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Summary 

The current urban challenges of expanding urban housing, the crisis of material resources, 
climate change, and the ever-increasing detachment from nature, demanded a new type of 
architectural, urban, and strategic development schemes. Urban eco-villages in the 
Netherlands are working on realistic solutions and effective alternatives for our methods of 
living. They are inspiring visions with the ability to radically change the idea of home and the 
being-together. While the focus has been extensively put on urban eco-villages’ eco-
environmental benefits, the author developed this research with a purpose to explore how 
urban eco-villages, beyond their green niche, contribute to a community’s social 
sustainability. The research discussed firstly the co-production and social sustainability 
concepts through the literature. In a second stage, the research assessed qualitatively through 
a case study approach, the co-production process of Groene Mient village in the Hague, and 
the contribution of such process on the social sustainability of the community itself, 
positively and negatively. The author used primary data through participant observations, and 
interviews of experts and the villagers. In addition of secondary data of community published 
articles, online/offline. The analysis, developed through the Atlas software revealed that an 
influential and reciprocal relationship is established between co-production and social 
sustainability of Groene Mient. Co-production is important for the social transformation that 
affected the villagers’ human performances, from economic, to environmental along with the 
social connections it built. It is a tool that enhanced the community’s social equity and 
sustainability. However, no story can be definitely written; It is up to its actors to add new 
chapters because it is not an end state, rather a process in constant progress. The importance 
of this community-based actions, in a Dutch context, is contextualized and tied to an enabling 
governance of resources. Therefore, different contexts may lead to different outcomes and 
conclusions. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

1.1 Background and problem statement 

Cities, with its increased growth rates, are estimated to host 60% of the world’s inhabitants by 
2030. The constant attraction of the population is led by the economic performance and 
prosperity that urban areas and cities brings about, while their contribution to economic growth 
is estimated to be more than 75% of global GDP highlighting their immense potentials (United 
Nations, 2018). On the other hand, urban areas are argued to be responsible of 60-80% of the 
world’s energy consumption and carbon emissions as stated by the United Nations (2018), 
leading to the conclusion that cities are the pioneers of not only global productivity and 
consumerism, but also to greenhouse gas emissions contributing to environmental degradation 
that affect the cities’ quality of life (Sukhdev, 2009, as cited in McCormick, Anderberg, 
Coenen, & Neij, 2013). Thus, the need for a multi-dimensional urban transformation towards 
more sustainable cities has become an imperative goal for modern urban strategies since the 
living trends are driven by constant growth in a world with finite and limited resources 
(McCormick et al., 2013).  

While cities tend to be the root cause of the problem, there is a common consensus among 
scholars that urban areas can be also an effective part of the solution for  sustainable growth 
(McCormick et al., 2013). This was stated in the European sustainable cities report  with great 
emphasis on the engagement of local communities, where innovative approaches towards 
urban planning and developments are encouraged (Fudge, 1999). The policy report suggests 
that “ city managers must seek to meet the social and economic needs of urban residents while 
solving problems locally where possible, rather than passing them on to the future” (Fudge, 
1999, p.153). This call is merely a replication of the Brundtland report which invites urban 
developments to meet its current demands without causing any harm on the needs of future 
generations (WCED, 1987).  

Sustainability defined as “a global process that tries to help create an enduring future where 
environmental and social factors are considered simultaneously with economic factors” 
(Newman & Director, 2002, p.1) clearly put forward the assumption that any form of 
development requires an integrated approach among the pillars of sustainability (Johnston, 
Everard, Santillo, & Robèrt, 2007). While we cannot afford not to build green, the necessity 
for a radical transition towards a sustainable development as a long-term vision  brought along 
a variety of urban concepts, among which is the sustainable urban design and the green 
neighborhoods (Dempsey, Bramley, Power, & Brown, 2011; Kozlowski, 2019). Such urban 
approaches tend to be supported by the sustainability agenda of European cities, among which 
is the Netherlands. The dominant priority was set on energy efficiency and innovative solutions 
on one hand, and market competitiveness on the other hand. Hence, the social perspective 
seemed to be shifted to the background (Giddings, Hopwood, & O'brien, 2002). And this 
showed, in the European context as well as the Dutch one, a contradiction with the ‘Bristol 
Accord’ report (2005) that did put a large emphasis on the social sustainability dimension. The 
report addressed sustainable communities as places that are “active, inclusive and safe, well run, 
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environmental sensitive, well designed and built, well connected, thriving, well served, and fair for 
everyone” (Odpm.2005, p.6-7), in other words, places where people desire to live (Vallance, 
Perkins, & Dixon, 2011). As a social movement, the concept of sustainability became to be 
promoted through grassroot community-led organizations in taking a lead in dealing with 
societal problems, emphasizing on the role of citizen engagement as a catalyst for social 
sustainability  (Waerther, 2014). Urban eco-villages, the urban context of this research, is one 
of those self-organized communities. 

Urban eco-villages were ranked among the 100 top excellent models of sustainable living by 
the UN in 1998 (GEN, n.d). They address complex society issues with alternative approaches 
that are more just and sustainable. Through their urban composition, they work towards the 
SDG not only on the ecological and environmental levels,  but also by contributing to building 
safe inclusive communities that promote social interactions, well-being, recognition and 
empowerment of its residents (GEN, n.d; Penha-Lopes & Henfrey, 2019). Urban eco-villages 
are supported by the Dutch government via ‘Do-it-yourself Democracy’ paper published by the 
Ministry of the Interior in 2013 (Pareja-Eastaway & Sánchez-Martínez, 2017). The question 
remains on how does the process of community involvement in co-shaping their built-up 
environment contribute to social sustainability. On one hand, scholars argue that there is no 
guarantee that locality-based activities will lead to a cohesive sustainable environment among 
residents, while other living experiences of bottom-up community enterprises in Britain have 
shown successful results in its contribution to sustain their communities (Pareja-Eastaway & 
Sánchez-Martínez, 2017). This contradiction was also highlighted by Fotopoulos (2006) who 
questioned if urban eco-villages are part of the solution or adding to the problems of our modern 
society. Therefore, it is important to investigate how urban eco-villages, beyond their green 
niche, can contribute to the social sustainability of the community itself. 

The concept of eco-villages is a dynamic process rather than an end state (GEN, n.d; Penha-
Lopes & Henfrey, 2019). They are a form of intentional communities where a group of people 
gather together with their common shared values of ‘building a sense of community and the 
thrive for ecologic and sustainable changes’ (Gilman, 1991). They are perceived as a social 
movement linked to the Degrowth concept that seeks to challenge the current paradigm of 
growth, with a dominant aim to improve the social well-being and enhancing the ecological 
conditions, locally and globally (Penha-Lopes & Henfrey, 2019; Xue, 2014). Eco-villages are 
contextualized, each community may have its own vision, strategy and different practices, 
however their core approach is always based on collaboration and co-production within an 
ecological friendly approach. On the spatial level, they are addressed as human-scale settlement 
with low to medium density (Gilman, 1991). They are not isolated communities, they exist in 
both contexts of rural and urban ones, while being connected and depending on their larger 
urban surrounding (Ergas, 2010; Garden, 2006). 

While the literature show ample studies on the effectiveness of sustainable developments from 
the technical and environmental aspects, there is a lack of research linked to their social 
dimension, which by itself is the least investigated on an academic scale compared to the other 
sustainability pillars (Cucca, 2017). Therefore, the identified gap is the exploration of the social 
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dimension in the field of eco-villages and its contribution towards social sustainability, with a 
focus on the co-production approach. The relationship between co-production and social 
sustainability is an element worth exploring in-depth. 

1.2 Relevance of the research topic 

1.2.1 Social relevance  

Urban eco-villages as grassroots innovative potential solutions to our unsustainable living, they 
demonstrate ‘how living together’ with the least damage to the environment is possible which 
is essential for a sustainable future. The social significance of the study is to highlight, for 
researchers and future community developers,  the complexities and the trade-offs of the co-
production approach in an urban context. This research will critically reflect on that by 
exploring how such process contributes to the social sustainability of the community itself. 

1.2.2 Scientific relevance 

The significance of this study on a policy level is to shade light on the debate of the co-
production and social sustainability interconnectedness. The outcomes of this paper will 
contribute to a better understanding on the role of small-scaled urban settlements, beyond their 
green niche, as catalysts of social sustainability. The understanding of the eco-friendly urban 
forms, on a social level, is still the least produced in academic literature while the focus has 
been intensified on their energy efficiency schemes. Therefore, this research study will add 
new valuable insights to the existing literature. By critically examining the relationship 
between the concepts, this paper will add  knowledge for future researchers, since the 
community engagement in co-shaping their environment is becoming a common approach 
globally. 

1.3 Research objectives 

The main objective of this research is to critically explore how the process of co-production in 
urban eco-villages contributes to its social sustainability, while the analysis will focus on the 
exploration of the case study ‘ Groene Mient ‘ in the Hague. 

1.4 Research questions 

1.4.1 Research main question   

How does the co-production approach of  urban eco-villages, in the Netherlands, contribute to 
social sustainability ? 

1.4.2 Research sub-questions   

a. Sub-question 1  

Co-production is an umbrella concept and although there is no ‘one model’ of co-production, 
the processes, and challenges involved can be generalized. The first sub-question is divided 
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into two sections aiming to address the process of co-production and its expected 
outcomes/challenges. 

How is the co-production process defined in an urban eco-village? 

b.1 What are the characteristics of co-production in an urban eco-village ?  
b.2 What are the expected outcomes and challenges of  co-production in an urban eco-village? 

b. Sub-question 2 

The following question attempts to review the various interpretations of social sustainability 
and identifies its framework on a community scale. 

What are the key dimensions of social sustainability in an urban eco-village? 

1.5 Research framework 

Figure-1 illustrates the main structure of this research.  

Figure 1 Research framework 
Source: Author (August-2022) 
 



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   5 

Chapter 2. Literature review and assumptions  

This chapter addresses the sub-questions, while understanding the concepts of co-production 
and social sustainability, separately.  

2.1  Co-production process 

This section addresses the sub-question ‘How is the co-production process defined in an urban 
eco-village?’. The first part discusses co-production as a definition. While its characteristics, 
expected outcomes and challenges are discussed in the following two parts, respectively. 

2.1.1 The context of a definition 

The emphasis on community engagement in the decision-making grew wider in Europe since 
the inauguration of the European sustainable cities report (1996). The advocacy of the report 
embraced innovative grassroot initiatives towards sustainable planning approaches, where the 
local communities are envisioned as key stakeholders. The Netherlands has officially adopted 
this approach through  ‘Do-it-yourself Democracy’ policy since 2013 which up-scaled the role 
of citizens in co-producing practical solution to solving societal problems (Pareja-Eastaway & 
Sánchez-Martínez, 2017).  

The concept of co-production is not new on the socio-political agenda. It dates back to the 70’s 
when Elinor Ostrom introduced the term for the first time during her studies on Chicago police. 
Similarly in the UK, the term was used to express voluntary approaches in the delivery of 
public services (Boyle & Harris, 2009; Brandsen & Pestoff, 2006). Co-production identifies 
users as hidden resources for building the core economy, a term used to express the operating 
system that consists of families, communities, and neighbourhoods. An economy that does not 
rely on price to enable the exchange of services and activities between users, rather it is the 
social network that builds mutual respect, trust, engagement, and social equity, which broadens 
up the human side of communities (Boyle & Harris, 2009; New Economics Foundation, 2008).  

According to Pestoff (2009), participationalism is a type of a citizen’s involvement in co-
production. He identifies other types ‘welfarism, consumerism, professionalism, and 
managerialism’, arguing that these types leave no space for the user’s control over process 
unlike participationalism (Figure-2). This consolidates the fact that co-production has no single 
definition. It can mean different things even to the same people because its depends on the 
topic, time and urban context (Boyle & Harris, 2009).   
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Participationalism promotes on-site collaborations between the experts and the service users 
who became co-producers of their own needs and demands. This shows a shift in the definition 
of the community participation concept towards more of shared responsibilities among the 
stakeholders rather than volunteering approach (Langton, 1978; Pestoff, 2009). It is identified 
as web of connections among people with shared common values residing in a specific 
geographical region (Warburton, 2013). Common values are ‘the glue’ as argued by Gilman 
(1991) in his framework of eco-village planning, that keeps the whole system functioning 
which would arguably lead to a cohesive livelihood.  

Bovaird (2007) elaborated further on the definition of co-production emphasizing on the 
relationship between ‘user and community’. He argues that the process leads to better results 
and enhanced efficiency since the involved users tend to make a best use of each others’ 
resources, showing reciprocal relationships and a catalyst of reinforcing the core economy of 
a community (Boyle & Harris, 2009; New Economics Foundation, 2008). Those outcomes are 
only one of the methods to evaluate the positive potentials and limitations of co-production. 
Understanding co-production goes beyond the definition of what is co-production. The 
emphasis is put on the process versus the outcomes (Bovaird, 2007; Fainstein, 2014).  

Participation in the decision-making is not a panacea to solve societal problems, there is much 
more complexity that covers the mechanism (Bracht & Tsouros, 1990; Verschuere, Brandsen, 
& Pestoff, 2012; Wandersman, 1981). The most direct framework  highlighting this complexity 
is by Wandersman & Florin (2000) (Figure-3). It expresses that co-production is not a 
unidirectional relationship, rather it is the transaction of several elements. The diagram (Figure-
3)  shows that the effects/outcomes of participation are in a feedback loop. It is affected by the 
context as where the activity is taking place, who is involved as the individual characteristics,  
and the parameters of participation as how -the scale of engagement-. The outcomes also 
affected by the -where, who, and how- defined as the main characteristics of a co-production 
process tackled in the following section (Bracht & Tsouros, 1990). 

Figure 2 Co-production approaches to user involvement 
Source: Adapted from the literature Pestoff (2009), developed by Author (June-2022) 
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2.1.2 Co-production, the characteristics 

In order to comprehend the concept of co-production, the literature argues that it is important 
to understand the characteristics, as where the process takes place as which activity as well, 
who is involved, and how it is processing and the co-producers’ scale of engagement. They 
might seem as simple questions, yet they are crucial question to answer before addressing the 
potential outcomes (Pestoff, 2009; Verschuere et al., 2012; Wandersman & Florin, 2000).  

Urban eco-village are best identified as small-scale human settlements, where people are able 
to interact with each other (Gilman, 1991). Scholars argue that participation tend to be harder 
and less efficient as scale increases. Spatial proximity is argued to promote a reciprocal 
exchange among the people, which would enable trust and cohesion (Van Tilburg, Van 
Sonderen, & Ormel, 1991a). Co-production activities within a community may differ from 
gardening, to construction, yet the web of connections created are argued to be potential 
common outcomes. While this remains an ideological assumption, it is the residents’ 
willingness to participate as argued by Bovaird (2007) that would lead to more effective results, 
since proximity can lead to diverse results of success (Bracht & Tsouros, 1990; Brandsen, 
Steen, & Verschuere, 2018; Wandersman, 1981).   

The definition used in this research identifies co-producers as the individuals with common 
values and ambitions to create and enhance their built-up environment. That involves the 
engagement of the community members with stakeholders from outside the community (Boyle 
& Harris, 2009). For an effective co-production, the emphasize is on the role of citizens who 
tend to become equal partners in the process through the evaluation of how they co-produce 

Source: Adapted from Wandersman & Florin (2000, p.30) 
Figure 3 A framework of participation in community organizations.  
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and their scale of engagement in the process. Arnstein ladder (Figure-4) argues that citizen’s 
power is at the top of the ladder (Bracht & Tsouros, 1990).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bovaird (2007) identifies citizen’s involvement as an interval between 360 degree committed 
co-production and minimalist co-production. For an effective co-production the commitment 
needs to ensure equal partnership among the different parties, acknowledging that a 
professional assistance is always part of the process (Boyle & Harris, 2009). 
 

2.1.3 Co-production, the expected outcomes 

The gained rewards of co-production are considered as main motivations that encourage people 
to participate. The driving forces are highly related to the importance of the service itself, and 
whom it affects. Is it  ‘them, their families, loved-ones, a relative, a friend or not?’ (Verschuere 
et al., 2012).  While the terms rewards and benefits may address the successful aspect of co-
production, the literature highlights its limitations and challenges. A greater participation may 
not ultimately lead to more positive effects, rather it is the transaction of the various 
interdependent variables –who, how, where-. The literature argue that people tend to be driven 
by tangible rewards, however co-production outcomes can be non-materialistic (Bovaird, 2007; 
Verschuere et al., 2012; Wandersman, 1981). Therefore,  co-production outcomes are 
identified as: instrumental - participation as a means-, and expressive –participation as an end. 
The latter tends to address the non-monetary results such as social interactions, empowerment, 
and active partnerships, in other words the operating social system of a community (Figure-5) 
(Bovaird, 2007; Bracht & Tsouros, 1990; Mitlin & Bartlett, 2018; Verschuere et al., 2012). The 
instrumental outcomes focuses on the physical outcomes, which leads to tailored solutions to 
users’ specific needs, impacting positively their socio-cultural well-being. People are able to 
address what is an acceptable quality for them which enhances their sense of attachment to the 
place (Ayala, Eerd, & Geurts, 2019).  People are empowered not only with their equal 
accessibility to decision-makings but also through developing technical and social skills.  Boyle 
& Harris (2009) argue that the reason co-production is considered to be cost-effective is 
credited to those additional social outcomes it brings simultaneously. While this research is 
focusing on the social outcomes of co-production, it is worth mentioning that the distinction 

Source: Adapted from Arnstein (1969, p.2). 

Figure 4 Citizen participation ladder model 
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between both outcomes may be analytically relative, however technically it would be hard to 
discern merely because they both empower one another (Mikkelsen, 2005; Warburton, 2013).  

 

 

 

The literature argue that an effective co-production leads  to building a cohesive social structure 
and creates a balance of power, between citizens themselves or with experts collaborating in 
the process (Boyle & Harris, 2009; Mitlin & Bartlett, 2018). Power here means the control over 
the process by the citizens (Brandsen et al., 2018; Mitlin & Bartlett, 2018). Co-production 
empowers them and leads to reduced reliance on professionals. A balanced power leads to a 
successful developments in a community and a well-run society (Odpm.2005; Godschalk & 
Mills, 1966). Co-production is identified ‘as a tool to enhance social equity and urban 
sustainability’ (Mitlin & Bartlett, 2018, p.357). 

Fainstein (2014) argues that people are the actors of change while the experts are the 
facilitators.  Both efforts can also be joined in a collective manner towards more innovative 
solutions (Brandsen et al., 2018). Those solutions are argued to be the more efficient ones since 
they are responsive to the real people’s needs. This brings the notion of civic science where 
scholars argue that science should be linked to ‘empowerment, activism, transfer of respect and 
powers’ (Warburton, 2013, p.3). The term civic science conceptualizes the environmental 
social movement, among which is urban eco-villages, that contribute to sustainable 
development beyond the conventional methods (Ergas, 2010; Warburton, 2013). In co-
production, every member of the community has something valuable to contribute, each one 
of them at their own capacity. That promotes inclusion, trust, and empowerment. Those aspects 

Source: Author (June-2022) based on literature from (Bovaird, 2007; Bracht & Tsouros, 1990; Mitlin & Bartlett, 2018; 
Verschuere et al., 2012) 

Figure 5 Co-production outcomes diagram 
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are solid features of a socially sustainable society as perceived in the Agenda 21 from a 
community participation perspective (Warburton, 2013).  

This mutual exchange of services increases the interaction among the community members. 
This web of connection is argued to build new relationships, enhances the existing ones and 
deepens them (Boyle & Harris, 2009; Mitlin & Bartlett, 2018). Co-production contributes to 
strengthening meaningful social networks, it promotes reciprocity behaviour and helps 
building an intuitive cooperation attitude within the community (Boyle & Harris, 2009; 
Dempsey et al., 2011). Reciprocity behaviour is a tangible result of the trust built among the 
residents, indicating the level of intimacy created between them (Van Tilburg, Van Sonderen, 
& Ormel, 1991b). This cannot be achieved without a balanced communication among the 
involved members, where each has something to provide along the chain of co-production. 
This enhances their well-being, reduces feelings of alienation, and increases feelings of 
ownership to the place (Brandsen et al., 2018; Van Tilburg et al., 1991b; Wandersman, 1981).  

Bovaird (2007) argues that co-production promotes collective participation within a platform 
of common interests which may be developed informally among the community members. This 
questions the aspect of transparency of the process, where the involvement of certain 
individuals may be constrained, leading to unequal partnership and imbalance of power (Bracht 
& Tsouros, 1990; Verschuere et al., 2012). This can be highly related to the diverse 
backgrounds and roles played by the different members, which may lead to potential conflicts 
affecting the social environment. While this aspect of diversity is evaluated as an asset, it may 
have negative influence on the process. Therefore, this is an aspect of co-production challenges 
that requires coordination and time. This shows the importance of co-production when 
addressing the SS of a community which will be thoroughly addressed in section 2.2. 

Therefore, the assumption of ‘the greater the participation, the more positive effects’ 
(Wandersman, 1981, p.29) is not a solid statement, merely because the co-production process 
is not unidirectional. In that sense, co-production process and outcomes may have significant 
undesired impacts on the community development and its social sustainability. Citizens are not 
jack-in-the-box as Pestoff et al. argued (2012). Their involvement in co-production activities 
requires a full settings of personal motivation and ease of engagement.  

 

2.1.4 Co-production, theoretical framework 
 
The theoretical framework (Figure-6) is built from the literature on co-production. It underlines 
the relationships between the dimensions of the process. The expected social outcomes are 
defined as partnership, acceptability, empowerment, and social interactions. The 
characteristics of the process who, where, and how have a moderating effect on those outcomes 
affecting their quality, leading to diverse results of success. 
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2.2  Social Sustainability (SS) 

This section address the second sub-question.  The first part discusses SS as a core element of 
urban sustainability, the following part identifies the  key dimensions  of SS on a community 
scale. 

2.2.1 Social sustainability the core of urban sustainability 

Sustainable development or the triple bottom line became an international guiding framework 
for urban development schemes (Johnston et al., 2007; McKenzie, 2004). The interlinkage 
relationship between the three pillars of sustainable development are viewed within the two 
models: the overlapping circles and the concentric circles (Hajirasouli & Kumarasuriyar, 2016; 
McKenzie, 2004). 

a- The overlapping circles (Figure-7) shows the constant unison of the pillars, while 
critics assume they are seen as separated elements. It encourages technical 
environmental fix to sustainability issues, risking diverting the attention on wider 
social issues (Giddings et al., 2002). 

  

Source: Author (June-2022) - Content derives from the literature 

Figure 6 Co-production theoretical framework 
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b- The Concentric circle (Figure-8) has the social aspect in the middle emphasizing 
on the dependency of society on both pillars. The economy is a sub-system of 
society and the environment. Scholars argue that the unified entities reinforce the 
concept of a static world (Giddings et al., 2002).  

 

 

c- The idea of embracing diversity in close proximity envisioned a third perspective: 
the Breaking down boundaries (Figure-9). It highlights human activities as a 
central element where the economy is a daily societal activity within the 
environment (Giddings et al., 2002).  

 

Figure 7 Three-ring sector view  

Figure 8 Concentric circles  
Source: Adapted from Giddings et al.(2002, p. 192) 

Source: Adapted from Giddings et al.(2002, p. 193) 
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This diagram stresses on the need of working-together as a ‘whole systems approach’ 
embracing the complexities of daily social life (Giddings et al., 2002). Amin (2006) introduced 
the notion of 'being-togetherness' as a core element of the urban life, while he imagines an 
urban space that is inclusive and of a good quality. This approach is embedded in 
anthropocentricity of sustainable development definition, where the human well-being tend to 
be a central focus (Giddings et al., 2002; Vallance et al., 2011) . Cuthill (2010) argues that our 
economic and environmental problems are merely societal problems. Therefore, the 
understanding of sustainable  development is argued to be largely based on its social aspect 
(Figure-10). 

 

2.2.2 Social sustainability, key dimensions on community scale 

The challenge of reaching a solid definition of SS is an on-going process in the academic 
literature (Dempsey et al., 2011; McKenzie, 2004). Woodcraft argues that ‘Social sustainability 
combines design of the physical realm with design of the social world, systems for citizen 
engagement and space for people and places to evolve[…]and a process for creating 
sustainable, successful places that promote wellbeing, by understanding what people need 
from the places they live and work’ (2011, p.16).  This definition emphasizes on SS as a long-
term relationship between the society and its context, highlighting the aspects of time and scale. 
That validates the argument that SS is a dynamic concept, which is better understood through 

Figure 9 Breaking down boundaries  

Source: Adapted from Cuthill (2010, p.366) 

 

Figure 10 Social sustainability framework 

Source: Adapted from Giddings et al.(2002, p.189) 
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key components that affects the liveability of its built-up environment (McKenzie, 2004). 
Social sustainability is a dynamic concept that changes with time, even within the same place. 
Those changes can be prompted by external factors, or maybe by events at the local scales that 
would alter the social activities of the community. Dempsey argues that "social sustainability 
is a wide-ranging multi-dimensional concept" (2011, p.290) that focuses on answering the 
social aims of sustainable development (Figure-11). 

 

 

Scholars stress on the notion of scale as an important factor when considering the impacts on 
social sustainability. While social cohesion is examined on a national level, job employment 
on the city scale, it is argued that on a community scale, concepts as “social interaction and 
local environmental quality"  contribute more to the understanding of everyday life patterns in 
relation with their built environment (Bramley, Dempsey, Power, Brown, & Watkins, 2009, p. 
292). Amin (2006) argues that those mundane aspects of an urban context are sources of 
inspirations for bigger policy decisions. This is related to the understanding of the everyday 
life of city neighbourhoods, which can reveal much about its social complexity. Observing and 
understanding a neighbourhood can explain the resilience and the quality of life of its 
community. The focus on living experiences in a given space teaches urban developers about 
the working dynamics of the city as a whole (Woodcraft, 2012). Several researches on 
community-based activities have revealed the strong relevance between the local community 
activities and what social sustainability can involve, arguing that social sustainability is best 

Figure 11 Urban social sustainability contributing factors  
 Source: Adapted from Dempsey et al.(2011,p.291) 
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understood at the community level (Cuthill, 2010). There are arguments among international 
scholars that the above mentioned concepts of social interaction and environmental quality at 
local levels, are associated with larger concepts namely 'social equity and community 
sustainability'.  The combination of both concepts is used to define SS at community level 
(Bramley et al., 2009; Dempsey et al., 2011). 

a. Social Equity is addressed through three dimensions : Redistributive that recognizes the 
just distribution of resources and accessibility to them. Equality of condition encompassing 
the procedural and recognitional dimensions of social equity. While the procedural 
dimension focuses on equal inclusion in the decision-making, the recognitional identifies 
people’s capability to access resources and power. Dempsey et al. (2011) emphasize on the 
importance of scale when addressing social equity within an urban context, because its 
methods of measurement differ recognizing accessibility as a fundamental element. It 
includes access to decision-making, and in geographical sense it focuses on the access to 
services either directly or through connectivity via transport (Bramley et al., 2009; Dempsey 
et al., 2011). While Bramley et al. (2009) identified access to employment and affordable 
housing as criterion of social equity assessment, he argues that they are affected by a wider 
city scale rather than a micro scale (Dempsey et al., 2011; Eizenberg & Jabareen, 2017). 

             

b. Sustainability of community is defined by Bramley et al. (2009) through fives interlinked 
factors. 

i. Social networks are argued to contribute towards building a community by promoting 
exchange of knowledge, and dialogue among community members, with reference to 
the ties between them. The literature identifies strong and weak ties . It is argued that 
both relationships are needed to develop a cohesive community, emphasizing of the 
latter’s positive impact on the social well-being and the ‘sense of identity, security and 
feeling of home’ as argued by Kearns & Forrest (2000, p 1000). Scholars identify that 
those individuals with high education, and a professional status tend to be less interested 
in local social networks since they are more open to wider societies.  On the other hand, 
those people with physical or/and socio-economic dependencies tend to invest more in 
local social networks. It is also argued that the length of residency within the same 
community affects the social networks, positively and/or negatively. Therefore, the 
assessment of social networks is a difficult one since the same factors that enhances its 
qualities, can hinder them simultaneously (Dekker & Bolt, 2005; Dempsey et al., 2011). 
 

ii.  Participation in collective groups: As argued above, the attitude of intuitive 
participation is relatively connected to the quality of ties within a community. However, 
less participation does not ultimately mean an unsustainable community since the 
motivation of participation is affected by the individuals capacity to collaborate. 
Scholars argue that participation in group activities is highly related to a person’s sense 
of belonging. It is encouraged by stability of the social environment itself (Bramley et 
al., 2009; Dempsey et al., 2011). 
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iii. Community stability is widely referred by the low residential mobility which has a 
strong influence on sense of attachment to the place and the strength of ties built 
between the members. However, the literature argues that external factors may affect 
residents’ relocation decisions. Therefore, residents’ turnover is not necessarily an 
indicator of community failure. It is argued that it may improve the overall SS of the 
community being adaptive to change. It is worth mentioning that civic participation is 
highly encouraged in stable communities merely due to the feeling of safety that it 
projects (Bramley et al., 2009; Dempsey et al., 2011). 
 

iv.  Place attachment is associated with the sense of ownership of the place which is 
argued to be accelerated by face-to-face connections. A contra-argument states that 
social ties may be negatively affected in high proximity. Place attachment can be social 
as well as a physical one, where individuals tend to identify with the places they create 
by themselves. Place attachment can be reflected in people’s willingness to participate 
in collective activities, care for the other which contributes to an increased sense of 
safety and security (Bramley et al., 2009; Dempsey et al., 2011). 
 

v. Safety and security for an urban environment can affect its livelihood. In a safe 
neighbourhood, the residents are encouraged to interact, thus increasing social 
networks, feelings of trust, and enhancing reciprocity behaviours. And that ultimately 
increases the sense of attachment to the place. It is also argued that safety can be 
measured within the community where the residents have no fear from their neighbours. 
And while safety may be less secured in dense areas, it is also affected by the 
remoteness of the urban context (Bramley et al., 2009; Dempsey et al., 2011; Kearns & 
Forrest, 2000).  
 

2.2.3 Social sustainability, theoretical framework 
  

The theoretical framework (Figure-12) is built from the literature on SS underlining the 
connections between the variables. Being equally recognized in a community enhances the 
networking among the residents, which encourages the participation process. Those aspects do 
affect the sense of belonging, stabilizes the community engendering feelings of safety and 
security. The latter is also affected by the location of the community within the city. Therefore, 
SS is not a linear concept, it is a whole systems approach embracing the complexities of the 
daily social life where people do enjoy living together (Bramley et al., 2009; Dempsey et al., 
2011; Giddings et al., 2002). 
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2.2 Research conceptual framework 
The theoretical framework (Figure-13) is built from the literature. It underlines the relationship 
between co-production process -independent variable- and social sustainability -dependent 
variable. 

Co-production is identified as a tool to enhance the social equity and social sustainability of its 
urban context. The balance of power contributes to enhancing the quality of interactions among 
the residents. It builds partnerships and reciprocity behaviour. This interactive approach widens 
up the social networks, builds trust,  and a sense of attachment to the place which eventually 
contributes to the community stability. Co-production encourages a behaviour of collective 
participation and fosters self-help attitudes among the residents. 

However, the assumption of ‘the greater the participation, the more positive effects’ is not a 
solid statement, merely because it is not a unidirectional process. It may have significant 
undesired impacts on the social sustainability of the community. Therefore, the assumption that 
co-production contributes positively to the social sustainability of a community needs to be 
explored in-depth. 

 

Figure 12 Theoretical framework of SS on community level 
Source: Author (May-2022) - Content derives from the literature 
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Figure 13 Research conceptual framework 
Source: Author (May-2022) 
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Chapter 3. Research design, methodology  

3.1  Description of the research design and methods 

The research is structured in two main parts. The first part looks at the literature, whereas the 
second part is an empirical case study, used as the research strategy. A single case study has 
been selected, which is Groene Mient village in the Hague. The research is exploratory and 
qualitative type of analysis, which is applicable for the case study approach. The latter is the 
best suited for exploring human interactions within a geographical context (Fischetti, 2008; 
Godschalk & Mills, 1966). The research aims to explore how the concept of co-production 
contributes to social sustainability. 

3.2  Data collection  
The research method is using three data collection tools for triangulation purposes and internal 
validity (Ergas, 2010; Van Thiel, 2014) 

3.2.1 In depth Interviews  

Semi-structured interviews were conducted to explore the particularities of the co-production 
process of the case study with the founder, identified as an expert, and the resident (Section 3-
Appendix 1). This interview used a mixed type of closed and open-ended questions. The latter 
creates an opportunity for a somewhat free conversational exchange among the interviewee 
and the researcher, as argued Godschalk & Mills (1966). On the other hand, the structured 
interviews with a similar mix of closed and open-ended questions were used to interview the 
residents in order to explore their involvement in the co-production process in addition to 
evaluate the contribution of such process to the quality of life of their community (Section 4-
Appendix 1). All interviews were conducted in English. 

An exploration survey was conducted prior to any interviews. The researcher distributed one 
survey sheet per household to the 33 houses of the village (Section 2-Appendix 1). The 
exploration survey served to understand the demographic composition of the community and 
the role played by its members. Within the residents groups the categories that were identified 
are: initial residents, a new comer, single households, retired couples, and young couples with 
children.  The exploration survey helped to enhance the quality of the structured interview 
questions, which was developed after receiving the results of the exploration survey. The 
figure-14 illustrates the technical process between the exploration phase and interviews 
development.  
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While some interviews were conducted face-to-face on site, the interviewee signed a consent 
letter to approve the recording of the meeting (Section 1–Appendix 1). Other interviews were 
conducted online via Zoom and an oral consent was given. 

3.2.2 Observations  

This method of observing the community residents’ by the researcher, in their real life settings 
is to have an insight on their actual behavior, and to answer questions regarding the location 
and the physical aspect of the case study. The collection of such data was performed through a 
non-participant observation  after taking a permission from the community. It indicates that the 
researcher’s identity is known to the unit of study without involvement in the activities 
performed by the latter. Observations are taken in a form of descriptive record of field notes 
based on the researcher’s focus on the research’s sub-questions, variables and indicators (John 
W.Creswell, 2016).   

Figure 14 Interviews framework.  
Source: Author (June-2022) 
 



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   21 

3.2.3 Secondary data collection 

This type of data is collected from various sources. The documents come from online 
webpages, online reports, and existing online interviews. These data are used to support the 
primary data collected. The list of the used secondary data is presented in Section 7-Appendix 
2 followed by a content summary for each document. 

3.3  Sampling  

The selection of experts was done through a mixed sampling methods. The list of responded is 
attached in Section 5-Appendix 2. 

The non-probability purposive sampling is a method that allows selecting people with strong 
relevance to the research topic in order to gain new insights about the addressed situation. And 
it is argued to be applied when there is, relatively, few number of units to study (Van Thiel, 
2014), and it was used to identify the experts. Three main experts were identified : G01 one of 
the co-founders and resident who agreed to conduct an official interview. A second co-
founder/resident provided insights through informal conversation during the site observation 
day. A third expert, non-resident, was identified but choose not to conduct an official interview.  
This was added as part of the limitation of this study. The researcher used this expert’s website 
to collect additional information. 

Among the residents, a total of 9 people conducted the interviews. The selection aimed to 
achieve maximum representation of a diverse group of people, therefore the researcher used 
the stratified random sampling method. One interviewee per household was interviewed in 
order to have different perspectives. The number of sample used of this research was based on 
the saturation aspect which was reached at a number of 9 respondents among the nominated 
interviewees (Van Thiel, 2014). 

3.4  Validity and reliability 

The literature identifies internal validity and external one. Acknowledging that the main 
findings are only applicable to the case itself and it cannot be generalized which is a common 
limitation of the case study approach in terms of external validity. The internal validity of the 
findings is resolved through data triangulation using primary, secondary data, and observations. 
The reliability which is related to the replicability of the process, remains a limitation. 
However, this type of limitation can be reduced through setting a protocol (recording), and a 
case database (material collected), which would allow future replicability of the study either 
on the same setting or a similar ones elsewhere (Van Thiel, 2014).  

3.5  Data analysis method 

The data analysis is done through Atlas.ti software. The interviews, secondary data, and 
observations are coded, deductively based on the concepts and dimensions previously 
identified in the operationalization table. A list of memos were created and used for the analysis 
and conclusion. Some codes were split within the same dimension for a more focused analysis, 
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and that explains why the code tree (Section 1-Appendix 2) is more detailed than the 
operationalization table. Section 2-Appendix 2 shows the added codes and their explanations.  

The findings were interpreted using co-occurrence table and query tools which showed the 
relationship between the variables/sub-variables. Results are graphically presented in the forms 
of networks, and Sankey diagrams. An iterative process was taking place for the analysis. The 
researcher kept shifting between codes and their interpretation, memos, secondary data, and 
the researcher’s observations, all to provide a richer understanding of the research questions. 
The strategy of the analysis relied on finding patterns through the code combinations. Internal 
validity was strengthened when the relationship discussed in the literature where applicable in 
the empirical findings (Yin, 2014). The analysis is presented in a narrative explaining why 
or/and how such relationship occurred.  The findings  are interpreted and analysed in chapter 
4, and main conclusions in chapter 5.  

3.6  Identified challenges and limitations 

The case study location is in the Hague, the commuting was time consuming and costly. 
Viewing the limited time frame of the field work period, the site visits were limited. A set of 
on-site face-to-face interviews were conducted in the three visits to the village; and other 
interviews were conducted online via Zoom. The visits varied between weekdays and a 
weekend in order to capture the most of the residents’ behaviour. The willingness of the people 
to participate and provide information about their involvement in the community may have 
affected the results of the research. Some relevant respondents choose not to conduct the 
interview among which is the new comer to the village, and another co-founder of the project 
who has a different perspective on the living environment. Therefore, only the informal 
conversations with the latter are taken into account. The refusal of the external expert to 
respond is part of the limitations. In addition, one of the challenges was the language barrier, 
thus the selection of the interviewees had to consider his/her ability to speak English which 
might also affect and impact the findings. 

 

3.7  Operationalization : Variables, indicators 
 
Table 1 and table 2 present the sub-variables/indicators as identified from the literature for both 
concepts co-production and social sustainability .



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   23 

Table 1 Operationalization table-Independent variable. 
Source: Author (May 2022) 
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Table 2 Operationalization table-Dependent variable. 
Source: Author (May 2022) 
 



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   25 

Chapter 4. Results, analysis, and discussions  

This chapter presents the findings in a qualitative analysis. It addresses the research questions, 
through empirical findings. Section 4.1 discusses the case study context. Section 4.2  illustrates 
the concepts’ findings and their analysis. Section 4.3 illustrates a main summary of the analysis. 

4.1  The case study of Groene Mient.  
4.1.1 Location and description 
Groene Mient is a socio-ecological intentional community, developed through a CPO model 
(collective private commissioning) by the community members. It is identified as the first CPO 
project of such scale developed in the Hague. The 33 energy-neutral  private houses are located 
in a quiet mixed-use middle-class residential neighbourhood, the Vruchtenbuurt. The 
neighbourhood is highly connected to the city centre via public transport, and within 12 to 15 
cycling distance estimated through google maps, and a shorter distance to the beach (Photo-1). 

 

Source: Extracted  from www.groenemient.nl–Annotations developed by Author (June-2022) 
 

Photo 1 Groene Mient aerial view 

http://www.groenemient.nl/
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The project resides on a plot of 7600 m2 including a central area of 3500 m2 dedicated for a 
communal garden, designed and developed by the residents based on permaculture landscape 
vision, guided by ‘Puur permacultuur’ firm. Within these spaces, there is a community building 
‘Ei’ meaning the Egg, inspired from its shape (Figure-15). The houses have different sizes 
which is related to the household personal affordability (Haacs, 2018; Van Eren, 2017). 

 

 

4.1.2 History and vision  

The initial project started with Vormidabel foundation in collaboration with the Hague 
municipality, and a partnership with Vestia housing association. The Waterspin ecological 
social housing project in Den Haag was an inspiration for the community. Vestia withdrew 
from the initiative in 2012 after its financial crisis, and Groene Mient association was created 
replacing Vormidabel. In 2013, the interested group of people re-launched their initiative acting 
as Collective Private Client (CPO) which is defined as the group of people who are willing to 
develop their own houses together. The group have full control on choosing the plot, the experts 
selection, and the full realization of the project following their own visions and values. The 
selection of the plot of Groene Mient village was done through an auction regulated by the 
municipality, whom by itself has been facilitating and encouraging self-build housing in certain 
allocated municipal lands in the Vruchtenbuurt neighborhood since 2014, following the Do-it-
yourself policy. The full realization of the project was completed in September 2017. The 
project was developed physically in two main stages, after years of collaboration, planning and 
co-designing which is summarized in the timeline graph (Figure-16) (Groene Mient, nd; Haacs, 
2018).   

Figure 15 Groene Mient annotated plan 
Source: Extracted from www.groenemient.nl –Annotations developed by Author (June-2022) 
 

http://www.groenemient.nl/
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Source: www.groenemient.nl (June-2022) 
 

Photo 2 Garden design workshop 

Photo 3 The community in 2019 
Source: www.groenemient.nl (June-2022) 
 

http://www.groenemient.nl/
http://www.groenemient.nl/
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Figure 16 Groene Mient timeline 
Source: Author ; Content derives from data collection (June-2022)   
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4.1.3  The Living in Groene Mient  
 
Groene Mient is a village in the middle of the city where likeminded people had their own 
shared vision. The housing project values are defined in themes connecting the social with the 
ecological (Groene Mient, nd): 

- Social diversity, 
- Living together, 
- Ecologically responsible living, 
- Affordable and accessible. 

Groene Mient community identified the ‘lack of social cohesion, reduction of nature, 
environmental pollution and problems related to well-being and healthy living’ as objectives 
to overcome. Groene Mient is built on the basis of developing of  living together in respect of 
diversity and care for the other, while acting responsibly towards the environment. Energy self-
sufficiency, circularity of material and water collection are basic concept rules. The village 
wants for its people to feel connected to nature, and to see themselves as a  unified community 
(Groene Mient, nd).  

During the fieldwork, the respondents expressed their motivation for choosing Groene Mient 
(Section 3-Appendix 2). The answers highlighted the social need of being within a community 
of diverse backgrounds and age groups. They want to live an ecological sustainable life, and to 
be able to design a house with a garden at low cost. The village was described as a good place 
to live and an extended family to others.  

“Because you can rely on one another; you can speak about things bothering you, and 
we share a lot” (G05-Resident-2022). 

While other opinions confirmed the intimacy built between them, yet within certain social 
boundaries. 

 “but not everybody is your friend” (G06-Resident-2022). 

Those web of connections varied. They are the social outcomes of the living together since the 
initiation of the project’s concept, to constructing it, towards building the community socially 
and physically, and maintaining it.  

4.2  Data description, analysis and discussions.  
This section presents findings on both concepts, co-production and social sustainability, and 
their analysis per variable as outlined in the conceptual framework. An interesting insight on 
the findings is that the sub-variables are not discussed in isolation, due to their strong 
interlinkage. For each indicator, the findings are presented, and their analysis underlining the 
relationship of the indicator with other indicators.  

The qualitative data (primary, secondary and observations) were coded deductively through 
Atlas.ti, based on the operationalization table. Secondary data were limited, yet they helped in 
the triangulation providing additional insights. Observations notes were used to evaluate and 
contextualize villagers’ responses. The findings from the various sources aligned with each other, 
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consequently contributing to the strengthening of the research’s internal validity.  Some variables 
were split for more focused analysis (Section 5-Appendix 2). Figure-17 shows the number of 
quotations per indicator. 

 

 

  
 

Co-occurrence table, networks, and Sankey diagrams are used as analysis tools, illustrating the 
relationships between the various codes. The top co-occurring codes are highlighted in figure-
18.  

 

Figure 17 Number of quotations per indicator 
Source: Author, developed through Atlas.ti (July-2022) 
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Figure 18 Co-occurrence table. 
 

Source: Author, developed through Atlas.ti (July-2022) 
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4.2.1 Co-production, findings and discussions 
 

This section addresses the findings of co-production process in Groene Mient, the social 
outcomes and challenges, within a qualitative analytical narrative highlighting the interlinkage 
between the variables/sub-variables. A summary of the findings is presented in Section 8-
Appendix 2. 

4.2.1.1 Characteristics of co-production 

This section addresses the sub-question “What are the characteristics of co-production in 
Groene Mient?” 

a. Who are the co-producers? 

There are three main stakeholders involved in the co-production process of Groene Mient : 
Municipality, experts, and most importantly the residents.  

The Hague Municipality identified as a facilitator of the process. It is the land provider by 
selling plots to interested groups through auction. The municipality supports CPO initiatives 
through firstly allocating lands for community development, secondly through the ‘I build 
affordably in the Hague’ following the ‘Do-it-yourself democracy’ paper (ikbouwindenhaag, 
nd). 

The experts teams varies from founders, to architects, landscape designer, contractors among 
other technical construction teams. These group of people are identified as facilitators. Their 
role is interlinked with the community members who are identified as joint principal and risk 
bearers. The residents had full control on choosing the plot, the experts, and the full 
realization of the project following their own vision and values (Groene Mient, nd). 
 
The primary data showed that the community members are self-selected residents, mostly 
Dutch nationals. While the majority lived in Den Haag before moving to Groene Mient, others 
came from across the Netherlands : Groningen, Tilburg, and Zeeland. The age range varied 
between 35 years old up to 75 years old. Their economic status is defined as middle to high-
income people,  which may have affected the quality of social networks within the community.  

“here are only the owners with lots of money. And in Waterspin there are the people 
with less money, and they have a very different behaviour” (G01-Founder-2022). 

The specified economic status is a result of the increased prices imposed by the municipality. 
After the financial crisis with Vestia, the private banks refused to provide loans to housing 
corporations. Many interested members in the projects had to leave and the idea of social 
housing was dropped out. 

“Very painful day they had to leave. they couldn't pay it” (GF01-Founder-2022). 

The determination and financial capability of certain interested members, allowed them to re-
group themselves and continue the project as a CPO. The self-selection process was also based 
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on their understanding the socio-ecological values of the Groene Mient , G01-Founder 
explains:  

“So it was a social self selecting process[…]we had talks, then we presented the 
project. There were not so many people at a time, but quickly grew. There were some 
people who really like the pillars, and brought the project further” (G01-Founder-
2022). 

b. Where do they co-produce? 

Groene Mient had their own board which is divided into clusters, each dedicated to certain 
tasks. Residents are part of one or more clusters (Groene Mient, nd): 

- Cluster Construction : construction working people and materialization  
- Cluster Buitenruimte : group preparing for housing, communal space and garden. 
- Cluster Finance and legal : Loan fund working group, audit committee. 
- Cluster Communicatie : events group, coffee servings. 

The primary data findings showed that the residents were involved in more specific activities 
resonating with the above mentioned clusters: 

- Village main layout, architects and contractors selection. 
- Garden concept layout, its development and on-going maintenance. 
- Community building and its construction. 
- Their house design. 
- Social events and coffee serving. 
- Financial and technical advisory. 

In short, the co-production activities took place between the resident themselves such as the 
on-going gardening days, and other social events. While the housing design and construction 
activities were guided by the experts. Almost all the residents were actively involved in the 
planning, design, and construction phases, based on their own personal capabilities.  

c.  How do they co-produce? 

Groene Mient adopts a consent decision-making approach prior to any action, through a 
dialogue to arrive at best solutions together. Time is used to discuss, exchange ideas, and learn 
from others’ experiences, leaving space for creativity, and equal partnerships emphasizing on 
social equity, but not only. The consent approach showed mixed results of success. It 
contributed to certain social challenges where some individuals expressed their fear of sharing 
opinions in order to avoid potential conflicts.  

“in the social part it's like a family how you quarrel and how you will come to a solution. 
that's very important for us living in a community. You don't have to be afraid that there 
might be some quarrel, there will be, there are” (G04-Resident-2022). 
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However, the community is working on enhancing their decision-making through their ‘Living 
Together’ club by creating small rounds for discussions, which may enhance the feeling of 
social safety between each other. The fear of expression led to passive partnerships with less 
impact on the decision-making. In other cases, the passive partnership is  related to personal 
motivations rather than a conflictual matter. 

“I find it hard to choose. So there's not much impact of my voice. But there are   certain 
things who do have my attention and I will be able to then I would say yes or no what I 
really  want” (G07-Resident-2022). 

Residents showed strong involvement in the activities within certain preferences based on their 
motivation, time pressure, physical capabilities or/and knowledge (Section 4-Appendix 2). It 
is related to the activity itself -where-. While G01-Founder a physiotherapist preferred not to 
use her hands for construction, G05-Resident showed her preference for cooking stating : 

“My younger son was then just one year old. It was really like, you have to really keep 
him in, I was not able to work on construction. But I made lunch while they were 
working” (G05-Resident-2022). 

In Groene Mient everyone has something valuable to contribute each within their own capacity 
and expertise even if someone had only to serve coffee during the meeting allowing others with 
more expertise to take the lead, G02-Resident narrates. 

 

Therefore, it can be concluded that co-production characteristics in Groene Mient are strongly 
interconnected, and influence each other. Although the consent approach brings recognition to 
the forefront of the debate, yet it has its setbacks. How they co-produce is not a cast-iron 
feature. The scale of engagement is related to where the activity, as well as to the individual 
characteristics of the who, and personal motivations. This is highlighted in figure-18 showing 
a relatively strong co-occurrence values and positive relationship between the three 
characteristics. Co-production process in Groene Mient is moderated through those 
characteristics leading to various social outcomes, and challenges. Figure-19 displays 
graphically those relationships. The most significant one is related to active/passive 
partnerships and acceptability indicators. While social challenges, empowerment and 
positive/negative social interactions  came second before the least impacted indicators such  
time and financial challenges.  A deeper analysis of those relationships is outlined thoroughly 
in the following section 4.2.1.2.
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Figure 19 Sankey Diagram-Relationship between characteristics and outcomes 
Source: Author through Atlas.ti (July-2022) 
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4.2.1.2 Outcomes and challenges 

This section addresses the findings on the sub-question “What are the outcomes and challenges 
of  co-production in Groene Mient?” 

Groene Mient community envisioned the outcomes and challenges of their co-production 
process as the following (Groene Mient, nd) : 

- Freedom to design as you see fit  
- Chance to realize your dream home 
- Design collective living environment 
- A lot of work, consultation and a long breath 
- Financial investments and risk bearing 
- Decision-making via consent. 

The analysis below provides a thorough understanding of these points, through primary and 
additional secondary data.  

a. Partnerships 

The partnerships indicator was divided between active and passive as per the findings. Data 
showed that most respondents expressed their full engagement in the decision-making, whether 
as a board member or in the construction of the Ei, to their housing designs. They are actors of 
change and socially recognized, while the experts were identified as facilitators. G02-Resident 
confirms while explaining the village’s layout design process against the zoning plans (Haacs, 
2018). 

“At first the municipality said there had to be a block like here, but we had a  lot of 
houses who would look to a blind wall. that's not nice. But now you're all related to the 
garden. So changing was a good idea” (G02-Resident-2022). 

 At some point the residents took the lead envisioning better solutions than the experts, as G04-
Resident expressed about teaching the contractor how to use Polypropylene pipes that aligns 
best with sustainable construction schemes, and an essential feature for the ecological village, 
highlighting their freedom to develop as they envisioned their socio-ecological standards. The 
contractor’s lack of knowledge in the field is related to community’s financial limitations.  
Whereas some respondents expressed being passive partners due to a lack in personal 
motivation. Others hinted their incapability to imagine architectural spaces, leaving all 
decisions to the architects, leading towards a negative impact on the acceptability indicator. 
Their housing needs were not met. 

“At the end I decided I could make  the house bigger I decided to do that last moment 
but the interior wasn't very well thought through and if I could do it again, I should do 
something different” (G09-Resident-2022). 
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The active partnership was also translated into participation in collective groups within the 
community itself as G02-Resident explained the garden terrace construction with other 
neighbours.  

“I said to one of my neighbours. Eva, come, we make terrace here[…]then I said we 
just start here.it wasn't on the drawing[…]We just made it so” (G02-Resident-2022). 

Figure-18 shows 8 co-occurring codes between active partnership and participation in 
collective groups, while the analysis reflected a positive relationship between both indicators. 
Active partnership shows a strong relationship with recognition indicator, while the highest co-
occurrence is with the acceptability indicator. The analysis above confirmed a strong positive 
relationship between acceptability and active partnership. Resident were recognized with equal 
access to the decision-making, which empowered them to influence their spaces per their real 
needs. 

b. Acceptability 

The motivation of living in Groene Mient is a choice related to their socio-cultural values on 
sustainable living, in addition to the living in a community of mixed-age groups and diverse 
backgrounds, as most respondents explained.  

The un-gated garden was described as an ‘unprecedented collective outdoor space leads to a 
non-Dutch spatial quality that transcends the usual norms’ (Haacs, 2018). The villagers 
designed their spaces based on their values of living together in solidarity as one community. 
They shared a garden, a community building (Ei), and most significantly they shared their 
private roofs to collectively install solar panels for those who houses are in the shade.  

However, certain collective decisions did not meet all specific needs, thus contributing to social 
and economic challenges. While G06-Resident wished having more trees in the garden instead 
of the Ei, G04-Resident argued that the cost of the Ei was high and unnecessary. G07-Resident 
never approved the noisy external metallic stairs. This underpins again that how the co-
production took place led to challenges which affected the personal needs of certain villagers. 

The residents modelled their interior houses according to their specific needs with innovative 
solutions that experts did not consider. G07-Resident fought for having a covered balcony, and 
G05-Resident lowered the house floor level to increase the height of their living room, who 
nodded when asked about moving out:  

“No, moving out, no, we put a lot of effort in it. We like it here we built it ourselves” 
(G05-Resident-2022). 

This aspect highlighted a certain attachment to the place. Moreover, the shape of the external 
buildings from heights to volume displayed the diverse inputs of the residents as stated in 
HAACS magazine (2018) which reflected the various financial capability. Each family had to 
think about their personal investment before deciding on the location of their house within the 
plot, and the square meters. The project is considered affordable compared to the local market 
due to the economy of scale (Hague Hands-2018). It shows that co-production contributed to 
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making their dreams accessible and affordable. It reflected recognition, ability to create an 
identity. It highlights  the interconnectedness between the physical outcomes of their co-
production process and the social ones. 

Figure-18 showed 4 codes between acceptability and place attachment, and the analysis of 
those codes indicated a positive relationship, yet not a strong one. Another important 
connection is highlighted with 9 codes between acceptability and how indicators. Their analysis 
expressed a moderate positive relationship, because not everyone desired to engage in the 
decision-making. It is the active partnership that has a significant impact on acceptability. The 
active decision-makers modelled their spaces to their needs. 

c. Empowerment 
 
The findings categorises empowerment in the scale of skills development, consequently more 
control over the settings of construction and design. Another scale is the social skill of learning 
to live together as G04-Resident expressed when asked about the gains of co-production, 
emphasizing on the importance of re-connecting with the other. Learning to construct together 
seemed easy for G03-Resident, but living together remained an internal social daily challenge 
to overcome. 

“some moment I learned more what it’s like to live in a  society and when how important 
it’s that we make the sorts of projects to learn being together” (G03-Resident-2022). 

Most respondents have expressed learning to garden, build, even design and think sustainably. 
G06-Resident and G07-Resident wish when building a new place to use learnt sustainability 
norms, which reflects the potential impact of urban eco-village on the broader society. 

Most importantly, they learned about each other’s characters which contributed to their social 
safety net in the community. Many of the relationships were built during the activities, 
especially during the construction period, and the on-going garden days. While some residents 
are inspired by the conversation with their neighbor, others were able to frame their own 
personal social networks.  

The highest co-occurrence with empowerment is connected to positive social interactions and 
social networks indicators, yet not significantly because co-production had different 
empowerment effects on the residents relative to their scale of engagement in co-production 
activities. 

d. Social Interactions 

The web of connections created among the residents varied. The data revealed positive and 
negative connections. The social interactions were face-to-face and virtual ones through 
WhatsApp. Co-production activities were an essential platform to connect and meet on several 
occasions. 
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“I got to meet other neighbours yes and that's not only during the garden day, it's during 
the whole project” (G02-Resident-2022). 

People were able to frame their own social networks within the community after years of living 
together. 

“It's after well, let's say almost 10 years. I know people's characters. So I  know whom 
to ask what and when” (G03-Resident-2022). 

During the field observation (Garden day-12thJune-2022), it seemed clear that some residents 
were not in harmony with the community, although they were participating in gardening 
activities but least socializing. They worked separately, and for lunch time, they choose to leave 
the group. 

The understanding of conflicts in Groene Mient is described as family quarrels (G04-Resident-
2022). A term that indicates the mildness of the existing conflicts, and expresses certain 
intimacy in their relationships which was observed during a previous field observation (6th 
June-2022). Everyone was waving at G01-Founder as she guided me through the project, while 
we were stopped for a small chat about planting potatoes.  

Some respondents showed strong relationships with their neighbours that developed into 
friendships, while others remains causal based on assistance requests from neighbours. In both 
situations, the residents count on each other whether to request eggs for a cooking recipe, 
preparing meals for a sick neighbour or taking care of each others’ houses when out of the city. 
That goes beyond a mere reciprocity behaviour. It indicates a level of trust, social attachment, 
and sustainable living as the founder expressed to the Hague Hands magazine in 2018:   

“If someone is sick here, three people with soup are immediately at the door. During 
the storm weeks ago, few of us went out to pick up stranded  neighbours from all over 
the country. Other neighbours looked after their children. Groene Mient not only stands 
for ecological sustainability, but also for social sustainability” (Hague Hands-2018). 

The negative social interactions did not seem to have a significant impact on its surrounding 
especially that the community are working on enhancing their internal communications through 
the ‘Living Together’ club. It shows their ability to adapt to changes to sustain their social 
stability. While the positive social interactions contributes to creating internal social networks 
that also varied from formal to stronger ones, the positive social interactions contributes 
simultaneously to creating harmony and safety in the village. It encourages to a certain extent 
the participation in collective activities, and contributing to place attachment and community 
stability through those positive dynamics. 
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e. Challenges 

The findings classified the challenges into: social, financial, and time. 

Social 
The social arguments described as family quarrels are related to decision-making discussions. 
During the interviews, it was noticeable that some decisions are made with certain 
compromises leading to dissatisfaction with the outcomes. This outlines the challenge of social 
communication in big groups. Although the Ei is designed collaboratively, some residents 
wished it had more windows, which was determined in respect of the nearby houses ; they do 
not wish to be looked at. G06-Resident still prefers having trees in the garden instead of the Ei.   
 
Financial 
Another challenges is related to the cost of the Ei. G03-Resident wished not spending a huge 
amount on such element, which is considered as a big storage room for some (G04-Resident, 
G06-Resident). 
 

“I think the process of building the Ei was great. But it costs more than our house per 
square meter. Like, I didn't want to put my money only there” (G03-Resident-2022). 

Groene Mient project is self-financed by the community members themselves, The residents 
were able to model their housing design based on their own personal financial capabilities. 

“we had a great deal of freedom in design. And because we did it as a collective, it 
remained affordable” (Hague Hands-2018). 

Affordability here targeted Groene Mient residents, mostly high-income people. It was an 
obstacle for low and middle-income people, who were forced to drop out of the project since 
the beginning.  Knowing that this particular situation is related to external factors. Vestia’s 
financial crisis and increased costs by the municipality (Groene Mient, nd; Haacs, 2018).  

Time 
A third challenge was the time since co-production needed long breath as the founder 
explained. G03-Resident considers that they could have done better, as a community, if they 
had more time. However, as per the findings, there we no serious indicators on that.  
 
Figure-18 shows that the identified challenges have weak to non-existing relationships with the 
social sustainability indicators, especially the financial aspect, and time.  While social 
challenges contributes to reduce the level of social safety, where people have fear of potential 
conflicts and opt to become passive partners. It had minor impacts on place attachment and 
community stability. The social challenges are merely a result of the how co-production 
process is taking place, and highly related to the type of activity and the individual 
characteristics. This is because, those who are passive partners in construction, for instance, 
they are mostly active in other activities, suitable to their own capabilities.
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4.2.2 Social sustainability, findings and discussions 

This section addresses the findings on social sustainability, within a qualitative analytical 
narrative highlighting the interlinkage between the variables/sub-variables. A summary of the 
findings is presented in Section 9-Appendix 2. 

4.2.2.1 Social equity  

a. Recognition 

Every resident has a voice and something valuable to share. They commonly confirmed having 
an impact on the decision-making within their scale of engagement in co-production activities. 
That was reflected in their willingness to participate in collective activities such as the on-going 
garden day since five years now, presenting an opportunity to meet, and share new ideas to 
maintain their community development. However not everyone choose to take part (G07-
Resident,G09-Resident). 

The consent approach had its own challenges, yet it implied equal accessibility to the decision-
making. The findings revealed active and passive partnerships. The latter is negatively 
associated with recognition, merely related the individuals motivation to be involved in the 
decision-making (G07-Resident) and when G09-Resident explained her inability to express her 
ideas to the architects. 

Figure-18 indicates a relationship between recognition and how indicators (18 common codes). 
The analysis shows a strong positive relationship, taking into consideration the potential 
negative impact of the consent approach. Active partnership is in dual relationship with 
recognition. Residents play active roles because they have access to decision-making, thus they 
are more recognized with stronger impacts on shaping their community. That explains the 
connection with acceptability emphasizing on the strength of its positive reciprocal relationship 
with recognition. It additionally highlights the influence of the community’s social 
sustainability on co-production outcomes. 

b. Access to resources  
 
While the communal garden and the Ei were designed as common spaces for everyone, the 
roofs were defined as private. The latter became a common resource for an adequate 
localization of solar panels, thus more energy efficiency for the benefit of the entire community, 
specially those shaded houses. This goes what is being provided tangibly, it is more of what it 
enables as a culture of living together. It somewhat contributes to the acceptability layer since 
residents were able to re-adjust their understanding of private and common areas to 
accommodate their own needs as a community. 

“So that's the point  where we said the roof belongs to the community. Put the solar 
systems that we can put it on the ideal places to give enough energy” (G02-Resident-
2022). 
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However, access to resources tend to have a moderate positive relationship with acceptability, 
and almost weak to non-existing relationship with the remaining  indicators. 

4.2.2.2 Sustainability of the community 

a. Social networks within the community 

The findings revealed the social networks built in Groene Mient members are the weak ties 
type, which is highly related to the quality of their social interactions. The data were extracted 
from an interactive map tool (Section 12-Appendix 2). Respondents drew their movements in 
the village. Certain movements were for socializing, others were related to an assistance needed 
mostly for technical issues in the house. G05-Resident linked her social connections to her kids 
who regularly stop by other families for children playdates.  

Few networks showed as strong where residents plan activities together even outside the 
village, and organize family visits to their summer house in a different region of the 
Netherlands G07-Resident expressed:  

“ I know my neighbour well and I see your she uses our summer house from Family in   
Zeeland. we know a lot about each other. She knows my family and all that” (G07-
Resident-2022). 

While others kept their network just as  mere neighbours explaining their support for each other 
when needed. 

“good social relations, but not real friendship, it is always out of the community” (G04-
Resident-2022). 

Those findings explain the strong co-occurrence between social networks and positive social 
interaction (26 codes), and the very weak relationship with place attachment. The relationships 
built indicated respect, trust, and somewhat positive connections, compared to negative social 
interaction that scored only 1 code, indicating a negligeable relationship with social networks. 
It can be concluded that the quality of social networks are not affected by conflicts, it is related 
to the personal characteristics of the residents. 

b. Participation in collective groups 

Activities in the village varied between community duties and social events. Meetings in the 
Ei, and in the garden are regular social activities. While certain members organize tours and 
activities in the Ei welcoming individuals from outside the community to explain the 
atmosphere and process of their project (G02-Resident-2022, G01-Founder-2022). 

Families with young children have somewhat regular meetings for playdate activities, even 
during the pandemic period because they did not have the fear of the other. That is when they 
organized gymnastics classes in their garden and piano events (G01-Founder, G04-Resident, 
G06-Resident). 
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Few members participate in a car-pooling initiative, Deal-Auto, where they share cars with 
other families. This activity goes beyond the community vicinity towards individuals from the 
nearby neighbourhood (G06-Resident). It reflects the positive impact of urban eco-villagers on 
the broader society through their sustainability and participatory behaviours.  

Figure-18 indicates a positive relationship between participation and positive social 
interactions, and active partnership. Residents are encouraged to participate in social activities 
with particular neighbours of their choice. Participation in social activities is not significantly 
affected by other indicators. This does not necessarily an indicator of a negative impact on the 
community sustainability because participation is strongly connected to individual 
characteristics, and susceptible to external factors. 

c. Community stability 

Groene Mient has been physically established since five years and only one resident moved 
out for external family reasons. Therefore, it was not an indicator of social failures in the 
community.  

“one man left already in the second year after living here because he found the love his 
life on the other part of Holland” (G01-Founder-2022). 

The respondents evaluated positively their choice of living in Groene Mient with terms such as 
‘good, better, happy, fantastic’ among others.   

However, during the field observation (Garden day-12th June-2022) it was noticeable that there 
are contradicting views to this state of social harmony. Some informal conversations underlined 
existing conflicts in the community. Yet, none of the respondents implied regretting living in 
Groene Mient. That does not only show a certain stability in the community, but also a positive 
indicator of their sense of belonging to the place, which is illustrated with 13 common codes 
between community stability and place attachment. Another correlation is with positive social 
interactions indicating that the later contributed positively to community stability. 

 

d. Place attachment 
 

The respondents indicated that it is a peaceful place, while others viewed themselves as spoiled 
and lucky to be living in the village. G05-Resident and G08-Resident consider the community 
as their extended families, they rely on aspects of trust and companionship, reflecting the 
existing positive social interactions between them (Section 11-Appendix 2). 

The respondents showed having shared sense of ownership to the place and that links to their 
evaluation after five years experience of living together. Some current residents did not like the 
area before, but now they appreciate living in Groene Mient (G04-Resident). They enjoy the 
garden day and other random social activities inside and outside the community, which reflects 
positively on the participation in collective groups indicator. G05-Resident explains:  
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“And I think that's one of the things of living here is that you really participate. 
Together, we did this effort to make it better. that's what makes it nice”  

Those findings are clear in figure-18, where place attachment and positive social interactions 
show a positive relationship. While 4 codes connecting place attachment with social networks, 
their analysis indicates a weak positive relationship, merely because not all residents were 
equally interested in social networking within the community. They can be just neighbours. 
This sense of attachment strong or weak is contributing to a certain stability in the community, 
since no one is considering moving out.  

 

e. Safety and security 

The findings identified safety in terms of social reflecting on the pandemic period, and safety 
from violence.  

Social safety/covid 
 
The interviews revealed that most respondents considered the village as a safe environment. 
The village is a place where they shared and built their dreams together. Their social connection 
expanded and felt safe sharing their worries between each other. However, G06-Resident 
explained that some do not feel safe expressing their opinions to avoid potential conflicts with 
others. 

“I know there are conflicts between neighbours. I know some people don't feel safe. But 
I think that's ok. This is hard to think about[…]how people can find solutions themselves 
with help of neighbours” (G06-Resident-2022). 

The ‘Living Together’ club created small rounds of discussions instead of  bigger groups to 
enhance the quality of communication, consequently affecting positively the feeling of social 
safety. This indicates that co-production characteristic -how- is also affected by the social 
outcomes, and an emphasis on the ability to re-adapt and change. 

On the other hand, respondents explained the level of safety experienced during the pandemic. 
They knew each other, they felt safe to interact and communicate, reducing feelings of isolation 
and enhancing their well-being. They were able to organize community activities in the garden, 
the piano concert and gymnastics classes. There were encouraged to participate in collective 
activities. 

“That it was our paradise here really in Covid times” (G04-Resident-2022). 
This is reflected in the high co-occurrence between the social safety and positive social 
interactions indicators, where the latter contribute to the former, which may have 
systematically contributed to place attachment, on a larger scale. 

Safety: violence 
 
Some respondents narrated the stolen bikes incident. It was referred to the city not the 
community, and they expressed keeping the garden un-gated without security cameras. 
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Moreover, most of the respondent mentioned leaving the backyard door unlocked even during 
night times. G07-Resident explained wanting her close family to get in, even when absent. 
During the field observation (6thJune-2022) it was noticeable that most of the curtains were 
open indicating a certain feeling of safety. The level of safety against violence is high, while 
the community conflicts were identified as family quarrels, with no serious impact on the living 
environment.  Therefore, this indicator had less significant impact on other indicators. 
 

4.3 Main discussion, analysis summary   

The analysis showed that the co-production characteristics in Groene Mient are interconnected 
influencing each other. The consent approach brings recognition to the forefront of the debate. 
However, the scale of engagement -how- is related to the type of activities -where-, and the 
individual characteristics of co-producers -who-. The ease of participation is influencing their 
motivation to be fully engaged in the activities or within a minimum range, or even to remain 
passive partners.  

Co-production led to social outcomes and challenges. The findings showed active and passive 
partnerships. The active citizens are actors of change of their own built-up environment, they 
have an important impact on the decision-making from the village shape to the minor detail 
inside their private residences. They are equally recognized contributing to more equity on the 
social level. While the garden was originally designed as a common space, the roof became 
shared resources due to their community values of bringing benefits to all community 
members. Most importantly, co-production allows them to build an environment that is 
responsive to their personal needs and aspirations, aligning with their socio-cultural adequacy, 
underpinning the acceptability indicator. The latter contributes reciprocally to their feeling of 
recognition. It highlights the influence of the community’s social sustainability on  co-
production outcomes. This does not only allow them to create their own identity, but also 
contributes to more cost-effective solutions. The project accommodated their financial 
capabilities.  

The active citizens became doers and not the done-for, while certain people choose not to 
participate. That is related to their fear of expression in public, meaning the consent aspect has 
its own setbacks. While the community is working on enhancing their decision-making 
process, it implies their ability to change, an important feature for their social sustainability. 
Moreover, the results showed that passive partnerships have a negative impact on the 
acceptability indicator. Certain respondents wish to build a new house elsewhere, which may 
hint to certain lack of place attachment for specific cases. 

Co-production is empowering the residents on the individual and community levels. 
Respondents are developing skills and knowledge, which by itself, contributes to increasing 
their engagement in co-production activities. Some learned to garden leading to increasing their 
regular participation. Learnt skills such as building with sustainable norms is encouraging some 
residents to re-apply them elsewhere, consequently bringing the notion that urban eco-villages 
have an impact on the broader society. Beyond the tangible results, co-production empowers 
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the residents on the social level by practising the ‘being-togetherness’ in close proximity 
leading to various types of relationships. 

The web of social connections brought various outcomes from strong relationships to casual 
and some less harmonious connections, consequently framing different social networks. The 
quality of social networks within the community are highly influenced by the positive social 
interactions, and mostly related to the personal characteristics of the residents. Although 
feelings of trust and reciprocity behaviours are somewhat common outcomes, most networks 
remain the casual type. The data showed that negative social interactions, framed as family 
quarrels, do not seem to have a strong negative impact on the social environment. There are no 
significant indicators that such conflicts is affecting the community stability nor their 
attachment to the place. Conversely, the analysis revealed an existing sense of community 
which contributes to increasing the levels of safety on the social level. The social safety was 
explored during the lockdown period, proving that it contributes to the residents’ well-being. 
They knew each other, and were encouraged to participate in collective activities within Covid 
norms. It reflects back to the quality of the environment they built together as a community. 
Physically they have their private outdoor oasis in the middle of the city as a platform for social 
interaction and communication, which consequently decreased the feelings of isolation. 
Moreover, the participation in collective groups attitude is expanding its positive potentials 
from Groene Mient towards its urban surrounding in initiatives such as the car-pooling and the 
heat net experiment. The latter is monitored by the municipality with the aim to be implemented 
on 300 houses in Vruchtenbuurt neighbourhood. That reflects the positive impact of urban eco-
village on  their surrounding with their positive sustainable innovative behaviours. 

Grone Mient’s CPO process created a social platform for the community alongside the tangible 
outcomes. It can be concluded from the analysis that co-production contributed in maintaining 
a socially sustainable community, while the aspect of their adaptation to change is also part of 
being sustainable. Figure-20 highlights the impact of contribution of each co-production 
indicator towards the social sustainability ones. The most significant feature is connected with 
recognition that is affected by several interconnected indicators such as how, acceptability, 
active partnerships. The passive partnerships is among the least impactful indicators, because 
it is related to the personal motivation to engage rather than a lack of recognition. Another 
important feature is the contribution of positive social interactions on social networks, place 
attachment, community stability, and participation in collective groups. The negative social 
interactions had minor impact on the previously mentioned indicators. Moreover, the identified 
co-production challenges in terms of time and finance had no serious influence on the 
community from a social perspective. This explains why they do not show in figure-20.  
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As a conclusion, co-production contributed to creating a well-run socially stable community 
with no significant failures that adversely affected its social sustainability. It created a place 
where the resident desire to live.

Figure 20 Sankey diagram-Analysis summary 
Source: Author, developed through Atlas.ti (July-2022) 
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Chapter 5. Conclusions 

The current urban challenges of expanding urban housing, the crisis of material resources, 
climate change, and the ever-increasing detachment from nature demanded a new type of 
architectural, and urban development schemes. Every urban form has an impact on its own 
people, and its urban surrounding. Sometimes an approach can provide radical changes 
presenting innovative working methods and values. That is what citizens and activists aim for 
when addressing current societal challenges.  

Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands are working on realistic effective alternatives for the 
methods of living. They are inspiring visions with the ability to radically change the idea of 
home and the being-together. They aim to create liveable urban environments of human-scale 
that corresponds to their aspirations and values (Gilman, 1991). One may question what is a 
home? It is “more than a roof over one’s head” (Ayala, Eerd, & Geurts, 2019, p.40). A home 
is also more than everything behind the front door. The neighbourhood should also feel like a 
home, a place that thrives to meet its residents needs on the social, economic, and psychological 
levels (Leupen & Mooij, 2011). While the focus has been extensively put on urban eco-
villages’ eco-environmental benefits, the purpose of this research is to explore how urban eco-
villages, beyond their green niche, contribute to a community’s social sustainability.  

The research discussed firstly co-production and social sustainability concepts through the 
literature. Secondly it assessed qualitatively through a case study approach, the co-production 
process of Groene Mient village and the contribution of such process on the social 
sustainability of its community. 

The main research question ‘how does the co-production approach of  urban eco-villages, in 
the Netherlands, contribute to social sustainability?’ was addressed in two main sub-questions. 
The first discussed the co-production process and its outcomes, while the second defined the 
social sustainability of the community. The analysis highlighted clearly that co-production 
contributed to the social sustainability of Groene Mient, positively and negatively. The case 
study revealed also that the social sustainability of the community had an impact on its co-
production process. Both concepts tend to be in a dynamic reciprocal relationship influencing 
each other. This relates to Cuthill’s (2010) approach to understanding sustainable development 
through its social aspect, arguing that the environmental and economic activities are merely 
social ones.  

The literature argues that co-production is an umbrella concept with no single definition. It can 
mean different things even to the same people because its depends on the topic, time and urban 
context (Boyle & Harris, 2009), which leads to different social outcomes and challenges, as 
clearly outlined in the case study results (chapter 4). Scholars put a strong emphasis on the 
process versus the outcomes because co-production is not seen as unidirectional, rather it is the 
transaction of three main characteristics -how, who, where-(Bovaird, 2007; Fainstein, 2014). 
The empirical findings showed that these elements are interconnected influencing each other, 
while simultaneously affecting the outcomes of the co-production, and affected by them. It 
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links back the theory by Wandersman & Florin (2000) that co-production process is in a 
feedback loop.  

The analysis revealed diverse results. All Groene Mient residents are equally recognised and 
invited to participate in co-shaping their community, their scale of engagement empowers 
them, nevertheless it showed positive and negative results. Therefore, the assumed theory of 
‘the greater the participation, the more positive effects’ (Wandersman, 1981, p.29) was not the 
case. How they co-produce in a open consent discussion form contributes to establish a level 
of social equity in the village. While the access to resources is in reciprocal positive relationship 
with their socio-cultural values, however, the access to public transport as argued Bramley et 
al. (2009) was not part of the discussion in Groene Mient, although the village is well located 
in the city. This is due to the car dependency related to the residents’ socio-economic status.  

The consent approach have a double-edged sword. It led to active partnerships simultaneously 
with passive partnerships and social challenges. The negative outcomes are not related to the 
process’ lack of transparency as the literature anticipated (Bovaird, 2007). Opting to willingly 
avoid engagement is merely attributed to the personal characteristics of the co-producers and 
activity type. This passiveness is not an absolute negative aspect, because co-production is a 
scale where each stakeholder fill their role depending on their capabilities and expertise 
(Bovaird, 2007; Pestoff, 2009). Preparing a coffee during community meetings seems as 
important as construction activities.  Passive partnerships is also influenced by the geographical 
proximity as previously perceived in the literature(Bracht & Tsouros, 1990; Verschuere et al., 
2012). Certain villagers remain silent to avoid potential conflicts, which may have negatively 
impacted their acceptability of certain outcomes. The community is adapting to its social 
challenges by re-forming their decision-making process. Change is an essential part of 
sustainability as Jane Jacobs argued in her book ‘The death and life of American cities’(Wendt, 
2009). Interesting finding is that non of these challenges have an influential impact on the 
community stability nor place attachment. Rather, the analysis showed that the quality of their 
social networks have the most impact (section 4.2.2.2.a), and social networks within the 
community. 

Respondents expressed an important level of trust and reciprocity behaviours among each 
other, contributing to strong positive social interactions. The analysis identified other less 
harmonious social connections, consequently creating different social networks, where the 
majority of social networks remain within a mere neighbouring spectrum. While the emphasis 
is put on the positive aspect of those existing networks, the latter does not highly contribute to 
place attachment from a social perspective. This is attributed to the personal characteristics of 
the co-producers themselves. The literature argued that individuals with high-income and 
advanced professional status tend to be less interested in local social networks since they are 
more open to wider societies (Dekker & Bolt, 2005; Dempsey et al., 2011). The findings on 
Groene Mient align here with the literature which increases the internal validity of this research. 
The co-founder explicitly expressed similar argument on the social behaviours in Groene Mient 
in comparison with a social eco-housing project she previously co-founded.     
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“here are only the owners with lots of money. And in Waterspin there are the people 
with less money, and they have a very different behaviour” (G01-Founder-2022). 

This particular aspect presents opportunities to extend this research further. The importance 
of this community-based actions in a Dutch context is tied to an enabling governance of 
resources. It reflects on the external validity of case studies where results cannot be 
generalized. Therefore, the notion of context is essential to understand the 
evenness/unevenness of such resources and capabilities across cities that affects the 
livelihood of its people, and their ability to decarbonize their households. It is interesting to 
establish a future comparative study on an urban eco-village with similar geographical scale, 
yet with different socio-economic groups, in a Dutch context and/or elsewhere. It will deepen 
the understanding of co-production’s impact on its community’s social sustainability. Using a 
mixed-approach with quantitative data may assess stronger causalities. Furthermore, this 
particular case study of Groene Mient can be elaborated by including larger numbers of 
interviewees/experts and secondary data resources, which were not possible due to fieldwork 
time limitations. The future studies can bring additional insights on Groene Mient’s social 
development and changes with time. 

On a final note, it can be concluded that an influential and reciprocal relationship is established 
between co-production and the social sustainability of Groene Mient. Co-production is 
important for the social transformation that affected the villagers’ human performances, from 
economic, to environmental along with the social connections it built. Co-production is a tool 
that enhanced the community’s social equity and social sustainability. It shows that the 
challenge of ‘being-togetherness’ as argued by Amin (2006) is possible. According to the 
results the conceptual framework presented in chapter-2 is elaborated, as shown in the 
inductive conceptual framework (Figure-21), which is a simplified form of the network 
analysis presented in Section 13-Appendix 2. Figure-21 is an illustration of the variations 
established from the case study analysis. The first distinction is that social sustainability is not 
only affected by the co-production process, it also affects its outcomes. Co-production 
outcomes are in a feedback loop with its main characteristics. In addition, the analysis 
highlighted the impact of such process on the community itself on a first level, as the theory 
indicated. The analysis revealed that such process have an influential impact on the broader 
society as well. The social fabric of Groene Mient community is influencing their larger 
context. Therefore, defying modern societal challenges is not solely in green certified 
skyscrapers, it is rather in those micro-communities of human scale living in harmony with the 
planet and their social surrounding. 
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Figure 21 Inductive conceptual framework 
Source:  Author (July-2022) 
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Appendix 1: Research instruments  

1. Consent letter  
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2. Exploration survey 
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3. The village founder interview template 
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4. The village residents interview template 
 

 



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   64 

 



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   65 

 
 
 



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   66 

Appendix 2: Data samples 

1. Code tree from Atlas.ti 
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2. The new codes list and explanations 
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3. Motivation of living in Groene Mient 

 

4. Scale of participation in co-production activities 
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5.  Respondents’ list 
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6. Secondary data list 
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7. Secondary data summary 
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8. Summary of findings on co-production 
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9. Summary of findings on social sustainability 
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10. Summaries of observation visits 
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11.  Place attachment results 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Author (July-2022) 
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12.  Interactive map, social networks. 
 

 
Source: Author (July-2022) 
 



Re-thinking sustainable housing from a community perspective : The case study of an Urban eco-villages in the Netherlands   80 

13. Case study Network  

Source: Author, developed through Atlas.ti (July-2022) 
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