within the development area. Thus, if sufficient planning capacity is offered by the governmental do-
main, the market-oriented domain must be willing to build on the available land (Curran & Wake,
2008). However, other sources indicate that some of the planning capacity is underutilized. This un-
derutilization is partly due to issues of feasibility in terms of finances and slowly changing strategic land
policies on the part of developers (Adams, Leishman & Moore, 2019). When the housing market func-
tions correctly, it should provide appropriate houses for society as a whole. This perfect functioning is
related to the information that market-oriented actors have access to concerning not only local hous-
ing needs but also, and more importantly, current housing stock. The current housing stock is divided
into existing and newly built homes. Hardly any influence can be exerted on the existing housing mar-
ket. More influence can be exerted on the newly built housing market because it is possible to build
for a specific target group. Nevertheless, new build homes are also bound by rules and visions from
the governmental domain, such as the zoning plan and permits (Mekawy, 2014).

Furthermore, a relationship is noted between flexibility and opportunities for development on the one
hand and the current housing stock on the other. If there is less flexibility in terms of housing options,
the housing stock will be affected and results in a mismatch between the current housing stock and
the needs of particular target groups. Nevertheless, flexibility affects not only the current housing stock
but also development opportunities. If there are fewer development opportunities, it may not be pos-
sible to foresee the needs of target groups, which can lead to less suitable current housing stock
(Mekawy, 2014).
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Bourdieu’s concept of capitals can be used to describe the different influencing factors related to the
civil society domain. In the present study, civil society is related to the citizens within society who may
influence the accessibility of the housing market. Bourdieu’s concept of economic capital is seen as an
influencing factor and refers to the financial aspect. The financial aspect consists of income, financial
assistance, and other family resources relevant to buying or renting a house. Income indicates how
much an individual can pay for a rental house or borrow to buy a house. Financial assistance is related
to income. People with lower incomes receive support from the government to help them find the
most appropriate housing. Some people also receive financial support from their families when buying
a house, for example (Boterman, 2012; Hochstenbach & Boterman 2014). Economic capital can have
an influence therefore on the user’s view of the perspective accessibility. The user’s view of accessibil-
ity is a collaboration between the financial aspect of the civil society domain and the current housing
stock on the housing market of the market-oriented domain. In addition, other sources show that not
only economic capital but also the housing and lifestyle preferences of users influence how accessibil-
ity is perceivedlansen, 2008). According to Jansen (2008, p. 1), Gibson’s affordance theory is a driver
of these preferences. This theory considers the relationship between the functional properties of the
environment and the actual behavioural responses of these properties (Jansen, 2008). Suppose that
civil society maintains a high standard concerning housing and lifestyle preference; in that case, it can
more quickly lead to a mismatch on the housing market. This is because people do not always have
the financial ability to fulfil these preferences, which allows them to perceive inaccessibility more
quickly. Thus, accessibility is not only determined based on the market-oriented or governmental do-
main, as civil society also has a substantial influence on the experience of accessibility. For this reason,
it is essential to include the civil society domain in this research. The factors consisting of economic
capital and preferences are further elaborated on in Section 2.2 (target group: starters).

Figure 2 provides an overview of the factors that are taken into account in this research. The arrows
show the connections between the market-oriented and governmental factors. While market-oriented
and governmental factors arise from the planning mechanisms, the civil society factors are not only
based on facts, such as income, but also on the impression of accessibility. The factors can have a
positive or negative influence on the actual accessibility of the housing market and can therefore differ
by region or city within the Netherlands.
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Figure 2: Factors influencing the accessibility of the housing market (created by the author)



Starters can be defined based on different models and analyses, including the BSR model, the mentality
model, mosaic analysis, lifestyle analysis, and the WIN model (Ouwehand, Doff & Adriaanse, 2011).
Within the scope of this research, the target group, which consists of starters, is defined based on a
lifestyle analysis. This approach is best suited to this research because the focus is on starters. In con-
trast, other studies are more abstract or analyse multiple target groups. The differences between the
characteristics of starters are large, and this group therefore cannot be considered homogeneous.
These differences are determined by age, living situation, stage of life, socio-economic status, and the
behaviour of starters on the housing market (Kruythoff, 2007; MBZK, 2012). This also makes it impos-
sible to discuss ‘the starter’. However, to operationalise the research, it was decided to indicate guide-
lines for determining who falls into the starter category. According to these guidelines, starters have
an age of 25 or older and are typically first-time individual renters or buyers who, generally speaking,
prefer a location in or near the city centre. They have average to high incomes and can afford to buy a
house costing up to €200,000 or to rent a house for approximately €700-900 (Sievers, Boogaard &
Ligtvoet, 2009).

There are different life course factors which may inform the relocation motives of starters. Different
studies have investigated the motives of both individuals that are looking for their first house or have
previously moved independently (Mulder & Hooimeijer, 2002). This research focuses on starters look-
ing for a first rental or a buyers’ house and therefore only considers studies relevant to this group. The
first life course factor consists of motives. According to the literature, up to 60% of starters feel the
need to live independently and have the intention of moving from their student accommodations or
their parents’ homes (Kruythoff, 2007; van der Mooren, 2015). Various motives can be identified for a
starter’s desire to move out. The most relevant motives for starters are finding employment and the
desire for autonomy and privacy. However, motives for leaving can vary by age. Households consisting
of younger people generally move to a new location when they find or change employment; in con-
trast, households consisting of older people are expected to be less concentrated due to having per-
manent employment and a desire for stability. In addition to the differences in motives among people
of different ages, it is also plausible that motives may change over time. In this sense, the motive to
live independently has increased in recent decades, which is the result of a society that has come to
place a greater emphasis on freedom and self-fulfilment (Mulder & Hooimeijer, 2002).

The second life course factor, which is seen as a restriction on the motives for moving, is related to
resources. These resources are dependent on income and level of education. The more resources a
starter has access to, the more likely it is that his or her preferences will expand compared to those of
individuals with access to fewer resources. One-person households often have lower incomes than
two-person households, which makes them more vulnerable and therefore occasionally dependent on
parental or governmental support. Contextual factors are the final life course factors that inform relo-
cation motives. These factors are related to the availability of appropriate housing and job opportuni-
ties. In most of the urban areas of the Netherlands, housing shortages remain an issue, which de-
creases the likelihood of finding an appropriate home. The housing stock and distribution of housing
types are crucial factors influencing the choice to move, which was also evident in the factors that
influence the accessibility of housing for starters. Starters may therefore find it less easy to move to a
new home. Furthermore, more job opportunities are available in urban areas. As a result, households
are more inclined to move to these regions. At the same time, however, there is a lack of availability
of appropriate housing in most urban areas. Moving behaviour may develop differently for starters
living in more rural areas because there is a greater availability of appropriate housing in such areas
(Mulder & Hooimeijer, 2002; de Groot, Mulder & Manting, 2011).
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There are two ways to determine moving behaviour; these are depicted in Figure 3. These ways involve
considering stated or revealed preferences. Moving behaviour is influenced by the life course factors
discussed previously. Stated preferences describe the ideal situations of different households, which
are related to the subjective choice to move (Abdullah, Markandya & Nunes, 2011; de Groot, Manting
& Mulder, 2013). The subjective choice to move is related to the preferences that a household has.
These preferences consists of the ideal image that fits their career course and the life goals they intend
to pursue. Priemus (1969, p. 42) described the ideal image as ‘the housing aspect that households
consider as ideal regardless of the housing supply and their financial resources’. Given the preferences
of a typical starter, this ideal image will often be a spacious apartment with a low price located in the
centre of a city. However, such an ideal image is generally not realistic or achievable. Such an ideal
image often results in a gap between the subjective choice to move and the objective change to realise
this moving behaviour. The ideal situation will therefore be adjusted to be more in line with any re-
strictions related to the life course factors of availability, market conditions, and income resources.
This modified image is called the aspiration image (Priemus, 1969). Priemus (1969, p. 42) defines this
term as referring to ‘the home that the household uses within the framework of the supply on the
housing market in the attainable price range considered ideal, given its specific circumstances’.

However, in practice, it is often the case that this adjusted image is not always achievable due to mar-
ket forces (Priemus, 1969). The second way to determine moving behaviour applies here. A house-
hold’s revealed preferences refer to its real moving behaviors in the world as it currently exists (Abdul-
lah, Markandya & Nunes, 2011). In this sense, households need to decide whether to move not at all
or whether to move to another home that may not be preferred. The literature indicates a remarkable
difference between the number of households that prefer to move to a house and the number of
households that move. Concerning the target group of this research, starters move less often than
planned to desired owner-occupied or rental houses (MBZK, 2012). In the period between leaving the
parental or student house and securing an independent rental or owner-occupied home, a starters
official housing situation may deviate somewhat from the actual situation. The social rental sector has
long waiting lists, while the liberalized sector has high income requirements. Finally, in the middle
rental sector, there are hardly any rental homes available. As a result, starters are become dependent
on owner-occupied houses, but the budgets of starters are generally insufficient with regard to current
housing stock (Treur, 2016). Therefore, positioning in the housing market for starters is largely not a
choice but rather a matter of constraint (Kruythoff, 2007). Although the revealed preferences may
differ from the previously stated preferences, the preferred condition to move will remain. This means
that the choice to move involves striking a balance between the stated and revealed preferences.

Revealed preferences
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Ideal image Aspiration image Home choice

Stated preferences

Figure 3: Stated and revealed preferences (created by the author)
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Privatisation has become increasingly popular in recent decades. The idea that producing and manag-
ing worked more effectively and efficiently on an individual basis made sure that collectives came un-
der pressure. However, a minor revolution has taken place towards more shared goods. After two
centuries of individualistic thinking, partnerships are once again gaining ground. Citizens are becoming
increasingly aware of the solutions that they can create for themselves and each other. There is a new
interest in all types of shared management of property and community goods due to, among other
factors, changes in the economy. The concept behind the commons is that people do not need to own
things if they have access to or are capable of sharing them (Camp, 2017; de Moor, 2012).

According to Schmid (2019, p. 19), the revival of the commons should not be limited only to goods but
should also include collective living. A new way of thinking generally influences ways of living. Collec-
tive living is, generally speaking, a conscious choice and can be understood as a response to traditional
living styles (Schmid, 2019). More people within the young generation are open to collective living and
are adopting more compact and shared lifestyles. This change in outlook is reflected by the fact that
starters themselves are increasingly interested in shared living (Nelson, 2018). As a result, they are
gradually adapting their stated preferences, which could bring their stated and revealed preferences
closer together. When starters already thinking about sharing living space in their stated preferences,
these preferences will be closer to the revealed preferences, which will make the gap between stated
and revealed preferences smaller.

Figure 4 provides an overview of factors related to the moving behaviour of starters. Many starters
prefer to move to an independent house. However, there is a remarkable difference on the housing
market between starters who prefer to move and starters who are moving. There are limited housing
opportunities within the current housing stock that meet their stated preferences. Due to this gap,
starters are stuck in the housing market. However, this gap can be narrowed by the revival of commons
because because such a revival would make it easier for starters to meet their needs. The sharing of
living space is becoming increasingly accessible and acceptable among starters, which brings their
stated and revealed preferences closer together.

Moving behaviour of Resulting in stated Does not match revealed
[ Life course factors g »
starters preferences preferences
Motives
A4
Resources

Bringing the stated and
revealed preferences
closer together due to
Contextual the revival of commons

Figure 4: From moving behaviour to revealed preferences (created by the author)
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Cohousing is a broad concept that describes a wide variety of initiatives. For this reason a comprehen-
sive definition of this topic consisting of different elements is used; these elements are shown in Figure
5. These elements are collective living, collaboration, and cooperation. While these are all elements of
cohousing, one can be present in the absence of the others (Fromm, 2012). Collective housing is the
most recognisable form of cohousing. It assumes that private living units are combined with communal
facilities in one building. It is therefore more focused on forming a community together in which they
share space. This element occurs both on the buyers’ and rental markets. Another element is collabo-
rative housing, which is oriented towards collaboration among several residents to achieve a particular
goal. In other words, it is a form of self-organised collective housing, such as collective private com-
missioning, where the focus is on collaboration and co-production. As a result, collaborative housing
is mainly found on the buyers’ market. Thus, it is generally understood as resident-led cohousing. The
last element, cooperative housing, is an entirely different form of cohousing that does not imply any
shared living situations; it only relates to cooperative ownership of housing (Tummers, 2017; Vestbro
& Horrelli, 2012; Czischke, 2017). A cooperative housing organisation positions itself in between resi-
dents and other housing associations, which allows these residents to participate in the decision-mak-
ing process regarding their housing situation (Lang & Novy, 2014). However, critically reviewed, Tum-
mers (2017) argues that cooperative housing is not a type of cohousing because it is not based on
common spaces or shared facilities.

To delineate the research, it was decided to
only deal with the elements of collective co-
housing, which concerns the sharing of space.

Cohousing
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because the the other two elements are only

focused on resident-led cohousing. The final  figyre 5: Flements of cohousing (created by the author)
definition of cohousing used in this research

is: Cohousing is a living concept in which pri-
vate living units are combined with commu-
nal facilities.

As mentioned previously, this study makes a distinction between the rental and buying concepts of
cohousing. In this sense, resident-led cohousing is a form of owner-occupied housing. An essential
characteristic of this form is the intention or motivation of starters to share several elements (Sargis-
son, 2012). In contrast, commercial-led cohousing relates more to the rental market. The characteris-
tics of this form are based on less private space, which is compensated by shared facilities. However,
itis also a response to the trend of the younger generation being priced out of urban areas. Commer-
cial-led cohousing is a top-down response to market demand, as opposed to private-occupied cohous-
ing, which is more of a bottom-up initiative (Wood, 2018; Green, 2017).

It is possible to distinguish four different spatial dimension frameworks that can be used to more ac-
curately describe the concept of cohousing. According to Falkenstjerne-Beck (2019, p. 45), these spa-
tial dimensions are (1) the vision and value-oriented dimension, (2) the organisational dimension, (3)
the relational dimension, and (4) the physical dimension. These four dimensions are shown in Figure
6. These dimensions are interwoven with each other, which means that they cannot be considered
separately.
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The first dimension is related to shared visions and values, with a focus on the social aspect and con-
cerns how to live together. Most cohousing projects arise due to different residents having shared
values. According to Falkenstjerne-Beck (2019, p. 45), an essential aspect of cohousing is striking an
appropriate balance between privacy and collective life when living together by providing everyone
with their own unit. New possibilities for living and lifestyles will arise from these shared vision and
values. In this sense, cohousing is seen as a modern utopia in that it creates a living model that is a
better alternative for society than traditional housing concepts (Falkenstjerne-Beck, 2019).

The organisational dimension is based on the question of how cohousing can be organised, both finan-
cially and legally. Organisationally collective cohousing can be based on private ownership; alterna-
tively, it can rely on a rental model, which can involve either private renting or the rental of properties
owned by housing associations. However, the cohousing model can be difficult to organise in terms of
finances due to the need for shared facilities and can therefore be challenging to implement. In addi-
tion to the fact that it must be adequately organised, it is also an issue within which frameworks co-
housing remains legal (Falkenstjerne-Beck, 2019). This dimension is the most important of the four
because without organising cohousing, it is not possible to undertake a project and carry out the ac-
tivities that fall under the other dimensions.

The third dimension relates to relationships among the residents within a cohousing complex and a
group dynamic based on belonging and togetherness. One of the most general characteristics of co-
housing is the creation of relationships. In this sense, cohousing allows people to socialise and learn
from each other. This dimension is connected to the physical dimension because motivations and feel-
ings about something affect the visible and are fixed in the layout of the house (Falkenstjerne-Beck,
2019). As stated by Falkenstjerne-Beck (2019, p. 48), ‘cohousing is a living arrangement in which the
dimension reveals a setting and system that cultivates an intentional negotiated ethos of sharing’.

The last dimension is related to the physical layout of the cohousing concept in terms of the combina-
tion of private units and shared facilities. The transition between the physical layout of these public
and private spaces is shown in Appendix B. The physical layout of these houses needs to be designed
based on social interaction. There must be thought of shared rooms, such as a dining area, laundry
facilities, guest rooms, and workspaces. Private units generally have less floor area, but this is compen-
sated by the shared rooms (Falkenstjerne-Beck, 2019).
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vision and values layout well as individuality facilities

Figure 6: Four spatial dimensions for cohousing (created by the author based on Falkenstjerne-Beck, 2019)
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Within the element of collective cohousing and the spatial dimensions, there is a wide variety of types
and sizes. In this study, different types are selected by considering their suitability for starters and
bearing in mind the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht. Other types, such as elderly cohousing
and integration cohousing, have therefore been omitted, as they are not relevant for starters. Three
housing types suit starters: friends living, micro cohousing, and intergenerational cohousing. This study
elaborates on the three housing types, taking the four spatial dimensions into consideration for each.

Living together with friends in one house is the most common definition of friends living. This type
offers residential advantages because it provides optimal flexibility, is more cost-efficient, and reduces
individualism. However, this does not mean that there are no possible restrictions associated with
friends living. Figure 7 shows the essential features of friends living. Appendix D presents a mood board
depicting this type.
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Figure 7: Spatial dimensions related to friends living (created by the author)

When focusing on the relation dimension, it can be seen that this type creates a feeling of togetherness
by allowing people who live together to become a family. The often strong relational bond is expressed
in an equal vision and value-oriented dimension. The equal vision and values are also reinforced be-
cause a house will often inhabited by a limited number of people, which makes it easier reach agree-
ments concerning visions and values. However, it should not be overlooked that visions and values are
not always shared. The characteristics within the physical dimension can differ from home to home.
However, the most common features of a house used for friends living consists are a communal
kitchen, living room, and bathroom. The residents do have their own private bedroom units, but the
model can be changed such that each private bedroom has its own bathroom. The surface of both the
private units and the common areas differ by house. However, most private units have an average
surface area of between 10 m? and 25 m?2. This average surface area resembles the principle of a stu-
dent house. A question that thus arises is why an entirely new plan should be implemented with regard
to the organisational dimension when student houses already exist; the difference is that student
houses only accommodate students. This means that when students complete their studies, they need
to secure new accommodations. Furthermore, these homes are organised on a rental or occupation
basis, whereby generally two or three people live together. In practice, there are also larger homes in
which at least five to nine people live in one house. However, this depends, among other factors, on
the size of the house (Camp, 2017).

Friends living is mainly used in the context of the organisational dimension as a renting type. However,
itis also possible to extend this type to the buyers’ market. Therefore, friends living can be both a form
of resident-led and commercial-led cohousing. In the sense of commercial-led cohousing, every tenant
has their own lease contract and is not dependent on someone. However, they all are responsible for
paying the rent. When one of the residents moves out, the rest of the residents do not have to leave,
but they will need to search for a new candidate (Camp, 2017). This makes it possible to rent a house
in the upper segment, where there are more possibilities for finding suitable accommodation. These
possibilities will broaden the search to find an appropriate house. However, there may be a restriction
regarding the rental type of friends living that may make it more challenging to initiate such a living
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arrangement. A restriction is related to public policies within specific cities and involves the rules re-
garding sharing a house in the Netherlands. In some areas, a permit must first be applied before renting
a shared house (van den Bussche, Thion & Remerie, 2017). In the social rental sector, multiple house-
holds cannot share a house. In addition, in the liberalized rental sector, many owners cannot or do not
want to rent out a home to more than one household. Many zoning plans explicitly state that a home
is intended for one household (Treur, 2016).

However, as mentioned previously, it is possible to extend this type to the buyers’ market. Due to the
limited supply on the buyers’ market for starters and the fact that the market is rarely focused on
individual households, this type offers a solution. Furthermore, there are also stricter lending stand-
ards and more stringent requirements on the parts of banks. Acquiring one’s own home requires cre-
ative solutions. When buying together with friends, it is also possible to get a higher lending. A higher
lending makes it easier to find a suitable home in a higher price range. Groups of friends are increas-
ingly buying houses together (Camp, 2017). However, there are also potential restrictions on the buy-
ers’ market. Unlike the rental market, these are restrictions concerning mortgage loans. There are sev-
eral options when it comes to securing a mortgage to buy a property to be used for friends living. The
first option involves only one individual buying the house. To pay the fixed costs, the other person(s)
pays the rent. Unfortunately, the lender must give permission to rent out part of the house, and this
often does not happen. The first option reduces the costs for starters, but it does not offer the potential
of buying a property in a more expensive segment. The second option is buying a house together. The
mortgage will then be in the name of both individuals. The income of the person who earns the least
determines 80% of the mortgage value. Furthermore, it is also riskier for the starters themselves be-
cause they are responsible for repaying the loan and thus cannot simply leave the house (van den
Bussche, Thion & Remerie, 2017).

The second housing type consists of micro cohousing. Micro cohousing consists of several micro apart-
ments in one building where everyone has their own private rooms but has access to several shared
facilities. In this type, starters can enjoy all of the advantages of living in a city without being confronted
with significant fixed costs (Schreter, 2019; Groot, 2017). This type of cohousing is suitable for starters
because, in the long term, they still want to have their own accommodation and to reduce costs. Nev-
ertheless, this does not mean that there are no restrictions associated with micro cohousing. Figure 8
shows the essential features of micro cohousing, while Appendix E presents a mood board depicting
this type.
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Figure 8: Spatial dimensions related to micro cohousing (created by the author)

In this type, the relational dimension is quite different from that of the first type (friends living More
people live in micro cohousing arrangements when compared to friends living, and they generally do
not know each other beforehand, which makes it less easy for them to create a strong feeling of to-
getherness. This can affect the dimension related to visions and values because everyone within a
building or on a selected floor could have different visions and values. Nevertheless, most people who
are open to micro cohousing are willing to consider the needs of others, which makes it easier to com-
promise. Thus, it is very dependent on the people who live in such a building. Zooming in on the phys-
ical dimension, inhabitants have their own studios with all amenities but also have access to communal
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areas, such as a large living room, a kitchen, and a laundry area. These shared facilities can be found
either on each floor area or only in one central place and thus differ by building. Micro cohousing can
be considered to be opposed to friends living because micro cohousing is based on independent living
spaces, with residents not living together with friends but sharing common spaces. Furthermore, most
of these micro apartments are 27 m? or smaller However, such apartments are typically designed in an
efficient way. The number of people who can live within a micro apartment typically varies by building
(Camp, 2017; Infranca, 2014).

Micro cohousing is mainly used in the rental market, not in the buyers’ market. Nevertheless, to keep
the scope of this research sufficiently broad, it was decided to include the buyers’ market. Although
the private space found in buildings used for micro cohousing is generally smaller than that found in a
traditional space, the total area may be larger in this type due to the additional collective space. This
not only increases the total surface area but also makes it cheaper for the residents because only part
of this collective space must be paid for (Rissik, 2019). As a result, rental costs may be lower, which
could increase accessibility. However, as with the type of friends living, there may also be restrictions
associated with this particular type of cohousing. These restrictions are not associated with the public
policies of a city but rather with the residents themselves, as people’s behaviour is an essential factor
in determining the success of a cohousing venture (Lietaert, 2009). When it comes to micro cohousing,
most inhabitants of a building will be unknown to each other, which can make it more difficult to en-
sure effective cohousing. However, this could be solved by paying attention to this topic in the lease
contract. Another possible restriction arises when loans are needed. According to Infranca (2014, p.
84), is it possible that lenders may undervalue this type of house due to unfamiliarity with it, as it
represents a new way of living compared to living in traditional houses. This also makes them assess
their risk higher due to concerns of the future market demand for this housing type.

However, this housing type also offers possibilities for the buyers’ market. Micro apartments are
smaller than traditional houses, which makes it possible to buy in a lower price category and offers
starters better opportunities on the housing market. However, it should be taken into account that
there are also communal areas within a building, so that restrictions may apply here. Arranging or
selling a shared area is complicated. One of the options is to sell a percentage of the communal area.
Another possibility is arranging service costs that must be paid every month, with the management
thereof being transferred to a professional party (Infranca, 2014). However, such service costs will
make the total payments higher, possibly making them too expensive for the target group.

Intergenerational cohousing is defined as different age groups living together in a residential building.
This means that the type is not only related to starters. Nevertheless, it can help starters by creating
more accessibility. In this type, starters enjoy the advantage of living in buildings in which there is more
diversity. In this type, great diversity is available in the field of cooperation between the different age
groups. Intergenerational cohousing could prove advantageous for starters, as it can reduce costs due
to the access to communal facilities and differing house sizes (Camp, 2017). Nevertheless, this does
not mean that there are no restrictions associated with intergenerational cohousing. Figure 9 shows
the essential features of intergenerational cohousing, while Appendix F presents a mood board.

Vision and value Organisational . . . . i )
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Number of Micro apartment
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Figure 9: Spatial dimensions related to intergenerational cohousing (created by the author)
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The relational dimension in this type is different from friends living and micro cohousing. As previously
described, several generations live together. These generations consist of starters, families, and the
elderly. Although several generations may be living in the same building, they will often have a pro-
nounced feeling of togetherness. This is partly because in this type, the intention is to help each other
where necessary. For example, starters can have their rents reduced when they look after the children
of other tenants or help the elderly with their chores. As a result, elderly tenants and families living in
the same building can benefit from the support of others. Zooming in on the vision and value-oriented
dimension, it can be said that in this housing type, every generation has its own vision and value, which
are often quite distinct. This means that it may also be more difficult to reach a compromise that is
acceptable to all parties. Furthermore, within the physical dimension, it can be noted that every gen-
eration has a particular type of apartment or home that suits their general preferences. Starters have
their own micro apartments but have access to all the amenities and shared areas, as is the case in
micro cohousing. Communal areas can include courtyards and shared laundry areas. Thus, it is less
focused on having communal living areas and kitchens, although this is still a possibility. Most of the
micro apartments for starters in this type are 27 m? or smaller, but they have a smart interior design
so that it can be classified very efficiently (Camp, 2017; Coele, 2014; Fedrowitz, 2010). In the physical
dimension, it is possible to extend the type with the concept of flexible houses. Every generation can
select different units that satisfy their minimum needs. This led to a building that is arranged as effi-
ciently as possible (Schneider & Till, 2005; Calgary, 2017). Moreover, organisationally, it differs per
building how many people live within this type.

Inthe organisational dimension, this type is often used in the buyers’ market. Mostly, groups consisting
of people of all ages prefer buy this type. The houses inhabited by members of this group are generally
privately owned or cooperative, which means that it is more related to the cooperative and collabora-
tive elements of cohousing (Falkenstjerne-Beck, 2019). Nevertheless, it is also possible to sell these
homes when a developer organisation builds them. However, there is not much literature related to
this kind of organisation, as this seldom occurs in practice. Selling these types of homes is not likely to
be an issue. The smaller surface area of such homes increases the availability of accommodation for
starters in suitable price ranges. Despite, it should be taken into account that there are also shared
areas within a building, meaning that certain restrictions may apply. Arranging or selling a communal
area is complicated. One of the options is to sell a percentage of the common area. Another possibility
is to arrange service costs that must be paid every month, with the management thereof being trans-
ferred to a professional party (Infranca, 2014). However, such service costs will make the total pay-
ments higher, possibly making them too expensive for the target group. Although this type is mostly
used on the buyers’ market, it is possible to extend it to the rental market. The rental market may be
less known in the literature and practice but fits into the operationalisation of the present research.
The literature does not indicate any restrictions related to this type of cohousing. Every age group has
unique needs and preferences with regard to homes. As a result, houses can be divided differently,
including in terms of size (Fedrowitz, 2010).

This research would not be sufficiently objective when it only consider the benefits of cohousing. In
addition to the possible restrictions associated with the previously discussed housing types, there are
also more general criticisms, challenges, and contradictions associated with the concept of cohousing.
The first limitation is related to the behaviour of residents within these cohousing projects. Living in a
cohousing project does not automatically mean that everyone will have the same values and vision,
which may ultimately result in lower costs not being realised. However, there is a trend in which new
generations of residents are increasingly focused on combining their individual visions. Furthermore,
communal facilities should not be idealized either. Some residents will be more driven than others to
engage in collective activities such as cooking together (Lietaert, 2009; Garciano, 2011). These two
limitations can be divided in the vision and value-oriented dimension.
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Beyond the behavioural limits, there are also limits related to the share of costs. This challenge is re-
lated to the organisational dimension. The majority of the residents living in these projects belong to
the upper-middle class. For people belonging to other social classes, it is not easy to buy a home, par-
ticularly in a cohousing project. A cohousing project is usually more expensive due to the shared facil-
ities. Thus, should the concept of cohousing become a popular way to live in urban areas it will be
necessary for local authorities to help individuals with financial support. It is not only local authorities
but also private parties that can help to develop cohousing concepts, as private individuals can lever-
age their investments, knowledge, expertise, and relationships with local authorities (Lietaert, 2009).
Furthermore, Garciano (2011, p. 175) indicates that while cohousing may provide a more comfortable
living experience, it is not necessarily cheaper than a traditional home. This is partly due to the higher
costs of new and customised constructions, the larger communal areas, and the facilities related to
these common areas. These do not always outweigh the savings that come from sharing. Nevertheless,
Garciano (2011, p. 176) also mentions that it would not be impossible to create a more affordable form
of cohousing. Practice has also shown that it is possible to make cohousing more affordable than tra-
ditional houses.

Figure 10 provides an overview of cohousing and its housing types. These types are a selection of the
cohousing concept and were chosen because they are suitable for urban areas and starters. Friends
living is characterised by private space being combined with shared facilities, such as a bathroom, living
room, and kitchen. The second type is related to micro cohousing. It is characterised by shared facili-
ties, such as a living room and kitchen. However, unlike friends living, this type offers more privacy.
The final type consists several generations living together in one building. Each generation has its own
private space, with these spaces differing in terms of layouts and sizes.
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Figure 10: Collective cohousing and the related housing types, along with their characteristics, for starters
(created by the author)
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As stated previously, this research limits itself to the market-oriented and governmental actors. For
this reason, this section only considers these two actors. The role-based model of Adams and Tiesdell
(2013), which is shown in Appendix C, provides an indication of which actors there are and the kind of
roles they play. Roles are parts that actors play in the implementation process and can be both nega-
tive and positive. The model identifies seven essential markets that are involved in the real estate
market. The actors and roles identified in the model fall into these seven categories. The important
markets for this research are the political, financial, and investment property markets. There are vari-
ous actors in these markets, such as developers, local authorities, mortgage lenders, and real estate
investors (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013). These actors are likely to play a role in the process of implementing
cohousing.

Successful implementation of projects depends on coordination among the roles. However, from a
critical perspective, this role-based model only provides a general representation of the actors and
their roles, as the relative importance of the categories of participants may vary from project to pro-
ject. Furthermore, the model is only focused on the development market, which means that the model
is not fully applicable to the present research because this study should consider both newly built
homes as well as existing ones. Nevertheless, this model can undoubtedly contribute to this research
because certain actors and roles can play an important part. Other studies show that housing associa-
tions also play a role in the implementation, development, and management of appropriate housing
opportunities for starters (Mekawy, 2014), which suggests that the present research should not be
limited to the role-based model alone.

Furthermore, these actors need to be divided into the rental and buyers’ markets, as this research is
not limited to only one market. Figure 11 presents an overview of the actors and their links to the
rental and buyers’ markets. Developer organisations are active in both the rental and buyers’ markets.
They can sell houses to private individuals or to investors and housing associations for rental purposes.
Local authorities are also active in both markets because they regulate both markets through estab-
lishing rules and providing a vision and leadership. Mortgage lenders are related to the buyers’ market;
this is because they must provide mortgages to starters who are willing to purchase a house. Invest-
ment in the rental market is not required from the starters because they do not need their own capital.
Therefore, banks have no relationship to the rental market. Investors are only active in the rental mar-
ket because they investin rental houses to generate revenue. Therefore, there are hardly any investors
in the buyers’ market. Starters generally buy their houses by themselves, usually with the support of a
bank. Finally, housing associations are, in principle, mainly focused on the rental market. A small part
of their strategy is focused on the buyers’ market. Their involvement in the buyers’ market is limited
to when they dispose of houses from their portfolios or offer social houses on the buyers’ market.
Therefore, the present research assumes that housing associates are active in both the rental and buy-
ers’ markets.

i Housin Developer .
Actors on the housing Investor Sing ope Local authority Mortgage lender
market association organisation
\ | |
Y l A v
Rental market Buyers’ market |«

Figure 11: Actors on the housing market related to the rental and buyers’ markets (created by the author)

Page | 30



Actors that carry out roles related to a developer can be individuals or organisations. Such actors in-
clude private individuals, development companies that focus on specific projects, or local authorities
that drive the development of a specific area (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013). However, in the present study,
the term developer refers only to a development company that initiates a development. A local au-
thority has different roles in the research, and private individuals fall outside of the scope of this study
because starters do not have the financial support required to act as private individuals. Therefore, it
is possible to describe a developer as an investor in the development and realisation of real estate
projects for the market and not for personal use. Developer organisations are therefore bear risk for
or realise real estate projects on behalf of third parties, such as housing associations, local authorities,
or investors (Nozeman, 2010; van Gool, et al., 2013).

Since these developer organisations have the potential to shape the future of places, it is crucial to
understand the drivers of their behaviour. The expertise of a developer lies in identifying development
opportunities, choosing the appropriate target group, and resolving complaints to allow developments
to proceed as planned. As stated by Adams and Tiesdell (2013, p. 170), ‘developers are portrayed as
impresarios, orchestrating the development performance by bringing capital, labour and rights in land
together to create the right product in the right place at the right time’.

According to Adams and Tiesdell (2013, p. 167), a developer can potentially play up to four different
roles. The first role is that of a master developer, in which a developer operates strategically and drives
the overall development of an area. The second role is that of an infrastructure provider that ensures
the provision of roads and sewers. The third role is that of a developer responsible for organising the
development of parcels. The last role that a developer can play is that of a building contractor, in which
the developer constructs actual homes. However, these four roles are carried out differently in differ-
ent circumstances and are therefore not always considered necessary. Due to the need to operation-
alise, only the roles related to being a master developer and building contractor are considered in this
research. This choice was made because this research focuses on an abstract level; as such, discussing
the respective roles of infrastructure providers and parcel developers would require going into exces-
sive detail (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013).

A strength of a developer is that it can build quickly and efficiently, which reduces construction costs
and grants more access to starters. However, it also includes barriers in the context of the cohousing
principle. First, the developer that spends its money on a project and takes on the associated risk will
retain complete control from beginning to end. This means that it is possible that the end-user will not
be fully considered, meaning that the outcome of the project may differ from starters’ expectations.
Furthermore, should a developer have an opportunity to build homes in a more expensive segment
that will generate more profit, the developer is likely to prefer to build these types of homes and to
disregard the target audience of starters. Thus, developers have significant power in the real estate
branch. Furthermore, a barrier can arise that a developer compromise excessively on the design (e.g.,
with regard to shared facilities) due to the concern that it will not be possible to find enough buyers
interested in the cohousing concept. This makes it a better match for general housing buyers who
prefer more privacy and comfort but deviates from the cohousing principle (Scotthanson &
Scotthanson, 2005).

However, a possibility also arises in that, as mentioned previously, a developer can build a product
quickly and efficiently. If a developer is sensitive to the needs of cohousing for starters and believes
that buyers will purchase the product, it may provide a delightful place. Furthermore, the building
process can be completed quickly, which increases the likelihood that starters will be able to find ap-
propriate houses that suit their needs sooner and will make it easier to solve the problems faced by
starters on the housing market (Scotthanson & Scotthanson, 2005).
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In this research, local authorities are considered to be official organisations that are responsible for
governing all the public services and facilities in a particular region. These local authorities consist of
local government and municipalities. The central government stands above these organisations; as
such, the way in which these organisations work is partly influenced by the central government (Adams
& Tiesdell, 2013).

There are four main roles for local authorities: provider, funder, regulator, and leader. For example,
they can serve as providers of housing for starters. While the importance of this role has decreased in
recent years, local authorities still offer housing corporations land at lower prices. The role of funder
is aligned with that of provider because local authorities can assist in providing appropriate housing
for starters by funding market-oriented actors and helping such actors to create more innovative hous-
ing solutions. However, most local authorities expect that market-oriented actors will self-fund their
building activities (Douglas, 2004).

The third role is that of a regulator and can be divided into three different themes, namely land-use
planning, building regulations, and development incentives (Douglas, 2004). Land-use planning focuses
on the local level and concerns how places should look and function in the future. They make zoning
plans that can impose restrictions concerning the function of a piece of land (Needham, 2016). Zoning
plans are a powerful mechanism by which local authorities can encourage or discourage certain types
of development (Mekawy, 2014). Furthermore, local authorities need to issue development permits,
which can be considered a form of building regulations (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013). With development
incentives, they can use planning instruments to provide development contributions intended to cre-
ate more appropriate housing (Douglas, 2004). Furthermore, local authorities also play a vital support-
ive role. They are responsible for formulating strategies related to spatial developments, supporting
construction plans, and facilitating the ideas of market-oriented actors (Mekawy, 2014).

The last possible role concerns leadership. Besides their supportive roles as regulators and politician,
local authorities need to assume the role of effective leaders. In this sense, a local authority needs to
drive forward action, create confidence, encourage the participation of developers and housing asso-
ciations, and reduce the risks associated with any development. As a leader, it is possible to stimulate
the overall level of development or the development of a particular housing type (Adams & Tiesdell,
2013). For example, local authorities can coordinate new development initiatives.

Local authorities can be seen as a great possibility because they are the key actors in the successful
implementation of cohousing for starters. They are in charge of processing planning applications, sup-
port the allocation of land for cohousing purposes, and provide grants or financial support to these
projects to create more accessibility on the housing market. Local authorities also have the expertise
as direct strategic enables in the local housing market (Quinio & Burgess, 2019). When local authorities
take the lead in their respective regions, they can stimulate the development of a particular housing
type, “in this case cohousing; such efforts can drive new developments in the housing market.

However, local authorities are under increasing pressure due to lengthy social housing wait lists, in-
creasing homelessness, and a lack of affordable housing for both starters and others. This limits their
ability to commit to alternative housing solutions for starters such as cohousing and can therefore be
seen as a barrier (Quinio & Burgess, 2019). Furthermore, educating local authorities on the value of
cohousing for starters is an extremely time-consuming process. Because accessibility for starters is an
acute problem, the amount of time needed to convince local authorities can be seen as a barrier
(Weeks, et al., 2019). The regulators within the local authorities have little incentive to reduce the
information demand on applications or to accelerate the decision-making time, which further serves
to complicate implementation (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013).
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Mortgage lenders, which are usually banks, offer mortgages on buyers’ homes. This research focuses
on retail lenders, referring to parties such as banks that perform all loan origination functions by them-
selves. Mortgage lenders advance money on the security of a mortgage on a property such that the
lender is always insured (Campbell, 2013; Draper, 1974).

Mortgages are of first-order importance for households that cannot afford a house by themselves.
When someone wants to buy a house, they will in most cases require a mortgage. They can borrow
the purchase amount of the house and repay this loan, the mortgage, in the form of monthly instal-
ments. Here, the role of a mortgage lender comes into play because they can provide a loan to that
specific person. The lender thus obtains a security interest in the property (Campbell, 2013). Mortgage
lenders that advance mortgages to owner-occupiers will need a guarantee and the confidence that
they can readily resell the house should the owner default (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013). This guarantee is
also required since most mortgages today are issued over the long term, which means that a mortgage
lender provides a mortgage for about 30 years. This reduces the risk of repayment (Draper, 1974).

Since friends living is related to the buyers’ market, multiple households are associated with a mort-
gage, which can create a significant barrier to obtaining a mortgage. There is a legal risk that a lender
could lose its security if one of the households can no longer make the mortgage repayments or wants
to move. Therefore, mortgage lenders are cautious as to whom they give a mortgage. However, mort-
gagees need to sign a possession clause entitling the lender to sell the home on the open market to
recover any outstanding debt. This is a benefit for a lender (Chappell, Heywood & Williams, 2018).

In contrast, providing mortgages to several households can also offer an opportunity for first-time
buyers on the housing market. If it is possible to secure a loan with several households, the loan
amount also increases. Thus, when cooperating, starters can search for houses in higher price ranges.
There is a broader range of homes in this higher price range, which provides starters with more oppor-
tunities on the housing market; thus, starters choosing to buy a house together can be considered a
promising approach. Furthermore, while the general cohousing sector does not make much use of
mortgage lenders for support because they can already afford to buy a house, it is keen to ensure that
these mortgage lenders understand the nature of the concept and consider these unique factors in
their lending decisions (Chappell, Heywood & Williams, 2018).

In this research, an investor is defined as a party that buys and sells existing properties or real estate
to be developed in the investment market. These investors are interested in income flow from rents,
with their focus being on long-term income. Alternatively, they may be interested in selling properties,
in which the focus is on the short term (Adams & Thiesdell, 2013; Theurillat, Rerat & Crevoisier, 2015).
The present research focuses on long-term investors because they control the use of properties and
therefore have considerable influence on the implementation process. Long-term investors seek re-
turns from holding their real estate over extended periods and this return is expressed as liquidity.

An essential task of an investor in real estate development is preserving liquidity. Adams and Tiesdell
(2013, p. 217) note that there is a general rule: ‘the more development becomes standardised, the
greater its perceived liquidity and, conversely, the more it becomes specialised, the less its perceived
liquidity’. This statement implies that investors have a strong interest in standardised development,
even when such development does not suit the needs and desires of individual users. This priority also
applies to real estate developers (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013).
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In addition, investors also play a significant role in the rental market, as they ensure that enough rental
homes are available for households but this is not always the case. Furthermore, an investor can re-
quire developers to incorporate certain products into a project. When they are at their most influential,
investors may decide what is and is not considered achievable without considering the actual market
and target audience, which can have negative effects. However, they do not want to expose them-
selves to excessive risk and therefore need to determine whether users want to rent their properties.
This means that an investor is more likely to build in less risky places and in areas where there will
probably always be demand. It can thus be concluded that an investor has more power than a devel-
oper (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013).

As mentioned previously, investors are more interested in standard properties because such proper-
ties are less risky for them. This creates a barrier because cohousing is a concept that requires specific
users and is therefore a potential risk for investors, which means that investors may not have faith in
the concept and thus may not be quick to investin properties used for cohousing. However, this barrier
can also be converted into a possibility. When confidence in the concept is created by other actors and
there are also many interested users, an investor that is focused on larger properties can start a project
involving larger numbers of houses (Cagan, 2019). Such a decision can ensure that starters gain access
to the housing market more quickly. However, care must be taken not to disadvantages the concept.

A housing association is a company that is engaged in building, managing, and renting out living space.
According to van der Werf (2013, p. 158), a housing organisation is a ‘hybrid organisation...an inde-
pendent organisation between the state, market and community’. The activities that need to be carried
out are therefore performed on a non-profit basis. Thus, these corporations are private, but not com-
mercial, organisations. They are government-approved and have an assigned public task, with their
performance in this regard being monitored (van der Werf, 2013).

They are active in the housing market to provide housing for tenants with low income. As indicated
previously, housing associations play a role on both the rental and buyers’ markets, thereby separating
social and commercial activities. Due to the hybrid nature, the activities are influenced by economic,
political, and social forces. On the political level, housing associations are strongly affiliated with the
government through finances, regulations, and supervision. This means that the government plays a
decisive role within the field of activity of housing associations. They are also aimed at the market of
supply and demand, which is based on the economic level and gives a commercial direction. Housing
associations have been assigned the task of stimulating home ownership by selling rental properties
or or building owner-occupied homes; both of these tasks are part of the role that housing assocations
play in the housing market. They can sell houses at lower prices than other parties. Finally, housing
associations also focus on social factors as part of their attempts to promote the interests of the com-
munity (van der Werf, 2013).

Furthermore, a housing association can purchase land at relatively cheap rates from a municipality,
which makes it possible to build cheaper homes. However, the corporations are no longer under the
control of municipalities, which means that these organisations must finance everything by them-
selves. Thus, they support their tasks by renting and selling houses. Social rental housing is therefore
not profitable, which means that it has a negative return. As a result, housing associations must sell
homes from their portfolios in addition to renting out properties (van der Werf, 2013).
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Housing associations could play a significant role in the broader development of cohousing by not only
developing cohousing projects but also facilitating them. As with developer organisations, it is possible
for a housing association to assume the responsibility for and financial risk associated with developing
cohousing projects. Such associations can also bring their expertise to projects, such as that concerning
legal issues and the regulatory framework on housing policy. They can also sell their units for lower
prices (Quinio & Burgess, 2019). Furthermore, housing associations can fulfil another crucial role as
pioneers. Given their social aims, they can invent new housing concepts to develop, create innovative
processes, and consider other forms of possible homeownership. By doing so, they can better respond
to various demographic, technological, environmental, and cultural changes.

However, the primary focus of a housing association is on providing affordable housing for low-income
households. Therefore, supporting more cohousing projects does not always fit within their existing
system and could be more reserved. This can be seen as a barrier, as it changes the traditional roles
and support function of housing associations (Quinio & Burgess, 2019).

Figures 11 and 12 provide a clear overview of all of the findings discussed above. First, the actors are
linked to the rental and buyers’ markets. Furthermore, Figure 12 also show the roles that the various
actors can play. Each actor assumes a different role in the implementation process. As described in the
previous paragraphs, these roles can have both negative and positive influences on the implementa-
tion of cohousing. While investors and developers are risk-averse and tend to opt for standardisation
rather than cohousing, a housing association could potentially focus on this innovative concept and
bring it to fruition. Local authorities can steer this by acting as leaders or by making rules for both the
renal and buyers’ markets. Finally, mortgage lenders could ensure that starters have a better oppor-
tunities on the buyers’ market.
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Roles of different development
actors
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Figure 12: Actors and their roles on the rental and buyers’ markets (created by the author)
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The theoretical findings presented above are operationalised in the form of a conceptual framework,
which is shown in Figure 13. The model shows the relationships among the actors related to the rental
and buyers’ markets, the factors that influence accessibility on the housing market, and collective co-
housing’s potential as an alternative solution intended to promote accessibility. The central point of
the conceptual model consists of the term collective cohousing. Collective cohousing can consist of
different housing types suitable for starters, namely friends living, micro cohousing, and intergenera-
tional cohousing. The concept of cohousing is linked to both accessibility and the actors. As can be
seen in the model, there are various actors active in both the rental and buyers’ markets. These actors
may have an impact on the implementation of the cohousing concept, in which they fulfil different
roles. These roles are described in the theoretical framework for actors, but they are also related to
the accessibility of the housing market. Accessibility on the housing market is determined by market-
oriented and governmental influencing factors. Various connections between the different factors are
uncovered and further described in the theoretical framework regarding accessibility. These factors
come forward from the different actors. In the Netherlands, there is less accessibility, so an alternative
housing solution needs to be found to create more accessibility. Collective cohousing may be of great
importance in this process. Here, accessibility is linked back to the central point of the conceptual
framework.

Furthermore, it was decided to omit the social domain of civil society, which consists of starters, from
this research and thus also the related influencing factors and moving behaviour. This choice is due to
the operationalisation of the research, which only deals with market-oriented and governmental ac-
tors. However, the civil society domain is reflected in the theoretical framework regarding accessibility
and starters. This makes apparent what their influencing factors would be and how starters are defined
in terms of their moving behaviour.
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Figure 13: Conceptual model related to the theoretical framework (created by the author)

Page | 36



This chapter describes the development of this research. The focus lies on the strategy throughout the
research process and the methodologies employed to answer the main question. In addition, this chap-
ter describes the approach used to collect and analyse the data. Finally, the validity and reliability of
the research are considered.

According to the literature, the philosophy of science entails an essential assumption concerning how
knowledge and reality are considered by a researcher in the research process (Saunders et al., 2013;
Creswell & Poth, 2018; van Thiel, 2014). The research philosophy thus forms the basis of research and
determines both the methodology adopted and the way in which knowledge is interpreted. To define
the research philosophy of this research, the research onion, which is depicted in Appendix G, is used,
along with other concepts from the literature. This onion provides insight into the methodological
choices made for this study

The research philosophy that best suits the present research is critical theory. When considering the
sub-questions of this study, it appears that it is based on subjective perspectives. In addition, the sub-
guestions are answered with refence to both the theoretical framework and the experiences and views
of the actors. These individual experiences and views are considered to reflect reality, meaning that
critical theory is an appropriate philosophy. Within this philosophy, the reality related to the episte-
mology is supposed to be subjective and transactional. This is constituted by interpretations and ex-
periences of subjects who play specific roles. The investigator and the investigated object are assumed
to be interactively linked, with the values of the investigator inevitably influencing the inquiry; the
findings are therefore value mediated. Through interviews, the investigator and investigated objects
are interactively linked in this research. This link also creates a dialogic that relates to the methodology
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Saunders et al., 2019). Furthermore, the ontology related to this philosophy
lies in historical realism, which assumes that reality is shaped by social, political, cultural, economic,
ethnic, and gender values. These values are crystallized over time (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Saunders et
al., 2019). In the present research, historical realism can be used to explore the roles of actors in the
process of implementing process in the housing market which are historically shaped and crystallized
over time. This is due to changes in political preferences resulting in new leading parties, cultural
changes, economic deterioration or improvement, and changes in social thinking over time. This means
that the implementation process is continually changing in response to new values.

Another important aspect of critical theory is the researcher’s critical view on all of the information
that is gathered. Thus, during the creation of the theoretical framework, the content of the sources
used was critically examined, and additional sources were added where needed. In addition, both the
positive and negative sides of the concepts were critically examined. The results are also critically ex-
amined, in which the focus is on the underlying interests of each actor and whether the answers ob-
tained are reliable.

The methodology that best suits this study is a qualitative research approach. This is because qualita-
tive research takes into account people’s perceptions and underlying beliefs. In this research, the per-
ceptions and underlying beliefs of the investigated actors were identified by means of interviews. Fur-
thermore, this research has both a descriptive and an exploratory purpose. The descriptive purpose is
based on the theoretical framework and involves investigating and critically examining existing litera-
ture related to accessibility, starters, cohousing, and actors. Literature reviews and document analysis
were conducted for this purpose. In contrast, the exploratory aspect of this study was more focused
on the possibilities and barriers that may arise during the implementation (van Thiel, 2014).
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Furthermore, this research adopts an interpretative approach because the main research question is
based on subjective implications. These subjective implications arise from the fact that the research
qguestion focuses on the possibilities and barriers identified by market-oriented and governmental ac-
tors. The empirical-analytical approach is not well-suited to this research because this approach is
more focused on quantitative methods. In the empirical—analytical approach, the situation under study
is investigated from a distance and in an analytical manner. Furthermore, it is recommended to adopt
an objective approach to analysing data while using this approach, whereas qualitative research fo-
cuses on subjective data.

Although this research is interpretative and employs a qualitative methodology, which suggests an
inductive character, it is in fact abductive. An inductive approach informs empirical research through
the development of new theory. However, this research was developed based on various theories be-
fore empirical research was conducted. It was mentioned above that the research features a deductive
character. However, such a character is usually better suited to the use of quantitative methods,
wherein a research approach is developed based on various theories drawn from the literature, with
these theories subsequently being investigated (van Thiel, 2014). For this reason, the research has a
character that lies in between inductive and deductive. An abductive character assumes that hypoth-
eses are generated based on the initial data. In this research, it is assumed that cohousing, along with
its associated types, is a strategy for promoting greater accessibility in the housing market for starters
in the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht. This assumption is substantiated based on the theo-
retical framework. The data that is gathered based on the hypothesis is tested against new data.
Through empirical research in the form of interviews, it is determined whether the hypothesis is cor-
rect or conflicts with the new observations from the empirical research, which would mean that the
hypothesis must be adjusted (Bosch, 2012).

As mentioned above, to operationalise the research, the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht was
selected. Each municipality has a specific housing market and vision. Suppose that this research opted
to investigate all municipalities; in that case, it would be difficult to draw a reliable conclusion, which
would reduce the external validity of the study. Therefore, a case study design with cross-sectional
elements is most appropriate for this study. Bryman (2012) and Saunders et al. (2019) confirm this in
their research. The case study is not the apparent object of interest; it is instead a case study on a
location that serves as a backdrop to the findings. That is the reason for including cross-sectional ele-
ments in the strategy. Since the research is based on a qualitative approach, the design is focused on
interviews with actors. These interviews were conducted at a single point in time, meaning that they
were not repeated several times, which is an essential aspect of a cross-sectional strategy (Bryman,
2012).

There are many case study approaches. The approach of Stake (2006) is best suited to the goals of this
research because it is qualitative in nature and features an interpretative approach. Other approaches
are more related to post-positivist or pragmatic constructivist thinking, which are better suited to
guantitative research (Harrison, Birks, Franklin & Mills, 2017). The interviews conducted for this re-
search were held with actors related to the theoretical framework. These actors have given their opin-
ions on the different housing types of cohousing by indicating whether or not they see potential in
these types and what they think are the most crucial possibilities and barriers. This approach is in line
with Stake (2006), who indicates that case studies need to be subjective and based on the perceptions
and understandings of particular individuals. Furthermore, the selected case(s) need to be relevant to
the purpose of the study which makes it possible to facilitate the understanding of the research. As
mentioned previously, this case study serves as a backdrop to the findings instead of being the appar-
ent object of interest. The object of interest relies on cohousing as a strategy to create more accessi-
bility for starters, and Utrecht is therefore subordinate to it. It only makes the research more specific
and more straightforward to conduct in practice. Thus, it facilitates the understanding of the problem
of this research.
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This study further concerns a single unit of analysis, also known as holistic approach (Yin, 2003). A
holistic case study does not distinguish between different subunits and only analyses a social phenom-
enon as a whole. Within the established case (i.e. Utrecht), only the urban area of the municipality was
examined, with no distinction being made between different sub-regions. It therefore analyses the
social phenomenon as a whole. This way of thinking is in line with the approach of Stake (2006), which
is based on a single-case design that can be either holistic or embedded.

As mentioned repeatedly above, the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht was selected for the
case study. This municipality was chosen based on several criteria. The first criterion is related to ge-
ography. As mentioned in the introduction, this research focuses on urban areas within the Nether-
lands; therefore, the case study needed to be in line with this criterion. This means that many urban
areas other than Utrecht would also have been suitable. It is not easy to justify the choice of Utrecht
above other regions based solely on this criterion. However, the case study needs to have a problem
concerning starters in its housing market. Utrecht satisfies this criterion because it has seen the most
substantial increase in house prices in the Netherlands and, together with Amsterdam, it is experienc-
ing the most pronounced housing shortage in the country (RTVUtrecht, 2019). Furthermore, Utrecht
is the most representative municipality of the Netherlands. Therefore, the results of this could be easily
applied to other urban araes in the Netherlands.

Another criterion is related to the actors. The different actors must all be present within the case study,
as, otherwise, the study would not be sufficiently representative. As noted in Section 3.3.1 (sampling
of respondents), the purpose is also to find a balance between companies that may or may not have
undertaken projects in the case study concerning cohousing. Utrecht, like many other cities in the
Netherlands, is an innovative municipality where many developments are currently underway, includ-
ing projects related to cohousing. Utrecht is also attractive to many actors. Finally, itis crucial in terms
of scientific relevance that the research has added value. It is therefore essential to choose a region
where little research has been conducted on cohousing, which is the case in Utrecht. Many studies
have chosen Amsterdam as a case study, such as those of Groeneveld (2018), Kat (2019), and Griffioen
(2019). Utrecht, however, has not been addressed in studies on cohousing. Based on all of these crite-
ria, it can be concluded that Utrecht is the most interesting and suitable municipality for the case study.
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A research design shows the steps to be carried out in scientific research and plays a crucial role in this
research. If the steps identified in Figure 15 were not completed in proper order, an unrepresentative
conclusion would result. The different steps are based on Mason’s (1996) research approach and are
part of a case study design with cross-sectional elements. There are four phases, in which phase one
is the literature review, which serves as an input for the conceptual framework. The conceptual frame-
work serves as input for the preparation of the interviews, especially when it comes to choosing the
respondents (Doorewaard, Kil & Ven, 2015). Phase two concerns the collection of the data. After this
phase, the data can be analysed through a coding scheme using different codes. The last phase involves
presenting the conclusion of the research.

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Literature review Interviews Data analysis Conclusion
Desk research Case study description of urban N Ordering the data ) Conclusion per sub-
region in Utrecht from the interviews question
| | |
Accessibility on the ) ) ] ] Overall conclusion
housing market for Interviews with actors Analysing this data regarding main
starters - research question
Interpretative ‘
‘ New coding
Reflect on knowledge I
ConCEPt of CDhOL,ISing =+ theoretical about barriers reLc:?r:;:;zn;a:;is
and its typologies framework and Thematic coding
‘ opportunities
Actors and their roles Descri.ptive
in the implementation coding
Axial coding
Conceptual framework - l
Analysed findings

Figure 15: Research design with different phases (created by the author)

The data collection step describes how the empirical research was carried out and how the data was
collected. As described previously, this research focuses on qualitative data. For this reason, interviews
were chosen as the data collection method for empirical research. The interviews conducted for this
research were epistolary in nature, as opposed to face-to-face interviews. Epistolary refers to one-to-
one interviews that are mediated by technology (Debenham, 2007; van Thiel, 2014). Unfortunately,
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, it was not possible to physically interview the participants on location,
which is the usual approach. Therefore, the choice was made to conduct the interviews through video
calls. Usually, the questions to be asked in the epistolary interviews in this context are provided to the
respondent in advance so that respondents can already give answers, and these answers are discussed
online. However, for this research, it was decided to only conduct the interviews via video call and to
not provide the interview questions to the respondents beforehand. This decision was made because
the interviewer explained the meaning of certain concepts during the interviews, such as the definition
of cohousing and its associated types. It would therefore not have been appropriate to send the inter-
view questions in advance.
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Furthermore, the interviews were semi-structured, which means that the researcher has a manual or
topic list that is used as a guideline during the interviews. Due to the deductive character of this re-
search, these topics were based on the operationalisation of the variables derived from the theory
(van Thiel, 2014). In contrast to a structured interview, is it possible to deviate from the interview
guestions in a semi-structured interview. This creates room for the interviewees to share their opinions
and allows the interviewer to be flexible and respond to the situation Furthermore, if doing so is con-
sidered to add value, detailed questions could be asked (Verhoeven, 2014; Saunders et al., 2019). This
also forms another reason why the interview was not given in advance because it becomes more chal-
lenging to respond to the idea of the interviewee. Furthermore, the interview guidelines are based on
the structure of the theoretical framework to avoid irrelevant questions.

To obtain the most realistic results, it is essential to interview a wide variety of respondents (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). Therefore, interviews were held with several actors, who may or may not have been
aware of the concept of cohousing. This approach made it possible to obtain insights into the different
opportunities and barriers related to the implementation of the cohousing concept. The respondents
were chosen based on the literature and include developer organisations, housing associations, local
authorities, mortgage lenders, and investors. Respondents representative of each group of actors were
identified based on connections the researcher formed during the internship and by approaching var-
ious companies directly. However, people working in the field may have biases when evaluating only
their own work, which may influence the answers they provide during interviews.

Certain criteria were identified to identify the most suitable and important respondents to be inter-
viewed. These criteria consist of location, current projects, appropriate target group, and relevance of
the company. Because this research is focused on the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht, the
chosen respondents must be located in Utrecht or have undertaken projects in this area at the time of
the interviews. The researcher sought to strike a balance between interviewing companies that had
previously engaged with the cohousing concept or had been involved in projects related to starters
and companies whose involvement with the concept was unclear or unknown. Finally, the relevance
of each company to this study was determined. For example, large companies are quite interesting
due to their broader outlook and greater range. However, it was also considered worthwhile to find
respondents from companies that are more locally oriented because they might be more familiar with
the region being investigated. Finally, based on these criteria, the researcher attempted to ensure va-
riety in the sample in terms of interviewing larger and smaller companies.

As noted previously, it was considered important to find multiple respondents per type of actor. For
this reason, it was estimated that it would be preferable to interview between two to four respondents
per type of actor. Samples ranging from 12 to 20 respondents are standard in qualitative research.
However, within qualitative research, numbers are not the most important factor; it is more important
to continue with new input from interviews until saturation occurs (Verhoeven, 2014). Figure 16 sum-
marizes the respondents. A total of 13 interviews were conducted with 15 respondents. Some of the
respondents indicated that they preferred to remain anonymous. It was therefore decided to not iden-
tify any of the companies by their actual names.

Company: A Company: B Company: C
Investor Function: Development | Function: Acquisition Function: Director &
manager manager trainee
Company: A Company: B
Housing association Function: Strategic Function: Manager special
advisor housing concepts
Company: A Company: B Company: C Company: D
Developer organisation Function: Market Function: Region Function: Director & Function: Concept
analyst manager director developer
Company: A Company: B Figure 16: Overview of respondents
i Function: Senior polic Function: Project
il e lor policy ! (created by the author)
advisor manager
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The first respondent, investor A, works for a company that is not based in Utrecht, but they do invest
and develop in both the rental and buyers’ markets in this municipality. This company works for insur-
ers, other investors, and pension funds, which means that they are dependent on other parties. The
second investor, B, is one of the largest companies in the Netherlands, and they invest on behalf of
pension funds. They are also dependent on other parties. This company is not located in Utrecht, but
they do invest in the rental market in this area. For them, the affordability of houses is of critical im-
portance. The last investor, C, develops and invests in rental properties, both in Amsterdam and
Utrecht. Their focus lies on affordable housing.

Housing association A only operates in Utrecht and surroundings, making them a local expert. They
focus on social rental houses and do not invest much in the middle segment. This also applies to hous-
ing association B, as they are also located in Utrecht and are local experts. According to housing asso-
ciations B, they are the largest housing provider in Utrecht and have a differentiated housing supply
that includes both smaller and larger homes. They focus mainly on social rental properties and less on
the middle segment. In addition to the housing associations, there are also developers. Developer A is
located in Utrecht and mainly focuses on the Randstad. They are active in both the rental and buyers’
markets, with their focus being on developing in the higher segment. Like developer A, the second
developer, B, is also located in Utrecht. They primarily focus on housing development in Utrecht. They
develop at their own risk, which means that they do not depend on other companies. Developer C is
not located in Utrecht, but they are engaging in development projects in the city, one example of which
is ‘Het Platform’. They focus on difficult locations and generally developing mixed housing. Further-
more, they are active in both the rental and buyers’ markets. The last developer, D, focuses on devel-
oping and investing for starters. The reason they focus on starters is that they are a subsidiary of SSH,
which is a housing association for students located in Utrecht. The focus of developer D is mainly on
social rental houses and is limited to middle segment houses.

Furthermore, concerning the local authority, respondents from both the municipality and province
were interviewed. The province stimulates the municipality to develop houses and only sets quantita-
tive requirements concerning the number of houses. In contrast, the municipality has various tasks,
such as regulating the middle rent segment and formulating a housing vision. They also stimulate res-
idents and market parties. The municipality itself does not implement an active land policy. Mortgage
lenders represent the final type of actor; the focus of the lenders interviewed is on granting loans, and
both lenders provide mortgages throughout the Netherlands.

It was decided to prepare five different interview guides because the relevance of each type of actor
differed. The overarching goal of the interviews was to gain an impression of why certain actors see or
do not see a future for the different housing types of cohousing for starters in the urban area of the
municipality of Utrecht. This goal was achieved by considering both the possibilities and the barriers
associated with the different types as identified by the respondents. The interview questions were
therefore composed with the interview goal and the findings presented in the theoretical framework
in mind. Although some of the questions differed per actor, the overarching set-up begins with a gen-
eral introduction that is adequate for all the interview guides. This introduction presents the re-
searcher, the research, the purpose of the interview, expectations during the interview, and the ethical
guidelines informing the interview; it also allows the interviewees to present themselves. The inter-
view questions follow the introduction and can be found in Appendix H. Because these interviews dif-
fer, itis not possible to explain the structure unambiguously. However, the broad structure starts with
guestions concerning the problem faced by starters on the housing market in Utrecht. Thereafter, the
actors themselves and the roles they play within the housing market are discussed. Questions are then
asked about the concept of cohousing and the different housing types thereof. Finally, the interviews
close with questions concerning the main possibilities and barriers. Before the data obtained from the
interviews could be analysed, it needed to be transcribed.
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To ensure that the interviewees were not influenced in advance by the theoretical framework, it was
decided to explain the concept of cohousing and its associated types only during the interviews. This
approach allowed the interviewees to create their own impression of the subject without being influ-
enced by the research findings.

When conducting interviews, it is important to bear ethical considerations in mind to ensure that the
respondents are treated with respect and to allow them to feel that they can speak openly and hon-
estly. When conducting scientific research with persons as participants, the researcher is obliged to
adhere to several ethical rules. These rules are designed to protect the rights of participants and consist
of providing complete information, written permission, debriefing, and confidentiality (Sales & Folk-
man, 2000). In the context of this study, complete information refers to informing the participant that
the information provided during the interview will be used to analyse the theoretical framework. It is
further noted that the author’s supervisors will only the transcripts of the interviews. Thereafter, the
rule concerning confidentiality applies, with the researcher indicating to the participant that the infor-
mation provided will be treated confidentially. If the respondent prefers, their name will not be men-
tioned in the research. A respondent’s name will only be shared with an external party should the
researcher obtain the respondent’s permission to do so. Furthermore, the interviewee was also told
that he/she could indicate not to answer a question. The third rule, obtaining written permission, con-
cerns obtaining the participant’s permission to use their name in the research, which is related to the
rules concerning ensuring confidentiality and obtaining permission to record interviews (Sales & Folk-
man, 2000). This permission is asked prior to the interview. By recording the bias on uneven infor-
mation is reduced and it makes it easier for the research to transcribe the interview. The last rule
concerns debriefing. At the end of the interview, the important points noted above are repeated. Sub-
sequently, the respondent is asked whether they would like to read the transcribed interview before
itis used and whether they wish to view the results when the research is completed.

After the data is collected, it must be ordered. To be able to order the data, it must be sorted system-
atically. The first phase is called data reduction, which provides insights concerning which data will be
relevant to the research and which can be disregarded. After the data has been selected, the analysis
of the interviews starts. According to the description provided by van Thiel (2014, p. 156), the analysis
starts with the division of the data into smaller units, after which it is labelled with different codes. As
mentioned previously, this research is deductive in nature, which means that it follows the operation-
alisation guidelines described previously. The output of the interviews is analysed in the same way to
ensure that they are treated as objectively as possible.

Several types of codes are used for analysing the data. It should be noted that coding is not the same
as analysis. Coding is part of the analysis process because it prompts the researcher to think about the
data; however, the data still needs to be interpreted. Thus, coding is only a tool to do this systemati-
cally and transparently (Bryman, 2012). First, the transcribed interviews are descriptively coded. All 13
interviews were analysed separately, during which terms or statements that have the potential to con-
tribute to answering the main research question are coded. This coding is done using, among other
methods, open coding and in vivo coding. A general coding scheme, which is shown in Appendix |, is
used for each transcribed interview. The data from different texts can, therefore, be compared easily
because the codes used for each text are almost the same. Using this approach, statements made by
different people of divergent backgrounds can be compared (Bryman, 2012). This static method of
analysis ensures that this research is highly transparent.

Page | 43



Furthermore, it must be ensured that the codes do not overlap. If this is the case, they must be com-
bined, because if specific data fits into different codes, a respondent may unconsciously connect these
two. Therefore, it was determined per interview transcription whether similar codes could be merged.
Subsequently, the transcribed interviews, along with the codes, were merged into Atlast.ti.8, which
made it possible to conduct the analytical coding. Diverse groups are created based on thematic codes.
These groups are related to the sub-questions of the research and consist of accessibility, cohousing,
starters, and actors. They were chosen because they best encompass the different codes. Within these
groups, there are again various subgroups, which are shown in Appendix I. The codes are further cat-
egorised. First, the main code group is mentioned, followed by a subcategory if necessary and, finally,
the code name. The codes belonging to different code groups are all in the same colour. Axial coding
is subsequently used to reflect on the patterns among the different codes and to answer the main
research question (van Thiel, 2014). Several networks are formed, in which the most crucial codes are
linked to the main subjects and concern all subgroups. Links are established among the various codes
to identify different connections.

The quality of information and results is paramount when conducting research. The quality expresses
itself in terms of reliability and validity (Verhoeven, 2014).

Internal validity is increased by using multiple current and relevant scientific sources to ensure that
the information used is substantiated and confirmed. This minimizes the possibility of working with
incorrect and irrelevant sources. Furthermore, the use of peer evaluation, which involves scheduling
multiple meetings with other researchers to evaluate and discuss one’s progress, can lead to new ways
of thinking and may yield new insights. This eventually improves the internal validity and increases the
reliability of a study. The interviews are structurally examined, which makes it possible for the re-
searcher to think about the relationships among specific codes. This creates internal validity (van Thiel,
2014).

In addition to internal validity, external validity must also be ensured. External validity is increased by
ensuring the generalisability of a study. Even though the present research is focused on one munici-
pality in the Netherlands, it is possible to apply the results on a broader scale to almost every urban
region in the Netherlands. The broader view makes makes the findings of this study more generalisa-
ble. As a result, the potential criticism that a case study may not be sufficiently representative can be
rejected (Fisher, 2010). Furthermore, the research area is well defined, which also creates greater va-
lidity. While this research has broad external validity, some elements result in weaker external validity.
The approach used to analyse data, particularly in terms of the coding scheme used, can prove a dis-
advantage, as the text becomes fragmented, and its deeper meaning may be lost (Bryman, 2012).
However, the researcher has described the deeper meaning of several codes in the results, meaning
that this disadvantage does not apply.

Furthermore, interpretative research involves studying the perceptions of people included in a study,
which makes it difficult to determine whether the knowledge acquired will be generally valid. A limited
number of units in case studies could endanger the validity (van Thiel, 2014). However, the validity of
a study can be supported by interviewing several actors, as the observations of one participant can be
compared with those of the others.
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The reliability of qualitative research is far less clear-cut than that of quantitative research because the
analysis of qualitative data generally occurs in the researcher’s mind. Consistency is more difficult to
achieve because, under similar circumstances, the same measurement should lead to similar results.
This study is based on qualitative research and therefore on the different actors’ interpretations of
accessibility problem on the housing market in the municipality of Utrecht and their perception of the
housing types related to cohousing to solve this problem. This makes it difficult to achieve consistency
because other respondents could have different thoughts about the same subject (van Thiel, 2014;
Tanveer et al., 2008). However, the input of the interview questions was kept the same for the different
respondents, meaning that every interviewee was given the same input concerning particular subject.
This approach is referred to as the standardisation of methods, and its application ultimately increases
the reliability and thus the consistency of research.

Furthermore, sources play a significant role in determining the reliability of research. This means that
the sources used need to be reliable, relevant, and current. Therefore, the sources used are evaluated
in terms of their topicality, relevance, credibility, and reliability (Verhoeven, 2014). This is done using
multiple sources that describe the same information and by considering recognised scientific litera-
ture.
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4| CASE STUDY DESCRIPTION

This chapter provides insights into the current situation within the case study. These insights are based
on, among others, the theory of accessibility. First, the geography of Utrecht is described. Thereafter,
the housing market of the municipality in Utrecht is explained and, finally, the housing policy of Utrecht
is reviewed.

4.1| GEOGRAPHY

To demarcate this research, it
was decided to focus only on
the municipality of Utrecht. The
municipality is shown in Figure
17 in light blue. Utrecht is
densely populated and centrally
located in the Netherlands. In
2020, almost 360,000 individu-
als inhabited this municipality.
Most inhabitants fall in the age
category of between 25 and 45
years. Furthermore, the aver-
age income of the inhabitants
of the municipality is around
€28,000 per year (Gemeente
Utrecht, 2020). The average age
and income are in line with the

scope of the research given its
focus on starters. Figure 17: Map of the Netherlands

(created by the author)

4.2| HOUSING MARKET IN THE MUNICIPALITY OF UTRECHT

In addition to the factors discussed above, it is important to specifically consider the housing market
in the municipality of Utrecht. The urban area consists of almost 155,000 houses, and its characteristics
are shown in Figure 18. First, the Figure shows the ownership situation. Ownership is evenly divided
between owner-occupied and rental houses. Within the rental sector, a distinction is made between
houses owned by housing corporations and those owned by private individuals or investors. The sec-
ond Figure deals with habitation, referring to the number of houses that are occupied by at least one
person. The last Figure concerns the housing type. There are more multi-family houses, including apart-
ments, in Utrecht than single-family homes (Gemeente Utrecht, 2020). However, the difference is
small.

Ownership Habitation House type

Rent-
corporations

Uninhabited

Single-family

Rent- others

Unknown Inhabited Multi-family

Figure 18: Characteristics of houses in Utrecht (created by the author based on Gemeente Utrecht, 2020)
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According to the literature, there is an overall shortage of between approximately 500 and 1,500
homes in the municipality of Utrecht per year. This shortage is primarily in the rental market, which
consists of both social rental houses (with a maximum rent of €710) and middle segment rental houses
(with a minimum rent of €710 and a maximum of €950). These middle segment rental houses are
subject to increasing demand. However, as shown in Figure 18, the houses in the middle segment
owned by private individuals or investors constitute only 21% of the homes in the municipality of
Utrecht. Therefore, the housing requirements, especially those of starters, cannot be fulfilled. Further-
more, house prices on the buyers’ market have risen continuously in Utrecht, which makes the housing
market less favourable for starters. The accessibility of the housing market has also deteriorated due
to stricter mortgage rules and the reduced flexibility on the labour market. The inaccessible housing
market raises thresholds for starters (Gemeente Utrecht, 2018).

Furthermore, the characteristics of the housing market in Utrecht show that the housing stock mostly
consists of traditional homes and shared homes are often reserved for students. Flexibility of housing
options in the existing housing stock, therefore, hardly occurs. Nevertheless, more houses are cur-
rently being built using innovative living concepts. Thus, while the municipality of Utrecht does not
offer much flexibility in terms of different housing options, it is slowly gaining momentum.

More newly build homes were licensed in Utrecht in 2019 than in any other municipality in the Neth-
erlands. In 2019, the number of newly build homes was 3,342, of which 68% are rental homes (CBS,
2020). However, owner-occupied houses are quite expensive, with their prices starting at €300,000.
This expensive buyers' market does not provide accessibility for starters. Furthermore, in 2019, the
average sale price of an existing owner-occupied home in Utrecht was €380,000 (CBS, 20201).

Within the municipality of Utrecht, several projects relating to starters and the concept of cohousing
have been completed. An example is Change=, which is a community concept for young working peo-
ple. The independent studios in Change= range in size from 30 m? up to 72 m? and are combined with
shared facilities. These studios are located in large cities, with public transport nearby. Rent begins at
€581 per month. However, additional service costs are charged in addition to the rental price, which
makes it less affordable. Chance= is an example of micro cohousing. Another example is Platform,
which also consists of micro apartments. The rent for one of these apartments is between €880 and
€1,475. However, two people are allowed to live in an apartment/studio, making it more affordable.
The living space varies from 48 m? to 91 m2. Commercial spaces are also found in the building. Although
Platform is aimed at young people, it is more expensive than a traditional house. Figure 19 presents
photographs depicting both projects. No specific projects focused on friends living were identified in
the literature review. It appears that this concept has not yet been applied on a large scale. However,
several private investors offer friends living accommodations on a small scale. According to Vereniging
Gemeenschappelijk Wonen (2019), 15 projects related to intergenerational cohousing are situated in
Utrecht. These projects emerged from resident-led cohousing, which means that they were set up by
group of individuals. No large-scale projects directed by developers could be identified based on the
literature review.

Figure 19: Images of the two projects (created by the author based on Change=, n.d. & Platform, n.d.)

Page | 47



The literature indicates that the municipality of Utrecht offers several subsidy options. However, the
only subsidy aimed at starters is related to the addition of housing. This involves receiving a subsidy
when existing buildings are converted into independent living spaces for starters (Gemeente Utrecht,
n.d.). From the perspective of providing support, the municipality of Utrecht does not offer any subsi-
dies for starters themselves.

Zooming in on the influencing factors related to the legislative framework, it is unclear whether zoning
plans within the municipality of Utrecht support different types of cohousing. This is because each
zoning plan features different rules, and thus no overarching answer could be identified. Furthermore,
the municipality of Utrecht has implemented rules concerning a house being shared by multiple house-
holds. According to Dutch law, up to two households are allowed to share a house. The rules deter-
mining whether additional households can share a house are regulated by local ordinances, meaning
that the rules differ by municipality. In Utrecht, the rules are most restrictive, and not many permits
are granted for sharing a house. Various zoning plans in Utrecht also feature a prohibition on convert-
ing an independent living space into non-self-contained living spaces (Gemeente Utrecht, 2019).

In its housing vision, Utrecht describes itself as a central location with a growing economy, diversity in
terms of living environments, good access to roads or public transportation, and many job opportuni-
ties. These advantages indicate that Utrecht is an excellent place in which to live (Gemeente Utrecht,
2010). The most important goals emerging from the housing vision are (1) addressing a shortage of
appropriate owner-occupied homes and (2) ensuring an adequate supply of houses for starters. There
is an urgent need for appropriate management of houses falling in the price range of €600 to €1,000
per month and the affordable buying segment. The vision indicates that the municipality focuses on
the middle rental segment and affordable owner-occupied homes. The vision further indicates that the
municipality seeks to promote new housing concepts and to eliminate the barriers on the housing
market (Gemeente Utrecht, 20191). The municipality of Utrecht is searching for innovative housing
concepts such as cohousing. In addition to the housing vision, the municipality has also formulated a
specific action plan for the middle rental segment. By means of this action plan, the municipality is
attempting to establish rules related to create more middle rent houses using an anterior agreement
(Gemeente Utrecht, 2017).

Furthermore, it can be seen that the current planning capacity up to 2030 is 5% greater than the aver-
age predicted increase in the housing demand, which means that the housing shortage is likely to de-
crease slightly. However, it is questionable whether full planning capacity could be achieved due to the
scarcity of materials and labour. According to the literature, an excess of 30% in terms of planning
capacity is reasonable in terms of being able to compensate for delays or plan failures. However, the
municipality of Utrecht has not yet planned for such an excess (Gemeente Utrecht, n.d.1). It can there-
fore be noted that the planning capacity in the municipality of Utrecht is not sufficient to provide com-
plete accessibility for starters. It is only when the system behind the planning capacity functions cor-
rectly that it can be concluded that the planning capacity is sufficient. However, the province and mu-
nicipality of Utrecht are rapidly increasing their planning capacity. They have identified locations for
108,500 homes on the outskirt of Utrecht and strive to release more locations for building new homes
to address the accessibility problems encountered by starters (Provincie Utrecht, 2020).

From the above paragraphs, it can be concludes that the housing market within the municipality of
Utrecht is currently not accessible for starters. Nevertheless, developers are increasingly focused on
improving the accessibility for starters by realizing innovative ideas. Furthermore, the municipality is
currently investing in the target group by, among other approaches, seeking innovative housing solu-
tions. However, the municipality has not yet made significant progress in terms of implementation.
Furthermore, the rules and politics remain fairly general and do not offer details regarding specific
housing types.
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In this chapter, the results of the thirteen interviews are described. The results are analysed by using
the sub-questions, conceptual model, and a general code scheme. This coding scheme is situated in
Appendix |. Based on the code tree, various network trees have been made whereby connections are
situated between different codes and are shown in Appendix J. To perform the most objective analysis
as possible, the backgrounds and any prior knowledge of these respondents were taken into account.
The answers of respondents given in the interviews were critically examined in combination with their
background and prior knowledge. A scheme has made to show the interplay between the background
and prior knowledge of different respondents. This scheme is presented in Appendix K. Furthermore,
the results in this chapter are simultaneously analysed and compared with the literature.

The interviews unanimous revealed that there is indeed a problem in the housing market of the mu-
nicipality of Utrecht, in terms of accessibility for starters. This problem has existed already for years.
According to almost every respondent, the leading cause of this problem lies in the current housing
stock. On the existing housing stock, there is a shortage of houses mainly in the middle segment and
social rental houses. This problem is caused because too little has been built in recent years. Besides,
it was mainly indicated by the developers that the flow of social rental houses is inadequate. The peo-
ple who would like to move to another house to take a step in their living career do not have the
opportunity to do so. Therefore, they are continuing to live in cheaper houses because there are not
enough middle segment rental houses and the buyers’ market has become prohibitive. As a result,
starters cannot move to a social rental house and the queues can run up to 10 years in Utrecht. When
zooming in on the prohibitive buyers’ market, a developer mentioned, among other things, that there
are a lot of buyers’ houses being built recently. Nevertheless, these are generally more expensive,
making them unreachable for starters. In addition to the prohibitive buyers’ market, looking at the
financial resources, it is also difficult for starters to find a suitable mortgage. Thus, the existing housing
stock is not sufficient to provide a house for a starter. Further, the new-build houses are often prohib-
itively, which means that the current housing market does no longer meets the preferences of the
starters partly due to the few different housing options. This results in a mismatch between the de-
mand from starters and the supply on the housing market in Utrecht, which will drive the starters out
of the city. The above findings are consistent with the literature. As the model of Mekawy (2014) indi-
cated: accessibility is determined by, among others, the current housing stock which consists of both
the existing houses and new-build houses. Hardly any influence can be exerted on the existing housing
market. Most of the influences can be exerted on the new-build housing market because in this market
it is possible to build for a specific target group (Mekawy, 2014). However, as mentioned, this is cur-
rently not the case which creates an inaccessible housing market for starters.

Furthermore, it is striking from the interviews that the developers and an investor indicate high con-
struction costs also a factor in the cause of the problem. A developer indicated that “high constructions
costs are the biggest problem at the moment’’. High construction costs cause developers to spend less
money for a piece of land. Although the other respondents did not mention anything about it, it is still
one of the most crucial factors that can influence accessibility. It is understandable that mainly the
developer contributed this factor because they are most affected by the construction costs and are
highly dependent on investors. With the current construction costs, which have increased enormously
in recent years, the developer is sometimes forced to find at least a mix or invest in more profitable
housing types. These housing types are mostly more expensive for starters. Since the construction
costs are high, developers in the rental market rely on an investor who offers the most. However, the
investor will only offer more if a higher rent can be requested. As a result, the new-build liberalised
rental houses are often placed higher in terms of rent. The higher rent makes it inaccessible for start-
ers. Thus, this is a new phenomenon for the research that can be added to Mekawy’s model.
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Next to the market-oriented factors and civil society factors, mentioned above, the governmental-ori-
ented factors are also important in this study. As has emerged in the literature, the potential for de-
velopment depends on governmental politics (Curran & Wake, 2008). This phenomenon was several
times reflected in the interviews, whereby development projects have often seen as laborious starts.
An investor said “looking at the hard planning capacity of the municipality and the difficulty with which
projects in Utrecht get off the ground, we as a sector are concerned, because other cities in the Neth-
erlands have faster and better processes”. Another actor, concerning the local authority, indicated
that “the tempo is not fast enough”. The focus in Utrecht lies in urban area development, which is very
difficult and much slower than in rural areas, according to a housing association.

In addition to the development opportunities, it is repeatedly stated that politics is also a factor in the
lack of good accessibility for starters in Utrecht. The municipality of Utrecht has few locations in her
portfolio, which means that they implement a passive land policy. This results in a low hard planning
capacity. The land they own is generally located outside the city centre while it is precisely in the city
centre where visions direct its development. This means that a developer is depending on a private
landowner who often charges a high price making it more difficult to create affordable houses. How-
ever, it needs to be taken into account that these statements often came from actors other than the
local authority itself which could, therefore, give a distorted picture.

Several respondents show that the problem with its associated factors is difficult to solve on a short
term. Itis indicated, for example, that development is often a long-time process and especially within
the urban area of Utrecht. These are, among other things, processes drawn up from the municipality
such as permits and the zoning plan. Besides, building in the urban area of Utrecht, as mentioned
above, also creates barriers. A housing association said that “within an urban area, developers must
deal with the existing functions..., there are often already many buildings..., and plots are sometimes
fragmented”. This makes the acquisition more expensive and time-consuming, which means that less
rapidly appropriate houses can be built for starters. Although it was mentioned only by the housing
association it is worth mentioning to understand better why these processes are time-consuming. The
question that arises is why there is not build within the outside area of Utrecht if the processes can
then be accelerated. The interviews show that this is a problematic and political issue partly due to
various interest, such as the preservation of the green area in Utrecht. Since the research only focuses
on the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht, it is not further discussed. However, it is undoubtedly
an important observation because developers are, therefore dependent on developments within the
urban area. One of the developers that correspond to the difficulty to solve this problem stated:

Developer: “Yes and that problem will remain for the time being, you know, despite the crisis such a
shortage has already been built up, also because development projects got off the ground with diffi-
culty, we must not forget that”.

The questions in the interviews were based on the three housing types that emerged from the theo-
retical framework. However, other forms of cohousing were also mentioned several times by the re-
spondents. For example, housing cooperatives (woon codperatie) and kangaroo houses were desig-
nated as other forms. Since these forms are aimed at cooperative and collaborative cohousing they
are not further discussed in the results because the research has delimited itself to collective cohous-
ing. Nevertheless, worth mentioning was a statement made by an investor about another form of co-
housing.

Investor: “You have elderly people who live on their own and they often have a house with four rooms,

why not put a starter with an older person, maybe that is very clever. But everyone says that is not
possible, why not? Because that is simply not established and people are not enthusiastic about it”.
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The statement illustrates why certain forms may or may not be successful even though they can cer-
tainly be a solution for accessibility. The success factor depends on people’s willingness to put their
habits aside and discover new possibilities.

From the interviews, it is seen that half of the respondents indicated to know friends living. For exam-
ple, an investor and the housing associations mentioned “I known friends living”. The other half did
not indicate whether or not they knew friends living. With type two, micro cohousing, mainly the de-
velopers and investors knew it. The housing association indicated that they did not know this type.
However, on the other hand, they knew the concept of micro houses. Intergenerational cohousing was
the type that most respondents did not know beforehand. For example, two investors stated “No, | do
not know that last type”. The interviews, furthermore, show that no project has yet been started for
this type, which corresponds to each other. For micro cohousing, it emerged that only the developers
have started projects with it. The projects were focused on rental studios and mainly situated in Am-
sterdam. Here, too, the prior knowledge corresponds to the actors who have started a project in micro
cohousing. Projects have also been started with friends living; nonetheless, these are generally small
scale projects. The findings above show that for these current projects, the organisation does not have
to adapt its structure destructively. However, these questions did not specifically come back in every
interview, which means that no value can be drawn from the answers here. Nevertheless, it is possible
to conclude based on this knowledge, whether their knowledge influenced respondents who knew the
type and started a project already. This allows the researcher to create a critical reflection on the re-
sults.

Related to the prior knowledge and current projects is the question about the degree of potency on
both the rental and buyers’ markets. Since most of the actors are mainly active in the rental market,
the mortgage lenders have mentioned the potency on buyers’ market almost exclusively. Neverthe-
less, it remains representative since mortgage lenders are one of the most crucial actors in the buyers’
market. When zooming in on the buyers’ market, it is seen that the most potency according to the
actors lies in friends living. However, this potency was also questionable because, as the mortgage
lender said “it depends on the design whether or not it is successful”. In addition, a mortgage lender
indicated that it is a good opportunity to create accessibility because the houses are sold in smaller
parts so that more people can live in one house. Additionally, it is striking that only an investor saw
potential in micro cohousing while they are active in the rental market. The reason that other actors
did not see or mentioned any potency in micro cohousing on the buyers’ market was mainly because
no particular business model had been set up within the organisation. It was furthermore still too un-
known and it is not easy to sell these studios with common areas. Only one statement has been made
about intergenerational cohousing on the buyers’ market and is therefore not representative enough
to draw conclusions on it. However, what can be said is that it could have a causal relationship with
the aforementioned prior knowledge and current projects.

Many more answers emerged regarding the rental market. All developers saw potency in friends living.
Besides, several investors and a housing association also indicated that they were interested in this
housing type. They mentioned that it is a rental product and that the potential arises due to the grow-
ing number of one-person households. In micro cohousing, the developers, investors, housing associ-
ations, mortgage lender, and local authority saw potency on the rental market. This is partly because
the starter has private space with communal facilities which is a preference of many starters. Not much
is devoted to the last housing type. Only five out of thirteen respondents indicate whether or not they
see potential in intergenerational cohousing and this may be due to the type’s unfamiliarity. Never-
theless, the respondents who saw potency are very divided among the different actors. The main rea-
son for this potency lies in the diversity of target groups and the social aspect. Here, too, you may
wonder whether these actors stuck to their known paths or whether they thought further about all
the real possibilities on both the rental and buyers’ markets. However, it is memorable that the prior
knowledge and current projects of an actor influence the potency of a particular housing type.
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Even though the actors were not always aware of the different housing types many barriers and pos-
sibilities emerged. Some of these have already mentioned above and are further discussed in this sec-
tion. Here, too, a line can be seen between the number of respondents who may or may not know a
particular type and the number of barriers and possibilities. The codes that belong together are
grouped according to the different dimensions. The dimensions did not emerge from the interview
themselves. However, the researcher linked these dimensions to the codes whereby also new dimen-
sions have arisen. For friends living, micro cohousing, and intergenerational cohousing, it appeared
that most barriers are located in the organisational dimension. The barriers per type are discussed in
more detail below.

The main barrier within the organisational dimension concerns manageability for both the rental and
buyers’ markets. Looking at the rental market the respondents indicate that it is organisationally tricky
concerning the rental agreements and management. The housing associations, therefore, indicate that
they do not feel much for friends living in the rental market. This has to do with the fact that friends
living does not have a central tenant who is liable, but everyone has their own contract within a rental
unit. This rental agreement creates more risks and organisational work. The rental contract can, there-
fore, be seen as a barrier that falls under manageability. Due to the effort that must be put in this
housing type, it is more likely that investors will drop out as this actor is responsible for the manage-
ment. Friends living is, therefore, a more complicated model for investors. Striking here is that this
does not correspond with the theoretical framework, since it is indicated that the renters are all re-
sponsible for paying the rent. When one of the respondent’s leaves the other can stay, but they need
to look for a new candidate (Camp, 2017). However, it is not only the investor for whom it is a difficult
model but also for other actors. The actors need a complete changeover of their management within
the organisation, which is a stumbling block. An investor stated:

Investor: “I believe in the model, it only means if you are going to do that, then you have to set up your
organisation and building according to the principles of friends living. That simply means that you have
a different flow, and the houses are used differently. | do believe in the model, but you have to focus on
the model and make a special program for it. We have not yet opted for that”.

In addition to manageability, vacancy risk is also seen as a barrier within the organisational dimension.
This is caused by the fact that friends living is more aimed at one target group and generally gives more
risk of vacancy. If the target group no longer has a demand for this type, it will become more challeng-
ing to sell the homes, according to an investor and housing association. However, this is a statement
only made by two respondents and other respondents weather the statement within the possibilities.
Nonetheless, it is essential to mention this barrier because it contains some truth. The vacancy risk
also leads to the indication that there is a risk in the area of exit possibilities because it is more chal-
lenging to rent these houses to one family, as these consist of high rental costs.

When zooming in on the buyers’ market, the mortgage lenders indicate that it is difficult to manage
when starters are going to buy a house with friends and someone wants to leave. A housing association
posed the question “how should you organise this and what will you do as a bank when one starter
can no longer pay for the house?” It means that everyone within friends living is jointly and severally
liable, which ensures many uncertainties on the buyers’ market and gives a high degree of depend-
ence. This barrier is in line with the literature related to friends living. According to the literature, it is
also riskier for the starters themselves because they are attached to a loan and cannot just leave the
house (van den Bussche, Thion & Remerie, 2017). In addition to the uncertainty aimed at starters, it is
also riskier for the bank, according to the mortgage lenders. When a house is shared not everyone has
its own front door or their own facilities which make it challenging to create a market value of the
room in question, making it a riskier loan. Nevertheless, the mortgage lenders came up with a possible
solution to remove the uncertainty and also improve manageability.
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However, these are not the only barriers addressed in the organisational dimension. It appears that
the cooperation of the municipality is not always evident. The local authority indicated that “’dividing
houses into smaller spaces is not the way to propagate”. Without the cooperation of the municipality
it is not possible to sell these types of houses. It can, therefore, be seen as one of the main barriers in
the area of friends living on the buyers’ market.

After the organisational dimension, the most common barrier focuses on the legal dimension. This has
not appeared explicitly in the literature framework related to the spatial dimensions but can undoubt-
edly be added to it. The main barrier that emerged in the rental market was the number of people
allowed to live in a house. The maximum in the municipality of Utrecht is set at two people. If more
people who did not come from the same household want to live in a house, the owner needs a permit
from the municipality. This barrier was also shown in the chapter of the case study description. How-
ever, as shown in the organisational dimension, this also depends on the cooperation of the munici-
pality. Here, too, it is not always appreciated by the municipality. In addition to the fact that the lease
agreement has been designated as an organisational barrier, it is also a barrier in the legal dimension.
It concerns the division of rental contracts. Furthermore, these contracts have rental protection, which
makes it difficult for an investor to sell out the houses at a given moment in time. This is due to the
flow that continues to exist and is less the case with a traditional house. On the other hand, within the
buyers’ market barriers arise in splitting the house. Nevertheless, according to the mortgage lend-
ers “splitting a house can ensure that friends living is a very clever solution to the buyers’ mar-
ket”. However, it is crucial to apply for a splitting permit. Here, too, the problem arises that the mu-
nicipality must cooperate, which makes it more challenging to create a successful implementation.
Both the barrier of the maximum amount of people on the rental market and splitting rules on the
buyers’ market are in line with the barrier indicated in the theoretical framework. It shows that it is
needed in some areas within the Netherlands to apply for a permit before it is possible to rent or buy
a house (van den Bussche, Thion & Remerie, 2017).

Another new phenomenon is the market-oriented dimension. This dimension did not emerge in the
theoretical framework and is part of the organisational dimension. A developer and investor showed
that both the rental and buyers’ markets have a barrier related to the unfamiliarity of friends living.
The developer mentioned that “this can be reflected in the return of an investor”. The developer stated
that it could also be reflected in “the provision of a loan from a mortgage lender”. However, this is not
endorsed by the mortgage lenders. Thus it cannot be determined with certainty whether this is the
reason not to provide a loan. It should, furthermore, according to the local authority taken care that
this type is not financially driven. The investor could ask for more rent in comparison to the house
being rented out to one household. This must, therefore, be kept in mind if it is aimed at creating
accessibility.

Finally, the financial dimension is discussed and is also part of the organisational dimension. The bar-
riers that arise from this dimension are only aimed at the buyers’ market. It appears that it is a finan-
cially complex type because several starters buy a house together. Besides, it would be more challeng-
ing to get a loan, as mentioned earlier, partly because the mortgage lender does not want to finance
it due to higher risks.

The interviews show that one of the most significant barrier is also for micro cohousing the managea-
bility related to the organisational dimension. However, most of the barriers differ widely from the
previous types. The shared facilities within micro cohousing cause much maintenance and there is
probably much flow because starters will not live in such a studio for a long time due to the outgrowing.
This makes the manageability for the investor far more challenging. At the same time, as an investor,
you also have to look if everyone pays monthly for the shared facilities or that you are going to work
with a reservation system, which means that starters only pay when they use it. Thus the main barrier,
therefore, lies in the management of the shared facilities. In addition to the manageability, it has been
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mentioned several times by various actors that affordability on the rental market can play a funda-
mental problem with this type when looking at the aspect of accessibility. This shows that micro co-
housing does indeed encounter other barriers than friends living. An investor mentioned:

Investor: “If you are talking about whether it can specifically be a solution to breaking open the housing
market, no. It is a qualitative addition, but if you are talking about making affordability and tempo, |
do not think so, it is an extra tool. In fact, | think that micro cohousing is not even positive in terms of
affordability. | think it is always a housing type that is more expensive in total housing costs”.

The before mentioned barrier is related to the barrier focused on the financial dimension, consisting
of high construction costs. This is not only caused by the high construction costs in general but also
because each studio needs a bathroom and kitchen, which entails extra costs. These high construction
costs are a factor that makes it a less affordable type. Another element that appears is the service costs
associated with the common areas. Memorable from the results is that actors who already started a
project with this housing type also indicated that it is not always cheaper than a traditional apartment.
A developer stated that “it is not cheaper unless you make the houses small enough so that you can
take advantages of it”. The local authority, therefore, mentioned that it must be very forcefully im-
posed that these types of small spaces do not become more and more expensive. It ultimately causes
more unaffordability what results in even smaller spaces. These statements are consistent with the
restrictions that occur in the theoretical framework. It was stated here that services costs would make
the total payment increase, which could possible make it too expensive for the target group (Infranca,
2014). Coupled with the statements about the lesser degree of affordability, there is also the barrier
related to accessibility. Different actors state that this type does not offer more accessibility to the
rental market than other traditional housing options partly due to the unaffordability.

Further, it is assumed by investors that micro cohousing is a more challenging model for housing asso-
ciations because of the service costs related to the common areas since housing associations can hardly
recover these from their tenants. What must be taken into account here is the fact that the housing
associations themselves did not come up with this statement. However, the statement could be cor-
rect and can undoubtedly be placed in the research. It is, furthermore, mentioned that there is also a
possibility of a higher vacancy risk with micro cohousing, which also came forward with friends living.
This is because it is aimed at one target group and the houses are made specifically for them. That
makes it a riskier investment for investors. Zooming in on the buyers’ market, it is only indicated that
micro cohousing may be more challenging to sell because of the common areas. A developer ques-
tioned by itself “how are people going to organise these shared facilities?”” Anyway, only two of the
thirteen respondents indicated this, which means not much value can be attached to the statement.
However, it is certainly something to think about. Furthermore, this assertion has also emerged in the
literature referring that it should be taken into account that common areas within the building need
to be sold (Infranca, 2014).

Besides, several barriers are mentioned for both the rental and buyers’ markets related to the market-
oriented and physical dimension. Micro cohousing is according to several developers and a local au-
thority “less flexible”’, which results in “less degree of futureproofness”. Adding smaller houses to the
housing stock is, among other things, mentioned as unsustainable developments. It is more challenging
to transform due to technical difficulties than a traditional apartment that can be sold immediately.
Suppose an investor wants to lead this type to a successful implementation. In that case, it is needed
to think about the future of the model.
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Although the theoretical framework indicated that little is known about the restrictions related to the
rental market, the interviews revealed quite a few barriers. However, fewer barriers have emerged for
intergenerational cohousing than the other two types. The first thing that stood out in the answers of
the respondents is that most of the actors mainly spoke about starters and the elderly, which means
that families were often disregarded. A reason why families were not involved has not emerged. One
may wonder whether this is because they had too little knowledge about intergenerational cohousing.
Nevertheless, a few respondents indicated that families do not need to be involved in this type. How-
ever, here too, the reason behind the fact why it is missing.

Furthermore, like the other two types, the most emerging barrier is manageability. It concerns arrang-
ing the discount on the rent for starters when helping the elderly, for example, with the groceries or
chores around the house within the rental market. This requires direction and will not always be car-
ried out on its own. Along with this statement, it is challenging to apply intergenerational cohousing
on the buyers’ market because there is no intermediate party present that can help with settling. In
addition to manageability, several developers, investors, mortgage lenders, and local authorities indi-
cated that this type is a small-scale approach for both the rental and buyers’ markets. One developer
indicated “just bring together ten people who would like to live this way” . Inline, a local authority men-
tioned that “the majority of the Netherlands is not waiting for some kind of volunteer work”. It is,
therefore, mentioned that this would not work if investors impose the obligation on voluntary work
according to some respondents. Nonetheless, this also depends on the location where it is situated. In
a housing market such as Utrecht, where there is much scarcity, other respondents indicate that start-
ers do everything they can do to be able to live in a cheaper house or even get a place to live at all. It
is difficult to determine based on this statement whether this is based on truth or whether starters
themselves think differently about it. Thus there should be looked further into it. One developer did
say that “companies sometimes just have to try new things out before they know whether it works or
not”. Coherent with the barrier related to the small-scale approach is the statement indicating that
this type does not provide accessibility. For example, the mortgage lender indicated:

Mortgage lender: “Well | do not immediately think of accessibility, | do immediately think of facilitating
diversity. That is what | like about this housing type. | do not know whether it will be more accessible
or not”.

If it is indeed a small-scale approach it means that this type does not explicitly provide the accessibility
that this research focuses on. Related to this barrier, concerning the market-oriented dimension, it is
showed that this is, therefore, not a type for commercial-scale related to the rental market. However,
only an investor makes this statement, so it may not be representative enough, but certainly worth
mentioning because it is related to several previously mentioned barriers. Going back to the organisa-
tional dimension, a barrier is also aimed at the vacancy risk. This barriers also comes down to building
for a specific target group and could be risky if there is no demand for it. It must also be taken into
account for both the rental and buyers’ markets that an even number of older people as starters need
to live in the same building. Otherwise, the proportions will be out of balance which means that the
type cannot work correctly.

Finally, it appears, different from the other two types that there is a barrier within the vision and value
dimension. This barrier is based on the fact that different types of generations (elderly, starters, and
families) live together in one building and need to help each other. Each generation has drawn up its
own visions and values over the years. The literature mentioned that every generation has its own
vision and values which could lead to more difficulty by creating a compromise (Camp, 2017; Coele,
2014; Fedrowitz, 2010). However, if different generations of people in the building adhere to almost
the same standards and values, it does not need to be a barrier.
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In addition to the barriers, many opportunities have appeared for both the rental and buyers’ markets.
The possibilities also show that prior knowledge, current projects, and the degree of potency influ-
enced the number of possibilities. It is also noticeable that the organisational dimension resulted in
the most possibilities for friends living, micro cohousing, and intergenerational cohousing. The possi-
bilities per type are discussed in more detail below.

The most common possibility within the organisational dimension is the creation of accessibility. Ac-
cording to the respondents it is an interesting type for starters because on the rental market they pay
instead of €1.100 only €550, for example. This saves in monthly costs. It is, therefore, certainly a solu-
tion to the accessibility problem in Utrecht according to almost every actor. This statement is in line
with the theoretical framework, in which it is stated that fiends living makes it possible to rent a house
in the upper segment. This possibility gives more options to find something suitable for them and will
further broaden the research (Camp, 2017). Another advantage of friends living is the fact that it not
only creates accessibility in terms of affordability but also because more starters can be accommo-
dated in friends living than in a traditional home. This provides an extra boost in tackling the problem
in the housing market of Utrecht. A mortgage lender also indicates that “this type will offer the most
accessibility compared to the other two types”. Even though the barriers indicated that municipal co-
operation is necessary and that friends living is viewed differently by the municipality, it is nevertheless
appointed by higher authorities as a solution. The municipality will, therefore, stimulate friends living
where necessary. It can ensure accessibility not only on the rental market but also on the buyers’ mar-
ket. It concerns being able to buy in a higher segment where more options are available. If more start-
ers can buy, it will eventually create a better flow. Furthermore, a developer and several investors
mentioned that friends living could be a “large-scale approach” on the rental market. This makes it
possible to build more houses or redevelop these houses so that it can create more access.

Zooming in on the buyers’ market related to the organisational dimension, the mortgage lenders men-
tioned that "splitting a house let arise the possibility to get a mortgage from the bank'. However, it
must be taken into account that it needs to be an independent house. For example, if the kitchen or
bathroom are shared, it will be more challenging to get a mortgage. Nevertheless, as the literature also
showed, some banks do give this possibility where two friends buy a house together and splitting the
house will make that easier. However, it may be questioned whether other not banks should experi-
ment further than stick to their current familiarity. As mentioned earlier, it is also a matter of being
open to new possibilities because it requires different creative solutions to tackle the inaccessibility on
the housing market. Nevertheless, this often turns out to be more difficult in practice. In addition to
splitting a home, it is also possible that one starter buys a house and the other starter rents. This allows
the rent to be included in the calculation of the loan so starters can borrow a little more. However,
there are fiscal disadvantages, such as no mortgage interest deduction over the part that will be
rented. This possibility also means that starters cannot get much extra loan. Nonetheless, the ad-
vantages are: more people can live in a house, there is a little more loan possible, the costs can be
split, and starters are not necessarily dependent on each other. In addition to these two options for
the buyers’ market, a third option was put forward that could be a creative solution when it comes to
buying a non-self-contained house. This concerns, according to the mortgage lenders, of "a housing
corporation' (e.g. woonvereniging in Dutch). With this form, the starter buys a kind of stocks. The
starters do not have the legal ownership but the right to live there. They can get an umbrella mortgage
from the bank. Since splitting a house is in practice difficult due to the cooperation of the municipality,
this would be an easier way to apply on new-build houses due to different rules. The other two options
can also be applied to the existing housing stock. As the literature of Camp (2017) indicated, these
options ensure that starters can find a suitable home that lies in a higher price range.
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In addition to the organisational dimension, the market-oriented and physical dimension are also dis-
cussed here. The possibilities mentioned in both dimension can also be brought together. At least one
respondent of every actor indicated that friends living is flexible on both the rental and the buyers’
market. A developer showed that it is from a market perspective a useful and smart type, as it can
quickly be returned to a traditional house. The type adds something sustainable to the housing stock
and is appreciated by many respondents. Another developer stated:

Developer: “It is also a fairly regular apartment, and the idea is that an investor can sell it in several
years. This means that is adds something normal to the housing stock. If we only start making small
apartments, the housing stock will only become smaller and smaller. How flexible is that?”’

Mentionable is that this developer has already started current projects with friends living that may
have affected the comment. Besides, this type is flexible from a market-oriented perspective but is
also physically flexible for the same reason. This results in the fact that friends living is seen as a fu-
tureproof model. Furthermore, it is mentioned that friends living is not only attractive for starters but
also for companies because they can generate more income from it than if they rent the same house
to only one household. Finally, within the framework of the governmental-oriented dimension, the
local authority states that they “support friends living”. This contradicts the previously identified bar-
rier to the cooperation of the municipality. However, it must be considered that many other actors
really see it as a barrier and that it is not always the case when someone says something it is actually
done.

Although several respondents indicated that affordability is a problem in micro cohousing, other re-
spondents indicate that micro cohousing does offer affordability on the rental market. A developer
mentioned: “micro cohousing has smaller units which makes them more affordable”. This is more in
line with the literature, which showed that the smaller units lower the rental costs (Rissik, 2019). How-
ever, the respondents mentioning the barrier already started a project with micro cohousing. The re-
spondents who see affordability as a possibility have not yet started a project with micro cohousing.
This is an explanation of why this section is divided among the respondents. Furthermore, when start-
ers have freedom of choice concerning the shared facilities each starter can decide for themselves
what he/she thinks of affordability. This would immediately ensure better accessibility. Not only be-
cause of the affordability but also the number of studios that can be accommodated in a building. This
is also consistent with an investor’s assertion on the physical dimension that “more homes could be
created with micro cohousing”. As with affordability, the degree of futureproofness is also divided
among the respondents. This is because the demand for smaller homes will not decrease so quickly.
Nevertheless, the other respondents also have a point since micro cohousing is made specifically for
one target group and is, therefore, less flexible and sustainable.

Just like with friends living, it should be noted that the mortgage lenders also talked about the possi-
bility of a housing corporation (e.g. woonvereniging in Dutch). This could be placed in an umbrella
mortgage or a ‘mandelige’ mortgage. The difference with friends living is the intention that a more
massive party owns the complex and thus give away some kind of stocks. Thus it is on a larger scale.
This can indeed provide much organisational work for the housing corporation when there are many
turnovers with starters. The common areas can be paid using service costs. This is contrary to the
literature, which mentioned that arranging or selling the common area is complicated (Infranca, 2014).
However, this could be the case if it is not arranged well enough on the front side.

Finally, possibilities emerged in the area of the market-oriented dimension. For example, it was indi-
cated that smaller units yield higher profits. However, this should not be at the expense of affordabil-
ity because it is about the social value of the type and not about the financial value. Nevertheless, it
can certainly be an attractive option for financially driven companies because it yields more profit.
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The results regarding the possibilities for intergenerational cohousing show that a housing organisa-
tion could be a suitable organisation for setting up this type. This is mainly due to the social aspect that
hides behind the type, whereby the elderly are helped and starters get a chance in an affordable hous-
ing market. A housing association only justify its investments if social objectives can be achieved. If this
is not the case a housing association must apply for a loan through the regular channels and that is not
the aim of a housing association. Furthermore, several investors and the local authority only indicated
this statement, which means that it is still questionable whether the housing associations themselves
think the same way. A local authority said that a housing association is a driving force for intergenera-
tional cohousing:

Local authority: “Well, I think you can see that in the projects, | know, the housing association is the
driving force and it sometimes hires people for guidance, or they work together with care organisa-
tions”.

Furthermore, the role of the neighbourhood is also becoming increasingly important in the Dutch
health care system because older people have to live independently longer nowadays. With intergen-
erational cohousing it is possible to solve the problem for older people at the building level. It is, there-
fore, certainly an attractive type for the elderly. Nevertheless, whether starters are open to this type
is questionable. A side effect of this phenomenon when looking at the governmental-oriented dimen-
sion, indicated by the local authority is that ““they create political support for intergenerational cohous-
ing”. This is due to the social aspect of the type and applies to both the rental and buyers’ markets.
Even though it was shown that this type only had a small-scale approach, it can be expanded to a large-
scale approach only when the housing associations take the lead and enough starters interested.

Coming back to the organisational dimension, it is also indicated that a housing corporation (e.g. woon-
vereniging in Dutch) could be suitable for the buyers’ market, just as with friends living and micro
cohousing. The difference here is that in addition to the housing association thought must be given to
arranging the rent or buyers discount for starters and helping with the elderly. This is a complicated
issue from an organisational point of view and especially in terms of buying. The studios do make the
homes cheaper for starters but give a discount on the buyers’ market is often challenging to imple-
ment. Nevertheless, these housing corporations (e.g. woonvereniging) could be combined with renting
where the elderly and starters rent from the housing corporation. This housing corporation also quickly
goes in the direction of a housing association making it is easier to arrange this through a housing
association that has been set up especially for this purpose. The respondents mention that this type is
most suitable for the rental market and is more challenging to implement on the buyers’ market com-
pared to the other two types. Especially given the direction of the research, which focuses on accessi-
bility, intergenerational cohousing does not quickly provide accessibility for starters on the buyers’
market. Nevertheless, in the rental market it certainly can ensure accessibility because starters receive
a discount on the rent, which makes it affordable for them, as mentioned by a developer and investor.

It should also be noted that a developer, several investors, and a housing association indicate that “in-
tergenerational cohousing is futureproof” not only in terms of the organisational dimension but also
the physical dimension. On the one hand, the buildings of intergenerational cohousing are futureproof
due to the flexible layout. Furthermore, it is also organisationally futureproof because the respondents
assume that “intergenerational cohousing will still be suitable for the housing market in twenty
years” partly due to, as mentioned earlier, the more critical role at the neighbourhood level.
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Zooming in on the vision & value dimension, a mortgage lender things that the mutation of target
groups could be a possibility because different target groups can learn from each other values. How-
ever, this mortgage lender not only mentioned that this could be a possibility, but at the same time
also mentioned that diversity of target groups is a barrier. This respondents, therefore, contradicts
itself and little value can be attached to this statement partly because only one respondent mentioned
this possibility. This conflict shows that each barrier or possibility must be critically examined in order
to find out what value that specific barrier or possibility entails.

Finally, both a developer, investor, and housing association indicate in the field of the legal dimension
that “no restrictions are known for this type’ because it does not explain a barrier in the field of the
legal dimension and can, therefore, be assumed to be true although not every respondent agreed.
What should be taken into account is the fact that few respondents had prior knowledge, current pro-
jects, or saw potency in intergenerational cohousing, which can lead to information being based on
the most logical answer of the respondents and not based on reality. It should, therefore, taken into
account how many values can be attached to a specific possibility.

Not only barriers appeared from the three housing types but also concerning the supply of current
locations. At least one respondent from every actor expects the mortgage lenders said that there is a
shortage of locations in Utrecht. One developer stated:

Developer: “If we want to build for starters, that means nine out of ten times there is a low land value
related to it. Not every location is suitable for this and if a location is already suitable everyone wants
to build on it”.

Few locations are available that are suitable for starters because only a lower land price can be offered
here. These locations are, therefore, attractive for almost all developers. Since locations are limited,
especially in the city centre of the municipality of Utrecht, it affects the prices and these will rise. The
rising prices make it even more challenging to build for starters and results in high land value. These
rising prices are, therefore, the second barrier raised by many respondents. One reason for this phe-
nomenon is the fact that, as indicated earlier, the municipality implements a passive land policy and
private individuals own, therefore, many locations. Private individuals often demand a top prize for
their location and only work with parties that offer them the most which make it challenging to build
for starters.

The respondents were very divided across the locations and no location stands out. It was decided,
therefore, to include all locations in the results in order to provide a representative picture as possible.
Not much value can be attached to these results. Some respondents specifically pointed to a location
focused on a type and other respondents suggested more general locations. When looking at the gen-
eral locations, the centre of Utrecht emerges the most because they indicated that the target group
would like to settle here. The locations: Jaarbeursplein and Merwedekanaalzone are allocated in the
centre of Utrecht. It was further said that the edges of the urban area could also be suitable for these
types. Leidsche Rijn and Overvecht can be connected here. Besides, the local authority mentioned
that “these types are best suited for larger cities”. This statement is not explicitly aimed at Utrecht,
but it is worth mentioning as this research may also concern other cities in the Netherlands.
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An investor indicated for friends living
that “it could be served in any city”. This is Overvecht
not explicitly aimed at Utrecht, but worth
mentioning because the research could
also be implemented somewhere else in
the Netherlands. It was also stated here
that it could be placed on the edges of the
urban area. However, no further criteria
were attached to this statement, which
makes it less representative. Nevertheless,
they mention Kanaleneiland and Over-
vecht as specific suitable locations. These
locations are seen as neighbourhoods with
a less attractive liveability than within the
city centre. However, according to an in-
vestor: “these locations are precise areas
were friends living is possible because
starters are quite willing to live there if
they can get a nice new-build house for a  Figure 20: Map with locations (created by the author)
reasonable amount of money’’. Figure 20
gives an overview of the locations.

Kanaleneiland

For micro cohousing, it emerged that it is mainly suitable for larger cities. Compared to friends living,
micro cohousing could not be applied throughout the Netherlands, according to a developer and in-
vestor. It is also shown that it can be located on the edges of the urban area or in the urban area of
Utrecht. Just like with friends living, this involves less attractive liveability such as Leidsche Rijn. Nev-
ertheless, also urban areas were indicated as a suitable location and Merwedekanaalzone could be
such an urban area. One investor mentioned that “a certain coverage area must be present”. This is
the reason to choose for a location within the urban area. Another reason why the urban area was
indicated was partly since micro cohousing concerns smaller spaces. Micro cohousing is more accepted
in the urban areas than on the edges of the urban area. Figure 21 gives an overview of the locations.

Overvecht

Leidsche Rijn

Merwedekanaalzone

Kanaleneiland
Figure 21: Map with locations Figure 22: Map with locations
(created by the author) (created by the author)

Page | 60



Only two respondents suggested locations for intergenerational cohousing. This may have to do with
the fact that many respondents did not yet know this type well enough to give an opinion about a
location. The locations that have been named are Kanaleneiland and Overvecht, thus on the edges of
the urban area of Utrecht. Figure 22 gives an overview of the locations related to intergenerational
cohousing.

The locations are sometimes only mentioned by one respondent, as mentioned earlier. Thus this is
important to take into account. However, it does give a picture of the possible locations where it would
be possible to place these types and it is certainly important to include all results. Each actor also has
several reasons why particular locations should be chosen. This can also arise from their own interest.
For example, the municipality prefers to build in areas that are now designated as neighbourhoods
with lesser liveability and the housing association prefers to build in a cheap location and where not
many rental properties are located yet. Developer and investors want the most advantageous location.
However, an investor also wants a location that will still be in demand in forty years; thus, it is more a
strategic choice. The mortgage lenders have no preference for a location as they only provide a mort-

gage.

Some location features emerged from the results. However, these are very sketchy, causing that not
much can be concluded from these results. Public transport was designated as the most prominent
location feature and was appointed by nine respondents. Starters are often dependent on public
transport and they often live nearby these transport possibilities. This also makes it possible to live a
little further away from the urban area of Utrecht if these locations have good public transport possi-
bilities. All locations that are marked have good public transport options to a greater or lesser extent.
Besides, it is shown that these types must be located in an urban environment because starters can
easily access various services. Finally, crowds were also mentioned as a feature since starters like to
have cosiness around them.

Just like the locations, also the question about the degree of demand from the target group is very
divided among the respondents. For this reason, all results are included. To strengthen the results,
secondary data is used to support the statements. Some respondents indicated in general whether
they thought they say demand or not. The other respondents divided the demand from the target
group over both the rental and buyers’ markets. When looking at friends living, it can be seen that a
developer and two investors indicated that there is a demand from the target group for this type partly
because starters seek interaction with each other and would, therefore, enjoy living through this type.
Furthermore, starters think it is okay to live together because of its affordability. However, a developer
wondered whether there is much demand for living together with a group of friends. Nevertheless,
this was only indicated by one respondent. Multiple other respondents mentioned that there is indeed
a demand for this type; it must, therefore, be carefully considered to what extent this statement is
reliable. Secondary data shows that there is indeed a demand for this type. Van Kleef (2015) wrote an
article about friends living in 2015, which shows that there were already queues for these types at the
time. On the rental market, it is also worth noting that most of the respondents indicate that the target
group sees demand in friends living. This statement is mainly indicated by the housing association,
local authority, investor, and developer. However, it was not only told that this question arose because
of the preference but also because there is scarcity. For example, one investor said:

Investor: “Yes, but there are of course many starters who are already happy that they have a roof over

their heads, so whether they rent within micro cohousing or friends living, they are of course just looking
for housing”.
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The results, therefore, revealed several times that preference driven choices and scarcity driven
choices of starters interact with each other as a reason to live in a friends living building. It was also
indicated that it is pre-eminently a model for the rental market and not for the buyers’ market. How-
ever, a comment must be made here, as most respondents focusing on the rental market and not the
buyers’ market and friends living is more unknown for the buyers’ market. In contrast to the other
respondents, one investor indicated that there is no demand from starters for friends living since they
had researched the preferences of this target group and they often mentioned that they did not want
to share a home. Apart from the fact that only one respondent indicated this, more value can be at-
tached to this statement because it is based on research and not on the most logical answer. On the
buyers’ market, it was mentioned by the mortgage lenders that it is “questionable’”” whether there is
a demand for friends living. However, according to the mortgage lenders, this was because it is still an
unknown type for the bank and is therefore not promoted. It is actually because there are few oppor-
tunities for starters on the buyers’ market that they have not come across it often. This does not mean
that there is no demand for it. However, as the respondents indicated, it is more up to the bank than
the starters that there would be no demand for it. There is certainly room for improvement here.

It was generally indicated that starters see demand in micro cohousing because they would like to
interact with each other. It was also mentioned for the rental market that starters would have demand
for this type. These were the same respondents who also mentioned that there was a demand for
friends living. Furthermore, just like with friends living, it was stated several times that this demand
was driven by scarcity. However, respondents also indicated that it also comes from their preferences
because, as noted earlier, starters would like to have their own private space. This is in line with re-
search done by AM about the preferences of millennials. This secondary data indicated that starters
are looking for more private space (van Mullem, 2018). The results also show that it was not stated
whether or not there is a demand from starters on the buyers’ market. This should then show itself in
practice whether or not it would be a success.

For the latter type, intergenerational cohousing, it was reported that developers, investors, and the
local authority saw demand for this type. One reason that they see demand for this type was that
starters could live in a beautiful part of Utrecht at an affordable price. However, these respondents
indicated several times that the target group is smaller than with friends living or micro cohousing.
This is because starters may not feel like performing tasks for the elderly and not everyone is open for
it. Thus, this statement is essential to keep in mind as success depends on the demand from starters.
On the rental market, it was also indicated that there is demand but that it is smaller than for the other
two types. A housing association also indicated that it is unclear whether there is a demand for it or
not. This respondent indicated earlier in the interview that they had no prior knowledge of intergen-
erational cohousing, which explains the statement. The other housing association mentioned that if
several successful examples come onto the market, more starters will be open to it. However, there
must be a party that takes the lead in realizing these examples. No statements were made about the
demand on the buyers’ market because it is still an unknown type for the respondents.

Furthermore, some more general statements were made for the buyers’ market that was not neces-
sarily related to a specific housing type. For example, it was said that the demand for the buyers’ mar-
ket would be smaller or questionable because it is still unknown to the respondents and there is a
higher risk for the starter on the buyers’ market than renting a house. Finally, it can be noted from the
results that the feature demand is evenly distributed among the respondents. For example, seven re-
spondents indicated that the demand was preference driven. Seven other respondents indicated that
the demand was scarcity driven. Intergenerational cohousing is, therefore, an interplay between both
preference and scarcity driven demand.

Page | 62



From the interviews it appears that the roles named for each actor correspond with the roles suggested
in the literature. For example, it is said that: the developer fulfils the role of a master developer, the
investor invests in rental properties, the housing association rents and sells social houses, and the
mortgage lender provides a loan. However, the roles related to the local authority go beyond the lit-
erature. The literature showed that the local authority: regulates, takes leadership, subsidises, and
produces housing. From the interviews of the local authorities, it emerged that they do not produce
houses themselves. They subsidise different housing forms, regulate, and take leadership through
guiding developments. Additional roles emerged such as stimulating developments and connecting
different actors.

In addition to the roles, the respondents also asked which actors are most important for the imple-
mentation process. The results show that seven respondents thought that the municipality is one of
the crucial players. The local authority itself mentioned that “it is an interplay between the different
actors and not only one actor can be the most important”’. Therefore mainly other actors said that the
municipality is an important actor. For example, it was mentioned that the municipality makes rules
that can hinder these types such as not allowing multiple people in a house, which makes things more
difficult more quickly. On the other hand, it is considered important because it should make land avail-
able that is cheaper for these types. When it comes to the zoning plan capacity, an important actor
entails opportunities or barriers. The possibilities are in line with the literature. According to the liter-
ature, local authorities are in charge of the processing planning applications and support the allocation
of land for cohousing purposes (Quinio & Burgess, 2019). After the municipality, the housing associa-
tion and investors emerged as most important. The housing association was appointed because they
build in a specific segment, which makes it easier for them to organise these types, according to an
investor. However, the housing associations themselves indicated that they are “’hindered by the leg-
islation” and that “it is not at all easier to realise these types”. Moreover, the investors must be pre-
pared to be able and willing to calculate with a specific financial model. Without an investor, it is not
possible for a developer to developer these housing types. Furthermore, developers, builders, and
other market parties were mentioned as necessary because they have to take the first step in terms of
development.

In addition to the three types, the respondents also showed barriers and possibilities that apply to
themselves or other actors. The question was, therefore raised to what extent the actors would be
willing to invest in these types if it generates less profit. Six respondents, included by developers and
investors, indicated that they were willing to invest in these types if they would get less profit as a
result. This question has not been asked to the mortgage lenders, local authorities, and housing asso-
ciation. The mortgage lenders and local authorities do not invest in these types because they only
facilitate the possibility of these types. The housing association is in itself an organisation that invests
in projects that yield less. This shows that almost every respondent who was asked the question an-
swered yes. They are mainly concerned with the manageability and affordability of the houses. How-
ever, one investor also indicated that “it is sometimes difficult for an investor or developer to invest if
it yields less”, as they are dependent on other parties. This investor also mentioned that when parties
are willing to invest more, it does not always mean that it will result in lower rents. This is something
to keep in mind for the research. As a tipping point, it is stated, among others, that the types should
not have a high risk; otherwise, it will be too risky to invest in these types. Besides, exit options are
also appointed as a tipping point since the houses must be saleable when they are rented out. Finally,
it is also suggested that there must still be enough revenue for respondents to be willing to invest
because people must be paid and the company must be able to continue to exist. What precisely the
tipping point is in percentage was not revealed.
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The interviews reveal some barriers targeting: each actor, the investor, local authority, and the mort-
gage lender. The most emerging barriers targeting each actor consist of different visions, the depend-
ence of other actors, and inclusive development that is important. Each actor has a different vision
when it comes to the housing market. As a result, it is also referred by the respondents as a laborious
combination of actors. Landowners, for example, want the highest amount for their land. The devel-
oper will rather go for a building where more profit can be made. This is in line with the findings from
the literature. Scotthanson & Schotthanson (2005) mentioned that if a developer gets the change to
build more expensive segment homes, which will give them more profit, they prefer it more and leave
out the target group. This means that they have quite a lot of power in the housing market. Besides,
they do not always feel the pressure to speed up. The municipality also has a vision that facilitates
starters but on the other hand, directs developments at difficult locations. It was also indicated that
they do not speak each other’s language well, which makes it less easy to comprise. A local authority
stated the following:

Local authority: “’If | know the investor, they always look at such a concept from a financial picture,
while we look more from what does it do, what it is and what does it contribute. That is a different
approach. Ultimately, | think it is important that it is affordable for all parties. | also think it is fine that
such an investor makes a return on the investment. It is also necessary to fill those pension funds. At
the same time, | think that you do not have to sit in it optimally. So, you always have to look where you
can find each other”.

This quote shows that each actor has its own vision on development and they must try to understand
each other to reach a compromise. In line with this barrier, another barrier emerged concerning actors
that are financially driven and make it more challenging to invest in these types. In addition to the fact
that each actor has a different vision, many actors are also dependent on each other, as mentioned
earlier. Developers mainly mentioned this statement as they depend on investors who buy the concept
and building. Thus it is not always the case that parties do not want to, but other parties do not want
to buy it. Further, investors are often dependent on pension funds for which they invest. These organ-
isations are often risk-averse, and cohousing is quickly labelled as a substantial risk. This is consistent
with another barrier related to the investor. It was mentioned that institutional investors are often
risk-averse, which corresponds to the literature. The literature stated that investors are more inter-
ested in standard properties because this presents less risk. This creates a barrier because these hous-
ing types came from a specific concept that requires specific users and is, therefore, a potential risk for
investors. This potential risk means that investors may not trust the concept and will not quickly invest
in this specific property form (Cagan, 2019).

It was also regularly indicated by both the local authority and the market parties that inclusive devel-
opment is essential. The local authority stated that they “do not want to focus on one target group
because all target groups are equally important”. It is therefore difficult for them to only make visions
for starters. On the other hand, market parties show that they would like to realise a building where
different target groups are located, which reduces the risk of vacancy. That is indeed a barrier for
friends living and micro cohousing since these types are aimed at only one target group. It also
emerged that long-term processes are a barrier, as the developments are only realised after several
years. Besides, new business models are needed if these types are going to be successfully imple-
mented. This also requires a more extended period to organise. The new business model is one of the
most critical barriers because many actors did not have chosen to invest in these three housing types.
An organisation has to set up a whole new business line because the current one does not match with
this concept. Furthermore, the unfamiliarity of the concept is also a barrier for many actors. They
would like to see an initiator who can successfully implement these types before other actors will fol-
low, making themselves reluctant.
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In addition to the general barriers for each actor, there are also some specific barriers. For example, it
emerged that investors are not always progressive and are therefore not willing to invest in these
types. That jeopardizes the implementation. According to a local authority “does this concept not fit
the standard approach of banks”. However, only the local authority indicated this and the mortgage
lenders themselves did not. The reliability could therefore be questioned. Nevertheless, if this state-
ment is correct, mortgage lenders need to understand the nature of the housing types better to con-
sider these unique factors in their lending approach (Chappell Heywood & Williams, 2018). Finally,
some more barriers emerged for the local authority. It was shown that the processes often take a long
time, for example, changing a zoning plan. This is in line with the aforementioned barrier related to
the risk of long-term processes. Further, according to a housing association, the local authorities lay
down too many requirements, making it difficult to get out financially well. Moreover, lastly, there is
often a different political view because politics change every year and the interests therefore shift.

Just as with the barriers, several options emerged for each actor as well as for specific actors. For
example, the mortgage lender indicated that they are open-minded and want to think beyond their
standard approach, as previously mentioned as a barrier. Further, the housing associations and one
investor mentioned that a housing association specifically aimed at starters could bring more accessi-
bility because they are then focused on one target group and can develop and manage specific prod-
ucts. What should be mentioned here is that this question was only asked to these specific respond-
ents. Thus, it can be noted that this question was entirely answered with yes.

A developer, furthermore, noted that the local authority should provide financial support when pro-
jects for starters are not profitable enough to set up on their own. Further, the local authority itself
indicated that it is possible to adapt their regulations to these types in such a way that it fits together.
Furthermore, it emerged several times, mainly by the developers, that "’ the steering mechanism of
the municipality could be a possibility”. For example, the municipality has already regulated the middle
rent segment. The steering mechanism assists the developers in determining the program during the
development. Besides, they can still exert influence without owning the land through the zoning plan
and the creation of preconditions. Lastly, a mortgage lender also indicated that the national govern-
ment needs to give direction to the municipalities. This not directly relates to Utrecht, but certainly
worth mentioning because, as mentioned earlier, this could also be a barrier if municipalities do not
cooperate. This respondent stated:

Mortgage lender: ““That may even require the direction of the national government, which gives direc-
tion about, for example, how much per cent of every new-build project must contain houses for starters.
Otherwise, you will get that one municipality willing to arrange this but pays the bill because it says |
am satisfied with a lower housing price. In comparison, if they had a higher housing price, they would
receive more tax every year, and more profit could be taken from the land”.

As mentioned earlier, some options also emerged for each actor. For example, it was mentioned that
it is essential to create expertise. Initial projects are often challenging to implement and financially
complex. However, as more expertise is created for these types it will be easier to develop them. It
was also mentioned that adjusting an organisational structure could also be a possibility. This was pre-
viously referred to as a barrier. However, suppose companies explicitly opt for this and set up a strong
management organisation. In that case, these types can be successfully implemented. Furthermore, a
mortgage lender indicated that they are currently thinking beyond their own role by offering work-
shops in the fields of CPO, for example. This could also be applied to each actor so that they look
beyond their own role and bring more attention to the types. Finally, it was also mentioned that it is
possible to include landowners in the process by asking a lower land value if, on the other hand, they
are involved in, for example, the development.
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To successfully implement the three housing types, not only the barriers and possibilities of these ac-
tors are essential but also the way to cooperate. An investor indicated that “cooperation is well united
in Utrecht since an association has been established, named DNU, in which all parties are united”.
However, this did not emerge from other interviews. Other interviews highlighted two significant col-
laboration opportunities. For example, it is crucial to have good cooperation between the parties. Nev-
ertheless, not only cooperation is essential but also the conversation between these parties is not su-
perfluous. The parties should explain to each other what works and what does not. The parties need
an open attitude towards each other; thus, they must be able to listen to each other. Furthermore,
there must be an interplay between different actors and it is vital to get the right group of people
together who see potency in these types. Furthermore, not unimportant is an initiator who can con-
vince other parties of, for example, the low risk and the benefits of cohousing.

Finally, some solutions to the inaccessibility have been put forward by several respondents and relate
to development, location, organisation, and politics. The most discussed solution in the field of devel-
opment is building. This needs no further explanation. The other solutions concern lower construction
costs, lower land value, and smarter use of existing buildings. However, lower construction costs and
lower land value are complex solutions to accomplish. This has to do with the market forces. Compa-
nies and landowners will not just lower their prices. The solution concerning the smarter use of existing
buildings offers a severe possibility. This mainly related to friends living where it is possible to make
the existing housing stock available for several households.

Reasonable possibilities also emerged from the solutions related to the location. For example, it was
repeatedly mentioned that “actors need to invest more in places outside the city centre of
Utrecht”. These places are generally more affordable for starters and can also be made more attractive
when investing in public transport. A mortgage lender also indicated that “it is also possible to create
temporary locations for the rental market to provide starters with an affordable house in their first
years”’. However, the municipality needs to facilitate these possibilities because the houses have no
value anymore after a certain period of years. The named types could be suitable for this, among other
things. An advantage of these temporary locations is that the municipality does not lose its ground
position and that a faster solution is still available for starters. These processes can often be arranged
more quickly. Another possibility was the creation of locations. However, this is a difficult solution as
the locations are scarce in Utrecht, as shown earlier in the results.

Within the solution related to the organisation, it was stated that “flow had to be created”, among
other things “by giving starter priority over other groups”. However, as already emerged with the bar-
riers related to the actors, almost all actors want an inclusive development where groups do not have
priority. This is not easy to organise in practice. Finally, the solutions in the field of politics are pre-
sented. It was stated, for example, that municipal processes should be accelerated. According to an
investor, “there is still a lot to be done here”. How exactly this should take shape was not revealed in
the interviews. Cooperation from the municipality was also seen as a solution. As seen before, this can
also be a barrier. However, suppose the municipality will allow more. In that case, it will undoubtedly
serve as a solution for these types and accessibility in Utrecht. Whether this is easy to implement in
practice remains unclear. If the municipality wants to provide this cooperation, the policy and regula-
tions will have to be changed in some places. Moreover, other rules will have to replace them. How-
ever, the literature shows that these decision-making processes take time which makes the implemen-
tation not easier (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013).

Page | 66



This chapter presents the conclusion. The conclusion first addresses the sub-questions, after which the
main question is answered. Based on the relevant literature, the theoretical framework, and the study
results answers are provided to the questions posed in the introduction.

The first sub-question, “Which factors affect the accessibility for starters on the housing market in the
municipality of Utrecht?”, examined the several factors influencing accessibility, whereby a distinction
is made between different market-oriented and governmental-oriented factors. An overview of these
factors with their causes, related to the literature framework and results, is presented in Figure 23.
The study by Mekaway (2014) and the conceptual model demonstrated a more general perspective
related to the factors that could affect accessibility on the housing market. These factors derived from
two angles, consisting of market-oriented and governmental influences. The factors are related to sup-
port, legislative framework, policy, flexibility, current housing stock, and development opportunities.
Compared to the literature, the present research provides a more specific view of the factors since it
adds different causes under each factor. These causes are aimed explicitly at the municipality of
Utrecht, thus contributing to a deepening of the existing literature.

As shown in Figure 23, almost every factor that occurred from the literature has been highlighted by
different actors. Nonetheless, support and the legislative framework are not named as causes of the
problem. Subsidising has a positive effect on accessibility, and when this factor is absent, it does not
immediately mean that the accessibility is reduced. Actors did not specifically mention the legislative
framework. However, the legislative framework that occurred from the literature can be scaled in the
factor policy since it has been observed that the processes require a lengthy implementation period
as, for example, in the zoning plan. Furthermore, financial resources appeared in the literature as a
societal influencing factor. This factor was ultimately grouped with the market-oriented factors be-
cause the market rather than the society itself determines how many mortgage options are available.
Lastly, a new factor is added, namely costs, which is related to construction costs. The costs for con-
structions are higher, causing developers and investors to rent or sell in a higher segment, thereby
increasing inaccessibility for starters. Furthermore, the results show that the main causes of the prob-
lem are related to the supply from the current housing stock and the political ambitions of the munic-
ipality. This outcome largely corresponds to the literature of Mekaway (2014), although Mekaway does
not directly indicate that the current housing stock is the main cause. However, it can be said that the
current housing stock on the housing market has a major effect as this housing stock currently provides
a lesser degree of accessibility for starters. To conclude, the factors that affect the accessibility of the
housing market in Utrecht are costs, financial resources, development opportunities, flexibility, cur-
rent housing stock, and policy.

Figure 23: Factors and causes af-
fecting accessibility (created by the
author)
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The second sub-question, “What are the underlying housing types of cohousing in both the renal and
buyers’ market that are best suited for starters?”, focuses on the concept of cohousing with its associ-
ated housing types. A distinction is made between the three housing types that could be suitable for
starters. Figure 24 presents an overview of the three underlying types drawn from the literature and
the conceptual model: friends living, micro cohousing, and intergenerational cohousing. The literature
utilised in this research focuses more on the housing types themselves. In contrast, the present study
provides more in-depth insight into which the housing types would be suitable for starters based on
possibility and demand. This aspect of the research contributes to a deepening of the existing litera-
ture, as with the analysis of the factors.

The literature and the study results demonstrated that only friends living, micro cohousing, and inter-
generational cohousing could be important for starters, although other forms of cohousing were men-
tioned several times. For example, housing cooperatives (woon coéperatie) and kangaroo houses. Nev-
ertheless, these other forms are aimed at cooperative and collaborative cohousing, which was not part
of this research. Accordingly, these categories are not taken into account for this sub-question. It can,
therefore, be concluded that the underlying housing types of cohousing suitable for starters consist of
friends living, micro cohousing, and intergenerational cohousing.

Furthermore, a distinction was made between these three types regarding which is more suitable for
the rental or buyers’ market and which is most in line with the demands of starters. The greatest de-
mand in the rental market is for friends living and micro cohousing. This conclusion is also confirmed
based on secondary data. Friends living entails affordability, and micro cohousing provides enough
private space, which is a feature that starters are looking for. The demand for intergenerational co-
housing in the rental market is expected to be smaller due to the obligation to help older people.
Nevertheless, since intergenerational cohousing is an unknown type, actors are not sure whether there
could be a demand for it. On the buyers’ market, demand is only seen in friends living. This conclusion
appears to be due to the unfamiliarity on the buyers’ market: nothing has been mentioned regarding
the other types, so their status is therefore uncertain. The literature indicated that micro cohousing
has not yet occurred in the buyers’ market. However, this approach could certainly be possible in the
buyers’ market. Intergenerational cohousing is already being attempted on a small scale in the buyers’
market. However, the question here is also whether starters see any demand for this type. Neverthe-
less, the degree of demand was highly divided among the actors. Therefore, it must be kept in mind
that these are statements made by the actors and not the starters themselves, which could therefore
produce a distorted picture. This factor may also explain why the responses to this sub-question were
so divided among the actors since they can only answer it from their own prior knowledge and per-
spective. Each actor is coloured differently by their prior knowledge, interests, and perspectives.

To conclude, for the rental market, it is mainly micro cohousing and friends living that meet the current
demand. Nonetheless, for each type, there are possibilities, according to the literature. The buyers’
market is very uncertain and is moving more towards friends living. However, this does not mean that
the other types are not possible on the buyers’ market.

. . Type 1: Type 2: Type 3:
Collective cohousing . P L . P . P .
Friends living Micro cohousing Intergenerational cohousing

Possibility rental market Passibility rental market Possibility rental market
Demand rental market Demand rental market Demand rental market

Possibilities

and demand
Possibility buyers” market Possihility buyers’ market Possibility buyers’ market
Demand buyers’ market Demand buyers' market Demand buyers' market

Figure 24: Housing types suitable for starters with their possibilities and the degree of de-
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Furthermore, the third sub-question, “Which possibilities and barriers occur within the implementa-
tion of the different housing types, associated with specific locations in the urban area of the munici-
pality of Utrecht, to achieve greater accessibility?”’, can also be answered in this section. For this ques-
tion, different possibilities and barriers that can occur during the implementation of the different types
of cohousing on the housing market of the municipality of Utrecht were explored. Many possibilities
and barriers have arisen from both the literature and the study results. The present research contrib-
utes to the literature since existing research is mostly limited to the financial, legal, and organisational
dimensions of the topic and therefore appears to be limited. This study’s results add further dimen-
sions in which possibilities and barriers emerge.

The barriers that occur concerning friends living are situated in the financial, legal, market-oriented,
and organisational dimensions. Moreover, the possibilities that occur are related to the governmental-
oriented, legal, market-oriented, organisational, and physical dimensions. An overview of the barriers
and possibilities of friends living for both the rental and buyers’ markets is presented in Figure 25. Since
these barriers and possibilities are further described in the results chapter, only the most noteworthy
and striking matters are discussed here. In Figure 25 below, * means that only one respondent men-

tioned the item.
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Flow* liability* 6. Large-scale approach | | 6. Umbrella mortgage*
Lease agreement 6. Municipal 7. Woonvereniging
. Vacancy risk cooperation
L . h 1. Flexibility 1. Flexibility
Physical dimension ) 2. Future proof 2. Future proof

Figure 25: Barriers and possibilities of friends living (created by the author)
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Based on the findings, manageability is the main barrier to both the rental and buyers’ markets. This
housing type is organisationally difficult regarding rental agreements and management. Therefore, in-
vestors are more likely to drop out, and friends living is consequently seen as a more challenging model
for investors. In contrast, the study from Camp (2017) indicated that the rental agreement is not more
complicated than a standard rental agreement. However, the actors involved need a complete change-
over of their management, making this factor a barrier. Another significant barrier lies in the coopera-
tion of the local authority because dividing houses into smaller spaces is not the way how the munici-
pality wants to see her urban area to become. Without the cooperation of the municipality, it is not
possible to sell these types of houses due to the permit required for splitting a house or a permit on
the rental market into cases where more than two people from different households live together. The
last notable barrier concerns the manageability on the buyers’ market, where difficulties arise when
starters are seeking to purchase a house and someone wants to leave. The organisational aspects of
this arrangement are complex. This statement corresponds to the literature, which states that friends
living is riskier for starters because they are attached to a loan and cannot simply leave the house (van
den Bussche, Thion & Remerie, 2017). It is not only riskier for starters but also for mortgage lenders to
provide a loan because the house is shared, while their standard approach does not fit with this kind
of loan. Nevertheless, mortgage lenders have devised a solution: they see the possibility of setting up
a housing corporation (woonvereniging) in which every starter receives an umbrella mortgage. How-
ever, there is another barrier related to this arrangement, namely the fact that only an independent
house can obtain a loan.

Furthermore, the most common possibility is the creation of accessibility. Friends living is, therefore,
certainly a solution to the accessibility problem in the municipality of Utrecht. Another advantage of
friends living is that it not only creates accessibility in terms of affordability but also enables more
starters to be accommodated than in a traditional home. Finally, friends living is highly flexible, both
organisationally and physically. Thus, it is both futureproof and a sustainable addition to the housing
market because the apartments can either be sold or rented out as a traditional home.

Second, the barriers for micro cohousing are related to the financial, market-oriented, organisational,
physical, and relational dimensions. The possibilities are related to the legal, market-oriented, organi-
sational, and physical dimensions. An overview of the barriers and possibilities of micro cohousing for
both the rental and buyers’ markets is depicted in Figure 26. Note that * indicates that only a single
respondent mentioned the item.

. ) ) . , Possibilities rental Possibilities buyers’
Micro cohousing Barriers rental market Barriers buyers’ market
market market
Financial dimension | | 1. Higher building costs | | 1. Higher building costs v u
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Figure 26: Barriers and possibilities of micro cohousing (created by the author)
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The most striking barrier that has emerged in micro cohousing also concerns manageability for both
the rental and the buyers’ market. This barrier arises because there are common areas which provide
more management. The way of selling these shared facilities is not unambiguous. The literature sup-
plements this barrier by indicating possibilities to sell micro cohousing. Each starter pays monthly ser-
vice costs for the shared facilities (Infranca, 2014). Furthermore, micro cohousing could be seen as less
accessible because it is not necessarily more affordable than traditional housing types. However, this
pricing issue is also due to the higher construction costs that are prohibitive and the financial model
behind it. A side effect occurs whereby more profit can be generated for actors, which will encourage
them to switch more quickly to micro cohousing. Lastly, this housing type is less futureproof because
it is physically more difficult to transform and is aimed at only one target group. Nonetheless, it could
offer accessibility because more houses can be built in one building. Considering the possibilities more
closely, no restrictions have been situated on the legal dimension, which means that processes may
be executed faster. On the buyers’ market, just as with friends living, there is the possibility of a hous-
ing corporation (woonvereniging). However, this corporation is much larger and can be arranged via
an umbrella mortgage.

Third, intergenerational cohousing consists of barriers related to the market-oriented, organisational,
and vision and value dimensions. The possibilities that occur for this type are related to the govern-
mental-oriented, legal, organisational, physical, and vision and values dimensions. An overview of the
barriers and possibilities of micro cohousing for both the rental and buyers’ markets is presented in
Figure 27. As above, * means that only one respondent mentioned the item.

Since both the literature and the actors know the least about intergenerational cohousing, the fewest
barriers and possibilities have appeared here. The most crucial barrier for this type also concerns man-
ageability, but only on the rental market, as intergenerational cohousing is difficult to arrange given
the rent discount and obligation to help. Moreover, it is seen as a small-scale approach for both the
rental and buyers’ markets. Each target group within intergenerational cohousing has a different vision
which could be a barrier. However, this divergence is also seen as a possibility because they can adopt
each other’s visions. Besides, according to the actors and the literature, there are no restrictions known
in the legal dimension. Furthermore, this type has political support which can ensure a faster develop-
ment process. It is also futureproof because the houses are mixed and there will be a suitable home
for each target group within intergenerational cohousing. Finally, this type can ensure affordability
when the discount is applied, and starters can live more affordably.
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Figure 27: Barriers and possibilities of intergenerational cohousing (created by the author)
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This map (Figure 28) indicates the lo-
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Friends living cations named in the results. These
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these locations are the best for such
development. Nonetheless, they are
an addition to the research, as the lit-
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nation with cohousing.

Leidsche Rijn:
Micro cohousing

Merwedekanaalzone
Micro cohousing

Kanaleneiland: . . .
Friends living Figure 28: Map with locations

Intergenerational cohousing (created by the author)

Friends living is suitable for the edges of the urban area in the municipality of Utrecht. It could also be
pursued in any city in the Netherlands. Micro cohousing is more suitable for larger cities. However, just
like friends living, these types can be developed on the edge of the urban area in the municipality of
Utrecht, as well as in the urban areas themselves. Intergenerational cohousing is situated on the edge
of the urban area in Utrecht. Thus the associated locations for the three types are Leidsche Rijn,
Kanaleneiland, Merwedekanaalzone, and Overvecht.

In conclusion, it can be said regarding all three housing types that the same barriers and possibilities
often emerge, such as manageability. However, the description often differs for each type. This out-
come suggests that unique barriers and possibilities have arisen for each type, making it more difficult
to compare them. It is also notable that the number of barriers is related to the potency, prior
knowledge, and current projects. For example, much is said about friends living and micro cohousing
but less about intergenerational cohousing. It can be stated that the organisational dimension was
most prominent in all three types for both the barriers and possibilities.

The fourth and final sub-question, “Which roles and influences do different market-oriented and gov-
ernmental actors have in the implementation process of the underlying housing types in both the
rental and buyers’ markets of the municipality of Utrecht?”, indicated which actors can influence the
implementation process. The actors can have both a negative and positive influence related to the
rental and buyers’ markets. The literature and conceptual model showed that five different actors
could exert the most significant influence on the implementation of the three housing types: the mort-
gage lender, the local authority, the investor, the developer, and the housing association. Each actor
has specific roles that suit it, and the roles that emerged from the results almost all correspond to the
literature. These actors and roles are depicted in Figure 29. Only for the local authority are there some
differences. For example, they do not provide homes themselves, and they also have a stimulating and
connecting role.

The results do not add significantly to the literature in the fields of actors’ roles. However, this research
goes further than a consideration of such roles because it has investigated the barriers and possibilities
of these actors. Some barriers and possibilities emerged from the literature, but this research provides
a much more extensive representation of this topic.
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Furthermore, according to the results, the municipality, namely the local authority, has the most influ-
ence on the housing market. The local authority makes rules that can hinder the types, such as not
allowing multiple people in a house. Conversely, it can have a positive influence by making land avail-
able through the zoning plan capacity. Nevertheless, the local authority itself indicated that the imple-
mentation process needs to be is an interplay between all the actors and not only one actor. After the
municipality, the housing associations and investors exercise the most influence. The housing associa-
tion can build in a particular segment. However, these associations themselves indicated that they are
hindered by current legislation that makes it difficult to realise these housing types. The investors must
be prepared to be willing and able to calculate using a specific financial model. Without an investor, it
is not possible to implement these types. Furthermore, the developers, builders, and other market
parties were mentioned as vital because they have to take the first step in terms of development. Each
actor can, as explained above, have a negative and positive influence on the implementation. The
overview in Figure 30 shows which barrier and possibilities are relevant for each actor in this context.
Only for developers were no specific barriers or possibilities mentioned in the results. Note that * in-
dicates that only one respondent mentioned the item.
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In conclusion to the fourth sub-question, it can be stated that the roles of the different market-oriented
and governmental actors mostly correspond with the literature; however, some additional roles were
introduced, and the roles of the developer and local authority differ from the literature. Furthermore,
the influences exercised by actors can be seen both as barriers and as possibilities. Therefore, there
are many different influences related to the implementation of the underlying housing types. There is
no single actor who exerts the most influence. Rather, the implementation process requires an inter-
action between the different actors. In Figure 30, most of the influences that can be designated, both
positive and negative are presented.

The main question that is answered, is formulated as follow: “Which possibilities and barriers, resulted
from market-oriented and governmental actors, emerge in the implementation of the associated hous-
ing types related to cohousing on both the rental and buyers’ markets, to contribute to better acces-
sibility on the housing market for starters in the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht?’’ All Figures
that came back in the conclusion answer the main question.

Friends living can be considered the most significant contribution to better accessibility on the housing
market for starters in the municipality of Utrecht because it offers accessibility on both the rental and
buyers’ markets. Zooming in on the rental market, it can be concluded that this type provides better
affordability since starters can share their rent with at least two people. Nonetheless, affordability is
not the only benefit, given that more people can also be housed in a single home, thereby providing
greater accessibility to the housing market. However, a disadvantage is that investors must set up a
different organisational structure for friends living because it is a different management model, which
makes this approach less manageable. When expertise has been built up, manageability will also im-
prove. Moreover, the visions and legislation of the municipality of Utrecht do not correspond to this
housing type because it is no longer permitted for more than two households to inhabit a single exist-
ing residential building. Consequently, the municipality’s vision is not aimed at realising this objective.
A permit is required to achieve this housing arrangement, but it is not granted quickly. This disad-
vantage also applies to the buyers’ market. A solution, therefore, is to focus friends living more on
new-build homes, as different rules govern such buildings. However, the local authority must also
adopt new rules for this housing type to implement it successfully. The most creative solution for ac-
cessibility lies in the buyers’ market. Through a housing corporation (woonvereniging) and an umbrella
mortgage, it is possible to divide existing homes into units. This arrangement means that every starter
purchases a stock in the house and is therefore not dependent on other starters when they want to
leave for another house. Moreover, the house could be split cadastral based on a similar principle as
mentioned above, except that the starter does not buy stocks but a part of the house. The tipping point
is that to obtain a mortgage, the house must be independent, and this is not the case with the housing
corporation (woonvereniging). Thus, mortgage lenders and banks should think beyond their standard
mortgage approach to make this arrangement possible to help solve housing inaccessibility, since this
approach enables more starters to live in one home, thereby increasing overall housing availability for
this group. Lastly, a side effect of this type is that it is considered flexible and futureproof because the
houses can easily be converted into more traditional housing types. This feature reduces the risk and
provides a sustainable addition to the housing market. It can thus be concluded that friends living could
create better accessibility for starters in the urban area of the municipality of Utrecht.

In addition to friends living, micro cohousing can also provide more accessibility to the housing market
for starters in Utrecht. Micro cohousing provides accessibility because more studios can be placed in a
building than in traditional housing types. However, there is much disagreement whether this type is
more affordable than traditional houses. Its affordability depends, among other things, on the con-
struction costs. These costs are found to be higher than for traditional housing. If investors treat this
type as a social model instead of a financial model, it can be implemented more affordably because
the spaces are smaller. However, the common areas for which service costs must be paid need to be
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taken into account. Some investors charge a high amount for service costs, which makes micro cohous-
ing no more affordable than other options. When the starter is given a free choice in, for example, the
common areas that he/she wants to use, this can also reduce costs. Each starter can, therefore, deter-
mine for themselves what they consider affordable. Here, too, the disadvantage is that investors need
to adopt another organisational structure and apply a new management model. Nevertheless, as men-
tioned earlier, this requirement does not have to be a disadvantage if it is gradually incorporated into
the company’s structure. On the buyers’ market, it is also possible, as with friends living, to start up a
housing corporation (woonvereniging). The starter purchases a stock and pay service costs for the
common areas. The advantage is that these houses are independent, so a loan will be provided more
quickly. Therefore, this type has no restrictions in terms of rules for both the rental and buyers’ mar-
kets. However, this approach is only suitable for new constructions, as the current housing stock does
not physically match what is required for micro cohousing. This mismatch is an immediate disad-
vantage because this type is less flexible and therefore, less futureproof, which means it is not a sus-
tainable addition to the housing market. Nevertheless, micro cohousing concerns smaller houses to
which it can be applied on a larger scale, in turn providing greater accessibility for starters in the mu-
nicipality of Utrecht. To conclude, micro cohousing is undoubtedly an added value that contributes to
better accessibility in the housing market, provided that investors keep it affordable. Moreover, ac-
cording to the actors, this type best suits the preferences of starters because starters like to have their
own space.

In contrast to the other two types, intergenerational cohousing is viewed as less of an added value for
solving accessibility problems. According to the actors, this type does not offer a large-scale approach
because the question is whether many starters are interested in an obligation to help the elderly. How-
ever, the discount ensures that starters can rent more affordably than in a traditional house, which
may make intergenerational cohousing attractive. It is mainly a small-scale approach on the buyers’
market, where the housing corporation (woonvereniging) is also involved. In this context, it becomes
more like cooperative cohousing. In the rental market, this approach could be applied on a larger scale,
if the investors believe in the type and housing associations investigate the possibilities further. More-
over, cooperation is also required with care institutions and the municipality to ensure success when
determining the discount that starters will receive. Compared to the other approaches, implementing
this type successfully requires the most guidance and management, along with a different organisa-
tional structure. The advantage of intergenerational cohousing is that the approach not only creates
accessibility for starters but also enables those older people who remain at home for more extended
periods and are dependent on an increasingly important neighbourhood role. It is also flexible and
futureproof. To conclude, intergenerational cohousing is a type that provides accessibility to a lesser
extent but could undoubtedly contribute if it is adequately managed. However, this process requires
more attention than the other two types. Moreover, while many actors deem it an interesting type,
they do not see this approach being applied on a large scale yet.

Based on the above findings concerning the main research question, it can be concluded that friends
living can offer the most accessibility for starters on the housing market in Utrecht. It is more afforda-
ble than traditional housing types and can accommodate more people in a single house. Thus, friends
living is a sustainable addition to the housing market, although the question remains what starters
would most prefer. Actors indicated that they would have more preference for micro cohousing. After
friends living, this is the second type that can also create solid accessibility because the houses are
smaller and therefore more affordable, and more quantities come onto the market. However, micro
cohousing must be treated as a social model to ensure that the rent remains affordable. Finally, inter-
generational cohousing, which is the least known, is considered the least suitable approach for creating
accessibility because it appears to be a smaller-scale option and it is uncertain how much demand
starters have for this type. However, the discount does provide more affordability for starters. Thus,
this approach could help contribute to increasing accessibility. It is therefore vital to keep a mix of
these new housing types and more traditional types.
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The last chapter examines the limits of the research, both for the own process and the results. Some
of the limits are used for recommendations for further research. They are related to broadening the
research or give more depth in the research. Finally, recommendations have been given regarding the
praxis.

Looking back at the period in which the research was conducted, the researcher is satisfied with the
results. The combination of cohousing with the inaccessible housing market for starters was a reason-
ably new subject, which means that it has significant scientific as well as social relevance. Much litera-
ture on both subjects had to be linked together to provide a successful research. Nevertheless, both
cohousing and the inaccessible housing market for starters had been examined separately by other
researchers, and enough literature was available. This made the process easier, but also more difficult
because not all information could be processed in the research. Therefore a good demarcation had to
be made as to which literature was or was not useful. The researcher had to be selective with the
literature, which could cause an observer bias. Although this term is often used in observations, it is
also applicable here. This means that the researcher’s interpretation may not ensure that all infor-
mation is processed and could have caused a limitation (van Thiel, 2014). However, it was ensured that
the research is well defined so that most likely, all critical information has been processed. Neverthe-
less, this can never be said with certainty.

In line with the above reflection and limitation, the first intention of the research was that there would
be a combination between both qualitative and quantitative research. The qualitative part would then
focus on the market-oriented and governmental-oriented actors, whereby knowledge would be gath-
ered through interviews. The quantitative part would focus on the preferences of starters by conduct-
ing surveys. However, it turned out to be too large to stay within the schedule. It was therefore decided
to further delineate the research by only carrying out qualitative research with market-oriented and
governmental-oriented actors. Involving the starters in qualitative research would not be representa-
tive enough. If the research would be repeated, these results are not reliable enough, because, under
similar circumstances, the same measurement should lead to similar results. The fact that the research
focuses only on market-oriented and governmental-oriented actors could be seen as a large limit to
the research. This is partly because starters are essential sources for this research to investigate
whether these housing types can lead to success. Nevertheless, a master-research does not answer all
the questions related to a specific topic. So, this will be a question that remains unanswered in some
way in this specific research. This research is exploratory in character. Thus it is focused on whether
these types create accessibility according to market-oriented and governmental-oriented actors, and
what kind of barriers and possibilities occur. Starters do not have to come into play here. This limit
shows that starters are not involved in the research. However, this is not the only a limit that can be
seen here, but also that only qualitative methods have been used. Qualitative methods ensure lower
external validity and reliability, as has been shown earlier. However, this also allows for a more in-
depth look into the topic, which resulted in profound results and conclusions. Qualitative methods are,
therefore, not only a limit but also a possibility in terms of depth.

Another limitation lies in the fact that the research only focuses on collective cohousing. The research
is not limited to only resident-led cohousing, but also commercial-led cohousing was added. The other
elements of cohousing, shown in chapter 2, were only focused on resident-led cohousing, and this
study especially wanted to see whether market-oriented parties are interested in these housing types.
Nevertheless, the interviews showed that some respondents indicated other types related to the other
elements of cohousing. These have not been included, which is a limitation, mainly since the research
was focused on critical theory as a philosophy where it is vital to take everything into account.

Page | 76



Finally, thereis a limitation in the field of external validity and generalisation by choosing only one case
study or one unit of analysis. By focusing only on the municipality of Utrecht, it makes the research
less generalisable because every city in the Netherlands has different rules and market values. This
could, therefore, lead to a limit of the research. However, as stated in the methodology, Utrecht is a
city that is very representative concerning other cities of the Netherlands, compared to, for example,
Amsterdam. It can, therefore, be questioned whether this is indeed a limit or not. Every researcher will
have a different opinion about this statement, and it is, therefore, worth mentioning.

In addition to the reflection and limitations for own research, there are several limitations related to
the results of the interviews. Due to the circumstances surrounding COVID-19, it was no longer possible
to physically interview the respondents on-site, as previously planned. This creates a distance between
the researcher and the respondent, which can result in answers that are politically correct but not
correspond to reality. This could, therefore, be a limitation of the results. However, the researcher did
not experience this phenomenon, so most respondents spoke openly about the topic. Because the
interviews were held via an online system, which depends on WIFI, the connection sometimes
dropped. This turned out to be the case when listening back to the recorded interviews. Several times
the respondent could not understand what was being said. Thus, if someone said something important
at these moments, it can be seen as a limitation to the research since some results would then be
missing.

Another limitation within the results occurs to the answers that were given. The answers that the re-
spondents gave were not always aimed at the municipality of Utrecht because many of their current
projects are located in Amsterdam. When, for example, something was said about a suitable location
in Utrecht, opinions were very divided over the respondents. The information that is not aimed at
Utrecht is a limitation of the results for the research. However, these were often answers to questions
related to the types themselves. It can be concluded from this that it does not necessarily have to be
a limitation, as this increases the external validity and generalisability. Nevertheless, it is a limitation
to internal validity. Besides, the information in the field of the location feature and the demand from
the starters was briefly. The results were, therefore, not always considered representative enough,
which makes the study less reliable. However, attempts have been made to refine these results with
secondary data to make them somewhat representative.

Finally, it emerged from the results that the respondents did not always know the three types at all or
one of the three types. This limitation may lead to the respondents giving the most logical answers
instead of the real answer. This can cause a bias in the results. However, after explaining the housing
types, most of the respondents often knew what was meant by them and were able to produce realistic
answers. Nevertheless, prior knowledge can limit positive or negative thinking about a particular hous-
ing type. This was also included in the results, so this limitation is mentioned in the conclusion.

Despite the research having its limits, there are several recommendations for further research to be
able to convert some of these limits into new research. Because the research had to be demarcated in
advance, some subjects were excluded from the research. Firstly, the research was limited to collective
cohousing. However, as mentioned in the results, other forms of cohousing also emerged that were
more related to collaborative or cooperative cohousing. Further research can, therefore, be carried
out into these two forms of cohousing to provide a broader view of the possibilities that this concept
has to offer for starters. This recommendation goes further than just the lines within this research and
can, therefore expand new knowledge. This makes it possible to look even more critically at cohousing
in general related to starters.
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A second recommendation for further research also goes beyond the line of this research. The research
is currently limited to market-oriented and governmental-oriented actors. This could be extended with
societal-oriented actors, in other words, the starters. Whether there is a demand for these housing
types cannot be determined explicitly from this research. It can only be assumed that the respondents
have said something about the need for demand. However, this may be not always in line with the
starters themselves. To successfully implement these types, it is crucial to investigate the demand side
as well. Since the target group of starters is large, it would be best to apply quantitative research meth-
ods. That makes the research more objective and representative. A question that could be asked here
for further research is: what is the actual demand of starters for cohousing with its associated housing
types and what do they actually need? However, it is not only important to find out what the needs
and demand of starters are, but also to find the underlying thoughts what motivates the target group,
what choices they made, and why they make these choices. It is further essential to find out the actual
wish of starters regarding the housing market and what they are willing to pay for it.

Furthermore, the research is currently limited to only market-oriented and governmental-oriented ac-
tors, as has already shown above. It might be interesting for further research to compare these findings
with experts in the field of cohousing, to see if there are similarities in the results or if the experts view
this topic differently, both positively and negatively. This creates a new scientific relevance by making
a reflection between the different results. It also ensures that the limitation on the knowledge of re-
spondents is removed becauseg, firstly, they are compared with experts and, secondly, the experts have
knowledge that can serve as an extra addition.

It would be useful to not only look at the recommendations that go further than the research itself but
also look at the recommendations more related to this research. The literature and interviews mainly
emphasised the organisational dimension of all three types, namely, friends living, micro cohousing,
and intergenerational cohousing. The results showed that it is uncertain whether or not micro cohous-
ing is more affordable than traditional housing. The financial aspect of these housing types has not
been discussed in more detail. To get a better picture of the differences, it is useful to research this
aspect further, for example, by using a case study that can be carried out both qualitative and quanti-
tative. It would be possible to compare a traditional building with one of these new housing types on
a financial basis that can be viewed quantitatively, and depth can be provided by qualitatively exam-
ining the background of these financial aspects among the relevant actors.

Not only the financial aspect has not yet been investigated deeply enough, but there is also a possibility
for further research in the fact that several research questions are needed before intergenerational
cohousing could be successfully implemented. Since three housing types have been discussed in this
research, and not many respondents knew intergenerational cohousing on beforehand, it would gen-
erate more general answers. From the literature and results, intergenerational cohousing appeared to
be still relatively unknown. Therefore the fewest barriers and possibilities have emerged for this type
of house. It is a form that is increasingly discussed but is rarely used. Thus, when further research is
done into this type alone, more depth can be added. This makes it possible to delve deeper into the
relational dimension. What do elderly and starters think of this type and why should they choose it or
not, but also how to deal with the discount and the obligation associated with it. It is essential here to
interview more experts, for example, in the field of legislation and experience experts.

The conclusion did not address all the results, and therefore some results are included in the recom-
mendations for praxis. First, it is highly recommended to create a housing association specifically for
starters. Jebber is already one of the first examples in practice. However, more of these companies are
needed to tackle the housing problem for starters in Utrecht. Investors often find it too risky to only
invest in one target group; that is why a housing association aimed at starters provides a good out-
come. This can be started by an existing housing association or with the help of, for example, the
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municipality. Furthermore, not only creating a housing corporation for starters is essential, but also
adjusting the organisational structure of different companies. The three types of housing, according to
the results, are now seen as an additional product. They are currently not creating a new management
approach for these particular types. It is therefore recommended to expand the organisational struc-
ture and create a new management approach. This creates expertise and enables the products to be
implemented more successfully on a larger scale.

Nonetheless, it is not only essential to follow these two recommendations. Actors, namely, need to
think beyond their own role. Many actors focussing on a role and perform it well. However, they often
look no further than their own role and sometimes forget what is essential. By thinking beyond their
role, it becomes possible to find an appropriate solution to the housing problem and other problems.
In this way, all actors can bring their expertise together to achieve a social goal. It is not only essential
to think beyond your own role, but good cooperation is equally important. For example, the actors
must enter a conversation with each other. It is crucial to have an open attitude, where all ideas can
put forward. Only then it is possible to solve the problem with each other.

Another recommendation is more related to required locations. Because the municipality does not
pursue an active land policy, it is not easy, according to the results, to find suitable locations for start-
ers. Often this land belongs to private owners who ask a high land value and are not always socially
involved. The municipality could invest more in places outside the city centre. Think, for example, of
Overvecht or Kanaleneiland. When the infrastructure improves, and connections to the city centre are
better, these places will also become attractive for starters which often rely on public transport. In-
vesting in places outside the city makes it easier for developers and investors to buy less expensive
land. Another recommendation is to utilize temporary locations. The land that the municipality or pri-
vate owners may own but do not want to sell yet can be a terrific way to create temporary locations.
However, this is only possible if the municipality cooperates, through subsidizing, and adjust their zon-
ing plans, since the houses no longer have a value after the temporary location is discontinued. By
facilitating temporary locations, starters can live affordable in their first years, and more supply is cre-
ated. This is certainly a possibility that should be considered as a solution for the inaccessible housing
market in the municipality of Utrecht.

Do not talk but act. This is the final recommendation. The results showed that many actors are willing
to invest in these types of housing and therefore see potency or are interested in the living model.
Nonetheless, in many cases, it remains a matter of narrating instead of starting projects, and therefore
action must be taken. Developers and investors should take the lead here, as developers take the first
step towards development, and investors can enable this development by investing in it. Other actors
will follow them if it turns out to be a success.
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