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Abstract
This paper examines the potential of centering the common
good in urban development as a way to address municipal
growth dependencies – the structural link between market
performance and municipalities’ capacity to fulfil their re-
sponsibilities. It builds on growing evidence of the contradic-
tions and limits inherent in marketization and financialization.
Using a practice-theoretical approach, the paper develops
a perspective for tracing how municipal growth dependen-
cies are enacted and negotiated in everyday practice. In do-
ing so, it highlights the partial agency of local authorities
as they navigate between market-driven and common-good-
oriented forms of development. Empirically, the paper anal-
yses Kleineschholz, an ongoing district development project
in Freiburg, Germany, that explicitly departs from short-term
calculation in favour of long-term, strategic planning. Through
concept-based tendering, the local authority exclusively ad-
dresses actors it deems oriented toward the common good,
such as collaborative housing groups. The findings show
that a strong – though imperfect – culture of communica-
tion, combined with flexible use of planning and building law
instruments, enables permanent rent reductions below mar-
ket rates and supports the emergence of a needs-oriented
neighbourhood economy. These developments point toward
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more equitable provisioning systems that increase resilience
from economic cycles. At the same time, persistent barriers
to participation, the creation of new building stock, and the
context-specific nature of Kleineschholz raise critical ques-
tions regarding overall sustainability impacts and the broader
transferability of the model.

Keywords: Urban planning � common good � growth
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Gemeinwohlorientierung zur Überwindung
kommunaler Wachstumsabhängigkeiten:
Kommunale Steuerung gemeinschaftlicher
Wohnraumentwicklung in Freiburg-
Kleineschholz

Zusammenfassung
Dieser Beitrag untersucht das Potenzial einer gemeinwohl-
orientierten Stadtentwicklung zur Bewältigung kommunaler
Wachstumsabhängigkeiten – jener strukturellen Verknüpfung
zwischen wirtschaftlicher Performance und der Fähigkeit von
Kommunen, ihre Aufgaben zu erfüllen. Er baut auf wachsender
Evidenz zu den Widersprüchen und Grenzen von Marktlogi-
ken und Finanzialisierungsprozessen auf. Unter Rückgriff auf
einen praxistheoretischen Ansatz zeichnet der Beitrag nach,
wie kommunale Wachstumsabhängigkeiten in alltäglichen
Praktiken hergestellt und verhandelt werden. Dadurch wird die
partielle Handlungsfähigkeit kommunaler Akteure sichtbar, die
zwischen marktorientierten und gemeinwohlorientierten Ent-
wicklungslogiken navigieren. Empirisch analysiert der Beitrag
das Quartiersentwicklungsprojekt Kleineschholz in Freiburg,
das bewusst von kurzfristigen Kalkulationen Abstand nimmt
und stattdessen auf strategische, langfristige Planung setzt.
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Mittels einer Konzeptvergabe adressiert die Kommune aus-
schließlich Akteure, die sie als gemeinwohlorientiert einstuft,
etwa gemeinschaftliche Wohnprojekte. Die Ergebnisse zeigen,
dass eine ausgeprägte – wenn auch nicht lückenlose – Kom-
munikationskultur in Verbindung mit einem flexiblen Einsatz
planungs- und baurechtlicher Instrumente dauerhafte Mietre-
duzierungen unter Marktniveau ermöglicht und die Entstehung
einer bedarfsorientierten Nachbarschaftsökonomie begüns-
tigt. Diese Entwicklungen deuten auf gerechtere Versorgungs-
systeme hin, die größere Resilienz gegenüber konjunkturellen
Schwankungen aufweisen. Zugleich werfen fortbestehende
Teilhabebarrieren, die Schaffung neuen Wohnraums sowie
der kontextspezifische Charakter von Kleineschholz kritische
Fragen hinsichtlich der Nachhaltigkeitswirkungen und Über-
tragbarkeit des Modells auf.

Schlüsselwörter: Stadtplanung � Gemeinwohl �

Wachstumsabhängigkeit � Konzeptvergabe �

gemeinschaftliche Wohnprojekte � Freiburg

1 Introduction
The limits to growth in land consumption have been
firmly established in spatial research and planning as
both an analytical category and as a normative principle
(Ritzinger 2018). In contrast, discussions around the lim-
its to economic growth are much less prevalent among
spatial researchers and planners (for important exceptions
see Rydin 2013; Lange/Hülz/Schmid et al. 2022; Savini/
Ferreira/von Schönfeld 2022; Lamker/Terfrüchte 2024).
Economic growth refers to the increase in the total market
value of all final goods and services produced in a given
area over time. Mounting evidence shows insufficient rates
of decoupling economic growth from energy and resource
consumption – including land – and deepening social
inequalities despite economic growth (Fanning/Raworth
2025; Kallis/Hickel/O’Neill et al. 2025). These findings
underscore the importance of a more critical engagement
with the role of economic growth in spatial development,
as championed by approaches under the banner of post-
growth planning (Lamker/Schulze Dieckhoff 2022).

The pressures exerted by economic-growth-based frame-
works and their link to spatial development become partic-
ularly visible in cities, especially in the context of housing
(Aalbers 2017). In the German federal system, local author-
ities hold strong powers and responsibilities in spatial plan-
ning and the provision of public services yet face chronic
structural underfunding (Freier/Geißler/Raffer et al. 2025).
Trapped between rigid expenditure obligations and insuffi-
cient revenue, many local authorities prioritise short-term
budgetary balancing at the expense of strategic, long-term

planning. This can manifest in deferred infrastructural main-
tenance, the sale of municipal assets for immediate financial
relief, or a general retreat from active urban governance by
forgoing planning instruments such as pre-emption rights,
detailed local development plans, strategic land allocation,
or prohibitions on residential misappropriation. Simultane-
ously, taxation structures incentivise local authorities to at-
tract businesses and residents, for instance through partner-
ships with solvent private developers and the designation of
new land for development (Knak 2021). The limited viabil-
ity of marketisation and financialisation for shaping cities in
the public interest has been extensively documented across
diverse contexts in both the Global North and South (Baffoe
2023; Kallert/Dudek 2025).

Low or zero economic growth further intensifies fiscal
constraints, reinforcing short-term monetary considera-
tions, privatisation and market competition in municipal
planning and decision-making. Yet it is precisely this
deepening marketisation and financialisation – critically
discussed in scholarly debates on neoliberal and austerity
urbanism (Peck/Theodore/Brenner 2013; Theodore 2020) –
that entrenches local authorities’ dependence on economic
cycles by generating expectations and mechanisms that rely
on continuous revenue streams. I refer to these dynamics
as ‘municipal growth dependencies’ to describe how local
authorities’ capacity to fulfil their responsibilities is pro-
foundly tied to economic performance. These dependencies
must be understood within their broader spatial context.
Local authorities operate within multi-level governance sys-
tems where higher authorities shape the conditions for local
decision-making, for instance through taxation structures,
regulations governing land availability and development
priorities, or policies such as the commuter tax deduction
that incentivise sprawl (Münter 2024).

The paper advances the thesis that local authorities never-
theless possess the agency to navigate growth dependencies.
From this premise, it examines visions and pathways to-
wards greater municipal autonomy from economic growth.
Empirically, I turn to an ongoing district development
project, Kleineschholz, that explicitly breaks with a focus
on short-term monetary considerations, privatisation and
market competition. Kleineschholz is a densification project
in a central district in Freiburg, Germany, which until re-
cently served as allotment gardens and is currently being
developed to provide some 500 affordable housing units.
Notably, this is to be achieved ‘exclusively with common
good-oriented actors [...] whose philosophy must prioritise
the promotion of the common good as a key motivation
for their actions’ (Stadt Freiburg 2021: 4, my translation).
To this end, the city of Freiburg implemented two policy
instruments: concept-based tendering (Konzeptvergabe), in
which land is allocated based on social, ecological, and ar-
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chitectural criteria rather than highest bid, and a leasehold
model (Erbbaurecht), in which land remains in public own-
ership while buildings can be privately owned and used.
The first largely succeeded, with a significant number of
collaborative housing groups – housing developed by and
for its residents (Czischke/Carriou/Lang 2020) – obtaining
access to plots in Kleineschholz. The leasehold model,
however, failed due to the financial burden it imposed.

In an attempt to draw lessons from Kleineschholz’s ex-
plicit turn towards the notion of the common good, this
paper addresses three related research questions. First, how
are different elements assembled to centre ‘the common
good’ in the Kleineschholz development? I argue that this
occurs through two overlapping dynamics: a low-threshold
and open process of concept-based tendering and a trans-
stakeholder culture of communication. Second, what notion
of common good is implemented? Here, I argue that a rather
formalistic definition based on organisational typology pre-
vails over the more substantive approaches that collabora-
tive housing groups embed in their practices. Third, what
are the potential implications of the Kleineschholz devel-
opment for countering municipal growth dependencies? In
response to question three, I outline housing specific and
broader tendencies that are likely to decentre the role of
growth for neighbourhoods’ wellbeing and functioning.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Sec-
tion 2 establishes the context by outlining the principles of
urban transformations beyond growth, focusing on growth
dependencies and how they might be addressed in prac-
tice. Section 3 presents the paper’s research methodology.
Section 4 introduces the Kleineschholz urban development
project and details the instruments and processes that an-
chor the project’s common good orientation. Finally, Sec-
tion 5 explores Kleineschholz’s potential to decentre mu-
nicipal growth dependencies, while also reflecting on the
specificities of the Kleineschholz development and distill-
ing the lessons learned.

2 Urban transformations beyond
growth

2.1 Municipal growth dependencies in
practice

The role of economic growth for urban development has be-
come a contested question among transformation and tran-
sition scholars (Feola 2020; Döring/Zimmermann 2025).
This disagreement stems from both analytical differences
regarding the role of existing institutional arrangements –
such as capitalist markets and states – and strategic con-
siderations about which changes are feasible and where

incremental efforts may inadvertently deepen rather than
resolve socio-ecological crises (Eckersley 2021). Empirical
evidence increasingly suggests that growth-based devel-
opment cannot be reconciled with a ‘good life for all’
within planetary boundaries in the long term (Haberl/
Wiedenhofer/Virág et al. 2020; Fanning/Raworth 2025).
Despite inevitable uncertainty about the potential of future
technological advances, the imperative of a precautionary
decoupling of public provisioning from economic growth
thus emerges as common ground among growth-critical
scholars (Petschow/aus dem Moore/Hofmann et al. 2022).
This raises the question of how overcoming growth depen-
dencies would translate into practical measures – both in
general and for local authorities specifically.

This question can be approached through different con-
ceptual entry avenues. While some scholars take a structural
perspective to explore the underlying dynamics and broader
contours of social transformations (Kallis/Hickel/O’Neill
et al. 2025), others pursue more fine-grained, context-spe-
cific perspectives on how societal change unfolds in ev-
eryday practice (Beveridge/Naumann 2023). The latter ap-
proaches focus on how incumbent relations are reproduced,
challenged, and reshaped – within and outside of formal in-
stitutions. Both structural and practice-oriented perspectives
are valuable for understanding municipal growth dependen-
cies: the ways in which local authorities’ proper functioning
is linked to economic performance.

Structural approaches identify several systemic pres-
sures, ‘drivers’ or ‘imperatives’ that describe how economic
growth becomes inscribed into institutional arrangements.
These include: (1) monetary systems, credit and interest;
(2) competition and capital; (3) property relations; (4)
technological progress and productivity increases; (5) state
institutions and systems of taxation; (6) globalisation and
international value chains; as well as (7) individual aspira-
tions, corporate objectives and social pressure (Binswanger
2019; Richters/Siemoneit 2019; Petschow/aus dem Moore/
Hofmann et al. 2022). When applied to local authorities,
this structural perspective helps explain their reliance on
cyclically sensitive taxes, such as business tax and munic-
ipal shares of income tax that constitute crucial income
sources for German municipalities (Bogumil/Holtkamp
2023: 31).

A practice-oriented perspective examines how growth de-
pendencies are actualised, reproduced and negotiated on
the ground – for instance through economic promotion pro-
grammes, struggles over privatisation, or land use planning
processes. Such a perspective helps to highlight diversity
and hybridity. That is, how economic growth informs or
compels decisions and practices differently, indirectly and
partially. This perspective is also attuned to the diverse but
often minor ways in which growth dependencies can poten-
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tially be reduced through incremental shifts in local policy
and everyday practice.

This paper follows a practice-oriented approach for three
reasons. First, by allowing for more nuanced analysis, an
orientation toward practices captures the ambiguous and
even contradictory nature of real-world examples such as
the case explored in this paper. Second, since the primary
focus is on the municipal level of governance – where many
structural changes lie beyond local authority powers – the
emphasis is on identifying smaller, more feasible shifts in
practice. Third, a practice-oriented perspective reveals how
institutional boundaries become blurred through everyday
activities, transcending simple inside/outside distinctions.
In the following, I outline a practice-oriented perspective
on municipal growth dependencies by proposing three prin-
ciples that translate growth dependencies into practice: (1)
monetary calculations and profitability, (2) market mechan-
isms and competitiveness, and (3) private economic inter-
ests and appropriation. How practices embody and repro-
duce these principles ultimately shapes the extent to which
municipalities are bound to economic performance.

First, monetary calculations and profitability empha-
sise immediate returns on investment in terms of financial
gains. This means prioritising short-term savings and prof-
its over longer-term benefits associated with preventative
actions, such as social and environmental health, mitigation
and adaptation measures, and infrastructure maintenance.
A focus on monetary calculations and immediate prof-
itability drives growth in two ways: first, growth potential
becomes a pivotal consideration in negotiations and deci-
sion-making; second, neglecting long-term effects requires
disproportionately more resources to address the resulting
costs in the long run. Under the current logic, obtaining
these primarily financial means would require further eco-
nomic growth to generate municipal revenues, deepening
the cycle of growth dependency.

For instance, local authorities often prioritise high-
end residential projects because they promise immediate in-
creases in property tax revenue and attract affluent residents
(Götze/Hartmann 2021). This monetary calculation focuses
on short-term financial gains while neglecting the longer-
term social costs such as the displacement of existing
residents, increased housing inequality and infrastructure
strain (Dewilde 2018). The social problems created – such
as housing affordability crises and community displace-
ment – require expensive public interventions and services.
Addressing these accumulated social costs necessitates
even more revenue, which – within a growth mindset –
pushes local authorities to pursue additional growth.

Secondly, market mechanisms and competitiveness are
key principles in organising urban systems, including access
to housing and commercial spaces, services and the award-

ing of public contracts. Financial resources and the ability
to compete – enhanced through cost externalisation and
reduced expenses (Patel/Moore 2018) – are critical deter-
minants of opportunities within urban environments. This
dynamic perpetuates growth dependencies, as entities that
focus on lucrative aspects are prioritised for providing ser-
vices and shaping urban spaces. Operating under a profit
motive also means that costs and issues not immediately
necessary for service delivery are often curtailed or ne-
glected, necessitating public financial support and leading
to long-term costs (Paul/Cumbers 2023).

For instance, when addressing housing shortages, local
authorities often partner with private developers rather than
strengthening municipal housing companies or turning to
housing cooperatives. This choice reflects a market logic:
private developers appear more financially viable and able
to provide (social) housing more cost-efficiently. However,
after the mandated affordability period expires – typically
after 10 to 30 years – privately developed flats revert to mar-
ket-rate housing, whereas municipal or cooperative housing
generally retains its affordability mandate permanently. As
the affordable stock shrinks, public institutions must con-
tinuously offer new financial incentives to attract private
developers to build replacement units.

Thirdly, private economic interests exert significant con-
trol over and appropriate the value generated in urban envi-
ronments (Farmer/Poulos 2019). For instance, when private
investors pursue developments that significantly affect the
layout and use of entire districts, or when urban spaces
– ranging from parking areas to restaurants – are designed
primarily for visitors rather than residents. Although this
creates short-term monetary returns through property sales
and business taxes, it undermines local participation and
the deterioration of resident-focused infrastructure, such as
public transport, affordable food options and spaces for
encounter and community. The social and environmental
costs, such as high rents, displacement, community dis-
ruption and increased living costs, further require funding
borne by public institutions, likely resulting from the same
cycle of growth-oriented development perpetuated by urban
growth coalitions (Harding 1991; Boeth/Kühn 2022).

2.2 The common good as counter-
orientation?

Tracing how municipal growth dependencies might be re-
duced requires a positive counter-orientation to financiali-
sation and marketisation. This paper takes the notion of the
common good – understood as practices, decisions, and in-
struments that aim to benefit collective welfare rather than
serving primarily private or particular interests – as a start-
ing point. The common good is a notoriously difficult term,
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diverse in meaning and subject to contestation, as well as
to both historical and contemporary populist misuse (Blum
2015). At the same time, its openness can be understood as
a profoundly democratic function, where collective negoti-
ation produces a shared understanding of what serves more
than specific individual interests alone (Schuppert 2002).
To open up such spaces for negotiation about urban coex-
istence, the constraints of municipal growth dependencies
must be addressed. This section begins to explore how prac-
tices oriented towards the common good might decentre
– or even begin to tackle – municipal growth dependencies.
I outline three practice-based dynamics that contrast with
those discussed in the previous section: (1) foregrounding
non-monetary and longer-term costs and minimising nega-
tive externalities; (2) establishing needs-based and equitable
provisioning systems; and (3) enhancing democratic steer-
ing and the collective generation and retention of surplus
value. How practices embody and advance these principles
shapes the extent to which municipalities can loosen, redi-
rect, or transform their growth dependencies.

First, focusing on non-monetary and longer-term costs,
as well as negative externalities, circumvents the logic of
narrow monetary calculus. Acknowledging non-monetary
and long-term values fosters a preventative approach that
prioritises healthy urban environments, stable communities
and resilient provisioning. For instance, while withdrawing
land from market-rate development might reduce the im-
mediate revenue from land sales, non-profit-oriented and
collaborative housing projects can simultaneously decrease
future costs stemming from social isolation or displacement
by fostering mutual support networks and community ties
(Dang/Seemann 2021).

Similarly, focusing on needs-based and equitable pro-
visioning systems rather than market competitiveness de-
centres the role of profit-oriented actors by directly sup-
porting organisations and enhancing arrangements that ad-
dress social needs (Guinan/O’Neill 2020). For instance, in-
stead of relying on market-rate housing development, lo-
cal authorities can support non-profit housing providers
and community land trusts (Meehan 2014; Jeske/Hagbert/
Engström 2024) that ensure long-term affordability and
stability. While the effort, expenditure and risk might be
higher, this shift reduces the need to cover costs for emer-
gency housing, social services for displaced populations,
and infrastructure for peripheral developments that result
from gentrification and housing shortages in central areas.

Third, enhancing democratic steering and the collective
generation and retention of surplus value shifts the focus
away from profit-driven motives towards community-ori-
ented governance and participatory decision-making. This
approach ensures that the benefits generated within cities
are retained for wider social use rather than appropriated

by private actors. It follows a preventative and direct logic,
mitigating the pressure to constantly pursue growth for re-
venue generation. For example, when collaborative housing
groups have a say in designing their neighbourhoods – deter-
mining shared spaces, services and communal approaches –
they can ensure these assets remain accessible and benefi-
cial to all residents, meeting their actual needs rather than
succumbing to the profit-maximisation interests of private
developers.

Moving away from market- and growth-centred practices
thus entails a shift towards different alliances, metrics and
forms of valuation on the part of local authorities. While
most initiatives in this direction remain nascent, partial and
fragile, two tentative shifts are becoming visible in some
municipalities. First, some local authorities are adopting
economic and political frameworks that turn away from
market- and growth-centred development, such as Dough-
nut Economics (Schmid 2025), the Economy for the Com-
mon Good (Weck/Ritzinger 2021) and new municipalism
(Thompson 2021). These are accompanied by policy instru-
ments including the remunicipalisation of infrastructures
(Paul/Cumbers 2023) or community land trusts (Meehan
2014). Yet in all of this, community-led initiatives – ‘eman-
cipatory movements working towards and through socially,
economically, and environmentally just relations’ (Schmid/
Smith/Aiken 2021: 155) – play a central role. Second, lo-
cal authorities are thus forging new alliances with actor
groups that pursue non-monetary values, focus on needs-
based provisioning and practise collective decision-making
and surplus retention, for instance through public-commons
partnerships (Bianchi 2023).

Municipal initiatives on both fronts, often going hand-
in-hand, are inevitably ambiguous. They take place in real-
world contexts where growth-based development remains
a crucial force – ideologically, institutionally and with re-
spect to resources and interests. With this in mind, the next
sections turn to the case of Kleineschholz – a district devel-
opment project purportedly oriented ‘towards the common
good’. After outlining the study’s methodology, I present
its findings and discuss my research questions: How are dif-
ferent elements assembled to centre ‘the common good’ in
the Kleineschholz development? Whose notion of common
good is implemented? And what are the potential impli-
cations of the Kleineschholz development for countering
municipal growth dependencies?

3 Methodology
The present study is methodologically grounded in three
main pillars. The primary pillar is ethnographic research,
involving the author’s participation in 43 documented obser-
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vations between July 2022 and August 2025, spanning var-
ious formal and informal settings. This included public in-
formation events (n = 4), meetings amongst different stake-
holders (including civil servants, members of collaborative
housing groups, political representatives, researchers, and
housing company representatives) (n = 14), workshops for
collaborative housing groups (n = 9), and meetings within
and between collaborative housing groups (n = 16).

The second pillar consists of 13 semi-structured inter-
views with different stakeholders involved in the Kleinesch-
holz development project, conducted between February
2022 and July 2025. These include six interviews with city
representatives in leading roles concerning financing, the
procurement process and the legal framework, as well as
seven interviews with representatives from housing groups
or umbrella organisations.

The third pillar encompasses public and official docu-
mentation related to Kleineschholz, including land-use
plans, public tenders, city council decisions, newspaper
articles, records from public events and materials from
community-led housing groups. The systematic document
analysis focused particularly on official documents from
Freiburg city council between 2016 and 2025 (n = 12)
alongside other local authority documents on housing pol-
icy and public participation (n = 6).

Interview transcripts, field notes from participant obser-
vations, and documents were coded using MAXQDA. An
inductive coding strategy was initially employed to identify
emerging themes, which informed subsequent rounds of in-
terviews and observation. This includes the validation of
preliminary findings during follow-up interviews with key
stakeholders from both municipal and collaborative housing
contexts. As the project progressed, later rounds of coding
built on established themes while remaining open to new
emergent patterns.

I assumed an active role in the research process, includ-
ing networking among stakeholders, reflecting research re-
sults back to participants, and participating in collabora-
tive housing initiatives. Throughout the study, I maintained
transparency with different stakeholders about my research
objectives while consciously navigating between my roles
as researcher, participant and facilitator. Regular reflection
on my positionality and the potential influence of my in-
volvement on both the research process and the develop-
ment itself became a crucial part of the methodology. I
validated emerging findings with different stakeholders to
ensure the analysis remained grounded in their diverse per-
spectives and experiences.

4 Findings

4.1 Kleineschholz in the context of Freiburg’s
housing policy

Kleineschholz is a 77,500 m2 site close to Freiburg’s centre
that is being prepared for development, with construction of
the first residential buildings planned to commence in early
2026. In the summer of 2025, the last two plots were allo-
cated, bringing the total to 13 organisations that the local
authority classifies as oriented towards the common good,
all holding plot reservations at the time of writing (see Fig-
ure 1). This decision by the city of Freiburg to develop
the district without profit-oriented investors must be under-
stood against the background of the local housing market,
Freiburg’s municipal housing strategy and its collaborative
housing landscape.

Similar to other urban centres, Freiburg’s housing mar-
ket has experienced a steep increase in property prices and
rents. As a liveable “Green City” (Fastenrath/Preller 2018),
with a high proportion of jobs in higher education and re-
search, the city has seen significant population growth. At
the same time, the general perception of housing as an
investment and a growth market (Aalbers 2017) has also
affected Freiburg. Yet, an important turn against the finan-
cialisation and neoliberalisation of housing was marked in
2006 when a public vote decided that the city of Freiburg
would remain the sole owner of Freiburg Stadtbau GmbH
(FSB) and the municipal apartments (Stadt Freiburg 2006).
By this time, Freiburg already had an active community-led
housing landscape. Most famously, the Mietshäuser Syn-
dikat which emerged in the 1980s at a brownfield site
near Freiburg’s city centre, has become an internationally
renowned organisation for decommodifying housing.1 Lo-
cally, the Mietshäuser Syndikat is a key part of Freiburg’s
lively collaborative housing landscape that encompasses
a range of larger and smaller cooperatives alongside ‘infra-
structural’ housing organisations such as the Mietshäuser
Syndikat and the Dachgenossenschaft (umbrella coopera-
tive).

In 2013, Freiburg adopted a housing programme that
gradually shifted the emphasis towards new housing de-
velopments, the promotion of affordable housing, land
allocation through concept-based tendering and active
property management (Stadt Freiburg 2013). Although
the relationship between public and civil society actors
in housing is not without its tensions, this strategy testi-
fies to emerging convergences (Schmid/Fricke/Zengerling

1 See https://www.syndikat.org/broschuere-nr-8-2021/ (accessed
14.10.2025).
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Figure 1 Overview of housing projects with confirmed plots reserved for them, including four small
cooperatives (1, 3, 29, 33), three projects associated with the Mietshäuser Syndikat (6, 12, 22), one larger
cooperative (7), two foundations (10, 17), one association (25), one church-affiliated organisation (21)
and one investor-driven project (30). Source: Stadt Freiburg

2024). The Kleineschholz development emerged within this
context of institutional opening towards non-market hous-
ing provision. Freiburg’s revised housing strategy in 2020
(Stadt Freiburg 2020) reinforced this direction, demon-
strating a growing appreciation for collaborative housing
organisations.

4.2 Collaboration for the common good in
urban planning

In 2018, the newly elected Mayor Martin Horn made a sig-
nificant announcement about Kleineschholz during his in-
augural address: To address the issue of affordable housing,

the district would be developed without profit-oriented in-
vestors. This exclusion was later reframed as development
solely focused on the common good. However, the specific
meaning of the common good and its translation into prac-
tice remain contested. This section explores how different
elements are assembled to foreground ‘the common good’
in the Kleineschholz development, and whose notion of the
common good is ultimately realised. To examine this, it
traces two related dynamics: a low-threshold, open process
of concept-based tendering, and a trans-stakeholder culture
of communication.
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4.2.1 Concept-based tendering
Freiburg’s key instrument to translate the notion of the com-
mon good into practice is the instrument of concept-based
tendering. For the purpose of this paper, it is important to
highlight three aspects of the concept-based tendering pro-
cess: (1) the local authority’s definition of the ‘common
good’; (2) the multi-step design of the tendering process,
which aims to lower the entry barriers for participation; and
(3) its open nature, which allows for a comprehensive as-
sessment of the future district as a whole (for further details,
see Schmid/Fricke/Zengerling 2024).

The local authority deliberately operates with the no-
tion of Gemeinwohl (common good) instead of Gemein-
nützigkeit (non-profit, charitable status). While the former
foregrounds an orientation towards public interests, the lat-
ter has a more technical meaning, referring to specific legal
forms and tax status. A narrow orientation focused solely on
legal form would exclude actors that clearly align with the
local authority’s aim to develop Kleineschholz ‘with actors
[...] whose philosophy places the common good at the fore-
front, who are tenant-oriented and who retain the properties
in the long term’ (Stadt Freiburg 2023b: 2; my translation).
Most prominently among these is the Mietshäuser Syndikat,
which consists of a complex legal structure of limited com-
panies (GmbH) and associations.

At the same time, the municipality acknowledges that
there is no ‘universally valid, binding definition of com-
mon good orientation’ (Stadt Freiburg 2023b: 23; my
translation). As a consequence, it has developed clear re-
quirements as entry prerequisites. Organisations must fall
into one of four categories: (1) companies with models
of tenant participation in asset value, such as cooperative
shares; (2) companies with a state, municipal or church
mandate to provide public services in residential contexts;
(3) companies whose purpose includes the promotion of
social, ecological, cultural or similar community-oriented
projects (reference projects are required); or (4) companies
providing housing for their own employees in roles crucial
to the functioning of the state or social system, e.g. key
workers (Stadt Freiburg 2023b: 23; see also Schmid/Fricke/
Zengerling 2024). However, once these entry prerequisites
are met, considerations regarding the extent of common
good orientation have proved less relevant in the selection
process.

The concept-based tendering process itself consists of
two main phases, each with intermediary steps. Upon sub-
mitting an initial proposal, all applicants who met the mu-
nicipality’s criteria for common-good orientation were in-
vited to a discussion that facilitated the clarification of un-
certainties and the refinement of their strategies to enhance
coherence, plausibility and commitment. Based on the final
submissions, the local authority committed to reserve plots

for selected projects (see selection process below). In the
second phase, projects have one year to secure planning per-
mission and confirm their funding. During this period, the
reservation is upheld through a reservation agreement that
outlines the requirements based on the submitted propos-
als. This phase also involves periodic discussions between
the municipal representatives and the projects, allowing the
municipality to monitor progress and intervene if certain
conditions cannot be realistically met.

The primary function of this multi-stage process is to
enable broad participation, especially among collaborative
housing groups that often struggle with the initial costs,
such as architectural fees, without a guaranteed plot allo-
cation. Additionally, the early identification of projects and
actors, including many future residents of Kleineschholz, al-
lows for a unique approach to developing and coordinating
use and economic strategies for the neighbourhood.

At this point, it is important to discuss the third aspect:
the design of the concept-based tendering process as an
open process. This means that instead of using a prede-
termined scoring system, the quality of the proposals is
assessed on the basis of a ‘comparative holistic evaluation’
(Stadt Freiburg 2024: 4; my translation) using three criteria:
(1) the projects’ contribution to the neighbourhood, district
and/or entire city; (2) the quality of the project proposals;
and (3) the projects’ assessed reliability in implementation.
This approach allows for a full consideration of complemen-
tarity in the selection process, ensuring a variety of uses
and target groups, as well as synergistic effects between
projects. Furthermore, it inspires applicants to collaborate
on their use concepts early in the process and to cultivate
distinct profiles.

The actual decision on plot allocation was made by a se-
lection committee consisting of the Mayor, the Building
Mayor, one representative from each block of parties on the
city council, and advisory members from the local author-
ity. A first allocation proposal to issue reservations to eleven
organisations was approved by the city council in December
2024. Two remaining plots were allocated in June 2025, fol-
lowing the same procedure. Additionally, four plots in the
district were directly allocated to two public actors: two
to Freiburger Stadtbau (FSB), the city’s municipal housing
company, and two to the Federal Agency for Government
Property (Bundesanstalt für Immobilienaufgaben, BImA) –
one of the former property owners.

The selected organisations included four small coopera-
tives, three projects associated with the Mietshäuser Syn-
dikat, one larger cooperative, two foundations, one associ-
ation, one church-affiliated organisation and one investor-
driven project (see Figure 1). The latter is particularly note-
worthy and exemplifies the aforementioned use of the com-
mon good as an inclusion or exclusion criterion: one of the

468 Raumforschung und Raumordnung | Spatial Research and Planning � (2025) 83/6: 461–476



Tackling municipal growth dependencies through the ‘common good’. Municipal-led collaborative housing in ...

city’s more controversial investors entered into a collabor-
ation with a local retailer to form a project that includes
both tenant participation mechanisms and employee hous-
ing, thus falling within the scope of the local authority’s
common good definition. The unease over this could be
seen in the city council’s decision to hold a separate vote
on the project, which it ultimately approved.

4.2.2 Communication and mutual understanding
Both public officials and collaborative housing representa-
tives described how cross-stakeholder communication and
mutual understanding emerged before, during and after the
open concept-based tendering process. These factors, they
explained, were central to the process’s largely successful
implementation. Two partially overlapping examples illus-
trate this dialogical approach. First, the local authority of
Freiburg hosted a regular discussion format for ongoing di-
alogue among stakeholders. Second, established and new
collaborative housing groups met regularly at a permanent
physical space – the Pavillon für Alle (Pavilion for Every-
one) – which was created specifically to facilitate these inter-
actions.

In preparation for the concept-based tender, the Freiburg
local authority established a regular dialogue between mu-
nicipal representatives and representatives from collabora-
tive housing groups. Reportedly, these conversations fos-
tered ‘relations of mutual trust and understanding’ (Inter-
view with city representatives), helping the local authority
to ‘gain a sense of what motivates housing groups and what
their obstacles are’ and enabling housing projects to express
their viewpoints and needs.

One of the most significant outcomes was the shift away
from leasehold principles. Leasing rather than selling plots
in Kleineschholz was envisioned as a way to maintain long-
term municipal control over the land. Kleineschholz’s fi-
nancing structure as an urban development scheme operates
as a separate account outside the municipality’s regular bud-
get, requiring annual balancing. To avoid further increasing
the deficit of this separate account, the full lease payment
would have to be made upfront, equivalent to the full pur-
chase price. State funding programmes, meanwhile, would
recognise only 60% of that upfront payment in their subsidy
calculations.

As interest rates rose in 2022, this became a pressing is-
sue, since subsidised, low-interest credit suddenly became
crucial for financing many housing projects. The established
dialogue format and the mutual understanding it had fos-
tered enabled stakeholders to address this challenge collab-
oratively. As a result, the city implemented a land-purchase
model with contractual limitations on resale and a munic-
ipal pre-emption right – a solution that preserved public
control while easing financial pressure on housing projects.

As city representatives noted, this approach took into ac-
count ‘the interests of both sides’ (interview with city rep-
resentatives). Nevertheless, it remained within the confines
of incumbent financial structures, whereas a conventional
leasehold model with continuous payments would have con-
siderably reduced the financial burden for the projects. Such
a model would have required a fundamental revision of the
financing structures of the entire scheme.

Among the housing groups themselves the need for coor-
dination was also significant. In this context, the Pavillon für
Alle was built on the grounds of the future Kleineschholz
district to harness the ‘incredible potential to bring together
and connect the housing groups to collaboratively explore
how we want to live in the neighbourhood. It is not just
about each housing project operating in isolation with its
own use concept; it is about finding ways to integrate these
approaches across the neighbourhood’ (Interview with one
initiator). The Pavillon für Alle functions as a meeting space
for housing groups, an event venue for public events, and
a hub for information sharing. One notable initiative was
a professionalisation programme initiated and financed by
the municipality of Freiburg and implemented together with
the Social Innovation Lab. The programme aimed to sup-
port collaborative housing groups to navigate the challeng-
ing tendering process by providing expert input on financ-
ing, legal structures, group formation, architecture and sus-
tainable materials. While contributing to the groups’ ‘pro-
fessionalisation’ the programme was only a stepping stone
for laypeople to master the complex process. In the end,
most groups still had to rely on professionals within their
networks and on the established expertise within the com-
munity, such as that of the Mietshäuser Syndikat.

Even prior to the establishment of the Pavilion, a struc-
tured dialogue format – the Delegiertentreffen (Delegates
Meetings) – had been developed. Initially emerging as advi-
sory meetings amongst Mietshäuser Syndikat groups, these
gatherings grew to include other small cooperatives. Over
time, their focus shifted towards coordinating efforts across
groups – discussing which plots to apply for, as well as po-
tential uses and target groups. This coordination helped to
navigate the inevitable competition for plots while fostering
the complementarity of uses – further detailed in the next
section.

4.3 Prospective outcomes

Kleineschholz is still under development, so any indica-
tions regarding the future shape and form of the district
are necessarily provisional. Yet, the contours of affordable
housing provisioning are comparatively straightforward, as
all plot reservations include contractually binding commit-
ments (see Table 1). Many initiatives guarantee substantial
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rent reductions beyond the legally required 50% of the floor
area with rents that are 33% below the local reference rent
for a period of 30 years. In addition, most housing groups in-
corporate sufficiency principles by implementing the upper
limits of living space per person: shared facilities includ-
ing guest rooms, laundry facilities, community gardens and
multifunctional rooms with kitchens – which are also open
to non-residents – as well as the implementation of shar-
ing schemes and the general encouragement of communal
lifestyles.

A more complex picture emerges when looking beyond
the housing itself. While only a few projects have detailed
requirements on architecture and use written into the con-
tractually binding reservation agreements (see Table 1), two
key dynamics stand out: First, active coordination among
collaborative housing groups – particularly through the del-
egate meetings and events organised by the Pavilion, as out-
lined in Section 4.2 – has significantly shaped their individ-
ual approaches. Second, the collaborative housing groups
engage in extensive collaboration with other civil society
actors in Freiburg (see Table 1).

As part of coordinating plot applications, the delegates’
meeting provided an opportunity to discuss the complemen-
tarity of use concepts. This coordination was important for
two reasons: First, the binding land use plan mandates com-
mercial use in the urban district category. Second, groups
needed to sharpen their profiles in the competitive tender-
ing process – in particular against the background of the
open, comparative assessment of concepts.

The projects aligned their efforts around various focus
areas, including mobility, food, local production and repair
workshops, culture and events, education, and inclusion.
Most resident-driven projects incorporate one or more of
these themes as central components of their vision and
identity. Corresponding physical spaces – such as work-
shop facilities, flexible areas dedicated to cultural events,
educational purposes or community meetings, distribution
points for food and goods (e.g., ‘Fairteiler’), and bike re-
pair stations – are integrated into the architectural designs.
Furthermore, most housing groups have partnered with one
or several organizations working in these respective fields
(see Table 1).

However, collaborative housing groups face two chal-
lenges in this process. First, aligning with both the district’s
overall common-good orientation and their own pro-social
and pro-environmental values, they predominantly partner
with non-profit organizations who cannot contribute to the
construction costs. This requires substantial upfront financ-
ing on the part of housing groups, further straining their
financial calculations. Second, negotiations over the distri-
bution of these focus areas among the different groups – es-
sentially ‘who does what’ – were not always conflict-free, re-

sulting in ongoing tensions between groups (Schröer 2024).
A major factor fuelling these conflicts was the competitive
environment created by the limited availability of plots,
which inevitably pitted organisations against each other.
Consequently, collaborative housing groups were pressured
to develop a distinct profile, anticipating what resonates
with the evaluation committee’s vision for the district. Ulti-
mately, strong networking among the groups enabled them
to navigate the tension between cooperation and competi-
tion.

5 From common good orientation to
reducing growth dependencies

5.1 Contesting the common good

Designing and implementing a concept-based tendering pro-
cess to allocate plots to organisations that explicitly do
not follow profit motives is a sharp turn away from the
market primacy of neoliberal urbanism (Peck/Theodore/
Brenner 2013). Such a turn to stronger involvement of the
local state, however, does not automatically mean that the
social harms of neoliberal and austerity urbanism are re-
versed. While the common good is mobilised in contrast
to a free-market housing policy – which is recognised as
having failed by the local authority – the notion remains con-
tested. For the local authority, the common good is largely
viewed as a binary decision required as a prerequisite for
participating in the tender process. Once the boxes of pre-
established organisational categories are ticked, further en-
quiries regarding an organisation’s general suitability are
waived.

However, some of the addressees of Kleineschholz’s ori-
entation towards ‘the common good’ adopt the principle
more profoundly than others, as a guiding force for their or-
ganisational and economic efforts. Although collaborative
housing groups do not necessarily use the term ‘common
good’, their practices, decisions and instruments largely
align with collective welfare rather than individual interests.
This can be seen in the fact that they exceed the local au-
thority’s standards for qualifying as common good-oriented,
for instance by developing voluntary measures to limit per
capita living space. Beyond a focus on housing affordability
and sufficiency, these groups demonstrate a tapestry of col-
laborations with external partners – largely from the non-
profit sector (see Table 1).

While these efforts are strongly motivated, they align
with the first evaluation criterion established by the local
authority, which assesses projects’ contribution to the neigh-
bourhood, the district and/or the entire city (Stadt Freiburg
2024). However, due to constraints such as financial inse-
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curity and the instability of (some) civil society partners,
many of these collaborations have not been formalised as
binding commitments and thus were not included in the
evaluation. Once the box for qualifying as oriented towards
the common good is ticked, established developers such as
foundations, public companies or larger cooperatives were
likely to fare better on the second and third evaluation cri-
teria: the quality of the proposals, which must include a re-
alistic financing plan, and their reliability as projects that
will ultimately bear the promised fruit. All in all, this has
resulted in a greater number of non-resident-driven projects
than many participants had anticipated. Despite the local au-
thority’s significant opening up towards collaborative hous-
ing actors (Czischke/Carriou/Lang 2020), the organisational
alignment with established partners continues to play a sig-
nificant role. Especially in times of strained municipal bud-
gets, predictability and solvency are crucial. Delays and in-
ter-stakeholder disagreements – especially major conflicts
which may arise through different world views (Torfing/
Payandeh/Jalili et al. 2025) – can have severe consequences.
While the local authority has tried to mitigate this issue by
maintaining a close dialogue with the participants, it has
also partially succumbed to institutional pressure by prefer-
ring solvent players over resident-driven projects.

Beyond institutional pressures, the plot allocation out-
comes also reflect existing power relations and potential lob-
bying influence. Research on urban growth coalitions has ex-
tensively documented how established developers and influ-
ential investors shape urban development processes, often
gaining preferential treatment through informal networks
and political connections (Harding 1991; Götze/Hartmann
2021). In Kleineschholz, the inclusion of a project clearly as-
sociated with an influential investor raises questions about
the consistency of the common good framework. Despite
the lack of clear empirical evidence of direct interference,
this decision highlights two key aspects. First, the local
authority itself is composed of heterogeneous actors with
varying priorities and perspectives. Kleineschholz is thus
not a homogeneous, fully harmonised effort towards a sin-
gular vision of the common good, but an ambiguous pro-
cess shaped by competing interests and constraints. Sec-
ond, rather than reflecting a purely idealistic motivation to
reorient urban development, Kleineschholz, for some, rep-
resents a flagship project aligning with Freiburg’s ‘green
city’ branding (Fastenrath/Preller 2018). While this does
not diminish Kleineschholz’s potential effects on housing
affordability, it simultaneously fits within the logics of in-
ter-urban competition.

5.2 Tackling growth dependencies

Despite these challenges, the Kleineschholz development
marks a potential shift away from growth-based develop-
ment. In terms of housing, this is reflected in a long-term
strategy to create and secure affordable living spaces, rather
than a focus on short-term profitability (see Section 2). Lo-
cated in a prime area of Freiburg, the valuable plots in
Kleineschholz are withdrawn from property speculation in-
stead of being marketed to the highest bidder. By excluding
profit-oriented investors from most plots, rents can be ex-
pected to remain considerably below the local reference
rent even after the expiry of social housing agreements,
particularly as long-term affordability is a core value for
most housing groups and is embedded in their statutes.
This means that most flats in Kleineschholz will not revert
to market-rate housing. Projects further support long-term
affordability by targeting various groups (such as trainees,
refugees or retirees) and offering various, often flexible, flat
sizes.

Beyond these predictable and formally secured aspects
surrounding affordable housing, Kleineschholz presents
further potential for reducing growth dependencies. The
gradual approach towards the upcoming construction
in Kleineschholz has resulted in community-building –
amongst future residents and between housing projects
and other civil society groups. Despite some constraints as
outlined above, this demonstrates a pronounced turn away
from private economic interests and surplus appropriation
in neighbourhood development.

First, the involvement of (some) future residents in the
development from a very early stage enables dialogue, co-
ordination and negotiation about how Kleineschholz should
be and how its residents will live together. This ranges
from developing shared visions for individual housing de-
velopments to coordination amongst groups over commu-
nal approaches and use concepts. Future residents of the
district are involved much earlier, much more deeply and
in much greater numbers in designing their neighbourhood
than would be the case in ordinary urban developments.
Beyond these observable collaborative processes, this early
involvement also has the potential to lay the groundwork
for lasting relationships of mutual support, whether in re-
lation to repairing everyday items, assisting with official
correspondence, sharing leftover food, or simply providing
companionship. These networks can help prevent numerous
social costs and issues. Cultivating a residential commu-
nity and building trusting relationships can further promote
more sustainable lifestyles through the sharing of commu-
nal spaces such as offices, guest rooms, community gardens,
laundry rooms and everyday items – ideas that are embed-
ded in most housing concepts.
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On a more structural level, the proposed use concepts
and collaborations with community-led initiatives (Schmid/
Smith/Aiken 2021) are likely to foster needs-based, local
supply structures including food, shared means of transport,
local production and repair, care and education, integra-
tion, arts and community development. Of course, this will
not result in a closed-off or self-sufficient neighbourhood
economy – the desirability of which remains questionable.
However, in addition to shorter distances being required for
everyday needs, this would imply proximity between own-
ers, workers, users and their social context, alongside a low
level of external value appropriation. Based on collabora-
tive structures, grounded in collectively owned and oper-
ated spaces, and focused on needs-based provisioning, such
a local economy would operate to some extent outside the
pressures of a growth-based economy. While not insulated
from broader economic relations – such as those connected
to supply chains and labour markets – such a community-
based economy lowers the pressures from rent and value
extraction.

5.3 Limitations and lessons

Resident-driven projects, however, face an important limita-
tion common to community-led initiatives, including from
the housing sector: they are characterised by a dispropor-
tionate number of privileged individuals – often middle-
class and male (Grossmann/Creamer 2017; Scheller/Thörn
2018). Although Kleineschholz presents a unique opportu-
nity to realise resident-driven housing projects, it requires
immense investments of resources and time. Unless housing
projects deliberately address these challenges, individuals
without the necessary capacities tend to be excluded. Some
housing groups have implemented countermeasures. For in-
stance, one project in Kleineschholz deliberately keeps its
initial size below a certain limit to allow those with fewer
capacities to join at a later stage. However, such strategies
come with their own challenges, including additional efforts
to address diverse participants and fewer resources such as
lower deposits.

The main challenge here is structural: Despite the low-
ering of the entrance barrier through a two-step tender-
ing process, the projects must navigate a complex land-
scape of planning and building regulations, funding pro-
grammes, architectural specifications, self-management, de-
cision-making, conflict resolution and much more. Addi-
tionally, the projects face significant upfront costs, requir-
ing a broad base of funding or wealthy individuals willing
to provide substantial financial support. The professionali-
sation programme initiated by the local authority fell short
of addressing this issue as it targeted the applicants’ ca-
pabilities rather than simplifying the underlying processes.

A much more promising avenue would be further simpli-
fication of the process itself, for instance through fewer
regulatory requirements. Further research is needed to ex-
plore how this could facilitate broader participation while
maintaining legal standards.

A second factor driving the high financial costs for ini-
tiatives is the failed implementation of a leasehold model.
Sequential payments as is the norm for heritable building
rights would have considerably lowered the initial costs and
thus the entrance barrier. Here a number of structural bar-
riers – including Kleineschholz’s financing structure as an
urban development scheme with a separate account and the
costing methods used by state subsidy programmes – have
significantly limited the room for manoeuvre for both hous-
ing groups and municipal actors. Critical research on the
potentials of more productive uses of leasehold models is
needed to support future efforts.

In addition to these challenges, two critical notes are in
order. First, Kleineschholz relies on new building stock,
making this approach potentially resource-intensive and
at least questionable from an ecological viewpoint. While
most projects aim to use sustainable materials including
wood, clay and straw, a long-term material impact assess-
ment is beyond the scope of this paper and would merit
future research. Regardless, the construction of new build-
ing stock avoids distributive conflicts over existing housing
at the expense of land consumption, which presents a sig-
nificant challenge for a growing city like Freiburg.

Second, Freiburg’s long-standing tradition of collabora-
tive housing merits highlighting. Ongoing capacity-build-
ing efforts over several decades have laid the groundwork
for successful resident-driven projects with considerable ex-
pertise. This strongly limits the transferability of findings
to other cities without a strong collaborative housing land-
scape.

6 Conclusion
As social and ecological crises continue to deepen, a critical
exploration of the role of growth-based economies therein
becomes necessary (Kallis/Hickel/O’Neill et al. 2025). This
includes the critical engagement of spatial research and
planning with how growth is entangled and imbricated in
their assumptions, instruments and practices (Lange/Hülz/
Schmid et al. 2022) – as begun under the notion of post-
growth planning (Lamker/Schulze Dieckhoff 2022). Taking
a constructive yet cautionary approach, this paper has ex-
plored how the notion of common good has been mobilised
in a specific district development project – Kleineschholz.
Despite enabling the involvement of collaborative housing
groups – housing provided by and for residents (Czischke/
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Carriou/Lang 2020) – the common good remains a con-
tested concept: variously interpreted, oversimplistically op-
erationalised and limited in its practical effects. At the same
time, it has enabled the Kleineschholz project to clearly turn
away from the neoliberal urbanism of marketisation and
financialisation (Aalbers 2017), spurring and moderating
practices that counter the logics of growth-based urbanism.

Taking a practice-oriented perspective, this paper has
proposed three principles that continuously actualise and
reproduce local authorities’ orientation towards and depen-
dence on economic growth: (1) monetary calculations and
profitability, (2) market mechanisms and competitiveness,
and (3) private economic interests and appropriation. Local
authorities are, of course, woven into complex multi-level
government arrangements providing a structural underpin-
ning that largely eludes practices at the municipal level. This
paper argues that local authorities still have partial agency
over the depth of growth dependencies. Against this back-
ground, the paper has proposed three principles that counter
the entrenchment of growth dependencies in municipal re-
lations: (1) foregrounding non-monetary and longer-term
costs and minimising negative externalities; (2) establishing
needs-based and equitable provisioning systems; and (3) en-
hancing democratic steering and the collective generation
and retention of surplus value. Despite notable issues and
shortcomings regarding the diversity of collaborative hous-
ing, their resource needs, the depth of the notion of com-
mon good, and the material costs of new building stock, the
Kleineschholz development speaks to each of these aspects.

Opting for concept-based tendering that explicitly ad-
dresses collaborative housing groups, flanked by regular
dialogue, trust-building measures and an incipient if insuf-
ficient support programme, the local authority undertook
considerable efforts to address a developer segment that
pursues motives other than short-term monetary profit. This
exhibits a clear valuation of non-monetary and long-term
outcomes: permanently affordable housing, social cohesion,
community-driven local provisioning and sustainable build-
ing. Although the long-term outcomes remain to be seen,
the close involvement of future residents has significant ef-
fects on generating needs-based and equitable provisioning
systems: Aside from a considerable volume of social hous-
ing, various and flexible flat sizes, and housing targeted
at specific social groups, this also entails the emergence
of a non-market neighbourhood economy. Various schemes
such as a bike repair facility, food sharing, neighbourhood
care and much more project a high density of non-commer-
cial services in the district.

Kleineschholz thus exemplifies a more democratic mode
of urban development and collective surplus appropriation.
Counter to many examples where green, creative neigh-
bourhoods fuel gentrification (Gould/Lewis 2017), the safe-

guard mechanisms and decommodification of housing in
Kleineschholz prevent such effects. However, this is also
where the greatest foreseeable shortcomings are evident:
the barriers for participation remain high and prevent gen-
uinely inclusive engagement. The efforts by housing groups
to counter this can only address the symptoms of a growth
logic that advantages those with high social and financial
capital. Yet, despite its imperfections, Kleineschholz gnaws
at the urban growth machine.

Competing interests The author declares no competing interests.

Acknowledgements I am deeply grateful to all participants who gen-
erously shared their time, experiences, and insights for this research. I
would also like to thank two anonymous reviewers for their helpful com-
ments.

Funding This research was funded by the Deutsche Forschungsge-
meinschaft (DFG) under grant number 528684772.

References

Aalbers, M.B. (2017): The Financialization of Housing: A
Political Economy Approach. London.

Baffoe, G. (2023): Neoliberal urban development and the
polarization of urban governance. In: Cities 143, 104570.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2023.104570

Beveridge, R.; Naumann, M. (2023): Progressive Urbanism
in Small Towns: The Contingencies of Governing from
the Left. In: Urban Affairs Review 59, 1, 43–72. https://
doi.org/10.1177/10780874211055834

Bianchi, I. (2023): The commonification of the public under
new municipalism: Commons-state institutions in Naples
and Barcelona. In: Urban Studies 60, 11, 2116–2132.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980221101460

Binswanger, M. (2019): Der Wachstumszwang: Warum die
Volkswirtschaft immer weiterwachsen muss, selbst wenn
wir genug haben. Weinheim.

Blum, C. (2015): Die Bestimmung des Gemeinwohls.
Berlin.

Boeth, H.; Kühn, M. (2022): Wachstumskoalitionen und
Wachstumskritiken in der Stadtentwicklung: Reurba-
nisierungs- und Zuwanderungspolitiken. In: Raum-
forschung und Raumordnung | Spatial Research and
Planning 80, 6, 743–756. https://doi.org/10.14512/rur.
161

Bogumil, J.; Holtkamp, L. (2023): Kommunalpolitik
und Kommunalverwaltung: eine praxisorientierte Ein-
führung. Bonn.

Czischke, D.; Carriou, C.; Lang, R. (2020): Collaborative
Housing in Europe: Conceptualizing the Field. In: Hous-
ing, Theory and Society 37, 1, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.
1080/14036096.2020.1703611

Dang, L.; Seemann, A.-K. (2021): The role of collab-

474 Raumforschung und Raumordnung | Spatial Research and Planning � (2025) 83/6: 461–476

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2023.104570
https://doi.org/10.1177/10780874211055834
https://doi.org/10.1177/10780874211055834
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980221101460
https://doi.org/10.14512/rur.161
https://doi.org/10.14512/rur.161
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2020.1703611
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2020.1703611


Tackling municipal growth dependencies through the ‘common good’. Municipal-led collaborative housing in ...

orative housing initiatives in public value co-creation
– a case study of Freiburg, Germany. In: Voluntary
Sector Review 12, 1, 59–80. https://doi.org/10.1332/
204080520X15822993230122

Dewilde, C. (2018): Explaining the declined affordability of
housing for low-income private renters across Western
Europe. In: Urban Studies 55, 12, 2618–2639. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0042098017729077

Döring, T.; Zimmermann, H. (2025): Is post-growth a de-
sirable basis for spatial sciences and planning? A crit-
ical view from a green growth perspective. In: Raum-
forschung und Raumordnung | Spatial Research and Plan-
ning 83, 3, 190–204. https://doi.org/10.14512/rur.3011

Eckersley, R. (2021): Greening states and societies: from
transitions to great transformations. In: Environmen-
tal Politics 30, 1-2, 245–265. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09644016.2020.1810890

Fanning, A.L.; Raworth, K. (2025): Doughnut of social
and planetary boundaries monitors a world out of ba-
lance. In: Nature 646, 8083, 47–56. https://doi.org/10.
1038/s41586-025-09385-1

Farmer, S.; Poulos, C.D. (2019): The financialising local
growth machine in Chicago. In: Urban Studies 56, 7,
1404–1425. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098018801564

Fastenrath, S.; Preller, B. (2018): Freiburg: The Emblematic
Green City. In: Affolderbach, J.; Schulz, C. (eds.): Green
Building Transitions. Regional Trajectories of Innovation
in Europe, Canada and Australia. Cham, 69–98. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77709-2_5

Feola, G. (2020): Capitalism in sustainability transitions
research: Time for a critical turn? In: Environmental In-
novation and Societal Transitions 35, 241–250. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2019.02.005

Freier, R.; Geißler, R.; Raffer, C.; Scheller, H. (2025): Kom-
munaler Finanzreport 2025: Knappe Kassen, große Auf-
gaben. Gütersloh. https://doi.org/10.11586/2025059

Götze, V.; Hartmann, T. (2021): Why municipalities grow:
The influence of fiscal incentives on municipal land poli-
cies in Germany and the Netherlands. In: Land Use Pol-
icy 109, 105681. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.
2021.105681

Gould, K.A.; Lewis, T.L. (2017): Green Gentrification: Ur-
ban Sustainability and the Struggle for Environmental
Justice. London.

Grossmann, M.; Creamer, E. (2017): Assessing diversity
and inclusivity within the Transition movement: an urban
case study. In: Environmental Politics 26, 1, 161–182.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1232522

Guinan J.; O’Neill, M. (2020): The Case for Community
Wealth Building. Cambridge.

Haberl, H.; Wiedenhofer, D.; Virág, D.; Kalt, G.; Plank, B.;
Brockway, P.; Fishman, T.; Hausknost, D.; Krausmann,

F.; Leon-Gruchalski, B.; Mayer, A.; Pichler, M.; Schaf-
fartzik, A.; Sousa, T.; Streeck, J.; Creutzig, F. (2020): A
systematic review of the evidence on decoupling of GDP,
resource use and GHG emissions, part II: synthesizing
the insights. In: Environmental Research Letters 15, 6,
1–42. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab842a

Harding, A. (1991): The Rise of Urban Growth Coalitions,
UK-Style? In: Environment and Planning C: Govern-
ment and Policy 9, 3, 295–317. https://doi.org/10.1068/
c090295

Jeske, J.I.; Hagbert, P.; Engström, E. (2024): Sustainability
potentials of collaborative housing and the barriers to re-
alisation: a systematic review. In: International Journal of
Housing Policy. https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2024.
2438270

Kallert, A.; Dudek, S. (2025): The rural consolidation state:
A critical examination of municipal consolidation strate-
gies in Bavaria, Germany. In: Political Geography 121,
103379. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2025.103379

Kallis, G.; Hickel, J.; O’Neill, D.W.; Jackson, T.; Vic-
tor, P.A.; Raworth, K.; Schor, J.B.; Steinberger, J.K.;
Ürge-Vorsatz, D. (2025): Post-growth: The science of
wellbeing within planetary boundaries. In: The Lancet
Planetary Health 9, 1, e62–e78. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S2542-5196(24)00310-3

Knak, A. (2021): Wachstumstreiber und Suffizienzhin-
dernisse auf kommunaler Ebene. Flensburg.

Lamker, C.; Schulze Dieckhoff, V. (2022): New roles in
collective, growth-independent spatial organisation. In:
Lange, B.; Hülz, M.; Schmid, B.; Schulz, C. (eds.): Post-
Growth Geographies. Spatial Relations of Diverse and
Alternative Economies. Bielefeld, 347–362. https://doi.
org/10.14361/9783839457337-025

Lamker, C.; Terfrüchte, T. (2024): Post-Growth Ambitions
and Growth-Based Realities in Sustainable Land-Use
Planning. In: Urban Planning 9, 7881. https://doi.org/
10.17645/up.7881

Lange, B.; Hülz, M.; Schmid, B.; Schulz, C. (2022): Post-
Growth Geographies. Spatial Relations of Diverse and
Alternative Economies. Bielefeld. https://doi.org/10.
14361/9783839457337

Meehan, J. (2014): Reinventing Real Estate: The Commu-
nity Land Trust as a Social Invention in Affordable Hous-
ing. In: Journal of Applied Social Science 8, 2, 113–133.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1936724413497480

Münter, A. (2024): (Neue) Flächenansprüche und der Still-
stand beim Flächensparen. In: Raumentwicklung – ARL-
Journal für Wissenschaft und Praxis 54, 2-3, 18–23.
https://doi.org/10.60683/kqxm-w092

Patel, R.; Moore, J.W. (2018): A History of the World in
Seven Cheap Things: A Guide to Capitalism, Nature, and
the Future of the Planet. London.

Raumforschung und Raumordnung | Spatial Research and Planning � (2025) 83/6: 461–476 475

https://doi.org/10.1332/204080520X15822993230122
https://doi.org/10.1332/204080520X15822993230122
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098017729077
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098017729077
https://doi.org/10.14512/rur.3011
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2020.1810890
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2020.1810890
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-025-09385-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-025-09385-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098018801564
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77709-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77709-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.11586/2025059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2021.105681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2021.105681
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1232522
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab842a
https://doi.org/10.1068/c090295
https://doi.org/10.1068/c090295
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2024.2438270
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2024.2438270
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2025.103379
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(24)00310-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(24)00310-3
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457337-025
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457337-025
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.7881
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.7881
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457337
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457337
https://doi.org/10.1177/1936724413497480
https://doi.org/10.60683/kqxm-w092


B. Schmid

Paul, F.C.; Cumbers, A. (2023): The return of the local
state? Failing neoliberalism, remunicipalisation, and the
role of the state in advanced capitalism. In: Environment
and Planning A: Economy and Space 55, 1, 165–183.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X211050407

Pavillon für Alle (2024): Infopost – Spezialausgabe (Wohn-
projekte-Portraits). Freiburg. https://pavillonfueralle.org/
wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Spezialausgabe-Wohnproj
ekteportraits-Oktober-2024-1.pdf (14.10.2025).

Peck, J.; Theodore, N.; Brenner, N. (2013): Neoliberal Ur-
banism Redux? In: International Journal of Urban and
Regional Research 37, 3, 1091–1099. https://doi.org/10.
1111/1468-2427.12066

Petschow, U.; aus dem Moore, N.; Hofmann, D.; Pis-
sarskoi, E.; Lange, S. (2022): Cornerstones and posi-
tions of a precautionary post-growth economy: The end
of the growth-based model of prosperity. In: Lange, B.;
Hülz, M.; Schmid, B.; Schulz, C. (eds.): Post-Growth
Geographies. Spatial Relations of Diverse and Alterna-
tive Economies. Bielefeld, 323–346. https://doi.org/10.
14361/9783839457337-024

Richters, O.; Siemoneit, A. (2019): Growth imperatives:
Substantiating a contested concept. In: Structural Change
and Economic Dynamics 51, 126–137. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.strueco.2019.07.012

Ritzinger, A. (2018): Flächensparen zwischen Anspruch
und Wirklichkeit. Zur Rolle von Akteuren und Steue-
rungsinstrumenten in Dorferneuerungsprozessen. In:
Raumforschung und Raumordnung | Spatial Research
and Planning 76, 5, 395–406. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13147-018-0539-y

Rydin, Y. (2013): The Future of Planning: Beyond Growth
Dependence. Bristol. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt9qgwg6

Savini, F.; Ferreira, A.; von Schönfeld, K. (2022): Post-
Growth Planning: Cities Beyond the Market Economy.
New York. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003160984

Scheller, D.; Thörn, H. (2018): Governing ‘Sustainable Ur-
ban Development’ through Self-Build Groups and Co-
Housing: The Cases of Hamburg and Gothenburg. In:
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research
42, 5, 914–933.

Schmid, B. (2025): The spectre of growth in urban transfor-
mations: Insights from two Doughnut-oriented munici-
palities on the negotiation of local development path-
ways. In: Urban Studies 62, 11, 2222–2241. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00420980241305322

Schmid, B.; Fricke, C.; Zengerling, C. (2024): Towards
a “Freiburg Model” of Housing for the Common Good?
Fostering Collaborative Housing in Urban Development.
In: Urban Planning 9, 11–18. https://doi.org/10.17645/
up.8191

Schmid, B.; Smith, T.; Aiken, G.T. (2021): Governing
through community: Transformative geographies from

the bottom up. In: Environmental Policy and Governance
31, 3, 155–158. https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1928

Schröer, C. (2024): Gemeinwohlorientierte Quartiersent-
wicklung. Eine Untersuchung von Aushandlungsprozes-
sen und Vorstellungen von Gemeinwohl im Kontext ne-
oliberaler Stadtentwicklung am Beispiel Kleineschholz
in Freiburg im Breisgau. Freiburg.

Schuppert, G.F. (2002): Gemeinwohl, das. Oder: Über die
Schwierigkeit, dem Gemeinwohlbegriff Konturen zu ver-
leihen. In: Schuppert, G. F.; Neidhardt, F. (eds.): Gemein-
wohl – Auf der Suche nach Substanz. Berlin, 19–64.

Stadt Freiburg (2006): Beiträge zur Statistik: Bürgerent-
scheid am 12. November 2006. Freiburg. https://fritz.
freiburg.de/Bibliothek/statistik_veroeffentlichungen_
buergerentscheid-2006.pdf (14.10.2025).

Stadt Freiburg (2013): Kommunales Handlungsprogramm
Wohnen in Freiburg: Anlage zur Drucksache G-13/110.
Freiburg. https://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/
params_E959934397/417642/Handlungsprogramm_Wo
hnen.pdf (14.10.2025).

Stadt Freiburg (2020): Bezahlbar Wohnen 2030. Anlage zur
Drucksache G-20/134. Freiburg. https://www.freiburg.
de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params_E-318026111/1770796/
Gesamtkonzept_Wohnen.pdf (14.10.2025).

Stadt Freiburg (2021) Drucksache G-21/197: Beschluss der
Städtebaulichen Entwicklungsmaßnahme Kleineschholz
und der Sonderrechnung Kleineschholz für 2022 mit
Kosten- und Finanzierungsübersicht. Freiburg.

Stadt Freiburg (2023a): Bunte Vielfalt an Projekten in
Kleineschholz. In: Amtsblatt der Stadt Freiburg 37, 877,
18–19.

Stadt Freiburg (2023b): Drucksache G-23/201: Quartier
„Kleineschholz“ – Vermarktungskonzept, kommunale
Förderung und Abweichung von der städtischen Ablöse
richtlinie für Stellplätze. Freiburg.

Stadt Freiburg (2024): Drucksache G-24/178: Beschlussvor-
lage: Quartier Kleineschholz – Vergabe von Baugrund-
stücken im Rahmen einer Konzeptvergabe. Freiburg.

Theodore, N. (2020): Governing through austerity: (Il)logics
of neoliberal urbanism after the global financial crisis.
In: Journal of Urban Affairs 42, 1, 1–17. https://doi.org/
10.1080/07352166.2019.1623683

Thompson, M. (2021): What’s so new about New Mu-
nicipalism? In: Progress in Human Geography 45, 2,
317–342. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132520909480

Torfing, J.; Payandeh, R.; Jalili, S.M.; Banafi, M. (2025): A
systematic review of conflict within collaborative gover-
nance. In: Policy and Politics. https://doi.org/10.1332/
03055736Y2025D000000070

Weck, S.; Ritzinger, A. (2021): Co-producing just and sus-
tainable localities: emphasising the role of local author-
ities in current practices in Germany. In: Die Erde 152,
4, 232–243. https://doi.org/10.12854/erde-2021-583

476 Raumforschung und Raumordnung | Spatial Research and Planning � (2025) 83/6: 461–476

https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X211050407
https://pavillonfueralle.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Spezialausgabe-Wohnprojekteportraits-Oktober-2024-1.pdf
https://pavillonfueralle.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Spezialausgabe-Wohnprojekteportraits-Oktober-2024-1.pdf
https://pavillonfueralle.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Spezialausgabe-Wohnprojekteportraits-Oktober-2024-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12066
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12066
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457337-024
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457337-024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2019.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2019.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13147-018-0539-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13147-018-0539-y
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt9qgwg6
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003160984
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980241305322
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980241305322
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.8191
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.8191
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1928
https://fritz.freiburg.de/Bibliothek/statistik_veroeffentlichungen_buergerentscheid-2006.pdf
https://fritz.freiburg.de/Bibliothek/statistik_veroeffentlichungen_buergerentscheid-2006.pdf
https://fritz.freiburg.de/Bibliothek/statistik_veroeffentlichungen_buergerentscheid-2006.pdf
https://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params_E959934397/417642/Handlungsprogramm_Wohnen.pdf
https://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params_E959934397/417642/Handlungsprogramm_Wohnen.pdf
https://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params_E959934397/417642/Handlungsprogramm_Wohnen.pdf
https://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params_E-318026111/1770796/Gesamtkonzept_Wohnen.pdf
https://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params_E-318026111/1770796/Gesamtkonzept_Wohnen.pdf
https://www.freiburg.de/pb/site/Freiburg/get/params_E-318026111/1770796/Gesamtkonzept_Wohnen.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2019.1623683
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2019.1623683
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132520909480
https://doi.org/10.1332/03055736Y2025D000000070
https://doi.org/10.1332/03055736Y2025D000000070
https://doi.org/10.12854/erde-2021-583

	Tackling municipal growth dependencies through the ‘common good’. Municipal-led collaborative housing in Freiburg’s Kleineschholz development
	Abstract
	Zusammenfassung
	Introduction
	Urban transformations beyond growth
	Municipal growth dependencies in practice
	The common good as counter-orientation?

	Methodology
	Findings
	Kleineschholz in the context of Freiburg’s housing policy
	Collaboration for the common good in urban planning
	Concept-based tendering
	Communication and mutual understanding

	Prospective outcomes

	From common good orientation to reducing growth dependencies
	Contesting the common good
	Tackling growth dependencies
	Limitations and lessons

	Conclusion
	References


