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Abstract: 

The current global economic system is driving an unsustainable society.  

The planet has limited resources, and the economic system exists within 

these limits. To move society towards sustainability, one must consider 

how to provide necessary services to a growing population while 

decreasing dependencies on resource consumption. This research aims to 

show that Collaborative Services offer one solution to communities by 

providing a platform for sharing and exchange of resources through 

innovation and participation. Collaborative Services are designed and 

utilized on a local scale, to meet specific community needs and have been 

found to provide Social, Natural, Human, Political, Cultural, Built and 

Financial Community Capital returns on investment. Successful 

Collaborative Services have certain ‘ingredients’ that guide them which 

include: leadership and vision, strategies to involve key stakeholders, 

organizational resilience considerations as well as financial, technical and 

physical supports for Collaborative Services. This research shows the 

benefits and ingredients of successful Collaborative Services, in order to 

promote their emergence and provide support for communities working 

with Collaborative Services. Using a strategic sustainable development lens 

this research suggests that Collaborative Services can act as a tool to pull 

communities towards sustainability. 
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Communities, Social Innovation, Sustainability, Ecological Economics 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

Propelled by globalization and urbanization, the contemporary issues of 

human population growth, increasing resource consumption, poverty, 

pollution, climate change and biodiversity loss are cumulatively affecting 

our ecological systems and society as whole.  Solutions for these complex 

challenges require unprecedented innovation and commitment to 

sustainability from the world’s communities.   

Many citizens and communities are responding to this crisis by thinking 

more independently. Communities are actively shaping local solutions to 

deal with issues of consumption, production and welfare. Collaborative 

Services are one form of community response. Collaborative Services are 

designed and utilized on a local scale, to meet specific needs in the 

community and create more sharing, and exchange of resources through 

innovation and participation.  

The goal of this research is to illuminate how citizens and groups involved 

with Collaborative Services have and can use these services as a strategic 

tool to propel communities towards sustainability. To reach this goal the 

following research questions were asked:   

1. What benefits can Collaborative Services stimulate in a community, 

as measured by Community Capital? 

2. From the community’s perspective, what ‘ingredients’ are necessary 

for successful Collaborative Services?  

The answer to these questions informs recommendations for communities 

and social innovators involved in or starting up Collaborative Services who 

wish to work towards sustainability.  

Methods 

A four-phase process was followed to answer our research questions.  

• Phase 1: Scoping 

• Phase 2: Literature review 
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• Phase 3: Collaborator outreach and data harvesting 

o Surveys  

o Expert Interviews 

• Phase 4: Data analysis  

o Survey compilation, interview distillation and data 

comparison  

Narrowing the scope for the research in phase 1 involved: exploratory 

interviews, setting research objectives and solidifying research goals. In 

phase 2 an in-depth literature review provided insights to areas for 

contribution to the current field of Collaborative Services. The literature 

review directed the research team to experts in the field as well as to 

Collaborative Service case studies and informed the outreach efforts for 

securing interviews and collecting survey participants.  In phase 3 surveys 

responses and expert interviews data from across the world was gathered. 

Surveys were sent to operators and participants of Collaborative Services 

with a focus on North America and Europe. Interviews were conducted 

with 17 experts, spanning various fields related to Collaborative Services.  

Experts ranged from service designers and policy analysts to sustainability 

practitioners and researchers. In the 4
th
 phase of the research design, survey 

responses were compiled and organized into key trends and findings.  

Expert interviews were also compiled and data from each interview was 

distilled and categorized according to major themes. Data collected from 

both interviews and surveys was synthesized, compared and evaluated.  

Results 

Information gathered from the literature review, expert interviews, and 

survey respondents indicated that Collaborative Services stimulate all seven 

forms of Community Capital (Natural, Human, Social, Cultural, Political, 

Financial and Built). These findings illustrate a strong relationship between 

Collaborative Services and an increase in community well-being.  Benefits 

were predominantly Social and Human Capital. There were also significant 

benefits recorded in descending order to Natural, Built, Financial, Political, 

and Cultural Capital. 

Survey respondents and the expert panel highlighted 100 ingredients that 

supported Collaborative Services. Out of this list, 13 key ingredients were 

prioritized based on the frequency of mention, emphasis and a set of 

guiding questions. The prioritized ingredients are organized into four 
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categories: leadership and vision, involvement, organizational resilience, 

and supports.  

 

The 13 ingredients in the boxes above were found to be key in successful 

Collaborative Services. Both survey respondents and the expert panel 

commented that missing these key ingredients or not implementing them 

correctly might hinder the Collaborative Service. 

Discussion 

The increase of a community’s Natural Capital and overall well-being are 

contingent upon healthy ecosystems.  Natural Capital provides the 

necessary stocks and flows upon which all other capitals depend.  While 

some communities recognize this as inherent, others do not.  By design, the 

majority of Collaborative Services enhance Natural Capital.   This leads to 

an interesting observation of intended and unintended benefits of 

Collaborative Services. A community will engage in a Collaborative 

Service with certain intentions regarding meeting their needs, however, it is 

often the case that additional ‘unintended’ benefits are received. One 

example is people joining a community garden to lower their food costs. 

The intended benefit is that money is saved, the unintended benefits may 

be: creating green space (Natural Capital), building human capacity 

(Human Capital), meeting new people (Social Capital), use of public space 
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(Built Capital), recognition of culture (Cultural Capital), and building 

community decision making skills (Political Capital). Through a 

Community Capital accounting method, Collaborative Services’ benefits, 

that often go unaccounted for in a community are being recognized.   

Illuminating these benefits provides a platform that demonstrates to 

community leaders, and local decision makers that supporting a 

community’s involvement in Collaborative Services has a good return on 

investment.  

With relation to key ingredients for Collaborative Services, there are 

several points for consideration. The research showed that individuals are 

often motivated to join Collaborative Services out of more than just 

necessity.  There is often a sense of wanting to contribute to the whole 

community, potentially showing an interesting value shift.  In terms of 

leadership, a real tension was uncovered. Despite strong leaders and core 

groups being a necessary ingredient for successful Collaborative Services, 

it was found that many services struggle to carry onwards when the leader 

leaves the service. To this end, institutional memory and widespread 

community participation were said to be key for the longevity of any 

Collaborative Service. Effective communication in Collaborative Services 

was also found to be a key ingredient. Effective communication can be 

demonstrated by using storytelling to encourage an individual to participate 

in a service. Unlike other forms of communication, which simply deliver 

information, storytelling helps people imagine what is possible by putting 

themselves into the narrative (Rowland 2010).  

A number of pitfalls were uncovered with regards to successful 

Collaborative Services. For example, many people simply do not want to 

share resources. Service models for addressing this erase the relational 

aspect of sharing, through providing different times for people to use the 

same resources (such as in a laundry facility or library).  Another option is 

to have people share a common resource somewhat unknowingly, for 

example an internet connection or common utility. The trend towards a lack 

of cultural and economic diversity within the users of a service was another 

pitfall. It was found that favoritism with regards to employment within 

Collaborative Services could also be an issue.  Liability and insurance are 

points of concern for existing and future Collaborative Services as they are 

often privately run services that have limited financial resources.  
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This research resulted in recommendations for communities and social 

innovators working with Collaborative Services.  In order for communities 

to use Collaborative Services as a tool to move them towards sustainability, 

the community must have a shared vision of success, in which their 

Collaborative Service is framed by a scientifically robust definition of 

sustainability. Communities can then use this vision of success along with 

key ingredients as a guiding light to move in the right direction. 

Communities can use Community Capital indicators to understand how 

their Collaborative Services are enriching the Natural, Human, Social, 

Cultural, Political, Built and Financial Capitals of their communities and 

further use the Capitals to communicate these benefits to other communities 

and local decision makers.    

Conclusion 

With increased global population and production of goods leading to 

decreased resources, an existing crisis is tearing apart many social systems. 

With urbanisation as a continuing global trend, it is valuable to explore 

possibilities of community collaboration as a means to achieving a 

sustainable society. This research suggests that Collaborative Services 

increase both tangible and intangible community benefits, including 

contribution to personal and community well-being, dematerialization and 

community empowerment. This is not to assume that all Collaborative 

Services are inherently leading society in the right direction, however, 

Collaborative Services, which have a strong sustainability-oriented vision, 

can act as a tool to pull communities strategically towards sustainability. 

This exploration of Key ingredients for Collaborative Service and 

community benefits can be relevant for both local communities and the 

global context they reside in. 
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Glossary 

A-B-C-D Method: A process for applying the Framework for Strategic 

Sustainable Development (FSSD) which consists of four steps: A 

(Awareness) identifies a whole-systems context and creates a vision of 

what an organization can be; B (Baseline) assesses the current reality; C 

(Compelling Measures) brainstorms potential solutions to issues; D (Down 

to Action - prioritization) consists of implementation and action planning 

(The Natural Step 2009).  

   

Backcasting: A planning procedure by which a successful outcome is 

imagined in the future, followed by the question: "what do we need to do 

today to reach a successful outcome?" (Robinson 1990).  

  

Collaborative Service(s): Services which are designed and utilized on a 

local scale, to meet specific needs in the community and create more 

sharing, and exchange of resources through innovation and participation.   

  

Commons based peer production: A model of cooperation and production 

based on motivation and innovation. A large number of people self 

organize on meaningful projects. It is mostly internet based but covers 

various forms of intellectual outputs. Operating systems Linux, and online 

resources such as Wikipedia are examples (Benkler 2006).  

 

Community: A human community is a social group of any size whose 

members reside in a specific locality or have particular shared interests 

(UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Center 2009).  

   

Community Capital: Any type of resource or asset capable of producing 

additional resources within communities; the resources in a community that 

have the potential to be invested, saved, or used (Jacobs 2007).  

   

Creative Communities: Groups of innovative citizens organizing 

themselves to solve a problem or to open new possibilities, and doing so as 

a positive step in the social learning process towards social and 

environmental sustainability (Meroni 2007).  
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Crowd Sourcing: The act of out sourcing tasks, traditionally performed by 

employees or contractors, to a large group of people or a community 

through an open call (Howe 2006). 

 

Cultural Capital: The product of shared experience through traditions, 

customs, values, heritage, identity and history (e.g. arts, expressions of 

diversity) (Roseland 2005).  

 

Ecological Footprint: A measure of human demand on the Earth's 

ecosystems and natural resources. The concept of ecological footprint is 

based on the assumption that anything that consumes items or energy needs 

a certain amount of land, water and other natural resources to live. That 

means the more active and consuming someone is, the larger their 

ecological footprint (Rees 1992). 

 

Financial Capital: Money, charitable giving, grants, access to funding and 

wealth (Jacobs 2007).  

   

Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD):  The FSSD is a 

five level framework for analysis, planning, and decision-making towards 

global socio-ecological sustainability.  It consists of five levels: System, 

Success, Strategic Guidelines, Actions and Tools.  

   

Genuine Well-being Index (GWI):  Genuine well-being encompasses five 

core capital assets – human, social, natural, manufactured and financial 

capital. The integration of these five core capital assets constitutes the real 

or genuine well-being of a community, economy or organization (e.g. a 

business). (Anielski 2001).  

 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP): A measure of the total domestic economic 

activity. It is the sum of all incomes earned by the production of goods and 

services on economic territory, wherever the earner of the income may 

reside. GDP is equivalent to the value added to the economy by this activity 

(HM Treasury 1996).  

   

Human Capital: All the skills and abilities of people, leadership, 

knowledge and their ability to access resources (Jacobs 2007).  

   

Indicator: Partial reflections of reality that help society understand current 

conditions, formulate decisions, and plan strategies (Meadows 1998).  
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Local Living Economy: A Local Living Economy ensures that economic 

power resides locally to the greatest extent possible, sustaining vibrant, 

liveable communities and healthy ecosystems in the process (Business 

Alliance for Local Living Economies 2009).  

   

Natural Capital: The ecological stocks and flows that provide a yield of 

valuable goods and services (e.g. forests, fish stocks, aquifers). Natural 

capital also refers to critical ecological life support systems (Roseland 

2005).  

   

Planned obsolescence: The process of planning or designing products to 

break easily or to quickly go out of style. The logic behind the strategy is to 

reduce the time between repeated purchases and increase the amount of 

long term sales (Stevens 1954).  

   

Political Capital: A communities’ ability to influence and participate in 

decision making (self governance) that impacts their well-being. The ability 

to influence the distribution of resources, have access to power structures, 

and leverage change (through cohesive and coherent policy decisions) 

(Jacobs 2007). 

   

Resilience: Ecosystem resilience is the capacity of an ecosystem to tolerate 

disturbance without collapsing into a qualitatively different state that is 

controlled by a different set of processes. A resilient ecosystem can 

withstand shocks and rebuild itself when necessary. Resilience in social 

systems has the added capacity of humans to anticipate and plan for the 

future and thus to adapt to disturbances (Resilience Alliance 2010).  

   

Social Capital: Groups, organizations, networks in the community, the 

sense of belonging, bonds between people (Jacobs 2007).  

Well-being: Well-being is most commonly used in philosophy to describe 

what is non-instrumentally or ultimately good for a person or community. 

(Stanford encyclopaedia 2001). 
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1 Introduction 

Propelled by globalization and urbanization the contemporary issues of 

human population growth, increasing resource consumption, increasing 

poverty, pollution, climate change and biodiversity loss are cumulatively 

affecting our ecological systems and the ecosphere as a whole. The 

intensifying pressures of these interconnected challenges are forcing society 

to confront the immensity of the current sustainability challenge.  

 

There is growing recognition that our current economic model, coupled 

with a swelling human population, adds enormous complexity to society’s 

move towards sustainability. This model is one systemic structure at the 

root cause of a perfect storm of three global conditions, which are 

culminating in a crisis: the economic meltdown, the global energy crisis, 

and the real time impacts of climate change on agriculture (Rifkin 2009). 

 

Grasping the systemic nature of these challenges and the solutions needed 

to restore balance in the ecological, social, and economic systems we 

depend on are extremely complex. The magnitude of these challenges will 

demand unprecedented resilience of our world’s communities. As stated by 

Rob Hopkins (2009) the ingenuity that made it possible for human society 

to prosper until now, will inform the creativity needed to see it through the 

sustainability challenges we face. 

Great catastrophes sometimes generate great opportunities and our current 

reality is creating a new stage on which local communities are rising up to 

act. Regardless of their incentives, people are relying on social trust, 

creativity, innovation, and collaboration to write the script of a new 

economy (Landry 2006). DeBruijn and Tukker (2002) state, “Sustainable 

development simply calls for more collaboration since the changes needed 

exceed the capacity of individual actors". Reports on Creative Communities 

and Collaborative Services funded by UNEP and EU aim to explore the 

potential of social innovation as a driver for technological and production 

innovation, in view of sustainability (EMUDE 2009). Collaborative 

Services are innovative systems designed and utilized to help individuals 

meet their needs on a local scale. Their grassroots design coupled with 

current information technology facilitates new models of sharing, 

exchange, and participation (Jegou and Manzini 2008).  
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As outlined in Emerging User Demands for Sustainable Solutions (2009), 

Collaborative Services have demonstrated the ability to take concrete steps 

towards community well-being through: meeting people’s needs, 

regenerating the social fabric, and restoring relations of proximity. This 

research initiated in order to grasp the significance of these opportunities as 

it relates to Strategic Sustainable Development. Better understanding how 

these models of co-operation contribute to the regeneration and well-being 

of communities can illuminate their potential role in moving society 

strategically towards sustainability. 

1.1 The Sustainability Challenge 

Globally, society is functioning in a far from ideal state of sustainability. 

Barriers to people meeting their human needs are on the rise due to 

inequalities and economic imbalances in the world. Communities must 

grapple with the combined effects of systematically decreasing natural 

resources and the systematically increasing need of resources for human 

consumption. This predicament is conceptualized using a funnel metaphor 

depicted in Figure 1.1 (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000).  

 

 
 

  Figure  1.1. Funnel metaphor demonstrating the Sustainability Challenge. 
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As global society struggles to move towards sustainability fast enough the 

walls of the funnel (representing unsustainability) continue to narrow. The 

narrowing walls reduce opportunities for organisations, communities and 

society to manoeuvre away from the economic imbalances and inequalities 

perpetuating social and environmental challenges. As competition over 

fewer remaining resources increases, it is imperative to strategically plan 

toward a sustainable future. In order for society to avoid increased 

difficulty in promoting social and economic development within the 

carrying capacity of the earth’s ecosystems, a whole systems approach will 

be required. Individuals and communities will be called upon to transform 

day-to-day patterns of living and increasingly de-link economic growth 

from environmental degradation.  

The authors recognize the role communities play in moving towards 

sustainability and propose that a vision of success for a sustainable 

community be guided by basic socio-ecological principles of sustainability 

that respect the limits of the earth’s natural systems. A vision of success 

would include the following principled definition for sustainability, which 

describes the minimum conditions necessary for the system of human life 

on earth to operate in a sustainable manner:  

In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to systematically increasing: 

 I. …Concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth’s crust; 

 II. …Concentrations of substances produced by society; 

 III. …Degradation by physical means;  

and in that society 

 IV. People are not subject to conditions that systematically undermine their 

capacity to meet their needs (Robèrt 2000, Ny et. al. 2006). 

With this definition in mind, the authors aimed to explore this emerging 

wave of social innovation in order to understand the potential Collaborative 

Services have in moving communities towards sustainability. In order to 

understand the relationship between Collaborative Services, communities 

and sustainability it is important to clarify what global realities exist and 

how emerging trends can support community initiated services to transpire.  
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1.2 Global Realities and Emerging Trends 

Individuals and communities initiate Collaborative Services through 

recognizing a need of the local people, leveraging the community’s assets 

and by doing so demonstrate the power of possibility. A whole systems 

understanding of the relationship of a collaborative service to the 

sustainability of its community can be visualized through the intersection of 

three global realities, including: 

• Finance centered economics; 

• Product focused systems, which result in consumptive behavior; and 

• Official governance structures.   

The relationships between these intersecting realities and Collaborative 

Services are explored through emerging trends nested within each of these 

realities. These trends are cultivating opportunities for communities who 

wish to initiate or support Collaborative Services. The following trends are 

detailed below:  

• Local living economies; 

• Service based systems; and 

• Empowered communities. 

 

Local living economies are a part of and a response to the global reality of 

finance focused economies. Instead of focusing solely on finance, local 

living economies emphasize other measures of well-being by investing 

more time and resources into local communities and their surroundings 

(Beatley and Manning 1997; Korten 2009). Service based systems exist 

within the global reality of consumer behaviour and offer potential for 

individuals and communities to shift from a product consumption model to 

one of service provision in order to support individuals in meeting their 

needs (Mont 2002; Weizsacker et al. 2009). Lastly, creative communities 

exists as a response to official governance structures and are shaped by 

communities who work together to meet their needs with or without the 

help of recognized authorities (Landry 2006).  

 

These three emerging trends can offer a platform for Collaborative Services 

to occur. Figure 1.2 shows how the emerging trends enable Collaborative 

Service and in turn, Collaborative Services contribute to these emerging 

trends.  
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                      Figure  1.2. Global realities and emerging trends. 

A reinforcing relationship can be seen between these emerging trends. For 

example, when one chooses a service over a product the investment in the 

service often supports local employment. Service delivery is directly tied to 

the local economy, local context and local needs. The following sections 

detail the above trends within the context of the global realities and how the 

intersection of these trends relates to Collaborative Services and the 

sustainability challenge. 

1.3 Towards Local Living Economies 

Experts suggest that Collaborative Services offer a prototype for a new 

economic model by demonstrating the ability to regenerate social fabric, 

and restore relations of proximity (Jegou and Manzini 2008; Meroni 2007). 

By designing to local specifications Collaborative Services explore new 

opportunities for people to meet their own needs and as a consequence 

strengthen local economies (Botsman and Rogers 2010). 
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1.3.1  Limits to Growth  

The word ‘economic’ comes from the Greek ‘Oikonomia’, meaning the 

stewardship or management of the household. According to Anielski 

(2001), the common understanding of the term economy has become 

synonymous with finance, yet finance is merely one aspect of the economic 

system. The economy consists of all exchanges of products and services 

within a civilization, which inherently benefits and is necessary for every 

community (Oxford English Dictionary 2010). ‘New economics’ is a 

growing body of literature, which proposes an alternative approach to 

environmental governance and sustainable consumption. It combines 

ecological economics, political economy, behavioural economics, and 

institutional economics (Ekins 1986; Henderson 1995; Daly and Cobb 

1990; Boyle 1993). At the core of this field is an understanding that 

prosperity and environmental health are intrinsically linked. This approach 

states that economies which focus primarily on increasing financial growth 

are either unaware of or disregarding the ecological limits of the scientific 

laws that govern the entire ecosphere (Daly and Cobb 1990). If financial 

centred economies continue to disregard natural laws on a global scale 

outstripping resources faster than they can be replenished in nature, limits 

to growth will be imposed by the ecosphere (Daly and Cobb 1990).  

 

With the expansion of the current finance centred paradigm, analysts have 

largely avoided a critical dialogue about how the economy can provide for 

human well-being on a finite planet, where the resources on which the 

markets depend are systematically decreasing (Hawken 2007). Alternative 

paths exist and sustainability illuminates the need to move from a focus on 

financial growth towards approaches which value health, well-being and 

the exchange of goods and services (Jackson 2009). 

1.3.2 The Importance of Measuring Well-being 

The current paradigm of development uses the Gross Domestic Product 

(GDP) as its measure of progress, only taking into account financial losses 

or gains while externalizing other associated costs to society and the 

ecosphere. For example, GDP does not measure: the health of families, the 

quality of education, or the joy of play (Kennedy 1993; Anielski 2001).  

Never intended to be a measure of economic or social progress, the GDP 

has become a dominant tool for policy-makers to inform their decisions 

(Costanza et al. 2009). The GDP tends to devalue human time and 
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creativity, which undermines human potential to contribute to the well-

being of communities in society (Drayton 2009). Rising public concern 

surrounding social and environmental degradation has lead to the 

development of full cost accounting tools such as the Genuine Progress 

Indicator (GPI), the Genuine Well-being Index (GWI) and Community 

Capitals model that aim to address the shortcomings of the GDP by using a 

more holistic approach to the economy (Costanza et al. 2009; Callahan and 

Colton 2007; Anielski 2001). This research utilizes a Community Capitals 

model for measuring benefits Collaborative Services bring to communities. 

This model, introduced in section 1.8.1, measures Natural, Human, Social, 

Cultural, Political, Financial and Built Capital.   

1.3.3  Local Living Economies 

Curtis (2003) and other economists state that maintaining vibrant, liveable 

communities and healthy ecosystems is tied to creating economies of local 

scale (Cahn 2001; Hallsmith 2003; Ostrom 1999). Local economies can 

increase the ‘economic multiplier effect’, which refers to the number of 

times money exchanges hands before leaving a community (Seyfang, 

2004). Local living economies integrate values, needs, and interests of their 

community stakeholders while building long-term profitability (BALLE 

2010). BALLE suggests that local businesses, organizations and initiatives 

benefit local stewardship of the natural environment by promoting fair 

wages and smarter budget allocations that account for local needs. The 

trend of local living economies is gaining momentum through initiatives 

such as Transition Towns, 27e Region, Ecovillages, Slow Cities, Design of 

the Times Festival, Urban Villages, and Bioregionalism which seek to offer 

viable alternatives. This research aims to show that Collaborative Services 

contribute to local living economies, through the benefits they provide to 

their respective communities.  

1.4 Towards Service Based Systems 

The shift to sustainability requires massive changes to production and 

consumption patterns that are a part of daily life (Jansen 1993; Braungart 

and McDonough 1998). These patterns make up the current global supply 

chain and are dependant on a complex global transportation network 

(Cottam 2004). This network depends on extraction of natural resources, 

transportation of resources, manufacturing, packaging and distribution of 

goods. This process continuously undermines the health of social and 
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ecological systems (Daly 1996). The true costs of products sold via these 

processes are often invisible to the end users (Müller 2009).   

A finance centred economy paired with repeated exposure to commercial 

advertising has contributed to a rise in consumption of goods (White 2008). 

Designing in planned obsolescence has perpetuated unnecessary growth of 

consumption (Slade 2006; Brown 2000). Such obsolescence shortens the 

lifespan of products, encouraging disposal and re-purchase over re-use 

(White 2008; Brown 2000). 

1.4.1  Dematerialization 

New patterns of consumption and production must go beyond choosing 

more sustainable products; they need to take into account the physical 

limitations of the earth and its resources. Weizsäcker (1998) states, 

“…understanding the exponential growth of global population and 

consumption, solutions must both dematerialize products and help more 

people meet their needs". Weizsäcker (2009) further suggests that society 

can decrease consumption rates by a factor of 10 simply through 

dematerializing and substituting products with services. By understanding 

the different ways to satisfy human needs one can strategically choose how 

to meet their needs while lowering ones ‘ecological footprint’ (Max-Neef, 

Elizalde and Hopenhayn 1991; Rees and Wackernagel 1996). A number of 

theorists affirm this urgency to improve the social cohesion and general 

quality of life while lowering our individual and societal ‘ecological 

footprint’ (Brezet and Hemel 1998; Charter and Tischner 2001; Pauli 

2010). 

1.4.2  Service Based Systems  

Individuals are recognizing the promise of services as viable opportunities 

to meet their needs (Cahn 2001; Von Hippel 2005; Drayton 2009). Moving 

from products to services is critical to reducing global consumption 

(Manzini 2001; Cook 2004). For example, presenting mobility as a service 

rather than selling vehicles encourages car rentals, car-shares, bike-shares, 

taxis or trains. These services create opportunities for individuals to meet 

their mobility needs and shift behaviour towards shared use of resources 

(Franqueira 2009).  

In many Collaborative Service scenarios, lines between producers and 

consumers are blurred as individuals produce services for themselves, 
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which decreases their reliance on large institutions (Ramirez 1991; 

Leadbeater 2006). “This evolution leads [people] to the economy of ‘home’ 

and in the process [builds] trust and cohesion in neighbourhood 

relationships” (Leadbeater 2006). These relationships can be prevalent in 

various Collaborative Services. For example, a community garden 

illustrates a situation where participants rely upon each other in order to 

maintain the garden. This process strengthens social ties through tool 

sharing and cooperative work towards a common goal.   

Figure 1.3 illustrates an evolution from a model of private product use to 

one of shared service and how this model can provide the same function to 

the users, while decreasing use of resources over time. 

 

One home, one product: 

One user purchases one product. 

The small cubes indicate the time 

the product is in use. For 

example, in the case of a washing 

machine, it is in use twice a 

week. The background indicates 

‘idle’ time, where the machine is 

not in use. 

 

 

Nine homes, nine products: 

Nine users each purchase one 

product.  Every household has its 

own private washing machine.  

The washing machines sit idle 

most of the time.  
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Nine homes, one product: 

The same nine homes can receive 

the same service through access 

to a common washing machine. 

This case illustrates the 

opportunity to reduce material 

flow by a factor of 9, while 

providing the exact same service.  

 

Figure  1.3. Product to service chart (demonstrating access to service). 

This example demonstrates how a shift from products to services can 

reduce the amount of resources needed to accomplish the same outcome. 

By creating a sharing system users save money while reducing their 

dependency on material flows. The potential of social interaction is 

introduced as well through the sharing of space. 

1.5 Towards Empowered Communities  

Although the world is largely organized with centralized governments there 

is an unprecedented emerging trend of distributed global networks, which 

are providing information exchanges between people (Müller 2009; Rifkin 

2000; Von Hippel 2005; Leadbeater 2006; Benkler 2006). For example, the 

internet provides a growing world wide web of communication channels, 

where new connections and collaborations are emerging. This decentralized 

pattern of web communication shows us the power and potential of peer-to-

peer collaboration (Rifkin 2010; Benkler 2006). Decentralized networks 

value transparency, community trust, sense of belonging and meaning. In 

distributed networks, creativity is encouraged and participants are not 

obliged to seek out approval or permissions from hierarchical decision-

making models when wanting to move forward (Benkler 2006; Cottam and 

Leadbeater 2005; Bauwens 2004). 

1.5.1  Governance of the Commons 

Hardin (1968) presented the ‘Tragedy of the Commons’, which is a parable 

describing individuals acting out of self interest to the demise of their 

shared common resource, despite knowing that this outcome is detrimental 

for all. Ostrom (1999), reinterpreting this parable demonstrates that the 
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tragedy can be adapted into a successful, cooperative model for community 

governance.   

 

Ostrom suggests that ‘governance of the commons’ can be more efficient 

and appropriate in managing a community's shared resources than existing 

authoritarian management structures. Community governed commons are 

not always a superior solution, but when derived from regulations that have 

evolved over time they are ultimately more attuned to the local context. 

Laws and regulations around commons that are dictated by outsiders or 

from top down decision-making models have less legitimacy within the 

community and are therefore more likely to fail (Ostrom 1999). “It’s a 

truism that people will support what they help create, and the converse is 

also true. People will often oppose that which is seen to be imposed upon 

them” (Zimmerman 2006). 

 

Collaborative Services often provide good examples of ‘governance of the 

commons’. Community ownership over food gardens and common or 

public spaces can lead to the creation of community rules that are imposed 

through social group 'norming'. Although not always the case, 

Collaborative Services, designed by the community for the community, 

usually embed inclusive decision-making structures in their culture. 

1.5.2  Active Citizens and Creative Communities 

People are uncovering solutions to their daily problems through ingenuity 

and creativity (Manzini 2009). The urgency to find new solutions to the 

sustainability challenge has led to the rebirth of alternative and empowered 

communities (McLaughlin and Davidson 1985) that can be defined as 

“user-driven communities of innovation” or “creative communities” (Jegou 

2008). Creative communities collectively innovate solutions to problems in 

their own daily lives by taking a proactive and needs-based approach to 

finding solutions (Meroni 2007). Rather than romanticizing a simpler past, 

creative communities utilize current technology to innovate relevant 

services (Eger 2003). These communities are participatory in nature and 

share a focus on the democratization of innovation (Von Hippel 2005). In 

other words, the designing of appropriate products or services happens from 

within the community itself, as opposed to being dictated by external 

institutions or businesses (Leadbeater 2006). These communities are made 

up of active citizen who "vote with more than their feet in support of 

collective projects like those of environmental reform, [and] who have a 
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hand in shaping options as well as exercising choice between them" (Shove 

2004, 115-116). Although difficult to track, this movement seems to be 

growing in popularity (Florida 2002; Thackara 2005; Landry 2006; 

EMUDE 2006; Young Foundation 2006; Jegou and Manzini 2008). These 

communities organize Collaborative Services, which employ advanced 

systems of sharing space and equipment for individuals and groups. In 

doing so, communities discover the potential of self-reliance by connecting 

producers and consumers of goods and services. The systems thrive on 

promoting citizen participation and ensure a high level of user engagement 

(Jegou and Manzini 2008). 

Creative communities are deeply rooted in place, maximizing the use of 

local resources, talents, and skills while networking with other similar 

initiatives (Cahn 2001; Hallsmith 2003; Manzini 2001; Meroni 2007). This 

connection enables each region to exchange experiences and share solutions 

to common problems locally and internationally (McGinnis 1999). These 

solutions allow people to meet their own needs, while reducing material 

and energy flows (Manzini 2001) within a distributed economic model that 

could be less transport intensive and more capable of integrating efficient 

energy systems (Vezzoli 2007). 

1.6 The Framework for Strategic Sustainable 
Development 

The complexity of implementing sustainability solutions effectively on 

global, national, regional and local scales requires a structured 

comprehension of the system. To address the complexity of this research 

the authors chose to use a robust and guiding framework to allow for 

problem solving and strategic planning (Robèrt 2000). Scientifically 

rigorous, and generic in nature, the Framework for Strategic Sustainable 

Development (FSSD) can be used for planning in any organization or 

project for sustainability analyses of current operations and plans, by 

providing a clear whole-system perspective on sustainability (Waldron et. 

al. 2008). Figure 1.4 illustrates the five levels of the framework when 

looking at global socio-ecological sustainability: 



13 

                  

Figure  1.4. Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (Waldron et 

al. 2008). 

1.6.1 Applying the Framework for Strategic 
Sustainable Development to Communities  

Based on the above understanding of the FSSD this research applies the 

framework to understand how Collaborative Services could act as a 

strategic tool that can pull communities towards sustainability.  

'The Golden Rule', a social guiding principle (Axelrod and William 1981) is 

also included at the strategic level of the framework in order to analyze 

practices with regards to social aspects of sustainability. In this example 

additional questions are asked of communities running or starting up a 

Collaborative Services to ensure human needs are being taken into account. 

Questions include: Is it participatory, transparent, responsible, accountable 

and honest enough? (Cook 2004). The five level framework, as applied to 

communities is further explained in Figure 1.5: 
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Figure  1.5. Applying the FSSD lens to communities. 

 

This research hopes to demonstrate the role of Collaborative Services as a 

tool, or a ‘magnet’, which could help pull communities towards 

sustainability.  Figure 1.6 on the following page shows that communities 

that are at risk of moving in the wrong direction, and have the potential to 

'hit the walls of the funnel', could utilize Collaborative Services to help 

navigate away from the walls of the funnel and towards sustainability. 

Without having sustainability as a goal, as defined by the four sustainability 

principles, Collaborative Services would not necessarily help the 

community to avoid the walls of the funnel.  
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Figure  1.6. Collaborative Services, pulling communities towards a 

sustainable society.  

1.7 Research Questions                                          

In order to understand how Collaborative Services pull communities 

towards Sustainability, a number of preliminary questions emerged 

amongst the research team, including:  

• What are the benefits that come from Collaborative Services and 

how does this relate to a sustainable society?  

• What benefits are being noticed on the ground by those who use 

Collaborative Services?  

• What ingredients seem to be needed in order for these Collaborative 

Services to really succeed?  

• If we could help community members to bring in more 

Collaborative Services that lead to a sustainable community/society, 

what would be our advice to them? 

Pairing the above questions with research from the literature review, the 

author’s experience and interests led to the following research questions: 
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1. What are the specific benefits, in the forms of Community Capitals 

that can be stimulated by Collaborative Services? 

2. From the community’s perspective, what ‘ingredients’ are needed 

for successful Collaborative Services? 

Figure 1.7 illustrates the relation between these two questions. The house at 

the centre represents the interactions between people and activities that 

make up Collaborative Services. The left side of the figure shows the 

necessary ingredients as inputs that initiate and enhance a Collaborative 

Service. The outputs are represented as the benefits of Collaborative 

Services, flowing in the form of Community Capitals. 

  

Figure  1.7. Ingredients and benefits of Collaborative Services. 

1.8 Community Capitals: Measuring Well-
being 

In order to contextualize the first research question, the lens of Community 

Capitals is used to account for the benefits that Collaborative Services 

provide communities. Measuring benefits allows a clearer picture of 

whether these services are positive endeavours for a community to 

undertake. Community Capitals can be defined as any type of resource or 

asset capable of producing additional resources within communities; the 

resources in a community that have the potential to be invested, saved, or 

used (Jacobs 2007). Community Capitals can also be defined as the "stocks 
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or resources upon which all community stakeholders rely on and contribute 

to" (Callaghan and Colton 2007).  

For the purpose of this research, Community Capitals are separated into 

seven categories: Natural, Human, Social, Cultural, Built, Financial, and 

Political. Each of the Capitals has several indicators that were chosen 

through a literature review. This will be discussed further in the methods 

and results sections.  

1.8.1 Relationships between Community Capitals 

Each capital represents a branch of society and is further subdivided and 

defined by a series of nested, overlapping indicators. The Community 

Capital model highlights the potential for abundance in communities and 

runs contrary to assumption of scarcity and de-facto self-interest involved 

in gaining capital (Jacobs 2007). For example, if a community is able to 

increase natural flows and stocks (Natural Capital) by creating a park, it 

will not only enhance and protect the natural environment but will add to: 

• The resources that can contribute to Social Capital (meeting 

neighbors and community members) 

• Opportunities for increased Cultural Capital (appreciating 

the beauty and history of the area) and 

• Employment opportunities related to recreation, interpretation, 

maintenance or education. It could also attract supportive businesses 

thereby increasing Financial Capital (Costanza and Daly 1992).  

 

The interrelationships between Community Capitals are fluid, as each 

Capital has the ability to influence stocks and flows of the others. In 

particular Natural Capital forms the basis for all other Community Capitals 

(Flora 2004; Anielski 2001). While the sustainability principles (mentioned 

in section 1.1) offer a robust definition and clear boundaries to ensure 

sustainability, they are not easily accessible, and may not 

motivate community members to become more sustainable as they may not 

appear relevant to their day–to-day lives. The fourth sustainability principle 

refers to ensuring people are not subject to conditions that systematically 

undermine their capacity to meet their needs. While vital, the fourth 

principle is broad and does not offer sufficient support to foster increased 

well-being at the community level. 

As stated by Callaghan and Colton (2007), the language of Community 

Capitals provides an accessible and intuitive approach. For a community to 
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become more resilient and thrive, it must find its unique balance between 

the forms of Community Capital, and develop its own indicators/metrics for 

each that are appropriate for its context. While it is unadvisable to prescribe 

indicators and a balance between Community Capitals for any given 

community, this model provides a conceptual tool for gaining an 

understanding of a community’s current situation. It highlights community 

assets that are worth preserving, and what measures and actions to focus on 

to foster, and to benchmark the community in its move towards 

sustainability. Combining the Community Capitals within the four 

Sustainability Principles allows a community to backcast from a vision of a 

sustainable society with a holistic perspective of well-being. The 

Community Capitals offer a practical model for measuring well-being, the 

interconnectivity of which is shown in Figure 1.8. 

 
                    

Figure  1.8. Relationships of Community Capitals 

1.8.2  Research Questions, Scope and Purpose 

The first research question: ‘What are the specific benefits, in the forms of 

Community Capital that can be stimulated by Collaborative Services?’ is 

intended to be useful for local authorities and community leaders, to 

promote Collaborative Services and encourage support for their 

development. This intends to illuminate a gap that often exists between the 

community initiated services and local government authorities. It is 

intended to highlight the importance of opportunities for local authorities to 

support Collaborative Services (i.e. what return on investments in the form 
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of Community Capital can be expected from supporting Collaborative 

Services?).  

The second research question: ‘From the community’s perspective, what 

‘ingredients’ are needed for successful Collaborative Services?’ is directed 

to a more grassroots level. It is intended to provide insights to social 

innovators, or community groups interested in initiating (or implementing) 

a successful Collaborative Service. A successful Collaborative Service is 

one that continuously adapts to the needs of the community and stimulates 

Community Capitals while moving towards sustainability as defined by the 

four sustainability principles. 
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2 Methods    

2.1 Research Approach  

The research team chose an interactive and qualitative approach to answer 

the research questions. This design guided the team through a systematic 

approach to methodology, ensuring validity of the research (Maxwell 

2005).  Given the trans-disciplinary nature of this research field, a literature 

review was conducted, case studies examined, surveys administered and 

interviews with practitioners and experts conducted. There were four main 

phases of research which are shown in Figure 2.1. Each phase is described 

along with the validation for the method chosen. 

Phase 1: Scoping 

Phase 2: Literature review 

Phase 3: Collaborator outreach and data harvesting 

Phase 4: Data analysis 

 

 

Figure  2.1. Research Phases Diagram 
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2.2 Phase 1: Scoping 

The first phase of research began by understanding the team’s interests and 

passions, creating a culture of openness and flexibility, and ensuring our 

topic was meaningful and relevant in the field of strategic sustainable 

development.  Our scoping process consisted of:  

• Mapping skills and interests; 

• Writing personal goals and research objectives; 

• Conducting a primary literature review on public services, local 

economies, collaboration systems, social innovation, resilience, and 

needs-based design; and 

• Engaging in several information interviews with various experts in the 

sustainability field including: Sarah Brooks, Regina Rowland, Sarah 

Denie, Laura McKay, Edmund Colville, Adrian Mohareb, John 

Thackara, and others. 

2.3 Phase 2: Literature Review 

An extensive literature review informed the development of a common 

definition of Collaborative Services for this research. In addition, a 

common understanding of ‘community’ was developed which was used to 

define case study and survey criteria. The literature review provided the 

research team with a broad understanding of the current economic system, 

ecological economics, social innovation, complex networks, Community 

Capital and well-being.  

 

The literature review was conducted over the first two phases of our 

research and was intended to give both a common foundational 

understanding of topics relevant to Collaborative Services, as well as a 

more in-depth understanding of specific areas, hot spots, and opportunities 

within the Collaborative Services field.  

 

To find relevant information the following search methods were used: 

ELIN (Electronic Library Information Navigator – provided by Lund 

University), Libris (provided by the National Library of Sweden), ebrary®, 

Google, the BTH Library Catalogue and SAGE Journals Online. 

Considering the field of Collaborative Services is still rapidly evolving, 

many different information mediums were explored, these included: 

abstracts, academic articles, books, online publications, case studies, online 
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networks, websites, conference talks and recordings.  

 

By finding and reading relevant peer reviewed journals, research from 

academic institutions, books, online publications, case studies and viewing 

conference talks and recordings, a core resource list was compiled for all 

team members. This provided sufficient background and a common 

understanding of the field. After creating the core resource list, the team 

continued to compile relevant readings and information. This process 

culminated in recognizing the global realities and emerging trends 

represented in Figure 1.2. These global realities and emerging trends then 

helped inform a set of adaptive questions for expert interviews.   

2.4 Phase 3: Collaborator Outreach and Data 
Harvesting 

2.4.1  Surveys 

Surveys were conducted with targeted case studies to gain ‘on the ground’ 

insights from communities regarding the benefits provided by, and key 

ingredients necessary for Collaborative Services. Surveys were sent to 170 

individuals that were identified as the main contact person for an existing 

Collaborative Service.  The case studies met the following criteria: 

• The service is part of a community of individuals who are 'stuck 

living together' (rather than intentional communities or online 

communities); 

• There is the opportunity for face-to-face interaction and a relational 

context (unlike virtual internet communities); and 

• The service is tied to a geographical 'place', localized community, a 

bioregion, and often an urban context. 

 

Many of the case studies surveyed were recommended by the expert panel 

and from professional contacts and networks. Out of the 170 contacted 32 

respondents completed the surveys. The survey consisted of 36 questions 

which included questions regarding:  

• Demographics; 

• Motivators and drivers for starting Collaborative Services; 

• Collaborative Service start-up and maintenance; 

• Organizational structure; 

• Community participation within the service; and 
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• Benefits to the community as a result of the service. 

  

The survey was primarily multiple-choice questions with four open-ended 

questions in order for respondents to add their own comments. The survey 

demographic can be found on Appendix B. A sample of survey questions 

can be found in Appendix C.  

2.4.2  Expert Interviews   

"While observation is the most direct and immediate way of studying 

openly manifested behaviors, the only way we can explore motivation, 

attitudes, beliefs, feelings, perceptions and expectations is by asking" 

(Corbetta 2003, 117). Conducting qualitative, semi-structured interviews 

with the expert panel was a more in depth means of collecting attitudes, 

beliefs, expectations and feelings regarding Collaborative Services. In order 

to further understand the mechanisms that create Collaborative Services and 

the benefits those services provide communities, multiple perspectives were 

examined by interviewing a wide variety of professionals. These experts 

were interviewed on the basis of the following criteria: 

• The expert has experience with multiple Collaborative Services; 

• The expert has taken on the role of facilitator or process designer 

with a community creating a Collaborative Service;  

• The expert had a unique understanding of social innovation and 

sustainability; or  

• The expert is a leader in a relevant sector (food, alternative 

currency, online platforms, sustainability, creativity, urban contexts, 

service deign), context (economic, social, geographic, cultural) 

and/or profession (facilitator, designer, author, academic, policy 

divisor). 

  

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 17 experts, via Skype. 

There was significant flexibility within the interviews to maintain a 

conversational flow. During the interviews, the research team rotated 

between four main roles: host/ main interviewer, secondary interviewer/ 

questioner, primary note taker and secondary note taker. Most of the 

interviews were recorded via Skype recorder for further verification and 

transcript data checking. For each interview the notes were compared and 

discussed to ensure common understanding amongst the research team. 
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2.5 Phase 4: Data Analysis 

2.5.1  Data Abstraction 

The data collected was diverse and complex. It was important to have a 

method that could manage the complexity of data while highlighting 

overlap and similarities.  For these reasons after each interview the research 

team: 

• Discussed key insights and quotes and made notes regarding the 

relevance to the research questions; 

• Merged notes from both note takers into one spreadsheet organized 

by research questions;  

• Categorized data according to key words and concepts that 

emerged;  

• Ranked themes according to greatest frequency of mention; and  

• Prioritized ingredients by determining specific relevance for 

Collaborative Service. The prioritization process aimed at locating 

ingredients that are critical for the attractiveness, efficiency and 

accessibility of the service. The return on investment was addressed 

through asking ‘what is the cost of not having this ingredient?, and  

are there significant risks involved in not having this ingredient?’  

2.5.2  Online Survey System 

With regards to surveys, the data was downloaded and then organized by 

research questions. Multiple-choice questions responses were cross-

referenced with open-ended question responses. Trends and key findings, 

significant to the research questions were then synthesized and 

highlighted.  This process illuminated the most significant trends in terms 

of largest benefits and most important ingredients. Where relevant, the 

survey data was then compared to the interview data.  

2.5.3 Data Diagrams 

The authors used ‘spider charts’ to consolidate and display much of the 

results. These diagrams provided a “useful way to display multivariate 

observations with an arbitrary number of variables. Each observation is 

represented as a star-shaped figure (spider charts) with one ray for each 

variable. “For a given observation the length of each ray is made 

proportional to the size of that variable” (Chambers et al. 1983).    
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This type of diagram is an effective way to communicate complex 

information and has been used to demonstrate benefits results from survey 

respondents. The charts demonstrate multiple Community Capital 

indicators simultaneously while highlighting clusters of similar 

information, gaps and spikes of irregularities to pay attention to. 

2.6 Expected Results 

Given that Collaborative Services are often spontaneous and grassroots it 

can be challenging to quantify how they are supporting a shift towards a 

more sustainable society. As an emerging field of study, understanding 

their ability to stimulate Community Capital is one method of assessing a 

services contribution to Strategic Sustainable Development. 

 

We expect that Collaborative Services create hubs that strengthen the social 

fabric of communities and that these benefits will be broad reaching and 

simultaneously stimulate other capitals. We expect that many existing 

services contribute to Financial Capital by generating local investment 

opportunities and creating employment opportunities. However, we 

imagine that services will still require financial assistance. Considering the 

local, grassroots nature of these services, we expect Collaborative Services 

may not be eligible for formalized grant applications that require charitable 

status, insurance coverage, etc; therefore they may be more dependent on 

in-kind contributions and generating their own funds.  

 

With the diversity of our research collaborators (localized initiatives, social 

innovators, professional designers, policy makers and academics) we 

expect to shape a well-rounded perspective of the unique qualities of these 

services. We anticipate that key ingredients necessary to operate successful 

Collaborative Services will hinge on the geographic, social, and economic 

context of a particular service as well as the individuals who participate in 

the service. Despite unique characteristics of each community, we expect 

that we will be able to discover a generic list of ingredients that can be a 

flexible guide for a broad range of services. We expect our results to cover 

an array of different political, cultural, economical and geographical 

variations within the context of creative communities working with 

Collaborative Services. 
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3  Results 

The results section illustrates our findings from surveys and interviews. 

These findings emerged from the methodologies outlined in sections 2.5 

and 2.6, and attempt to answer the first and second research questions 

outlined in section 1.7. A list of our survey respondents can be found in 

Appendix B. The list of interviews can be found in Appendix D. 

Figure 3.1 shows the relationship between the ingredients, benefits and 

Collaborative Services as well as giving an overview of the results for each. 

 

 

                  Figure 3.1. Ingredients and benefits house diagram  

3.1 Success Criteria: choosing appropriate 
Indicators for Community Capital 

The use of Community Capitals, and their relevant indicators, can provide a 

community with a means to quantify benefits stimulated by Collaborative 

Services. One challenge of measuring the benefits of Collaborative Services 

is the ‘invisibility’ of certain benefits. In particular, it can be difficult to 
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accurately measure ‘soft’ benefits such as Human, Social and Cultural 

Capital.  Literature informed what indicators were chosen in order to best 

attempt a full cost account of tangible outcomes of Collaborative Services. 

The indicators are clustered according to which capital they most accurately 

represent. A table showing all of the Community Capital indicators and 

their corresponding literature review sources can be found in Appendix A.   

3.2  Benefits Summary   

The method of measuring benefits through community capital indicators, 

were designed to answer research question one which asks:  

What are the specific benefits in the forms of Community Capital that can 

be stimulated by Collaborative Services? 

 

Results showed that there was unanimous agreement among the expert 

panel and survey respondents that Collaborative Services stimulate all 

forms of community capital, albeit to a varying degree. This demonstrates a 

significant contribution to a community’s well-being. Benefits were most 

often cited in the Human and Social Capitals. Natural, Financial, Political 

and Built Capital were also substantially stimulated. 

 

The following figures 3.2 and 3.3, demonstrate the average stimulation of 

the Capitals according to the survey respondents. The ‘soft’ Capitals 

(Social, Human, Cultural and Political) represent the non tangible benefits, 

which are based on relationships and perception. The ‘hard’ Capitals 

(Natural, Built and Financial) are tangible benefits, which are more visible 

and therefore easier to quantify:  
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                      Figure  3.2.  Average strength of ‘Soft’ Community Capitals in 

Collaborative Services. 

                                                        

                     Figure  3.3. Average strength of ‘Hard’ Community Capitals in 

Collaborative Service. 
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3.2.1  Benefits: Results from Interviews and Surveys 

After the completion of interviews and surveys, spreadsheets were used to 

determine the strength of the Community Capital benefits. The results were 

organized into tables based on each Community Capital. The table below 

presents indicators for each capital as determined by both survey 

percentages (made up of a compilation of respondents who indicated capital 

specific benefits to their communities from Collaborative Services), and the 

expert panel emphasis: 

 
 

 

Natural Capital is that which is provided by local, regional, and global eco-

systems. Included in this category are all the various earth systems, such as: 

atmosphere, water systems, soil, biologic, and climatic. Natural Capital can 

be assessed in terms of both stock, e.g. number of trees or number of fish, 

and services, e.g. natural pest control or erosion control (Costanza and Daly 

1992). 

 

Indicator: Collaborative 

Services… 

Survey 

percentage 

Expert supporters 

Increase food security 58% Hopkins, Landry, Standish and Steel. 

Increase green Space 57% Anielski, Hopkins and  Lucias. 

Increase use of Eco 

friendly Products 

52% Fernando, Mundy, Standish, Steel, Warnke 

and Werkström. 

Decrease the amount 

waste  

48% Mundy, Standish, Steel, Warnke and 

Werkström. 

Increase energy 

efficiency 

39% Fernando, Mundy, Steel and Warnke. 

 

“We are successful because we have listened and respected nature, we are the only 

community which still has many trees” (Lusias 2010). 

 

 

 Human Capital refers to all the skills and abilities of people, leadership, 

knowledge and their ability to access resources (Jacobs 2007). 

 

 

Indicator: Collaborative 

Services… 

Survey 

percentage 

Expert supporters 

Increases capacity building 

opportunities 

77% Fernando, Franqueira, Hopkins, Landry, 

Lucias, Standish, Steel, Warnke and 

Werkström. 

Increase personal well-

being 

65% Anielski, Fernando, Franqueira, Hopkins, 

Landry, Lucias, MacKay, Standish, Steel, 

and Warnke. 

Improve health 65% Anielski, Hopkins, Mundy, Standish, Steel.  
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Increases awareness of 

community 

63% Anielski, Fernando, Franqueira, Hopkins, 

Landry, Lucias, Standish, Steel, Warnke. 

 “Collaborative Services address alienation, depression, lack of self worth,…and people 

find themselves through it, we become ourselves in a profound way” (Steel 2010). 

 

 Social Capital includes groups, organizations, networks in the 

community, the sense of belonging, bonds between people (Jacobs, 

2007).  Social Well-being refers to a city where programs, services, and 

infrastructure exist to promote subsistence, protection, affection, 

understanding, participation, leisure, creation, identity, and freedom 

(Anielski 2009). 

Indicator: Collaborative 

Services… 

Survey 

percentage 

Expert supporters 

Increase social networks 100% Anielski, Fernando, Franqueira, Hopkins, 

Landry, Standish and Steel. 

Increase community well- 

being 

96% Anielski, Fernando, Franqueira, Hopkins, 

Landry, MacKay, Manoochehri, Mundy, 

Standish, Steel and Warnke. 

Increase trust 88% Landry, Standish, Steel, Warnke and 

Werkström. 

Increase sense of pride 80% Fernando, Landry, Mundy, Standish, Steel 

and Warnke. 

 “There is something about having friendship in business which adds a level of 

trust…there is unspoken social capital that provides continuity and consistency that is 

really valuable” (Standish 2010). 

 

 

 The Cultural Capital is the product of shared experience through 

traditions, customs, values, heritage, identity and history (e.g. arts, 

expressions of diversity) (Roseland 2005). 

Indicator: Collaborative 

Services… 

Survey 

percentage 

Expert supporters 

Support the recognition of 

culture 

73% Lucias, Standish, Steel and Werkström. 

Increase cultural diversity 5% Steel and Werkström. 

  

 The Political Capital is a community’s ability to influence and 

participate in decision making (self governance) that impacts their well-

being. The ability to influence the distribution of resources, have access 

to power structures and leverage change (through cohesive and coherent 

policy decisions) (Jacobs  2007). 

Indicator: Collaborative 

Services… 

Survey 

percentage 

Expert supporters 

Increase self governance 50% Fernando, Franqueira, Hopkins, Landry, 

Lucias, Miettinen, Standish, Steel and 

Warnke. 
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Improve relationships with 

Municipal government 

46% Anielski, Franqueira, Hopkins, Landry, 

Miettinen, Warnke and Werkström. 

“It is like a new phase in development of democracy. A lot of people who are not 

elected, are not politicians, but decide on their lives by their own” (Landry 2010). 

 

 

 Built Environment refers to development that is designed, built, and 

managed. Built infrastructure that includes health and safety and 

accessibility to public space (Roseland 2005). 

Indicator: Collaborative 

Services… 

Survey 

percentage 

Expert supporters 

Contribute to increased 

security 

69% Anielski, Landry and Werkström. 

Increased  access to 

physical resources  

58% Hopkins, Steel, Warnke  and Werkström.  

Increase access to public 

spaces and natural capital 

57% Anielski, Hopkins, Lucias, Mundy and Steel. 

“Collaborative Services can create enabling platforms, public space that can be used for 

these services, gardens and kitchens. It is all about spaces of organization and providing 

means of communication and interactions” (Warnke 2010). 

 

 

 

Financial Capital refers to money, charitable giving, grants, access to 

funding and wealth (Jacobs 2007). 

Indicator: Collaborative 

Services… 

Survey 

percentage 

Expert supporters 

Save Money 80% Anielski, Aroneau, Fernando, Franqueira, 

Hopkins, Landry, Lucias, MacKay, 

Manoochehri, Miettinen, Mundy, Standish, 

Steel, Thakara, Warnke, Werkström and 

Zhong. 

Support buying (and 

spending) local 

54% Anielski, Hopkins, Landry, Lucias, Standish, 

Steel and Werkström. 

Increase employment 

opportunities for service 

operators 

46% Fernando, Hopkins, Mundy, Standish, Steel 

and Werkström. 

Increase employment 

opportunities for service 

users 

5% Fernando, Hopkins, Mundy, Standish, Steel 

and Werkström. 

“Collaborative Services create an alternate economy, because you don’t only have 

industrial production but also cultural and social production. Big companies will start to 

see these models as helpful” ( Franqueira 2010). 
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The following figure presents the culmination of all benefits identified by 

the survey:      

             

                   Figure  3.4. Survey results: Capital indicators. 
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3.3  Key Ingredients for Successful 
Collaborative Services 

Understanding key ingredients for Collaborative Services provides insight 

to successful service models and the elements they depend on. These 

findings inform recommendations for facilitating the replicability of 

successful Collaborative Services. 

 

The survey respondents and the expert panel identified over 100 

ingredients. Through a series of distillations and triangulations the 

ingredients were summarized into a list of 20. This list was then put 

through a prioritization process that singled out the most influencing 

ingredients. These ingredients were clustered into following four 

categories. These categories are presented in Figure 3.5:  

 
Collaborative Service Ingredient Categories  

1 Leadership and Vision The leaders and visioning process that brings people 

on board  

2 Involvement  Key communication and participation of stakeholders, 

including design, planning and implementation 

3 Organizational 

Resilience 

Mechanism for maintaining a service over the long 

run 

4 Supports Tangible supplies and structures Collaborative 

Services need to operate 

                Figure 3.5. Collaborative Services ingredient categories. 

 

The following figure shows the 13 prioritized ingredients from both survey 

respondents and the expert panel, organized under the four categories: 
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Figure  3.6. Ingredients overview 

3.3.1  Prompts  

Research findings included ‘prompts’ or motivators and drivers for 

individuals joining Collaborative Services. These ‘prompts’ can not be 

implemented as ingredients, however, they are the reasons why people join 

Collaborative Services and are therefore highly important. A service that 

does not address such a need is unlikely to gain long-term support from the 

community “People start a process because they feel sufficiently miserable 

and they want to do something about it” (Hopkins 2010). 

 

Natural adversity: A few of the experts mentioned natural conditions such 

as drought and poor air quality to be drivers of starting up a Collaborative 

Service (Fernando, Hopkins, Lusias and Mundy). Experts also mentioned 

climate change, peak oil, and food security (Steel, Hopkins, Thackara and 

Fernando) while 85% of survey respondents said that environmental issues 

were prompts.   

 

Shared responsibility: Seven experts said a strong motivator was an 

individual (or a group’s) shared sense of responsibility and urge to 

contribute to the whole (Lusias, Fernando, Aroneau, Warnke, Franqueira, 

Standish and Anielski).  
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Necessity: Four experts said that it was the common understanding of an 

absolute need at the community level and an awareness of that need that 

prompted a new Collaborative Service (Thackara, Zhong, Standish and 

Miettinen). 74% of survey respondents were prompted by necessity 

(financial), while 82 % were prompted by return on investment and 60% 

were hoping for employment.  MacKay, Steel, Manoochehri and Lusias 

also mentioned the necessity of return on investment for communities.  A 

few experts focused on global decline of public services/ privatization and 

recession (Franqueira, Zhong and Steel).  

  

Conviviality: Six experts specified that having face-to-face relationships 

and enjoying time together were major motivators (Landry, Lusias, Steel, 

Standish, Mundy, MacKay and Anielski). This was supported by 92% of 

survey respondents who said meeting people was a motivating factor of 

initiating and/or participating in a collaborative service.  

3.3.2  Leadership and Vision 

“You need a visioning process and an inspirational leader, someone who 

can tell a creative story about what could be, that touches people. [The 

leader must have] a combination of passion and fact with a sense of 

direction” (Landry 2010). 

  

Servant/active Leadership: The expert panel attested to the importance of 

leadership. The terms varied between “fire soul”, “hero”, “facilitator”, 

“leader” and “enabler”. A number of experts focused on different 

characteristics of leaders, including: commitment, responsibility, courage 

and determination (Aroneau, MacKay, Fernando, Franqueira, Lusias and 

Mundy).  85% survey respondents found charismatic leaders to be an 

important factor. 81% stated that the services would either end or struggle if 

these people left. 

 

Small, diverse and committed core: 50% of the survey participants stated 

that decision-making should be carried out by a small group of people. 

Experts (Aroneau, Landry and Franqueira) stated that creating a core team 

is an essential early step of successful Collaborative Services. A few of the 

experts specified the importance of creating relatively small core groups 

(Aroneau, Franqueira and Landry). The survey respondents found a core 

group to be important for design (86%) and operations (60%).    
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Shared Vision of success: Creating a shared compelling vision and ensuring 

there is a shared interest was frequently mentioned in the interviews 

(Anielski, Aroneau, Werkstrom, Lusias, Mackay, Manoochehri, Hopkins, 

MacKay and Warnke). Landry (2010) noted that “We need creative tension, 

a crisis of aspiration a gap where there is a picture painted to strive for.” 

Steel (2010) described it as “sense of common purpose through finding 

struggle to live well”.  However, only 23% of survey respondents found 

this to be important.  

3.3.3  Involvement  

The next category highlights the ingredients related to importance of 

communication and participation within the Collaborative Service 

community. “Through compelling stories that get people moving, you can 

make them understand that they have all the resources they need” (Aroneau 

2010). 

Diversity of Collaborators: Five experts spoke to the importance of 

intergenerational and general diversity of collaborators designing a service. 

Experts mentioned the inclusion of marginalized and minority groups in 

design, and how empowering it can be to have a diversity of participants 

(Fernando, Landry, Lusias, Steel, and Werkstrom). Thackara (2010) stated 

“We need a balanced mix of doers and reflectors”.   

Understanding place based dynamics: A number of experts (Thackara, 

Zhong, Standish and Miettinen) spoke to the importance of understanding 

the local community context before moving into the design phase. Other 

interviewees (MacKay, Anielski, Aroneau, Fernando, Landry, Lusias, and 

Werkstrom) discussed a general awareness of one's surroundings and the 

local context to be significant. 

 

Collaborative Design: Nearly all experts discussed the significance of some 

form of a collaborative design process. Some call it user-initiated 

(Franqueira and Zhong) others called it co-design (Landry, Lusias and 

Manoochehri), peer-to-peer production, open source (Werkstrom and 

Fernando), co-ownership (Landry 2010), or flexible distributed systems 

(Werkstrom, Franqueria, Landry and Warnke). Some spoke to participation 

and engagement in design more generally (Franqueria, Lusias, Miettinen, 

Mundy, Werkstrom, Warnke and Zhong).   
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Effective Communication: Experts mentioned effective communication 

overall as being vital (Anielski, Aroneau, Fernando, Landry, Manoochehri 

and Werkstrom). A number of experts discussed how storytelling was an 

essential element of initiating Collaborative Services (Anielski, Aroneau, 

Hopkins, Landry, Manoochehri and Standish).  Experts mentioned various 

tools for visually displaying information to the public and potential users 

(Aroneau, Anielski, Fernando, Franqueira, Landry, Manoochehri, 

Miettinen, Warnke and Werkstrom). These tools include mapping, online 

platforms, diagrams of indicators, story boards, cards for engagement, 

icons, etc. It was stated that an important part of effective communication 

was celebration of milestones, success and accomplishments in order to 

motivate existing participants or recruit new ones (Anielski, Aroneau, 

Fernando, Hopkins, Landry and Miettinen). 

3.3.4  Organizational Resilience 

To be successful and endure, Collaborative Services models must be agile 

and flexible.  They should be sensitive to change and challenges and 

promote the development of new skills. “[Collaborative Services are] 

designed to be self organizing, which is iterative and feeds failure into the 

model as well as successes” (Hopkins 2010). 

 

Institutional Memory: Institutional learning and mentorship were stated as 

important in order to achieve continuity and knowledge preservation in the 

service. Experts spoke to the importance of leaders passing on their 

knowledge through mentorship, facilitation, and guidance (Werkstrom, 

Landry, Lusias, Manoochehri, Miettinen, Standish and Steel).   

 

Prototyping the service: A number of experts focused on the importance of 

ongoing learning and flexibility. Specifically resourcefulness, distributed 

systems, social innovation and learning by doing.  Experimentation and 

piloting were mentioned, gaining knowledge from and not fearing 

experiments and mistakes were stated as important (Anielski, Hopkins, 

Manoochehri, Standish and Warnke). 

 

Replicability: 87% of survey respondents mentioned that their service had 

used a proved design from other Collaborative Services. Nearly 50% of the 

survey respondents mentioned that their service has shared information 

with other communities. Another 26% has already shared information with 
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other communities that led to the creation of a new Collaborative Service. 

3.3.5  Supports 

These are the physical supplies and built infrastructure needed for 

Collaborative Services to operate. As stated by one expert, "[people need 

to] identify enabling platforms and public spaces that [can be] used for 

these services like gardens and kitchens. People need spaces to organize 

and means of communication" (Warnke 2010).   

  

Appropriate space: A number of experts mentioned the importance of 

accessible public space (Werkstrom, Fernando, Franqueria, Hopkins, 

Landry, Lusias, Mundy, Standish and Warnke). Certain experts focused on 

the importance of location and visibility of the space from the street.  96% 

of survey respondents found access to physical space to be highly 

important. 72% rented or owned private spaces, while another 42% used 

public space for their services. 

  

Creative and ethical funding mechanisms: Experts spoke of different forms 

of creative maintenance through financial and in-kind donations. A number 

of respondents mentioned alternative forms of funding, such as crowd 

sourcing, cooperative models, participatory budgets from government 

bodies, alternative financing through systems of exchange or time banks 

(Werkstrom, Fernando, Franqueria, Hopkins, Landry, Standish and Steel). 

Some experts focused on the power of volunteers while others emphasize 

the importance of long term funding.  A third of the survey respondents 

received some support from government or municipality, otherwise private 

individuals or businesses were the main financial supporters.  The survey 

results showed that 75% of the services charge fees, 29% rely on donation 

of time (through volunteers), and another 29% rely on donation of money 

or resources from the users/clients. 45% of the services require external 

support in order to operate. In terms of financial structure, 48% the services 

base their source of income on user fees. 12% of the services have a secure 

source of income through government or private grants/funding. 8% of the 

services do not rely on money at all and 32% do not have a secure source of 

income.   

  

Social networking technology: "The Internet can be the social compost that 

provides medium that allows higher stuff to happen" (Steel 2010). Six 

experts explicitly mentioned technological innovations as being useful for 
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Collaborative Services and instrumental for their potential to scale up and 

be replicated in the move towards a sustainable society (Aroneau, 

Fernando, Franqueria, Standish, Steel and Warnke). Some mentioned 

communication tools such as Skype, cell phones and Twitter. E-mail, online 

platforms/websites, and online social networking tools were important or 

necessary for more than 60% of the services. 
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4 Discussion   

This section discusses the benefits of Collaborative Services and further 

explores the key ingredients which are necessary for their success. The 

results have been assessed using a strategic sustainable development (SSD) 

lens with the objective of discovering what advice can be offered to 

communities wanting to cultivate successful Collaborative Services that can 

help move them towards sustainability. Key findings such as opportunities, 

risks and research limitations are also discussed in this section.  

4.1 Benefits: Points of Consideration   

Community Capital, in the context of our research, refers to the Natural, 

Human, Social, Cultural, Political, Financial and Built Capital on which a 

community relies for existence.  The capitals are dynamic in nature and can 

be visualized as seven interconnected vessels a community aims to fill 

based on its own unique context. All capitals are necessary to ensure a 

community’s resilience and a stock, or net positive of capital contributes to 

a strong foundation from which communities can plan and take strategic 

action towards sustainability. 

4.1.1  Natural Capital 

From a sustainability perspective, Natural Capital plays a unique role in 

community well-being as it forms the basis for all other capitals (Callaghan 

and Colton 2007). All flows of capital ultimately run from a stock of 

Natural Capital, including financial, which exists within the ecosphere. The 

health of a community’s Natural Capital and overall well-being are 

contingent upon healthy ecosystems. Survey results showed that only 5% of 

respondents said that no Natural Capital benefits were experienced as a 

result of their service.   

4.1.2  Human Capital 

An individual’s ability to contribute to the greater good, through behavior 

change, awareness or attitudes, is tied to Human Capital and is therefore a 

key component to a community’s move towards sustainability. A number of 

survey cases stated that users who were previously unemployed have 
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increased their skills and removed their dependency on social welfare 

through participation in a Collaborative Service. The "Rent a Grandparent 

Program" in Copenhagen is one example of a service which helps decrease 

unnecessary strains on public services. The program does this through 

providing childcare, while fostering intergenerational relationships that can 

enhance an individual’s sense of purpose and connectedness, which boosts 

Human Capital. In addition to rediscovering a sense of financial 

independence these individuals may experience an increase in pride by 

contributing to both the Cultural and Financial Capital of their 

communities. As Callaghan (2007) states, “Enhancing Human Capital is 

accomplished through ensuring the availability of what is needed for basic 

human health (food, clothes, shelter, exercise, social interaction, etc).”   

4.1.3 Social Capital 

Both survey respondents and experts reported an overwhelming 

improvement to Social Capital as a result of Collaborative Services. Two 

indicators, namely ‘community well-being’ and ‘social networks’ 

demonstrated the most prominent increase as a result of implementing a 

Collaborative Service. Warnke (2010) noted the emerging trend of 

recognizing Collaborative Services as indicators for social innovation. As a 

policy advisor for the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP), 

she speculates that UNEP is starting to recognize the importance of 

investing in social innovation and Collaborative Services as ‘living labs’ of 

research. This speaks to the role Collaborative Services can play as 

indicators of social progress in communities, cities and in increased 

competitiveness of a country.  

4.1.4 Cultural Capital 

A particularly unexpected finding in our research was a lack of 

cultural/economic diversity among users of Collaborative Services that 

were surveyed.  Key findings showed that service users were motivated to 

join a service because they were interested in being part of a culturally 

diverse community initiative however, results showed that the sample of 

services were more homogeneous than the surrounding communities.  

While discussing the Transition Towns model (communities transitioning 

away from petroleum dependency) with Rob Hopkins, he acknowledged 

that early adopters of this model were often from a similar socioeconomic 
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background.  He stated that this has been a common characteristic of early 

adopters of many new social innovations.   

Results confirmed that lack of cultural diversity does not mean lack of 

culture or cultural celebration.  For example, the objective of the 

Homegrown Project in Saanich, BC, Canada is to strengthen Tsartlip First 

Nations food sovereignty and to celebrate and recognize their unique 

culture.  In this case, the service is intentionally designed for one cultural 

group as a way of enhancing its traditional knowledge.  

4.1.5 Political Capital 

Communities experienced an increase in Political Capital through improved   

relationships with municipal governments and increased capacities to self 

govern. Barriers to Political Capital include the complicated nature of 

municipal policies, challenges with insurance, and tension between existing 

political structures. When describing a Collaborative Service project in the 

housing sector, Franqueria (2010) suggested there was a need for the state 

to offer more space and distribute power to communities. She also 

suggested that doing so would not only support the start-up of Collaborative 

Services but could also save social service funding. For example, in the 

Hague neighborhood in Amsterdam, policy was changed to allow 

abandoned buildings to be utilized by citizens. These policies led to the 

creation of a co-operative housing project, which lessoned the burden on 

the state to provide social assistance for housing. Overall this research 

points to a need for governing institutions to recognize Collaborative 

Services as a progressive development of democracy (as they encourage 

self-organizing and create opportunities for citizens to be empowered). 

4.1.6 Financial Capital 

Over half of survey respondents and the majority of experts reinforced that 

Collaborative Services help strengthen the local living economy by 

increasing local spending opportunities and contributing to Financial 

Capital. Many experts agreed that the success of Collaborative Services 

hinges on its ability to offer significant financial income to communities 

(Hopkins, Standish, Anielski, and McKay).  All experts mentioned that the 

long-term success of Collaborative Services is dependant on whether or not 

the services are able to create local business opportunities and employment.   

 

Manoochehri (2010) suggested adopting a commercial/social hybrid model 
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of Collaborative Services creating a co-ownership model between 

communities and companies with the intention of strengthening the 

financial structure. Other experts (Standish, Anielski, and McKay) spoke to 

the potential of alternative, local currencies or barter systems to act as a 

stimulus for Financial Capital (8% of the survey respondent were using 

alternative models).   

4.2 Intended and unintended benefits 

Collaborative Services are initiated and designed to offer a specific service 

to stakeholders and users.  Besides the specific intended service and its 

benefits, other benefits that were not necessarily designed into the 

Collaborative Service often arise.  The research team refers to these as the 

unintended benefits of Collaborative Services. The results showed a 

positive reinforcing loop characterizes the relationships between intended 

goals of services and the side effects that continuously nourish one capital 

through another. Unintended benefits occasionally end up surpassing the 

intended service benefits.  

 

For example, in a Collaborative Service of producers and consumers 

(farmers and consumers of organic food) the intended benefit may be 

supporting the local economy, increasing food access and increasing the 

health and well-being of the clients. In the process of achieving these 

benefits, the service also provides opportunities to meet new people, 

develop quality relationships, support ecosystem services and raise 

awareness of local organic food systems.  

  

Another example, the Oranssi Housing Co-op, located in Helsinki, Finland 

illustrates the positive impacts of unintended benefits. The goal of the 

housing service (the intended benefit) was to locate abandoned buildings 

and renovate them into financially accessible housing for lower income 

citizens.  Unintended benefits that were experienced by the community 

included an increase in: 

• Capacity building opportunities for the residents (by hosting skills 

trade workshops and teaching building techniques); 

• The community’s sense of pride (by allowing residents  to have 

creative control over the building and renovating of the building); 

and 

• Community well-being, and safety.  
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The relationship between the intended and unintended benefits of the 

Oranssi Housing Service project is shown below in Figure 4.1: 

 

 

        
 

Figure  4.1.  Intended and unintended benefits: Oranssi housing service. 

This figure shows that the intended benefit of affordable housing was 

achieved.  Additionally there was an increase in capacity building and sense 

of pride. 
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4.3  Ingredients: Points for Consideration  

The following section explores the inputs which are needed to help create 

successful Collaborative Services. These ingredients are required to ensure 

that Collaborative Services continue to contribute to Community Capitals. 

4.3.1 Leadership and Vision 

Servant/Active Leadership: The majority of respondents agreed that when a 

strong leader leaves a Collaborative Service, the service struggles or ends. 

One approach to deal with vulnerability from overdependence on a small 

core team or one strong leader is through establishing a steering group and 

designing its demise from the outset (Hopkins 2010). Hopkins stated that 

leaving one leader in charge for too long might eventually harm the service. 

  

Small, Diverse and Committed Core: Experts (Aroneau, Landry, and 

Franqueira) suggested a small core team ranging from 5 to 7 committed 

members makes an ideal core team. Such a number suggests a team that is 

small enough for an effective decision-making process while also ensuring 

a diversity of skills, opinions and strengths. 

 

Shared Vision of Success: Experts mentioned frequently that having a 

shared vision is essential for an effective Collaborative Service.  This is 

especially important for institutional memory, to ensuring that a service has 

continuity of values when key people leave. Although a majority (80%) of 

survey respondents supported the idea that the service would either struggle 

or close once the leader left, only 20% of respondents considered a shared 

vision (or a vision process) as being important. The research team sees this 

as a potential gap in understanding that should be highlighted if giving 

advice to a community starting a Collaborative Service. 

4.3.2 Involvement 

Diversity of Collaborators: Experts (MacKay and Miettinen) spoke about 

Collaborative Services in Namibia and Rwanda that were run by women 

who were typically placed in lower socio-economic status and often 

suffered from discrimination. In these cases the women created services 

that benefited their community while simultaneously generating income 

and forging rewarding relationships that allowed them to be a part of 

making decisions that directly affected them.  
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Collaborative Design: When the design of the service moves from theory to 

practice it is necessary to ensure that certain aspects have been addressed in 

the community. The design team should be able to show that the service has 

been designed to be accessible, convenient, relevant, flexible, integrated, 

and relational to its user community (Steel and Manzini). Understanding the 

context and traditions of the community are critical. Ostrom (2010) 

suggests it is important to "Match the rules of governing to local needs and 

conditions".  

Effective Communication: Many experts illuminated the power of 

storytelling to inspire, motivate and mobilize people to create their own 

solutions. Unlike other forms of communication, which simply deliver 

information, storytelling helps people imagine what is possible (Anielski 

2010) is and engages them in a meaningful way that puts them into the 

narrative (Rowland 2010). Storytelling can elevate public discussions 

towards genuine community well-being. Narrative is a key to innovating 

creative services and building a sense of pride, trust, and togetherness.         

4.3.3  Organizational Resilience 

Institutional Memory: The first step of initiating Transition Towns is to 

"plan for the demise of core team" (Hopkins 2010). Including an exit 

strategy for the core team in the design of a service suggests that important 

information not be held by a small group of individuals alone.  Institutional 

memory provides a key to avoiding loss of information due to turn over of 

service providers and/or users. Institutional memory supports a service's 

ability to learn from mistakes. Considering Collaborative Services tend to 

be built on personal/grassroots relationships they often face significant 

limitations in time or energy available for efficient documentation of 

operations. In some way, these limitations provide flexibility and 

innovation while in other ways they represent significant risks. Institutional 

memory and ongoing feedback are therefore especially crucial to 

preservation of knowledge and experiences within Collaborative Services. 

4.3.4  Supports 

Creative and Ethical Funding Mechanisms: Nearly half of survey 

respondents depend on the service users for their main stream of revenue.  

Another 8% do not rely on money at all. This trend towards alternative 

currency removes the pressures of being involved with previous debt. It can 

also enable a different measurement of value (such as all peoples work time 
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being equal) of a product or a service to the community and users (Standish 

2010). Another expert (Fernando 2010) suggested creating systems that 

could offset financial risks through open source grassroots collaboration.  

Networking people via open source systems and stakeholder mapping can 

illuminate beneficial financial partnerships. These opportunities of 

alternative financing are starting to make space for creative financial 

partnerships.  

One expert mentioned the challenge of changing people's mindset from 

depending on financial backing in order to act (Aroneau 2010). Financing, 

or the lack thereof, is psychologically hindering one’s perception of what 

they can or cannot do, without any relation to their actual abilities (Aroneau 

2010). It is imperative to prompt people to realize that they have more 

resources then they believe they do. 

Social Networking Technology: Modern technologies play a distinct and 

emerging role in the establishment of Collaborative Services. The internet 

was considered important or very important by 90% of the service users 

and was mentioned as the base for social activities (Steel 2010). It has been 

helpful for Collaborative Services operators and users to be aware of 

evolution in social networking tools. Twitter and Facebook were mentioned 

in both surveys and interviews as vessel to promote social innovations, viral 

marketing, relationship building, and community activities.  

As Collaborative Services are often based on sharing mechanisms, this 

suggests that technology and the design of technology can play a key role in 

innovating products that last longer, require less maintenance and are better 

equipped to endure intensive use and varied levels of sharing. "We need 

ways of using technologies, to address certain functions of society. 

Collaborative Services need technology, but they will need it in different 

forms” (Warnke 2010). For example, washing machines and other 

household technologies that are designed for family/individual use will 

need to evolve to handle larger capacities for collective use.   

4.4  Added Points for Consideration 

4.4.1  Policy  

Survey respondents stated that national or municipal government policy 

was a small or medium barrier to 20% of the services. Municipalities do not 
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commonly have official policies regarding Collaborative Services or social 

innovation (Warne, Franqueira, Standish and Landry), which limits how 

Collaborative Services can be utilized to address community needs. 

Standish (2010) suggested that since Collaborative Services exist in the 

periphery of mainstream economy, they are allowed to experiment freely. 

Exposing them to the bureaucracy of municipal regulations might remove 

the element of free innovation. Activities such as the use of alternative 

currency may even be considered a threat to official governing institutions 

and current monetary systems.  

Many experts focused on municipal partnership opportunities citing that 

mutually beneficial policies could be enacted without limiting the creativity 

of services. Landry (2010) coined the phrase "creative bureaucracy", a 

concept referring to an enabling policy that allows making mistakes and 

experimenting (while using municipal resources). Landry’s concept of a 

creative bureaucracy speaks to the idea that having a successful 

Collaborative Service on a municipal scale can out-weigh the price of 

several wrong turns along the way. 

A historical example of an enabling policy would be the city of Freiburg, 

Germany. Under the influence of the Chernobyl nuclear reactor disaster in 

1986, a grassroots group decided to independently use alternative solar 

power sources. Due to the political sensitivity of the nuclear crisis, 

municipal government paid attention and modified policy to support further 

alternative energy initiatives. The new policy sparked a cycle of innovation. 

The combination of top down support and bottom up initiatives resulted in 

nearly 60,000 Freiburg citizens currently utilizing carbon neutral sources of 

energy (Landry 2010). 

According to Warnke (2010), national level policies are shown to be more 

supportive of technical innovations over social innovations however; policy 

makers are realizing that integrating social/technological policies will shape 

the future of sustainability innovation.  

4.4.2 Collaborative Services: Potential Pitfalls and 
Opportunities 

While the above findings describe essential ingredients in order for 

Collaborative Services to thrive, it is also important to note major 

challenges.  If the right ingredients are not incorporated well, each has the 
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potential to cause harm to a Collaborative Service. With the desired outputs 

(benefits) and necessary inputs (ingredients) in mind this section explores 

barriers and emerging factors affecting Collaborative Services and the role 

they can play in moving communities towards a sustainable society  

Insurance and Liability: Through an attempt to offer solutions to problems 

that are no longer adequately provided by the state or commercial 

industries, community run and operated services are often faced with 

challenges of costly insurance and legal liabilities. Without insurance to 

soften damages of any mishaps, many Collaborative Services are limited to 

operating on a small scale. This presents an opportunity for local and 

national governments and other insurance providers to develop new, 

accessible insurance models that could support both users and providers 

delivering Collaborative Services.   

What if people do not want to Share?  A major criticism of Collaborative 

Services is the issue of solitary habits and behaviours.  Manoochehri (2010) 

stated that most people just do not enjoy sharing and that sharing can be 

perceived as an ‘achilles heel’ of Collaborative Services and any system 

that hinges on the fragility of social relationships.  According to this 

reasoning, society cannot trust something as big as ‘sustainability’ to the 

fragility of human relationships.  Manoochehri’s suggestion was to focus on 

resource access systems rather than sharing systems.  An access system is 

focused on the resource (e.g. a car, a washing machine) itself without any 

intended interpersonal interaction with other users. The access is based on 

an individual’s ability to use a product or service privately, at a certain time 

and place. While the focus of an access system would be mostly technical 

or financial, it is possible for human and social benefit to still grow from 

such a system (although would probably stimulate a different set of 

indicators than a sharing or social Collaborative Service).  

Financial Structures: To ensure financial longevity of a community 

initiated service, two experts mentioned the possibility of a 

commercial/community Collaborative Services hybrid (Fernando and 

Manoochehri). In this model a community creates the vision for the service, 

and is a part of the ownership and governance structure but hires (or makes 

an agreement) an external business or corporation to run the service. An 

example of an experimental funding mechanism could be a community 

restaurant, designed and ‘owned’ by the community while the actual food is 

prepared by an outside company. Such a hybrid brings about both 
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opportunities and problems as it relies on professional interactions between 

service providers and clients rather than collaborative community 

interactions. Insurance and liability could cease to be a problem in such a 

hybrid but capacity building would not be stimulated as well as in a sharing 

Collaborative Service.   

Nepotism: Collaborative Services must be cautious in how working 

relationships are perceived and how they affect the community. 

Specifically, working with friends can sometimes run the risk of preventing 

the development of new partnerships. Presence of nepotism could 

potentially distance stakeholders as well as potential partners by 

unintentionally rousing resentment among the service users. Using existing 

networks should be done with care; otherwise, the service could lose its 

appeal and accessibility to new users Standish (2010). In addition, a risk of 

being overly homogeneous could result in a Collaborative Service that is 

less susceptible to new ideas and outside innovations.  

Rebound effect: The success of Collaborative Services could be interpreted 

as a risk in the sense that governments could view their increasing 

popularity as an indicator that society is favouring privatization of services. 

In reality Collaborative Services often offer appropriate services in a 

scenario where a community needs more support, but they are not an 

attempt to replace government social services. Without understanding 

these subtleties governments and municipalities could interpret these 

services not only as an alternative but also as a full substitution. It is 

important for policy developers to keep this difference in mind and ensure 

local based welfare systems remain in place. Collaborative Services are an 

opportunity for policy makers to create win-win situations. They are not an 

invitation to remove their responsibility over the well-being of tax paying 

citizens.  

4.5 Applying a Strategic Sustainable 
Development Lens to Collaborative 

Services 

The spontaneous, grassroots nature of Collaborative Services creates unique 

solutions and opportunities for communities striving towards well-being. 

This, however, does not ensure that all Collaborative Services are working 

towards sustainability. In reality, without a scientifically robust shared 

definition of sustainability, the possibility of such services moving in the 
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wrong direction towards unsustainability is possible. In order to address this 

issue it is necessary to imagine what would a successful Collaborative 

Service look like and for a community to have a clear definition of success. 

4.5.1 Towards Sustainable Collaborative Services; 
Recommendations for Communities  

A community implementing a Collaborative Service usually does so with 

the intention of serving an identified need in the community. Without a 

strategic approach, however, the project runs the risk of contributing to 

violations of the four sustainability principles. For example, if a 

Collaborative Service is providing care for the elderly by driving them 

around town in individual vehicles, it may be positively contributing to 

sustainability principal four (removal of barriers to people meeting their 

needs), while contributing to the violation of sustainability principals one, 

two and three. In this example Human Capital may increase while Natural 

Capital is decreasing, and the project is not leading the community in the 

right direction towards sustainability.  

In order to address the complexity of the current sustainability challenge 

and navigate through the ‘metaphor of the funnel’ towards sustainability, a 

Strategic Sustainable Development (SSD) approach is essential. With 

regards to Collaborative Services, such an approach must consist of whole 

systems thinking and backcasting from principles. 

 

Whole System Thinking: Communities involved in initiating Collaborative 

Service should be aware of the place-based context. Designers of 

Collaborative Services should be mindful of how the services address the 

core of the community’s needs, rather than simply addressing the symptoms 

of a problem.  

 

Backcasting from principles: A planning process for Collaborative Services 

should ‘start with the end in mind’ by working backwards from a common 

vision of a sustainable Collaborative Service within society within the 

ecosphere. Such a vision would give communities a general direction in 

their planning efforts while allowing for modification and decisions 

throughout the day-to-day process. With this in mind, the authors of this 

research suggest the following definition as a guideline:  

• A successful Collaborative Service is one which continually adapts 
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to the needs of the community, and stimulates Community Capitals, 

while moving the community towards sustainability as defined by 

the four sustainability principles. 

• In addition, a successful Collaborative Service creates an inclusive 

environment which invites diverse participation for the design and 

implementation of the service with this common vision as the 

guiding compass. 

Communities should incorporate their own Collaborative Service within the 

above mentioned definition of a success. Communities can then use that 

definition to backcast from. While designing their approach communities 

should keep the goal in mind while being flexible with their actions to 

avoid running into dead ends. Another recommendation is that communities 

use a Community Capitals model to measure benefits to the community as 

returns on investment.  This would also help communities monitor whether 

or not one capital is undermining another.  

In this context, the ingredients of Collaborative Services should be 

considered as ‘vessels’ to be filled with context specific and relevant 

content. The leadership and core team of the service should actively pursue 

the vision towards a sustainable Collaborative Service and communication 

should celebrate milestones and achievements that take a step wise 

approach towards that vision. The institutional memory of the service 

should contain the steps and details of this strategy, in order to assure a 

continuation of its momentum. Engagement with other communities and 

stakeholders should be flexible but in line with the vision. 

For the purpose of applying strategic sustainable approaches to 

Collaborative Service, the authors have created a prototype tool that can be 

viewed in Appendix E. The purpose of the tool is to present questions that 

are relevant for an individual or community group interested in creating a 

successful Collaborative Service (one that is working towards 

sustainability).  The tool is divided into five main stages, each of which is 

intended to ensure that actions in a community are incorporating key 

ingredients for effective Collaborative Services while strategically moving 

a community towards sustainability.  

Figure 4.2 illustrates the relationships between Collaborative Services, the 

benefits they stimulate in the form of Community Capital and the 
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ingredients they depend on to ensure they are effective in moving society 

towards a sustainable future.  

 

 Figure 4.2. Strategic Collaborative Services moving towards a sustainable 

society. 

4.6 Expected versus Actual Results 

4.6.1 Benefits 

A particularly unexpected finding was a lack of cultural/economic diversity 

among users of Collaborative Services. Even though the surveys indicated 

that user/clients were motivated by the promise of more cultural diversity, 

results uncovered that the sample of services were more homogeneous than 

the larger surrounding community.   

4.6.2 Ingredients 

The research team found these actual results regarding key ingredients quite 

different from what was expected: 
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• Most survey respondents said that money was not a motivating 

factor; 

• Only a few survey respondents mentioned that the whole 

community was part of the design phase of their respective 

Collaborative Service;  

• Survey respondents said they were motivated to participate in 

Collaborative Services due to the prospect of community well-being 

and environmental benefits; 

• Less than a third of the case studies mentioned some financial 

support from government (the research team had expected a higher 

rate of support).   

4.7  Limitations of Research Methods: 

Surveys were originally sent to 117 European case studies that fit the case 

study criteria, the majority of which were sourced from Politecnico di 

Milano’s ‘Sustainable Everyday’ project (2010). Language barriers and the 

challenge of connecting with operators and users of the services led to a 

lower than anticipated survey response rate. The research team then choose 

to expand outreach efforts to additional networks affiliated with 

Collaborative Services adding 50 case studies. This additional outreach 

significantly changed the original intended sample set of respondents to 

include North American case studies as well as European. This adjustment 

probably resulted in a more homogeneous socio-economic status (mainly 

white middle class) sample of case studies instead of the 

culturally/economically diverse sample that was originally intended. We 

suspect that our sample population was more motivated by environmental 

benefits, and community well-being, and less driven by necessity and 

financial motivators than our initial target group.  

The surveys presented more Social Capital and Natural Capital indicators in 

multiple-choice questions and fewer indicators for the Cultural and Political 

Capital. Therefore, we are not able to conclude from number of indicators 

that certain Capitals are stronger or weaker than others. Multiple choice 

questions were also weighted the same as open ended questions and 

perhaps these non-prompted responses should have received a different 

weighting then multiple-choice responses. Interpretation was done carefully 

with significant effort to avoid any biases however, a degree of subjectivity 

is unavoidable when analyzing qualitative data.  
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4.7.1  Interviews 

The method of ‘recursive abstraction’ was used to summarize and analyze 

expert interviews. This means that the key findings are a product of several 

distillations from the original data. While every effort was made to keep 

true to the essence of what was said in the interviews, some context was 

inevitably lost. The experts represent a diversity of fields, experiences and 

backgrounds and while this can be seen as strength, it may have limited the 

team’s understanding of specific perspectives.    

4.7.2  Community Capital 

There are various models that exist to measure the well-being of a 

community and while we chose to use seven Capitals some models choose 

four, five or six. Naming and defining the capitals can be done in a variety 

of ways and a deeper understanding of current models being used by 

municipalities could have further informed the model used in this research. 

For example, Rowland (2010) suggests that one should distinguish between 

Cultural Capital and Socio-Cultural Capital.  While the research team 

acknowledge that there can be further Community Capital distinctions 

made, the team choose a simpler model deliberately in hopes that 

communities could more easily understand these measures.  The research 

team is aware that the measuring tool affects the values that are being 

measured.  

In order to measure Community Capitals, indicators were chosen by 

reviewing and synthesizing five existing well-being models (Rees and 

Wackernagal 1996; Corporate Knights 2009; Forum for the Future 2008; 

Wuppertal Institute 1998 and Jacobs 2007) and finding the best fit for our 

case study samples.  Certain indicators crossed over and stimulated more 

than one Community Capital. For example, the indicator ‘employment’ 

stimulates Financial Capital as well as Human Capital. In addition 

indicators such as ‘experienced trust’ and ‘demonstrated trust’ were not 

distinguished from one another; therefore ‘trust’ was categorized under the 

Social Capital. 

4.7.3  Different Definitions of Sustainability 

The research team was working with a specific definition of sustainability 

based on the four sustainability principles, but many of the experts and 

survey respondents did not share this definition. Expert definitions of 
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sustainability ranged from sustaining the service financially, to having 

some environmental benefits, to having a systems perspective of 

sustainability based on the four sustainability principals.  

4.8 Areas for Further Research 

Development of Collaborative Services through creative and participatory 

processes can be seen as a key leverage point for local sustainability. The 

following are areas recommended for further research. 

Detailed sector analysis: An interest area lies in examining sector specific 

services (health, housing, education, etc.) in order to identify what sectors 

result in the most strategic and successful Collaborative Services as a 

means towards sustainable development. This research can be combined 

with an action research and can use the A-B-C-D processes to test, 

implement and understand what specific ingredients, benefits and resources 

are required for each specific sector. Such a research could inform if a   

specific sector is more likely to use Collaborative Services in order to move 

towards a sustainable society and what would such a process require.  

Access versus sharing: It would be interesting to discover an in-depth 

distinction between access based and sharing based Collaborative Services 

(an access system is based on allowing access to a resource while a sharing 

system requires human interaction in order to use such a resource). 

Examining these differences from the early stages of conception to full 

implementation would help shape reasoning behind preferences of one 

method over the other. It is important to research what designs would be 

needed for each system, and how these designs would affect manufacturing 

(How different is a washing machine in an access system compared to a 

sharing system? How does this affect the flow of materials that is needed to 

create these machines?). 

Various Collaborative Service hybrids: This area of research could examine 

how companies and governments can create semi commercial or semi 

public Collaborative Services. Each of these hybrids would probably 

require different types of relationships with stakeholders. There is an 

opportunity for such hybrids to address the issues associated with 

insurance/liability difficulties. These opportunities can be explored through 

action research or social innovation labs. Proving the profitability of these 

hybrids can promote companies to integrate Collaborative Services as a part 
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of their sustainable development strategies (or promote them to adopt 

Collaborative Services as the beginning of such a strategy).  

Alternative funding: Explore how alternative currencies and creative 

funding strategies offer new possibilities for a group with limited traditional 

financial capital. This research would benefit from including the areas of 

service design, new currency measurements and relevant policies. It could 

examine how sustainability related initiatives could best utilize alternative 

financing for projects, which typically lack financial resources. 

Communities and companies could theoretically adopt a wide range of 

innovative projects (such as clean energy or recycling projects) that would 

not be possible within the confines of the current system. Such a research 

could both attempt to initiate the use of alternative currency and examine 

past successes and failures. Sustainability goals are specifically relevant 

since they contain the potential to bring about various stakeholders, official 

and grassroots, under a common goal, and stimulate creativity and 

innovation within the constraints of the natural world. Such a goal could be 

a critical ingredient for an alternative currency system to function within 

the current financial system. Such research could attempt to initiate the use 

of alternative currency and examine past successes and failures of using 

alternative currencies. Such research could attempt to initiate the use of 

alternative currency and examine past successes and failures of using 

alternative currencies. In addition, alternative currency research could 

provide more accurate accounting systems for common resources while 

bringing more value to non-financial aspects of products and services.   
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5 Conclusions 

“Give a man a fish and you feed him for a day. Teach a man to fish and you 

feed him for a lifetime” (Lao Tzu). 

Communities that form the basis for society’s social fabric are 

simultaneously facing the brunt of mainstream development and the socio-

ecological crisis. Despite adversity, citizens are taking ownership over their 

communities and creating relevant, forward thinking, solutions of local 

scale. This research argues that Collaborative Services demonstrate that 

economies of relationships are cultivating new and innovative platforms for 

sustainability.  

 

This research found that Collaborative Services are stimulating all 

Community Capitals to a varying degree. Beyond service provision, they 

foster notable increase in Social and Human Capital, removing barriers for 

individuals to meet their needs through capacity building and social ties. 

This increase in skills, values and social networks is creating a positive 

feedback loop, which reinforces benefits to the users and operators of these 

services. These benefits play a significant role in the adaptability, longevity, 

spin offs, and replicability of Collaborative Services, showing a connection 

between key ingredients for effective Collaborative Services and the 

benefits that the service produces.  

 

Collaborative Services were shown to decrease individual’s dependency on 

product consumption and material flows. An increase in financial and 

human transactions on the local scale was also shown to be significant, as 

services increase ties with local producers. Financially, however, 

Collaborative Services are not yet assuring employment to the majority of 

users and operators, and volunteering is essential for most services to 

survive. In general, this research shows that a reliance on existing social 

networks seems to have led to less cultural diversity within Collaborative 

Services. However, some services intentionally focus on a certain segment 

of the population, such as marginalized citizens, on purpose to give certain 

individuals in society more opportunities.  

 

Taking into account that each community is distinct, this research has 

discovered some generic ingredients that appear to be necessary for 

effective, long term, Collaborative Services. These ingredients offer 
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insights on how communities can manifest successful Collaborative 

Services, creating win-win scenarios, which aim to offer a balanced 

solution creating space for the needs of individuals, communities and other 

stakeholders. The categories of these key ingredients (leadership and vision, 

involvement, organizational resilience and supports) span the life cycle of 

Collaborative Services, from initiation to on-going maintainace, 

encouraging the communities connected to the service to use a long term 

visioning approach. Elements that were shown to be destructive to 

Collaborative Services, such as having a leader leave the service or having 

financial difficulties are addressed through the suggested key ingredients. 

These key ingredients place emphasis on applying global knowledge and 

available technologies to the local context.  

 

The benefits and ingredients found in this research do not, however, assure 

that Collaborative Services are inherently moving communities in the right 

direction towards sustainability. In order to move in the right direction 

communities should use a definition of sustainability that includes the four 

sustainability principles and places their Collaborative Service within those 

limits. Communities can then use this definition as a guiding light to move 

towards success. This strategy highlights a whole system perspective while 

utilizing a backcasting approach. Communities can also use Community 

Capital indicators to understand how their Collaborative Services are 

enriching the Natural, Social, Cultural, Political, Built, Human and 

Financial Capitals of their communities and to communicate these benefits 

to local decision makers.  

 

The research team worked to bring support and awareness to the emerging 

field of Collaborative Services by measuring and communicating 

community benefits of Collaborative Services that have not been measured 

in the past.  The team has also offered information regarding key 

ingredients in the hopes of providing support for communities wanting to 

initiate successful Collaborative Services.  In addition, the team has 

provided recommendations regarding how Collaborative Services can be 

used as a strategic tool to move individual communities and larger society 

towards sustainability.  
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Appendix A: Community Capital Indicators Table 

Community Capitals 
indicators 

Description Source 

Natural Capital   

Driving less Reduction of dependency on oil 

and reductio of GHG. 

(Rees and Wackernagal 1996) 

Buying less 

 

Reduction in energy  and 
materials required for 

production, packaging etc. 

(Wuppertal Institute 1998) 

Energy efficiency Decrease dependency over non 

sustainable energy sources 

(Corporate knights 2009) 

Eco friendly Products Consume in a responsible 

manner, increase awareness and 

decrease footprint 

(Rees and Wackernagal 1996)  

Decrease Waste Decrease accumulation rate of 
landfill, decrease toxicity and 

extraction levels. 

(Corporate knights 2009) 

Food security Assure healthy and local food 
sources while assuring farmers 

and workers rights. 

(Corporate knights 2009; 
Forum for the Future 2008; 

Jacobs 2007). 

Human Capital   

Capacity building Increase skills and knowledge 
of the service participants 

(Jacobs 2007). 

Personal well-being Increased personal sense of 

well-being, education, 

opportunities of self fulfilment 
and self esteem. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Awareness of Community Increase awareness to 

community problems, values, 
responsibilities and ties with 

people and place. 

(Jacobs 2007). 

Health Reduction of health (physical 
and psychological) risks. 

(Jacobs 2007). 

Social Capital   

Community well-being General well-being of a group, 

united self worth and sense of 

togetherness 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Sense of communal pride. Pride over deeds, achievements 

in community and sense of 

belonging. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Trust ( as practically 

implemented and not as a 

value)/ 

acceptance of others, level of 

suspiciousness 

(Jacobs 2007). 

Cooperation Willingness to set aside 
differences, working together 

toward common goals and 

desires. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Social Networks Increase community ties in a 

self supporting structure. 

(Jacobs 2007; Corporate 

knights 2009). 

Cultural Capital   

Recognition of  a 
community’s own culture 

Awareness of local culture of 
the self and the community. 

Recognition and celebration of 

culture. 

(Jacobs 2007). 
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Cultural Diversity Acceptance of other cultures 

and members of those cultures. 

(Jacobs 2007). 

Political Capital   

Relationship with municipal 

government 

Increase relationships with 

existing governance structures, 
increase a community and 

individual’s voice in 

governance institutions. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Self governance Increase the ability of 

communities to decide of 

policies and actions that 
directly affect their lives. 

(Jacobs 2007). 

Built Capital   

Increased physical 

resources 

Level of available and 

accessible resources and 
commons, objects and spaces. 

(Corporate knights 2009; 

Forum for the Future 2008). 

Use of public Space Intensity of using the public 

space, degree of participation in 

the shared spaces. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Safety Degree of safety in the common 

and personal spaces, reduction 

of neglect in the built spaces. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Security Decrease of fear from 
interactions in the built 

surroundings. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Financial Capital   

Buying local Increase local resilience, 

support community, and local 

providers. Reduce dependency 
over shipment, pollution, 

extraction and packaging. 

Increase social ties between 
consumers and producers. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Saving money Decrease expenses for 

individuals, communities, and 

municipalities. 

(Corporate knights 2009; 

Forum for the Future 2008) 

 

Increased income Increase sources and amount of 

income to individuals, 

communities and 
municipalities. 

(Corporate knights 2009). 

Employment Financial and other types of 

investments should enhance the 

vitality of the symbiotic 
relationship between the 

economy and the environment. 

Businesses, communities, and 
government should forge 

regional networks to promote 

local trade and self-
sufficiency.  

(Corporate knights 2009; 

Forum for the Future 2008). 
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Appendix B: Survey Demographics 

Survey respondents identified themselves as: 
  

• Employees (of Collaborative Services) 

• Volunteers (of Collaborative Services) 

• User or clients of a Collaborative Service 

• Individuals who play a key Leadership role in a Collaborative 

Service 

• Founder, creator or manager of a Collaborative Service (80% of 

respondents fell into this category, which also overlaps with other 

categories) 
  

The Survey Respondents represented various phases of operation of 

Collaborative Services. 
  

Operation Phase Percent of respondents 
Planning Stage 15% 
Less than one year 10%  
1 to 2 years 20% 
2 to 5 years 23% 
5 to 10 years 10% 
Over ten years 20% 
  

The Survey Respondents represented various sectors of Collaborative 

Services. 
  

Collaborative Services: Sector Representation 
Social/Welfare Health 
Food Mobility 
Environmental Housing 
Educational Energy 

Many of the respondents indicated that their services were cross-sectoral. 

For example, The Compost Education Centre in British Columbia, Canada, 

works with both food and education.  

 

The Survey Respondents represented a majority of cities and towns in an 

urban context. 
Survey Respondents: Service Geography 
Urban Centres 67.9 % 
Towns 17.8 % 
Rural 14.3 % 
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The geographical distribution involved two main clusters, Western Europe 

and North America. The European cluster contained Sweden, Finland, 

France, Italy, Netherlands and United Kingdom. The North American 

cluster contained Canada and United States. Other responses came from 

Israel and Sudan. Several responded requested to mentioned by first name 

only or as anonymous.        
 

Country Town Respondents 

France  Paris Jean 

Sweden Karlskrona Evert Werkström 

Finland Helsinki Otso Lapila 

Italy Milan Giovvani and 

Anonymous 

Israel Tel-Aviv Frank 

 Jerusalem Orna silbiger 

 Nahariya Roei Avraham 

Netherlands Utrecht Jeroen Hollander 

 Amsterdam Anonymous 

United States  Chicago Caroline Keem 

 Quincy Kevin Dye 

 Herndon Jennifer Woofter 

 Washington, DC Jay Standish 

 Paducah, KY Charley Quinton 

United Kingdom Birmingham Tony Bovaird 

Canada Victoria Jeni Luther,  Nadine 

Brodeur and Jen 

McMullen 

 Charlottetown Lindsey Reddin, 

Robert Pendergast 

and Melissa 

VanToever. 

 Breadalbane Hal Mills 

 Nelson Laura 

 Denman Island Charlene Holm, Tree 

frog radio and Karyn 

Parkinson 

 Vancouver  Suresh Fernando and 

Heather Johnstone 

 Courtenay Wayne Bradley 

Sudan Omderman Hanan abd alhakm 
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Appendix C: Survey questions samples 

Due to limitations of size, the following page presents 6 out of the 30 

survey questions: 

Based on your experience please rate your impression of the following 

within your community (on a scale between low, average, high and very 

high). 

Level of trust within community (before the service was operating)  

Level of trust within community (after the service was operating)  

Cultural diversity (before the service was operating)  

Cultural diversity (after the service was operating)  

Economic diversity (before the service was operating)  

Economic diversity (after the service was operating)  

Cooperation among people (before the service was operating)  

Cooperation among people (after the service was operating)  

 

How important are the following to the users/clients of your service? 

(Rate between 1- Don't know, 2- Not important, 3- Low importance, 4- 

Important and 5- High importance).  

Economic benefits 

High level of trust among users/clients  

Participation of users/clients in design of service  

Participation of users/clients in decision making  

External (Outside) financial support  

Helpful government policy  

Access to physical space  

Cultural/ ethical diversity of members  

Other (please rate 1 to 5) 

What do communities need help with when starting up a service? 

What is the biggest contribution your service makes to the community? 

If you were going to help a friend start a similar service, what three pieces 

of advice would you give them? 

What else would you like to tell us about your experience with your 

service?  
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Appendix D: List of Experts 
 

Name Profession and Role Organisation Focus Area 

Mark Anielski Economist, CEO and 

Director. 

Anielski Mgt Inc. New Economy, Well 

Being, Community 

Capital. 

Suresh Fernando Social Financing/Co-

Founder. 

Open Kollab Online 

Platform. 

Open Source, Networks, 

Financing. 

Teresa Franqueira Service Designer/ 

Professor. 

EMUDE/Creative 

Places. 

Service Design, Urban, 

Creative. 

Rob Hopkins Co-Founder. Transition Towns. Community Building and 

Education. 

Charles Landry Founder,  Author, 

Presenter, Facilitator. 

Comedia and Creative 

Bureaucracy. 

Creativity, Urban. 

Sailas Lusias Facilitator, Permaculture 

Expert. 

Kufunda Village. Community Dialogue. 

Laura MacKay Coach, Consultant, Host. The Natural Step. Sustainability, 

Cooperatives, 

Community, Social 

Innovation. 

John Manoochehri Urban Designer, Prof, 

Consultant. 

Resource Vision. Architecture, 

Sustainability, Social/ 

Service Design. 

Satu Miettinen Service Designer and 

Author. 

"Designing Service with 

Innovative Methods" 

Service Design. 

John Mundy Project Manager. Majora Carter Group. Green Economic 

Development, 

Community, 

Sustainability. 

Jay Standish Social Innovator. Hub Seattle, Meta 

Currency. 

Alternative Currency, 

Collaborative Service, 

Hands-on. 

Carolyn Steel Architect, Author, 

Lecturer. 

Hungry City: Food 

Shapes our Lives. 

New Economy, Urban, 

Food, Community. 

John Thakara Director, Facilitator, 

Author. 

Doors of Perception. Creativity, Sustainability, 

Design. 

Philine Warnke Senior Researcher, 

Editors. 

Innovation and Tech Mgt Policy, Social 

Innovation, Technology. 

Evert Werkström Management. Porcelain Café. Hands-on Collaborative 

Service. 

Fang Zhong Researcher, Service 

Design. 

Politecnico di Milano. Collaborative Service 

Design. 

Sarah Brooks Senior Sustainability 

Consultant. 

The Natural Step. Sustainability. 

Regina Rowland. Independent Educator & 

Consultant. 

 Group creativity, vision. 

Phil Aroneanu Youth Programs 

Director. 

350.org Creative Media 

coordinator. 
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Semi-Structured Interview Questions for Expert Panel 

1) What is your role in creating/ participating in collaborative services? 

 

2) Can you share an experience of a successful collaborative service you 

were a part of and explain what made it successful? 

 

3) In the example above, what do you think are the key drivers that best 

supported this initiative? 

 

4) What do you hear/see/notice from the communities that you have worked 

with as the key benefits of these services in the communities? 

  

5) In contrast, what are the key challenges that communities face in creating 

and running the collaborative services? 

  

6) From your experience have you seen specific trends within communities 

that allow for collaborative services to emerge? 

 

7) What are the key challenges that communities faced in operating 

collaborative services during? 

 

8) We are really interested in your understanding of the processes of 

creating these collaborative services. Given your experience, could you talk 

us through your 'ideal' process to design a successful Collaborative Service?  

Who would be there? What would it feel like?  

 

9) Are you aware of any tools/ processes that have already been created in 

this area? 

 

10) Are there any other people or organizations that you would recommend 

we speak to in order to further our research 

 

11) Are there any other important questions you feel we haven't asked? 

 

12) Can our research help you in any way? 

 

13) Is there anything else you would like to share? 
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Appendix E: Guiding Questions for Collaborative Service 

Innovators 
 

“ …with the declining welfare system (we live in a post industrial age) 

people are finding a solution in Collaborative Services. There are other 

options, but this is the most ‘passionable’…”  Philine Warnke (2010) 

 

What is the purpose of this tool? This tool can be used to support the 

planning of Collaborative Services, which aim to contribute to a 

community’s well-being while moving towards sustainability and 

resilience. This approach is solutions oriented and aims to remove barriers 

and stimulate systemic solutions instead of reactive problem solving. 

 

Community’s call to action: Potential can be unlocked within communities 

by valuing members and their capabilities, resourcefulness and talents. It is 

the people who live, work, and play in a region that have a passion for the 

place. They are the ones suited to help initiate the service and have the most 

to gain.  

 

What is a Collaborative Service? Collaborative Service(s) are designed and 

utilized on a local scale, to meet specific needs in the community and create 

more sharing, and exchange of resources through innovation and 

participation. 

 

Collaborative Services can: 

•Reduce resource extraction from the earth’s crust 

•Reduce consumption of products 

•Put money into local economies 

•Reduce dependency on transportation of goods 

•Increase food security 

•Increase human capacity 

•Increase trust 

•Contribute to the social fabric 

(For an elaborate analysis of the benefits of Collaborative Services, seen 

through the model of Community Capitals, please refer to section 3.2.1 of 

this research). 

 

Yet, Collaborative Services are not inherently sustainable. They can still 

unintentionally, or intentionally, create barriers for individuals to meet their 

needs or inadvertently create further negative impacts on the environment.  
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This tool is intended to help create Collaborative Services that move 

communities in the right direction towards a sustainable society. In order to 

understand what a sustainable society is, please refer to sections 1.1 and 

4.5.1 of this research. 

 

Who should use this tool? This tool is designed for a ‘social innovator’.  

 

Who are social innovators?  For the case of Collaborative Services, a social 

innovator, could be any one of the following: 

• An active community member  

• An employee of the public sector who works with communities 

• A facilitator or community leader 

 

A social innovator is a person who has direct interaction with his/ her 

community on a regular basis and, has respect from the community and for 

the community. This is a person that has the ability (or the desire to develop 

the ability) to network, engage, inspire and involve members of the 

community. This person is also likely to be a participant of the service he is 

helping to produce/design. 

  

What can this tool do for you? This tool can help a person or group to 

imagine a new way of delivering everyday services. This is achieved by 

encouraging people in the community to take control of finding innovative 

solutions to everyday challenges. This tool is meant to help guide creating 

or improving Collaborative Services. 

 

The tool is dived into 4 main stages; each of which is intended to ensure 

that actions in a community are in line with the strategically moving a 

community towards the direction of a sustainable society. Communities are 

guided through a process that decreases the chances of designing a 

deadened service and increases the chance to gaining a return on 

investment. The stages are elaborated on the following pages. 

 



82 

                   

Stage 1: Why? The purpose of this step is to establish a shared 

understanding among a core team of people about the current challenges 

faced by the community and a desired future.  

Stage 2: What and Who? These steps establish the creative tension between 

current reality and the envisioned future. This step enables community 

members to brainstorm their ideas about creating, building or improving the 

Collaborative Service.  This is done in a creative way that breaks out of the 

pattern of forecasting and problem solving, and into the world of 

backcasting, innovating and building the desired future.  

Stage 3: What to choose? The purpose behind this step is in identifying the 

most effective Collaborative Service ideas through a prioritization process. 

In this step an innovator would ask: What service would improve our 

community the most? What service has the best chance to succeed? What 

service will get us closer to our envisioned future? 

Step 4: How? The purpose behind this step is supporting step-by-step 

prototyping through implementation, assuring allocations of tasks and 

duties according to the skills, passions and timelines of participants. 

 

Backcasting from a sustainable community: A planning process for 

Collaborative Services should ‘start with the end in mind’ by working 

backwards from a common vision of a sustainable community within 

society within the ecosphere. Such a vision would give communities a 

general direction in their planning efforts by asking which form of a 
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Collaborative Service can help the community reach this vision; while 

allowing for modification and decisions throughout the day-to-day process. 

 

A community would backcast from a vision of a sustainable society, as 

defined by the four sustainability principles. This reduces the risk that the 

service is moving the community towards a direction that could ultimately 

harm both the users and their surroundings. For more information, please 

refer to section 4.5.2. 

The following figure summarizes key steps within the tool:  

 

 

Step 1: Why? 

The purpose of this step is to establish a shared understanding among a core team of 

people about current challenges and the desired future. 

At this stage a need or a desire is often identifiable. It is important to understand what the 
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Collaborative Service will be, what models of sharing, access, maintenance, evaluation, 

community input methods are desired and appropriate.  

Questions  Reason behind the questions 

Envisioned future 

If there were no time or money 

constraints, what would we want our 

society to be 10-20 years from now? 

  

It is essential to expand one’s perception of 

possibility beyond perceived limitations of the 

current reality in order to imagine another, more 

resilient society. By creating a vivid description of 

where the community wants to be in the future 

each individual can align the possibilities with 

their personal vision.  

 

The facilitators must ensure that this vision 

compatible to the definition of a sustainable 

society, as defined by the four sustainability 

principles in section 1.1. 

What do we believe in? It is important to hold the values of the community 

and encourage them to be a part of current life and 

the envisioned future. 

Current reality Reason behind the question 

What abilities and knowledge do we 

have? 

It is important to understand the variety of talents 

within a community.  

What assets do we have? (which are 

often ignored or undervalued) 

Which ones are necessary for the service? 

Discover and map these skills. Assure talents are 

being effectively utilised to create the most value 

for the community.   

What do we need? What do we miss? 

What is not working? 

Other resources are important to consider such as 

physical spaces available (land, public, private) 

and access to funding. Resources, which may have 

been unused or ignored in the past. Understanding 

the diversity of assets ensures the greatest 

resilience and value. 

Necessary Ingredients for Step 1 

Servant/Active Leadership 

What leadership style is suitable and needed for the service? What Leadership style would 

resonate the most with the users and operators of the service? Is the leadership that is 

needed for the initiation of the service the same that is required for its day to day function? 

Can you plan for the demise of the ‘leader’ from the onset? Is the leader capable of 

inspiring people to do what they want to do and supporting them to do it? 

Small, diverse and committed core 

Do you have a dedicated group, small enough to make decisions efficiently but big enough 

to have diverse opinions? Can you plan in the demise of the core team from the onset? 

Shared Vision of Success  

Do you have a shared vision of success that is in accordance to the definition of a 

successful Collaborative Service?  
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Step 2: What? 

This step establishes the creative tension between current reality and the envisioned future. 

This step enables community members to brainstorm their ideas about creating, building or 

improving the collaborative service.  This is done in a creative way that breaks out of the 

pattern of forecasting and problem solving, and into the world of backcasting, innovating 

and building the desired future.  

Closing the Gap  

(Why and What) 

Closing the gap between the envisioned future and 

the current reality 

Why do we need a service? A service may not be the answer for the 

community. It is vital to understand the core need 

that the service is aiming to address/ help enable 

people to better satisfy their needs. 

What service do we need in order to 

close the gap between current and 

future realities? 

 

It is important to understand what exists locally, 

mapping out existing services, and understanding 

where useful synergies may lie.  

 

To see the breadth of potential services already in 

existence an extensive collection has been studied 

and collected by the research at Politecnico di 

Milano’s at: http://www.sustainable-

everyday.net/cases/ 

What services exist? Even if your idea of service is unique and untested, 

other similar services can offer insightful learning 

and invaluable advice about practical problems. 

What are all the different steps we 

could take to reach our goal? 

It is important to not simply forecast the future but 

to backcast from the vision of success that has been 

co-created.  

Who Reason behind the question 

Who will use the service? Understanding who the users are and how their 

unique needs and motivations can ensure the 

service is self-suited as possible. Who are the 

users? What are their needs? What are their 

motivations?  

Who will operate the service? Who will the operators be? What are their needs 

and motivations? 

Who are major stakeholders? 

Who can help or hinder the service? 

Who is in a position to affect the service, for better 

or worse, and how can this relate to the planning of 

the service? Who needs to be involved and what 

organisations may be interested in cooperating?  

When and where will the service 

happen?  

The timing of the service is critical. A proper 

service with the wrong timing will not succeed. 

Necessary Ingredients for Step 2 

Diversity of collaborators 

Is your service inclusive? Have you mapped/invited all the stakeholders who are capable 

of contributing to the service? Who are you missing? 
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Collaborative design  

Is the design of the service capable of addressing the various needs of its users? Can the 

users easily contribute ideas to the evolution of the service? 

Understanding of place based dynamics  

Does your service utilize existing networks? Does your service fit the context of the place? 

Are you aware of the limitations and motives of the users? 

Effective communication  

Is the service understood? Does it have a visual presence in the environment? How do you 

tell stories of the service? Are you using a variety of methods and tools that inspire fellow 

collaborators, users, and community members? If the service is active, do you celebrate the 

achievements and successes?   

Institutional Memory 

Do you record information and contacts in a manner that would survive key members 

leaving? Are these records easily accessible and easy to use?    

 

Step 3: What to choose 

 

Identifying the most effective collaborative service ideas through prioritization process. 

What service would improve our community the most? What service has the best chances 

to success? What service will get us closer to our envisioned future? 

Design prioritization Reason behind the question 

Is the service accessible to all potential 

service users? 

The diverse needs of the users must be considered 

for the design (such as disability, elderly, language 

barriers, visual and hearing impairment, etc).  

Is the service attractive? The function of the service, as well as the way it is 

delivered must be attractive and compelling to be a 

viable option. 

Is the service effective? Assuring the service is delivering its promise by 

doing efficiently what it has set out to do. What are 

the measurements/ indicators of success that are 

appropriate for the community and well-being? 

How does the service measure up to them? 

Is the service convenient to use? Users will not return if the service inconvenient.    

Can the service be incorporated with 

everyday routine? 

Incorporating the service in everyday activities can 

assist users to adapt it in the future.     

Does the service relate to an actual 

need? Is it relevant? 

If the service is not relevant to its audience, it will 

not succeed.  

Vision prioritization  

Is it a step toward the right direction? 

Towards our envisioned future? 

Towards a sustainable society? 

In order to assure the right direction is being 

followed, refer to the sustainable principles in 

section 1.1. 

Economic prioritization  

What is the return on investment? Return on investment is not necessary financial. In 

order to read about return on investment in the 



87 

form of Community Capitals, please refer to 

section 3.2.1. 

What is the cost of not doing this? Ie: Are there significant risks involved in not 

having this service? 

 

Step 4: How? 

Prototyping the service: To examine the service on a small group (Since most operators are 

users as well, it is natural to use the group. Otherwise, a small group that can provide 

feedback).  

Steps  Explanation 

Responsibilities Engaging people to be inspired individuals to take 

on specific tasks and seeing the big picture – ie. 

Knowing who does what.  

Resources Based on what resources and supports you have 

available, what do you choose to use and how? 

Deadlines Time frame for the responsibilities and actions that 

are chosen. When to stop to see what exists and 

what the feedbacks tell us? 

Indicators/results  Results that will inform us whether we are able to 

start the service on a larger scale or to modify it 

and go back to pilot stage. 

Necessary Ingredients for Step 4 

Replicability 

Do you provide the context for others to co develop or replicate the idea of the service? 

Appropriate space 

Is the space that you are using accessible? Is it healthy? Does the space suits the needs of 

the service and service users? 

Creative and ethical funding mechanism 

What opportunities exist for creative funding to the service? What possible source of 

income you are ignoring? What alternative financial structures are possible?   

Social networking technology 

Does your service explore social networking technologies? What potential new crowds can 

be approached with electronic networking tools? What networking tools exist that can 

make the service more efficient (both electronic and physical)? 

 
 


