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Soon after WWII, when housing shortage was a structural problem, both in the USA and Europe 

national states directly intervened in the provision of affordable housing and the implementation 

of urban renewal projects. This trend in national policies started to change during the economic 

downturn of the late 1970s. Under the impetus of neo-liberal politics, housing authorities 

started to assume an even more autonomous and business-oriented foundation. In the US 

and the UK, Housing Associations proliferated and became the core actors in the provision of 

social housing. Actually, providing affordable housing entails not only the supply of dwellings at 

below-rent but also of a series of services able to satisfy social demand. As it might be expected, 

housing and urban development problems are linked to one another. Current environmental 

and economic urban situations call for an integrated approach to housing demand. In order to 

arrange urban space, both the private and the public, to the social dynamics of contemporary 

cities, it is necessary to rely on mixed use redevelopment projects within which balanced 

solutions in terms of economic viability, social integration, energy efficiency and urban design 

have to be sought.

Urban residential functions cannot be taken off from processes of urban regeneration as well 

as urban redevelopment projects should be aimed at the economic, social and environmental 

viability of development actions. A neighborhood within which the economic, social and 

environmental spheres are well balanced can be defined as a sustainable urban system. For 
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many years the provision of social housing and related redevelopment projects has been the 

prerogative of public entities. Anyway, in developed countries urban development initiatives 

have always involved the participation of private stakeholders. In the USA PPPs have a long 

tradition. This cooperation model has been applied in Europe, too. Even though economic 

development occurred as a result of PPP-led urban regeneration, the environmental and 

social sustainability of the implemented projects are not always insured. Among the various 

stakeholders that contribute to the urban regeneration and the provision of social housing, 

social enterprises are emerging. They are hybrid organizations that rank among the public and 

the private sectors. Two main arguments support the intervention of social enterprises in social 

housing and urban regeneration. In spite of the differences among the regulatory systems that 

organize commercial law, in Europe social enterprises work for the provision of services and 

goods of general interest, between which social housing appears. In the United States social 

enterprises assume also the typology of community development corporations which are 

engaged in neighborhood redevelopment activities.

One of the features of social enterprises is the pursuing of the public interest. At this aim, 

they adopt business models typical of the for-profit organizations, so that they can deal with 

the shortage of funding. Accordingly, they also started to develop market strategies, like 

mergers, and other kind of activities which can guarantee the financial self-sustainability of 

the organization. For those social enterprises engaged in the provision of social housing this 

has meant the enlarging of the activities through the provision of services linked to housing 

functions. In some instances all this has been translated into sustainable urban regeneration. 

In the last years many scholars and research institutions have studied this topic. As far as the 

theoretical knowledge on social enterprises is concerned, a divergence between the American 

and the Europan traditions can be identified. On the American side, two schools of thought are 
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more influential: the Social Innovation School and the Social Enterprise School. In Europe, the 

EMES and the UK approaches prevail. The EMES network contributed a lot to the definition 

of the concept of social enterprise. In 2011, within a research project of the EURICSE, it was 

proposed the innovative role of social enterprise in the management of common goods and the 

production of habitability. Even though these studies generated great progress in the theoretical 

framework on social enterprise, there is still a gap concerning its role in social housing and 

sustainable urban regeneration activities.

In the effort of enriching previous studies with further empirical observations, the objectives 

of the research are to define sustainable habitability and explore its main aspects at the 

neighborhood level; to examine in which way the social enterprise deals with the production 

of habitability within projects of urban regeneration; to analyze criteria and indicators that 

contribute to the creation of sustainable habitability; to investigate co-operation models and 

analyze how social enterprises interact with the other stakeholders involved in the regeneration 

process; to identify best practices as means of comparison for sustainable habitability.

The study has been carried out on the base of an essentialist-holistic analysis. The essentialist 

and holistic approaches are considered complementary to the current research where both 

social and pragmatic aspects are relevant to the achievement of the results. The essentialist 

approach is referred to as the theoretical basis. Anyway, in the study of social enterprises, 

abstract definitions should be further validated by considering the historical, institutional and 

social situations that allowed for their development. This requires the recourse to an holistic 

approach. Three analytical themes constitute the fulcrum of the research: social housing, urban 

regeneration and social enterprises. The first phase of the study is represented by the theoretical 

research and concerns the literature review. This part is preparatory to the second one wherein 

the themes are also empirically analyzed. While, on the one hand, it is possible to make reference 
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to a wide and prominent literature on social housing and urban regeneration, on the other 

hand, the literature on social enterprise is recent and fragmented. For this reason, it has been 

deemed more appropriate to rest upon an essentialist approach together with an holistic one. 

A greater effort was made in order to attain an essentialist definition of social enterprise. Such 

definition has been later applied to the empirical research as well as the concepts pertaining the 

other research themes. A qualitative analysis has been carried out within two main sub-systems 

which represent the territorial projection of the research themes. Three neighborhoods within 

the City of Munich (Westend, Ackermannbogen and Messestadt Riem) are the object of the 

empirical analysis. The choice of the metropolitan context focuses on the evidence of an ever-

growing urban development with fast-moving social dynamics. This was proved by the high 

concentrations of investments and development projects and the continuous flow of people 

from the national and international borders. Furthermore, the City of Munich presents a long 

tradition of citizens’ participation to the planning process. All these elements contributed to 

the selection of the eligible case studies. This selection went through a first phase concerning 

the collection of urban regeneration projects including social housing shares and carried out in 

the metro area during the last ten years. Hereafter, three cases were picked. The selection has 

been carried out on the base of information gathered through official reports and websites. A 

second scrutiny aimed at singling out the projects within which social enterprises were involved 

ended the selection process. The empirical research presents some limits due to the fact that 

qualitative and quantitative analyses have not been entirely complementary. A methodological 

hypothesis may suggest better results from such complementarity. Indeed, the pragmatism of 

the empirical field research can support the theory in showing a better understanding of socially 

innovative dynamics, as in the case of social enterprises. But, as Moulaert and Nussbaumer 

(2005) observed, an empirical study which is based on participatory observation and policy 
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opinions, without taking into account typical statistical methods, may lead to an erroneous 

diachronic analysis in the combination of the pragmatic and holistic perspectives. Thus, the 

empirical work allowed to test the theoretical concepts only partially. 

However, the research contributed to the definition of the of social enterprises in urban 

regeneration processes. The results showed a catalytic role of social enterprises in the 

regeneration of neighborhoods in Munich by playing an important part not only in the creation 

of well-mixed social housing estates but also in the development of services for the community 

and socially-oriented economic activities. This result is linked to the particular planning 

environment of the City of Munich. Indeed, the Munich Urban Model is characterized by the 

integration between housing and regeneration policies as well as by a governance structure 

which discloses cooperation between actors of the public, the private and the third sectors. The 

joint work of the City of Munich and the civic organizations is due to the participation processes, 

which nurture and at the same time are nurtured by the tradition of civic engagement and 

the presence of a proactive citizenship. In addition, the research work allowed to achieve 

a definition of sustainable habitability within which qualitative aspects are considered. 

Sustainable habitability is therefore defined as the balance between material flux of resources 

and intangible networks of immaterial capital. The governance and interactions levels among 

parties and the level of education of residents are supposed to be the factors which influence 

sustainable habitability. Anyway, this hypothesis should be tested by means of further research 

on the field and data collection on the economic and social situation of the people who live in 

the selected housing communities. 

This study does not pretend to be exhaustive. Since it is a description of an emerging tendency 

in the field of urban planning, it presents some limits and raises further research questions. The 

limits are given by the difficulty of drawing all the factors which constitute the organizational 
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framework of urban development projects. Current urban realities are characterized by rapidly 

changing contexts, within which relations between people and things are subject to global 

economic and financial variables. The outputs obtained from a research within a specific urban 

environment are the result of internal socio-economic and external interactions. All these 

elements cannot be considered fixed and determined since they are likely to change also in 

the short time. Nevertheless, the research on Munich opens the way to two further areas of 

study. As self-organized communities, social enterpirses are proved to be able to effectively 

manage common goods like social housing. This capacity poses itself within the thoeretical 

strand of the research on common goods and self-organized communities started by Elinor 

Omstron (1990) and applied to the field of social housing (Minora, 2011). Some questions are 

still open in regards to this, like the relation between inherently private and common spaces 

within cooperative housing, the use and the connection between housing communities and the 

surrounding urban spaces and actors. Related to this last point, concerns rise on the meaning 

of self-determination in the creation of community spaces within the identified governance 

model. For this aim, social enterprises in urban planning processes may be studied according 

to the principle of relationality. In the Actor-Network Theory, this principle is extended beyond 

language, beyond culture and beyond communication. Thus, in practical terms how would urban 

designers and planners arrange communicative processes? Integrated urban development 

strategies which constitute a horizontal organizational structure foster the creation of effective, 

economically viable and environmentally sustainable operational measures. Communicative 

planning processes are valuable tools for the achievement of a better equality of land use 

patterns. This is linked to the reliance to a coordinated approach among the private developers, 

the designers, the public authorities, the residents and their proactive organizations (i.e. social 

enterprises). Furthermore, the scientific support by the side of researchers and academic 
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representatives through all the phases of the planning process, from the decision-making to 

the implementation and monitoring, thoroughly contributes to higher quality urban solutions.

The thesis is organized in six chapters. Chapter 1 presents the core subject of the work: social 

housing. Here the origin of the housing problem is briefly outlined and the recent trends of the 

housing situation are expounded. Chapter 2 is about urban regeneration. Housing and urban 

regeneration are reciprocally linked. As a matter of fact, urban regeneration projects include 

shares of affordable housing and its provision, in most of the cases, does not represent the mere 

fulfillment of the demand of affordable dwellings. In chapter 3 the concept of social enterprise 

is explored at the aim of understanding how it works in the field of social housing and urban 

regeneration. The fourth chapter offers an insight to the geographic context referred to for 

the empirical study and the urban transformations that brought out the housing cooperatives 

studied. Within the fifth chapter, the specific elements that inform the Munich housing and 

urban policies are presented together with the aspects of the selected social enterprises 

which contributed to the development of the relative housing communities. The sixth chapter 

concludes the dissertation by showing the results, the contribution to the knowledge and the 

further areas of study.
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_ Introduction

Social housing is a housing policy through which governments respond to the demand of 

housing and of related services by the side of specific social categories. Some scholars (Berry, 

2012; Doling, 2012; Cizschke, 2007) identify the origin of housing policies with industrialization 

and urbanization. In the cities of developed countries, indeed, housing demand changed 

together with the social and the demographic dynamics induced by migration of workers from 

the countryside. Doling (2012) pinpoints the beginning of social housing soon after the First 

World War.

Since then, however, housing policies, and particularly social housing, went through some 

transformation. Current social and demographic changes of urban communities (ageing 

population, low fertility rate, high rate of divorce and separation, unemployment) are the 

determinants for this transformation. Thereby, young households, elderly and people with 

disabilities constitute the three main target groups of social housing policies in many EU 

Member states (Czischke, 2007). These three categories of users affect both the quantity and 

the quality of demanded housing. In terms of quantity, the housing shortage mostly depends on 

the number of households. The hefty presence of young households and elderly are indicators 

of the increasing number of single adults and of couples without children and consequently of 

the rising number of households over the last few decades (Pittini and Laino, 2011). This entails 

a greater demand for housing in terms of affordability, typology and related services. A further 



6

consideration to be maid concerns the heterogeneity of the social pattern resulting from the 

aforementioned social dynamics. This heterogeneity calls for a corresponding diversity of urban 

functions (Minora & Pasi, 2014). Within a urban planning perspective, all these factors have to be 

translated into mixed-use neighborhoods, in other words into the joint presence of residential 

and commercial functions with other services linked to residence, such as transportation, 

education, recreation, open spaces, green spaces, and aimed at bolstering social and income 

mix, so as to contribute to the creation of urban quality. Currently, both in United States and 

Europe, in revitalization plans and in restructuring projects there is an orientation towards 

mixed-use development and mixed-tenure housing. These actions are undertaken in the attempt 

to reach a greater level of sustainability by using land in a more effectively way and creating 

mixed communities (Whitehead and Scanlon, 2007). At this aim, the traditional organizational 

structure of public private partnerships, which are usually engaged in revitalization projects, is 

assuming a more flexible structure. This practice allows the implementation of inclusive forms 

of participation which sees the appearance of third sector organizations around the table of the 

stakeholders. In the US, non-profit organizations have already proved to play a central role in 

urban regeneration strategies (Monardo, 2013). In the European Union the third sector is tied 

to the concept of social economy and the recent development of hybrid organizations whose 

activity is characterized by entrepreneurial proactiveness linked to the pursuit of social goals. 

Borzaga and Defourny (2001) defined this kind of activities social enterprises. Their research 

revealed that social enterprises can assume different legal forms (cooperatives, mutual aid 

organizations, associations) while they are basically engaged in the provision of services and 

goods of general interests, among which social housing.

Bailey (2012) demonstrates that in UK community enterprises are involved in urban regeneration 

processes. They are a sub-set of social enterprise that holds and manages assets that relate 
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to a defined geographical area (ibid). In most of the cases, these assets are represented by 

former public housing now run by housing associations. Even if in some countries, UK and USA 

particularly, housing associations and/or other forms of social enterprises are experimenting a 

catalyst role in urban regeneration, the field still has to be further investigated. 

The aim of the thesis is to investigate how, within the processes of urban regeneration, social 

enterprises can manage activities able to answer to the current demand of social housing by 

means of an integrated approach which entails the sustainable development of neighborhoods. 

For this reason, the research focuses on the analysis of housing policies, the concepts of urban 

regeneration and social enterprise. These three elements are examined on the basis of the 

inductive reasoning riddling the research work, which necessitates of a multidisciplinary study 

so as to infer the complexity of the contemporary urban reality. About this, it is worthwhile to 

pay some attention also to the implications that considerations on housing have on architectural 

experimentation.

In order to better understand the role of social enterprise, it is important to take into account 

the difference between the European and American one. Different focus and nature are at the 

base of dissimilarities. While American social enterprises are inscribable into the domain of 

market economy, European ones belong to social economy (Evers & Laville, 2004; Kerlin, 2006). 

As far as the social enterprise focus is concerned, in Europe they concentrate on the pursuit of 

social benefit; on the opposite, in the USA social enterprises pay more attention on revenue 

generation by nonprofit organizations (Kerlin, 2006). In any case, in the USA and, limited to 

Europe, in the UK, community enterprises are part of a community planning tradition more 

rooted than in the rest of Europe (Bailey, 2012; Calavita and Mallach, 2010). Thus, they are 

more efficient and effective both in pursuing social objectives and in creating a governance 

system which favors the finding of private and public funds. About this, on the European side, 
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it is useful to bear in mind the opportunity to draw upon financial engineering tools developed 

by the European Union. In this specific case, JESSICA, the EU initiative intended to support 

sustainable urban development and regeneration, could represent a useful tool in tackling social 

housing needs in a sustainable urban development perspective. It is still worthwhile to note 

that, although the operations so far implemented through JESSICA have not concerned housing, 

specific studies highlight some opportunities to include the housing component within JESSICA 

actions (Pierre, et al., 2013). In any event, the possibility of realizing social housing contextually 

to urban regeneration processes is concretely envisioned in the Europe 2020 growth strategy. 

By adopting complementary and coordinated operational programmes, indeed, each Member 

State can implement sustainable urban regeneration strategies which concern the realization 

of mixed-use areas with residential and services spaces. At this aim, in 2010 the European 

Commission proposed a Common Strategic Framework  {SWD(2012) 61 final} that, as well 

as facilitating the development of operational programs, increases the coherence between 

national policy commitments and the availability of structural funds.

The change in demand of social housing involves the development of new experimentations both 

at the urban and architectural scales for the purpose of answering to current social alongside 

environmental needs. Recently, housing experimentation has been primarily carried out at the 

aim of improving the energy performance of buildings. This has stressed the environmental 

and economic components of the sustainable project more than the social aspect. Yet, in a 

perspective of sustainable urban development, social inclusion turns out to be a key element 

of architectonic design as well as of urban planning. Thus anew Architecture has to take charge 

of the social issue through the experimentation of the functional dwelling that characterized 

also the Architectural Rationalism. This kind of experimentation seems to come to light from 

some practices carried out in the eco-districts of Malmo, Greenwich Millennium Village and 
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Orestad, respectively in Stockholm, London and Copenhagen (Losasso and D’Ambrosio, 2012). 

All these three projects pursued objectives of social cohesion and environmental sustainability 

by including social housing shares within highly energy efficient apartment buildings. The 

Swedish, British and Danish cases show that it is still possible to achieve sustainability also in 

urban development projects targeted the vulnerable citizens. Can this be possible also when the 

organizational framework of regeneration processes include new forms of citizen participation 

and/or corporations? How would social housing be provided, if social enterprises enlarged 

their activities into the urban regeneration? Experiences from the Ackermannbogen, Westend 

and Messestadt neighborhoods in Munich demonstrate that the proactive role of social 

enterprises might deliver good results in the creation of sustainable habitability. Environmental 

sustainability, economic viability, social equality, energy efficiency and urban design quality 

are the elements which contribute to define a balanced urban environment. Even though the 

results are conditioned by some factors related to the particular Bavarian context, the proposed 

cases represent best practices in the field of social enterprises operating in urban regeneration 

and the provision of social housing.
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Figure 1. wagnis 2 at Ackermannbogen, Munich. 
East view.
Figure 2 (next page). “Boomerang”, public 
housing in Rome, 1955. Source: mapio.net 
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Social housing refers to policies and programs for housing implemented in various cities according 

to their own jurisdiction. For almost all cities of developed countries, the origins of the housing 

problem dates back to the time of the urbanization following the industrial revolution. In more 

recent times, governments tried to satisfy the housing demand by developing specific programs 

that entailed the involvement of public authorities and private stakeholders to varying degrees. 

The international economic scenarios have further altered social needs. Cities again have to 

face common problems due to a change in social demand. Although the impact of the crisis 

on housing markets has exacerbated existing differences, overall, trends in housing policies 

indicate a retreat of state from the direct provision of housing. In this chapter, the origins and 

characteristics of social housing as well as the reasons for new policy concerns about it are 

presented while providing a general spectrum of the differences between Europe and the USA. 

Further considerations are presented on the Italian housing system. Finally, some questions 

are raised on the current experimentation on housing and the utility of integrating engineering 

solutions with social functions. 
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Social housing: an heterogeneous field

Social housing is an heterogeneous field whose corresponding policies are addressed according 

to the different approaches taken by the government guidance of the various states. For this 

reason tracing a uniform framework is not very simple. First of all, there is no single formal 

definition of social housing (Whitehead and Scanlon, 2007), but the semantic of the locution 

presents small variations in the words of the various authors and institutes that work in this field. 

This can lead to a certain difficulty to compare social housing between the different European 

countries (Baldini and Federici, 2008; Whitehead and Scanlon, 2007) as well as between Europe 

and the United States of America. Nevertheless, before analyzing the topic it might be useful 

to make some observations on the definitions of social housing. Darinka Czischke (2007), 

Research Director of the European Social Housing Observatory at CECODHAS, asserts that in 

Europe a consensus exists on the fact that “social housing is housing for those [people] whose 

needs are not met by the open market and where there are rules for allocating housing to 

benefiting households” (2007, p. 7). The European Commission (2010) goes further in defining 

social housing by stating that “social housing provision in Europe encompasses development, 

renting/selling and maintenance of dwellings at affordable prices as well as their allocation and 

management, which may also include the management of housing estates and neighborhoods” 

(2010, p. 47). These two definitions depict rather correctly the concept of social housing in 

Europe. However, Caruso (2013) interprets the term in a more complete way. She states that 

the general concept of social housing: 

“Is related to social rental practice, but in some countries the provision of housing 

includes also interventions for affordable dwellings promoting homeownership. (…). 
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Social housing could be defined as a response to ‘housing needs’ through: guaranteed 

access to dwellings with supply or demand-side subsidies; process of allocation 

according to social and economic criteria; involvement of public authorities and/or 

non-profit organization” (Caruso, 2013, pp. 34-35).

Caruso identifies social housing with rental practices and interventions for affordable dwellings 

promoting homeownership. Her point is in line with what asserted by Pittini (2012) about the 

use of the locution ‘social housing’ as “a shortcut for different type of housing provision, which 

responds to administrative procedures as opposed to market mechanisms” (ibid, p. 21). Pittini 

(ibid) specifies also that recent schemes of social housing of EU Member States include non-

profit providers and/or cooperatives along with rental housing managed by municipalities. From 

the analysis of the terminology, it emerges that social housing comprehends also “redemption 

and dedicated services to residents in the new settlement and to the rest of inhabitants in 

the neighborhood, in order to strengthen or enhance social relationships” (Peron, 2012, p. 

96). The latter definition pays specific attention to the social component and to the creation 

of interpersonal relationships between social housing recipients and people living in the 

neighborhood. This aspect concurs with what, according to Minora (2011), is the main common 

good that social housing should produce: habitability.In other words the full range of goods and 

services that enables a person to live well not only in his/her home, but also in the context in 

which he/she resides1.

1 According to Minora (2013) habitability “can be described as the capacity of a territory to host certain kinds of acti-
vities, which vary depending on the historical period and the institutional context” (ibid, p. 11). This interpretation is 
related to the nature of collective institutions and their capacity to ensure socio-environmental sustainability in resi-
dential communities.
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It seems clear that in Europe social housing concerns different kinds of tenures (rent or 

ownership), different kinds of providers (local authorities or non-profit organizations) and the 

pursuit of a social aim finalized at the creation of habitability. More specifically, Czischze and 

Pittini (2007) point out three common elements to the majority of European social housing 

systems:

1) A mission of general interest;

2) The construction, management, purchase and letting of housing in order to increase supply;

3) The definition of target groups. 

Since these essential features are present in all European countries, as highlighted also by the 

European Parliament (Braga & Palvarini, 2013), it is possible to assume that similarities in the 

social housing schemes outbalance existing differences within the jurisdiction of each Member 

State. Dissimilarities are patently due to differences in the size of the social housing sector, the 

legal and organizational forms, the eligibility criteria for accessing the service and the context 

of the housing policies pertaining to each state’s domestic policy (Czischke and Pittini, 2007). 

However, those aspects are supposed to have a slight influence on the general purpose of social 

housing policies.

More generally, all over the world social housing is described by three key characteristics: rents 

are set below-market levels, dwellings are allocated according to the need rather than the 

ability and willingness to pay and the scale of social housing is dependent on the political and 

financial commitment of the government (Berry, 2012). An additional clarification has to be 

done concerning the different use of the term in different contexts. As a matter of fact, the term 

‘social housing’ is not in general use in the United States (Calavita and Mallach, 2010). On the 

other side of the Atlantic the expression ‘affordable housing’ is used more usually “to refer to 

any housing explicitly designed to be affordable to and occupied by households who fall below 
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an officially defined income level” (ibid, p. 1).

It is relevant to note that the locution social housing includes all other appositions next to 

the noun housing, such as affordable, public, council, but - at the same time - it stands out 

of them inasmuch it has the main aim of characterizing the housing experience with strong 

social connotations pertaining “life stories, business ideas, individual skills, sense of place and 

community, networks and relationships with the local context” (Minora, 2011, p. 4).

The origins of housing policy

The manifold interpretations of the concept of social housing may entail disagreements in the 

identification of the origins of the corresponding policies. If, on the one hand, it is possible 

to observe a certain regularity in identifying the beginning of housing policies with the 

industrialization and the consequent urban growth (Berry, 2012; Czischke and Pittini, 2007), 

on the other hand, Doling (2012) indicates the launch of social housing policies soon after 

the First World War. His position seems hence to oppose Czischke and Pittini’s one (2007) 

inasmuch they make a distinction between the first social housing initiatives emerged during 

the industrialization and a new phase of housing and social problems the responses to whom 

evolved during the World Wars. The relevant aspect in these different phases is the way in 

which governments treated the problem. As a matter of fact, housing problems came out 

since the second half of the Nineteenth century (Baldini and Federici, 2008). The emergence 
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of the housing problem as a matter of public concern appeared soon after the first industrial 

revolution that caused “an increase in the population of towns and cities” (Pacione, 2001, p. 

88), a phenomenon that Pacione (ibid) defines urban growth. At that time governments and 

the press of great cities, such as London, Paris, Berlin and New York, started paying attention to 

the miserable situation of people living in slum areas (Hall, 2002). The first attempts to replace 

slums with model tenement blocks was implemented in London by philanthropic companies 

(ibid), but the problem has not been completely solved until the direct intervention of central 

governments, in the next century. Until the period between the World Wars, indeed, social 

housing still had to solve a structural problem. About this, Berry (2012) highlights that “after 

the First World War many countries engaged in more direct forms of intervention” (2012, p. 

306). It is therefore clear that, until the Fifties of the last century, social housing was expected 

to perform the specific function of responding to housing shortage, first of all in a quantitative 

way. As Milligan and Gilmour point out (2012), at that time governments had to provide directly 

to wartime housing destruction, production shortages and underdeveloped or nonexistent 

housing markets. In order to achieve a wide and rapid housing production at lower cost, 

solutions suggested by the Modern Architecture movement have been applied. As a result, 

buildings accommodating low and middle income families spread up. In developed countries, 

this trend protracted until the Seventies. During this decade there has been a gradual reduction 

in the share of public investments allocated to housing as an effect of the “Long Recession” 

of 1974-1982 (Pontusson and Raess, 2012). Thenceforth social housing policies began to be 

targeted on vulnerable groups (Czischke and Pittini, 2007).

The progresses in housing policy cannot be abstracted from urban development which, in turn, 

is highly affected by socio-economic changes. Since the UK was the country where the industrial 

society took off before others (Fraser, 2003), it was also the first country to introduce housing 
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policy and develop public housing programs. As an example the Common Lodging Houses Act of 

the 1851 can be mentioned which gave vestries and boroughs supervisory health powers over 

common lodging houses2 (Pacione, 2014). In the United States “Public Housing programme 

begun during the Great Depression of the 1930s” (Sands, 2005, p. 416). The National Housing 

Act of 1937 “established a system of loans and grants-in-aid to local public authorities” (Gordon, 

2003, p. 310) in order to help the “‘deserving poor’ (…) who were temporarily disadvantaged 

but who were expected to move up and out as the economy recovered” (Sands, ibid). Housing 

policies similar to these protracted until the end of the 1970s. At that time a structural economic 

change occurred which caused the decline of industrial cities (Fraser, 2003). As a consequence, 

urban decay originated and manifested itself in terms of physical decline (abandoned and 

neglected spaces), social disruption (unemployment and deprivation) and environmental 

pollution (polluted sites, air pollution, polluted rivers and watercourses, derelict buildings) 

(ibid). In most of the cases, the places where urban decay occurred corresponded to large social 

housing estates (ibid). This explains the need for sustainable urban regeneration policies that 

gradually substituted urban renewal programs whose main aims were the redevelopment of 

blighted areas and the reconstruction of public housing.

If, on the one hand, the history demonstrates that economic events affect urban development 

and, consequently, housing, on the other hand, the theory of land use shows that the urban 

spatial structure is the result of “the joint functioning of market and political processes” 

2 Common lodging houses were conventionally defined as “houses for nightly letting for profit to poor people sharing 
communal facilities” (Rose, 2015, p. 56). The Act of 1851 can be regarded as one of the first regulations concerning 
social and housing assistance to poor people. For a detailed history on urban planning legislation cf. Pacione (2014, p. 
13 and ff.). 
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(Stuart Chapin & Kaiser, 1979, p. 27). That is to say that the industrialization together with 

the establishment of the property right brought to a greater complexity in the functions and 

relationships between individuals and things, both in terms of time and space. Therefore, in 

order to guarantee the pursuit of the public interest, the state had to intervene in the housing 

market and in urban development processes by means of land use regulations. Additionally, since 

housing is considered a merit good3, housing policies depends also on the broader orientation 

of national welfare policies. This last point is discussed in more detail in the following section.

The intervention of governments in the housing market 

The inclusion of housing services within the category of merit goods implies that its public 

provision materializes the government intervention in the free market. The involvement 

of the states into the market system has economic justifications. As King (2010) underlines, 

procuring a home means matching up one’s income with one’s aspirations and expectations. 

Unfortunately, social and economic situations in a particular time and place can make it very 

3 The concept of merit goods was introduced by Richard Musgrove in 1957. In his opinion they are related to merit 
wants. Such wants are met by services subject to the exclusion principle, that is a characteristic of private goods. 
Musgrove also maintains that merit wants become public wants if their satisfaction is considered meritorious to be 
provided for through the public budget in addition to what is supplied by the market. Public services aimed at the 
satisfaction of merit wants include publicly furnished school luncheons, subsidized low-cost housing, free education 
and health measures. According to Saunders and Klau’s functional classification (1985), merit goods are a part of the 
government spending that falls within the domain of the welfare state. This category usually includes education, health, 
housing and community amenities and recreational, cultural and religious services.



22

difficult for middle- and low- income people to succeed in this operation. According to the 

rules of Microeconomics, states are asked to intervene in the market economy only when 

market imperfections occur so that equity and efficiency are assured to a greater section of the 

population. This rule works also in the case of housing market. The kinds of imperfections that 

often recur are (Steinemann, 2011):

- Information asymmetries;

- Market failures, such as monopoly, negative externalities and provision of public goods.

In Baldini and Federici’s opinion (2008), the housing market is inefficient and unequal by nature. 

Therefore the states intervene in the provision of dwellings in accordance with a paternalistic 

role, the idea of the home as a merit good and of positive externalities generated by healthy 

and safe living spaces (ibid). If social housing is treated as a merit good, accordingly, it will fall 

under the competence of welfare policies. About this, it is right and proper to touch on the 

classification of welfare models given by Esping-Andersen (1990). He selected three models of 

welfare in relation to the degree of decommodification4:

- The social-democratic model, in which there is a high degree of decommodification and a 

strong universalism. The example for this model is Scandinavia, where welfare services are 

provided for all indiscriminately;

4 The concept of  decommodification most cited in literature refers to Esping-Andersen (1990). In The Three Worlds 
of Welfare Capitalism he gives two main definitions: 1) decommodification refers to welfare states where “citizens can 
freely, and without potential loss of job, income, and general welfare, opt out of work when they themselves consider 
it necessary” (ibid, p.23); 2) it represents “the degree to which individuals, or families, can uphold a socially acceptable 
standard of living independently of market participation” (ibid, p. 37). As other scholars do note, this concept is affixed 
to welfare systems where “citizens are freed from market compulsion to work”(Huo et al., 2008, p. 7) and, accordingly, 
“social welfare benefits create a buffer against labor being treated merely as a commodity that can be bought for the 
lowest price” (Van Voorhis, 2002, p. 6).
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- The liberal model, that presents a low degree of decommodification and a high reliance on the 

market for the efficient allocation of goods and services. The United Kingdom and the United 

States of America are the initiator of such model within which the state provides benefits only 

for poor people;

- The conservative or corporatist model, where the level of decommodification is modest. The 

state allocates goods and services to citizens on the base of the categorization of workers and 

unions. Almost all the Central-European states follow this model.

The distinction of welfare models affects the extent to which the states operate in the allocation 

of social housing. In Europe, countries that support a social-democratic model adopt a 

universalistic approach, while countries that have a liberal model rely on a targeted approach for 

the provision of social housing (Czischke, 2007). The universalistic approach considers housing 

as a public responsibility towards all citizens. On the opposite, the targeted approach is based 

on the idea that the free market can satisfy housing needs; therefore only households who 

cannot find a decent home at an affordable price are regarded as recipients of housing policies. 

Ghekière (2007, quoted by Braga and Palvarini, 2013) distinguishes the targeted approach into 

residual and generalist. The residual sub-set is focused on a limited category of beneficiaries 

corresponding to vulnerable groups. In the generalist approach, instead, housing is allocated 

to households whose income falls under a threshold established by the competent authorities. 

The classification carried out by Ghekiére has been shared by CECODHAS, who categorized the 

EU-27 member states according to the allocation criteria and the size of the social housing 

sector within each country.
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Table 1. Social housing models. Sources: 
CECODHAS (2007), CECODHAS (2012) in Braga 
and Palvarini (2013).
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Change in demand and the new challenges of the social 
housing sector

The main problem that social housing has to tackle currently is more related to qualitative 

solutions than a quantitative shortage. As King (2010) reveals, the purpose of social housing 

is to bolster the existing demand in order to satisfy articulated and differentiated needs. 

Actions inspired by such a goal then pose a slight contrast with the past, determining the use 

of subsidies not only to strengthen the housing supply but also to adapt it to the changing 

social and economic conditions of the contemporary city. In order to adequately respond to 

the renovated demand it is necessary to study the factors that influence it, such as the changes 

in the social structure of urban population, more precisely in those categories who represent 

the beneficiaries of housing policies. From a spatial perspective, the analysis of social demand 

acquires a particular significance when a physical transposition of the social heterogeneity is 

detectable on the neighborhood structure. On the subject it is useful to make reference to 

Minora and Pasi’s study (2014). The functional analysis they carried out demonstrates a relation 

between functional and social heterogeneity. In brief, their work posits that the ability to 

respond to social changes makes a place more inhabitable, highlighting a strong connection 

between the social and spatial dimensions.

In Italy the housing need can be distinguished into absolute and a second kind of need which 

some reports define as a “grey area” (Cittalia, 2010) or as an intermediate area (Carriero et al., 

2014). It is worthwhile to indicate the latter as a relative housing need, inasmuch it is made up 

of a greater number of people with housing problems in spite they earn some income and they 

are in a condition of relative stability. In Italy households in relative housing need constitute the 
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potential demand for social housing (Carriero et al., 2014). On the opposite, in other European 

states social housing is mostly used to accommodate the vulnerable and those in most extreme 

housing need (homeless people, ex-psychiatric patients, ex-addicts and female victims of 

domestic violence) (Whitehead and Scanlon, 2007), while lower-income employed households 

are often accommodated in the private rented sector, also known as quasi-social housing (ibid). 

The relative housing need is caused by social and demographic changes, such as the decrease of 

fertility rate, the increase of life expectancy and the rise of the rate of separation, immigration, 

unemployment. These factors contribute to produce vulnerability of households, both in 

economic and in social terms (Carriero et al., 2014). These trends in the Italian social housing 

demand reflect the common challenges that European Member States are facing: demography, 

increased ethnic and cultural diversity and individualization of values (Liddle et al., 2007). These 

social changes have clear demographic consequences. Individualization has negative effects 

on the fertility rate (Czische and Pittini, 2007). A low birthrate or, to be more precise, a large 

fertility differential5, is linked to income inequality that has been proven to lower the economic 

growth rate (De La Croix and Doepke, 2001). Moreover, these demographic changes indicate 

a fragmentation and a huge heterogeneity of urban population. Increase of life expectancy 

means more elderly people as well as low birthrate signifies a greater presence of single adults. 

Furthermore, the continuous mass emigration from underdeveloped countries has to be taken 

into account that can affect housing demand and the range of services that urban dwellers 

5 The fertility differential can be defined as the difference in the fertility rate between poor families and rich families. 
According to De La Croix and Doepcke (2001), this indicator is linked to income inequality. Indeed, they found that 
economies with a less equitable income distribution have higher fertility differential which means that groups with less 
education have more weight affecting the distribution of human capital and, therefore, the rate of economic growth.
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necessitate.

Whitehead and Scanlon (2007) do note that the high demand of social housing is a function 

of the increasing house price and the worsening distribution of incomes beyond the change 

in demography. This seems to be in line with the description of the social housing problem 

given by Francesco Minora (2011) in relation to the Italian situation. In his opinion, the housing 

unaffordability has been brought about by some macro factors, which are the delayed absence 

of public housing policies, the growth of housing costs and rents, the job insecurity, the changes 

in family structure, the intensification of migration and the financial crisis. In addition to this, if 

we take into account the declining of social housing stock (ibid), satisfying the current demand 

will be a tough challenge for social housing providers.

Demographic and social changes are symptoms of the changing demands and needs arising 

from a new profile of social tenants (Czischke and Pittini, 2007). The greater presence of single 

adults means an increasing number of households which still pose some quantitative problems; 

the presence of elderly people require greater efforts in order to adjust their housing to their 

special needs; and immigration deals with social exclusion in urban areas (ibid).  Within a urban 

planning perspective, both social and macro-economic factors which affect the demand for 

social housing can be treated through a mixed-use approach that facilitate the joint presence 

of residential and commercial functions with other services linked to residence, such as 

transportation, education, recreation, open spaces, green spaces, and aiming at bolstering 

social and income mix, so as to contribute to the creation of urban quality. Therefore, in order 

to effectively achieve this goal, it is essential to promote the integration between housing 

policy and management of public spaces. In turn, this entails the adoption of multidisciplinary 

approaches and the co-operation of urban planning and urban design disciplines within a 

broader socio-economic development strategy.
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A comparison between EU and US housing policies

Up to here social housing has been analyzed with respect to terminology, the origin and the 

social demand-side, all elements around which it is possible to find some similarities and 

differences between Europe and the United States. In the next sections recent developments 

of social housing policies are considered. In this case, a greater number of differences are 

recognizable which characterize the American and the European social housing policy contexts. 

First among others, the propensity, by the side of the overseas countries, to rely on indirect 

forms of intervention in response to the housing demand. Such forms, developed since the 

second half of the 1960s, consist in the tuning of specific subsidy programs, aimed both at the 

demand- and supply-side. The institution of these programs has entailed the involvement of 

private and non-profit organizations within the domain of the social housing actors. The US and 

the UK seem to adopt a similar approach in relation to certain aspects concerning regulatory 

and statutory practices of urban planning. The approach is quite different in the other European 

countries, even if there is a certain opening to public-private partnerships and to third sector 

organizations in the implementation, management and ownership of social housing systems.

Polycy tools

The main policy tools designed to deliver affordable housing can be divided into three groups:

- Fiscal instruments;
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- Regulatory and legislative frameworks;

- Land use planning instruments.

Each country can rely on one or more of these instruments to a varying extent.

Fiscal instruments include the macro-category of state subsidies. It is difficult to make reference 

to a formal definition of housing subsidies (Council of Europe, 2008). However, they can be 

defined as indirect forms of social housing provision consisting in cash payments or tax 

exemptions to owners, tenants or developers. Housing subsidies can be differentiated into 

explicit or implicit (King, 2010). Implicit forms include measures such as rent control (ibid). 

On the other end, government grants, tax relief and exemptions, housing allowances, cross-

subsidies and preferential loans fall into the category of explicit housing subsidies. King (ibid) 

makes a further distinction between supply-side and demand-side subsidies. Supply-side 

subsidies, also called object subsidies, are aimed at increasing the supply of housing. Even 

though they correspond to brick and mortar interventions, supply-side subsidies differ from 

direct forms of housing provision in that they concern the funding of housing construction by 

the side of private developers. During the Seventies of last century a shift toward demand-

side subsidies begun. Demand or subject subsidies have the aim of sustaining the demand for 

housing by increasing household income. This aim is fulfilled through the issuance of tax-relief, 

loans, mortgages and housing allowances principally targeted to households, both owner and 

renter occupiers. Another interesting classification of housing subsidies is the one presented 

by the Council of Europe (2008), which categorizes subsidized housing programs for vulnerable 

households into (1) general income support programs and (2) housing-related income transfers. 

However, this distinction can be misleading because income programs, such as tax credit, might 

have effects on housing expenditure, too.

Fiscal instruments include fiscal schemes such as the low income housing tax credit (LIHTC). 
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The LIHTC was introduced by the federal government of the United States through the Tax 

Reform Act of 1986 (Berry, 2012). This scheme uses tax breaks for private developers in order 

to boost the construction of affordable units within development projects. The process of tax 

credits awarding is run by the State Housing Finance Authorities (HFAs) on the basis of qualified 

projects which apply to a competition (Keightley, 2013). After the selection, developers can 

use the credits or sell them to investors, in this way raising the capital for the project and 

eventually reducing its costs (ibid). Apart from the LIHTC, generally the private debt finance is 

more common to underpin the construction of social housing (Milligan and Gilmour, 2012). In 

Europe it has been introduced firstly in Britain, in 1988. Through this mechanism around half 

the cost of social housing projects is financed by a mix of medium-term bank loans combined 

with bond issues. In the conception of this system, Britain is an exception compared to other 

European countries, where private debt finance is not provided directly from banks, but rather 

by state-sponsored intermediaries (Milligan and Gilmour, 2010).

A good example of regulatory frameworks is given by the establishment of the Housing 

Corporation by the side of British government in 1964 (Berry, 2012). Housing Corporations are 

non-departmental public bodies (Collier, 2005) that act both as regulator and funding agency 

of housing associations. Netherlands showed a well-structured regulatory provision, too. By 

means of a private guarantee fund for social housing and a central housing fund respectively 

mortgage lenders are insured against default and the viability of housing associations is 

guaranteed (Berry, 2012).

Within the category of land use planning instruments it is possible to inscribe equalizing 

compensation practices and inclusionary zoning. Inclusionary zoning is a mechanism of land-

use planning recurring in the United States to finance the production of affordable housing. 

In spite of the different hints between countries, it consists of a series of requirements for 
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developers to provide a certain amount of affordable units within market-rate developments. 

Alternatively, it is made of monetary exaction or land contributions that are devoted to future 

development of affordable housing projects. Additionally, inclusionary zoning is a tool used 

by local governments in order to recapture land value gains that fall naturally on the planning 

permission granted to developers. Inclusionary zoning can be mandatory or voluntary. While 

mandatory programs require developers to entrust some amount of affordable units previously 

the issuance of the building permit, voluntary schemes envisage cost offsets, density bonuses, 

fast-track permitting, reduction in development fees or palliation of other zoning requirements 

(such as lot size, frontage, parking spaces) in favor of developers. In Schuetz and Meltzer’s 

opinion (2012), the production of affordable units built under inclusionary zoning programs is 

not as successful as the one provided by the low income housing tax credit program. They also 

state that the overall effect of inclusionary zoning on the surrounding market is controversial 

since it acts as a tax on new housing development. The impact of inclusionary zoning will 

depend on the stringency and structure of the program, the strictness of other types of land-use 

regulations (growth control, environmental regulation, impact fees, restrictions on high-density 

development) and the relative elasticity of housing supply and demand (ibid). A further study 

by Schuetz et al. (2009) demonstrated that the implementation of inclusionary zoning programs 

in the San Francisco Bay Area and in the Suburban Boston area has increased prices in the 

private market of both cities and caused a consecutive reduction of production in the Boston 

area. Finally, it is worthwhile noting that inclusionary zoning may have some disadvantages 

also for local authorities which, by renouncing to development fees in the case of voluntary 

programs, deal with fiscal losses along with a likely increase of the demand for public services 

due to the potential density bonuses granted.
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Policy trends

Both within the European Union and the United States, the first element distinguishing housing 

systems is the proportion of housing under the control of government agencies (Berry, 2012). 

This can be considered as a result of a series of trends going on in the social housing field. These 

trends are:

- Privatization. It is the first kind of housing policy occurred after the economic crisis of 1970s. 

It has been brought forward by the United States and the United Kingdom, in the latter case by 

means of home-ownership policies such as the right to buy;

- Residualization. This trend is explained by the targeting of housing policies to those considered 

most needy (Milligan and Gilmour, 2012);

- Provision of demand-side subsidies (income subsidies, incentives or vouchers). In the USA and 

UK, it took place by way of housing vouchers and housing benefits, respectively; 

- Deregulation. Also in this case US and UK have been the pioneer. The former moved on with 

the corporatization of the two largest mortgage fund raisers, the Fannie Mae and the Freddie 

Mac (Milligan and Gilmour, 2012), and the latter through the large scale voluntary transfer of 

council housing to housing associations;

- Devolution, or, in other words, the transmission of the responsibility for housing policy to local 

governments.

Overall it is possible to highlight some political and institutional variations able to explain these 

policy trends. First of all, the increasing cost of land, particularly in metropolitan areas, is to 

be taken into account because of its direct effect on the provision of social housing. Then, 

the tendency of national governments to shift from supply-side to demand-side subsidies. 

This is related to the opportunity of relying on private investors as sources of debt finance. 
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In most countries housing associations have acquired a relevant role, not only in relation to 

the management of housing but also in respect to the regeneration of entire blocks and/or 

neighborhoods. Another trend, taking place especially in the United States, has concerned the 

expansion of the supply of social housing through the attraction of private equity finance (Berry, 

2012).

As it has been showed in the previous section on the origin of housing policy, during the years 

of the World Wars, governments made major efforts in the provision of affordable housing 

units. At that time, Western European countries intervened in the housing market through 

the direct provision of housing for specified classes of workers. About that, King (2010) pins 

down a first element of divergence between Europe and United States, like the lack of direct 

provision of housing by the federal government. This is true only in part. Indeed, if we consider 

direct provision as the construction of affordable units by means of public housing agencies, 

the United States did it by  providing 1.5 million units (Huth, 2014), under the enactment of 

the Wagner-Steagall National Housing Act of the 1937 (Cashman, 1989). Anyway, considering 

the housing programs launched by the federal government between  1968 and 1974 (Section 

235, Section 236 and Section 8), King’s statement is correct inasmuch these programs have 

been supported by federal subsidies both to developers and to households, but they did not 

concern structural programs of housing construction. Overall, in the late 1970s governments 

started retreating from the direct provision of housing (Milligan and Gilmour, 2012) and, in 

the following decade, reduction of public expenditure in the social housing sector affected the 

transfer of public housing stock to the private sector (Czischke and Pittini, 2007). In Europe, 

the United Kingdom led the way with the so-called Large Scale Voluntary Transfer (LSVT), 

promoted by the Tatcherist government. This measure enabled a continuous and growing 

transfer of public housing stock to housing associations (Collier, 2005), which are Registered 
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Social Landlords enabled to raise private finance in order to manage, repair and improve the 

former local authority stock (Sheridan et al., 2010). The LSVT represents at least three of the 

policy trends that affect the social housing field. First of all, it came from previous operations of 

devolution (Bradbury, 2007; Collier, 2005), moreover, it summarizes processes of privatization 

and deregulation through which public housing passed to housing associations and the relative 

accounting and management went to Boards (Collier, 2005).

According to Mullins (2010), housing associations present four aspects typical of the third 

sector:

1. Voluntarism;

2. Links with the wider third sector;

3. Independence;

4.Hybrid model.

These aspects are relevant because they demonstrate a relation between housing associations 

and other forms of third sector organizations, such as social enterprises. The involvement of the 

third sector is, indeed, a common feature to many European and American countries. Broadly 

the United Sates and the United Kingdom led the way in the effective engagement of third 

sector actors within the implementation of social housing projects. Conversely, in Italy social 

housing is still an experimental field for third sector organizations such as  social enterprises 

(Minora, 2011). 

To better understand how, in Britain, housing associations entered the field of social housing, it 

is useful to mention the New Institutional Economics (NIE), that is an economic theory embraced 

by the British government as a solution to the problems brought about by the economic crisis 

of the late 1970s, specifically to the increased costs (due to the increased number of recipients) 

and the change in the demand of welfare (Gibb and Nygaard, 2006). It is considered worthwhile 
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also to observe that the change in demand is a process still going on since the last thirty years 

of the Twentieth century. Indeed, the ageing population and the splitting of households, which 

affect the demand of social housing, have been modifying since then. Within the conception 

of NIE, transaction costs are considered the main factor affecting the structure of governance 

and the mode of production of goods and services (Coase, 1937, quoted by Gibb and Nygaard, 

2006). Therefore, they had to be minimized and a new governance structure of social housing 

had to be implemented in order to efficiently deliver an end product of better quality. For this 

reason, the state assumed a role of regulator and facilitator and introduced some statutory 

of required quality and management/service levels (Gibb and Nygaard, 2006) in the provision 

of social housing. Thus housing associations and Housing Corporations appeared respectively 

as management and regulatory bodies, the first belonging to the not-for-profit sector and the 

latter being government branch authorities.

Also the United States experienced a shift from deep financial support for affordable housing 

construction to programs of private-public partnership for the provision of affordable housing 

and to financial support for low- and moderate income families. This change in housing policies 

amounts to an incremental recourse to indirect form of supply-side provision and to demand-

side support. In other words, the construction of new affordable housing was not stopped, but it 

has been committed to private developers. Since the launch of Section 236, in 1968, the federal 

government has prompted private developers to build affordable housing by supplying them 

interest rate subsidies (Calavita and Mallach, 2010). At the same time, demand for housing 

was fostered by the arrangement of interest rate subsidies also for low-income families who 

wanted to buy a modestly-priced house within the enforcement of the Section 235 federal 

program (ibid). One of the disadvantages of Section 235 and Section 236 programs stood in 

the limited nature of the subsidies. However, those interventions were restarted and improved 
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with the Section 8 program (1974). It provided for supply-side and demand-side assistance, 

too, but its structure was more sophisticated than the one of the previous programs. It was 

made of two parts: a program for the construction of affordable housing and another one for 

housing allowance. The construction program, that contained operations of new construction, 

substantial rehabilitation and moderate rehabilitation, introduced the project financing for the 

construction of affordable housing carried out by private developers. The housing vouchers 

program, instead, bestowed entitling certificates on families in order to let them pay for 

private rent an amount equal to 30% of their income, while the federal government paid the 

remaining part (ibid). The structure of supply-side provision further evolved in 1986, when Low 

Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) entered into force. With its innovative system of tax credits 

awarded to developers, LIHTC allowed equity investments to take part in the development or 

rehabilitation of affordable housing complexes (ibid). Another innovative aspect of this fiscal 

scheme is the possibility for nonprofit organizations to apply as sponsors of affordable housing 

projects (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014).  With the LIHTC the United States 

opened the door to capital market, a tendency carried on also in the 1998 Quality Housing & 

Work Responsibility Act (Sheridan et al., 2006). Thereafter, American public housing system 

can be distinguished into a traditional and a mixed-finance stream (ibid). While the traditional 

system is directly funded by the federal government, in the mixed-finance system the funding 

of public housing is combined with other kind of financing sources. This prompts Public Housing 

Authorities, which are the main providers for social housing units in the US, to compete with 

other affordable housing providers in order to meet the needs of a more diverse tenant 

population than the one traditionally served by public housing.

Privatization policies, both in the form of stock transfer to housing associations or to sitting 

tenants, have been, to some extent, responsible for the adoption of policies aimed at the 
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renovation of social housing estates. Indeed, privatization tended to remove the better-quality 

stock from the social sector (Whitehead and Scanlon, 2007). As a consequence, another trend 

in housing policy that has been registered in Europe concerns the adoption of large-scale 

demolition and restructuring of social housing estates. This particular practice has been recently 

driven by principles of sustainable development fostering the creation of mixed communities. 

In the US, demolition of affordable housing blocks has been carried by the Hope VI program 

(Sheridan et al., 2006).

The restriction of subsidies from the side of government is a process still going on. As a 

consequence, many European countries are experiencing a major involvement of the private 

sector in the provision of social housing (Whitehead and Scanlon, 2007). In any case, an 

elucidation should be made about the involvement of private providers in Europe. These can 

be differentiated among a group of countries where the ownership and management of the 

housing stock is formally in the social sector but rely on private funding and another group 

made of private developers and construction firms directly involved in the development and 

ownership of social housing (ibid).

A glimpse to the Italian housing policies

In Italy, the term ‘social housing’ refers to the experiences carried out within the framework 

of Edilizia Residenziale Sociale as opposed to the traditional public housing sector (Edilizia 

Residenziale Pubblica) (Minora, 2011).

According to the article 1 of the Ministerial Decree 22 April, 2008, with the phrase ‘social 
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housing’ we shall mean housing “in permanent lease that performs the function of general 

interest (…) of reducing housing problems of disadvantaged individuals and families that are not 

able to access free market” (Camera dei deputati, 2014). At the same time also “housing built 

or renewed by public and private operators with the recourse to subsidies or public relief (…) 

assigned to temporary tenancy for at least eight years and also ownership” (ibid) is deemed as 

social housing. Finally, the legislation specifies that, “as a service of general economic interest, 

social housing constitutes an additional planning standard” (ibid). This last caveat entails the 

embedding of social housing in the urban planning practices along with the other urban standards 

(public areas and facilities) that must be observed in development or redevelopment projects 

according to the procedures established by regional regulations. The legislative text illustrates a 

good framework including the social aspect, the opening to public-private partnerships and the 

reliance on planning rules to assure the delivery of the social function of social housing. Even 

though this rule works in theory, the process of implementation is still going on. The project 

“Abitare Milano 2”, promoted by the City of Milan in 2005 and accomplished in 2012, is an 

example of the use of planning standards for the realization of social housing (De Matteis, Del 

Brocco, Figliola, 2014). It comes from an initiative of the municipality that wanted to use unfilled 

public areas in a more efficient way. According to the analysis carried out by De Matteis, Brocco 

and Figliola (ibid), the project presents relevant innovative aspects, such as functional mixitè, 

mixitè of building typology, regeneration of the context, environmental quality and architectural 

quality. A weakness of “Abitare Milano 2” is the absence of the social manager, a figure which 

manages the real estate and the relationships between the recipients of the housing services. 

Nonetheless, it has to be said that it can represent a best practice, compared to the current 

Italian situation of housing policies and their integration with the urban planning procedures. 

Italy is indeed characterized by a fragmentation of the legislation on land use planning. For 
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decades practitioners and scholars have solicited a reform of the national legislation, which 

dates back to the 1942, but every attempt to pass a new law has failed.

Until the Sixties of the last century, the Italian government launched ad hoc programs for the 

construction of affordable housing. These programs were part of the then national housing 

program known as Edilizia Residenzale Pubblica (ERP, public housing). Specifically, three main 

programs were aimed at the construction of affordable housing: two programs INA-casa and the 

GESCAL program (Fiale and Fiale, 2008). Of course, these programs had a certain effectiveness 

in the provision of housing (Bergamaschi et al., 2009) targeted to specified social categories 

(Fiale and Fiale, 2008), even if some doubts have been raised on the quality of the interventions 

(Ferrari, 2005). More recently ERP have proved to be unable to solve housing issues brought 

about by the new social demand (Nomisma, 2010). For this reason, within the enforcement 

of the so-called Piano Casa (Decree Law 112/2008 as amended and supplemented), financial 

resources have been made available for the development of social housing. Among them, it 

is possible to find the main tool aimed at increasing the number of social housing units. This 

tool is a complex system of funds, the Integrated System of Funds, made up of a national fund 

and a set of local funds (Camera dei deputiati, 2014). The manager of the fund is an asset 

management company, Cassa Depositi e Prestiti Investimenti Sgr, who created a real estate 

fund, Fondo Investimenti per l’Abitare  (FIA, investment fund for housing). FIA came into force in 

2010. In any event, social housing operations should go hand in hand with urban regeneration, 

as required by Piano Casa 2 and the Decree Law 83/2012, which introduced the Piano nazionale 

per le città (National plan for cities) (ibid). It is clear that in Italy the legislation on social housing 

is very young and few tangible projects have been implemented under its enforcement. 
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Current experimentation on housing between energy 
efficieny and social inclusion

The oil crisis of the 1970s caused a retreat of direct state intervention on social housing. At 

the same time, a new concern began to capture the attention of governments of developed 

countries: the research on renewable energy sources (cash, 2010). This research has involved 

many fields among which housing. The recourse to renewable energy has acquired such a 

political importance, that both in the US and the EU, new development projects have to respect 

fixed parameters of energy efficiency.

Energy efficiency is one of the factors that drove the EU to intervene in the social housing sector 

(Dod et al., 2013). The main reasons for the concern in enhancing energy efficiency of dwellings 

rest on the consideration that {SWD(2013) 143 final}:

1. houses, together with offices, shops and other buildings, accounts for the 40% of final energy 

consumption and 36% of greenhouse gas emissions;

2. after the energy sector itself, the housing sector provides the second largest untapped and 

cost-effective potential for energy savings;

3. there are some relevant co-benefits from making buildings more energy efficient (job creation, 

fuel poverty alleviation, health improvements, energy security and industrial competition).

These reasons justify the planning of social housing renovation projects whose realization 

would contribute to reaching the Europe 2020 targets of limiting greenhouse gas emissions by 

20% and increasing energy efficiency by 20% in respect to those of 1990.

The possibility of relying on European funds should be taken into account by all the stakeholders 

of the social housing sector, especially by those ones engaged in the provision of new units. 
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At the present there is emphasis on the construction of sustainable buildings whose energy 

consumption tends to zero carbon emission (Whitehead and Scanlon, 2007). Under the auspices 

of the sustainable development each new construction project has to follow specific economic, 

environmental and social criteria. But to which extent is this feasible also for social housing 

projects? The implementation of energy efficiency measures still requires high investments 

which public authorities are not likely to make directly. When the investment is made in 

partnerships with privates, the developer has still to bear higher costs which may imply rents 

not to be affordable and buildings not to be inclusive.

In the current practice of social housing there seems to lack a strong charismatic planning 

able to encompass all the three spheres of sustainability and to create inclusive and smart 

places. Between the 1950s and the 1960s, most of the social housing built up under national 

programs pursued the main aim of providing housing paying lower attention to the quality of 

buildings and to the social needs of recipients. As a consequence, social housing complexes 

became synonyms of urban decline and subsequently eligible subject for regeneration actions. 

The architectural experimentation that followed the Modern movement made a distorted 

use of the principles of modern architecture which, when applied to public housing projects, 

have brought to low quality architectural forms, unsuccessful urban solutions and static 

technological experimentations. From the traditional forms of social housing it does not shine 

through any intention to integrate engineering solutions with the creation of spaces dedicated 

to the community. On the contrary, we can observe this compositional will in works like the 

Unité d’Habitation, designed by Le Corbusier and built up in Marseille between 1947 and 1952. 

Frampton (2008) defines it as a “social condenser”, a project that joins the complex cellular 

structure in crude concrete of the housing units with the provision of services devoted to the 

community in a composition that recalls Fourier’s phalanstery.  The Unitè was designed by its 
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architect as an element able to render the dignity of architecture also to the simplest private 

housing (ibid). Unfortunately, within the context of social housing such project has not been 

replicated with reference to the aforementioned characteristics. The misleading re-use of the 

model represented by the Unitè is perfectly synthesized in Curtis (1982):

The story of the inventive reinterpretation of the Unitè ideal has, alas, the dreary 

brutal backdrop of endless egg-crate high-rises built around the world in the 1950s 

and 1960s, in which minimum functional definitions were allowed to prevail over the 

rich elaboration of new communal images in touch with basic human needs (Curtis, 

1982, p. 449).

The uniqueness of the Unité clearly demonstrates the difficulty in transferring the higher 

architectural experimentation into the more usual building operations.  These difficulties 

occurred almost in every metropolitan area with a staggering housing need. The most illustrative 

example of the failure of modern public housing is the Igoe Priutt (1950-1954), literally a ‘vertical 

slum’ built by Minoru Yamasaki in St. Louis and torn down in 1972 (ibid).

It is interesting to noting that in cases where the level of mechanization was lower, the 

resulting settlements had reached a moderate quality both in terms of architecture and urban 

composition. Try to find a precise correlation between mechanization and quality of urban 

solution is tantalizing, but this would require a more in-depth study which is not possible to 

carry out herein. In this context it is rather convenient to mention some examples of the Italian 

modern movement, in particular the public housing built during the years of the reconstruction, 

under the enforcement of the Fanfani’s Plan (Law 28 February 1949, No. 43). As Poretti (2008) 

highlights, apart from satisfying the housing need, the Fanfani’s Plan had another macro-

economic objective: enhancing the employment rate. For this reason the mechanization of 

building techniques was discouraged in favor of a greater use of labor force (ibid). That meant a 

Figures 3 - 5. Donnybrook Quarter, London 
(UK);Tetris Apartments, Lubiana (SI); Housing 
for the fishermen of Tyre, Tyre (LB). From North 
Europe to the Middle East, some examples 
of recently built housing where urban design 
and social housing seem to match successfully. 
Sources: Costa Duran, 2009; Leik, 2010.
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higher reliance on manual labor compared to the one employed in highly mechanized housing 

construction. Thus, some buildings, like the row houses designed by Mario De Renzi and Saverio 

Muratori in the Tuscolano neighborhood (Rome, 1951) and the courtyard houses designed by 

Federico Gorio (1956-62) in Via degli Ortolani in Bologna, present a balance between wall and 

reinforced concrete elements typical of the traditional INA-casa constructions (ibid). In the 

courtyard houses by Gorio is also possible to recognize the compactness of the urban fabric. 

This characteristic block composition is the perfect synthesis of the compact European city, 

which, in Reale’s opinion (2012), is one of the key of urban sustainability.

Since most of the Italian architects focused their work more on the design, engineering solutions 

can be expected to come from northern European projects. Actually recent progresses have 

been made in the experiences of the Northern-European eco-districts of Bo01 in Malmo and 

Hammarby Sjostad in Stockholm, Greenwich Millennium Village in London and Orestad in 

Copenhagen (Losasso and D’Ambrosio, 2012). In all these cases a percentage of social housing 

units has been included. Housing policies has been integrated with environmental, planning and 

energy ones. Convincing sustainable results have been achieved through the implementation 

of urban and architectural solutions concerning functional mixité, presence of public spaces, 

technological innovations and cost containment measures (ibid). In Losasso and D’Ambrosio’s 

opinion (ibid) even though the experience of the eco-districts is extremely positive, there 

are still some shadows on the development of an inclusive sociality due to the inefficacy to 

restore a sense of community that goes beyond neighborly relations and the use of common 

spaces. These aspects define what Trkulja (2011) designates as inconclusive urbanity or rather 

a socio-organizational model of urban void with low permeability degree for new activities, 

widespread isolation, anonymity and lack of common experiences. The observations made by 

Trkulja in Orestad may reflect the fact that “Where once functionality and design were guiding 
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principles in premium housing, today we can speak of ecological features as an important factor 

in the design of residential buildings” (Costa Duran, 2009, p. 9), but it is still extremely difficult 

to combine private interests and environmental sustainability with the becoming of urban 

communities.

Anywise, the case of the eco-districts has created precedents that cannot be neglected by 

future developments in the fields of social housing and sustainable urban growth. Architectural 

experimentation, energy engineering, urban design and planning and, last but not least, socio-

economic planning should go hand in hand in order to pursue objectives of social equity 

together with the economic development of cities.

Conclusions

What has been discussed so far is useful to identify the first theme of the research. On the 

basis of the literature on the subject, social housing can be defined as a policy which concerns 

different kinds of tenures (rent or ownership), various kinds of providers (local authorities or 

non-profit organizations) and the pursuit of a social aim finalized at the creation of habitability. 

This definition intends to describe the essential nature of social housing according to the current 

situation in developed countries. In spite of slight differences concerning the size of the social 

housing sector, the legal and organizational forms, the eligibility criteria for accessing the service 

and the context of the housing policies pertaining to each state’s domestic policy. If the housing 

problem dates back to the urban growth, the involvement of governments in the housing area 
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intensified starting from the world wars and in Europe especially after 1945 (United Nations, 

2006). The sequence of events relating to housing policies described so far can be summarized 

through three distinct phases drawn by Priemus et al. (1993): 1) recovery (1945-60); 2) growing 

diversity (1960-75); 3) new realities for housing (1975-90). These phases synthesize both the 

approaches used by governments and the particular socio-economic conditions that influenced 

them. Recovery corresponds to the active role of governments and the remedies for wartime 

damages. At that time social housing was meant as the means to reconstruction (ibid). The 

second phase, instead, depicts the first problems arising from a lack of attention to the quality 

of social housing settlements realized during the previous phase. Finally, the new realities for 

housing relates to the latest trends on deregulation, competition and privatization of housing 

finance, management and ownership (ibid). According to Priemus et al. (ibid), these phases 

refer to housing policies in Western Europe. Nevertheless, as previously stated, the United 

States followed a path not different from those mentioned, but showed greater involvement 

of the state in the real estate market  in the initial phase. Indeed, the USA forestalled it to the 

period of the Great Depression while the following phases may be considered similar to that of 

Europe, in as much that the housing policies have been deeply influenced by global events of an 

economic nature. Already during the growing diversity, some developments emerged that led 

to the birth of the first urban renewal programs (ibid). Despite that urban renewal was nearly 

synonymous with slum clearance, the fact mraks the beginning of the integration of housing 

and urban development policies within the same implementing acts. The evolution of the 

urban development policies finally led to the implementation of urban regeneration processes 

in which economic development and social housing reached a greater level of integration. This 

and other topics pertaining to urban regeneration will be the subject of the next chapter.
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Urban regeneration is the phrase most referred to in order to indicate the recent development 

in urban planning practices. It is mainly characterized by the use of an integrated approach to 

urban transformation. A brief recall to the history of urban planning can be useful to understand 

the rationale behind it. From the appearance of the massive housing problems following the 

first industrialization to the urban reconstruction after the WWII, the dynamics affecting urban 

growth have reached a high level of complexity which required a likewise complex level of 

urban planning. Community benefits and private interests always collide when it comes to 

urban development. During the Nineties of the last century, the theme of sustainability entered 

the debate on the future of cities, and its resonance was recognized by scholars, politicians 

and practitioners in the urban planning field. At the present, it is still necessary to ponder 

how urban regeneration practices can adapt to the needs of a continuously changing society 

with environmental and economic constraints and how the stakeholders involved in urban 

regeneration processes can act in order to effectively provide sustainable livability.

Urban planning: a common framework for housing and 
urban regeneration practices

Housing is often connected to urban development policies. Urban development policies 

also take into account urban regeneration principles. As well as other policies which have 

been launched or reviewed as governmental responses to specific public problems, urban 
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regeneration can be considered the last phase of a series of policies implemented to address 

the urbanization problem that cities are facing with. Urban regeneration is characterized by 

an integrated approach to urban planning. This means that the pertaining policies include the 

concomitant management of environmental, economic and social processes which take place 

in cities. Housing development is only one of the planning practices which result from urban 

regeneration. In order to understand the rationale behind it, it is necessary to briefly recall the 

origins of modern urban planning.

Urban regeneration is directly related to urban renewal policies developed during the Seventies 

(Roberts, 2000). What distinguishes urban regeneration from urban renewal is a greater emphasis 

on the environmental and social aspects rather than the physical and economic dimensions of 

urban redevelopment. In the US urban renewal was arranged with the aim of clearing slums, 

rebuilding healthy and affordable housing and revitalizing blighted neighborhoods. Housing 

issues have always justified government intervention on the built environment. This happened 

since the 1880s, when the ‘City of  Dreadful Night’ (Hall, 2002) made its appearance in the 

United Kingdom. At that moment, the national governments could not ignore anymore the 

public denouncement of the horrible conditions of people living in the London East End. The 

case of London triggered a chain of surveys and studies on the conditions of urban populations 

around which public officials discussed. This kind of problem analysis and the subsequent 

recommended solutions gave rise to modern urban planning practice.

Urban planning is the practice of shaping and managing the space and all the elements that 

contribute to define a city. In Alvarez-Layana et al. (2015), the space is “an important means 

of conveying the contents of any ideology, and the city is also relevant in order to materialize 

ideologies and power-related narratives in history” (ibid, p. 87). Since the practice of city-

building was systematically carried by the expansion of the Roman Empire (Pacione, 2001), 
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men of power gathered the importance of shaping the space through architecture and urban 

planning. As Alvarez-Layana et al. (ibid) put forward, cities are made up of two spheres, the 

one visible and the other invisible, which respectively encompass the physical territory and the 

citizenry. Around these spheres there is the space, that is the place where citizens interrelate 

as a society (ibid). An inclusive planning process should create and keep a balance between 

these two spheres. As a matter of fact, big firms, corporations and societies overused the 

space of the city. Under the justification of renewing and generating economic development, 

public authorities cooperate with private developers by establishing formal partnerships 

within rational and comprehensive (Berke, 2002) but not always inclusive planning processes 

where they often fail in their role of mediator of the community interests. In many cases both 

public and private developers used iconic architecture in order to influence people’s behaviors 

(Biddulph, 2011). It is well acknowledged that, in the practice of urban planning, ideologies 

may be more influential than utopian ideas. Robert Owen (1771-1858), among others, led the 

modern current of the urban planning thought with his utopian idea of community. Recent 

research on the role of third sector organizations in urban regeneration strategies revealed their 

positive contribution in balancing private and public interests and community participation 

(Monardo, 2013). It is possible to consider the self-sufficient community created by Owen as 

a prototype of what should be a sustainable regenerated neighborhood. Really, in Benevolo 

(1963) opinion, the cooperative models consecutive to Owen’s experiments turned out to be 

utopian because they overlooked the political and urban motivations which were essential in 

the theory of Owen. Even the Rochdale Cooperative, which was the first and most enduring 

cooperative founded by an owenian group in 1844 (ibid), failed in its original objective of creating 

a community and focused more on commercial activities. Apart from Owen, other illuminated 

entrepreneurs fostered the development of communities of workers. Adriano Olivetti (1901-
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1960) is considered “a key patron of modern experimentation” (Kirk, 2005, p. 164) of social 

reform. The projects for his factories denote both high architectural quality and functionality. 

The complex of buildings that made up the Olivetti establishment at Ivrea was the expression of 

Adriano Olivetti’s idea of community. As well as it was for Robert Owen, also for Adriano Olivetti 

the direct experience as industrial manager played an important role in shaping his thoughts 

and determining his actions. Olivetti was, indeed, perfectly aware that only social life is able 

to remove the individual from isolation and moral decadence and that only the community is 

able to overcome the inability of the state and the family in dealing with “the everyday events 

which take place in the environment where our social life is expressed” (Olivetti, 1952 cited by 

Cadeddu, 2012, p. 71). Anyway, also the example provided by Olivetti has been not replicated 

in Italy. After his death, “the harsh realities of market economics” (Kirk, ibid, p. 166) gained the 

upper hand on the concrete fulfillment of integrated planning initiatives. It is precisely to defend 

its members’ interest against unfair market that the Rochdale cooperative essentially developed 

as a consumer cooperative (Zamagni, 2005). According to Zamagni (ibid) the non-adherence to 

the radical Owenian ideology was beneficial to the Rochdale Cooperative. In this way it has been 

then able to independently express the twelve principles which inspired all the cooperative 

movements both in Europe and in the United States (Hind, 1997; Low et al., 2012). Anyway, the 

breaking between the political and urban planning perspectives and the economic activities 

made cooperatives a sort of niche movements whose principles are often shared by consumer 

categories and condominium dwellers. Thus it is possible to say that, for each movement that 

pursues the benefit of the community, the absence of urban planning and political ideologies 

is a weakness. The Equitable Pioneers that founded the Rochdale Cooperative probably forgot 

that just the city is the place where exchange of goods and, therefore, economic activities take 

place and the willingness to create livable communities cannot be disengaged from the reality 
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of market-oriented redevelopment projects. 

Another important issue related to urban regeneration, whose relevance has grown up during 

last decades, concerns sustainability. Even if since 1987 the Brundtland report raised the 

question of sustainability to the attention of governmental officials, academics and practitioners, 

the claim for integrated and sustainable urban policies is still at the centre of political debates. 

As Wheeler (2003) observed, ‘livability’ and ‘sustainability’ are closely related, seeing as “both 

[terms] promote urban planning that enhances long-term community well-being” (p. 487).

In the present research it is assumed that livability, conceived as the overall improvement of 

social, economical and physical dimensions of spaces and housing for people, is the final aim 

of social housing undertaken within sustainable urban regeneration processes. It is therefore 

useful to recall the concept of urban regeneration and the evolution of urban redevelopment 

policies in order to understand how cities should face social and economic changes and the call 

for sustainable solutions. During decades of experimentation, governments have developed 

more flexible organizational structures, financial arrangements and more equitable forms of 

participations. But how should cities put together private interests and social benefits? Who 

are the stakeholders involved in the regeneration processes? Are there any institutional tools 

which can facilitate the integrated development of sustainable urban regeneration and social 

housing? The following section will try to provide an insight to these questions starting from 

observations on social housing and urban regeneration initiatives.
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From reconstruction to regeneration: the evolution of 
the solutions to urban changes

In urban planning theory and practice, regeneration has a crucial role for the management 

of physical, social and economic transformations and the retention of the livability of urban 

spaces. Urban regeneration can be explained as a process concerning the evolution of the 

approach used to face urban transformations. The emergence of the term ‘regeneration’ came 

out for the first time in a document of the Merseyside County Council, UK, in 1975 (Couch et 

al., 2011) and the phrase urban regeneration arose during the 1980s in the United Kingdom 

(Jones & Evans, 2008). Roberts (2000) defines it as a “comprehensive and integrated vision and 

action which leads to the resolution of urban problems and which seeks to bring about a lasting 

improvement in the economic, physical, social and environmental condition of an area that has 

been subject to change” (ibid, p. 17). Notwithstanding this clear definition, the concept can fully 

be understood in relation to urban renewal.  According to Couch et al. (ibid) ‘urban renewal’ 

relates to the process of slum physical redevelopment initiated in many North American cities 

in the decades of the mid-20th century. Anyway, its acclamation as a federally-funded policy 

came about during the 1940s (Gordon, 2003). Gold (2013) highlights the disclosure of the same 

practice in Europe and identifies its maximum expansion a little bit later in the 20th century. He 

defines urban renewal as the “clearance based approach to urban regeneration that flourished 

on both sides of the Atlantic during the 1960s” (p. 25). Other authors (Jones & Evans, 2008) 

distinguish the American urban renewal from the European urban reconstruction consisting in 

the demolition of large areas damaged during the WWII to re-house urban workforce. However, 

urban renewal and reconstruction have in common two relevant features. They both derived 
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from the social reformers and modernist architects and urban planners (Gold, 2013; Hui, 2013), 

who believed that physical change could lead to social reform (Hui, 2013), as well as they were 

fostered by the liberal ideas that the progress of society could coincide with the construction 

of expressway and the raising of large housing complexes in slum cleared areas. Additionally, in 

both urban reconstruction and renewal, affordable housing was an essential ingredient (Gold, 

2013). Paradoxically, urban renewal and reconstruction led to a reduction of affordable housing 

stock (Hui, 2013). The redevelopment of inner city areas, indeed, had negative effects on 

low-income residents who were displaced from their neighborhoods and re-housed in poorly 

serviced and low-quality public estates. Very soon, the focus of urban renewal on the physical 

replacement of part of the cities was accompanied and then substituted with a major interest 

in the economic redevelopment of derelict areas. An initial sign of this shift can be observed 

in a series of American Housing Acts (from 1954 to 1961) through which the percentage of the 

project grants allocated to non-residential purposes was gradually increased till the 35 per cent 

(Gold, 2013). Of course, the economic interests linked with the redevelopment projects and 

boosted by the creation of specific partnerships between private and public sectors exacerbated 

the social costs of inner cities economic development by causing gentrification. The response 

to this kind of market-oriented redevelopment projects came from more participated forms 

of city planning, that have their roots in the Jane Jacobs opposition movement to urban 

renewal. Critiques to Modernism spread in the 1970s and 1980s when community planning and 

neighborhood-based rehabilitation  started to be implemented in the United States of America 

and Europe. Although these practices did not eradicate market-oriented approach to urban 

redevelopment, they opened the way for more inclusive urban planning and local economic 

development. Thus, urban regeneration can be considered the last stage of a series of urban 

policies and practices developed since the Second World War and which advance toward the 
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achievement of a more complete level of integration of the processes which regulate urban 

changes. This is equivalent to saying that in the process of urban regeneration a balance among 

political, economic and social interests has to be sought and the realization of urban forms in 

compliance with the principles of sustainability of urban growth must be pursued.

Since the time of industrialization governments have tried to deal with the problems related to 

unbalanced realities and unequal situations within the jurisdiction of the same city. Together 

with economic equality and social justice, environmental sustainability is one of the fundamental 

concern of every local authority in both developed and developing countries. By extension, also 

in urban regeneration, sustainability is a pivotal element which encompasses the environmental, 

economic and social fields of urban policy. In other words, theories and policies regarding urban 

regeneration must correspond to practices of urban planning and urban design which guarantee 

the continuity of the different elements present in a neighborhood by turning weaknesses into 

strengths. If sustainability is the objective of urban regeneration, livability will be one of the 

expected outcome of a regenerated neighborhood. In Biology, livability refers to the ability to 

survive (Boniburini, 2009). By comparing the city to a complex and dynamic system, the same 

notion can be applied to Urban Ecology (ibid). According to the extended metabolism model 

(Newman, 1999), the city is made up of a physical and biological basis and a human one. While 

the physical and biological sphere, which responds to the laws of thermodynamics, produces 

waste outputs, the human part of the city should generate livability (ibid). Thus, in Newman, 

livability is one of the output of the urban ecosystem. It appears in the form of goods and 

services offered by the city such as health, education, recreation, residence and sociality (ibid).

This idea of livability encompasses that one of residence, which is one of the primary functions 

exercised by a city. As well as during the implementation of urban renewal and urban 

reconstruction, also in urban regeneration the housing component is relevant. Relying on the 



62

Figure 8. Extended metabolism model of human 
settlements. Source: Newman (1999).
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assumption that urban regeneration is the result of a process, its approach to the theme of  

housing rests on the awareness that the current users of the urban system search for a residence 

in order to satisfy a need that goes beyond the mere satisfaction of the necessity of a shelter. 

These reflections send back to the ones made by Minora (2013), who describes habitability 

as “the capacity of a territory to host certain kinds of activities, which vary depending on the 

historical period and the institutional context” (p. 11). Further considerations on the latter 

notion will be carried out later in this chapter. At the moment it is possible to note that, being 

livability the expected outcome of sustainable urban regeneration, if habitability is included 

in the definition of livability, consequently also  habitability has to be taken into account for 

a sustainable result of the regeneration projects. Previously, livability has been introduced as 

a concept pertaining to biology and applied to urban ecology. An analogous approach can be 

noticed also in Couch (Couch & Fraser, 2003, p. 2), who compares the regeneration of an urban 

area to the one of a biological tissue:

In biology, regeneration means the regrowth of lost or injured tissue, or the restoration 

of a system to its initial state. And so it is with urban areas. Regeneration is concerned 

with the regrowth of economic activity where it has been lost; the restoration of social 

function where there has been dysfunction, or social inclusion where there has been 

exclusion; and the restoration of environmental quality or ecological balance where it 

has been lost. Thus urban regeneration is an aspect of the management and planning 

of existing urban areas rather than the planning and development of new urbanization.

The ecological approach is helpful to understand the functioning of a such complex system 

as a city is. This is a preliminary step to the phase of management and control of the same 

system. The great value of ecology applied to urban planning lies exactly in having endowed 

a holistic vision of the reality allowed by the reliance on the systematic approach (De Paoli, 
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2012). As opposed to the analytical – reductionist, the systemic approach opts for an overall 

view of all the relevant factors which may influence the phenomena that cause changes in 

the equilibrium of a system. Through the use of a systemic analysis, it is possible to gather the 

difference before and after an event and, therefore, to observe the results of a transformation 

(ibid). After the industrialization socio-demographic variations and changes in the economic 

base (Roberts, 2000) determined the upheaval of the organic Medieval city and of the American 

city of European matrix. In the middle of the nineteenth century, surveys were carried out in 

the biggest European and American cities which revealed the painful living conditions of the 

working classes. Those surveys had a quite spread media coverage so that  elected officials 

became decidedly conscious of that situation and started looking for feasible solutions to the 

overcrowding of slums. The Housing of the Working Classes Act of the British Royal Commission 

of the 1884 (Hall, 2002) indicates the beginning of governments involvement in the thorny 

problem of housing. Since then, other acts, regulations and operational measures have been 

developed. Urban regeneration is the outcome to which urban solutions have led by relying 

on ever more advanced policy foci. It is a practice carried out under the implementation of 

urban policies historically devised to react to urban change or rather, as Lang (2005) explains, 

it “describes the recent stage in an evolution of urban policy since 1945 as an integrated urban 

interventionary policy” (ibid, p. 9).

The main factors of transformation are due to socio-demographic variations and changes in the 

economic base and employment. In order to remedy unbalanced changes, urban policies evolved 

from a narrow perspective of slum clearance and reconstruction, to a more integrated approach 

inspired by principles of economic development, social inclusion and sustainable development. 

Relying on Roberts’s findings (Roberts, 2000), the evolution of urban regeneration over the last 

sixty years goes through five phases of urban policies: reconstruction, revitalization, renewal, 
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redevelopment and regeneration (Table 1). To these a sixth phase can be added: sustainable 

urban regeneration, which has been developing since the beginning of the twenty-first century. 

McDonald et al. (2009) do note that the progress of the aforementioned phases went along 

with specific policy foci summarized in the following table.

The table clearly shows the evolution of policy approaches and practices related to the handling 

of urban transformations. Plainly, the economic, social, physical and environmental aspects were 

all taken into account in each phase of policy evolution, but with different extent. According to 

Mehdipour and Nia (2013, p. 178), “the process of sustainable urban regeneration basically 

came into use in order to resolve such problems as economic collapse, ecological degradation, 

social exclusion and urban decline that emerged after the Industrial Revolution in several cities 

of the developed world”. As we know, the Industrial Revolution is an ongoing event which is 

going through a third phase, the one of digitization (The third industrial revolution, 2012). Yet 

the full consciousness and the intention to tackle these problems by means of specialized urban 

policy did not come to light before the introduction of the concept of ‘sustainable development’, 

in  1987, and more practically not before the UN initiative of developing strategies to adopt 

sustainable development in policy making, such as Agenda 21 formed at the 1992 Earth Summit 

in Rio de Janeiro (Langstraat, 2006). During the 1980s there was a switch from a major attention 

to physical construction and public funding to an increasing interest in redeveloping economic 

activities of local and regional rank by means of a leading private sector. The evolution path brought 

to the rise of the enactment of strategic visions encompassing a comprehensive and integrated 

approach. This was evident in the 1990s regeneration projects, where the role of private, 

voluntary and community gained more weight together with the environmental sustainability. 

Since then programs of urban regeneration have been devised in order to renovate mono-

tenure public housing estates, improving housing quality, creating a mix of public, affordable 
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Table 2. The evolution of urban policies from reconstruction to sustainable regeneration. Sources: after Roberts (2000) and McDonald et al. (2009).

Period 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 

Policy type Reconstruction Revitalization Renewal Redevelopment Regeneration Sustainable 
regeneration 

Policy focus Comprehensive 
redemption Public welfare Economic 

development 

Private sector 
property-led 
regeneration 

Local area-based 
partnerships Sustainable places 

Major strategy 
and orientation 

Reconstruction and 
extension of older 
areas of towns and 
cities often based on a 
masterplan; suburban 
growth 

Continuation of 1950s 
theme; suburban and 
peripheral growth; 
some early attempts 
at rehabilitation 

Focus on in situ 
renewal and 
neighborhood 
schemes; still 
development at 
periphery 

Many major 
schemes of 
development and 
redevelopment; 
flagship projects; 
out of town projects 

Move towards a more 
comprehensive form 
of policy and practice; 
more emphasis on 
integrated treatments 

Stress on integrated 
approach; creation of 
sustainable 
communities 

Key actors and 
stakeholders 

National/local 
government; private 
sector developers and 
contractors 

Move towards a 
greater balance 
between public and 
private sectors 

Growing role of 
private sector and 
decentralization in 
local government 

Emphasis on private 
sector and special 
agencies; growth of 
partnerships 

Partnership  as the 
dominant approach 

Partnership between 
private, public and 
third sectors 

Spatial level of 
activity 

Emphasis on local and 
site levels 

Regional level of 
activity emerged 

Regional and local 
level initially; later 
more local emphasis 

Nearly 1980s focus 
on site; later 
emphasis on local 
level 

Reintroduction of 
strategic perspective; 
growth of regional 
activity 

Strategic perspective 
of local activities 
within the regional 
level 

Economic 
focus 

Public sector 
investment with some 
private sector 
involvement 

Continuing from 
1950s with growing 
influence of private 
investment 

Resource 
constraints in public 
sector and growth 
of private 
investment 

Private sector 
dominant with 
selective public 
funds 

Greater balance 
between public, 
private and voluntary 
funding 

Resource constraints 
in public sector and 
promotion of third 
sector self-sufficient 
activities 

Social content Improvement of 
housing and living 
standards 

Social and welfare 
improvement 

Community-based 
action and greater 
empowerment 

Community self-
help with very 
selective state 
support 

Emphasis on the role 
of community 

Greater emphasis on 
community 
participation 

Physical 
emphasis 

Replacement of inner 
areas 

Some continuation 
from 1950s with 
parallel rehabilitation 
of existing areas 

More extensive 
renewal of older 
urban areas 

Major schemes of 
replacement and 
new development; 
flagship schemes 

More modest than 
1980s; heritage and 
retention 

Redevelopment 
schemes 

Environmental 
approach 

Landscaping and 
some greening 

Selective 
improvements 

Environmental 
improvement with 
some innovations 

Growth of concern 
for wider approach 
to environment 

Introduction of 
broader idea of 
environmental 
sustainability 

Emphasis on energy 
efficiency and green 
building 
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and market rate housing and stabilizing distressed communities through the arrangement 

of better services and jobs development (Milligan & Gilmour, 2009). Anyway, the precedent 

phases of urban policies did not pose the same attention to the creation of mixed communities. 

Since the 1960s, the necessity of rehabilitating buildings and reacting to urban decay was even 

more an attempt of attracting private investors in order to restore the economic functions of 

the cities. Processes like these took place in almost all the largest cities of developed countries 

where, as Diaz Orueta (2007, p. 184) points out, by means of rehabilitation “certain strategic 

city areas [were] gradually taken over and transformed, moving their populaces to other spaces 

and increasing spatial segregation”. Both in the USA and in the EU, such processes intensified 

during the new post-industrial age. Deindustrialization is a process started in the 1970s (Norris, 

2003) and still going on. It has been brought about by the closing of some industrial sites with 

the consecutive loss of economic base which used to nurture the vitality of cities. These kinds 

of urban changes are real upheavals that determine not only economic, but also social and 

physical alterations of cities which missed a valid alternative to the end of the industrial era. 

Basically, local authorities intervened in the struggle of saving distressed communities adopting 

two different strategies. The first one deals with the creation of brand new places, attractive 

poles for tourism, trade and related services. Cities like Baltimore (MD), Madrid (ES) and Reading 

(UK), to name a few, followed such redevelopment schemes (Norris, 2003; Diaz Orueta, 2007; 

Raco, 2003). They all have had in common a weak rate of citizens’ participation in decision-

making processes. This was clearly evident in Baltimore, where since 1976 the tourism-based 

redevelopment of the Inner Harbor, promoted by the then Mayor Theodore McKeldin and 

supported by businesses up until now, caused city’s population to move to the suburbs (Norris, 

2003). The case of Baltimore shares another similarity with the Reading one: in both cases, 

indeed, redevelopment schemes are market-driven. In Reading’s urban regeneration initiative, 
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the intent avowed by local authorities was that of building a new commercial space able to 

reaffirm the position of the city into the regional context of the Thames Valley (Raco, 2003). 

Naturally the strategy was strictly related to the provision of services targeted to families with 

higher purchasing power, in this way marginalizing bad off people (ibid). In order to effectively 

run the policy agenda, new supply-side resources were promoted to match growing demand, 

instead of creating greater demand by raising incomes and employment opportunities (ibid). 

Citizens’ participation was totally neglected in the urban regeneration schemes of Lavapiés 

neighborhood in Madrid (Diaz Orueta, 2007). Here, in the 1997, local authorities proposed a 

rehabilitation plan which, in the effort of transforming Madrid into an economically relevant 

city in the European context, totally ignored urgent needs of Lavapiés residents. Consequently, 

a social mobilization movement took place and the local government could not exempt from 

engaging in discussions with the Network of Lavapiés Collective, although always in a mistrustful 

way (ibid). On the contrary, regeneration strategy worked differently in cities like Montreal 

(CA) where economic development occurred as a consequence of the advance of the culture 

industry (Tavano Blessi et al., 2012). The establishment of the Cirque du Soleil international 

headquarters in one of the most deprived districts of the city, Saint Michel, together with TOHU, 

a nonprofit organization, contributed to the revitalization of the zone by involving residents in 

artistic and cultural activities. The results of this redevelopment strategy has proved to be quite 

successful considering that the participatory process was directly related to the accumulation 

of human and social capital which in turn was useful to the creation of new jobs and to the 

enhancement of individuals’ skills (ibid). Anyway, it is fair to say that Reading’s regeneration 

was not altogether inaccurate inasmuch a considerable number of jobs was created and the 

unemployment rate lessened. Though, as it will be discussed below, this datum is not sufficient 

to positively assess the success of a regeneration policy.
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The aforementioned policy experiences reveal that urban regeneration is not an operation purely 

related to the rehabilitation, reconstruction and revitalization of distressed communities, but 

it is strictly tied to the economic redevelopment of the same areas. Whenever a regeneration 

scheme is devised, there always should be an underpinning, comprehensive strategy within 

which housing, infrastructure, services and land use all embody a specific development vision. 

Of course, urban regeneration strategies vary from place to place “reflecting the unequal 

distribution of growth, opportunities and place potential” (Raco, 2003, p. 37). This statement 

conceals the vagueness of some urban regeneration schemes which embrace the challenge 

of local development but that, the facto, generate unbalanced regional patterns resting on 

outward growth processes. According to what has been previously argued, those schemes 

lead to a kind of development given by the renovation of buildings, the creation of jobs, the 

contribution of investment. However they do not assure progress in terms of enhancement of 

social capital, environmental indicators, accessibility to services, in other words quality of life. 

Another type of approach is needed in order to create a lasting, inclusive and balanced urban 

development; an approach based on the principles of sustainable urban development and that, 

applied to the field of urban policy, takes the name of sustainable urban regeneration.
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The claim for an integrated approach: urban regeneration 
and housing policies

Since in most of the cases housing policies are contained in the more general field of urban 

policies, the two sectors are strictly linked to each other. Indeed, housing management is 

often linked to national and/or local urban development departments instead of constituting 

a detached one. Urban regeneration is a strategy that encompasses almost all the aspects of 

urban policy, from social housing provision to infrastructure accessibility, from the arrangement 

of core and advanced urban services to energy efficiency requirements. In any case, being urban 

regeneration inscribable into the framework of local public policy, “the form and character of 

regeneration programs is critically dependent on the institutional structures that underpin 

agenda formation” (Raco, 2003, p. 39). Within the European Union, urban regeneration is a 

commitment that all national Ministries for urban development have to obey in accordance 

with the adoption of the Toledo Declaration. This document was approved in 2010, all 

Ministers having considered, among the others, the Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European 

Cities and the strategy Europe 2020, approved by the European Council some days before the 

meeting of Toledo (EU Ministers for Urban Development, 2010). The most relevant element 

of these documents is the attention given to sustainability and to the creation of sustainable 

communities, which, in McDonald et al. opinion, is now considered the essential ingredient of 

regeneration schemes. It is therefore convenient to think about the meaning of community and 

its role within urban regeneration. According to DeFilippis and Saegert (2012),

“Communities, whatever their form, are the realm in which social reproduction 

occurs. That is, communities are the sites for our housing, education, health care, daily 
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convenience shopping, and the other activities that sustain us physically, emotionally, 

socially and psychologically. (…) they are commonly traversed spaces where people 

meet face to face, sometimes coordinate their actions and purposes, and, on occasion, 

act collectively to change the way these spaces and relations enable or constrain 

collective purposes” (pp. 3-4).

The emphasis on community building raised concerns also among city planners, other 

practitioners and scholars. Godschalk (2004) highlights the importance of the vision of livable 

communities in land use planning. In his explanation this vision comprehends both the aspects 

of “sustainable development (economy, ecology and equity) and the three-dimensional aspects 

of public space, movement systems and building design. In other words, the livability vision 

expands the sustainability mix to include land use design aspects, ranging down to the micro 

scale of the block, street and buildings, as well as up to the macro scale of the city, metropolis and 

region” (ibid, p. 6). In this perspective, the vision of livability of communities can be considered 

as a horizontal concept applicable to all the levels of planning actions, from the regional to the 

neighborhood one. As a consequence, every kind of intervention concerning the construction 

of social housing should insure also the creation of a livable community. Another observation 

inferable from Godschalk suggests that livable community is synonym of sustainability. According 

to the principles of sustainable development, each regeneration scheme has to strike a balance 

between the economic, ecological and equitable aspects of urban development. Considering 

the tendency developed in the past decades, when in actual fact the economic interests had 

the priority on equity and ecology, this operation is not simple. As a matter of fact sustainable 

urban regeneration should achieve the goal of creating livable communities. Referring to 

Minora’s claim, the main aim of social housing should be the production of habitability (2011a), 

a concept which he interprets as a common good, specifically pertaining to a set of resources 
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and constraints of a territory able to make the residential context attractive also by providing 

neighborhood facilities and sustainable mechanisms of land rent control (Minora, 2011b). 

This implies that social housing projects included in sustainable urban regeneration initiatives 

are more likely to reach their goal. Creating a community implies not only the construction of 

buildings for people to live in and for services to be exercised, but it concerns also the creation 

of relations between residents. This definition emphasizes the role of social capital in shaping 

the activities of a community, such as a neighborhood, a district, a street. Thus, regeneration 

schemes have to deal with the creation and/or the revitalization of communities. In other 

words, the revitalization of communities is about the tuning of an environment favorable to 

the creation of social capital, which, in turn, is advantageous for the economic development of 

the same area. In urban regeneration schemes, community involvement should be fostered by 

local authorities, but, as we have observed in the case of Lavapiés and Reading, till the 1990s, 

participation processes were still weak and disregarded in the face of economic interest. Since 

the time of reconstruction, urban policies have been devised with the aim of remedying at 

the housing shortages exacerbated by the World Wars alongside the restructuring of district 

services, like roads, freeways, parks, open and commercial spaces. Yet, the complexity of the 

urban dynamics has originated manifold results, such as sprawl, gentrification, displacement 

while the housing problem has never found a final solution. The economic interests that 

proliferate on each land property have often outweighed the benefits of local communities, 

especially the more distressed ones. Anyway, both now and in the last century there have 

been active and motivated groups of citizens who firmly struck against the politics of urban 

renewal. “The politics of development is not simply a politics of the property developers and 

city planners” (Pullan & Baillie, 2013, p. 229). This was loudly sustained by activists such as Jane 

Jacobs, who, at the end of 1960s, led the fight against the urban renewal in the United States 
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and whose voice arrived till Europe. Fortunately, not all the architects and the city planners took 

the side of colluded public officials and developers. On the contrary, some of them reported 

the mechanisms of ‘Profitopolis’ to a wider public by means of architectural exhibitions carried 

out between the 1960s and 1970s (Freestone & Amati, 2014). Even better, one of them went 

beyond the limits proved by the mass-production of modernist high-rise buildings. Under 

the influence of the campaign for conservation initiated by the European Council in 1975, by 

working on the block 118 of the Berlin’s borough of Charlottemburgh, the architect Hardt-

Waltherr Hamer demonstrated how it was possible to renovate historic buildings at the same 

time avoiding demolitions and residents’ displacement (ibid). This practice was replicated in the 

context of the 1987 International Building Exhibition in West Berlin (Bernt, Grell, & Holm, 2013). 

There it was named ‘careful urban renewal’, a concept related both to the physical renewal 

of existing buildings and the expectation of preserving urban and social structures (ibid). 

Since the time of careful urban renewal, regeneration policies have reached a greater level of 

integration that mirrors the mixture of urban functions. Housing is not anymore at the centre 

of decision-making processes because of the necessity of responding to the current demand of 

urban spaces, which includes various kinds of services, ranging from transportation to offices, 

shops, restaurants, parks and recreation. During the 1990s, the trend in regeneration schemes 

dealt with the rebuilding of entire blocks within which new shopping malls, offices, pedestrian 

spaces and housing (theoretically including also a certain percentage of affordable units) were 

erected. In most of the cases local authorities cooperated with private developers in the effort 

to make cities more competitive in the regional scenario. This had to be done for the sake of 

local development, but, as we have seen in the previous section, very few local factors were 

involved in the redevelopment schemes and both the supply and the demand of services were 

almost exclusively targeted to external consumers. Apart from being superficially disguised 
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of local development, such regeneration schemes turned out to be unsustainable. Making 

reference at one of the cited cases, urban regeneration in Reading attracted many investments 

from other countries, but, at the same time, it provoked air pollution to be one of the highest 

of the South-East England (Raco, 2003). This is clearly a detractor regarding environmental 

sustainability. Moreover, in Reading also the social sustainability was disregarded in that young, 

elderly, socially excluded and minorities were not the targets of the commercial development 

(ibid). Finally, as it is predictable in the case of market-driven redevelopment schemes, the 

creation of attractive and brand-new places sacrificed the vernacular architectural style for 

the international style of the modernist architecture (ibid). This is another point against the 

sustainability of the regeneration scheme, seeing that always more often modernist colossal 

buildings represent a rift with the surrounding built environment and contribute to the lack of 

sense of place within the community.

In the European perspective, sustainable urban regeneration is a means to achieve sustainable 

urban development, which is deliberately conceived as an integrated policy. It is implied that 

social housing actions are likely to take place in urban ambit, where the same Commission 

calls for integrated urban development to happen (Integrated Sustainable Urban Development, 

2014). Essentially, this means that measures for physical urban renewal should go together with 

measures promoting social inclusion, education, economic development and environmental 

protection (ibid). Since this last sentence basically coincide with the concept of sustainable 

urban regeneration exposed, it is possible to conclude by stating that an integrated approach is 

essential to sustainable urban regeneration practices as well as it is an upstream urban policy 

requirement. Therefore, housing measures need to be part of integrated urban regeneration 

initiatives comprehensive of other kinds of measures. At the same way, housing policies or 

environmental, economic and social policies need to be coordinated and promote urban 
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regeneration. Urban regeneration initiatives can represent the tool box for integrated policy 

initiatives. Policy makers, practitioners, private enterprises, developers, civil communities and 

all the possible stakeholders should be willing to adopt and carry on an integrated approach in 

the attempt to create more livable communities.

The actors involved in urban regeneration processes: a 
comparison between US and EU

Within the institutional landscape and decision-making processes relating to housing and urban 

regeneration it is possible to recognize four macro-categories of actors: the state, the market, 

the communities and the third sector (Brandsen, van de Donk, & Putters, 2006). The degree 

to which the state, the market and the community get involved in urban transformations is 

highly different. The role of the state changes during the course of events depending especially 

on the political orientation. The state, represented by its departments and local authorities, 

has always a central position as the regulator of the main activities that take place in a city: on 

the one hand the construction of buildings and the management of land, on the other hand 

the commercial and entrepreneurial activities. Both are indeed regulated by town planning 

acts and buildings codes and by company and business laws. All these regulations influence 

the choices of citizens, be they individuals or groups. Through its zoning or taxation activities 

a local authority can attract or ward off investors and through its social welfare policy and the 
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provision of public facilities and services it can make its neighborhoods pleasant or unpleasant 

for present and future residents.

The market is represented by the considerable presence of landowners, developers and private 

companies involved in urban transformation processes. In market-led development models, 

quite usual in the United States (Hall, 2002), this presence has a significant weight since the 

regeneration process and the creation of new homes depend on the availability of private 

resources. In relation to the market or to private investors, public authorities behave like 

catalysts who bring together all stakeholders with the aim of re-capitalizing derelict spaces, 

turning an area of loss into one of profitability (Raco, 2003). To a great extent, both in spatial 

and economic terms, the development and redevelopment projects depend on the presence of 

an “enterprising human action in pursuit of the generation of value” (Ahmad & Seymour, 2008, 

p. 14). Such action can be defined as entrepreneurial activity. For many years, indeed, urban 

regeneration actions were associated with the endeavor of an entrepreneur or an enterprise 

who took on the risk of investing money on a specific area. Though, the entrepreneurial activity 

does not imply only earnings in favor of the investor, but it can also generate benefits such as the 

creation of new jobs and the construction of new buildings. In order to facilitate investments, 

the state often intervenes in the processes of urban development. This is the basic reason that 

explains the establishment of public private partnerships (PPPs), specific agreements between 

the public authorities in charges and the stakeholders. According to Colantonio and Dixon 

(2009), “PPPs are just one of a number of alternative financing mechanisms for securing private 

sector input into renewal and infrastructure development” (p. 23). A PPP is the necessary 

organizational structure for the successful implementation of any economic development 

plan (Leigh & Blakely, 2013). Urban regeneration processes, indeed, entail the economic 

development of an area. Such processes are subject to some market rules (real estate market, 
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labor market) that sometimes require the prompt intervention of the state, both as a co-investor 

and a compensator of market failures (ibid). In the United States “collaborative approaches 

have been essential to urban revitalization since the 1950s” (Reuschke, 2001, p. 10). In that 

moment the federal administration got involved as a co-investor by providing infrastructure 

and/or grants for the redevelopment of inner city areas. Past experiences of urban renewal 

also show that private partners tend to look for best market opportunities which provide them 

the higher return on investment. This, of course, does not take into account social benefits and 

costs. In this case market failures are more likely to occur. The role of the public sector in PPPs 

should therefore guarantee a more efficient and equitable distribution of the benefits deriving 

from urban regeneration. However, urban revitalization projects which brought physical 

renewal of blighted areas and economic development of distressed communities showed also 

the other side of the coin: gentrification and displacement. A recent study on the role of PPP 

in Commercial Local Urban Districts6 (CLUDs, 2012) demonstrates that, in the urban planning 

field, there still exists a set of complex variables that make difficult the implementation of urban 

development. In the analysis carried out by CLUDs, the role of actors, together with that one 

played by the context and the balance situation among partners, has a relevant effect in urban 

processes (ibid). Since the 1960s in the United States urban renewal raised the counteraction of 

the communities residing in the neighborhoods objects of urban renewal projects. Under the 

6 Commercial Local Urban Districts are urban managements tools “for renovating degrading public spaces and impro-
ving the attractiveness and the accessibility of deprived urban areas by focusing on the high potential of local commer-
cial activities” (CLUDs, 2012, p. 10). These tools have been explored and defined in 2012 within the homonymous rese-
arch project funded by the 7th Framework Programme Marie Curie IRSES. Within the CLUDs’ perspective, Commercial 
Local Urban Districts materialize networks of producers-sellers, focused on urban regeneration areas, which are able to 
produce competitive returns supported by social, environmental and economic sustainable actions (ibid). 
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pressure of charismatic activists like Jane Jacobs, urban renewal programs began to shift towards 

more inclusive forms of local development regarding community engagement. The engagement 

of the community can be considered as a relevant step in the process of the sustainable urban 

regeneration, the achievement of which has been possible thank to the appearance of third 

sector organizations as actors representing the interests of the community in the constitution 

of PPPs for urban development.

Third sector organizations include all non-profit partners who take part in local development 

initiatives such as urban regeneration and neighborhood revitalization. In the United States 

Community Development Corporations (CDCs) play an important role in the community 

development system (Vidal & Keyes, 2005). They arose in the late 1960s as residents organizations  

which reacted to slum clearance and financial institution redlining7 of neighborhoods (Schill, 

1997). Originally they were engaged in housing and economic development (ibid), but more 

recent trends show an enlargement of CDCs in non-housing activities such as commercial real 

estate development, business development, community organizing and workforce development 

(Vidal & Keyes, 2005). Simultaneously to American CDCs, in the UK another kind of community-

based organization developed: community enterprises (Bailey, 2012). As well as CDCs, also 

community enterprises provide affordable housing. In particular, they can own and manage 

former public housing like housing associations do (ibid). In other words, community enterprises 

can act as housing associations or housing associations can take the form of community 

enterprise. In England, as well as in France, Germany and the Netherlands, there is a tendency 

7 The word “redlining” has been coined in the late 1960s by community activists in Chicago’s Austin neighborhood in 
order to refer to red lines that savings and loan associations drew around areas they refused to service (Pogge, 1992, 
quoted by Hillier, 2003, p. 139).
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for governments to rely on housing associations as key agents of urban regeneration (ibid). 

This tendency was proved also by Gibb and Nygaard (2006), who cited the promoting action 

that housing associations have been undertaking in the delivery of neighborhood regeneration 

and community development since the late 1990s. Since CDCs, community enterprises and 

housing associations belong to the third sector (Bailey, 2012; Defourny, 2001; Kenny et al., 

2015; Monardo, 2013), it is so possible to state that third-sector organizations are relevant 

actors in urban development processes mobilized at the aim of looking after the interests of 

the community and countering private-led development schemes. In spite of this important 

role, the extent to which third sector organizations participate in regeneration strategies varies 

in relation to different contexts. Bailey (2012) argues that in the UK community enterprises 

are involved in regeneration strategies, but they do not play a central or co-coordinating role. 

Conversely, Monardo (2013) states that in the US PPP tools based on non-profit organizations 

play a strategic role in urban regeneration strategies and proved to achieve a balance between 

public and private interests and the demands of the community. It is interesting noting that 

Monardo (ibid) makes a distinction between European countries built on ‘common law’ and 

‘civil law’. In doing so, he stresses that while in the UK “the Government has promoted multi-

sectoral partnerships as a key factor in achieving urban regeneration” (ibid, p.2), in countries 

belonging to the second group (Italy, France and Spain) connections between NPOs and private 

sectors are still fragile and that non-profit organizations economically depend from the public 

authorities (ibid). About this, Bailey (2012) clearly maintains that in the UK the political economy 

is moving towards a reduced role of the state in funding community enterprise, leading the way 

to the adoption of a model similar to the CDCs one.

The presence of public, private and third sector actors suggests a great complexity of the 

urban governance. Some scholars highlight that good urban governance “is a prerequisite of 
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sustainable urban development and, by extension, of sustainable urban regeneration” (Evans 

et al., 2005 and Healey et al., 2002, quoted by Scheffler & Turcu, 2015; Scheffler and Turcu, 

2015, p. 34). Scheffler and Turcu (ibid) maintain that, in a perspective of multi-level governance 

counting all the different stakeholders, it is necessary to contemplate the tensions occurring 

between vertical and horizontal hierarchies. These two dimensions respectively refer to the 

integration between the administrative levels of government and different departments within 

the same level. Since PPPs are always involved in urban regeneration, the level of integration 

becomes more complex. Yet, an even more sophisticated level of integration and coordination 

is required whenever the organizational structure of a PPP consists of hybrid organizations 

apart from public and private entities. This complexity connotes interactions at different scales 

(Tsenkova, 2002). In analyzing partnerships arrangements in urban regeneration, Tsenkova 

(ibid) identifies three major institutional clusters of partners which correspond to the three 

main actors of urban regeneration.

As Carter (2000) states, a “successful urban regeneration requires a strategically designed, 

locally based, multi-sector, multi-agency partnership approach”, where partnership is 

interpreted as “both an organizational structure, bringing together a range of agencies to co-

operate to achieve shared objectives, and a structure for policy-making” (ibid). In other words, 

Carter maintains that, in order to successfully deal with the complexity of urban problems, it is 

necessary for all the actors involved in the decision-making process to cooperate in an effective 

way. One of the most relevant things in Carter’s analysis is a series of principles of partnership 

between which it is worthwhile to note:

- The strategic context. The recognition of which enables partnership objectives to be realistic 

and attainable;

- The integration. Both vertical and horizontal integration are necessary in order to link policy 
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Figure 9. Institutional clusters in the regeneration process. Source: Tsenkova (2002).
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and action at the different spatial levels (from the national to the household) and create 

connections between departments in central and local governments as well as between all 

appropriate stakeholders, respectively;

- The building networks. This element is determinant for the success of partnerships inasmuch 

effective networks offer the possibility of greater information exchange and the development of 

shared perspectives which, in turn, add value to the work of single agencies. 

Integration and coordination are therefore essential to the success of urban regeneration. With 

the emergence of the third sector, decision-making processes and organizational structures 

are subjects to frequent changes depending on particular environmental situations. Seen the 

variety of stakeholders and interests that occur in the urban realm, a rigid governance model 

is likely to hinder development processes. Whatever the juridical system and the economic 

orientation of a state are, first of all, decision makers and city planners should be willing to 

create a climate of collaboration between all stakeholders and facilitate the streamlining of 

procedures to ensure the pursuit of common interests. In order to increase the participation of 

diverse groups, provide equal opportunities to people, relieve the hindrances of bureaucracy, 

flexibility can be considered an added value in the urban planning process (Tasan-Kok, 2008). 

In the US, NPOs revealed to be part of integrated urban processes within which the community 

welfare goals are well followed (Monardo, 2013). Questions on a possible similarity among 

the American and the European urban regeneration strategies raise almost automatically. 

About NPOs and other third sector organizations, social enterprises in particular, and their role 

in urban regeneration the following chapter will be sufficiently explanatory. It is possible to 

anticipate that the difference between NPOs and social enterprise is subtle (Defourny, 2001). 

The discussion of this subject is one of the fundamental steps in investigating the role of social 

enterprises in creating livable communities within urban regeneration processes.
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Urban governance and the definition of current urban models

In order to allow the advantageous participation of all actors involved in the institutional landscape 

and the decision-making processes relating to housing and urban regeneration, flexible and 

inclusive governance models should be implemented by decision makers. As opposed to  urban 

government, which refers to “hierarchical and state centred forms of decision making” (Lang, 

2005, p. 14), urban governance “is more like a collective name or container for a broad range 

of different approaches to deal with urban development” (ibid, p. 14). In the practice of urban 

policies devised to react to urban change, from reconstruction to sustainable regeneration, a 

shift has occurred from traditional forms of urban management based on local government to 

current forms of governance. The new urban governance is related to standardized national 

and community policies whose implementation carries out through new types of relationships 

between state and market as well as Public-Private Partnerships advanced by globalization 

(Dalla Longa, 2011). From a theoretical point of view, these practices may be simplified by 

urban models which describe the ongoing urban phenomena. Dalla Longa (ibid) identified eight 

different models related to the projects of urban transformation: renewal, redevelopment, 

regeneration, recovery, revitalization, framework, gentrification and restructuring. According 

to his analysis, urban regeneration can be defined as the “interdisciplinary intervention aimed 

at removing urban pathologies due to urban ‘economic’ dynamics, which is now soaring as a 

result of the globalization phenomenon” (ibid, p. 13). Despite the meticulous description of 

each model, which is mainly based on five key characters (extension of the area, relevance 

of the area, physical dimension, financial investment and social dimension), the authors 

points out some overlaps between the terms corresponding to the urban models identified. 

More specifically, comparing the eight urban models in relation to the five key factors that 
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identify them, some similarities occur between urban regeneration, renewal, redevelopment, 

revitalization and recovery8.

Within urban regeneration, for instance, the relevance of the area of intervention is of 

medium importance as well as in redevelopment and in recovery. Also the emphasis given 

to the rehabilitation of the physical structures is much low both in urban regeneration and 

in revitalization. If we consider the financial aspect, similarities can be find between urban 

regeneration, redevelopment, renewal and restructuring, which need to mobilize significant 

private and/or public financial resources, but whose extension can be considered lesser than 

the one needed for revitalization and framework. According to Dalla Longa (ibid), the character 

that distinguishes urban regeneration from other models is the social dimension. Indeed, it is 

the only urban model with a specific focus on human capital and citizens’ participation, which 

are considered the attributes with the most positive social impact on the area of intervention. 

To conclude, urban regeneration corresponds to a model whose characteristics describe 

phenomena of urban transformation in which the social component is particularly significant 

and implies a positive impact within the context in which interventions are implemented.

8 The comparison was made by assigning ordinal values to each of the five factors identified by Dalla Longa (2011). 
These five factors (extension of the area, relevance of the area, physical dimension, financial investment and social 
dimension) have been treated as ordinal categorical variables. In relation to its definition, each factor has been cate-
gorized into different quality characters to whom a value (low, medium, high) was accordingly assigned. Within each 
category, in turn, further differences of value (from 1 to 3) have been discerned which allowed to represent the entire 
spectrum of the urban models in Dalla Longa. This operation was made by means of a matrix of comparison whose 
results have been transposed on a line chart in order to directly visualize the differences between the variables. For 
further information on the matrix and the description of the variables, see the Annexes.
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Figure 10. Urban Models according to Dalla 
Longa (2011). Representation of the differences 
among models of current urban transformation 
in relation to five key fcactors.
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Future developments for housing and urban regeneration: 
a plunge into urban development opportunities in the EU

Having considered the need of integration, it is the moment to make some reflections on 

the opportunity for urban regeneration policies to be integrated with other policy sectors 

that contemplate a wide range of aspects. Not by chance, Roberts (2000) highlights that 

“[sustainable] urban  regeneration should work to a strategic agenda”. In the previous sections 

we have seen how the international debate on themes like sustainability entered the national 

political discourse and policy practices. It has also been argued that urban regeneration calls 

for the adoption of an integrated approach between the different actors and fields related to 

urban planning.

Since the programming period 2007-2013 the European Commission has fine-tuned specific 

‘Financial Engineering Instruments’ (FEI) as an innovative way of spending EU budget in an 

alternative way to the typical one of Cohesion Policy (Metis GmbH, 2013). In particular, in order 

to facilitate the use of FEIs, the European Commission, in collaboration with the European 

Investment Bank (EIB) and the Council of Europe Development Bank (CEB), created two joint 

initiatives aimed at the direct financial support to facilitate SMEs access to finance (JEREMIE) 

and promote investment in sustainable urban development (JESSICA) (ibid).

In order to facilitate sustainable urban development, during the programming period 2007-

2013 the European Commission launched JESSICA, whose acronym stands for Joint European 

Support for Sustainable Investment in City Areas (European Commission, 2014). JESSICA is a 

financial engineering mechanism that the European Commission, together with the European 

Investment Bank and the Council of Europe Development Bank, made available to EU 
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countries who want “to invest some of their structural fund allocations in revolving funds to 

help recycle financial resources to accelerate investment in Europe’s urban areas” (ibid). The 

basic functioning of JESSICA is quite simple. It essentially works in two different ways. On the 

one hand, part of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) can be directly allocated 

to Urban Development Funds (UDFs) which invest them (in the form of equity, loans and/or 

guarantees) in public-private partnerships or other projects included in an integrated plan for 

sustainable development (ibid). Otherwise, JESSICA actions can be implemented by means of 

a less direct but equally efficient system of funds. UDFs, indeed, can be distributed through 

Holding Funds (HFs) which are managed by specific Managing Authorities at the national or 

regional level. 

At this point, the step from UDFs to projects included into integrated plan for sustainable urban 

development is very short. JESSICA supports projects concerning: 

- urban infrastructure;

- heritage or cultural sites;

- redevelopment of brownfield sites;

- creation of new commercial floor space;

- university buildings;

- energy efficiency improvements.

Even though housing is not explicitly mentioned among the above points, it is relevant noting 

that integration is the main feature of Sustainable Urban Development Plans which are linked 

to projects supported by JESSICA. In other words, the integrated urban development promoted 

by JESSICA deals with the creation of socially mixed neighborhoods with mix of land uses, mix of 

housing tenures and accessibility in terms of services and transport facilities (Pierre et al., 2013). 

Actually, even if housing policy falls into the competence of state jurisdiction, there are diverse 
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Figure 11. The allocation of funds in JESSICA. 
Source: European Investment Bank.
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EU policies that impact national housing systems (i.e. social cohesion policy, competition policy, 

urban policy, environmental policy) (ibid). As well  as for JESSICA operations, Member States 

can decide to channel a part of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) to indirectly 

promote the development or redevelopment  of housing by means of specific axes  within 

the Operational Programmes (OPs). In their analysis on the feasibility of inserting housing 

initiatives into JESSICA operations, Pierre et al. (ibid) considered the four-layer structure of 

JESSICA operations suitable for financing housing projects. More specifically, the results of 

their case studies showed a greater degree of compatibility between projects concerning the 

energy efficiency and low-carbon refurbishment of existing housing and the use of financial 

mechanisms typical of JESSICA. This tendency seems to be reconfirmed by the Europe 2020 

strategy. 

Europe 2020 is the growth strategy launched by the European Union in 2010 (Europe 2020, 

2015). In order to achieve Europe 2020 goals, the EU Cohesion Policy identifies 11 thematic 

objectives for the 2014-2020 programming period, all inspired by principles of smart, sustainable 

and inclusive growth. The fourth thematic objective concerns the support to the shift towards 

a low-carbon economy in all sectors. The article 5 of the European Regional Development 

Fund Regulation N° 1301/2013 translates the 11 thematic objectives into as many investment 

priorities. More specifically, according to the text of the same article, the ERDF shall support 

the shift towards a low-carbon economy also by backing “energy efficiency, smart energy 

management and renewable energy use in public infrastructure, including in public buildings 

and in the housing sector”. Furthermore, investment priorities are made more concrete by a 

series of indicative actions identified by the European Commission and linked to the ERDF. As 

regards investments in the housing sector, some actions play a particular importance. Such are 

indicative actions which support investment in the wider use of Energy Performance Contracting 
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in the public building and in the housing sectors and energy efficiency and renewable heating 

and cooling in public buildings (Regional Policy, 2014). Energy Performance Contracting has a 

positive effect on the financial sustainability of a renovation project inasmuch it is a performance-

based procurement method through which the installation of new building systems reducing 

energy use generates utility bill savings which pay for the building renovation (ibid). Generally, 

supporting the use of renewable energy and energy efficiency in the building sector provides 

the second largest untapped cost-effective potential for energy savings and social housing. 

Specifically, social housing, which accounts for the 12% of the European housing stock and the 

20% of CO₂ emissions, has a large potential to contribute to this kind of savings (ibid). Ultimately, 

making buildings more energy efficient alleviates energy poverty and therefore contributes to 

making housing more affordable.

The connection between actions of energy efficiency renovation of public buildings by means 

of ERDF  and operations supported by JESSICA can come about only in case the competent 

authorities adopt an integrated approach. This is equivalent to say that, in order to benefit 

from the financial advantages offered by JESSICA, the projects of energy efficiency renovation 

of public buildings, and therefore also of social housing, have to be encompassed within 

Sustainable Urban Development Plans. As it has been previously explained, JESSICA offers 

the great advantage of enabling the recycling of funds. Urban Development Funds are indeed 

revolving funds investing in Public-Private Partnerships (Nunez Ferrer, 2013). In other words, 

UDFs attract private investors who work as higher leverage of public funds. The very added 

value of projects funded by UDFs is the creation of both a financial internal rate of return and 

an external economic rate of return (Kreuz & Nadler, 2010). This is due to the conception of 

a financial mechanism which include private and public investors who respectively receive 

financial gains and positive externalities, such as social or public benefit for citizens (ibid). Within 
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the framework of JESSICA, UDFs are made available only for projects included in integrated 

Sustainable Urban Development Plans that display predicted return flows and are in line with 

the objectives set out in the national Operational Programmes (ibid).

Pierre et al. (2013) presented some examples regarding the possibility to finance housing 

improvements by means of ERDF allocated to energy efficiency and the use of renewable 

energy and, after recent change of the ERDF regulation, to renovate or replace housing for 

marginalized communities. This analysis reveals that few housing projects have been already 

financed by JESSICA (ibid). The most interesting aspect which emerge from the analyzed 

projects concerns the ability of MSs in structuring Operational Programmes and including 

interventions financed by JESSICA under the appropriate thematic priority. In this regards, 

it is worthwhile recalling that every action taken within the urban boundaries should be 

compliant to the priorities set by the Europe 2020 strategy, which promotes a development 

model inspired by smart, inclusive and sustainable growth. Social housing is one of the key 

actions necessary to achieve inclusive growth. In order to measure progress in meeting the 

goals of the Europe 2020 strategy, the European Union agreed five targets (Europe 2020 targets, 

2011). The last one concerns poverty and social exclusion. In this case the target to reach is 

of 20 million fewer people in or at risk of poverty and social exclusion (ibid). To help Member 

States in meeting this target, the European Commission identified specific key actions, like 

guaranteeing access to affordable housing {COM(2010) 758 final}; {SEC(2010) 1564 final}. The 

instruments made available by the European Union in order to make such key actions more 

feasible are multiple and disparate. Under the Common Strategic Framework provided by the 

European Commission for the current programming period, each Member State can adopt 

complementary and coordinated operational programmes, through which it can implement 

urban regeneration strategies {SWD(2012) 61 final}. This can be translated into two specific 
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planning procedures: the coordination of operational measures under different mono-fund 

programmes; the arrangement of multi-fund programmes combining the ERDF, ESF and 

the Cohesion Fund in a single operational programme (ibid). In other words, the success of 

integrated urban development plans greatly depend on the ability of managing authorities in 

defining the organizational structures of the projects and in establishing sound and professional 

relationships with other authorities at the different levels. This factor shifts the attention on the 

importance of stakeholders’ networks for the successful implementation of integrated urban 

sustainable programs, including regeneration.

Conclusions

In this chapter urban regeneration was firstly referred to as an overarching urban policy. Its 

enactment comes from the evolution of urban planning practices in response to urban change. 

During the last sixty years, urban socio-demographic variations and changes in the economic 

base and employment has intensified so much that more integrated urban policies have been 

required. According to Roberts (2000), these policies evolved from the phase of reconstruction, 

soon after the second World War, until the one of regeneration, during the Nineties. Sustainable 

urban regeneration, which developed in the light of the most recent theoretical and political 

concerns on sustainable development, can be added to these phases. Urban regeneration 

practices, as well as the other phases of urban policies, can be represented by urban models, as 
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identified by Dalla Longa (2011). These models describe the different kinds of urban phenomena 

and the corresponding interventions. By adjusting the definition of urban regeneration given 

by Dalla Longa (ibid) with the considerations made by Mehdipour and Nia (2013) about the 

process of sustainable urban regeneration and the  advice given by Godschalk (2004) on the 

creation of livable communities, sustainable urban regeneration can be defined as an integrated 

urban policy propelled as a result of the globalization and aimed at solving problems of 

economic collapse, ecological degradation, and social exclusion. Urban models corresponding 

to sustainable regeneration pays focus on the social dimension of projects. This implies the 

creation of livable communities or rather of neighborhood facilities and mechanisms of land 

rent control which favors the creation of relations between neighbors and, as a consequence, 

the proliferation of social capital. Notwithstanding the definition of some key features typical 

of urban regeneration (i.e. the extension of the area of intervention, which usually applies 

to neighborhoods or suburbs), the corresponding model shares some characteristics with 

redevelopment, revitalization, and renewal. As an instance, both in urban regeneration and 

revitalization, the physical interventions are implemented as tools for reaching a greater level 

of socio-economic integration, as opposed to models referring to renewal or redevelopment. 

The categorization of current urban practices in urban models is useful in order to simplify the 

complexity of phenomena of urban change. Anyway, as simplifications, the urban models are 

not to be taken on face value, alternatively, they lapse in an extremely reductionist vision of 

phenomena.
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Figures 12-13. Kultur Wochenende at the 
Ackermannbogen e.V. (June 18, 2016). 
Members of the association and residents 
listening to the band of the neighborhood 
BoaPeng in the Kultur Passage, at Rosa-
Aschenbrenner-Bogen 9 - 11, Munich.
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The emergence of social enterprise is strictly tied to the development of “volunteer groups 

that had formed to deliver social services or provide economic activities designed to facilitate 

the integration of disadvantaged people” (Borzaga & Galera, 2012, p. 89). The formation of 

volunteer groups for the provision of social benefits is not new. For this reason, it should 

be more appropriate to talk of a re-emergence of mutual aid societies, cooperatives and 

associations after the public welfare experienced difficulties in efficiently and equitably 

satisfying citizens’ needs. The new emergence of volunteer groups is characterized by a more 

entrepreneurial organizational framework which goes along with the pursuit of social goals. 

This feature essentially distinguishes social enterprises from other non-profits organizations 

and associations.

Among the range of social services and goods that social enterprises provide and manage, the 

European Union includes social housing. According to what has been argued in the previous 

chapter, in order to achieve sustainable urban regeneration, social policies should go hand 

in hand with economic and spatial development. Within an institutional framework that 

promotes the co-operation among the various stakeholders and that fosters communicative 

and incremental planning processes, social enterprises may play a central role in reaching the 

livability of regenerated neighborhoods.

Some experiences from the USA and the EU have already proved the tendency of third sector 

organizations in taking part in urban regeneration activities. Their contribution demonstrates 

to determine successful results in terms of delivered social benefits. However, a knowledge 

gap exists in the fields of social enterprise and urban regeneration with regard to the relation 

between the entrepreneurial characteristics of such organizations and the creation of livable 

communities.
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Market economy vs. social economy

Social enterprise is a quite recent phenomenon. It has entrenched itself within the third 

sector since the last three decades. The emergence, development and re-emergence of an 

entrepreneurial spirit focused on social aims has been analyzed, among the others, by Borzaga 

and Defourny (2001), who identified and researched the emergence of social enterprise 

throughout Europe. The term social enterprise was used for the first time in Italy in the 1980s 

to indicate “the innovative private initiatives established by volunteer groups that had formed 

to deliver social services or provide economic activities designed to facilitate the integration of 

disadvantaged people” (Borzaga & Galera, 2012, p. 89). These initiatives describe the tendency 

to civic associationism which started to emerge since the establishment of democratic regimes 

(Evers & Laville, 2004). In Teasdale’s (2010) opinion, the concept of social enterprise has existed 

since the beginning of the industrial revolution and the birth of the co-operative movement. 

Thus, it might be possible to talk of a re-emergence of associationism, even if under different 

forms and organizational structures. In Europe, under the incentive of socialist currents such 

as those developed by Robert Owen and Charles Fourier, mutualist and cooperative initiatives 

spread as results of workers’ and trade unions’ associationism since the 1820s (Manzòn & 

Chaves, 2012). Anyway, the more recent development of organizations with an entrepreneurial 

nature is tied to the economic crisis of the mid Seventies and to the consequent necessity 

of searching for a third way of fixing development matters between socialism and liberalism 

(Teasdale, 2010; Defourny, 2001). Thereupon social enterprise developed also as a vehicle of 

transformation of public services (European Commission, 2014; Teasdale, 2010; Pearce, 2003). 

For instance in Italy, during the late 1980s, new co-operative initiatives emerged in order to 
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respond to unmet needs of the population and give emphasis to services of general interest9 

(Defourny & Nyssens, 2008).

The development of the social enterprise is therefore linked to the need of economic 

development or, more precisely, community development, which is the local bending of 

economic development. According to Pearce (2003), the growth of social enterprise precisely 

derives from “adopting community development techniques to work with local people to create 

local, independent, alternative structures and organizations which engage in the local economy, 

creating some jobs, providing some services and giving some elements of control over limited 

parts of the local economy” (p. 84).

As it might be expected, the first step to take in the research on social enterprises concerns the 

knowledge of the concept. Despite the innumerable studies carried out, still, this is not a simple 

task. Galera and Borzaga (2009) connect this difficulty to the meanings that the concept has in 

different contexts. Arguably the more appropriate approach to take in order to understand social 

enterprise is to draw on the scholarly literature on entrepreneurship and apply it to the social 

sphere (Martin & Osberg, 2007; Paredo & McLean, 2006). Martin and Osberg (2007) describe 

entrepreneurship as a “combination of a context in which an opportunity is situated, a set of 

personal characteristics required to identify and pursue this opportunity and the creation of a 

particular outcome” (ibid, p. 31). In their opinion this description suits also the concept of social 

entrepreneur. The element which distinguishes him from an entrepreneur that works in and for 

9 According to the European Commission, the services of general interest (SGI) are “services that public authorities 
of the EU member countries classify as being of general interest and, therefore, subject to specific public service 
obligations. They can be provided either by the state or by the private sector” (European Commission, 2017). SGI are 
distinguished into three categories: services of general economic interest (SGEI); non-economic services; and social 
services of general interest (SSGI). Within the last category, social housing is included (ibid).
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the market is the value proposition, that corresponds to a transfer of benefits to the society 

at large (ibid). Furthermore, the entrepreneur’s value proposition assumes the existence of a 

market made by people that can afford the higher price of the innovative product or service. On 

the opposite, for the social entrepreneur, it is direct to an underserved or neglected population 

with a primacy of social benefit (ibid).

The explanation given by Martin and Osberg compares with Paredo and MeLean’s definition 

(2006) of social entrepreneurship. According to them:

“social entrepreneurship is exercised where some person or group: (1) aims(s) at 

creating social value, either exclusively or at least in some prominent way; (2) show(s) 

a capacity to recognize and take advantage of opportunities to create that value 

(“envision”); (3) employ(s) innovation, ranging from outright invention to adapting 

someone else’s novelty, in creating and/or distributing social value; (4) is/are willing 

to accept an above-average degree of risk in creating and disseminating social value; 

and (5) is/are unusually resourceful in being relatively undaunted by scarce assets in 

pursuing their social venture” (ibid, p. 64).

This definition denotes the three main components of social entrepreneurship, which consists in 

identifying a stable but unjust equilibrium, envisioning the opportunity to develop social value 

proposition and forging a new stable equilibrium (Martin & Osberg, 2007). These elements, 

combined with the ability of taking direct action, inform what Martin and Osberg consider pure 

social entrepreneurship. 

Notwithstanding this clear and transparent picture of the social entrepreneur, it is worthwhile 

noting that “in the real world there are probably more hybrid models than pure forms” (ibid, 

p. 38). Social actors, indeed, tend to create hybrid models by including into their strategies 

pure forms of social entrepreneurship. This kind of behavior is attributable also to a plethora of 
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“private, autonomous institutions that are engaged in the supply of services and goods with a 

merit or general-interest nature in a stable and continuous way” (Galera & Borzaga, 2009: 215) 

and that Galera and Borzaga define as social enterprises. Thus, hybridity refers to organizations 

and entities which are not intrinsically social enterprise but that act as such. While Martin & 

Osberg maintain the existence of a pure form of social enterprise, Johnson (2000) highlights 

that it can also be defined as essentially hybrid, for it can take place in the public, private or 

non-profit sectors and it involves not-profit and for-profit activities as well as cross-sectoral 

collaboration (ibid). As Johnson (ibid) reminds, the conceptualization of hybridity implies 

that social entrepreneurship can take a variety of forms. In practice, hybridity is linked to the 

effective necessity of developing a social value proposition and gathering the resources that 

enable the social entrepreneur to reach his social purpose. In this sense, hybridity refers also 

to the business model on which social enterprises rely. Basically, all social enterprises bank on 

a mix of  revenues streams which can  be broadly distinguished into market and non-market 

sources (European Commission, 2014). Whatever the way in which income streams distribute, 

overall “public sector funding dominates the revenues streams of social enterprises” (ibid: 

7). This tendency raises concerns about the long term sustainability of the business models 

(ibid). Two consequences are deducible from this state of affairs: first of all the failure of social 

enterprises which rely too much on external (public) revenues and the possible implication in 

terms of corruption or unfair competition with other societies. These represent some of the 

side effects of social enterprises.

An additional observation has to be made on the entrepreneurial nature of the social 

enterprise. Entrepreneurship is the aspect which distinguishes social enterprises from other 

forms of associationism. It follows that, in theory, social enterprises should be connoted by 

self-determination, enterprising spirit, business structure and networking. These characteristics 



109

facilitate the arrangement of the social enterprise within the domain of Economy. Indeed, the 

social enterprise can also be construed as integral part of the resources and productive activities 

which are responsible for the production and distribution of wealth. As Economy is a wide and 

broad subject, divergences exist in the way American and European scholars interpret social 

entrepreneurship and classify social enterprises within its specific branches.

In the US, the individual character of social entrepreneurship is more accepted than it is in 

Europe, where, on the opposite, the collective nature of social enterprise has priority on the 

actions taken as a result of singular initiatives. For instance, American organizations like Ashoka 

support individuals who engage in activities with a primary social mission, while behaving as 

true entrepreneurs (Defourny & Nyssens, 2008). This seems to be the exact opposite of the 

European orientation towards the associative and cooperative forms of social enterprise (ibid).

Another divergence among USA and Europe in the study of social enterprise concerns the area 

of Economy in which they respectively collocate it. About this Defourny and Nyssens (ibid) note 

that Americans tend to stress the blurred boundaries of social enterprises, while Europeans 

put them within the bounds of the third sector. Correspondingly, also Braunerhjelm and Stuart 

Hamilton (2012) underline this different perception of social enterprise among the Anglo-

Saxon and the European economic and political traditions. From their studies it emerges that 

in Europe social enterprises are accepted as a new way of doing business that does not refers 

to the non-profit and the for-profit sectors nor to the public one (ibid). In countries with Anglo-

Saxon traditions, instead, social enterprises make part of an array of experiences connected to 

the market strategies developed by public or private sectors in order to generate own incomes 

while pursuing a social aim (ibid).

As a result of researches on the social enterprise, Pearce (2003) developed a diagram representing 

the three systems of the Economy. According to this model, social enterprises are part of the 



110

third system that, together with the first (private sector) and the second (public sector) ones, 

makes up the Economy. This third system is in turn divided into three main components: family 

economy, voluntary organizations and social enterprise. A line traverses the entire diagram by 

distinguishing trading activities from non-trading ones. The part of the third system which is 

included in the  trading side is defined as social economy and it comprises social enterprises 

and all community and voluntary organizations which are engaged in trading (ibid). In summary, 

from Pearce’s contribution it is inferable that the social enterprise is a form of economy based 

on the principles of self-help and mutuality. It concerns the production of goods and/or the 

provision of services at the aim of achieving a social purpose and it is not usually committed to 

a geographically-based membership or beneficiary constituency.

For the purposes of the present dissertation, understanding and reinterpret the different 

meanings of social enterprise is essential to infer if the actors of urban regeneration can be 

considered social entrepreneurs and vice versa. According to the definition given by Galera 

and Borzaga, it is possible to advance a hypothesis on the possibility of classifying housing 

associations as social enterprises. The first argument in favor of this hypothesis relates to the 

fact that within the European Union social housing is a service of general interest. If social 

enterprises are engaged in the provision of general-interest goods and services, consequently 

housing providers should be considered social entrepreneurs. In any event, the most appropriate 

method to examine the set of agents included within the concept of social enterprise consists in 

a further analysis of social entrepreneurship and the concerning theoretical implications.
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Figure 14. The Three Systems of the Economy. 
Source: Pearce (2003).
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Schools of thought on social entrepreneurship

While the term social enterprise appeared for the first time in Italy during the 1980s to indicate 

the activity of volunteer groups in delivering social services (Borzaga and Galera, 2012), the term 

social entrepreneurship emerged in the academic world in the US and the UK during the late 

1990s (Bacq and Jannsen, 2011). In the previous section, the concept of social entrepreneurship 

according to Martin and Osberg (2007) has been stated. This notion is also shared by Bacq and 

Jannsen (ibid), who more synthetically maintain that social entrepreneurship is the process 

of “identifying, evaluating and exploiting opportunities in order to create social values and 

using commercial, market-based resources” (ibid, p. 376). Although this definition does not 

deviate much from that provided by Martin and Osberg (ibid), it expresses the activities of the 

social entrepreneur more concretely by reducing the abstractness of the concept of pure social 

entrepreneurship and states that, in reality, social enterprises have an underlying need to hoard 

the economic resources necessary to achieve the social aim.

This need connects then to the hybridity of social entrepreneurship and the variety of legal forms 

and business models that it can take. In Crossan and Van Til’s opinion (2009), social enterprises 

are hybrid institutions operating in different sectors and along a spectrum of activities which 

need to be socially driven and economically sustainable at the same time. After having analyzed 

the literature on social economy, they devised a Theoretical Measurement Framework (TMF) 

that together with a Social Economic Continuum acts as a model to identify and inform all 

organizations involved in the social economy. The TMF picks up three main indicators to 

classify social purpose aims and objectives: descriptor variables (legal structure, business 

model, staffing, trading activities); motivator variables (the main purpose of the organization); 

behavior variables (the way in which the organization performs to meet the social aim). The 
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spectrum along which social enterprises work is envisioned as a line that crosses different kinds 

of activities, from the social to the commercial ones, including all the other forms in between. 

Crossan and Van Til (ibid) elaborated a revised TMF and Social Economic Continuum by applying 

the indicators of the TMF to not-for-profit organizations and to commercial enterprises. In this 

way they obtained a clearer profile of the social engagement of the organizations along the 

Social Economic Continuum. From this work it is possible to infer that social enterprises place 

themselves within an intermediate area of the revised model, corresponding to the Not-for-

profit and For-profit organizations outwardly and inwardly social in their behavior, respectively. 

Not-for-profit Social Commercial and For-profit Commercial Social describe all the organizations 

within the intermediate area of the Social Economic Continuum. This area includes different 

kinds of organizations that, according to the legal structure, are distinguished in community 

businesses, housing associations, mutual credit unions, charities, social firms, co-operatives, 

shareholders, family-owned and ethical organizations.

According to Crossan and Van Til (ibid), descriptor indicators such as the legal structure are 

Figure 15. The Social Economic Continuum 
elaborated by Crossan in 2007. Source: Crossan 
and Van Til (2009).
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not so useful to the definition of the significance of the social aim as the behavior indicators 

are. The two researchers treated the descriptor indicators (like legal structure, business model, 

sources of funding) as homogeneous indicators, which makes it difficult to differentiate the 

organizations along the continuum. Such indicators, however, have been taken into account 

also in other studies on social entrepreneurship and can be useful to the formulation of an 

operational definition of social enterprise.

As far as the concept of social entrepreneurship is concerned, Bacq and Jannsen (2011) 

maintain the existence of two different forms that relate to a geographical separation between 

the American and the European theoretical streams. These forms of social entrepreneurship 

correspond to the different schools of thought identified by different scholars on the same 

subject (Bacq and Jannsen, 2011; Braunerhjelm and Stuart Hamilton, 2012; Dees and Battle 

Anderson, 2006; Defourny and Nyssens, 2012; Galera and Borzaga, 2009). On the American side, 

two schools of thought exist: the Social Enterprise School and the Social Innovation School. They 

were firstly studied and classified by Dees and Battle Anderson in 2006. Their findings informed 

the research of other scholars like Bacq and Jannsen (2011) and Defourny and Nyssens (2012). 

In Europe, the EMES10 approach is the most eminent source on social entrepreneurial research 

to which Bacq and Jannsen (ibid) make reference. Also Braunerhjelm and Stuart Hamilton 

(2012) classify the definitions of social entrepreneurship on the base of the different schools 

of thought and approaches. On the European side, their work differs from Bacq and Jannsen’s 

one as they distinguished the UK approach to social entrepreneurship in addition to the EMES 

10 EMES is a research network that connects university research centers and individual researchers that work in the 
fields of social enterprise, social entrepreneurship, social economy, and solidarity economy.
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one. Bacq and Jannsen (ibid) have nevertheless carried out a valuable analysis which shed light 

on the different aspects of social entrepreneurship by applying the model devised by Gartner11. 

In the present research, the model by Bacq and Jannsen was modified in turn by integrating 

their variables and criteria on the basis of the literature on schools of thought and approaches 

to social entrepreneurship12. The literature includes also the analysis carried out by Hu et al. 

(2011), who discussed the different approaches to social entrepreneurship in a more practical 

perspective that is by explaining the relationships with the economic sectors.

The work of Hu et al. (ibid) proved to be complementary to the studies on the schools of 

thought carried out by Braunerhjelm and Stuart Hamilton (2012), Defourny and Nyssens (2012), 

Bacq and Jannsen (2011), and Dees and Battle Anderson (2006). While the latter highlights the 

differences between the American and European traditions, Hu et al. (ibid) base their analysis on 

the existence of different approaches related to the various economic sectors. With regard to the 

first type of analysis, Kerlin (2006) carried out a dedicated study. Her results are corroborated by 

the findings from the study of the different schools of thought on social entrepreneurship. This 

kind of study gives an articulate vision and grasps the different nuances between the American 

schools of thought (Social Innovation School and Social Enterprise School) and the explanation 

of the phenomenon given by EMES. The analysis can be further structured by making reference 

to some specifications useful to figure out not only the differences but also the similarities that 

11 Bacq and Jannsen adapted to social entrepreneurship the model that, in 1985, Gartner devised to describe the crea-
tion of new ventures. This model “integrates  the majority of the variable used in the field of entrepreneurship and their 
interconnections” (Bacq and Jannsen, 2011, p. 381). The variables referred to by Gartner include 1) individual features 
of the entrepreneur/s; 2) the process of setting up the venture; 3) the organization of the venture; 4) the environment.
12 Bacq and Jannsen’s model was adjusted by means of a table representing the four schools of thought and economic 
approaches to social entrepreneurship. For further information, see the Annexes.
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Europe and USA have in common in this field. The first specification concerns the emphasis 

on earned income as the main financial source in the interpretation of the Social Enterprise 

School. This element emerges particularly in the analysis carried out by Defourny and Nyssens 

(ibid), who refer to the Social Enterprise School as the “earned income” school of thought. 

This and other aspects of the same school are shared also in the UK approach. As manifold 

similarities exist between the Social Enterprise School and the UK approach, the differences 

between Europe and US in the field of social entrepreneurship become even more subtle. The 

extent of differences fades further if the analysis based on the different economic sectors (Hu 

et al, ibid) is linked to the aforementioned schools of thought. This explanation, indeed, goes 

beyond the boundaries of the different schools and clarifies how, on both sides of the Atlantic, 

new or traditional businesses tried to strike a balance between economic and social outcomes. 

As Hu et al. (2011) highlight, efforts to work for a social aim have been undertaken both by 

non-profit and for-profit associations and by third sector and business organizations.However, 

differences can be recognized in the economic approaches they relied on in order to pursue the 

social aim (namely: commercial non-profit approach, social purpose business approach, third 

sector approach and entrepreneurship approach).

The results of the present study on social entrepreneurship reveals the presence of two 

diametrically opposed approaches, that are the entrepreneurship and the third sector ones, 

corresponding to the Social Innovation School and the EMES. They differ especially in the 

emphasis put on innovation and social change on the one hand, and the social mission on the 

other. The Social Innovation School, indeed, puts a great emphasis on innovation and social 

change. For the EMES, however, the factor that informs social enterprises is the social mission. 

Basically, this divergence corresponds to the division between the American and the European 

traditions. The territorial divergences lessen if reference is made to the commercial non-profit 
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and social purpose business approaches, instead, both identifiable with the Social Enterprise 

School and the UK approach. As Defourny and Nyssens (ibid) underlined, the commercial non-

profit approach corresponds to the initial phase of the Social Enterprise School, characterized 

by the concept that only non-profit organizations employing supplementary resources from the 

private sector can be considered social enterprises. The vision of the Social Enterprise School 

evolved later on and included in the definition of social enterprise every business, both for-

profit and non-profit, which trade for a social purpose. This approach is influential in the UK 

(Hu et al., 2011), where the social enterprises are identified also as “mission-driven businesses” 

(Defourny and Nyssens, 2012) or “social purpose business ventures” (Dees, 1998). Within this 

framework, the UK holds an intermediate position, since, though sharing some similarities with 

the Social Enterprise School, it is placed within the European tradition which considers the 

social enterprise as an integral part of the social economy (Kerlin, 2006; Pearce, 2003). This 

constitutes the main difference between the European and American perspectives on social 

enterprise.

The (social) strength of housing cooperatives

Even if the research on social enterprise is still in its infancy and divided among different 

disciplinary areas (Braunerhjelm & Stuart Hamilton, 2012; Short & Moss, 2009), existent 

literature on the topic enables to delineate a clear concept of social enterprise. Anyway, 
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Table 3. Areas of work, typologies of activities 
and current routes of social enterprises. Source: 
after Pearce (2003) and European Commission 
(2014).
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before wandering into the empirical research on its role in urban regeneration processes, 

links between social enterprise activities and urban and economic development have to be 

examined. Evidence firstly come from the UK, where the term social enterprise is linked to the 

national strategy for neighborhood renewal (Teasdale, 2010). This is likely due to the stable 

merging of the co-operative development and community development (Pearce, 2003), in both 

of which the starting point is always a group of people, with a common bond like a geographical 

focus (ibid).

John Pearce (2003) pins down four areas of work of social enterprises which correspond to 

local development, working for the state, providing services to the community and market-

driven business. Within these areas it is possible to distribute the six typologies of activities in 

which social enterprises are usually occupied as they are described in the Mapping Study of the 

European Commission (2014). As Pearce (ibid) further explains, actions undertaken by social 

enterprises can be articulated in various routes depending on the way they developed and 

adapted to a changing marketplace.

Table 3 provides a classification of the areas of work and the kind of activities in which social 

enterprises are most engaged. It is a tool useful to distinguish the different areas that are not 

directly related to urban regeneration. Nevertheless, it must be noted that this categorization 

is to be interpreted as a flexible framework, inasmuch the same routes can actually be followed 

by social enterprises which work in different areas. For instance, community development is 

performed both by social enterprises working in the field of local development and regeneration 

on the base of more or less well-established practices of community planning as well as it is 

conducted by social enterprises providing services to the community and acting as civil rights 

associations. Pearce himself does note that “the categories described are not necessarily 

mutually exclusive and many, if not most, social enterprises would identify with more than 
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one” (Pearce, 2003, p. 51). As well as this routes are shared by different typologies of social 

enterprises, in the same way different kinds of social enterprises can contribute to multiple 

areas of work. It is evident that some social enterprises directly deal with urban regeneration, 

by means of community development, public-sector refugees and exit strategy enterprises. This 

does not exclude the possibility for social housing, which is more often linked to the provision 

of former public services, to contribute to neighborhood regeneration.

Furthermore, an in-depth study of the literature on social enterprise (Pearce; 2003; Gibb and 

Nygaard, 2006; European Commission, 2014), demonstrates its potentials to act on the three 

fundamentals of sustainable urban regeneration: economy, environment and equity. This 

entails that social enterprise is able to generate viable and sustainable communities. Before 

starting this argumentation, it is worthwhile to recall the link among social enterprise, social 

housing and urban regeneration.

The history of social housing is tied to the involvement of not-for profit institutions in the 

provision of decent and affordable dwellings. Indeed, after the social corporatism experienced 

in New Lanark, at the end of the nineteenth century, both in the United States and Western 

Europe, housing trusts and charitable societies were engaged in the production of affordable 

rental housing (Milligan & Gilmour, 2012). This tendency came back at the end of the 1970s, 

when housing associations and community development corporations were formally enabled 

to manage the provision of affordable housing (ibid). As Borzaga and Galera (2012) explains, 

following the effects of the early 1970s oil crisis, welfare policies failed to satisfy the increasing 

needs of citizens. Citizens groups rose as a way to remedy this situation and their development 

into social enterprises has proved to be an equity and efficient mechanism for reconciling the 

creation of economic and social value (ibid). The ability of social enterprise to manage urban 

regeneration has been reported in a recent study by Gibb and Nygaard (2006). Their analysis 



121

on a sample of 12 Scottish housing associations revealed a greater emphasis on community 

regeneration operations with a wider involvement of tenants. Anyway, the study carried out by 

Collier (2005) is more helpful in understanding the introduction of business model within the 

internal organization of housing associations. In analyzing the transfer of housing stock from 

the local authority, he found out the organizational structure of the new body. This structure, 

which is applicable to other housing associations resulting from privatization and deregulation 

policies, shows the development of commercial activities able to raise the capital necessary to 

run social housing stock. These activities acquire particular significance in the field of urban 

regeneration, inasmuch as they have direct returns on local economy. Of course, this precept 

holds for any kind of social enterprise, be it a housing association, a housing cooperative, a 

community enterprise or a community development corporation. Overall, social enterprises 

have the quality of leveraging the local economy since they can develop from local “creative 

ferment” or existing informal economic activities (Pearce, 2003). As Pearce notes, “Encouraging 

informal economic activity should be an important part of any social enterprise strategy”(ibid, 

p. 48). In this perspective, social enterprises behave as potential agents of change (Birkholzer, 

2009) through the efforts made locally in order to re-establishing the economic cycle.

Conclusions

The knowledge gap between the entrepreneurial characteristics of social enterprises and the 
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potentials they hold to create livable communities has been bridged in part. An operational 

definition of the social enterprise can be drawn from the analysis of the concept in the 

different schools of thought and approaches. The definition describes these particular kinds of 

organizations under three main aspects: the feature of the individuals; the undertaken processes 

to set up and manage social-economic activities; and the organizational characteristics. A social 

enterprise can thus be defined as an organization made up of a group of people who have 

entrepreneurial spirit and, at the same time, the will to act collectively. Its main economic 

activity is related to the pursuit of a social aim. The people who establish a social enterprise bear 

the economic risk of the initiative. In the exercise of their function, they can take advantage of 

various financial resources (income coming from trading activities, public subsidies, voluntary 

resources). However, they constitute an autonomous and independent body able to govern 

itself. As a general rule, social enterprises should work on the base of a collective or multiple 

participation model, so that membership and board can be open to all stakeholders. This rule 

is based on the precepts that decision-making power does not depend on the capital share and 

that the personal distribution of profits has constraints. These organizational characteristics 

designate as social enterprises non-profit, for-profit, hybrid organizations and traditional 

businesses like associations and cooperatives.

The study on social enterprise schools of thought and approaches has enriched the knowledge 

of this new sector of the social economy. The comparison allowed indeed to singling out 

the main characteristics of social enterprises. One of these concerns the level of autonomy, 

according to which they should be independent and alternative structures that work for the 

sake of local communities generating social values. They are presumed to play a relevant role in 

urban regeneration since, as stated in the previous chapter, the social dimension characterizes 

urban models corresponding to sustainable regeneration from other models.
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The study has also revealed that social enterprises are essentially hybrid organizations which 

can take a variety of legal forms (not-profit and for-profit) and work within each economic sector 

(the private, the public and the third sector). The flexibility of the organizational framework is 

explained by the preeminence of the social aim. On the European side this interpretation opens 

the way to cooperatives. According to the EMES, indeed, traditional businesses like associations 

and cooperatives with a core social mission are acknowledged as social enterprises. This 

statement is the result of the research carried out by the same research group in different 

European countries that allowed to identify work integration and provision of community 

services as the main fields of work of social enterprises.

Before ending this chapter, it is important to state that the definition of social enterprise should 

be taken as a point of reference in the analysis of the following case studies and that it does 

not pretend to be given any dogmatic interpretation. This definition is aimed at reducing the 

bewilderment that still exists in this field of the social economy. Since pure forms of social 

enterprises were proved to be not present in the real world, concerns may generate on whether 

to draw up a tautological concept. Indeed, more than a breakthrough, social enterprises may 

be considered the evolution of existing organizations. According to Nyssens and Defourny 

(2007), they represent a new dynamic within the third sector which encompasses both newly 

created organizations and older ones. The blurring of the sector boundaries is highlighted also 

by Dees (1998), who state that social entrepreneurs have always been, but called with other 

names. Thus, the given definition is aimed only at delineating organizations which corresponds 

to the evolution of the social dimension of entrepreneurship and to identify them within urban 

regeneration processes. 
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Figures 16-17. Playground within the 
Selbsthilfezentrum in the neighborhood of 
Westend, Munich.
Next page: Westendstrasse 74 and 74a, Munich. 
The buildings are owned by the housing 
cooperatives Wogeno and FrauenWohnen 
respectively.
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Munich, the capital of the Free State of Bavaria in the South of Germany, is a European metropolis 

of medium size, with a diversified and solid economic system and an urban environment in 

fieri and balanced at the same time as well as its population is. It is a city where past and 

present, tradition and innovation are in continuous voltage and where the global and the local 

blend into a unique and interesting mixture. The urban policy of Munich reflects this climate 

shaping an urban environment within which also small and medium enterprises can develop. 

Among these it was possible to identify private initiatives concerning the creation of housing 

communities. The interest in Munich starts from this. A city similar to other western European 

ones as far as urban change is concerned, where innovative housing cooperatives occupied an 

active role in urban regeneration processes. This chapter summarizes some characteristics of 

the urban system of the Bavarian capital as well as the urban transformations that brought out 

the housing cooperatives studied.

Munich at a glance

Munich is located in the South of Germany, just 209.9 km from Brenner and the Eastern Rhaetian 

Alps, and is the capital of the Free State of Bavaria. It has a population of 1,528,849 inhabitants 
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with a density of 4,921 inh./ km²13. The population is expected to increase by 15% compared to 

2013 into the 2030 (City of Munich, 2015). To have a complete frame of the Munich population 

it is necessary to make reference to three different territorial scales. At the macro-scale, the 

Europäische Metropolregion München (EMM) counts about 5.8 million inhabitants14. At the 

regional level, 2.5 million people reside in Munich, making it the most populated  region in 

southern Germany (Region München, 2015)15. The City of Munich is ultimately the smallest part 

of a scalar spatial planning system within which the strategic decisions of greater importance 

are made in consultation with the respective institutional levels.

A relevant characteristic of the spatial planning system, in Munich as well as in Germany, is 

subsidiarity (Hafner et al., 2007). It is the expression of a rooted political and administrative  

system corresponding to a high level of coordination and cooperation. This system is directly 

linked to the three-tiered administrative German structure: the Federal State (Bund), the States 

(Länder) and the local government districts (ibid). The latter entities are comparable to the 

cities. As Läpple (2007) highlights, the German administrative organization dovetails with a 

particular urban system where there is not any emerging global city. The German urban system 

13 Data regarding the population date back to April 30, 2016. They are available on the official website of the City Mu-
nich (München in Zahlen, 2016). 
14 The Munich Metropolitan Region covers an area of  25,548 square kilometers, almost as large as Belgium, and in-
cludes 26 counties and 6 cities. The basis for the birth of EMM e.V. were laid in 1992 when the mayors of the cities of 
Munich, Augsburg and Ingostadt signed the “ MAI-Declaration”. The association then expanded and evolved till 2008, 
when the EMM e.V. was formally founded at the aim of promoting qualitative and quantitative economic growth in 
South Bavaria (cf. Der Europäische Metropolregion München e.V., n.d.).
15 This second institutional level corresponds to the boundaries of the Regionale Planungsverband München (RPV), the 
Munich Regional Planning Association. It lies in the centre of the district of Upper Bavaria  and includes, apart from the 
City of Munich, the counties of Dachau, Ebersberg, Erding, Freising, Fürstenfeldbruck, Landsberg am Lech and Starnberg 
(cf. Die Region München, n.g.).

Figures 18-19. The eighteen planning regions 
of Upper Bavaria (above). The Munich regional 
planning area. Source: Die Region München.
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Figure 20. The Munich Metropolitan Region.
Source: Europäische Metropolregion München 
e.V.
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can be rather described as a polycentric system with a relatively flat urban hierarchy (ESPON, 

2013b). The roots of the polycentric system are deeply connected to the history of Germany, 

which, until 1871, was divided into several states, principalities, and imperial cities (ibid). Even 

the political events occurred after the Second World War did resurface these typical urban 

dynamics, fueled mainly by the presence of a capital city literally halved. According to Läpple 

(2007), the absence of a single global city where the metropolitan functions are concentrated 

represents an advantage for national development. This absence, indeed, can be one of the 

causes of the division of labor between different city-regions and the emergence of specific 

clusters of knowledge-based services (ibid). Thus, using again Läpple’s words, it is possible to 

state that “a very specific feature of the German metropolitan system is its complementary 

functional specialization” (ibid, p. 237).

The importance of “cities outside the capital whose economic and social performance is 

sufficiently important to affect the potential performance of the national economy” (ESPON, 

2013a, p.3), or rather the importance of a second tier city such as Munich is, is emphasized also 

by Evans (ESPON, 2013b). Because of its prosperous economy, Munich serves as a pacemaker 

for the whole Bavaria (Region München, 2015). Together with Milan and Amsterdam, it is one 

of the leading region for the creative knowledge in Europe (von Streit et al., 2010). Indeed, 

high-tech and knowledge-intensive industries (automotive, ICT, biotechnology, aerospace), 

knowledge intensive services (finance and insurance) and creative enterprises (media) work 

within the city (ibid).  Munich presents also environmental and recreational aspects which 

work as “soft location factors” (Region München, 2015) both for local and international 

companies who have recently relocated there. As a consequence of the prosperous economy, 

the unemployment rate is low (ibid), that is another factor which continues to attract people to 

the city. If by examining the economic situation at a macro-level the prosperity of Munich is a 
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strength, at the local level it is possible to find some negative aspects like urban concentration. 

According to the analysis of the Munich Regional Planning Association (ibid), the regional area 

presents a monocentric spatial structure, with almost the 50% of the regional population living 

within the capital administrative boundaries (ibid). Another downside of the economic and 

demographic development is an enormous pressure on the housing market (Landeshauptstadt 

München, 2009). The rent for new apartments stands at an average of €18.39/m² while the 

rent for secondly let apartments is €15.57/m² on average (Landeshauptstadt München, 2015). 

Low income households cannot afford free housing market prices therefore the need for social 

housing is high (Landeshauptstadt München, 2009). The situation has worsened since the late 

Nineties, when the Federal State of Germany withdrew from the supply of public housing (ibid). 

Currently the Munich State Capital is in charge for the provision of subsidized apartments and 

for a housing policy which assures more equity to its citizens (ibid).

In order to promote a balanced system of economic and residential development, the City 

Council works closely with the neighboring counties. Since 1998 it has been pursuing an 

integrated development strategy (Thierstein and Reiss-Schimdt, 2008) that makes it possible 

to efficiently manage the opportunities, challenges and threats that a metropolis of her rank 

usually faces. Munich is a city still in transition which is expected to incur structural changes for 

the following years (City of Munich, 2015). Social and economic factors are expected to alter in 

the next few years opening new prospects for urban  development.

The general basis for planning in Munich is Perspektive München (Munich Perspective), the 

urban strategic development plan of the city. It is made up of four guiding principles and sixteen 

thematic guidelines which outline the goals of economic, social, spatial and regional development 

for  Munich (State Capital of Munich, 2015). Overall, Munich Perspective constitutes a flexible 

orientation framework which is annually updated (City of Munich, 2015). The guidelines 

Figure 21. Relative Munich population growth 
for individual ages 2030 compared to 2013.
Source:Landeshauptstadt München (2014).
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represent stable principles of urban development that “provide a reliable framework within 

which both private parties and public bodies with an interest in urban development can make 

decisions and plan investments” (City of Munich, 2005, p. 9). Compact, urban, green is the 

thematic guideline concerning spatial development (Thierstein & Reiss-Schmidt, 2008). All the 

development and regeneration projects carried out within the jurisdiction of the city during 

the last ten years have complied with these concepts, which promote space-saving planning, 

appropriate density and short travel distances, the concentration of spatial development on 

area within the municipality together with a poly-central and mixed-use development and 

the creation of landscapes areas within the city (State Capital of Munich, 2015). These three 

concepts are transversal within the municipal planning system, therefore they apply to all 

thematic guidelines. Of course, such principles correspond to the main priorities identified 

by the City Council together with the administration departments. These priorities can be 

summarized in the following points (City of Munich, 2015):

- Mobility. Enlarging the public transit network to the entire greater Munich and conceiving 

innovative mobility concepts for the inner city (electric mobility, car sharing, e-bike);

- Innovative urban development. A blend of living and working place for people of different 

age and ethnic backgrounds; renovate the former barrack areas also at a regional scale (i.e. the 

former barrack areas in Fürstenfeldbruck and Landsberg am Lech);

- Education. Promoting equality in the school system in order to provide all children with the 

same opportunities;

- Land. In Munich, as well as in all the world biggest metropolis, availability of land and equal 

and ecological properties development is a challenge. Also in this filed, integrated urban 

planning is necessary to find a balance between the expectations of residents and the needs of 

the newcomers;
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- Affordable rents;

- Demographic change. Aging of the population, migration and weakening of nuclear family are 

still in progress with their normal social consequences such as pluralisation of lifestyles and 

individualization;

- Climate change. The Munich administration is very sensible to the theme of air pollution. For 

this reason one of its main challenges concern the reduction of CO2 emissions by 50% in 2030, 

compared to the values of 1990;

- Public space;

- Cultural urban development. A balanced urban development cannot be pursued without 

fostering the dialogue between citizens, cultural and creative stakeholders and investors.

During the years from 1998 until now the effectiveness of Munich Perspective has been tested 

by means of several model projects. The city has committed urban regeneraiton successfully by 

addressing redevelopment projects on built up areas. In this way the principles concerning the 

saving of space was fully attained. Indeed, more than 60,000 housing units have been built on 

these sites (Thierstein and Reiss-Schmidt, 2008) and new urban services have been provided, 

from transport and green spaces to retail. The urban dimension is therefore distinctive in 

Munich, a city that, in Evans’words (ESPON, 2013b), can also be described as a “Millionendorf”, 

literally a village of a million people.
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Urban regeneration in Munich

Urban renewal has always been a major concern for the Bavarian Government (Münchner 

Gesellschaft für Stadterneuerung mbH, 2015). Nothwithstanding the vibrant economic 

environment of Munich, the City Hall still plays a central role in the urban scene. Its role can be 

fairly likened to that of an artistic director who allows each actor to play on the stage, but only 

under his/her own script16. In other words, the City of Munich promotes private investors, both 

locals and foreigns, who want to develop their projects on the urban land  according to the 

corresponding Urban Development Measures while seeking also to “maintain social cohesion 

and caring attitude towards citizens through its education, social houisng and social care 

programs” (ESPON, 2013b, p.104). It intervened in the process of urban transformation started 

since the last 40 years, both in a direct and indirect way, most of the time acting as a developer 

and making available the areas and/or funds necessary for the sustainable regeneration of 

parts of the city. Funding for urban regeneration have been being provided since the late 1970s 

by means of the Urban Development Funding Program Part 1 (Münchner Gesellschaft für 

Stadterneuerung mbH, 2015). However, the interest of public officials has also been addressed 

in equal measure to safeguard the common interest. This happened through the introduction 

of a special planning tool: the SoBoN (sozial orientierte Bodennutzung) or socially equitable land 

use. This land policy model is based on the so-called one-third rule, which ensures the fair use 

of the increase in land value due to the implementation of development plans. According to this 

16 On the comparison between politics and arts or techne, cf. Arendt, 1998, pp. 199-207.



138

model, the beneficiaries of the planning retain about one-third of the increased value (Stracke, 

2011). The remaining two thirds are shared with the community and can partly concern the 

involvement in the participation in the cost of developing acces roads and public open spaces 

as well as contributing to a social infrustructure for children (Socially equitable land use, SoBon, 

2016). Finally private investors have to use one third of new residential areas for people with 

special housing needs thus contributing to subsidized houisng construction (Fiesecke, 2015). 

The SoBoN can be described as a virtuous model that ensures the public city the 30% of the 

value realized through the urban regeneration and development processes (Gibelli, 2012). 

This planning instrument is also linked to the social housing policy of the City of Munich, the 

socalled Munich Model (ibid). Within this policy frmawork the City Council approves the annual 

construciton of 2,000 social units and 1,000 flats for middle-income groups (Stracke, 2011). The 

policy is the result of the collaboration of the City of Munich and the Free State of Bavaria which  

participates equally to an annual contribution of €125,000, partly introducing also inexpensive 

relayed plots (ibid).

Schwanthalerhöhe and Haidausen are two Munich districts where the Urban Development 

Funding Program was implemented firstly (Münchner Gesellschaft für Stadterneuerung mbH, 

2015). Almost all the blocks that have been regenerated since the beginning of the program 

include social housing units thus making place also for middle-income families within the inner 

city. According to Dr. Schmid’s statement, executive director of the Urban Development Fund 

in the Government of Upper Bavaria, the redevelopment of Schwanthalerhöhe and Haidausen 

represents a milestone for urban regeneration in Bavaria (ibid). They constitute excellent 

examples of the complex interaction between the financial possibilities, substantive priorities 

and relevant stakeholders at the local level (ibid).

On the footsteps of these urban redevelopment projects, other parts of the city were completely
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re-arranged. The major regeneration initiatives span over a period of about twenty years. During 

this time, residential and economic development took two different lines within a general 

development framework in which the center and the periphery have been connected by new 

transport services and housing need was satisfied by the conversion of existing urban areas. 

Figure 22. Values within a SoBoN development 
model. Source: Landeshauptstadt München 
(2009).
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Two of these major initiatives concern the development of economic activities of supra-local 

significance in the north and eastern outer Munich areas and the creation of residential and

Figure 23. Central focus points of the Munich 
urban development strategy compact, urban, 
green. Sources: Hafner & Miosga (2007) after 
City of Munich (2005).
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mixed-use zones in the former military areas within the city. These interventions refer to the 

relocation of the airport to Freising, with the consequent transfer of the fairground to Riem, 

and the reconversion of the Ackermannbogen barracks into a vibrant and sustainable urban 

neighborhood.

Messestadt Riem is a new district which lies 7 kilometers from the old town district on the 

eastern part of Munich. It came up after the redevelopment of the former Munich airport in 

Riem. Its implementation took the shape of a large-scale urban development project where the 

City of Munich organized the roles of the various stakeholders involved in the different steps. 

The implementation of the district has taken four construction phases of which three were 

completed in 2011 (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012). The area has been devised in order to 

provide the residents with every kind of facility, from jobs and transportation to shopping and 

leisure time. The new community, indeed, developed on an area of approximately 560 hectars 

where 6,100 residential units and 13,800 jobs were planned (Landeshauptstadt München, 

2006).

Currently, in addition to the 4,750 homes already built, 12,200 jobs have been created, a new 

shopping mall, the Riem Arcades, has been constructed and a wide green park, the Riemer 

Park, with 210 hectares of green spaces, took the place of the Federal Horticultural Show 2005 

(Hogeback & Fröschl, 2014). The district, which is enclosed between the A94 highway to the 

Norht and the S-Bahn line to the South, is divided internally into two major functional areas. This 

division is drawn by the Willy-Brandt-Allee, an ample and straight boulevard whose extremities 

corresponds with the subway stops that connect to the city. To the North of this main street, 

the commercial areas, the Technology Park West and the New Fair find room. To the South, the 

residential areas and the park are located. This part is also served by bus connections to the 

eastern part of the city. Bus stops have been placed at a walkable distance from every building. 

1990

1997

2003
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This entails that every estate has a road side. Additionally, internal gardens have been realized 

for each block. The structure of the residential area, which has been developed according to the 

initial masterplan, is the result of the viability network and the green spaces that burst into the 

built environment like teeth of comb (Valentien, 1998). The final result is a pleasant environment 

with a gorgeous alternation of grassed and paved areas as it was the aim of the local planning 

department: creating an urban environment with a balanced demographic structure, similar to 

a rural settlement (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012).

The development of Messestadt Riem falls within the economic development strategy of the 

Munich metropolitan area of the 1980s concerning the relocation of the airport in the Erdinger 

Moos (Erdings Moor), a former bog between the administrative district of Erding and Freising, 

(Hafner et al., 2007). The relocation of the airport brought about development opportunities 

for the Northern metropolitan area and urban regeneration chances for Riem, the urban district 

where the stopover used to be. While the new airport area became a real job motor for the region 

(ibid), Riem turned from a small airport site into a complete, self-sufficient neighborhood and 

a specialized commercial area. The former airport, indeed, was converted into the new Munich 

trade fair centre, which was moved in turn from the quarter of Theresienhöhe (ibid). The new 

Fair of Munich was completed in 1998 and brought along a further part of the development 

opportunities for the capital of Bavaria. Anyway, the conversion of the entire area spanned the 

following 10 years and even more. Currently Messestadt Riem is an important communication 

hub for the businesses in the region while trade events attract visitors coming from more than 

200 countries interested in investment, consumer goods and innovative technologies (ibid).

As well as the most recent development projects of the City of Munich, also Messestadt Riem 

adheres to the environmental principles and concepts compact, urban, green (Hogeback & 

Fröschl, 2014). The city of Munich developed it as a model project of the Munich Perspectives 

2005

2007

2009
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(Landeshauptstadt München, 2006). The project was indeed conceived and implemented 

according to the concept of sustainability theorized by the guidelines of the City. This concept 

has been applied to the achievement of the main urban ecological, economic and social planning 

goals for Munich, namely (ibid):

- To limit the impact of structures that were worth preserving, to reuse materials locally, to 

balance recreational spaces with nature preservation and to conserve space by using the 

appropriate building density;

- To establish job opportunities for specific groups, to connect living and working spaces, to 

achieve a “budget neutral” long-term investment;

- To build social and public services up at the same pace as housing is constructed, to provide 

adequate free space for recreation, to create a typical community character and to promote 

community identification.

Since the beginning of the Nineties the City of Munich undertook a challenging regeneration 

process concerning the conversion of the former military areas within its territorial jurisdiction. 

The entire process involed the realization of overall 6,300 homes in around 270 hectares 

(Landeshauptstadt München, 2013). Ackermannbogen belongs to the first phase of this wide 

redevelopment plan.

The redevelopment area of Ackermannbogen is situated in the northern part of the inner city, 

within the neighborhood of Schwabing West and just next to the Olympiapark. The project has 

arisen under the collaboration of “countless actors” (ibid, p. 157) with different institutional and 

professional roles, among which the Free State of Bavaria, the City of Munich, the municipal 

housing companies GWG München and GEWOFAG, the housing cooperative WAGNIS and the 

residents. The redevelopment of Ackermannbogen is, indeed, part of the Development Model, 

a special programme launched by the Free State of Bavaria in 1994 at the aim of promoting  

Figures 24-29. Aerial photos of the phases of 
the redevelopment of Riem. Source: City of 
Munich official website.
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innovative approaches to urban planning and contributing to sustainability within the meaning of 

Agenda 21 (Kallmayer, 2004). Ackermannbogen is one of the twelve projects in twelve different 

Bavarian cities who was granted state funds for innovative urban development and housing 

projects (ibid). This project envisaged the construction of about 2,400 units under the label 

“ecological”, “social” and “low-cost” (ibid). Ackermannbogen is therefore a huge and aspiring 

urban regeneration project whose conclusion is not yet totally completed. Nevertheless, three 

quarters of the project area are presently finished and widely enjoyed by its residents, while the 

last quarter is under completion (Ackermannbogen, 2016).

During the Cold War Munich was one of the largest garrison city of the Federal Republic of 

Germany, with 11 barracks and 250 hectares of military land (Wendrich and Hardi, 2012). 

The neighborhood of Ackermannbogen lies on the site of the former Stetten and Waldmann 

barracks, which were respectively built in 1931 and 1934 (Crass, 2013). These barracks were 

fully in operation until 1995, when the American troops gradually withdrew (Crass, 2013). At 

that time they were used as centers with administrative and training functions for the Military 

District (ibid). After 1994, as a consequence of the end of the Cold War and a reduction of the 

Bundeswehr (the German Army), the site was abandoned and the barracks demolished (ibid). 

This represented the opportunity of converting that land to residential use and react to the 

housing shortage that Munich was facing (Wendrich and Hardi, 2012). Thus, the City took the 

chance of regenerating the area. The acquisition of the land from the City of Munich, rather than 

any other investor, had the strategic relevance of controlling the type and size of the change in 

land use and to resell the area at reasonable prices (Stracke, 2011). Having successfully applied 

to the Development Model, the City of Munich was facilitated in the acquisition of the land 

and in the demolition of the existing structures (Holl, 2012). After some consultations, in 1995 

the City Council decided to redevelop the area and in July 1997 launched a competition for the 

Figure 30 (previous page). Urban planning 
concept Messestadt Riem. Source: City of 
Munich official website.
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urban and landscape development (RIS München, n.d.). Since  then a group of local associations, 

namely Milenas, GAW, W + A + S17 and FrauenWohnen, was interested in participating to the 

redevelopment of the area (Drum, 2011).

The district developed as an integrated area in the north-western part of the city, only 2.5 

kilometers from the old town. It is situated at the outskirts of Schwabing but at a walkable 

distance from the Olympiapark. The curvature of Ackermannstrasse delimits the neighborhood 

on the North and West sides and separates it from the Olympiapark. The redevelopment of 

Ackermannbogen represents a new type of internal development in the City of Munich  (Stracke, 

2011). 

The result is a pleasant and diversified neighborhood where the quality of the built environment 

is instantly perceivable. Almost nothing has been left of the previous military settlements. Also 

sport facilities have been removed and substituted by new buildings and recreational areas. 

Only the main urban plot has been kept. The building lots, indeed, basically follow the spot 

of the former barracks. Thus, the entire construction plot is based on the original orthogonal 

structure which divides the land into four estates. These orthogonal axes were turned into 

linear green areas along which mixed use buildings and different types of housing units develop. 

At the intersection point of the linear parks a small square was built. This marks the center 

of the neighborhood, an enjoyable open space which is well connected to the surrounding 

areas. Moving from the linear park and the square to the south of the district, the central axis 

is still emphasized by the presence of the commercial area. This is both well integrated into 

17 The names of these associations are the acromyms of “Miteinander leben naturnah und sozial” (living together 
natural and social) , “gemeinsam älter werden” (becoming older together) and “wohnen, arbeiten, spielen” (living, 
working, playing) (Drum, 2011).
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the urban forest within the neighborhood and into the adjacent part of the city directly facing 

on Schwere-Reiter-Strasse. The desired mix between housing, work and leisure is distributed 

according to the nature of the areas (Kallmayer, 2004). The commercial area on Schwere-Reiter-

Strasse, infact, lies in proximity of the existing management area. A mixed use has also been 

achieved in the distribution of the apartments, where it is possible to find a mix of different 

income and household structures given by the interchange among apartment buildings and 

double detached houses (Holl, 2012). The sequence of the housing types is the result of the 

aim underpinning the urban concept, which pertains the achievement of a different social 

mix (ibid). However, the functional and typologic mixité is not reproduced in the linear urban 

weave. Indeed, the architectural composition of the quarter has a rigid geometry, especially 

on the western side. The massive block that lays on Ackermannstrasse made unnecessary the 

construction of the proposed noise barrier, that was instead replaced by makeshift glass panels 

(Stracke, 2011).

The entire neighborhood has been provided with the necessary social infrastructure. Two 

schools, kindergartens, a community center and housing for elderly have been developed. Even 

though Ackermannbogen is just next to Olympiapark, one of the main parks in Munich, green 

areas are available within the neighborhood for the needs of its inhabitants. Furthermore, 

facilities for the local supply, retail and a medical center have been recently developed in the 

south part of the area.

The neighborhood is also well connected to the downtown and the surrounding neighborhoods 

by means of an integrated transport system that relies on buses, tram and metropolitan lines 

whose stops are located at the walkable distance of ten minutes from each block.

Ackermannbogen is also a model in the field of sustainable and ecological urban development. 

Within the entire redevelopment area, the quarter North-West was chosen as the ground for 
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the experimentation of an innovative energy efficiency system. The Solare Nahwärme (Solar-

powered local heat supply) is a combination of solar energy and distant heat (Landeshauptstadt 

München, 2012). It works through three large collector roofs that power energy. The latter is 

then collected in the ground store and used to supply about 30 dwellings with heat and hot 

water (ibid).

In addition to the Development Model, which interests the entire redevelopment plan, other 

planning programs took place in Ackermannbogen. Among these, the model project “Local 

Solar” and the pilot project “Innovations for family and senior friendly neighborhoods”, the 

latter coming from the federal initiative ExWoSt (Experimenteller Wohnungs- und Städtebau) 

(Holl, 2012). Anyway, the process was initiated in force of the programm “Offinsive Zukunft 

Bayerns”, which directly applied on the north-eastern  redevelopment plot (Stracke, 2011). 

The transformation of the barracks is included within a more complex urban development 

framework started in 1992, when the City of Munich initiated an urban development measure 

for all military converison areas according to the paragraph 4, section 165 of the Federal 

Building Code (Wendrich and Hardi, 2012). In these cases, the German planning law provides 

that the federal properties have to be acquired by the City, developed and then sold again 

(Landeshauptstadt München, 2013). Thus the first actors involved within the regeneration 

process of Ackermannbogen are the Free State of Bavaria, the German Army and the City of 

Munich. They are all linked by the adhesion to the Development Model, in force of which the 

purchase agreement between the City of Munich and the other two stakeholders was signed 

(Wèkel et al., 2009). As a consequence of this agreement, the City of Munich committed to draw 

up a development plan into five years and to sell the land into the following two years (ibid). 

Then, the land had to be sold to investors who would have been able to complete the definitive 

project into further five years (ibid). Since the beginning of the planning procedure, a municipal 
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steering committee was set in order to coordinate the individual tasks, in compliance with 

the timings and costs (ibid). In this situation the City of Munich adopted a procedure known 

as pro-forma urban development measures or contractual urban development measures 

(Wendrich and Hardi, 2012). This procedure is based on the articles 165, paragraphs 1 and 

2, 169, paragraph 1, nr. 6, and 153, paragraphs 1 to 3, of the German Building Code (ibid). On 

behalf of this legislation, the City adopted a urban development statute for the conversion of 

the former barracks areas. The statute applies the principle of price reduction and provides the 

“right of first access” (ibid). In other words, under the enforcement of the article 153 of the 

Federal Building Code, the City Council decided not to make higher compensatory payments 

to the extent that the same redevelopment plan would have produced an increase in the value 

of the area. This mechanism also provided the possibility of stipulating “pro-forma” urban 

development contracts, flexible and open to possible negotiations during the construction 

phase. Drawn up in such form, the urban development statute was then approved by the Free 

State of Bavaria, who only imposed time limits to the realization of the works provided for in 

the contract.

In May 1999 the development model was presented to potential investors (Wékel et al., 2009). 

Nine out of 75 of them resulted from the proceedings (ibid). The criteria of selection focused 

on the mixture of different types of housing for a balanced and mixed population structure 

and a compelling urban basic disposition (Holl, 2012). Within this organizational context also 

the housing cooperative WAGNIS  found a place for its development proposal concerning 

housing, a café and a community center. During the phase of the land procurement, the City 

still followed the process together with developers, cooperatives and building groups made 

up by the upcoming residents. Within this climate of participation, the identification of the 

residents with the neighborhood really increased (LHM, 2012). The City of Munich indirectly 
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controlled also the implementation of the project especially by appointing a consultant and a 

facilitator from the steering committee (Holl, 2012; Wendrich and Hardi, 2012). It is important 

to notice the role of the City as a catalyst for the community initiatives. The steering committee 

was indeed entitled to regularly convening with all urban participants (Wendrich and Hardi, 

2012). These regular meetings made the urban redevelopment of Ackermannbogen a well 

coordinated process whose positive effects range from social aspects, like mutual information 

and greater involvement of the residents, to pure economic ones, as periodic control of the 

costs. As an example, it is sufficient to cite the community meetings for the development of 

the first project of WAGNIS that were specifically supported as part of the municipal initiative 

“quartiersbezogenen Bewohnerarbeit18” (ibid).

The implementation took place in four consecutive building phases (ibid), which developed 

according to a division of the project area into four main plots. The first phase concerned 

the development of 654 housing units in the North-Eastern plot. The second one occurred in 

the South-Eastern plot, where 640 housing units have been built. Finally, the Western plots 

were finalized; the northern one with 395 dwellings and the southern one, which is still under 

completion (ibid). The housing cooperative WAGNIS was actively involved since the first 

building phase of Ackermannbogen. Here it gave birth to its first cooperative project, wagnis 

1, a complex made up of four buildings with 92 flats, partly cooperatively-owned (67) and 

partly owner-occupied (Landeshauptstadt München, 2013). Of the 2,250 units up until now 

realized in Ackermannbogen (Hogeback and Fröschl, 2014), the 50 per cent was privately 

18 Literally “neighborhood-related residents work”. Under this initiative, the City of Munich makes spaces available for 
citizens to share ideas on their neighborhoods and on other questions related to living in community. This is also a way 
to foster neighborhood meetings and networks (muenchen.de).
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financed, while the other half was subsidized (Holl, 2012; Drum, 2011). Of the latter, the 

20 per cent was covered in the application of the Munich Model (Holl, 2012). Thus, in the 

aim of pursuing a balanced social mix, not only different housing types were built, but also 

various forms of housing entitlement were provided. As a result of this financial framework, a 

mixture of cooperatively- and privately-owned housing was realized (Drum, 2011). During the 

second phase of the Ackermannbogen plan, owner-occupied apartments and apartments for 

federal employee were supplied (ibid). The same flexibility has been pursued also in the third 

development phase, with owner-occupied, rented and cooperative apartments of the second 

WAGNIS project. As far as the costs are concerned, much attention has to be given to the funding 

agenda. As any other urban redevelopment process, the financing system was complex and the 

path to the appropriate financial solution not without obstacles. First of all, difficulties occurred 

in the negotiations between the City of Munich and the Federal Property Administration due to 

the fact that state assets were required to be divested only at high prices (Stracke, 2011). As a 

requirement of the same urban development measures, the costs would not have dented the 

city coffers, since funding budget was bound to urban development remedial measures under 

section 136 et seq. of the Federal Building Code (Wendrich and Hardi, 2012).
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A question of housing need and innovative solutions: 
WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS

The tendency towards community oriented housing projects started in Germany and in Bavaria 

since the Eighties (Skok, 2007). During the years this phenomenon has reflected changes in 

the society, particularly the differentiation of life forms, the shortcomings of the family as a 

support structure, the need for neighborliness and mutual aid together with the necessity of 

individuality. All these factors contributed to the concrete realization of community housing 

projects (Drum, 2011). The sound will of taking the city back and making Munich a livable place 

has been carried out by the “network housing project”, supported by the association Urbanes 

Wohnen (Knaier, 2003). This is an association that for more than thirty years has promoted 

information booths and workshops on successful housing projects in Bavaria (ibid). This attitude 

raised public consciousness and boosted the activities of self-organized and solidarity initiatives 

for neighborhood development projects.  From there to the concrete realization of lively 

neighborhoods, the path was not always smooth. Nevertheless it was marked by a serious and 

constant civic engagement to a common goal. One of the first and concrete problem faced by the 

citizens’ associations concerned the availability of land, then the financiability of the projects 

and the coordination of the various stakeholders during the different development phases. 

Through a mutual interest by the side of the public institutions and the civic organizations, that 

is by means of various forms of dialogues and negotiations, difficult problems were solved and 

shared decisions were conducted in a gradual but efficient way.

The search for affordable housing and livable neighborhood is the expression of the right to 

the city of common people in any contemporary metropolis. Finding a solution to it means 
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opening the way to political innovation in a context where urban spaces are the point of 

contention between global capital and citizens. Of course, in this competition, which most 

of the time involves big corporations on one side and middle-income residents on the other, 

citizens represent the disadvantaged part. As Sassen (2006) highlights, just the presence of 

disadvantaged people

“signals the possibility of a politics. What this politics will be depend on the specific 

projects and practices of various communities. Insofar as the sense of membership 

of these communities is not subsumed under the national, it may well signal the 

possibility of a transnational politics centered on concrete localities” (Sassen, 2006, 

p. 319).

Sassen’s words refer to a “global civil society” which is linked to the “spaces and practices 

of daily life” (ibid, p. 318). Such spaces are configured within a local context which is exactly 

the urban one. Thus the global city is the place where political and economic dynamics take 

a local shape. Within this phenomenon it is possible to see some of the contradictions of the 

contemporary city. On the one hand the leader sectors of the global capital use the particular 

resources and competences of a specific city, on the other hand disadvantaged people gather in 

the chance of taking some possibilities for a betterment. The global city is also a place where new 

transnational social forms emerge. These correspond to a collective imaginary, more basically 

to the awareness by the side of disadvantaged people, that others are committed to the same 

struggle (ibid). As a metropolitan global city, Munich is fully subject to such dynamics. According 

to Sassen, the localization of the global, together with the potential power of the presence of 

disadvantaged people, “creates a set of objective condition of engagement” (ibid, p. 317).  As in 

other German cities, also in Munich civic, private and public organizations, associations, clubs 

and action groups play an important role in shaping public opinion on urban planning (Förster 
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et al., 2015). Briefly recalling the discussion in the second chapter on the systemic perspective 

and the production of space, not only it is important to identify the actors involved in urban 

planning processes, but also to understand the influence that they exert on urban development 

through the debate about urban issues. The network analysis carried out by the Institute of 

Urban Development of the Munich University of Technology reveals that three main actors 

dominate the scene of public debate in the City: the municipality of Munich (Landeshauptstadt 

München) with its departments, the adult education centre (Münchner Volkshochschule 

GmbH) and the civic association Münchner Diskussionsforum für Entwicklungsfragen e.V. 

(ibid). According to the same research, the most frequently debated topics are city planning, 

housing and culture and they mainly focus on the city as a whole (ibid). Despite the limitations 

that the aforementioned research may present, the results indicate that the promoters of the 

debate are directly or indirectly influenced by the public interest (ibid). Based on the systemic 

perspective of the production of space, the promotion of the debate on the city originates 

additional information networks and the potential mobilization of new actors in the field of 

urban development. This analysis is, therefore, useful to understand the development of 

social enterprises or rather housing cooperatives subject matters of the research. Indeed, 

discussions on matters concerning the city, information on urban development and calls to 

urban participation might have shacked the citizens of Munich  to civic engagement or opened 

the way to existing associations.

As a matter of fact, during the late Nineties different neighborly associations and housing 

cooperatives were already present in the area of Munich. Some of them had a particularly 

proactive nature and found breeding ground in the climate of urban transformation that the 

city was facing at that time. Certainly WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS would not have 

been able to successfully realize their projects without the cooperation of public institutions. 
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Anyway each of these new generation housing cooperatives should be analyzed in relation to its 

development path and the environmental elements that allowed to realize their ideals of social 

housing within urban regeneration initiatives.

Of the three housing cooperatives studied, WOGENO is the oldest one. Founded in 1993, it 

defines itself as  the association for self-governing, social and ecological housing (Skok, 2003). 

Becker (2009) describes it as an example of a non-governmental organization that arose 

experience in consulting and development of residential projects, partly as an initiative “from 

below”. The character and the specificities of this young housing cooperative are all expressed 

within its objectives. Living in the city of Munich in a conjoint and cooperative way, without 

speculative gains but rather by means of energy-conscious construction, renovation and house 

management, by creating neighborly networks and without barriers to new membership are the 

pillars  of WOGENO (WOGENO, n.d.). Furthermore, the community use of every-day objects and 

vehicles and the support for people with different income availability are always encouraged 

(Drum, 2008). Hitherto the projects realized by WOGENO in Munich amount to twelve (ibid). 

They consist in the renewal or new construction of housing communities. Overall the cooperative 

owns and manages 200 housing units and has realized 10 commercial units (ibid). The design 

of each housing block has been conceived so that every community has enough space to share. 

Each building, indeed, presents community spaces such as community rooms, basements for 

children, workshops, community gardens, roof gardens and guest apartments (ibid). The use of 

these spaces is clearly linked to a strong and well-organized neighborhood engagement which 

implies the existence of internal arrangements for each housing communities with regard to 

janitorial work, management of the common areas and other concerns to the community living 

(ibid).

The activity of WOGENO covers both the purchase, under the co-operative law, and the 
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renewal of existing buildings and the grant of land for the construction of new blocks. The 

first projects undertaken by WOGENO, Agnessstrasse 66 and Metzstrasse 31, fall into the first 

kind of activity (Skok, 2007). In 1997 the housing cooperative took the chance of getting two 

municipal lands as leaseholds in Schwabing and in Messestadt Riem (ibid). Johann-Fichte- Str. 

12, Caroline-Herschel-Str. 25-27 and August-Kühn-Str. 12 represent the first interventions of 

new construction carried out by WOGENO (ibid).

WOGENO underpins an alternative housing policy which does not restrict membership only 

to the first hundred individuals (Skok, 2003). It also promotes permanent residential security, 

ecological buildings and housing, participation in all problems of the cooperative and good 

tenants community (neighborly living and mutual assistance in everyday life) (ibid). Since the 

first project they worked on, their activity has been an example of solidarity between tenants 

and cooperation with the public institutions. In 1995, indeed, the young housing cooperative 

answered to the call for collaboration of a group of tenants in Agnesstrasse 66 who had 

been fighting for years against the acquisition of their building by a third investor (ibid). The 

intervention of WOGENO gave them the possibility to draw public attention. As Skok (ibid) 

highlights, this project presents some peculiar characteristics that are common to the other 

cooperative housing projects in Munich. These concern:

- prompt and constant public support. The timely intervention of the City of Munich secured 

tenants with long-term rental flats. The City then granted a leasehold for the ground to the 

housing cooperative, so that WOGENO had to pay at once only the price of the building and 

defer the lease  payments for the land;

- solidarity between the community. Most of the required capital was gathered by means of 

the efforts made by the side of the whole cooperative members together with the tenants and 

some solidarity investors;

Figure 31. WOGENO Haus I, at Agnesstrasse 66, 
Munich. Façade on the south side. Source: Skok 
(2003, p. 1.01).
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- social mix. The intervention of WOGENO also allowed the preservation of the social structure 

of the tenement, the typical “Schwabinger mix”, which is made up of old ladies who have 

been living in the building for decades, artists and families with children, which were given the 

opportunity to move in the free apartments. 

WOGENO was conceived since the beginning as an umbrella organization (Dachorganisation) so 

that it could implement its aims in different co-operative housing projects (Becker, 2009; Skok, 

2007). Thus its activity is divided among decentralized operating groups, namely self-managed 

housing communities, that receive logistical and material support (WOGENO, n.d.). The roof 

organization of WOGENO is based on collective liability of buildings and neighborhoods, 

environmental and social management of the buildings, self-governed housing communities 

networked to the WOGENO structure (ibid). One of the factors that implicate the success of the 

projects of WOGENO is the support or rather the collaboration with local public authorities, first 

of all the City of Munich.

According to Skok (2007), the projects carried out from WOGENO represented an example 

for the development of other co-operative initiatives. Indeed, as one of the first new housing 

co-operative  that developed in the City of Munich, it brought along some positive elements 

that opened the way to a new co-operative era. One of these elements is the acquisition of 

municipal lands or buildings. This approach, which directly enables the regeneration of urban 

blocks by means of renewal or new construction, also presents  financial advantages such as 

the uselessness of a huge initial investment and the connection of the land price to the income 

(ibid). In other words, the co-operative does not need a huge amount of equity capital, especially 

at the beginning, since the transaction with the municipality ends in a leasehold rather than 

a purchase. Furthermore, the lease of land is anyway paid by the co-operative members in 

proportion to their available income (ibid). The positive aspects of the first WOGENO projects 
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produced a preemption on co-operatives in the acquisition of urban properties (ibid). 

FrauenWohnen developed from a group of women that aimed at taking housing stock in their 

own hands (Bundesministerium für Verkehr, Bau und Stadtentwicklung, 2006). In a city were 

the shortage of affordable housing is endemic, this represents an outstanding example. The 

activity of FrauenWohnen is so widely recognized in Germany that its projects  are included as 

indicative examples in the state research program ExVoSt, in relation to the study of the potential 

of housing cooperatives (Siek, 2014). The cooperative was granted more than one official 

recognition. One of this came directly from the Supreme Building Authority within the Bavarian 

State Ministry of the Interior (ibid). In 2007 this Body awarded the first FrauenWohnen project 

the Bayerischen Wohnungbaupreis (Bavarian housing price) for its prominent peculiarities with 

regard to the appropriation, participation and neighborly coexistence achieved by the residents 

(Oberstende Baubehörde, 2007). Not by chance, the motto “Individuality and community” 

summarizes the approach shared by the members of the cooperative (Crome, 2007). This motto 

has been translated into a balanced arrangement of common and private spaces within building 

typologies that host as many community rooms and gardens as rooms to retreat.

The first project of FrauenWohnen is the housing complex in Messestadt Ost. It is made up of 49 

apartments, of which 28 were subsidized and 21 privately financed (Siek, 2014). It is predictable 

but necessary to say that the buildings meet the expectations of the residents in terms of energy-

efficiency, reduced use of the car, neighborly relations and communication, mix of private and 

common spaces (ibid). Once again the ideas of the cooperative founders are incorporated into 

the design of the physical space. As well as the buildings built by the other cooperatives, also 

the FrauenWohnen ones have common areas, guest apartments, offices that can be rent by the 

residents and community gardens. In particular, the  condominium in Messestadt Riem expresses 

the ideas of individuality and community which have been the wishes of the members since 
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the foundation of the cooperative (Bundesministerium für Verkehr, Bau und Stadtentwicklung, 

2006). There the buildings develop around a green courtyard overlooked by apartments with 

loggias. These elements give the structure a sense of permeability which is further emphasized 

by the fact that all the spaces are barrier-free (Oberstende Baubehörde, 2007). 

Since the beginning of its activity FrauenWohnen was open to collaboration with other 

cooperatives and actors working for the urban development in the City of Munich. Indeed, in 

2000 it took part to the workshop organized by the coalition housing project in Schwabing West 

(Siek, 2014). Because of the high price of the land in that area, FrauenWohnen had than to leave 

the coalition. In 2003 and 2009 the cooperative took the opportunity of building on municipal 

lands, in Messestadt Ost and in Westend (ibid). The project in Messestadt Riem was financed 

by the cooperative equity to the extent of about a quarter and for the remaining part by bank 

loans and urban development loans for a total of €7.6M (ibid).

Notwithstanding the support from the City Hall, FrauenWohnen projects would not have been 

realized without significant financial contribution of the residents (Crome, 2007). The financial 

sustainability of the projects is ensured by the particular cooperative membership system. 

In order to acquire membership, the aspiring member must submit a share of €1,100, which 

will not accrue annual interest, and mandatory housing-related shares which depend on the 

apartment size and the income level (€400 to €870/square meter of living space)  (Siek, 2014; 

Crome, 2007). The total investment oscillates between €18,000 and €65,000 (Crome, 2007). 

This amount is paid in installments before the move-in (Siek, 2014). For the parking spaces 

one or two additional shares are to be submitted (Crome, 2007). The final net cold rents shift 

between €10 for privately financed and €5.25 for supported housing while rent for parking 

spaces is fixed at €50/month (ibid). Within  FrauenWohnen buildings there is space also for 

subzided houisng. Women who entitled to a unit of this kind must have a specific permit (Siek, 
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2014) which is valid only for one year (ibid). Their shares are financed by a cooperative bank and 

repaid in thirty years through monthly rents, which are not profit-oriented (ibid).

As it might be expected, there is a very hard work behind the implementation of every project 

of FrauenWohnen, especially for the first one in Messestadt Riem. First of all the cooperative 

members had to firmly agree the meaning and the purpose of the project and also to make 

evidence of the capacity to effectively do it (Crome, 2007). As the project progressed, 

FrauenWohnen had to cope with numerous other challenges, such as spreading the project idea 

and making clear the things which set FrauenWohnen apart from other emerging cooperatives 

that started the first projects around the same time; advertising a sufficient number of 

members who were willing and able to make the necessary deposits; finding a bank to finance 

the construction project and a solution for the financial coverage of the construction period 

(interim financing); being sure that members with low income received a certificate of eligibility 

for public housing and the authorization to obtain one of the subsidized apartments after the 

building completion (ibid). The real challenge was to overcome a funding gap of €40,000 due to 

missing deposits for non-assigned apartments (ibid). The cooperation with the City of Munich 

was at that point more than necessary. The initiative came from the same FrauenWohnen which 

proposed the Municipality the award of a low-interest loan or a preliminary payment of the 

land price coupled with a gradual pay-off (ibid). The argument for such, hitherto unusual form 

of support mainly considered that the necessary deposits for subsidized apartments lacked 

(ibid).

Ultimately, behind the apparatus that was essential in order to make things done, the bond 

between all the members of FrauenWohnen, the proximity and the cooperation between the 

executives and the residents, can be considered the key to success of this cooperative. It is 

intuitive to assume that the idea of solidarity cooperation promoted and accomplished by the 
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cooperative is the element that has firmly joined members in the effective pursuit of a common 

goal. As the historian Annerose Siek (2014) noticed, neighborliness and solidarity are the 

priority of the women who live in Messestadt Ost. By directly experiencing the neighborhood 

and its inhabitants, she could maintain that Messestadt Ost is a community of equal people 

who created the right balance between living in community and privacy. This is probably due 

to the homogeneity of the community, which is made up mostly by single women who had 

the joined wish to step out of the anonimity of the big city, collect and give security as well as 

showing tolerance towards lesbian women and solidarity to single parents (ibid). This climate 

reflects clearly, one of the aim of the cooperative which is the creation of “Elective Affinities” 

(Oberste Baubehörde, 2007).

The first project of WAGnis at Ackermannbogen was developed around Rosa-Aschenbrenner-

Bogen. The composition is made up of five- to six-floors outer rows that border the individual 

buildings within the complex while creating a noise barrier (Holl, 2012). In the southern part 

of the plot, four-story rows rise up and alternate with two- and three-story smaller units. The 

typological mix that characterize the entire area is here retreaceable in the alternation of 

different housing types: semi-detached house, terrace house, row of houses linked together 

with private garden (ibid).

In both the buildings of wagnis 1 and wagnis 2 it is possible to find the material transposition of 

one of the fundamental principles of the cooperative. Living and working in community is a real 

chance which can be accomplished within the manifold community spaces. Both the buildings, 

indeed, have multi-functional community- and workspaces, community gardens, roof terraces 

and guest apartments. The building complex at Rosa-Aschenbrenner-Bogen also has a coffee 

bar and a family and youth club and a play- and cultural passage.

WAGNIS developed into the current housing cooperative in a gradual way, passing from a 
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community organization to other kinds of institutions.  Three legal forms synthesize its most 

relevant phases. Initially, those who were interested in taking part in the redevelopment of 

Ackermannbogen gathered together by creating an association. As a consequence, WAGnis 

eV was born in December 6, 1999 as the body responsible for the community provisions of 

the first building phase (Drum, 2011). It had a formal role in the project. Material resources  

for temporary facilities were borrowed from Urbanes Wohnen eV, which supported the early 

formation of the association (ibid). In a second phase, during 2008, WAGnis eV joined the 

association “Forum Schwabing am Olympiapark”, giving birth to Ackermannbogen eV (Holl, 

2012). Since the beginning its main task was the organization of the neighborhood meetings 

(ibid). Currently, Ackermannbogen eV and its Nachbarschaftsbüro play an important role for the 

organization of all the activities for the residents (ibid).

Conclusions

The spatial planning system of the city of Munich is characterized by coordination and 

cooperation at different institutional levels.

Under the socio-economic point of view, Munich is a prosperous city which attracts workers and 

investors from the rest of Germany and of the world. A negative side of this prosperity is the 

urban concentration. Economic and demographic development, indeed, causes an enormous 

pressure on the housing market  within the administrative boundaries of the city. In spite of 
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the efforts made in order to promote a balanced development strategy at the regional level, 

Munich still presents a monocentric spatial structure with consequent high prices for rents.

The spatial development of the city is compliant to development concepts which promote 

space-saving planning, poly-central and mixed-use development and the creation of landscape 

areas within the city. By means of Munich Perspective, the city’s strategic development plan, 

since 1998 the regeneration of built up areas and the provision of housing and urban services 

have been carried out, while taking into account the original urban dimension. The City Hall 

plays a central role in promoting the projects of private investors and in safeguarding the 

common interest. One of the field in which the municipality works as an artistic director is urban 

regeneration. By collaborating with other institutions at the local/regional level, it fostered both 

small and punctual interventions within historical neighborhoods (i.e. Schwantlerhöhe and Au-

Haidausen) and large-scale regeneration projects (in the specific Riem and the former barracks 

areas). The latter task is carried out also by means of a specific land use planning tool, the 

SoBoN, or socially equitable land use. It was applied also to recent urban regeneration schemes, 

in the specific Ackermannbogen and Messestadt Riem.

As many other contemporary cities, since the Eighties also Munich has experienced a 

tendency towards community-oriented housing nurtured by a serious and constant civic 

engagement. Then urban spaces became the point of contention between big corporations 

and middle-income residents. Notwithstanding, the role played by the Munich private and 

public organizations, associations, clubs and action groups in shaping public opinion on urban 

planning opened the way to proactive neighborly associations and housing cooperatives such 

as WOGENO, FrauenWohen and WAGNIS, who also participated in social housing and urban 

regeneration projects.

Munich presents the contradictions of many other global cities, places where global market 
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operate and where, at the same time, small and medium enterprises find breeding ground to 

develop.

One of this concerns the processes and the uses according to which the production of urban 

spaces is carried out. Indeed, while there is a long tradition of urban participation and civic 

engagement, the city has a central role in shaping urban development. This factor together 

with the urban environment backing information on city planning and citizens’ participation 

influenced the development and the behavior of the new housing cooperatives.
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Social housing, urban regeneration and social enterprise, the main themes of the present 

research, make reference to a common domain, that is the contemporary city, a place where 

the urbanization processes, or rather the urban transformations, took a global dimension under 

the push of “astonishing global integration of financial markets” (Harvey, 2012, p. 12). In the 

previous chapters, social upheavals and changes in the living style of citizens caused by urban 

transformations have been briefly recalled. If these transformations, which according to Harvey 

(ibid) correspond mainly to polarization in the distribution of wealth, to displacement and to 

dispossession, on the one hand, caused the increase of poor and marginalized world population, 

above all in developing countries, on the other they also provoked a rise in the number of 

vulnerable people. The latter tendency is more common in the cities of the developed countries. 

Here the neoliberal urban policy is usually well mixed within democratic governments and, in 

spite of the reduced rate of de-commodification of welfare (Esping-Andersen, 1990), it is more 

difficult to identify the necessary needs useful to live a decent life. The case of Munich adapts 

to in-depth considerations on the meaning of living and building the contemporary city. As 

presented in the previous chapter, as well as other European cities, Munich is affected by the 

socio-economic phenomena of the globalization, while it is also able to develop appropriate 

answers to the stimuli of local development. Such answers corresponds to specific elements 

that characterize the peculiarities of the Bavarian urban environment. This chapter focuses 

on the models of urban governance, the housing policy, the participation processes, and the 

development of the social entrepreneurship that emerge from the case studies. The abstraction 

of these particular elements can represent a useful basis of comparison in respect to other 

urban realities.
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Housing programs as trade-offs for a compact city

Housing programs and policies fall within land-use management activities carried out by 

local authorities. As Quigley and Rosenthal (2005) highlight, the “traditional rationale for the 

regulation of land uses in urban areas is the promotion of economic efficiency through the 

control of external effects” (ibid, p. 76). In order to eliminate externalities, both physical and 

fiscal19, public authorities use zoning laws as mechanisms that create an “artificial scarcity” 

(ibid) and generate higher housing prices (O’Sullivan, 2012; Quigley and Rosenthal, 2005). 

Nevertheless, land-use regulation is unavoidable since, as Yiftachel (1998) does note, urban 

planning provides a response to the lack of societal control and order that may result in chaos 

and anarchy. Every city manages public space and regulates the enjoyments of private lands 

according to its specific development needs and responds to the failures of housing markets 

on the base of the approach that the corresponding states adopt in the allocation of social 

housing. As stated in the first chapter, German housing models correspond to the targeted 

approach for the provision of social housing. The city of Munich does not deviate from this 

model, since, although the free market is considered the main tool for the fulfillment of housing 

needs, specific housing programs are developed and targeted to households who cannot find a 

decent home at affordable prices.

19 On the rationale for land use zoning cf. Quigley and Rosenthal (2005) and O’Sullivan (2012).
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The main challenges that the Munich local authorities have to face concern the increase of 

population coupled with the availability of minimum land which consequently causes a strong 

settlement pressure (Schaller et al., 2016). Evidence of this situation is shown by the average rent 

prices, both for newly constructed and re-let units, which respectively amount to €18.39/sqm 

and €15.57/sqm (Landeshauptstadt München, 2015). The City of Munich has been registering 

an upward trend in housing prices since 1995 with comparatively higher rents in the city center 

(ibid). The Munich Department of Urban Planning and Building Regulation is keen to point out 

the long-standing and ever-intensified efforts of the state capital in creating and maintaining 

affordable housing without which housing prices would have been even higher than the current 

ones (ibid). Such efforts have been carried out by means of an active housing policy and the 

use of fiscal instruments like supply-side subsidies. The City of Munich pursues these tasks by 

means of well-structured housing policy and land use regulations. To this aim it makes use of 

specific tools like the action program Wohnen  in München (Living in Munich), the sponsorship 

program for social housing München Modell (Munich Model) and the system of equitable land 

use planning SoBoN. 

Living in Munich is the Munich action program that, since 1989, has been devoted to the 

creation and maintenance of living spaces (Wohnungsbaupolitik, 2016). Thus, it represents the 

continuation of the previous action plans Living in Munich (1989), Living in Munich II (1994), 

Living in Munich III (2001) and Living in Munich IV (2006), which were specifically devised in 

order to face down the tense housing market conditions (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012). 

Within the current programming period, which spans over the years 2012 and 2016, the City 

planned to allocate €800 million to Living in Munich V (Landeshauptstadt München, 2015). It is 

worth to highlight the perseverance in the pursuit of this policy that brought to the completion 

of  more than 51.000 residential units over the last 10 years (ibid). Among these 15.000 were 
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subsidized housing (ibid). That perseverance is still motivated by the projection on population 

and employment of the Department of Urban Planning and Building Regulation which foresees 

an increasing tension on housing market (Wohnungsbaupolitik, 2016). The City of Munich has 

estimated a housing need of 7,000 units per year (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012). Three 

elements have contributed particularly to the increase in housing prices in Munich. Since 1989 

new housing units have been built at high construction rate, causing an increase of 2.2% p.a. for 

re-lets in pre-war buildings and of 1.5% p.a. for post-war buildings, which added to an already 

high basis (ibid). A second element is represented by the constant raising of the land prices 

since 2010 (ibid). On the other hand, more recent data show a lower construction rate that 

heightened the housing shortage bringing about an increase in newly constructed and re-lets 

rents (ibid). Apart from a quantitative problem, the Munich housing market faces challenges 

related to the ageing population, the climate change and the social polarization (ibid). In order 

to deal with these issues, the City of Munich decided to keep the pace of 1,800 subsidized 

housing units per year in Living in Munich V (ibid). The structure of this municipal housing 

program consists in four subprograms with different contents, regulators and target groups. 

Both the subprograms A and B (KomPro/A and KomPro/ B) are directed to the construction of 

subsidized housing units; the modernization of housing for low-income people, couples, single 

parents and families with children; and the retention of inexpensive rents through long-term 

fixed occupancy (Landeshauptstadt München, 2009). The other two main groups within Living 

in Munich V are represented by the subprograms C and BR, which concern accommodation 

to homeless people for a limited period of time and the acquisition of occupancy rights in 

existing housing respectively (ibid). The sub-program A finds its legal basis in the article 11 of 

the Bavarian Housing Promotion Act (BayWoFG) which represents the adaptation of the former 

subsidized housing scheme under the German law governing the construction of housing and 
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family accommodation. It was introduced in 2001, within the context of Living in Munich III. This 

program is directed to supplement income-oriented assistance by providing subsidies aimed 

to rent property for low-income households. KomPro/A is therefore targeted to lower income 

people so that, as an effect of the awarded grant, they are enabled to afford the required 

initial rent (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012). The role of the Munich Department of town 

planning and building regulations is focal to this program since it works as the local agent for 

builders and property owners who want to apply. For this reason the commitment by the 

side of the City Council is constant and aimed at avoiding possible phenomena of segregation 

and concentration of areas  for sub-program A. It is a fact that KomPro/A is not attractive but 

for municipal companies which, until 2012, have been the only ones to apply it (ibid). As a 

consequence, the City of Munich decided to implement the same program in Living in Munich 

V in combination with the Munich Model-Rent, so that as much normal distribution of the 

pertaining social structures can be obtained (ibid). Also the sub-program B replaces a part of 

the former state housing policy by supplementing the dwindling number of state-subsidized 

flats targeted to people in accommodation emergency (ibid). This program is carried out by 

the Department of Social Services, to whom 125 flats are made available yearly on a long-term 

basis and with guaranteed rights of direct occupancy. The sub-program B provides also one year 

of individual support for households by means of the socio-pedagogical integration support 

program. Both the KomProm/A and the KomPro/B are targeted to people and households whose 

income is included within the threshold specified in the  article 11 of the Bavarian Housing 

Promotion Act20. In the sup-program C, KomPro/C, the final aim is to enable people who live in 

20 The highest income limits are determined at €1,900 for one-person household, €29,000 for a two-person household, 
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guesthouses or emergency accommodation to move to a long-term rented apartment with a 

tenancy agreement. In most of the cases, this corresponds to an application for the sup-program 

B. Actually, the KomPro/C provides housing for a maximum of six months or rather the time 

between the egress from the guesthouse and the admission to a rented apartment. During this 

time the users can benefit from social supports. Twenty-five flats per year are made available in 

a clearing-house for the implementation of the project. One example of clearing-house recently 

realized in Munich is the Orleanstrasse 17. The project was accomplished in October 2005 by 

the MGS, the Munich Society for Urban Renewal. This small-scale rehabilitation project is an 

example of how punctual interventions in the consolidated urban fabric may constitute an 

opportunity of urban regeneration. The building in Orleanstrasse, indeed, took the place of a 

vacant area between two residential buildings which was formerly used as a parking space. The 

six-floors apartment building produced environmental values besides it satisfied the social aims 

which were at its base. The project was entirely financed by the KomPro/C. In the perspective of 

supplying temporary housing together with the necessary social facilities, thirty-two dwellings 

were realized. Internal spaces are designed in order to accommodate men, women or families 

with children for a total of sixty residents. Different housing typologies have been developed, 

from single-room apartments to three- or four-rooms apartments, while offices, lounges and 

sanitary facilities have been arranged at the ground floor. As far as the urban design is concerned, 

the project contributed to the completion of the street facades and the requalification of the 

space within the block through the creation of a common open space. Both the KomPro/B 

and the KomPro/C provide subsidies for the development of new rented housing resuming the 

additional €6,500 for each person accruing to the household.
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former program for housing construction of the Federal State. For the sub-program B a specific 

financial scheme is envisaged, according to which a minimum of 25% is paid by the owner, 

Table 4. Income limit for purchasing organization 
in the Munich Model for Home-ownership 
and in the socially equitable land use (SoBoN). 
Source: Landeshauptstadt München (2016b).
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another part is funded by means of a first-rank loan from the capital market and the last one 

is subsidized by the City of Munich (Landeshauptstadt München, 2009). Buildings built under 

the sub-program C are usually financed in a way that facilitate their conversion into buildings 

of the KomPro/B type. The difference between KomPro/B and KomPro/C lays on the City’s 

departments in charge of the approval and the payment of the subsidies. These tasks are up to 

the Department of Urban Planning and Building Regulations and the Social Services Department 

respectively for sup-programs B and C. The fourth program under the framework of Living in 

Munich is the KomPro/BR. It started in 2006 after the decision of the City Council concerning 

the acquisition of occupancy rights. This program was sponsored from the beginning by the 

German Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Affairs and was carried out as part of the 

national research project on experimental housing development and town planning, that is 

ExVoSt. The initial aim was that of supporting affordable housing without building new units. In 

the implementation of this program, the City of Munich works as an intermediary between the 

housing companies and the targeted groups. In other words, the City acquires new occupancy 

rights in existing private housing and renews occupancy rights for vacated flats in council 

housing. Also in this case, the target groups meet the requirement of article 11 of the BayWoFG.

The Munich Model is the municipal housing construction program for middle-income families 

and families with children in Munich (Landeshauptstadt München, 2016b). The supply is 

conceived for the commuters or rather the people that live out of town but have their job 

in the inner city (ibid). People who work at least since three years in the downtown have the 

qualification to access the program (ibid). Families with children are required to live and work 

in Munich or in the Munich Metropolitan Region since one year (ibid). The Munich Model 

promotes both housing ownership (München Modell-Eigentum) and rent (München Modell-

Miete) (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012). The Munich Model for Housing Acquisition can be  
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applied to single residential areas and units or to entire development areas. To the first case, 

the Munich Model for Home-ownership (München Modell- Eigentum) applies. By means of this 

program, few dwellings within the city or privately financed housing estates are made available 

for low- to medium-income families, quite precisely to families with children and single parents. 

The purchasing price of the apartments lies between €2,800, €3,000 or €3,200 per square 

meter of habitable surface. The exact pricing depends on the income group of the purchaser 

household as reported in the Table 4. The price can be higher  (€50/sqm to €100/sqm) for 

buildings with special high energetic standards. The acquisition of a subsidized property from 

the Munich Model for Home-ownership is connected to the condition that the housing unit will 

be used for 20 years and will not be sold. Insofar as the income limits are observed, financial 

assistance can be received from the Bavarian Interest-Rate Subsidy Program of the Bayerische 

Landesbodenkreditanstalt (BayernLabo), the Bavaria credit institution for housing promotion.

The Munich Model for Rent (München Modell-Miete) was introduced in 2001 within the 

framework of the action program Living in Munich III (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012). Its 

main aim is promoting the construction of affordable units to be rented. For this reason socially 

bound land of the City of Munich is awarded to developers at the uniform, location-independent 

price of €375/sqm, free of development fees (Referat für Stadtplanung und Bauordnung, 2016). 

The resulting units have to be rented at 20-25% below the standard rental prices (ibid). The 

same conditions are provided also for cooperatives that want to apply to the Munich Model-

Cooperatives (München Modell-Genossenschaften). This last version of the municipal housing 

construction program entered into force in 2001 just to support the young cooperatives 

WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012).

Besides Living in Munich and Munich Model, which represent the main fiscal instruments for 

the support of social housing, the City of Munich developed a specific land use planning tool, 
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that is the SoBoN. As it was touched upon in the previous chapter, the SoBoN ensures the 

implementation of social housing also within private development or re-development projects. 

More specifically, it corresponds to the possibility to acquire well-priced properties on private 

areas on which the Munich Model for Home-ownership or for cooperatives can be consequently 

applied (Landeshauptstadt München, 2016c). The socially equitable land use is therefore linked 

to the other tools of the municipal housing policy, since the same areas made available for this 

specific regulation may be subjected also to the construction of subsidized housing under the 

Munich Model.

The Münchener urban policy

The fulfillment of urban transformation projects entails the adoption of more or less complex 

procedures through which the involved actors interact and deal with the necessary spatial 

planning tools. As far as the conversion of the former military areas is concerned, the City 

of Munich drew on a specific and complex process, linked to housing policies and to the re-

emergence of cooperative housing. Soon after the release of the military areas, in 1992 the 

City Council decided to institute the proceedings for the adoption of the urban development 

measures – Städtebauliche Entwicklungmaßnahme (SEM) – referred to in §165 of the Federal 

Building Code. Since the areas quit by the Army would have been brought to the market, in 

Munich as well as in other German cities, SEM was used as an instrument against the speculation 
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and the simultaneous housing shortage. For this reason, the transfer of the barracks from the 

Federal Property Administration to the local authorities was largely fostered. During this process 

institutional networks formed. They have been quite useful to link the active participants and 

to supply ever current and reliable information for all relevant subjects and political areas. 

One of the most important body within the network was represented by the research group 

AKSEM (Arbeitskreis SEM21), which resulted from the initiative of some large cities – namely 

Munich, Nuremberg, Augsburg and Karlstadt on the Main – , the Bayern Association of Cities22 

and the Center for Urban Development of the Supreme Building Authority within the Bavarian 

State Ministry of the Interior (Landeshauptstadt München, 2013). Also the work of ARGEBAU 

(Arbeitsgemeinschaft der Bauminister von Bund und Ländern23) was relevant to the application 

of SEM (ibid). According to Andreas Distler, emeritus Supreme Building Authority of the 

Bavarian Ministry of the Interior, the link between AKSEM, ARGEBAU and other small loops 

of the network brought many benefits to large-scale projects like SEM and urban conversions 

(ibid). This network, indeed, fueled the creation of personal contacts and the consequent 

transfer of knowledge (ibid). In other words, representatives from the involved municipalities 

had the opportunity to receive some technical advice like the ones concerning the evaluation of 

the barracks, the sale price or the attorney’s fee for the legal procedure (ibid). 

21 Research group for the urban development measures.
22 The Bayern Association of Cities (Bayerische Städtetag) is a public body who advocates the interests of cities and 
municipalities against other interest groups. It was founded in Munich in 1896 and it still works in order to keep its 
members informed about all local processes and developments (bay-staedtetag.de).
23 Working group of the Secretaries for Housing and Urban Development of the Federal State and the Countries.
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The conversion of the former barracks started with the acquisition of the related areas. The 

transaction engaged the City of Munich, the Federal Property Administration and other specific 

bodies purposely created to facilitate the transaction, such as the ‘Society for Development, 

Procurement and Operation’, which was founded by the Federal Department Development & 

Marketing in 2000. Its  main tasks concerned the selection of the properties of the Federal 

Armed Forces to develop and to put on the market and to agree the adoption of the costs and 

burdens of a SEM. During the phase of the acquisition, the principles of the reduction of the 

price were put into effect. These correspond to budgetary statements on the federal budget 

regulation, which should enable the local authorities to acquire and develop large areas on 

a municipal level. The principle of price reduction was combined with the §166, par. 3, of the 

Federal Building Code, which was specifically used by the City of Munich in order to enact the 

so-called Als-ob-Maßnahmen (Pro-forma measures) and the municipal right of first access to 

the areas freed by the Federal State. The price reduction worked in way that the impact of 

the urban development measure, as well as future planning considerations, did not influence 

the value of the properties transferred to the city. The acquisition price was determined after 

the seller, or rather the Federal State, was charged for the fifty percent of publicly subsidized 

housing, the preparation of infrastructure costs, the abandonment of the public facility areas, 

the allowances for transport as well as the compensation areas after the SoBon principles. 

As a result of the application of those measures, the Panzerwiese and the Waldmannkaserne 

were acquired, respectively in 1994 and 1996. Until 2004 the remaining barracks were 

acquired according to the same process, where the City of Munich and the Federal Property 

Administration were the main actors. A little change in the involved actors occurred in 2005, 

when the Institute for Federal Real Estate replaced the Federal Property Administration. The 

acquisition formalized the release of each property. Afterwards, the demolition and the re-



184

use could be accomplished. Between these two phases, a temporary use was implemented 

in some of the former military estates within the city. That action came after the initiative of 

political parties, artists, contractors and members of the community who wanted to subtract 

the former military zones to the threats of vandalism and were willing to benefit from their 

potential uses while avoiding their dereliction. As a result, the former Funkkaserne and the 

Bayernkaserne became workshops for artists – Domagkateliers – and a reception centre for 

immigrants respectively. The organization of the temporary uses was the responsibility of a 

working group who formed in June 1993 after the cooperation between the Army, the Federal 

Border Guard, the Technical Emergency Relief, the State Building Department, the Urban 

Planning Department, the Urban Economy Department, the Municipal Department and the 

Regional Finance Office. Under the financial aspect, the temporary uses worked by means of a 

leasing of the affected areas granted to a general renter.

In the case of Munich, the entire SEM process was managed by a specific urban development 

agency set within the Department of Urban Planning. This body is known as AK-SEM (Arbeitskreis 

Städtebauliche Entwicklungsmaßnahme) – literally Working Group for the urban development 

measure – and it worked as a control team. Its main tasks concerned the organization of the 

financial scheme, the control of the costs, the development of the plans and the drafting of the 

statute and the regulation. The financial scheme and the control of the costs were executed 

according to the §§136 ff. of the Federal Building Code. The enforcement of this law issued 

from the decision that the urban development measure for the conversion of the military areas 

should have not weighed on the municipal budget but on the Urban Rehabilitation Measure24  

24 According to the Federal Building Code (Bau GB), the Urban Rehabilitation Measures are actions taken at the aim of 
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referred to in the aforementioned articles. The execution of the measure was instead 

improving or transforming an area which presents deficits. These measures can be applied only when there is a public 
interest. Their implementation include preparatory investigations, the drawing up of a social plan, public participation, 
formal designation of the rehabilitation area, infrastructural and building measures. In the normal procedures, property 
owners are also required to contribute to financing through equalization contributions (Pahl-Weber & Henkel, 2008, 
pp. 267-68).

Figure 33. The conversion process of the former 
military areas in Munich.
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entrusted to a control group (Lenkungsgruppe) which met every two months with all parties. 

This group, which referred to the same Department of Urban Planning, administered the 

acquisition, managed the regulatory measures and the related production.

As a matter of fact, the urban development process adopted for the conversion of the former 

military areas denotes integration between different departments within the City of Munich 

and cooperation between the local, the federal and the state levels of government. Besides, the 

local legislators hasten to add that public participation in the urban development processes has 

been an important concern before the conversion of the barracks (Landeshauptstadt München, 

2013). 

As stated within the second chapter, participatory planning is considered one of the main 

elements of sustainable urban regeneration. Citizens’ participation to urban planning is a 

principle asserted by many local statutes and a practice fostered and expected to be followed 

by democratic (local) governments. Also the City of Munich promotes participatory models, 

firstly by means of public participation to land use plans, which is applied pursuant to the Article 

3, paragraphs 1 and 2, of the Federal Building Code. According to these rules, citizens are to be 

informed about the general objectives and purposes, the possible alternatives and anticipated 

effects of city planning as well as the construction plans since the early stage of the planning 

procedure. Information is specifically provided on the Official Gazette of the State Capital of 

Munich, on local newspapers (i.e. the Süddeutsche Zeitung and the Münchner Merkur) and on 

the official website of the City of Munich (Information zur Bauleitplanung, 2016). All citizens 

have the opportunity to become aware of the contents of the plan by examining the draft 

copies submitted to the Department for Planning and Building Regulations, the local districts, 

the city libraries and the specific area on the official website of the City of Munich (ibid). For a 

period of one month, individual statements and call for public discussion can be submitted to 
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the City Council. Afterwards, the same authority approves the land use plan and moves toward 

the second stage, during which the formal interpretation takes place (ibid). Public participation 

was concretely put into practice in 2012 for the update of Munich Perspective through 

workshops, events and online dialogue (Dialog zur Perspektive München, 2016). The efforts 

made by the City in promoting citizens’ participation concern also innovative approaches as the 

one experimented in 2014 during the preliminary phase of the planning of new settlements in 

North-East Munich (Mitreden erwünscht, 2016). These are only a few examples of participatory 

processes taking place in Munich, a city whose culture of public debate is quite rooted and 

where the job of the municipality in shaping the public opinion on urban planning is essential25. 

Participatory planning is of considerable significance for the sake of urban development since, 

as Förster et al. (2015) do note, involvement and participation of civic and private sector actors 

“facilitate the flow of information and provide for short links and direct communication among 

a broad range of stakeholders” (ibid, p. 3). If we interpret participation as “the public debate on 

the city” (ibid, p. 4), such definition implies the presence of two communication levels, or rather 

a preliminary communication, before the debate, and a direct or verbal communication, that is 

the same action of communicating. As a result of the research of Förster et al. (ibid), it came to 

light that the municipality is one of the most active actors of participatory planning processes, 

where initiators, hosts, people taking part in discussions and organizations which provide room 

or finance them are regarded as actors. 

Nevertheless, this does not rule out the possibility of self-initiative by the side of citizens and/

25 On the role of the different actors involved in the urban planning debates in Munich cf. Förster et al. (2015) as refer-
red to also within the fourth chapter of the present work.
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or their direct representatives. An example is given by the group within the Committee of the 

District 4 (Schwabing-West), who in 1993 gathered together with the aim of creating a concept 

for the development of the new settlement at Ackermanbogen. Actually, the commitment to 

planning participation of this group went beyond the discussion phase. The group, indeed, 

undertook a proper analysis of the area, taking into account the historical context and making 

excursions to other similar settlements in the city together with the head of the department 

of city planning (Landeshauptstadt München, 2013). The real involvement of the people of the 

fourth District turned into a co-operation with the City’s Department of Urban Planning. This 

was preceded by a formal request for inclusion in the process. The cooperation occurred mainly 

by means of workshops within which questions concerning the social mix and the development 

of the site were addressed.

As for the conversion of the former barracks, also for the redevelopment of Riem a particular 

planning procedure was followed. However in this case the process reflects the large-scale 

urban development model which usually occurs in neo-liberal urban policy. The presence of an 

urban development agency, the Messestadt-Riem GmbH (MRG), is indicative of such political 

structure. It is a private company which resulted from the  pan-European call for tender that 

the City of Munich launched in 1993. The contract was then awarded to a bidder group of the 

Bayerische Landesbank (Bayern LB) which was in charge of the creation of the technical, social 

and cultural infrastructures for the development of the site. Even so the Riem development 

model has ensured a balance between economic interests and the preservation of the urban 

values. This was possible through the collaboration between the development agency and the 

municipality, which exercised its authority by means of the Riembeirat, the supervisory board 

of the MRG mainly made up of municipal representatives. As a matter of fact, the planning 

sovereignty and the marketing of the land were under the responsibility of the City of Munich. 
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In order to promote the sustainable urban development of the new district, the redevelopment 

of the former airport site was drawn up according to thematic guidelines within the Munich 

Perspectives concerning the ecological, economic and social development strategies26. The 

implementation of the objectives related to the social sphere put into effect the realization of 

the residential spaces and the social infrastructures which enabled the settlement of 11,500 

inhabitants (Informationen Zum Stadtbezirk 15). The entire process constitutes an example of 

integration of different urban policies. Within the redevelopment of the new trade fair centre, 

indeed, social and housing policies were concretely realized by means of both the action plan 

Living in Munich III (2001) and the support program Munich Model. Newly built social housing 

dwellings account for the 30% of existing social housing units in the State Capital of Munich 

(Landeshauptstadt München, 2016a). A large part of these is situated in Messestadt Riem (ibid) 

and was developed in the context of Living in Munich III (Landeshauptstadt München, 2012). The 

high concentration of social housing within Messestadt Riem is due to the availability of municipal 

lands on which it is possible to build up to 50% of subsidized housing (ibid). Furthermore, such 

lands are usually allocated at fair prices according to the urban development measures which 

promote the participation of building cooperatives. To this aim different tools have been used, 

such as the Munich Model for cooperatives and the Conceptual Rental Housing Construction 

(Konzeptioneller Mietwohnungsbau) (Landeshauptstadt München, 2016a). The development 

26 The thematic area “Ecology” was pursued by means of the thematic guidelines 7, “Maintain and improve mobility 
for all road and transport system users and manage transport and traffic to the benefit of the city”, and 10, “Develop 
ecological standards and safeguard natural resources”, of the Munich Perspectives. The thematic area “Economy” relied 
on the first thematic guideline of the urban strategic development plan, “Safeguard and promote employment and 
economic prosperity”. Finally, the social aspects were organized on the base of the third thematic guideline, “Safeguard 
social harmony through social local government policies”.
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of social housing in the new neighborhood of Messestadt Riem was therefore accomplished 

by means of direct tools of the housing policy, like Living in Munich and the Munich Model, 

and indirect forms of support to affordable housing. To the last instance the Conceptual Rental 

Housing Construction applies. This tool promotes the development of affordable rental units 

indirectly by devoting the thirty per cent of each property to rental housing construction. The 

affordability of the resulting units should be guaranteed by means of the control  of the current 

values in urban residential areas (Konzeptioneller Mietwohnungsbau, 2016). The development 

project is awarded to candidates who offers the most convincing concept within the public 

tendering procedure (ibid). The implementation of the Conceptual Rental Housing Construction 

is being experimented through pilot-projects, one of which interested the neighborhood of 

Messestadt Riem Zentrum – Ost. The regeneration of this part of the city is still an ongoing 

process where spaces is given to urban experimentations in the efforts of adjusting (global) 

economic development to the needs of (local) citizens.

Housing cooperatives and neighborhood development in 
Munich

In the third chapter social enterprises have been presented as innovative tools within the 

sphere of the social economy. They are supposed to be independent and alternative structures 

that work for the sake of local communities generating social values. As a category of social 



191

enterprise, housing cooperatives are supposed to act as catalysts in the creation of sustainable 

neighborhoods. This hypothesis can be tested through the in-depth study of the selected cases. 

WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS are the three housing cooperatives that emerged from 

a first selection of housing cooperatives working in the City of Munich. A further analysis is 

essential in order to start filling the gap between the theory on social enterprises and what 

comes out from their actions in urban regeneration processes.

By examining the statutes of the three Munich-based housing cooperatives, it emerges that 

all the eight criteria which describe a social enterprise are satisfied27. The three cooperatives 

were founded by a group of people with an entrepreneurial spirit combined to the will of 

acting collectively. In the case of WAGNIS, this spirit is more emphasized and a proactive 

role in the urban development process is implied in the description of the activities that the 

cooperative can undertake, which includes not only the provision of housing, but also real 

estate, urban and infrastructure development. As enterprises, WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and 

WAGNIS carry out economic activities which consist in building, modernizing, borrowing, and 

acquiring buildings or apartments. Anyway, the same activities are strictly related to a social 

aim, since they correspond exactly to a “socially and ecologically responsible and secure 

housing supply” and the provision of community and follow-up facilities, shops and spaces 

for commercial, economic and social institutions as supplementary to the residential care of 

the members. As far as the financial resources are concerned, members shares constitute the 

27 The three case studies have been analyzed according to the criteria emerged after the study of the social enterprise 
schools of thought and approaches. These criteria were drawn from the operational definition of social enterprises 
referred to in the conclusions to the third chapter. They concern the founders, the entrepreneurial spirit, the economic 
activity, the social aim, the economic risk, the financial resources, the level of autonomy and the participation model.
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great part of the cooperatives’ financial assets. In conformity with the European tradition of 

social entrepreneurship, the cooperatives studied present a significant but contained level of 

economic risk. Reserves are set specifically in case of balance sheet losses. The members of the 

General Meeting have to decide if the loss has to be covered by means of the aforementioned 

reserves or the business assets. In any case, the financial risk for each individual member is low 

and, as a general rule, members are not required to make any additional payment in case of 

insolvency of the cooperative28. There is no explicit mention to endowments within any of the 

statutes. Only the second article, par. 4, of the WOGENO statute suggests something about, as 

it specifies that the cooperative conducts its business “in accordance with the principles of non-

profit housing”. All the three cooperatives rose from spontaneous initiatives and carry out their 

activities in an autonomous way through the promotion of self-organized housing communities. 

This principle is explicitly stated in the §2, par. 5, of the statute of WOGENO, echoing its typical 

umbrella structure, which consists of several self-organized housing communities coordinated 

by a central organization. Finally, the cooperatives present collective participation models based 

on the principle of ‘one member-one vote’. According to the statutes, indeed, all the members 

have the same rights regardless of the cooperative shares they hold. For this reason they are 

equally entitled to use the services and the facilities provided by the cooperative while taking 

into account the interests of the other members. Each member has also the right to take part to 

the Annual General Meeting and to express his/her vote.

The analysis of the statutes of the three housing cooperatives shows the conformity with the 

operational definition of the social enterprise referred to in the third chapter. Three elements 

28 Cf. articles 19 of the statutes of WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS.
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contribute to collocate them into the realm of social economy, namely the entrepreneurial 

spirit, the running of economic activities and the direct link to a social aim. These are indeed 

the factors that enable WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS to generate added social values. 

The entrepreneurial spirit was expressed by the capacity of the members of envisioning the 

opportunity to develop community housing by taking advantage from the collaboration with 

the municipality in the urban regeneration processes. The openness of the adopted cooperative 

model and social arrangements of the housing communities allowed to extend the economic 

value and to create social value consequently. This character confers the cooperatives under 

study the elements of the social entrepreneurship defined by Martin and Osberg (2006), as 

reported in the third chapter. Additionally, housing cooperatives fall within the Social Economic 

Continuum devised by Crossan and Van Til (2009). They are basically registered companies that 

run economic activities, in the specific case they build, rent/sell and manage housing estates. 

The same activities secure them the financial resources necessary in order to pursue the social 

aim, which is the core aspect of social enterprises. Indeed, WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and 

WAGNIS have been proved to accomplish their social mission in two ways. Firstly by remedying 

to failures in the housing market and providing affordable dwellings for low- and middle-

income people. Their efforts are also oriented towards the creation of housing communities 

where strong social bonds establish. The creation of these bonds is facilitated by the common 

willingness to community living of the cooperatives’ members. Limited to WOGEO and WAGNIS 

a third way exists. Both WOGENO and WAGNIS, indeed, developed socially oriented branch 

activities. GIMA is the acronym of Genossenschaftliche Immobilienagentur – Cooperative Real 

Estate Agency – a real estate agency that works under the wing of WOGENO in order to transfer 

ownership and housing estates between housing cooperatives (Crome, 2007). Through it, one of 

the main aims of WOGENO has been broadly fulfilled. GIMA, indeed, preserves its clients from 



194

speculative gains and transformations. The Nachbarschaftsbörse, literally the neighborhood 

exchange, is an initiative of the neighborhood association Ackermannbogen e.V. which 

developed within wagnis 1. In this case the members of the association have the specific task 

of motivating and empowering neighbors (Kuttner, 2009). Thanks to the cooperation with local 

actors, among which the Social Department of the City of Munich, the resources necessary to 

organize activities with and for the residents of the housing communities are scraped together. 

The proceeds are then reinvested by the Ackermannbogen e.V. for other activities of the same 

kind. A little circuit of local economy generates where the involvement of neighbors concerns 

the participation both to recreational activities and political debates. 

Conclusions

The housing policy in Munich follows the targeted approach which is typical in Germany. This 

entails that municipalities intervene in the housing market to solve market failures and provide 

affordable and decent housing to disadvantaged people. The action program Living in Munich, 

the sponsorship program Munich Model, and the system of equitable land use planning SoBoN 

are the main tools for the support of social housing. Links between them show a political 

environment particularly advantageous to the implementation of private initiatives concerning 

social housing.

The urban regeneration and redevelopment processes recently occurred in the State Capital 
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of Munich indicate a mutual interest to cooperation between the local authorities and the civil 

organizations. This was proved both by the intention of the housing cooperatives to become 

active part in the urban transformation processes and the readiness of the City Council to 

arrange the appropriate environment, that means the specific urban development measures 

which enabled them to act. The Munich Model-Cooperatives was conceived exactly in order to 

enable the acquisition of municipal lands for the newly established WOGENO, FrauenWohnen 

and WAGNIS (Landehauptstadt München, 2012). It was introduced under the enforcement of 

the action plan Living in Munich III and it still works by allotting to cooperatives the 20-40% of 

municipal lands in large urban development areas (ibid).

The involvement of the City of Munich in social housing policy represents a countertrend 

against the general framework that characterizes the current European housing policies. 

Indeed, the municipality, while representing the institutional level closest to the citizens and 

therefore a potential example of devolution, is an expression of the German federal system 

within which the processes of devolution and deregulation are inherent in the Länder. Thus, 

in the case of Munich the withdrawal of the central state from the provision of social housing 

did not correspond to a general privatization of the sector, but rather to a replacement of the 

government bodies most involved in this field. As Evers et al. (2006) note, in Germany the state 

is still present in the housing sector in spite of the entry of other actors of the civil society.

The urban regeneration processes adopted both for the conversion of the former military 

areas and the airport site denote integration between different departments within the City 

of Munich and cooperation between the local, the federal and the state levels of government. 

An important role was played by the local authority, which worked as a carrier body. By means 

of the specific agencies and board set within the Department of Urban Planning both the 

measures at Ackermannbogen and Messestadt Riem could be efficiently implemented. The 
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main difference between the planning approaches used at the local level for these regeneration 

schemes consists in a technical- and economic-oriented management respectively. Indeed, 

while the main tasks of the AK-SEM and the Lenkungsgruppe at Ackermannbogen concerned 

the organization of the financial scheme and the execution of the measure, the Riembeirat 

worked more as a mediator between the private and the public interests. Anyway, within this 

governance model also citizens’ participation finds place.

The urban model adopted both in Ackermannbogen and Messestadt Riem denotes a significant 

opening towards the effective implementation of housing policies. Indeed, next to the tools 

that promote the development of affordable housing in a direct way (Living in Munich, Munich 

Model and SoBoN), there are also indirect instruments such as the Conceptual Rental Housing 

Construction. Overall, the Münchner urban policy is structured so as to preserve the typical 

mixture between different income groups (the so-called Münchner Mischung). Through the 

aforementioned instruments, the residential development is conceived in such a way so to 

ensure the fifty per cent of newly built units to subsidized housing and the remaining part to 

privately financed housing construction.

However, also this element presents some contradictions due to the concerns of the 

municipality in shaping public opinion, from the one hand, and the long tradition of citizens’ 

direct involvement in  matters like cooperative housing, to the other. Although in contrast, these 

trends have promoted the exchange of information on the urban structure and the development 

of autonomous planning initiatives as in the case of the group within the Committee of the 

District 4. This event in particular is linked to the birth of the studied cooperatives and the 

housing communities in Ackermannbogen and Messestadt Riem.
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The sixth and last chapter opens with a question raised from the research work so far 

carried out. The study of urban regeneration processes in the City of Munich, the analysis of 

the interconnection with the housing policies, the comprehension of the role taken by the 

public and private actors, with a greater emphasis on the identification of social enterprises, 

have disclosed an urban model which represents only one side of the multiple realities that 

constitute the current practices in urban planning. Thus, taking into account the limits of the 

phenomenological research as well as the ones concerning the case studies analysis, it is not 

intended to recommend a theoretical model nor planning guidelines. The final result regards the 

presentation of an urban model within which the principles of social equity and participation 

are fundamentally followed. This ascertainment propels further and more complex questions 

on the creation of urban space and the relations among the emerging civil actors, such as social 

enterprises, and the traditional agents of urban transformations (local authorities and investors) 

as well as the management and the maintenance of the social links and the pertaining spaces 

that spring from the same processes.

The Munich urban model

The identification of case studies concerning the intervention of housing cooperatives within 

urban regeneration processes in Munich directed the analysis toward two specific phenomena: 

the conversion of the former barracks and the development of the new urban district in the area 
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around the erstwhile airport in Riem. According to the urban models described by Dalla Longa 

(2011), these practices of urban planning correspond to an overlapping between Regeneration 

and Redevelopment. The element that determines the conformity to these two models is the 

replacement of the original functions, which occurred both in the case of the conversion of 

the military areas and the relocation of the former airport in Riem. Function replacement is 

one of the main features of urban Redevelopment (Dalla Longa, ibid). Yet the aforementioned 

projects, as well as other interventions carried out by the analyzed housing cooperatives 

together with the local authorities, fall under the given description of urban Regeneration 

because of the focus on social capital and participation processes. Still, it should be observed 

that the interventions in Messestadt Riem and Ackermannbogen affect large parts of the city 

(Hafner & Miosga, 2007). The extension of the area is akin to that of projects of Restructuring 

(Dalla Longa, ibid), but it diverges from this category inasmuch the projects do not refer to 

realities where rapid social and economic changes happened, but rather to contexts envisioned 

by local authorities as “new opportunities to develop ‘nonmaterial’ interventions and to define 

different combinations of different policies” (Dalla Longa, ibid, p. 27).

The analysis of the procedure which led to the development of social housing communities 

allowed to identify some factors which contribute to the creaiton of sustainable habitability. 

This condition is supposed to come as a result of the process of the aforementioned urban 

regeneration, where a great emphasis is given to the social dimension. Sustainable habitability 

is therefore defined as the balance between material flux of resources and intangible networks 

of immaterial capital29, where immaterial capital is represented by all the means and tools 

29  Here immaterial capital has been interpreted as a set of resources which are not material. Communication falls wi-
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that promote citizens’ participation to the debates on urban development and urban policy 

as well as direct actions of neighborly recreational and economic activities. All the levels of 

communication, both the preliminary and the direct or verbal ones (Förster et al., 2015), are the 

main factors that affect the development of immaterial capital. Being a city with a long tradition 

of civic engagement, the communication between the actors involved in the urban regeneration 

proved to be essential since the tools of the housing policy devised by the City Council were 

implemented after communicative processes concerning urban development. The proactive 

spirit of housing cooperatives and the mediator role of the municipality contributed to the 

resulting creation of housing communities with a balanced social mix. The bonds between the 

members of the cooperatives, which at the same time are also the residents of the new social 

housing estates, foster the creation of social capital and further economic activities like GIMA 

and the Nachbarschftsbörse, which developed as branch activities of WOGENO and WAGNIS 

respectively.

thin this definition. This concept counterposes the claims made by Bourdieu (1986). The importance of communication 
is indeed re-evaluated as a fundamental element to the subsequent development of other forms of immaterial capital, 
that are cultural capital and social capital (ibid).
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Figure 36. The Munich urban model. A synthesis of the integration between housing policies and the current models 
of urban transformation applied to the case of Munich.
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The urban compromise

The study of  recent processes of urban regeneration together with that of the housing policies 

in the City of Munich revealed a considerable degree of integration of urban development 

policies. The effectiveness of the measures concerning social housing is due to a social housing 

system that mainly uses two of the traditional tools of housing policies30. As far as fiscal 

instruments are concerned, the City of Munich provides both for supply-side and demand-

side subsidies. Within the category of the supply-side subsidies it is possible to inscribe the 

municipal housing construction program München Modell (Munich Model). On the other 

hand lies the action program Wohnen in München (Living in Munich). The production of social 

housing is furthermore regulated by means of land use planning instruments, in this particular 

case the SoBoN. The stability of the Munich housing policy is assured by a state funding system 

managed by a specific body, the BayernLabo, an institution organizationally and economically 

independent, but legally dependent on the Bayern LB, which is entitled to housing and urban 

development in Bavaria (Bayerische Landesbodenkreditanstalt, 2016). Such system proves the 

observation of Milligan and Gilmour (2010)31. Thus it is possible to state that the City of Munich 

30 As explained in the first chapter, there are three main groups of tools for delivering social housing: 1) fiscal instru-
ments, which chiefly correspond to state subsidies for owners, tenants or developers; 2) regulatory and legislative 
frameworks provided by public bodies (i.e. housing corporations); 3) land use planning instruments like equalizing 
compensation practices and inclusionary zoning.
31 This point has been already introduced in the first chapter where, talking about the private debt finance for the sup-
port of social housing, the two scholars highlight the tendency of most European countries, as opposed to Great Britain, 
to rely on state-sponsored intermediaries instead of providing financial support directly by means of private banks.



207

conforms to the European tendency concerning the management of private financing to social 

housing.

Another result of the research concerns the identification of the institutional cluster of partners 

which interacted within the analyzed urban phenomena. This result may be represented by 

means of a scheme that traces the graph of Tsenkova (2002) on institutional clusters in urban 

regeneration processes, presented in the second chapter. In the case of Munich, bureaucratic 

hierarchies are mainly represented by the Free State of Bavaria, the City of Munich and the 

Departments of Social Services and the of Urban Planning and Building Regulations. This first  

cluster of institution interacts both with the community and the markets, which respectively 

include the three social enterprises (WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS) and the territorial 

banks like the BayernLabo. It is essential to note that interactions work not only between 

different clusters of institutions, but also among institutions within the same cluster. As an 

instance, the Free State of Bavaria communicates and cooperates with the City of Munich, while 

the latter one works in partnership also with the BayernLabo for the implementation of the 

programs for social housing, to which the housing cooperatives take part. It is possible to state 

that such interactions reflect the perspective of multi-level governance identified by Scheffler 

and Turcu (2051), as explained in the second chapter.

The institutional clusters of partners in Munich urban regeneration reveals also a positive 

tendency in dealing with urban complexity. This can be proved by the evidence of a parallelism 

between the decision-making process in the Munich urban regeneration and the principles of 

partnership individuated by Carter. Both the regeneration processes of the former military areas 

and the new fair neighborhood were included within strategic guidelines of urban development 

open to all interested stakeholders. The integration between the horizontal and vertical levels 

also contributed to connect policies coming from different institutional levels with actions at the 



208

urban scale. Finally, the building of networks worked as a catalyst for the creation of partnership 

Figure 37. The institutional clusters in the 
regeneration process of Tsenkova (2002) revised 
according to the Munich case.
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and the cooperation of different actors and agencies which otherwise would have worked in 

a separate and fragmentary way. About this, the network created in the implementation of 

the former barracks by the Bayern Association of Cities, the Center for Urban Development 

of the Supreme Building Authority within the Bavarian State Ministry of the Interior and the 

Working group of the Secretaries of Housing and Urban Development of the Federal State and 

the Countries is very exemplary.

Additionally, the analysis of the institutional clusters of the Munich urban regeneration shows 

the central role played by the City of Munich and its Departments. They acted as referees among 

the private and social stakeholders by interacting with institutional actors of the three clusters 

identified. Their activity is directed to the ongoing attempt to reach a urban compromise by 

dealing with the pressure of “astonishing global integration of financial markets” (Harvey, 

2012, p. 12) and the social consequences of a de-commodifying welfare system. By acting as a 

mediator, the municipality granted much space also to representatives of the community, like 

the housing cooperatives. However, as far as the actors involved in the urban phenomena are 

concerned, the role of private credit institutes with strong territorial ties remains significant. 

This finding opens up new and interesting questions on the effective role of social enterprises 

in the management of the commons.
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Areas of further study

In the first chapter habitability has been referred to as the main common good that social housing 

should produce (Minora, 2011). This statement places the research on social housing within the 

theoretical strand of the theory of commons (Ostrom, 1990). In this perspective the production 

of social housing concerns not only the provision of a merit good, but more extensively the 

management of sections of territory and therefore of urban land. In a specific study on the 

production of habitability, Francesco Minora (2013) highlights how it is “closely related to the 

nature of collective institutions, from their formation to the present day” (ibid, p. 5). Thus 

Minora applies the theory of commons formulated by Elinor Ostrom to a field that lies outside 

of its traditional application, namely the governing of natural resources, in other  words to the 

residential contexts. The result of his study led to the identification of three institutional models 

through which collective institutions produce habitability: 1) the “community of co-owners”; 

2) the single owner (public or private); 3) homeowners’ associations. As collective institutions, 

social enterprises covered by this research can be situated within this categorization as a mixed 

form between the first and the third aforementioned models. As well as the community of 

co-owners, indeed, the analyzed housing cooperatives present a direct control over many of 

the factors that, based on the principles outlined by Ostrom (1990), affect the production of 

habitability32. At the same time, the Munich case studies can be collocated also within the 

32 These factors are identified in clearly defined boundaries or accessibility; congruence between appropriation and 
provision rules and local conditions; participation; degree of control; social relation management; institutional legitimi-
zation; nested enterprises inside the institution as integrated management; nested enterprises outside the institution 
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third model, on the grounds that the three specific housing cooperatives arose from urban 

regeneration processes whose environmental and social characteristics correspond to the last 

model proposed by Minora (2013). Based on observations so far carried out, it is not possible 

to relate exactly the Munich case to the above-mentioned model. In order to progress in this 

direction, a further and more detailed field research would be necessary at the aim of defining 

the specific characters of the communities which formed inside the residential complexes 

developed by WOGENO, FrauenWohnen and WAGNIS.

More specifically, it should be appropriate to directly investigate the relations between the 

institutional model referring to the three social enterprises, the relational dynamics within 

the urban regeneration processes and the production of new urban spaces. The present 

research led to the definition of a urban model that, in the case of Munich, is the result of the 

interaction among local and institutional actors. Among them, the social enterprise represents 

the innovative factor able to activate the potentialities of a district and create social value useful 

to foster urban development additionally. A further step forward is necessary to reveal the 

practices corresponding to this model in relation both to the concept of habitability and the 

one of sustainable urban regeneration. Since habitability has been defined as “the capacity of 

a territory to host certain kinds of activities, which vary depending on the historical period and 

the institutional context” (ibid, p. 11), the kinds of activities hosted in the recently regenerated 

neighborhoods should be in-depth analyzed by means of direct observations and specific 

field research. Also, the way and the extent in which local users contribute to the creation, 

the management and the use of these activities is pertaining. As far as the potential of social 

as a means for developing infrastructure in the area.
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enterprises to convey added social value is concerned, it should be useful to understand how 

this value materializes within the neighborhood and how the latter may be influenced by the 

different institutional actors (territorial banks and departments of the local authorities). Thus 

the current research opens up to further questions on the production of space by the side of 

social enterprises: which kind of relation exists between urban design and community living? Is 

the social enterprise really able to self-manage the neighborhood?

On this regard it would be necessary to carry out a specific study on the relations between 

the housing communities created by the members of the selected cooperatives and the 

relating neighborhoods in social and spatial terms. This kind of analysis might be useful to 

further understand if this specific communities might facilitate the development of inclusive 

community or, on the opposite, give birth to new forms of enclosures. For this purpose, the 

meaning of “elective affinities” (Oberste Baubehörde, 2007) created within the FrauenWohnen 

is of great relevance. Other elements connected to these topic concern the relations among 

founding members and newcomers and, the fruition of community spaces and services by the 

side of the neighbors and vice versa, so that relation with the surrounding urban environment 

can be in-depth explored.

A further area of detailed study is constituted by the interpretation of the urban model in the 

light of the identified institutional clusters. The communication has been a key element in the 

implementation of urban regeneration processes in Munich, since it is through its different 

levels (preliminary and verbal) that the interaction between the distinct actors took place. In 

order to clarify the urban phenomena, it would be useful to examine how the actors themselves 

enter into communication and how their interactions affect the creation of objects in the urban 

space. Insights of this kind are connected to the Actor Network Theory and the related principles 

of radical relationality, generalized symmetry and association (Farìas, 2010).
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Classification of Urban Models

Through the analysis of the urban models identified by Dalla Longa (2011), five factors common 

to each model were isolated. These were treated as ordinal categorical variables to whom an 

evaluation corresponding to the following logical scheme has been applied:

Character 1: extension of the area

It describes the size of the territory where the urban intervention take place.

When size = significant parts of the city → extension of the area = HIGH, 3

When size = some parts of the city → extension of the area = HIGH, 2

When size = parts of the city (abandoned areas, ports) → extension of the area = MEDIUM,3

When size = neighborhood/suburbs → extension of the area = MEDIUM, 2

When size = neighborhood (a set of blocks) → extension of the area = MEDIUM, 1

When size = limited places, streets → extension of the area = LOW, 3

When size = a perimeter within an intervention of urban renewal (could be a single block) → 

extension of the area = LOW, 2

When size = a building and, in some cases, the space surrounding it → extension = LOW, 1

Character 2: relevance of the area

It describes the importance of the area of intervention in relation to the urban context.

When importance = city-icon places and areas of important urban functions → relevance = 

HIGH, 3

When importance = areas identified in order to obtain a consensus → relevance = HIGH, 2
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When importance = rapid social and economic changes and market entry → relevance = HIGH, 1

When importance = neighborhoods and suburbs that require a regeneration process; areas 

with untapped potential → relevance = MEDIUM, 3

When importance = mono-functional areas with significant public structure (sometimes 

including social housing quarters) → relevance = MEDIUM, 2

Character 3: physical dimension

It describes the emphasis given to the rehabilitation of the physical structures.

When physical design = replacement, acquisition of the content, ex novo construction → 

physical dimension = HIGH, 3

When physical design = renovation and partial reconstruction of structures, spaces and building 

with the introduction of new functions → physical dimension = HIGH, 2

When physical design = partial remodeling of buildings and other places → physical dimension 

= HIGH, 1

When physical design = redesign of spaces coupled with some economic and social micro-

functions → physical dimension = MEDIUM, 2

When physical design = contingent (not always necessary; it is only a tool) → physical dimension 

= LOW, 3

Character 4: financial dimension

It describes the extension of the investment needed in order to implement the intervention and 

implies the emphasis given to the economic and environmental aspects.

When investment = initial investment connected to the production of start up with likely loss 

of profit; investing in areas risking a deep “crisis” (as in the case of revitalization) → financial 
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dimension = HIGH, 3

When investment = mobilization of significant private and/or public financial resources → 

financial dimension = HIGH, 2

When investment = chiefly public but limited to a small area (i.e. a building and the space 

surrounding it) → financial dimension = MEDIUM, 2

When investment = chiefly private with high returns; PPP may occur → financial dimension = 

MEDIUM, 1

Character 5: social dimension

It describes the impact of the intervention on the social context.

When intervention = focus on human capital, participation, integration → social dimension = 

HIGH, 3

When intervention = possible involvement of inhabitants and positive impact on the 

development of the creative class → social dimension = HIGH, 2

When intervention = concern on socially weak segments → social dimension = HIGH, 1

When intervention = social actions are required but with no priority in respect to the physical 

ones → social dimension = MEDIUM, 2

When intervention = connected to some new social needs → social dimension = MEDIUM, 1

When intervention = good level of function mix → social dimension = LOW, 3

When intervention = likely social exclusion → social dimension = LOW, 2

When intervention = advantages for the emergent social classes at the expenses of the socially 

declining ones → social dimension = LOW, 1

The application of value judgments has shaped the following matrix of comparison:
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Schools of thought on social entrepreneurship

The study concenrning the different schools of thought and approaches to social enterprises 

has been synthesized in a specific table as reported in the following page. 
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