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When Mayor of London Ken Livingstone, Mayor Michael Bloomberg from
Mesw York, and others set up the C40 Cities Network a decade ago, they had
the vislan that cities will be the Incations where the world's greatest envi-
ronmenital challenges will be solved. As nations continue @ stumble and
falter and are seemingly unahle to make sufficient progress on isswes such
a5 climate change, their vision is becoming shared by many more people,

That you can't fix the planet without fixing our citles |s obvious, but less
obvicus s that cities can fix the planet,

A large majority of the population of the global North liwe in cities
already, and city living will become the norm for most of homanity in
coming decades. These are the places where most consumption takes place.
The energy consumed In our cities to heat our homes and power our trans-
part Is driving climate change, The food we import to our cltbes, particu-
larky meat and dairy produce, is leading to the destruction of wildlife-rich
habitats acrmss the globe, The comsumer goods that we take for gramted in
the global Morth gobble up resources extracted thousimds of miles away, far
too often with dreadiul envirormental iImpact and working conditions that
wire cutlawed in the US and UK o%er 2 hundred of vears ago. The wasbe
belching out of exhaust pipes, chimneys, and sewage systems Is poisoning
the air and water that we and every ather species on the planet depend on.

Viewed like this our cithes are driving us towards a dystopian bell of envi-
ronmental collagse and gross sockal inequalities.

But as this book makes sbundantly clear, there is the potential for the
wirld's cities to drive a very different foture; a future where cities take their
envirommental and social responsibilities serfously; a fature whene cities
tramiform themselves and the rest of the world; a future where ol ties fix not
Just themselves but also fix the planet.

Central to this more hapeful vislon is sharing.

Sharing is not mew. The vast majority of us shame our joummesys to work or
play, for example on the subways of America’s great cities, or the London
Underground, or the Bus Bapid Transit Systems springing up across Latin
America. The green spaces in our cities are shared, and their loss or prvati-
zation is fercely resisted. And it is0°t 4o long ago that libraries were whens
must of us gol the books we wanted (o pesd.
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But sharing can and must go moch further.

The tantalizing prospect offered in this book by Mclaren and Agyeman
is that we are {ust starting to embark on a sharing revolution. A revolution
which builds upon the digital world of the twenty-first cemtury; Chat utilizes
the ingenuity and tmagination that gpeings lsom the cross-fertilization of
ideas from the diversity of people living In cities; that builds emmpathy and
understanding between people rather than fear and loathing; that leads o
much greater levels of sharing of stuff and musch greater resoarce efficiency;
that takes naturally evolved cultiral fraditions of sharing within familles
and Iocal comumunities, and reinvents them 1o enable sharing befween cit-
zens and steangers; and that fundamentally transforms the domimant world
view that Individualism and materlal possessions ane cenileal to what It bs
oy b Hiuoman,

The notthem citbes of the United Kingdom led the Industrial Revolu-
tion. The thosands of chimpeys belching out smoke Wene Seen as Progress.
That children bom in these cities were condemned o live In slums, live
shaat [ives, amd suffer from illnesses such as rickets due to lack of sumlight
wins seen by some &5 a price worth paving. In these cities the chimmey stacks
and slums have now gone. But as we all know, they have not disappeaned.
They now dominate many cities in China, Indla, and other fast-developing
nations, If the Sharing Revolution Is fo be truly transformationsal, it must
not oaly complete the fransformation of the cities of the global North it
must alsa transform cities acoss the globse:,

And it can. In different ways, clties such as Seoul and Medellin are Jead-
ing the tevalution, And sharing is sl par of daily Hife for many people in
many citles across the global South, The Sharing Revolution isn't a revolu-
tion to be bed by wealthy countries and copied by the rest; it is a shared
revolution with cltkes across the world learning from each othee. The C40
metwork and the Sharing Cities Metwork run by Shareable.net are testa-
mient o this.

Mayors Bloomberg and Livingstone had a vision, The G4 Network that
they gawe birth to has already enabled the world's largest cities to lean
from each other and learn from the most innovative smaller of ties across
the globe, As Cltles acnass the ghobe fight for and In many cases get greates
fiscal and regwlatory autencany, such sharing bs mose critical. Bui in this
book Mclaren and Agyeman offer something new, something exciting,
something earth-shattering—that if cities become Sharing Cities then we
will not only fix the planet but will also transform the prospects for social
fustice. Mow that's a message well worth sharing.

Mike Childs
Friends of the Earth, London



Introduction

Onet puerperse in writing this book is as bodd as it s clear, We believe that
the world’s cities, where the majority of people now live, could become
mawre soclally Just, more environmentally sustainable and mone mnovative
through the twenty-first-century reinvention and revival of one of our most
basic traits: sharing. We will demonstrate how, with modern technologies,
the intersection of wrban space and cyberspace provides an unrivaled plat-
foem for more just, inclushve, and environmentally effickent economies and
socictles rooted in & sharing culture,

Yet this opportunity is currently being overlooked, Cities have always
been abwout shared space, human interaction and encountes and the
exchange of goods and services through marketplaces and moneylending.
A successful city needs good governance and colleclise civic structures Eo
facilitate and regulste the interface between the shared public realm and
private Inberests, and to enable effective and fair sharing of resources and
opportunities, In thelr more recent incarnations however, sharing and shane
abifity are typically too namowly conceived and percelved as primarily about
economic ransactions: a w-called sharing economy. The opportunity is
s0 much greater than Airbnb, Spotify, middle-class “swishing™ and getting
“baims on bikes” through urban bikesharing. We will show how a culiussl
and palitical understanding—and implementation—of shasing in all its
rich variaticns can overcome the shorteomings of commercial spproacies
and transfonm how we think about sharing and cities,

This Introduction highlights the challenges and opportunities of
humanity’s increasingly urban future, sets out our case for sharing cities as
A response b those challenges, and introduces some oritical concepts asso-
ciated with what we call the “sharing paradigm® and the necssany socio-
culmiral and political changes needed to bring [t about.
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Possible City Futures, Challenges, and Ogpportunities

Ever sinee the origins of cties, there has been much -alk sl chty futures.
In the past 40 years alone David Hacvey has focused on soclal justice and
cities:* Mamuel Castells on urbanism,? networking and Information;” Saskia
Sassen on “the global city™;* Leonle Sandercock on tae city 45 cosmaogalis;®
Richard Flerida on the ceative dass and cities? Chales Lamdry co the one-
ative city;’ Jeb Bragmann on the productive city;* Susan Fainstein on the
just citv;? Edward Glaeser an the triumpdsant ciiv;™ amd Harvey again on
rebed cities, to name but & few."” What all these diflerent vislons of urkan
Futuses share i hope and an abiding bellef that citiescould be the st foemm
of organization our species can achieve. Different conceptions alrourad,
g associated with pacticular authors, whereas ohers—such as “sustain-
able,” “social,” or “participatary” citkes—are more general in nature. Flam-
mers, architects, activists, and urban consultants pramote and refine such
fcleas; arguably the mostcurrent, powerful, and influential urban seitgeist bs
the *smart ity Smart dties invest in high-tech informatien and coemima.
pication technologies (ICT) to “wire-up® the ity and enhiance Its efficiency,
hoost the ICT sector as ¢ motor of growth and property development, ans
attract skdlled talent by delivering a high quality of ife, One of our aims in
this book is to show how truly smart cities must alue be sharing cities.
The challenge and opportunity of the sharing ety is one amd the samee,
namely that around 53 percent of the world’s population currenty lives
i clties.? This |5 set to rise 10 B4, percent in the: ghobal South and &85.%
percent in the ghebal Morth by 2050, Intersecting an even faster rise in
populations with acces: o cybetspace," This rapid rate of urbanization
highlights the interlinked economic, social, and environmeental challenges
of | billion people living (n extreme poverty, amicd rising income inequality
and the lack of affordable housing, in a world dowly facing up (0 the reali-
tses of multiple resourse searcities, hiodiversity loss, and climate change.
According to leading scentists, we are Living nubsick four of the nine plan-
etary boundaries that constitute a safe operating space for humanicy: the
climate systern, beodversity loss, land-system change and phosphorus
and nitrogen cycling. " To these planetary ([envirosmental) ceilings within
which we should live, Oxfam’s Kate Baworth," building on eartier work in
Furope and Latin Amedca,'” adds a “social foundda-ion.” As she potes, this
social foundation

fearens an Inmer Beundary, selow which are marry dipnensions of buman depalvation,
e enviranmental cefling fonms an cuter bosndary, beyand which are many -
menslons of enviroamenil cegraiation. Between the te bourdarkes bies an are—
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shaped like 3 doughmut—which represents an environmentally safe aned socially usz

space for humanity o thrive . It 1s also the space in which Inchosive and sustain-
abile econvmic developmen) fakes place. ' - |

In this fermulation Rawaorth reffects ane of us who promated “environ-
mental space,* defireed as follows: “a rights-based approach that mmr;rprrut.ll-
izes sustainable development in terms of access For all to a falr share in rﬁ:.-
limited enviranmen:al resources on which healthy quality of life depends, 1%

Far from being the amtithesls of susiainability that some would h;v:

us believe, well-planned and -governed cities are potentially the form of
human erganiation that could keep us within envircnmental Hmits while
smultaneously building the soclal foundstions prescribed by haman
rights, dignity, and a decent quality of life. For this to happen, however, we
must not only recognize the place of cities in global environmental ss:u.:lal
amf cconomic systems, but also build on the inherent sockal, eml-numml
ansl envircmmental sfliciencies of urban llving. This means un-:lerf.l-.mdin;
cities as the political, economic, and cultural drivers of global sockety, and
thus linking the sharing of urban spaces to the sharing ﬁrgml ru&ucims,
Bt alio means undeestanding citles In themselves as shared entities with
shgﬁd pullic services (such as healthoare, childcare, education, and |ibrar-
iesl; shared Infrastructural resources (such as shared streets, mass transit
electricity, water and sewerage, and shared spaces (such as public spécﬂl
amd gﬁ:&ﬂ spades). But we go sill further In seeing not only a "rlp:hl: o
the ety and o the *uwrban commons” {coammon TESOLENCES, ma.‘mgeﬁ amd
sustained by our collective activities), but also a rght to rowake them,® a.-s
being fundamental o any form of urban social contract warthy of thclr]tle
“sharing city.” ‘

Shiring Citles as Just Sustainabilities

The concept _Df sharing cities represents yet another powerful expression
of “fust sustainabilit ="—the idea that there is no eniversal “green" path-
oy tﬂhﬁuﬁtﬂmﬁliwp that sustainability & context-specific but justics is an
intrinsic element in &ny coherent route:

Uust] ssstainability canmat be simpdy a “green” ar “environmental® concem Impar-
tant thaugh “siwironmental” aspecis of sustsinability are, A maty iu\s.l:..jnablémchw
i e winere wider quet dens of soclal needs and welfare, and emmnﬁ-r oppertuni |
are integrally related fo swirenmental mits imposed by supporting eﬁow:lnm,.=?

Sharing cities—as we envision them here—represent the nub of the
social justice challenge to sustalnability, a toplc we discuss mone fully in
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chapter 4. Here we ssmply want to help the reader uniderstand cr mmh-
tions with a couple of examples. First, o representative from a wiledly suc-
cessful major-city bikeshare program confaced one of us recenthy with the
questiomn: “How can we pet more [0w inconse and people of color using our
bike program*? Cm the surface, this may seem II.I:.-E a harmless, uve: ﬂtm.:
istic question. 1t nevertheless belies a deeper problem common ift " green
citles discourses and in many sharing economy programs, The problem s
simply that most bikeskare programs (and many ather chating ;fnnnnq.l
programs) were pever designed with equity or snckl justice In mind, noo
were low-income peoph: involved In the visioning or design of such pro-
grams, A recent study feund that only 9 of Z1 programs reviewed had even
factored equity considerations into thelr station sting ™ Soclal justice 15
typleally an afterthough; it is seen as a "retrodit™ -:m:e:ht_ez scheme is up and
runming “successfully” log the targete] “ordinary”’ usess.® . )
second, Enrique Pefalosa, former mayor of Bogoetd, Colombia, hit the
nall on the hesd wher he said an advanced derocratic city is not one
where even the poor awn cars, but ane where ewen the tich ride buses.
Pefialosa and lis fellow former mayor Jaime Lerner of Curiiiba, Brazil, were
setting practical foundztons for the idea of shating citles Fh-]. emphasizing
the eguiry and scress dimensions of their innovative bus rpid “El:l&'" {BET)
schemes, which allowed aocess to facilities and sexvices lrrespective of car
owmership and wealth-

The Case for Sharing Otles

When we talk of “sharing citles® we deliberately ermbrace the ambiguity of
the verb and adjective of “sharing.” In this book we seLout 3 cae fur wHier-
shandiorg cities 35 shared spaces, and ecting o alygre them fairly. [n poagh
cuatline that case runs o follows, .

Humans are natural sharers. Traditional "sociecultural” sharing happens
everywhere, but It has largely broken dowen in mo-dern cities in the face of
commendalization of the public realm, the increasingly rapid pace of eoo-
nomic and technologica] change, and the destabilization and fragmenta-
tion of human identities these trends have engendened.

Naretheless the fatzre of humanity is urban, Demographic, econamic,
and culbural forces ame bringing ws together In larger and larger urban
reglons, particularly (nthe glolal Scth, This 1s nod & disaster for humanity
as the physical nature of urban space Eacilitates—and in some wWays ﬂu:s—
sitates—sharing: of resources, infrastraciures, goosls, services, experiendes,
and capabilities ® The effects of population density and highly networked
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physical space are converging with new digital technologies to drive and
enable sharing in cties—particulardy in novel "mediated” forms, All thres
come together to provide critical mass in both dermand for, and supply
of, shared resasurces and facilities. Mew opportunities for collaboration and
sharing are arising &t the intersection of urlan space and cyberspace.

With new oppcriunities for sharing we have new oppartunities to
enhance trust and rebuild social capital. But they are abso creating new
spaces in which cemmercial interests can casualie labar, privatize pub-
B services, and capitalize on growing land valises through gentrification.
In such ways the emerging sharing econamy cin deepen vegqualities and
deliver Infustice. City leaders therefore need to suppart and emphasiae com-
rearal madels of sharing that build solidarity and spread trust. In other
words sliaring systems must be desigred around equity and justice,

Like any other pexctice, sharing with equity and [ustice at the core can
naturally shift cultural vahes and nomms—in this case toward trest and
collaboration. This ran deliver & further dividend, In that increased trust
increases social investment in public goods and the public realm, or urbsan
commons. Such an enhanced public realm can in twrn directly facilitate
moge aiid asore efficlent sharing with dgnificant envieonmental benefits,

It also establishes a precondition and motivation for collective political
debate that recognizes the city as a shared system. The same measures Ut
cnalle sharing online, also—if civil liberties are properly protected—enable
eollective politics online, Agaln we see the intersection of urban- and cyber-
sgrace enabling tfransdormation—thls time in the political domalm,

I the anticipaticn of such transfonmations we suggest that “sharing the
whobe city” should become the pulding purpose of the future city. Adopt-
ing what we are calling the “sharing paradigm™ in this way offers cities the
opportunity to kead -he fransition to just sustainabilities,

This offers a radizally different vision compared with a globkal race to
the bottom o attrach foctloose Investment capital, It redefines what “smart
Citdes” of the fubure might really mean—harnessing smart technology to an
agenda of sharing and solidarity, rather than one of competition, enclosure,
and division.,

A Shared Collective €ulture

Fundamentally, thesefore, our book highlights the importance of the
shared public realm iin the history and development, and more recently, in
the pedmagining of palitics. We argue that the nesliberal, hegemonic model
of development In the modern world prioritizes peivate interests at the cost
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of diared [nterests. Instesd, we suggest that a culturl shift & overdue: one
that gives much greater recognition and credit to the shared public realm
of our cities (both physiml and cyber); one that supports a revival of con-
ventional soclocultural daring—especially of the city as a whole &5 shared
space—as well a1 a blossoming of novel mediated feams of sharing; and one
that recogrizes and affinms the ways in which the opportunities afforded
tn individuals In cities are founded on the collecthve efforts and actions of
whole communities, We share the view that entreprenewrs do not build
businesses alone, nor do parents ralse children im isolation from the wikler
community, Regardless of the national culture, both an: always forms af
co-production.

Oine paint that we maust clasify at the outset is that by “culture” we mean
wmething political anc not simply something focused solely on human
behavior, We do not intend to fall into the “post-political trap"® in any
of its several forms, This trap underpins the idea that capitalism is unchal-
lengeabie as the organizing principle for socety, It encourages a bellef that

we should address social problems through busines-led, “smart,” techno-
logical innovation, rather than through politses, And It Impdies that "audg-
ing” Behavior change among Individuals is the war o change norms and
culture, rather than by democratically guided regulation. planning, institu-
tion buibding, and strudural interventions.

In our understandirg of culture we acknowledge the indelible tnflu-
ence of the British and 2uropean cultural studies traditions assockated with
Raymond Williams, L P, Thompson, and, in particalar, Stuart Hall Earlier
swcholars equated culture with the spabalic; that which is outside podigies,
society, or economy; yet Hall focused on power, on e ways dominant
groups engineer cultunl consent 1o legitimate their hegemony and the
wiys In which this furctions as 2 persistent ideology. This new focus on
power Inevitably included politics, engaging with niealiberaltsm and post-
madernism as much as with feminism, cultusal idzntity, raoe, amd ethmnic-
ity. Mogeower, as Frendh theorists such a3 Michel Poucault, Jean-Frandods
Lvotard, and Pierre Bourdiew insisted, cultural thecry is itsell political.

We dio not discount the symbolic, intangible. and ideational aspects
of culture that wnderpin beliefs, values, nomms, and desins. Nor do we
dewnplay the male of shared patterns of behavior, interaction, cognitive
comstructs, and undersandings—developad through education and social-
ization—that help shape and define identity in (subjcultural groups, or the
way In which group and societal cultures can become forces af collective

evolutionary selection However, we fundamentally recognize culture as
political, the site of contestation between dlifferent groups in sockly whao
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(We )i i
tmnﬂ;t’w t:!'l?"hc mea-lin_g to events, behaviors and information, This
1-;1" . Traln :n.-wt which a “cultural shift™ toward (e sharin S
digm and sharing cities is emerging, and indeed nevds ‘mnctu}. S

Defining Sharing: The Sharing Paradigm

Dictionaries agree 1hat sharing encompasses
- processes whereby we
m:tlglklg::‘elt;w:: |j11nluple tsers; we allow othees o cﬂj‘uur:}:‘ a pn;ﬂr:;ﬁf
e Sl usrlm_.; things that are curs; we obtain ACCess W0 @ portion af
Fobei c;g nings th.at belong to mlms.-mw-usae,mp}‘. urtnrﬁ}:
“méla];:f: a.r m;uu[ce iointly with one or more athers,

e m;puglﬂedi? af fn&.:kutl:n,g']ﬂ Tarantao, has helped shape the
Pﬁm“ o m.:n "qurie around the sharing economy, (While we
et Tng raradigm” throughout this book, we also
i E 5 such as :haﬂng economy,” “solsdarity economy,* and
— nf.thr:$Wnn when we refer to these ipecific aspects or
. mr wﬂf - an.gpara:llgm, or to the work of others using those
i .mud-n:: BEU-: defimes sharlng from an economic pets._plec
P b a]m.',_I n;:;lusﬂjg voluntary lending, pealing, allocation
RS e g 0 use of pablic property, but excluding coetrac-

B, WISINR, ar unauthorized use of property™ We find this fram.

das ;
ng unhelplul at bath extremes, Many formal sharing programs—#or both

oS T s
fn,amb._:::gmﬁk 1n'!-'4:u'-'e ontracts in some form {for example through
o P ot carskasing or film rental services), And, more signifi “:?
while sharing on the meargins of Jegality, Sm——

y Uk as squattis ;
stitute sharing between the o - squatting, may not con-
- vl o
still be a collaborative, shared - oo and user of the praperty; it can

vity hetween s
of equality and justice, ' e e S

mu][ﬁ:;:; Tu:::g::; I:Dm concepthon of o dharfng pansdipn that includes
Ing sprvices (mﬁh ds 5 ::;nf?:;:tﬂi:::] sty
t'elt::r:ér:csﬂ[nnl-ahlljf political activity, but Efih:;;msf;ﬂf hﬂ?ﬂ:
:ure ;ﬂ:lﬁjﬂ:a;‘f“!‘- between private individuals as well as collective or
e hlkumm%‘ nnq services for sharing, swch as ETEEN SpAcE,

g e e Y Ohen of ehilicare, We recognize that sharing ean be
il in mature, or pirgal; tangihle or intarne e

.-rmwwel‘luﬂ (suich as digital music), or provuction {such & communi
rd;?: i-r::‘;mrﬁ;l.a et stenmltamooies in time, as with public spaces, c.;]::,ﬁ
Pt s lhn!:l.ﬂ material. It can be rlvalrors, In which the .
T where use by one person excludes use by another, at
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Tialsde 0.1
Thee Broad Tertitory of the Shasing Paradigm
' Things Sirrvices Activithes
hfividual  Swapping, bstering, H.I.dr;ham!g il <haring
gifting couchusfing
Collective  Car clubs, waldanks,  Childcare, credit sputts clubs, socdal
- fabs Loy unions, tmebanks,  medla, of-sounce
ergwdhanding sodtware
Palslic Libragies, frescyclimg Health services, Palitics, public
' public transit S

least at the same time, {nech as carsharing), or nen-rvelroes (such as open-
source saftware), The distribution of shares might e by sharig b ports of
staareg irl Cms.

Mirraring the flourish in creative ways of sharing that we highlight in
this hook—ol things, sewvices, and experiences at |mctivicheal, collective, and
public levels (table 0.1}—is the wide-ranging and ever-growing terminol-
gy surrounding sharing. There are a plethora af tenmss, bt they are manely
directly interchangeablie. Below we briefly explaln cur tidea ©f a sharlng par-
adigm and some of the ernms we wse to define i, and also how it cormpanss
with and encompasses a wide range of other commonly uséd Lerms and
COLCEpIEs.

Pethags the most commonly used of those terrs is the “sharing econ-
omy,” but we understand this a5 only part of the broader and mome incle-
givee concept of our sharng parpdigm. A paradigm ks a constetlathon of kleas
and concepts that amoants o a worldview, so ous use af the tecm “shar-
ing paradigm” reflects cur belief that sharing is, corild, or should b b
thing more fundamental to both human and socictal dzve}npmcqﬂ than is
encomgassed within the more bounded term “sharing economy.” [t reflects
pur Bellef that wiat we may be witnessing are the seeds of a potentially
post-capitalist sockety,

The sharing paradign is based on an understanding of the term edl-
being* Well-being can refer to both physical and mental health, aljd t

positlve mental attitudzs (o happiness). We use it to refier 1o the suite o
functionings that people have rexson to value—good physical and mental
health among them, bt also including material pleasure and ou ahility o
ke srifices for others (which any parent will pecognize as potentially
more fulfilling than selfish consumption). For our FUrposes, therefore, '.'-fell-
being depencds on bullding and developing histine capabdlities for all. The
fundamental resources we have available to do that—from breathable air (o
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scducation, and from energy mseunces to healthcare—are better conceived
and understoad as shared commens than as private goods, We may col-
lectively decide that the best way to manage and allecate certain resources
is through market economies, or perhaps through public mansgement, but
aur starting pednt |sthe recognition of their colksctive, shared nature, The
sharing pasadigm therefore foregrounds ways of thinking based on sharing
resources falely, rather than by ability to pay: treating resources and the
environment as the common property of humankind; norturing the ool
lective commeons of human culture and society; and stimulating human
flourishing by estab @shing and enabling the expression of individual and
vollective capabilitices.

Our concerns with the discourse of the “sharing economy” are not {ust
with the Intrusion of comeerce and money (which are not always inappro-
priate), but also with the framing of sharing activiey as “economic activity”
rather than social, cultural, or politscal activity. This is much more sigmifi-
cant tham It might st appear. Privileging the economic dimension in this
way perpetuates the myth that human seciety bs fumded on, and Bourded by
the economy, tather than vice vorsa, and that the environment is simply a
souree of economic sesources, rather than the foundational spsce in which
humans and our societies and cultures evolved and coexdst. Moneover, it
primes us o seek solutions fo our “probbems” in markets, In monetized
exchange, and in the production and consumption of poods and services,
all of which are consmrained by economic frames and drivers, rather than by
asking searching questions about our primary needs and the whole range
of ways In which we can emhance human well-belng in just and sustain-
abie ways. In panticular the sharing pasadigm helps place our focus more
strongly o underpmning environmental resonmes—land, water, clean
air—and reveals the ‘way we can share these “commons” iy, as an inspi-
sation for sharing In the clty, and in the economy,

Mapping the Sharing Paradigm

MNonetheless, the “skaring economy” is part of the sharing paradigm. In
such framings, shariag represents an imponant new form or modality of
market exchange in which services become the fecus of exchange, rights of
sgess replace ownership, and we collsborate with our peers to better ful-
il cur needs &5 consumers. The sharing economy also extends into forms
of production with pew collaborative models especially enabled by the
Interet, varliowsly described as peer praduction, co-production and Wiki-
production. These models are mrely formal cooperatives, but often oTEA-
nize themseives in & milar wiys, Teerdo-peer (P21 models can b Foumnd
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in finance, too, as well as in labor processes amd all Jspects of producticn,
exchange, and consumpton.

The business writers Dom Tapscott and Anthony "Williams identified an
emergent trend of mass collaboration facilitated by the Internet.” In the
disruption and disintermediation of many established businesses, they saw
the possibility of mew besiness models based on transparency, collabora-
thom, and open platforne for sharlng, with more widespread application
to public services and global challenges, They suggest five underlying
principles for what they call *wikinomics®: collabortion, openmness, shar-
ing, Integrity, and interdependence. They foous primarly on the business
entity, rather than the Individual or coppmunity, So, for instance, they see
sharing as about consumers being more closely involed in production pro-
cesses, a5 "prosumess”; of businesses sharing asset= "by placing them in
‘the cagmmons’ fon others fo wse™® (as Tesla did with 15 electric vehicle pat-
ents in 2014}, or commescially under license agreements. The emergence of
“hig data” is adding to the incentives for such apenness and sharing, but
as companies realize the pofential value of massive data sets and analysis,
data sharing may become more strectured as data aggregatons and brokers
emerge.™

Within the sharing coonomy, the Internet has enabled much "comanet-
cinl ™ sharing, where colldborative consumption and production takes place
fior payment. But there has also been an explosion of “commumnal” sharing,
where goads, services, and skills are donated, swapped, or traded for free, Ot
against an alternative medium of exchange, such as tme-dollars. The falling
oosts wf online collaboration mean not-for-profit and commumity oTganizs-
tons can more easlly use mechanisms that were prewlonsly langely reserved
for commercial purposes, such & lange-scale online platforms. Communal
sharing can be seen as park of a *solldarity or social economy” that Is

based o6 deenecratic comtral amd social justice, not just cooperation and ecological
upstninabllity, [t's about sharing power. Solidarity mens ecognizing car ghalsl in-
pendependence and sddrissng injsstioss n cur communites by peplacing dynamics
of umequal power with grasaroats, cooperative lesderhip®

The *solidasity econcmy,” according to Ethan Miller of the Grassroots
Economibc Organizing Collective in Australia, “Is an open process, an invite-
Hon, ™ As illustrated i fgure 0,1, [ encompasses £ wide mnge of entities
and spproaches inchuding Jending circles, commundty crowdfunding, par-
ticipatory budgeting, community currencies, credin unions, cooperatives,
co-working, community gardens, apen source projects, ant collectives, coms
munity Land trusts, co=houskng, open public spaces, healtheare collectives,
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The Solidarity Econoeny. Source; Miller (2010, see note 31, this chapber),

time-banks, community-owned media, libraries, barter mirkets, Freecycle
free food sharing, and the social and environmental juestice organizaunml
|_ha1. suppart such approaches, incheding unions, nonprofits, and progres-
shve businesses = Solic asity eronomy erganizations are not exchesively sruu
ing ur.g?ll'l.lzal:i.mm. but in almest every case—befitting the collective nature
of solidarity projects—there i5 some form of sharing activity.

The selidasity ecomomy also Includes Rrowing communal forms of shar-
ing and collaboration In social infrastructure and services swch as é;!m;'a'rln:ln
and health. These collaborations are sometinees described s "'m-pnx[m:-.
taom,” in this case between cltizens and public service providers, while thaé
fundamental collectiva services can also be called the oore economy.” We
Interpret co-production broadly, as producing and delivering goods and ser-
viees ina reciprocal relationship between producers and users; FECORMiZing
the resources that cltizzns alresdy have, and delivering spaces, se;ﬁms. and
HOOdS with rather than far Gsess, thelr families, and their nruhbnrs Co-
production of callective goods extends to the social and cutltural rn1lj.eu ui

our commusities—rhelr pliysical, social, and cultugal mﬂ:rﬂnm&:’[ﬁ, These
e common rescurces. managed and sustalned by our collective activities
forming the *urban commons.* In these ways sharing and collaboration ﬂm
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key aspects of the conduct of daily life that uniderpin soclal reproduction
and social relations between people, The same proosses of irformal tand
soersetimses formeal] Commens management extend to the namral environ-
ient—the air and water, the parks and thoroughfared of the public melm—
and thus to humankind's relations with nature.

Thvese communal appimaches are sometimes described as “the collabosa-
tive commuons™ or “commons-hased peer producticn™
An emnerging and nnovative production model in which the oreaths: enengy of large
rusnibaes al citizens |s coordnated, usually through & digizl phatiorm, cenlssdle of the
parameters of thye rraditonally higrarchical and mercangil (=] arganlzation resulting
i the public proviston of crmmans neoures.™

The soclal theosist Jeremy Bifkin also includes commercially motived
collaboration by prosumers, sharers, and co-producers in a collaborative
commons that he sees as a soclal pariner to the high-tech “Internet of
things."= He suggests that in the COMIMONS, “mariet exchange walue” is
transmuting into “shareable vale.”

Skmilar forms of participatory co-production are emerging inn adminis-
tration &nd governanoe, and not just in the form of emabling legal devices
such as the “creative commons” licenses for shariag the products of ciil-
tural industries. They emerge also in more direct engagement of ctlzens
in the mechanics of government, through participetory budgeting, and in
the use of colksborative tools and spaces for political action, [n these ways
sharing is infusing our iastitutional, legal and govergnental arrangements.

s e shinll see, in all these different arenas, erodels and practices of shar-
ing are part of a contested politics over the reach ared natwre of commercial
markets and relations. Tenslons bebween private interests anc the shared
public realm are nething new in cities around the world, In the modern era
we see for examgle, gated communities; guarded shopping malls with dress
codes; conflicts betwess squatters and developers; and competition fof road
space between private, thared, and non-vehicular transport. In the “sharing
economy,” commerclal medels of sharing mn the sk of wming people
into always-on, sweated commodities whereas commmmumal models promise

bo retun interpersonal relationships to the center of economic activity: In
co-produced services, to recognize the importance of public contribnstions,
frecly glven, means to roll back privatization and marketization, and o
resist the enclosure of the natural and cultural commons. In these wavs
sharing approaches first problematize, then disrept, il finally reconstruct
ot mental conoeptions of the world and car sociceultural understandings
ane beliefs, spreading new norms of ollabaration and sharing that answer
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neither to the state mor the market first, bt B our fellow humans with
whom we share our lives, our commundties, our cities, and ultimately cur
planet. This is the sharing paradigm.

_ We do not see the sharing paradigm as intrimsbeally anti-capitalist,
Indeed many forms of contemnporary sharing ane being mainstreamed by
_mnvenlmml capita st businesses. Yet the deminance of neoliberal capital-
i5mm i cur lives is problematic, especially wiere it squeeszes out alternative
ways of knowing, valuing, and living and disregards and degrades priceless
assels (such as our natural environment) or exacerhates social m:l sp.iﬁa!
imequalities and injustices, The wiban and political geographer David Har-
vey sugpests that the contimesd dominance of capital is & product of |t
qhiEIr}' to constantly shift its development between different arenas of pro-
duction and reproduction.® Harvey is talking of “capital” as an actor of
Interest group; we wse the term throughout this ook in the same sense

Harvey identifies seven key arenas—all of which we have already m.-m.l
tioned and will encounter repeatedly: forms of production, exchange and
consumpiion; relatiens o nature; social rebatlons betwesn people; mental
conceptions of the world, embracing cultural anderstandings and belisfs
laboe processes; insttutional, legal, and governunental armngements; and

the conduct of daily life that underpins soclal reproduction.

Cantrasing Dimenskons In the Sharing Paradigm

Too Fully understand the scope of the sharing paradigm, we have found it
helpful to comstder two particiular cantrmsts or tenslons within lL-'I'I:'|E!hE ane
shown in table ©.2. Although the table divides the errtory of the sharing
|:-T_1ra:up;m into four Jquadmants, in practloe these conteasss are not digital
tinaries but analog gradations that naturally blur Into one anothe, Tﬁey
create what might be best doscribed as four “Ravors” of sharing,

Table 0.2
Key DMmensions of the-Sharing Parsdigm

{Imterimediated sharing Sodocultural sharing

\ (learmsed] {evalvid)

-I..lu'grlunn] sharing “Pewr-to-penr® whaning, The “callective commons”
litrimsically enalded by nos-for- Including pasblic space
nsitivated) peofits, such & Preecycde  and public services

ot Peettry '
Commercliad sharing The “sharing economy™ = i

: ¥ The “rollect: o

{extrinsdcally af Alrbmh, TaskHabbit o l;i_p-:_lrl;lp;]ul:;|'t||\:::.rr|:cll:l1:“!'l
motivated) and Elpcar o Lemircing in business
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On omne dimension we see a conkrast between sociociitural or mfmel
sharing {typically between family members, friends or neighbors, directly
prganized by the participants in line with social notms) 2nd (Tt Mietefiaa el
sharing, which is mediated through a third party (often wsing a website o
maobile application). Altkough saciocultural sharing too may be organized
anline, the distinction w2 draw |s the involverment of the thind-party inter-
mediary. Mediated forms of sharing also include cemralized models wihers
an arganization cwns the resources that are shared by multiple users (Com-
mon in car-sharing oompankes lke Zipesr),

The question of mediation is eae of how the sharing process 1s organized,
It can also be seen as a distinction between fearmed behaviors and those that
are more an expression of our evaived tenclencies for coopEration i Eroups,
The other dimension |5 abxut wiiy we share, and themoatinitions of the par-
fripants. Om this second axis we map a contrast between typically extrinsic
motivations, nitably commercial gain; and intrinsic motivations based in
a sense of community, which we label as the commercial-communal axis-

This commendal-communal axks does not simply map the age-ckd divi-
wion between market and state, which has structured political debates for
decades. Nor daes It seek to replace it with a market-community division.
Rather il sees sharing asa genuine third way of governance and provision
¢ meet human peeds, rooted In collective management of jointly held
resources. Sharing behaviors are spreading from the commons into both
markel and state domans, united by collaborative modes of action in
which control or ewnerdip 15 In some way shared. Neal Gorenflo, the co-
founces and publisher ol Shareahle magazine, expresses a helpful distinetion
hetween sharing that is transactional and sharing that s fransformational. ™
*Transactional” sharing is tvplcally commercial, arlented toward effickncy
and asset-weating: reducing the prices wsers face. “Transformational” shar-
ing however, necessarily involves a shift in power and social relations as
well as an increase in va'se for all participants,

In figure 0.2 we {llusTate how the diverse terms. for sharing applied by
different commentators map oul acmss ouer fowr favers of sharing,.

As we have argued, the sharing paradigm, with its contestations, chal-
lenges, and opportunites, Is a broader concept than that of the sharing
economy. However, it is still useful to explore soame of the terms frequently
gowmd In the literature on the sharkng economy, Rachel Botsman, the eo-
founder of CollaboratireConsumption.com, describes the “collaborative
economy” as o moded “built on distriibuted networks of connected ndivid-
uals and communities & opposed o centralized Instiutions, ™ transform-
ing production, consumption, finance, and learning. Within this, Botsman
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defines “collaborative consumption” & "an economic madel based on
sharing, swapping trading or renting products and services emabling soress
aver owmership™ (within which busnes-tn-consumer (B20), business-ta-
flm'mm (B2H), and peer-to-peer (F2F) transaction models are all practical)
Ihe shariny economy, she says, focuses langely on P2P marketplaces to .shar;
underutilized assets, including spaces, skills, and stuff for either mnmt&y
o non-monetary berefit; on the other hand, the peer economy also focuses
ol such person-to-person marketplaces built on peer trust, but inchades
thase that lacilitate direct trade as well as sharing.

Writing with investor Roo Hogers, Botsman focused on collaborative
consumption, which they divided into three categories; “product service
systems,” *redistribution markets,” and *collaborative lifestyies, ™

Frecluct service spstams allow companies or creanizations to affer the util-
Ity of & product as a service without the need for ownership, This is some-
times described as "dlsownership* and recognizes that the value of & gl




1 Case Study: San Francisco

San Franclsop, California, &5 at the forefront of the modem wave of col
laborative consumption with high-tech sharing companies, new sharing
startups, and the deselopment of new norms amang Milkennials, it is home
to companies ke Twitter (the coline social netwarking and micro-hlogzing
service), Dropbox (the cload-based storage firm), Alfbab (the online com-
munkty marketplace for booking accommodations), and Lyfe (the rdeshar-
ing mahile app), to name but a few, The ciiy's proximity to Silicon Valley's
hulr of technology isnovation has helped power 1t emerging scene of shar-
Ing startup companées. In recent years new high-tech jobs growth in the
urhan core of San Franclseo has cutstripped that in the longtime conpo-
rate cenbers of surrounding suburhan coantles, ! This shift seflects changing
nowms ameng Millennials, the generation providing both the workforce
ancd consumer base of these startups,

San Framcisco's wiban center attmcts young people who are adopling
co-working and sharing lifestyles, eschewing car ownership, and neduc-
ing corsumption. Companies who locate in the city connect better, bath
with their users and the gualified ptential employes choosing 1o live
there, Tt now appears somewhat unfashionable to start a company in the
Subrarbs.?

Starting up in the city i easber with the prevalence of shared workspaces,
[ 2008, Brad Meuberg and three friends, all of whom were Freelancers,
rented some commaon space (0 San Franclsco and set up the firse of whit
soon became known as co-working spaces, Teday such spaces can be found
in many clties, all “combining the best elements of a coffes shop (soclal,
energetic, creative) and the best elements of 8 workspace (productive, funge
tional), ™ catering ©0 a growing market. Freelancers make up som ewhat over
ane-fifth of the US workforce, for example—around 40 million svorkess. !

Sam Francisoo is a leading “smart cliy,” following the sdvocscy of com-
panies such as IBM and Siemens, and the clty gosernment is actively



Sharing Consumption: The City as Platform

AL s best, good cibe-makang leads to the highest achbevement of human cultane,
—{Charies Landry

Chapier Introduction and Outline

I this claprber we examine the contemporany revial of sharing as collabor-
ative comsumption in mediabed (aed particulady commercial) forms in chs
ies such ax San Prancisen, which |s actively beveraging [ts image as a simarL,
high-tech city. We repart existing sarveys of sharing behaviors and note
aspecially the cureent and likely future role of an increasingly sesearched
demnographic: the Millenmials, We ilhsstrate the boom in collabarative con-
sumption with examples from food sharing in particualar,

We then focus on key drivers of this revival: techmical, environseental,
econontic, and particularly cultum] drivers, examining the mew morms that
have emerged in online sharing and are increasingly being exhibited in
the real world, We explore the economic logics of sharing and examine
sone of the pros and cons of approaching sharing in this way; we cutline,
among ather things, how incumbent businesses are responding o the shar-
ing paradigm. The chapter concludes by beginning o examine the ssks
amdl bemefits of an intrusion of commercial sharing into the sockal realim,

Sharing, as we discuss more fully in chapter 2, is a socipeulbeeal, evolu-
tiomary fralt that enabled the development of hunting, agriculture, trade,
craft, and manufacturing—and thus cltes, Yet with mcreased marketiza-
thom, industrialization, and consurmerism, cities have beoome spaces In
which this evalutionary form of sadocidial gharing has been seakened,
especially in more affluent societies, as social capital has been eroded,! trust
undermined by growing inequality,® and the togethermess of cities replaced
by private withdrawal,? Yet ot the same time, a new, distinct, and predomi.
riantly urban form of (interimedieted sharing ks emerging, exemplified best in



2 Case Study: Seoul

Seoul, South Korea, |5 one of the first global cities to officlally emdorse the
sharing economy. The city Is home to more than 10 million people liv-
Ing within 234 square miles.! With a population density almost [ive times
that of New York City, public issues such as traffic congrsthon, parking, and
housing shortages are magnified,* Housing scancity drives up costs, with the
Increasingly high deposits demanded in South Korea’s feorse renetal system
dramatically raising hoesehold debt? Seoul also has a highly developed
technology infrastisctune, as capital af a country with the woedd's highess
broadband penetration—97.5 pescent of South Koreans have broadband
connections, and &0 peroent own a simart phone.! With this faundation,
Seoul s positioning itself as both a leading smart city and a madlel city for
tech-enabled sharing. Yet its approsches to sharing are culturally very dif-
ferent to those of San Frandsco, and much less commercially motheated,
Sharing in Seoul has a strong seciocultural basis, Some say South Korea has
"a “sharing’ culture, It s a special concept ... which Koreans call ‘jeong” and
it s a special kind of love between the people and society. 1§ vou don't share
vou will be seen &6 a little greedy and hawe little o mo ‘jeong. ™

Boreans bellewve that feovig motivates “random acts of kindness between
people wihae barely know each other or total strangers.™ In this it echoes our
comeept of kapmic altmiso;

Tearig s wspecially used to describe the action of giving [a] small, grataious gin—
such actiim is full of feong. A particulasly close nelghbiorhond 1s described as ball of
Jeoveg, in whiich the neighbors act in 2 way thar displays rowg—Lie,, helping ot and
being nice o cach ather,”

Seaul 15 actvely working to cullivabe its sharing culture and tuild the
public’s trust in slaring enterprises and activitles. Seoul’s mayar, Park Won-
socu, @ political independent &nd longstanding human rghts activist, is a
stromyg driving force behind this official embrace of sharing, [n September



Sharing Production: The City as Collective Commons

Cities lave the capability of peoviding samssthing for evaybody, coly becanse, arsl
andy when, 1hef are created by evervbody.
—Jane facohbs

Chapter Introduction and Gutline

In this chapber we pull together multiple strands of research to help us
further develop the followling thests: sharing and cooperation ane universal
values and behaviors that are socloculturally and biologically coevolved.
We then confrast this thesis with the dark side of excessive competition
in our society, which can generate fraud, cheating, stress, and inequalits.
We examine the ways in which citles s a whole are shared domains—even
their historic robe as places of exchange is a product of sharing, while the
essentiol public services, Infrastructures (and e underlying resources) on
which cltbes and their inhabitants depend are fundamentally shared, Clt-
ies like Seoul are recognizing this, and actively Intervening to provide or
efkable provision of not only hard (physical) But alse soft (soclal) infea-
struciures, We continue by outlining how such services aswl infrastrischumess
cam ke “coeproduced” utllizing mechanisms of soclocultural sharing, with
partkcular reference to health and education.

We also explore international variztions in sharing cultures through the
lenses of indhvidualism and collectivism. We keak at forms of co-production
emerging in commercial spheres—including peer-to-peer finance, energy,
housing, and the shared production of food, We Righlight the potential for
coaperative forms of organization in services, production, and finasce to
overcome the risks of disowning responsibility and commodification thas
ariwe where sharing overlaps, respectively, public and market provision,
We conclude the chapter with a discussion of how both the cormmercial
and communal functions of cities are undespinned by a shared collective
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it have the capability of providing somest ling for everybody, caly becaase, ansd
amdy when, they are cresabed by evervhody.
—|ane facabs

Chapter Introdwction and Outline

In this chapter we pull together multiple strands of research to help us
further develop the following thesis: sharing and coopestion ane universal
values and behaviors that ane socloculturally and Bologically coevalved.
We then comtrast this thesis with the dark side of excessive competition
imy our society, which can gemerabe fraucd, cheating, stress, and inequality.
We examine the ways in which cities as a whole are shared domains—even
their historkc robe as places of exchange is a product of sharing, while the
essential public services, Infrastructures (and the underlying rescurces) on
which cltbes and their inhabitants depend are [undamentally shared, Cli-
ies like Seoul are recognizing this, and actively intervening to provide ar
efable provision of not enly hard (physical) but alss soft (soclal) infra-
strisctures, We continue by outlining how such services and infrastructunes
can be "eo-produced ” utilizing mechanisms of soclocultural sharing, with
paricular referenos to health and education.

W also explore international variations In sharing cultures throwgh the
lenses of individualism and collectivism. We ook at forms of co-production
emerging in commercial spheres—including peer-to-peer finance, energy,
housing, and the shared production of food, We Righlighs the potential for
coaperative forms of arganization in services, production, and finance ta
overcome the risks of disowning responsibility and commodification that
arise where sharing overlaps, respectively, public and market provision,
We conclude the chapter with a discussion of how both the commercial
and conmutal functions of cities are underpinned by a shared collective
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The muidtiple dimensions of coltursd comparison, Ssrcesr Clooamplex after Schwants
[Z004; see note 44, this chagter); “tight-loese” dimensicnal concept from Geltand
et al. (2011; see note 43, this chapter); and “individual <ollctive” fom Haeel B
Murkus and Shinobu Kitayama, “Culture and the Seli: Implications for Cagnition,
Exsatian, and Mitivation.” Pepchokagicad Review, 98(2) (1991): 224-253.

case study shows, mediated sharing has emerged entrepreneurially (despite
Stme resistance from awthoritbes), and Secul, where the city authosities are
leading the charge, may be instrective in this respect.

The apparent historical decline In sockeculiural shering (in Wesbern soc-
eties, and in partial contrast to the examples seen in Seoul) can be assocl-
ated with the developiment of comsurser capitalism and the growth and
promation of a culture of individoalism *® The development of adversising
targeting—and recreating—an indiddualistic model of the self, has trans-
farmed consumption pattems. ™ Many possessions have been so privatized
andl individualized that Americans no longer need to chare much even
within their cwn families, still less with other members of their communi-
thes, ™ This might be, in part, a consequence of wealth. But there &5 a big
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Figjura 2.2
Limer and prafessional moles in the design and delivery of services.

Sourrce: David Beyle and Michse! Harns, The Chntenge of Copraviiction. Londan: MEF,
The lab and MESTA, 20HH, hiipsfenwsnestaorg nkiatesidefzultifiles‘the_chal-
lenge_of_co-praduction.padf; Bovalrd (2007; aote 85, this chapher)

with users, ather community members, or with both, to full co-production
Ioenber cell),

e aspects of ceproduction have emerged where administrations
have emphasiood “cltloen centrdcity,” that is, “where citizens themselves
play & more active and ongoing mole n delining and even asseanbling the
basket of services they nesd "™ This would fall in the top center cell of
figure 1.2, To this end, Canada established a "single agency focusing
o development, management, and delivery of all social services for all
Citlzens, ™

Aut co-prosductbon at its best means msre than a foous on the citizen as
servioe wser: i means understanading citizens, as the philosapher Immanue]
kant argued, &8 “emds” in themselves, not means, and building their capa-
bilities. In other words, It means citizens and public bodiss noe only oo
producing healthoane services, but also co-producing the cutcome af good
health. Full-blosn service eo-production initatives {those In the center cell
in figure 2.2) shane seven characteristics that illustrate their commonality
with the sharing pamdigm as we have descriled it. As outlines) by Lucie



3 Case Study: Copenhagen

Copenhagen—lying on the shores of the @resund steait—is the capital
and most popubous city in Denunark. Denmark |5 home to the happlest
peapde in the world, §f one (5 to believe the Unibed Mation's 2003 World
Happimess Report.! In Copenhagen, people are at the Iseart of the city's
renowmed wrban space design and planning efforts, According te Jan Gehil,
the famed Danish architect and international urban design consaltant,
“Cultures and climsates differ all over the world, but people are the same.
Thetry will gather tn public if you give them a good place to do §6.%2 As pro-
fessor emeritus of urhan design at the Danish Boyal Academy of Fine Arts,
Gehl D Deen stsdying and dommenting the evolution of Copenbagen’s
public spaces since the Central Pedestrian District was first concelved In
1962 as & strategy to breathe life back Into the city center. Over the years,
many of the city's former parking spaces have been reclaimed for shared
public space.

But despite Copenhagen’s coment star status, Danes have not always
been keen sharers. Apparently, when the Danes colonized Greendand afber
L721, they taught the Inuit “that comdunal bving—shared food, shared
hunting trips, shared wives—was sinful.* Yel now Dénmark has embraced
sharlng In its many forms despite having a very private natlonal cultugse
Clearly, sharing morms can change over tEme.

Tina 54y, Copenhagen's city archifect, highlighls how pleaning in
Copenhagen pays particular attention to the areas wher public and private
spaces meet,! In a dramatic contrast with the controversial use of “pave-
ment spikes” and other “defensive urhan architecture” in many dties to
prevent homeless people sitting or skeeping there,® S3by explains that the
dty council encourmges bullding owners o put tables, chairs, and planters
on the sidewalks near the bailding as o way to make these edge sones more
fnwiting. In addition to creating more epportunities for pubdic interaction,
the city uses planning to actively promote eye contact a5 a wiry to build



Sharing Politics: The City as Public Realm

We are caught in an esapable network of mutaality, Hed inoa single gament of
destimy.

—Martin Luther King Jr.
Chapler Introduction and Ouwtline

In this chapter we explore the city as public realm through the seemingly
echectic political and cultural dimensions of the sharing paradigm, under
three broad and intemelated themses. Fiest we consider questions of space
and plisve: in particular how wrban speces and places have been central o
political movements, and spedally msurgent, partcipatory, countercul-
tural movements—such as Las Indignadas and Oooupy—which have the
capacity to transform societies; and how such movements now egqually
depend on public cyberspace. Second we turn b the ways in which shar-
ing can underpin democracy in practice, building social capital, support.
ing & healthy public realm, and challenging the hold of consumerism
on our individieal kdentities. In doing 30 we explore the role of shared
or “collaborative™ letsure, and take a close ook at streetlife, as well as at
the notion of Compbete and Inoomplete Streets, the former being a largely
design-ed, prescriptive approach critiqued by the latber as excluding the
social narrative of the street. We also explore the notion of interculiural-
ism: the scknowledgment that increasing difference and diversity in our
cifies needs o be met by a pluralist transformation of public space and
place, institutions and civic colture, and a proactive engagement betwesn
cuiltures. Thied, we examine ways in which sharing Is emerging In the prac-
thoes of urban governance, from ceyplostates 1o co-production, also giving
attentiom to the key challenges to urban demaocracy n land ownesship amd
taxation.



4 Case Study: Medellin

Medellin has come a very Llong way in the past 20 years, Colombia’s second
clty ts now a thriving medical, bosiness, and tourkst center. The change
sirategy was driven by the philosophy (amd department) of social urbanizm
of the Medellin Academy. In the mid-19%0k these endeavors established a
focus on empowering cltizens, beginning in the poorest nelghbochoods.
The case of Medellin ilhastrates the vast potential for sharing 10 cties in
the developing world, and particularly the importance of the shared public
realm for Increasing soclal equality.

Medellin has transformed iself foom the foomer rnder capital of 11w
workd to a model of utban secial integration.! [t was enoe home Lo the vio-
lent and powerful dreg tmafflcking omgantzatton called the Medellin Cartel,
headed by the infamows Pablo Escobar. By 1982, cocaine had surpassed ood-
fee as Colombia's biggest export, as cartels transported billlons of dollars’
worth af the drug to the U7 [n 1991, the murder rate dimbed to 380 per
100, D0 pecple, with over 6,000 killings. Vielence paralyzed the city with
fear, which led to widespread abandonment of the public nealm and most
facets of civic partickpation, After Cobombian special forces killed Escobar in
1903, city leaders, community activist growps, and re<idents alike dedicated
thedr eftorts to reclalming the clty through a fresh stant.

Today Medellin is a aty of about 2.4 million pecple, with a metro area
population of 3.5 million,* The city sits in the Abured Valley at 5,000 feet
ahoove sea level and 15 bisected by the Medellin River. Its sprowling hillside
neighborhoods, called corenrs, are informal settlements creaed by dis
placed populstions who had fed taeir homes be other parts of the country
due to vielence and conflict. The result was a highly segregated clity with
a strong disparity between the wealthy south and shams to the north.® A
Laura lsaza, & consultant to Medellin City Hall, explains: “This displaced
population didnt feel lke they were part of the clty, They wed to v 1
live in this neighborhood and | don't live in Medellin,” And that was one



Sharing Society: Reclaiming the City

Any city however small, 15 in fact divided Into o, one the gty of i poar, the
other of the mch,
—Flaro

Chapter Introduction and Outline

[n this chapter we explone the scope for sharing to enhance equity and
sacial justice Im the city and beyond, The chapter splits inbo two looad
parts. The first situates the sharing paradigm In contemporary theories
of justice, with particulas reference to just sustainabilities, the capabdlitics
appreach and recognition, The second pan examines some of the emerz
ing areas of conflict and tension between |ustice and sharing in practice,
first illustmiing the challenges with consideration of transpart—and par-
ticularly carsharing, [t goes on to address problems with exploftation of
labor in shardng, the commadification of nonmarket aspects of life, and
exchsion of the disadvantaged from shardng practioss through the diver-
gent processes of marketization, criminalization, and gentrification. We
finish the chapter by Jooking at some key contribatlons to justice in shar-
ing: butlding empathy, strengthening civil liberties anline, and <develaping
complementary currencies, This might seem an eclectic mix of examples,
bt they all illusteate how sharng can be inchusive and just, when such fac-
tors are considered from the outser.

Just Susiainabilities

I many ways, the sharing paradigm 1s a direct descendant of the concegt
of *just sustainabilities.” As we argued in the intmduction, equity and jus
tice are too often ignored o assumed in initdal “environmental * and busi-
neess cases for sharing, Even though some sharing programs deliver greater



Sharing Society: Reclaiming the City

Any city however small, is in fact divided into two, one the <ity of il poar, the
pthee of the nch,
—lakg

Chapter Introduction and Outline

[n this chapter we explose the scope for sharing to enhance equity and
social justice In the city and beyond, The chapter splits inbo two laread
parts. The first situates the shanng paradigm In contemporary theories
of justice, with particular reference to just sustainabllities, the capabilities
approach and recognition. The second parnt exantines some of the emesg.
ing areas of conflict and tension between justice and sharing In practice,
first llustrating the challenges with comsideration of transport—and par-
ticularly carsharing. [t goes on to address problems with exploitation of
labor in sharng, the commadification of nonmarket aspects of life, and
exchusion of the disadvantaged from sharing practices through the diver-
gent processes of marketization, criminalization, and gentrification. We
finish the chapter by looking at some key contributions to justice in shar-
Ing: bullding empathy, strengihening civil liberties online, and «developing
complementary currencles, This might seem an eclectic mix of examples,
bt they all ilustrate how sharing can be inchestve and just, when such fac-
tors are consldered from the outser,

Just Sustainabilities

Ist ennany ways, the sharing paradigm Is a direct descensdant of the concept
of “just sustainabilities.” As we argued in the introduction, equity and jos-
tice are too offen ignosed of assumed in initial “environmental ® and bsi-
mess cases for sharing, Even though some sharing programs deliver greatet



5 Case Study: Amsterdam

Evrope’s first official “Sharing City,” Amsterdarn is the capital city of the
Metherlands although not the seal of the Dutch Parliament. T 2002, the
city wis home to just over 740000 people, with 3 metro amea population
of around 2.2 million.' Amsterdam boasts a network of eightesrnsth-cenmury
canals that intersect the city center with some 1,500 connecting bridges.
The canals shaped Dutch culture in 2 way that caltivates strong Identities of
both Individuality and collectivity, The Dutch had to work together, district
Ty district, in a shared challenge to malntain the canal system amd prevent
their [and from betng reclaimed by the sea,?

Iz Amisterdam the “ideal city™ The geegrapher lohn Gilderbloom and
hiz colleagues pose that question and highlight that: “People Hve longer
because of Amsterdsm’s walkability and bike usage and access to parks,™
As a shamed city, Amsterdam exemplifses positive tolemanes to fmmigrants
and amsterdammers have the capacity “to put up with another's fully rec-
ognized ditferences from self ... with a mild appreciation for, or enjoyment
of, those differences. ™ The pesuld, as Gilderbloom and his colleagues note,
is that: "Unlike the U5A, ghettos and/or highly segregated places, which are
nearly all poor and made up of one race, do not exist 0 the Betherlands,
becanse of ,., the Integration of immigranis.”

Ethmic minorities make up more than 45 percent of the citys residents,
representing at least 175 different countries® As an anti-discriminatory
measure, the city's civil servioe is requined to reflect the diverse population
of the city.” Amsterdam plays a critlcal rofe In modeling cultural tolerance
through its integration of fmmigrants and newcomers® An International
comparative study of Muslim integration found that 66 percent of people
identifying with a Moroccan ethnicity In the Netherlands strongly identify
as “Dhitch,” campansd 0 43 percent in Franoe who ldentify as “French, *®

The Metherlands, and Amstesdam in pasticular, constitutes o frvonable,
apen comtext for minority political participation. ® In 1985, e PMetherlands



The Sharing City: Understanding and Acting on the Sharing
Paradigm

Acity s & stubie—of mind, of taste, of oppoTtuRniby .. vwhiere keas gne traded, opinicons
clash amd eternal conflict may produce ebemal naiks,

—Hiah Caen
Chagpter Intraductian snd Outling

In this chapter we aim to bring together the concepts and challenges rais=d
by our book o far in order to demonstrate how the various favors of the
sharing paradigm (mediated, sociocultural, communal, and commercial)
and its domalns (economic, environmental, social, culftural, and palitical)
could reinforce one another at the city scale, and to outline the crucial
ways cty administrations should act to deliver such § virtsous cycle ol
sharing activity, The chapter divides roughly info four pants. First, we nevisie
the scope and territory of the sharing paradigm, rooting it conceptually in
well-being and capabilitics, Sepond, we bring together amd explore possible
reasons for inertla, rebutting some common objections and highlighting
some genine obstacles and challenges o the development of sharing. Irt
doing so we emphasize the Importance of emergent collective govermance
and pesitive social nomms for stimulating and enabling sharing practice,
Third, we explore the opportunity for broader soclocultusal transformatson
theauagh the sharing paradigm, focusing particulary on the potential for
it ter underpin new identities and thus challenge the cultural hegemany
of consumerism and sssociated growth-fixated economic policy, We also
examine the self-reinforcing synergies between the wnconscious practices
of sharing in evenvday Iie, mww sharlng habits and trust budlding. Fonerth
and finally, in the light of this understanding of how sharing might spread,
we examine the prospects for Implementing and scaling up the sharing
paradigm through active policy, planning. and practice at the clty scale—
where the realization of the sharing paradigm in practice, scross the various
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Higure 5.2
Abaring Elavars as expressons of undedying valwes (Dawing on the values circus-

plex of Schwarte (20046, see note 44 In chapter 2).)

although still expressed to seme degree in everyone, [n this presentation
we have crudely overlald our sharing matrix over the ciroumplex to indi-
cate some of e wayvs in which different alipnmenits of valoes might bhe
expressed |n different cultural Aavors of sharing, For Instamce, societies
rarked by extrinsic hedonistic values might Be expected to favor commer-
clal mediated forms of sharing, while those where intrinsic self-direction
ancl universalism ane stronger might see more communal mediated peet-
to-peer farmms.

Different cultures can also be expected to respond o sharing teschnolo-
ghes In different ways, The US response—dominated by commercialized
sharing threugh secondary markets, underpinned by venture capltal—is
distinctive from the European, where communal sharing mediated by char-
itable or mutual platfonms seems more prevalent. The Seoul case seems Lo
suggest a third model—relatively non-monetized with emphasis on com-
munity, supported with city funds and legislathon,™ 11 is perhaps too early



6 Case Study: Bengaluru

Crur final case study explores a global South city polsed between Hhe bempta-
tions of the global smart city and the nesds of a rapbdly growing population
seeking new freedoms, pet Bacing severe environmental constraints—some-
thing of 3 micracasm of the challenges facing our urban fubweres. Bengalum,
still whdely known & Bangalore, s the capltal city of the southwest Indian
state of Kamataka, and as we shall see, exhils tensions commaon to the
developient of sharing and smart cities the workd over,

As the third most populous city in dia, its estimated 2014 populs-
tion is just over 10 million people. Between the census years off 2001 and
2011, Bengaluru's populstion grew by 46.7 percent (00 9.6 million], the
highest rate in the country,’ Partly this rapid growth can be atiributed to
Bengaluru's rise as India’s IT (Information technology) capital, with bath
international and domestic technology compankes settling in the city and
attracting a surge of voung Indian engineers and tech professtonals, In the
past two dicades, Bengalure has seen an overwhelming influx of this pro-
fessional technology class, triggering something of an Identity cxisis for the
city®

The nowvelist Bharati Mukher|ee describes Bengalisre as once the pleas-
antest city in India, 3 former British Army cantonment boasting wide bou-
levards, parks, and a perfectly inwiting climate. Bs recent populathon surge
has brought traffic congestion and mpidly expanding suburls, Ss Mukher-
jee notes, “Bangalose” is not only a oity, bok alse a concept. For voung
Indian women in particulae, wiho otheswise face lmited socloecomomic
progpects and educational epportunities, Bengalury i & preanise of a new
life. Amoang the vast Indian middle class this promise might imply seld-
sxpression, money, and freedom; but for many American and. European
multinational eorposations it has meant cheap owtsownced operations.*

But Bengalum & surpassing its repafation as an outssurcing hab, with
maore [ndigenous entrepreneurial starbup companies, several of which are



Synthesis

In our book we believe we've successfully made the case that rewiring our
minds and our citkes toward the sharing paradigen is the single most impaor-
tarit fask for urhan govemnance and urban futures in the twenty-first cen-
ke, Tor Brdefly synthesize some of our thoughts, we revisit and reflect upon
the case lald out In our introduction for both urderstonding citfey as shaved
spaces, and acting o share Hem faily,

Owir hope s that through oer arguements, literature reviews, case studies,
and other exampdes, we have contributed (o both an iwdersfanding of cit-
iex ax historically shared spaces, and set out policy and planning strapegies
on howt bo act upon this understanding with solid Ideas for iImplementing
policies and plans at the municipal lewel. We have shown what some of
the fpere progressive cities are doing to decpen car understanding of the
potential for sharing. But at present, for every Seoul with an explicit, proac-
tive, and multhdimenstonal strategy for sharing, thene are undreds of dties
Simply reacting to sharing trends, with no strategy, no policy, no coordina-
tion, and gresumably Little or no understanding.

But there are alse many cities that de not use the explict (and very
[azhicnable) Lrnguage of shanng yet are developing policy and planning
that comtribufes toward the sharing paradigm, Much of this activity, how-
ever, Is disconnected or even Incldental to cther “economic” policy goals.
These cities neéed help in understanding their roles, responsibilities, and the
benefits they will accrise: the emenging Sharing Cities Network, supported
by Shareable (weerwshareable net/sharng-cities), aims to get W0 cities to
emulate Secul 2t a formal “sharing city® by 305; and existing national and
intemational associations of cites such as [CLERLocal Govermments for
Sustainabiliby—who took an early and Impressive lead in galvanizing Cities
for Climate Protection in 1993 —and the National League of Cltkes should
help to nectify this a3 a matter of urgency.
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