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A. The Research Concept of the DOC-team1 
Benjamin Baumgartner, Valentin Fröhlich, Florian Pimminger, Hans Volmary 

1 Overall Aim 

The planned research project investigates how the provision of care and housing is 

increasingly contested and reorganised in contemporary societies. Care and housing 

are core human activities, foundational for a dignified and civilised life: Care is defined 

as an activity safeguarding and sustaining livelihood (Klinger, 2013, Tronto, 2013). 

Housing refers to the activity that arranges a place for people to organise their liveli-

hood (Harvey, 2014).  

Today, both are increasingly treated as commodities and organised via markets (Au-

lenbacher, 2020; Clapham, 2018; Wetzstein, 2019; Farris & Marchetti, 2017; Gould & 

Lewis, 2017; Triandafyllidou & Marchetti, 2015), while at the same time new forms of 

community-based organisation are emerging that go along with decommodification, 

both going along with inequalities (van Dyk, 2019; Karner & Weicht, 2016; Novy et al., 

2019; Bärnthaler et al., 2020). The planned DOC-team reflects on this market and 

community shift in the fields of care and housing in terms of a Polanyian “double move-

ment” – the “movement” of their marketisation and a “countermovement” seeking pro-

tection from market-driven dynamics – acknowledging that there are further motives 

shaping both tendencies and their contestation (Abraham & Aulenbacher, 2019; Fra-

ser, 2013; Karner & Weicht, 2016; Novy et al., 2019). Therefore, the project combines 

a Polanyian with an “institutional logics” (hereafter IL) perspective (Thornton et al., 

2012: 3), investigating how economic principles and forms of economic behaviour, in 

particular (market) “exchange”, “redistribution” and “reciprocity” (Polanyi, 2001: 64), 

are related to the “institutional order” of society, especially the logics of the state, mar-

ket, community, corporation and family (Thornton et al., 2012: 67 pp.). The project is 

 
1 The project The Contested Provisioning of Care and Housing (www.contestedcareandhousing.com) is 
funded for three years (starting August 2021) as DOC-team 114 by the Austrian Academy of Sciences 
(ÖAW) and is composed of two PhD candidates from JKU, Valentin Fröhlich and Florian Pimminger, 
and two PhD students from WU, Benjamin Baumgartner and Hans Volmary. Brigitte Aulenbacher (JKU) 
and Andreas Novy (WU) supervise the project. Julie Froud, University of Manchester, Cornelia Klinger, 
University of Tübingen and Flavia Martinelli, Mediterranea University of Reggio Calabria advise the 
DOC-team. Hosting partners are Ewald Engelen, University of Amsterdam, Maarten van Ham, TU Delft 
as well as Tamás Bartus and Attila Melegh, Corvinus University Budapest. 



 

	
	

5 

based on state-of-the-art research in the sociology of care (hereafter SoC) and socio-

economic and geographic studies on housing.  

The thesis of the DOC-team is that the market- and reciprocity-based modes of provi-

sioning of care and housing are part of a double movement shaped by and driving the 

societal (re-)organisation of care and housing regimes towards either forced commod-

ification or, reinforcing protection from market dynamics, strengthening community 

care and collaborative housing promoting decommodification. Furthermore, the thesis 

is that a predominantly market- or reciprocity-based provision of care and housing is 

itself contested towards more or less commodification and more or less social protec-

tion and decommodification and results in hybrid forms of care and housing provision 

shaping inequalities, whether social, socio-spatial or inter-generational. The leading 
research question is how care and housing are provisioned, how this reconfigures 

forms of inequality, and how this provisioning is contested. This leads to several sub-
questions: How is the provisioning of care and housing embedded in care and housing 

regimes, structuring forms of inequality? How do policies, practices and strategies to-

wards commodification advance/promote and implement the dominance of market 

principles in care and housing provision? How do policies, practices and strategies 

towards decommodification and social protection advance/promote and implement al-

ternatives to the market principle? How are concrete forms of care and housing provi-

sion configured and contested? The objective of the project is to shed light on the 

market-based and community-based configuration and contestation of care and hous-

ing provision by investigating their embeddedness in care and housing regimes and 

the respective policies, practices and strategies. 

Drawing on this regime analysis, case studies investigate concrete forms of care and 

housing provision, i.e. concrete manifestations of these modes in specific organisa-

tions, projects and initiatives:  

Primarily market-based modes and forms in elderly care are private live-in care agen-

cies (Valentin Fröhlich) and financialised asset-based welfare in the housing field 

(Hans Volmary). Primarily reciprocity-based modes and forms in the field of elderly 

care are neighbourhood and local initiatives (Florian Pimminger) and collaborative 

housing (Benjamin Baumgartner). The empirical analysis of the care and housing re-

gimes and respective modes and concrete forms of provisioning in the Global Cities 

(hereafter: GC) Vienna, and then in Budapest and Amsterdam, will be multi-scalar. 
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Market and community shifts in the respective regimes are entangled with multi-level 

policies and influenced by local, regional, national and supranational dynamics. Global 

cities are key sites of social innovation (Naegeli, 2016: 115; Swyngedouw, 2018: 539), 

social disorder (Harvey, 2013, 1989) and gentrification, socio-spatial polarisation and 

diverse inequalities (cf. Sassen, 1991; Chorus, 2013, van Ham et al., 2020). Further-

more, in the provision of welfare services cities bear growing importance (Matznetter 

& Mundt, 2012: 282).  

All four sub-projects will apply the same mix of qualitative methods. The respective 

care and housing regimes will be analysed via policy and document analyses as well 

as expert interviews. These will be executed jointly by the respective teams in care 

(Valentin Fröhlich and Florian Pimminger) and housing (Hans Volmary and Benjamin 

Baumgartner). Document analyses and episodic interviews with relevant actors in con-

crete forms of provisioning will be carried out to investigate policies, practices and 

strategies of care and housing provision. The project combines sociological, philosoph-

ical, socio-economic and geographic perspectives, and its interdisciplinary added 

value results from: (1) combining the common Polanyian and IL framework with SoC 

and Foucauldian perspectives (in the care sub-projects) and political economy and 

geography of the everyday (in the housing sub-projects); (2) developing a common 

research design and methodical approach; (3) facilitating common cross-field and case 

comparisons. This triangulation of theoretical approaches, methods and empirical re-

sults enables the elaboration of commonalities and differences, and interrelations and 

interdependencies between developments in the separate fields as well as in different 

care and housing regimes, and therefore avoids idiosyncratic field interpretations. Fur-

thermore, it situates the research within debates that combine research on care and 

housing (Reichle & Kuschinski, 2020). The expected research benefit of the project 

consists of an interdisciplinary understanding of contemporary configurations and con-

testations of care and housing by cross-field and cross-case analyses, making use of 

the systematically combined Polanyian and IL perspectives and their implications for 

social, socio-spatial and other inequalities.  
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2 Detailed Problem Definition and State-of-the-Art Research 

This section details the theoretical and empirical approach by systematising the state-

of-the-art research, developing a proper research perspective, and presenting the re-

search agenda for the sub-projects. 

The Contested Provision of Care and Housing as Polanyian Double Movements  

The project makes use of the Polanyian concept of the double movement to investigate 

the configuration and contestation of market and community shifts in the fields of care 

and housing, exemplified by case-study analysis. In Polanyi’s work, different meanings 

of the economy play an important role, exposing the discursive power of a formalistic 

understanding that defines economics as the method of optimisation. This neoclassical 

understanding tends to equate “the human economy in general with its market form 

[...]” (Polanyi, 1977: 6). This economistic discourse has promoted the provision of so-

cial services, especially care and housing, through commodification, liberalisation and 

privatisation. The second meaning of economics, introduced by Polanyi and represent-

ing his genuine contribution to interdisciplinary research on economic dynamics, is a 

substantivist understanding of the economy, defining it as “an instituted process of in-

teraction between man and his environment, which results in a continuous supply of 

want-satisfying material means. The human economy, then, is embedded and en-

meshed in institutions, economic and noneconomic” (Polanyi, 1957: 248 pp.). This 

comprehensive and institutionalist notion of the economy prevents the “economistic 

fallacy” of formalistic definition and is at the base of this project´s research design (cf. 

Peck, 2013 for a methodological analysis), highlighting the resulting contradictions of 

market expansion, that only apparently encompasses human existence. 

Polanyi criticises “acts of economizing” (Polanyi, 1957: 247) and economisation, i.e. 

the rise of the (market) economy to an apparently independent domain of human life 

with specific regularities, as commodification, and demonstrates that market activities 

are always related to non-market logics. No market functions without institutions, 

whether property rights, infrastructures or basic provision of health, nutrition, care and 

housing. Polanyi identified the increasing dominance of market-exchange in the 19th 

century as a major factor undermining the livelihood of ordinary people and the civili-

sational collapse of the 20th century. According to Polanyi, land, labour and money 
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were treated like commodities, even though they are “obviously not commodities” be-

cause they are “not produced for sale” (Polanyi, 2001: 76). Treating these “fictitious 

commodities” in such a way had a dramatic impact on the social fabric, as they are 

intimately related to “the most basic ingredients of human existence” (Özel, 2019), and 

“[l]eaving the fate of soil and people to the market would be tantamount to annihilating 

them” (Polanyi, 2001: 137). According to Polanyi, the extension of market forces 

(movement) and the multiplicity of protective measures as well as forms of non-market 

provisioning (countermovement), particularly in relation to fictitious commodities, con-

stitute a “double movement”. It “can be defined as the action and structure of two or-

ganising principles in society, each of them setting itself specific institutional aims, hav-

ing the support of definite social forces and using its own distinctive methods” (Polanyi, 

2001: 138).  

Contemporary movements in the care field are discussed in terms of an “economic 

shift” (Aulenbacher et al., 2018b), transforming care into a fictitious commodity in a 

Polanyian sense (Aulenbacher & Leiblfinger, 2019; Chorus, 2013; Lutz, 2017) and 

manifesting themselves in various modes and forms of market-driven provision (see 

Auth, 2017; Farris & Marchetti, 2017; Vaittinen et al., 2018) and governance (Riegraf, 

2013; Theobald, 2015). These movements towards marketisation have led to counter-

movements, making care a contested terrain in terms of political regulation and social 

protest (Abraham & Aulenbacher, 2019; Artus et al., 2017; Aulenbacher et al., 2020a; 

Décieux et al., 2020) and emerging alternative community-based modes of provision 

(Karner & Weicht, 2016; Laufenberg, 2018; Reimer & Riegraf, 2016). 

Movements in the housing field have introduced “regulated deregulation” (Aalbers, 

2016: 50), corresponding to Polanyi´s (2001: 147) observation that “laissez faire was 

planned”. This facilitated the financialisation of housing (Wijburg, 2020), as well as the 

expansion of market logics into social-housing provision (Wijburg et al., 2018; Morri-

son, 2016). The resultant shortage of affordable housing has led to countermovements 

(e.g. collaborative housing projects) that aim to protect the socio-cultural and ecologi-

cal basis of housing and engage in innovative living arrangements (Hagbert et al., 

2020).  
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Polanyian Principles of Economic Behaviour, Institutional Logics and the Provi-
sion of Care and Housing 

Economic processes are “instituted”, achieving “unity and stability” (Polanyi, 1957: 

249f), by means of “principles of economic behavior” (Polanyi, 2001: 59, 64) or more 

generally, “organisational principles of the economy as a whole” (Atzmüller et al., 2019: 

5): (market) “exchange”, “reciprocity” and “redistribution” (and “householding”, which 

we do not take up). Thus, while market-exchange is a mode mediated by trade, money, 

supply and demand, reciprocity is characterised by forms of symmetrical social rela-

tions2, and redistribution involves allocation and distribution via a central authority (cf. 

Polanyi, 1977: 35-47; Peck, 2013; Jessop & Sum, 2019). In every society, these prin-

ciples are mutually dependent and represented in different constellations and institu-

tional arrangements that we call modes of provisioning. This project explores different 

modes of care and housing provision characterised by a particular, always hybrid, con-

figuration of economic principles, with one – market-exchange, redistribution or reci-

procity – tending to dominance.  

According to Polanyi, “institutional patterns and principles of behavior are mutually ad-

justed” (Polanyi, 2001: 51). However, it remains a desideratum how economic princi-

ples are institutionalised and embedded in the societal order and how this reinforces 

and/or changes diverse forms of inequality (Fraser, 2013; Safuta & Degavre, 2013). 

Therefore, we enrich the Polanyian analysis with the IL perspective, emphasising the 

“institutional complexity” of society (Greenwood et al., 2011). IL are “assumptions, val-

ues, and beliefs, by which individuals and organizations provide meaning to their daily 

activity, organise time and space, and reproduce their lives and experiences” 

(Thornton et al., 2012: 2) arising from “institutional orders” of “the family, community, 

religion, state, market, profession, and corporation” (ibid.: 2, 104). According to this 

neo-institutionalist approach, different and conflicting logics can go hand-in-hand 

(Greenwood et al., 2011, see also Friedland & Alford, 1991; Fuenfschilling & Truffer, 

2014). Market-exchange in a Polanyian sense can co-exist with activities and strate-

 
2 Reference is made to reciprocity in the Polanyian sense of economic behavior, not in the sense of the 
reciprocity of caring discussed in the SoC and which is considered to be an asymmetrical relation (cf. 
Tronto 2013; Safuta & Degavre 2013).  
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gies shaped by IL, which may enforce or restrict commodification. Reciprocity in a Po-

lanyian sense is not independent from other IL the like market, although the community 

logic tends to be dominant.  

Combining the Polanyian and IL perspectives goes beyond ideal-typical systematisa-

tions, and enriches the understanding of hybrid modes and forms of provisioning (see 

for care: Aulenbacher et al., 2018a; Aulenbacher et al., 2020b; Dammayr, 2019; Léon, 

2014; Martinelli, 2017; for housing: Morrison, 2016; Mullins et al., 2012; Van Bortel et 

al., 2018). The IL perspective enriches the housing and care regime analyses, because 

it sheds light on the normative and institutional orders and the sense-making activities 

(Dammayr 2019) by which actors strive to commodify, de-, re- or ex-commodify (Bu-

rawoy 2015) care and housing. The systematic combination of the Polanyian and IL 

perspectives clarifies how actors merge economic behavior with other motives by 

“combining public and private action logics, and (being) subjected to multiple sets of 

institutional conditions” (Blessing, 2012: 190). Which logics are in play and which are 

dominant depends on the concrete institutional configurations and the actor´s embed-

dedness “in social, cultural, and political structures” (ibid., 80), conceptualised in this 

project as regimes.  

Modes of provisioning embedded in Care and Housing Regimes  

The term ‘regime’ is widely used in social science, but suffers from “conceptual polyph-

ony”. It will serve as a “conceptual interface for moving beyond thematic, disciplinary 

and methodological boundaries” (Horvath et al., 2017: 305). In this project, regime 

analyses investigate respective multi-dimensional institutional, discursive and policy 

frameworks which influence the modes and forms of care and housing provision and 

go along with inequalities (cf. for care Appelt, 2014; Lutz, 2017; Theobald, 2019; for 

housing Kemeny, 1992; Schwartz & Seabrooke, 2009; Fernandez & Aalbers, 2016). In 

the SoC regime is defined as the social fabric of “policies, practices, norms and dis-

courses. [...] The term regime therefore emphasises the political as well as the judicial 

and institutional aspects […], but also includes social practices and actors” (Bachinger, 

2014, 129, our trans.). Similarly, Clapham (2018: 4, 24, 34) defines a housing regime 

as “a set of discourses and social, economic and political practices that influence the 

provision, allocation and consumption and housing outcomes in a given country”.  
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In this project, a regime is the social fabric of norms and institutions, discourses and 

policies, which influence everyday practices and strategies of actors, and, on multiple 

scales, enable or constrain modes of care and housing provision. The project will in-

vestigate how modes and concrete forms of provisioning are embedded in respective 

care and housing regimes, their institutional and normative orders (Thornton et al., 

2012), and resultant forms of inequality (Aulenbacher et al., 2020a; Leiblfinger & 

Prieler, 2020; Dammayr, 2019; Kadi & Verlic, 2019; Gutheil-Knopp-Kirchwald & Kadi, 

2017; Arundel, 2017). We define policies as „outputs of political systems; they come 

along in different forms, including laws, regulations or rules” (Knill & Tosun, 2017: 351). 

Governments shape policies, but often in close cooperation with business and a num-

ber of private, civic, community and hybrid organisations. Policies structure the field of 

action of individual and collective actors. In turn, actors influence (and are influenced 

by) policies intentionally through strategies and unintentionally through practices. 

Hence, we understand strategies as activities that serve intentional ends, e.g. coalition 

building, lobbying or civic networking. They empower and disempower groups of ac-

tors, thereby reinforcing or challenging existing or emerging inequalities. Practices are 

“a routinized type of behaviour which consists of [...] forms of bodily activities, forms of 

mental activities, ‘things’ and their use, a background knowledge [...], states of emotion 

and motivational knowledge” (Reckwitz, 2002: 249). The aim is to investigate how pol-

icies, practices and strategies influence movements or countermovements in care and 

housing. 

Research Unit Global Cities  

Policies, practices and strategies in care and housing manifest at local, national, Eu-

ropean and global scales, influencing regimes and modes of provisioning in particular 

ways: care and housing being place-based activities, they tend to be regulated by mu-

nicipalities, nation states and supranational institutions, especially the European Union 

(cf. Theobald & Kern, 2009). We will locate our investigations in Vienna, Budapest and 

Amsterdam, ranked as Alpha-tier Global Cities according to the Global and World City 

Network classification (2020). They have been selected due to specificities of their re-

spective care and housing regimes (see 2.1 and 2.2). 
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Desideratum 

To sum up, our project analyses the contestation of care and housing in terms of Po-

lanyian double movements. It combines Polanyi’s principles of economic behaviour 

with an IL perspective. The multi-scalar analysis of care and housing regimes explores 

how market- and community-based modes and concrete forms of provisioning in the 

three Global Cities are societally embedded and related to forms of inequality. Analys-

ing policies, practices and strategies strives to elucidate the hybrid modes and forms 

of care and housing provision and their contestation. Although much research has al-

ready taken Polanyian or IL perspectives in these fields, interdisciplinary comparative 

analysis of care and housing is a desideratum; contributing to this emerging and inno-

vative research strand is a key aim of the DOC-team. 

2.1 The Contested Provisioning of Care (Valentin Fröhlich & Florian Pimminger) 
Valentin Fröhlich and Florian Pimminger jointly undertake care regime analyses in 

the GC Vienna, Budapest and Amsterdam. They refer to a definition of care as a “life-

guiding and -accompanying principle” comprising “all theoretical reflections of and all 

practical relations between people, which result from the conditions of contingency” 

(Klinger, 2013: 82 pp., our trans.). Care work as “work with and on people” has thereby 

always been characterised by social inequality and asymmetrical power relations 

(Klinger, 2014: 31, our trans.; cf. Klinger, 2013). However, modes of care provision 

vary in time and space, as they are embedded in context-specific care regimes (cf. 

Lutz, 2017). Besides the common care regime analysis the sub-projects empirically 

focus on two modes of provisioning: live-in care considered to be based on market-

exchange (Valentin Fröhlich) and caring communities considered to be reciprocity-

based (Florian Pimminger).  

The thesis of the care team is that live-in care and caring communities, representing 

the market and community shift in contemporary care regimes, are part of Polanyian 

double movements and that both are contested in terms of commodification, search 

for protection, decommodification and IL. In this perspective, the state as regulator and 

redistributor can promote or restrict market-exchange and reciprocity. The following 

table gives an overview over this approach to the field of care: 
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Table 1: Principles of economic behaviour, modes and forms of care provisioning and underlying IL 

Double 
Movement  

Movement  Countermovement 

Principle of 
Economic 
Behaviour 

Exchange (Market) Redistribution (Public) Reciprocity (Civic) 

Mode of 
Provision-
ing 

Live-in Care Promote/ Restrict Caring Communities 

Forms of 
Provision-
ing 

Private For-profit and 
State-subsidised Non-
profit Live-in Care Agen-
cies 

Residential Home for 
the  
Elderly 

Neighbourhood and Local In-
itiatives 

Institutional 
Logics 

Contested dominance of 
the logics of the market 
and the corporation, in-
terrelated with the logics 
of the state, profession, 
family, and community 

Contested dominance 
of the logic of the state, 
interrelated with the 
logics of the market, 
community, family, and 
profession 

Contested dominance of the 
logic of the community, inter-
related with the logics of the 
state, family, profession, 
market, and corporation 

Furthermore, the Polanyian and IL perspective will be combined with insights from 
Foucault’s analytics of power, using governmentality studies to uncover the contradic-

tory agency of the state (cf. Foucault, 2008; 2009; Lemke, 2019). 

In each GC – Vienna, Budapest and Amsterdam – the sub-projects on live-in care and 

caring communities will start with the common care-regime analysis. It addresses the 

question of how the modes and forms of live-in care and community care are embed-

ded in the respective care regime and go along with inequality. The objective is to 

investigate how the normative, institutional, discursive order of the care regime and the 

related supra-, inter-, trans-, national and local policies affect live-in care and caring 

communities and the policies, practices and strategies of the respective actors. The 

care regime analyses draw on this state-of-the-art-research.  

The SoC perspective on care regimes 

The SoC conceives care regimes as “the pattern of how care is perceived, located, 

organized, and related to paid work in a society and in the welfare state” (Beckmann, 

2007: 374, our trans.), and describes them as the “political and social regulation of the 

interaction of state, market, civil society and individuals/families in the provisioning of 

care services” (Appelt, 2014: 56 pp., our trans.). Accordingly, we define a care regime 

as a normative, institutional and discursive fabric influencing and regulating modes and 
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forms of care provision. Care regimes are strongly interrelated with employment, mi-

gration, gender and welfare regimes, the respective supra-, inter-, trans-, national and 

local policies, and social inequalities in the relations of gender, ethnicity and class but 

also intergenerational relations (cf. Appelt, 2014; Chorus, 2013; Dammayr, 2019; Knijn 

& Da Roit, 2013; Melegh et al., 2018).  

Live-in care and caring communities in the Austrian and Viennese care regime 

In the case of live-in care the Austrian conservative-corporatist and explicitly familialist 

care regime (cf. Appelt & Fleischer, 2014; Leichsenring, 2017; Leitner, 2013) orients 

on cash-for-care policies “to strengthen care in the private home of the user” (Österle 

& Bauer, 2012: 267). Social policies following these logics of the state and the family 

as well as the legalisation of live-in care and its recognition as profession combined 

with migration policies of the EU made the Austrian neoliberal self-employment model 

of live-in care a forerunner of marketisation and care brokering by agencies which 

place (mostly) female migrant care workers from Eastern Europe in Austrian house-

holds a flourishing business also in Vienna (Leiber et al., 2020; Leiblfinger & Prieler, 

2018; Weicht & Österle, 2016; Shire, 2015). Besides this market shift in the Austrian 

care regime research also highlights the emergence of community-based initiatives 

establishing new ways of reciprocal caring in rural Austria (cf. Wegleitner et al., 2018; 

Brauer et al., 2018; Fleischer, 2018). Little research focuses on local community initi-

atives in Vienna despite the strong neighbourhood identity (cf. Dahlvik et al., 2017) 

which has nurtured a significant role for neighbourhood initiatives. However, there are 

pioneer projects in Vienna like assisted community living (Matolycz, 2016: 33 p.), in-

tergenerational housing projects and diverse initiatives and projects of the welfare 

agencies and, notwithstanding the persistent familialism of the Austrian care regime, 

research findings show growing interest and acceptance of such new forms of elderly 

care (Kolland et al., 2018; Illetschko, 2019). Furthermore, research on live-in care in 

Austria and community-based care in Germany show that both modes of care provision 

lead to hybrid forms in which also the logics of state, profession, family, and corporation 

play a role in everyday care practices involving professionals, lays, relatives, volun-

teers and in the regulation by law and policies. Both modes and forms of care provision, 

not least their market- and reciprocity-based organisation, go along with different 

meanings of care, ideas of social justice and social inequalities (Aulenbacher et al., 
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2018a: 352; cf. ibid., 2018b; Aulenbacher et al., 2020a; Bachinger, 2015, 2016; 

Haubner, 2017; Haubner & van Dyk, 2019; Leiblfinger, 2020; Prieler 2020; Reimer & 

Riegraf 2016; van Dyk, 2018). Research on the challenges which the Austrian care 

regime is facing in regard to the Covid-19-pandemic has started (Leiblfinger et al., 

2020; Lichtenberger & Wöhl, 2020).  

Despite this well elaborated state-of-the-art research there is no comparative analysis 

of the embeddedness of live-in care and caring communities in the Austrian or 

Viennese care regime. The care team strives to fill this blank space with regard to 

Vienna. It investigates how the Viennese care regime, its normative, institutional and 

discursive order and the respective supra-, inter-, trans-, national and local welfare, 

employment, migration, gender, and, with regard to the common theme of the DOC-

team, housing policies enable or restrict, regulate and deregulate live-in care and car-

ing communities and thereby promote or constraint the market or community shift in 

care provision. Furthermore, it strives to show how these policies lead to modes and 

forms of care provision which do not only refer to the logics of the market and commu-

nity but also of the state, profession, family and corporation and how this go along with 

the commodification, de-, re- and excommodification of care and with social inequali-

ties. Last but not least it investigates how policies react to the pandemic and try to 

adapt the regulation and practice of live-in care and caring communities to given and 

changing conditions.   

Approaching the analysis of the care regimes in Budapest and Amsterdam 

The research design of the care regime analysis in Vienna will be discussed with the 

international collaboration partners to elaborate how it can provide insights for the fur-

ther analysis of Budapest and Amsterdam. These GC represent, with isolated parallels, 

different types of care regimes. Hungary's post-socialist regime, categorised as an 

Eastern European regime in “transition” (Széman & Tróbert, 2017: 207), is faced with 

ageing and emigration (Monostori & Gresits, 2020; cf. Österle, 2014: 374), as well as 

pronounced intergenerational inequalities (Lendvai-Bainton, 2017; cf. Ágh et al., 2020, 

13). Lately, the national government has expedited a “politicisation of embedded ne-

oliberalism via appeals to national identity, solidarity, and sovereignty” (Bohle & 

Greskovits, 2019: 1085), “where the social protection system is actively and strategi-

cally mobilised to gain and sustain political support”, and which is discussed in terms 
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of the “end” of the welfare state (Lendvai-Bainton, 2017: 401). The Hungarian regime 

of elderly care is strongly characterised by family-based elderly care (Gál, 2017: 21). 

In terms of live-in care, it was already stated that it is a central "sending country" (Mé-

legh et al., 2018). Little research has been published on community-based care, alt-

hough Hungary has been mentioned with regard to social innovation (Széman & 

Tróbert, 2017). Amsterdam is notable for its community-based and market-driven el-

derly care arrangements. A recent growth of private live-in care has been observed in 

the Netherlands (cf. Da Roit & Bochove, 2017; Horn et al., 2019), as well as strong 

engagement of civil society in local initiatives (Kelders et al., 2016; Monsen & Jos, 

2013). In both GC the care regime analysis will investigate the embeddedness of live-

in care and caring communities in an adapted, but comparable way as described in the 

case of Vienna drawing on the expertise of the international collaboration partners.  

Fieldwork 

The care regime analyses combine literature review, policy- and document analyses 

and expert interviews with stakeholders, e.g. representatives of politics and administra-

tion; self-organised associations of care workers, unionists, civil society organisations, 

representatives of associations of care agencies.  

2.1.1 The Contested Principle of Market-Exchange in Live-in Care (Valentin Fröh-
lich) 

Drawing on Polanyian research and the joint care-regime analysis, the sub-project on 

movements towards marketisation in elderly care focuses on the brokering of live-in 

care, as a mode of care provisioning dominated by market-exchange, by studying 

cases of the concrete forms of private live-in care agencies and state-subsidised non-

profit agencies embedded in particular care regimes. While the principle of market-

exchange dominates, this mode and forms of provisioning show a hybrid and contested 

configuration of different economic principles and logics of the market, corporation, 

state, family and community.  

The primary thesis of this sub-project is that the formal economisation and commodity 

fiction (Polanyi 2001: 71) of care and care work undermines comprehensive care. The 

second is that the dominance of market and corporations, although contested, restruc-

tures other IL with far-reaching consequences for care-givers and -receivers. The sub-
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project examines how policies regulate or deregulate marketised elderly care, how they 

influence or are influenced by strategies of key actors and everyday practices, and how 

this hybrid configuration of care provisioning affects care and inequalities of gender, 

ethnicity, migration, class, and age. 

The subsequent empirical study aims to answer the following questions: What com-

binations of economic behaviour and IL are represented? How do policies, practices 

and strategies advance or restrict the dominance of the market principle in the provi-

sion of live-in care and how is this contested? How does the marketisation of care 

reduce or exacerbate inequalities? The objective is to shed light on how far care has 

become a commodity and whether and in which ways society is promoting or counter-

acting this movement. 

State-of-the-art research, desiderata, research agenda  

This sub-project conceives the market shift as a reconfiguration of the provisioning of 

live-in care through commodification, marketisation and corporatisation (Farris & Mar-

chetti, 2017). Commodification refers to the commodity fiction of care and care work 

(Aulenbacher et al., 2018a; Aulenbacher & Leiblfinger, 2019; Weicht, 2019). Market-

isation is understood as spread of market principles to the provisioning of care, aggra-

vating the invocation of care and care work “as a commodity, and the individual in need 

of care as a consumer” (Anttonen & Häikiö, 2011: 71). Corporatisation of care refers 

to “the growing presence of for-profit companies […] in the provision of care services” 

and “the adopting of corporate practices” (Farris & Marchetti, 2017: 116). These 

tendencies simultaneously evoke social reactions of decommodification (Polanyi, 

2001: 35 pp., 79, 139), leading to a double movement in the contested field of live-in 

care (Aulenbacher et al., 2020a). 

The increasingly dominant mode of marketised live-in care is contested by different 

actors and different logics (cf. Aulenbacher et al., 2018a; b; Aulenbacher et al., 2020b). 

In this context, research on Austria has identified complicity between the state and 

care-service users (Bachinger, 2016; Weicht, 2019), “modernising” elderly care, tradi-

tionally provided by families (Appelt & Fleischer, 2014). This legitimises a form of mar-

ketisation “in the setting of the home care ideal” (Aulenbacher et al. 2020a, 2; cf. 

Weicht, 2015) through the “construction of self-employed care workers in the private 

household” (Aulenbacher & Leiblfinger 2019: 250). As a result, competing live-in care 
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agencies flourish in a growing care-market, brokering the fictitious commodity of care 

and care work (Aulenbacher et al., 2020; Leiblfinger & Prieler, 2018). Although the 

Netherlands are characterised by a different framework – i.e. greater acceptance of 

institutional care arrangements, more strictly administered cash-for-care benefits and 

a broad and affordable range of formal LTC services (Horn et al., 2019) –, a growing, 

albeit much more regulated live-in market has already been observed (Da Roit & van 

Bochove, 2015). For the case of Hungary, it has been stated that home-based care is 

“still underdeveloped in general, leaving a significant share of needs unmet” (Gal, 

2017: 21). The sub-project investigates how far care and care work have been turned 

into a commodity and which constellations of the principles of market-exchange, redis-

tribution and reciprocity are represented in this emerging configurations. Safuta & Deg-

avre (2013) have shown that reciprocity is a key factor for care workers to ensure social 

protection, or is used “instrumentally” to commodify oneself.  

Further, the project examines how logics of the state (e.g. cash-for-care policies, legal-

isation, regulation), family (e.g. idealising “loving” and intimate home-based care within 

the family) and profession (valorisation and optimisation of professional care services) 

reinforce or hinder the empowerment of the market and corporation (cf. Aulenbacher 

& Leiblfinger, 2019; Aulenbacher et al., 2018a; Aulenbacher et al., 2020a). By analys-

ing live-in care agencies and the principles and IL in the field, the sub-project strives to 

broaden the understanding of the market-shift and its effects. Foucault's analytics of 

power and his later work enable a closer examination of the movement towards mar-

ketisation of live-in care and the extension of economic logics to the organisation of 

social life. This makes it possible to critically conceive of subjects as “entrepreneurs of 

themselves” (Bröckling, 2015) and to problematise an opposing juxtaposition of market 

and state (cf. Foucault, 2008; 2009; Fröhlich & Pimminger, 2020). 

The examination of the marketisation of care in general and live-in care in particular 

demands a multi-scalar perspective and a “context-dependent analysis of markets 

within social-structures” (Weicht, 2019, 262). The sub-project studies how policies reg-

ulate or deregulate field-specific practices and strategies, and how these in turn influ-

ence policies. Austria displays an extremely complex constellation in which, through 

legalisation and regulation, formerly illegal practices were legitimised and affordable 

home-based care provisioning guaranteed, while simultaneously marketisation and 

commodification were promoted (Leiber et al., 2020, 6). The state strategy consists on 



 

	
	

19 

the one hand in limiting in-kind allowances (Bachinger, 2014) and on the other hand in 

creating quality seals (BMASGK, 2019: 48). This has a direct impact on agencies that 

recruit care workers not on the basis of qualifications but on the corporate goal of cost 

reduction (Bahna, 2016; Bahna & Sekulová, 2019; cf. Melegh et al., 2018), and focus 

on the “customers” who buy the supplied product (cf. Aulenbacher et al., 2020b). The 

practice of extensive wage-squeezing is criticised by some, mostly large, agencies, 

which demand stricter regulation and want to compete in higher-quality segments 

(ibid.; Aulenbacher & Leiblfinger, 2019). In the Netherlands, an ongoing restructuring 

of policies in favour of informal and individual live-in care as well as an increased de-

mand can be reported, but these amendments are partly at odds with social norms 

regarding the provision of care (Horn et al., 2019). For the example of the sending 

country Hungary, it was shown that there are massive disparities between localities 

and significant care deficits in certain local governments, leading to a great importance 

of the church and a high-priced private brokering (Gyarmati, 2019; Hegedüs & Szemző, 

2010). 

For care workers, the self-employment model not only presupposes precarious work-

ing conditions and circumvents labour regulations (Leiblfinger, 2020; cf. Steiner et al, 

2019), but also promotes self-economisation and self-exploitative tendencies (Prieler, 

2020). The COVID-19 pandemic has intensified the discrepancy between decent care 

and poor working conditions, and has brought the private and “invisible” work of mi-

grant live-in carers to public attention (Leiblfinger & Prieler, 2020), but to little effect 

(Matei, 2020). As a result, self-employed carers are dependent on “social self-defence” 

through organising in groups or on social media (ibid.). Given the highly contested field 

of live-in care and the current challenges, the sub-project examines how the market-

isation and commodification of care reduces or aggravates inequalities in the feminised 

field of live-in care (Leiblfinger, 2020), characterised by migration and ethnic and class 

inequality. 

The implementation of quality seals, the demand for stricter regulations (Steiner, 

2020), and care protests (Schillinger & Schilling, 2017) are understood within the sub-

project as countermovements in the field of live-in care, but are also examined with 

regard to whether they push markets “towards the next stage of development” (Aulen-

bacher et al., 2020, 4). Insights from Foucault’s analyses (2008; 2009), viewing re-



 

	
	

20 

sistance as a component of power relations, complement the examination of the dou-

ble movement and highlight the productive character of not-solely repressive move-

ments and countermovements. 

Fieldwork 

The sub-project will perform six case studies of live-in care agencies, beginning in Vi-

enna and continuing in Budapest and Amsterdam (two in every city). The case selec-

tion will follow theoretical sampling along the conceptual framework of Polanyian prin-

ciples of market-exchange (for-profit private agencies) and redistribution (state-subsi-

dised non-profit agencies). For each case, documents on policies, task schedules, 

overall care concepts, strategy papers, mission statements, internal and external re-

ports will be analysed. In addition, four episodic interviews per case will be conducted 

with live-ins, management and administrative personnel of live-in-care agencies, re-

cruiters, works councils, and quality management. 

2.1.2 The Contested Principle of Reciprocity in Community-based Care (Florian 
Pimminger) 

This sub-project focuses on countermovements towards community-based reciprocal 

elderly care, by conducting case studies of concrete forms of neighbourhood care ini-

tiatives. The specific focus lies on the interrelations of the examined initiatives with 

(local) welfare and care regimes and the non-profit (third) sector. The scrutiny of how 

community-based care arrangements are regulated by, connected with, supported or 

restricted by policies is decisive for understanding the current community shift. The 

project investigates how the IL of the community, state, market, and family, as well as 

economic principles, interact in practices and strategies in community-based modes of 

provisioning, and how care is de- or ex-commodified. 

The thesis is that concrete forms of community-based care for the elderly depict coun-

termovements, and thereby restructure the field of elderly care by reinforcing social 

cohesion and reciprocity. The questions guiding the research are as follows: How is 

the community-based provisioning of care configured and contested? Which combina-

tions of different principles of economic behaviour and IL are represented? How do 

policies, practices and strategies advance or restrict the dominance of the principle of 

reciprocity and community logics in the provisioning of community-based care? Which 
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contradictions arise from the interplay of economic principles and IL? How does com-

munity-based care reduce or exacerbate inequalities? The objective is to investigate 

how the provisioning of care and the dominant economic principles and IL are config-

ured in the field of community-based elderly care, how this impacts forms of inequality 

and how this is associated with commodification. 

State-of-the-art research, desiderata, research agenda  

Community-based care practices, e.g. in terms of mobile services, intergenerational 

housing projects or initiatives that establish caring communities in districts, neighbour-

hoods or villages, are spreading. Although community-based care is growing in im-

portance in Austria, for example in rural initiatives (cf. Wegleitner et al., 2016; Brauer 

et al., 2018) and in official strategic programmes (cf. Bundeskanzleramt, 2020: 174) 

calling for the establishment of a community-nursing concept following the model of 

Buurtzorg (see also Hauer, 2016; Leichsenring & Straflinger, 2017), it still represents 

an empirically under-researched field. The phenomenon of caring communities is dis-

cussed differently, as community-based forms of care provisioning may be a reaction 

to forced economisation, as “substitution of insufficient public care provision” (Aulen-

bacher et al., 2018a: 356), or as a response to cuts in welfare and care services ”when 

the state or other actors withdraw or do not expand fast enough to meet increased 

demands” (Leibetseder et al., 2017: 140; cf. Montagut et al., 2016; Valdivia & Ortiz 

Escalante, 2019). In addition, an emerging powerful discourse addresses the lack of 

care and respect for vulnerable groups among the elderly, calling for a new culture of 

care in the form of caring communities (Klie, 2019), dementia-friendly communities (cf. 

Rothe et al., 2015), community-based “care sharing” (Habicht, 2018), “compassionate 

communities” (Wegleitner et al., 2016) or “care-full community economies” (Dombroski 

et al., 2019) – in all, a “culture of cooperation and solidarity” (Winker, 2015: 177, our 

trans.). This sub-project takes the definition of local initiatives as “collective practices 

that arise at the municipal or neighbourhood level for creating or sustaining the welfare 

of individuals, groups or communities through the provision of services” (Häikiö et al., 

2017: 281). 

Studies emphasise that community-based forms of care provisioning can make ageing 

and care for the elderly visible, e.g. by removing taboos (Wegleitner & Schuchter, 

2018), and can thus initiate a process of politicising elderly care (Laufenberg, 2018). 
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Furthermore, community care promotes the “sensitization of the population also spe-

cifically to the strengthening of endogenous potentials in the community” (Brauer et al., 

2018: 3, our trans.), enabling social inclusion “through a transformation of social rela-

tions” (Laufenberg, 2018: 85, our trans.; cf. Alisch, 2014). By analysing concrete initi-

atives and its underlying IL, the sub-project seeks to expand the sociological under-

standing of the community shift and its actors and their motivations for action and en-

gagement. It is precisely these important prerequisites for community-based care that 

are made more difficult by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

There is an incipient defamilialisation through a new “mix of paid and unpaid, unpro-

fessional and voluntary, semi-professional and professional services” (Reimer & 

Riegraf, 2016: 28, our trans.), as well as through reciprocal neighbourly relationships 

characterised by “compassion, friendship and a sense of satisfaction” (Pleschberger & 

Wosko, 2017: 562). This creates the possibility of detaching “doing care” from “doing 

gender” (West & Zimmerman, 1987; cf. Riegraf, 2019: 770). Research has indicated 

that gender inequalities sustaining care arrangements within families and beyond are 

increasingly challenged within caring communities (Wegleitner et al., 2018: 10). How-

ever, it is a desideratum to investigate to what extent the dominant community logic 

contributes to new family, intergenerational, and gender arrangements. The sub-pro-

ject will examine how community-based care provision leads to “institutional contradic-

tions” (Friedland & Alford, 1991: 262), a “rearrangement” (Aulenbacher et al., 2018a: 

348), or even an overcoming of the conventional logics which determine gender roles 

as well as traditional divisions of labour. 

However, it is noted critically that the community shift may represent a socio-political 

step backward towards greater social interdependence (van Dyk & Haubner, 2019), 

and that – in the Netherlands, for example – the rise of community-based care is ac-

companied by redefining welfare policies (Kelders et al, 2016). In this context, care is 

subjected to “double privatization” (Haubner, 2019: 205), driving both market-led com-

modification and the “increased activation of informal self-help by civil society” (ibid., 

206, our trans.), and thus “has the potential to become a catalyst for informalization 

and precarization” (van Dyk, 2019: 290; our transl.). Taking up the Janus-faced char-

acter of these arrangements (Häikiö et al., 2017), the project attempts to clarify what 

strategies are pursued, which policies are implemented and how municipalities interact 
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with national, transnational, or supranational actors and activities for promoting com-

munities’ innovation (cf. Széman & Tróbert, 2017; van Eenoo et al., 2015). The sub-

project seeks to examine how far the community shift itself is accompanied by forms 

of commodification, e.g. through hybrid arrangements between corporations, civil so-

ciety, and the state, as well as NPM strategies (cf. Weber, 2020), aiming to better un-

derstand the fluid interaction between decommodification and commodification. 

This sub-project analyses community-based care as new arrangements of care provi-

sioning initiated by civil society from the perspective of a Polanyian countermovement 

which is also thwarted by commodification tendencies. Analysing the “privatisation of 

the social question” (cf. van Dyk, 2019), the ambiguity of community care is augmented 

by Foucault’s analyses of power and governmentality, conceptualising community-

based forms of care as expressions of a new regime of self-responsibility (cf. 

Pyysiäinen et al., 2017; cf. Lemke, 2001: 201).  

Fieldwork 

This sub-project will explore, first in Vienna and then in Budapest and Amsterdam, 

concrete policies, practices and strategies associated with community-based forms of 

elderly care and how they affect their provisioning. The empirical research contains six 

case studies of local neighbourhood care projects for the elderly (two in every city). 

The selection is based on theoretical sampling along the conceptual framework of the 

Polanyian principle of reciprocity, as well as the innovation and charisma of the initia-

tives that they spread throughout the city. For each of the six cases, documents like 

media content, care-concepts, strategy papers, mission statements, website content, 

internal and external reports will be analysed. In addition, 24 episodic interviews (four 

per case) with involved actors (volunteers and professionals) and relatives of the el-

derly will be conducted.  

2.2 The Contested Provisioning of Housing (Benjamin Baumgartner & Hans Vol-
mary) 
Benjamin Baumgartner and Hans Volmary jointly undertake housing-regime analysis. 

Housing is the activity that arranges a place for people to organise their livelihood. It 

constitutes an existential human activity to satisfy basic human needs such as shelter 

and security by transforming the environment into a specific place – a home. This is 

entangled with cultural meaning leading to and resulting from a particular mode of living 
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(Reckwitz, 2019). The place of housing creates a sphere of privacy within “one’s own 

four walls”, but also includes one's surroundings (Foley, 1980), especially material, 

social and ecological infrastructures that shape the concrete form of human-nature 

relationships, socio-cultural integration, and socio-economic provision (Harvey, 2014; 

Reinprecht, 2017; Haberl, 2017). For Polanyi (2001: 191), housing is embedded in the 

social (“health and sanitation”) and ecological (“to breathe fresh air of nature”) infra-

structures that form part of the habitation which countermovements seek to protect 

from market-induced improvement. 

Furthermore, housing is of economic importance, as both an individual asset and a key 

economic sector (including the construction industry and real-estate services). The in-

creasing marketisation of housing deeply affects the socio-economic system: it in-

creases profits, while endangering affordable and sustainable housing. Polanyi cap-

tures this conflict between marketisation and habitation as part of the double move-

ment. Our thesis is that current movements towards marketisation as financialisation, 

and countermovements as forms of collaborative housing, can be considered a double 

movement, resulting in contested modes and forms of provisioning. Financialisation is 

defined as “the spread of (financial) market-oriented rationality” (Heires & Nölke, 2014: 

24, our trans.), while collaborative housing is “as an umbrella term that encompasses 

a variety of housing forms with different degrees of collective self-organization” 

(Czischke et al., 2020). The housing team will study both sides of this double move-

ment to explore housing provision as contested: movements towards improvements 

and marketisation, and countermovements that protect habitation. The regulatory and 

fiscal frameworks of multi-scalar public authorities are ambivalent in that they can both 

constrain or enable movements and countermovements. We operationalise Polanyi’s 

principles of economic behaviour together with an IL perspective to investigate policies, 

practices and strategies in housing provision. 
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Table 2: Principles of economic behaviour, modes and forms of care provisioning and underlying IL 

Double 
Movement  

Movement  Countermovement 

Principle of 
Economic 
Behaviour 

Exchange (Market) Redistribution (Public)  Reciprocity (Civic) 

Mode of 
Provision-
ing 

Rent & Ownership Municipal Housing Co-Housing 

Form of 
Provision-
ing 

Private Rental Units; In-
vestment Apartments 

“Gemeindebau” Limited-Profit Companies; Col-
laborative Living 

Institutional 
Logics 

Contested dominance 
of the logics of markets 
and corporations (real 
estate, financial, con-
struction industry), inter-
related with other logics, 
especially state and 
family 

Contested dominance 
of the redistributional 
logic of the state, inter-
related with logics of 
the market, state, cor-
poration, and profes-
sion 

Contested dominance of the 
logic of self-organised civil so-
ciety, importance of reciprocity, 
strongly interrelated with logics 
of the state, family, community, 
market, and corporation 

 

The housing team seeks to answer the following questions: How are concrete forms 

of housing provision embedded in housing regimes and how does this (re)produce 

different forms of socio-spatial and socio-economic inequality? The objective of the 

regime analysis (for each global city) is to show how modes of housing provision are 

embedded in specific contexts, giving housing provision its concrete form.  

Perspectives on the political economy of housing regimes 

Modes and forms of provisioning of housing are embedded in a time-space-specific 

political economy of housing (Aalbers, 2016; Wetzstein, 2019). Simultaneously, mun-

dane everyday practices and embodied experiences “attend to the embeddedness of 

these into larger, political, economic, and cultural structures” (Leitner et al., 2019: 11). 

Housing regimes are hybrid mixes of economic principles and IL (Christophers, 2013; 

Runonavaara, 2020), conceptualised in three different but related approaches: (1) wel-

fare typologies; (2) path-dependency and (3) varieties of residential capitalism (Clap-

ham, 2018; Ruonavaara, 2020). Key insights will guide our housing regime analysis – 

the importance of (1) political ideology and different modes of provisioning; (2) historic 

institutionalized decisions; and (3) the role and degree of financialisation. We define a 

housing regime as a set of norms, institutions, discourses, and practices that enable 

and constrain modes of housing provision. Although considered an essential part of 
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welfare regimes, it has been called the “wobbly pillar under the welfare state” (Torg-

ersen 1987: 1), due to the significance of private consumption and market provision. 

Housing intersects not only with welfare regimes (Kemeny, 2006; Lennartz, 2010; 

Matznetter & Mundt, 2012), but also with financial markets, leading to periodic booms 

and busts (Schwartz & Seabrooke, 2008; Fernandez & Aalbers, 2016; Wijburg, 2019). 

Liberalised labour markets lead to polarised purchasing power (Allen & Hamnett, 2019; 

Arundel & Lennartz, 2020; Reichle & Kuschinski, 2020), and migration regimes (Muell-

bauer & Murphy, 2008; Sika and Vidová, 2017) influence changes in housing demand.  

Different housing regimes give preference to different policy measures (e.g. making 

mortgages accessible and thereby supporting homeownership vs. subsidising land for 

affordable rental housing). The current Covid-19 pandemic and required self-quaran-

tine is increasing dependencies on adequate (Garber, 2020) while also challenging 

collaborative housing (Czischke, 2020). The associated economic downturn is ex-

pected to adversely affect households’ ability to cover housing costs (Rogers & Power, 

2020; Aalbers, 2020). Governments around the world have responded with a set of 

policy measures such as moratoriums on rents and evictions or mortgage reliefs to 

mediate some of these effects (Farah, 2020). The adequacy and variation of these 

policies in different regimes warrants research. 

Studies often analyse national housing regimes (Matznetter & Mundt, 2012; Hoekstra, 

2020), but subsequently adapt findings to the local context (Clapham, 2018). The hous-

ing team undertakes its regime analysis on the level of the global city in a multi-scalar 

way, as there is no pre-given dominant scale of analysis, since local, national and su-

pranational regulation and policies, as well as their interrelations, impact on housing 

outcomes (Chowdhury et al., 2011). While some scholars identify tendencies to down-

load responsibilities from federal to municipal governments (Zhang, 2020), others “rec-

ognize the continuing relevance of the national as a mediating dimension that influ-

ences policy developments” (Varró & Bunders, 2020: 220). We acknowledge this con-

text-dependent relationship of multiple scales by carrying out document and policy 

analyses of local, regional and national states as well as EU institutions without a priori 

prioritisation of any scale. Despite extensive research, a systematic multi-scalar regime 

analysis integrating all three approaches to housing-regime analysis is a desideratum. 
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A comprehensive approach is, however, decisive for grasping movements of market-

isation and the (re)emergence of countermovements due to the increased importance 

of finance. 

Market-dominant and reciprocal modes of provision in the Viennese housing re-
gime 

Vienna has a long history in social housing, and its housing policies have been widely 

praised for social inclusion and affordability (Marquardt & Glaser, 2020). Recently, it 

has experienced increasing pressures towards marketisation (Kadi, 2015) and com-

munity-based provision (Czischke, 2017; Gruber & Lang, 2018). 'Red Vienna'' (1919-

34) started as an emancipatory municipal project addressing the poor living conditions 

of the working class. It developed an innovative top-down approach centred on munic-

ipal housing (Kadi & Suitner, 2019). The post-World War II period was characterised 

by corporatism and policies centred around a male breadwinner model (Reinprecht, 

2017). Over the last two decades, retrenchment and deregulation have had an impact 

on Vienna, but less so than other European cities (Vollmer & Kadi, 2018). In Vienna, 

collaborative elements have developed mostly in close cooperation with local authori-

ties, e.g. development tenders have to take “social responsibility” into account and/or 

reserve land for collaborative projects (Gruber & Lang, 2018). There exists a broad 

political consensus and commitment that housing provisioning must remain a key mu-

nicipal responsibility (Zupan, 2020). However, the Viennese housing regime is chal-

lenged by growing inequalities, sustainability concerns, population growth, and dis-

crimination against non-citizens (Reinprecht, 2017).  

Housing research has increasingly adopted an IL approach to study the organisational 

hybridity of housing associations, underlying conflictual logics and resulting difficulties 

in providing affordable housing (Morrison, 2016; Mullins et al., 2012). More hybrid and 

complex collaboration among actors in “co-creation”, “co-production” and “finance” of 

affordable housing have been highlighted (van Bortel et al., 2019). Overall, studies 

have focused on the conflict between the long-term social welfare logic of the state and 

the short-term profit-oriented logic of the market. We will investigate other field-specific 

IL, including, for example, state and third-sector logics shaped by a corporatist history 

(Reinprecht, 2017), and family/household logics affected by a gendered division of la-

bour and socio-demographic change (Bärnthaler et al., 2020). Such an IL analysis rep-

resents a desideratum in the current IL literature on housing.  
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Housing Regimes in Budapest and Amsterdam 

The multi-scalar regime analysis will be conducted in the three global cities jointly. 

Vienna and Amsterdam share a (social-democratic) corporatist legacy. While the for-

mer conserved essential parts of its statist and paternalistic structure (Novy et al., 

2001), the latter evolved into (and in part returned to) a more liberal regime with 

stronger civic engagement (van Duijne & Ronald 2018), although the city’s policies 

have amplified socio-spatial inequalities in the past through market-oriented housing 

restructuring (Hochstenbach & Ronald, 2020). Both cities maintain strong municipal 

autonomy (Savini et al., 2016), enabling a comparison between two cities that highly 

value affordable housing, but react differently to contemporary marketisation pres-

sures. Budapest's housing regime shares commonalities with Vienna due to historical 

and geographical affinities (Weinzierl et al. 2017), but experienced heavy retrenchment 

of its former public-housing sector and liberalisation of rent regulation after 1990, lead-

ing to an unconsolidated regime primarily based on home ownership and informality in 

the rental sector (Hegedüs, 2017; Czirfusz, 2019). Additionally, municipal autonomy 

decreased sharply due to increasing state centralisation, while reliance on EU funding 

increased (Varró & Bunders, 2020).  

Fieldwork 

The investigation will start with an in-depth analysis of the Viennese housing regime 

based on existing extensive research (Novy et al., 2001; Matznetter, 2002; Kadi, 2015; 

Reinprecht, 2017; Novy et al., 2018; Novy et al., 2019; Bärnthaler et al., 2020). In a 

second step, the obtained knowledge will guide housing-regime analyses in Amster-

dam and Budapest. Our regime analysis will investigate policies and informal and offi-

cial documents and expert interviews in the three global cities. The comparison of 

these three global cities, including one post-socialist city, represents a desideratum. 

2.2.1 The Contested Principle of Market-Exchange in Asset-Based Welfare (Hans 
Volmary) 

This sub-project systematises Polanyian research on housing provision and focuses 

on movements towards marketisation in the field of housing by analysing home own-

ership, a mode of provisioning dominated by market-exchange. The research object is 

a concrete form of provisioning embedded in a specific housing regime. Case-study 
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analyses will focus on investment apartments as a form of asset-based welfare, explic-

itly framed as investment opportunities (cf. Ronald et al., 2017 for a differentiation), 

targeting the upper middle-class. Although dominated by market principles, its provi-

sioning is a hybrid assemblage of economic principles and IL. 

The sub-project´s thesis is that financialisation is a concrete manifestation of fictitious 

commodification (Polanyi, 2001: 79), undermines the provisioning of affordable hous-

ing and exacerbates other forms of inequality based on class, gender, ethnicity, and 

age. It scrutinises how mundane everyday practices and embodied experiences shape 

and are shaped by urban structures across different contexts (Leitner et al., 2019: 11), 

how certain policies (e.g. on subsidising homeownership) favour marketisation, which 

strategies key actors use to promote their interests (e.g. co-opting political actors or 

promoting liberalisation of rent regulation) and how this normalises certain practices, 

like responsibilisation (e.g. via accumulating private debt to buy secondary properties), 

that result from financialisation. 

The ensuing empirical investigation aims to answer the following questions: How do 

investment apartments combine different principles of economic behaviour and institu-

tional logics? How does financialisation (re)produce other forms of inequality? How do 

policies, practices and strategies advance the dominance of market principles in in-

vestment apartments, and how is this contested? The objective is to investigate how 

the provisioning of housing and the dominant economic principles and IL are config-

ured in the field of asset-based welfare, how this impacts forms of inequality and how 

this is associated with financialisation. 

State-of-the-art research, desiderata, research agenda 

This sub-project understands financialisation as a specific form of commodification, 

representing specific accumulation strategies to increase “improvement”, productivity 

and profitability, triggering social responses of decommodification (Polanyi, 2001: 35 

pp., 79, 139). The financialisation of housing (Schwartz & Seabrooke, 2008; Heeg, 

2013) is an important dynamic in current politico-economic restructuring. The sub-pro-

ject, therefore, employs a “political economy approach” (Aalbers, 2016) to deepen the 

understanding of conflicting and hybrid IL and principles of economic behaviour by 

focusing on accumulation strategies, state regulation and housing finance. 
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The “political economy approach” has been applied primarily in national housing stud-

ies (Metzger, 2020; Gallent, 2019), but also in studies at urban and regional levels 

(Wetzstein 2019, van Loon et al. 2019). Political-economy analysis will be supple-

mented by an analysis of mundane everyday practices and embodied experiences 

(Leitner et al., 2019; FEC, 2018), i.e. how financialisation materialises in everyday life. 

This sub-project analyses inhowfar housing has been transformed from a socio-eco-

nomic good to an asset-class. Financialisation facilitates the treatment of housing as a 

normal commodity (Rolnik, 2013; Forrest & Hirayama, 2015), having distinct implica-

tions for asset--based welfare (Ronald et al. 2017; Wind et al. 2020). As investment 

apartments become fictitious capital by being securitised (Aalbers & Engelen, 2015), 

they complete their metamorphosis towards “genuine financialisation” (Belina, 2017: 

43, our trans.). This leads to an understanding of the home as wealth storage, which 

allows households “to redistribute this wealth over the life cycle” (Montgomerie & 

Büdenbender, 2015: 390), but it simultaneously increases household debt without 

guaranteed stable returns (ibid.: 392). 

While investment apartments are an emblematic form of asset-based welfare, it mani-

fests in hybrid configurations of economic principles and ILs of state, family and cor-

porations. State logics can foster “deregulated and reregulated contours of neoliberal 

globalisation” (Forrest & Hirayama, 2015: 5) While asset-based welfare strengthens 

marketised practices, it legitimises itself discursively by reference to intergenerational 

and inter-familial forms of solidarity and reciprocity (Ronald et al., 2015). Corporations, 

following global logics of shareholder-value maximisation, marginalise logics of com-

munity and collective concerns for neighbourhood development. 

Concrete forms of asset-based welfare are always contextual and shaped by multi-

scalar processes (Wind et al., 2020). Varying economic principles and IL lead to the 

formation of complementary and competing policies, practices and strategies. Housing 

policies are shaped by discourses that responsibilise individuals (Heeg 2013) and le-

gitimise reduced public-welfare expenditure (Searle & McCollum, 2014). Asset-based 

welfare policies have been supported by changes in national and regional fiscal re-

gimes (eg. tax deduction) and actively promoted by EU institutions (Ronald, 2008; 

Montgomerie & Büdenbender, 2015). Home purchases are considered to be economic 

drivers in what Crouch (2009) calls “privatised Keynesianism”. Policy instruments that 
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promote individual asset-building through homeownership include publicly funded sav-

ings banks (Doling & Ronald, 2010) or right-to-buy programms (Forrest & Murie, 1988; 

Jones & Murie, 2006; Ronald, 2012). 

For households to become investors, new practices are required. Taking up debt has 

become a routinised behaviour in order to acquire home-ownership as opposed to 

other asset classes, leading to the financialisation of everyday life (Langley, 2020, Pel-

landind-Simanyi, 2015). Households, as “saver-investors” (Doling & Ronald, 2010: 

168) incorporate financialised practices and mimic professional investors in their deci-

sions and risk-taking (Wijburg, 2020). Further, the “generational contract” has 

changed, leading to new inequalities (Arundel, 2017). Younger generations become 

marginalised with regard to access to home ownership, and staying or moving back 

with parents has become common (Arundel & Hochstenbach 2019; Arundel & Len-

nartz, 2017; Lennartz et al., 2016). Younger cohorts without inheritance endowments 

find home ownership increasingly difficult because of house-price inflation (Lennartz et 

al., 2015; McKee, 2012), reinforcing intergenerational inequalities (Montgomerie & 

Büdenbender, 2015; Arundel, 2017) and concentrating housing wealth in upper-in-

come groups (Christophers, 2018). 

The state, often captured by property-friendly interests, has increasingly replaced pub-

licly-funded pension and other welfare schemes by asset-based welfare (Kemeny, 

1995; Castles, 1998; Doling & Ronald, 2010; Wind et al., 2020), thereby transferring 

responsibility from the state to the individual (Crouch, 2009; Watson, 2010; Heeg, 

2013). Banks form strategic alliances with the real-estate sector, as both profit from 

constructing, financing and/or managing investment apartments (Aigner, 2019; Amann 

& Mundt, 2018). Wealthier households are able to cope better with new risks associ-

ated with debt accumulation, employing different strategies to optimise market entry 

and make profitable decisions with the long-term proactive strategies to amass housing 

wealth (Ronald et al., 2017: 174; cf. Wind et al., 2020). All this impacts on other forms 

of inequality and socio-economic polarisation (Reichle & Kuschinski, 2020; Piketty, 

2014). 

Field Work 

The jointly conducted regime analysis (2.2) will be contextualised by investigating re-

cently-constructed buildings where investment apartments are on offer. An analysis of 
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the political economy of asset-based welfare will be carried out in all three cities, using 

document and policy analysis, secondary data and episodic interviews. The empirical 

research contains six case studies of buildings where investment apartments are on 

offer (two in every city). For each case, documents like, policy briefs, website contents, 

strategy papers, mission statements, memos, internal and external reports will be an-

alysed. Key actors in asset-based welfare are private households that become inves-

tors and the case studies involve four episodic interviews per case with those house-

holds. They will have different socio-economic backgrounds, in order to scrutinise var-

iations in asset-based welfare, which have been largely investigated in quantitative 

terms (Wind et al. 2020). 

2.2.2 The Contested Principle of Reciprocity in Collaborative Housing (Benjamin 
Baumgartner) 

This sub-project focuses on countermovements against marketisation and respective 

modes of provisioning that aim to strengthen social protection in the field of housing. 

In-depth case study analyses will investigate collaborative housing initiatives as con-

crete forms of provisioning, dominated by the economic principle of reciprocity. Alt-

hough reciprocity is dominant, its concrete form of provisioning in collaborative is al-

ways a hybrid assemblage of different economic principles and IL. The sub-project’s 

research object are concrete forms of provisioning embedded in respective housing 

regimes: socially innovative collaborative housing initiatives characterized by cooper-

ative arrangements novel to the local housing context. 

The sub-project’s thesis is that collaborative housing constitutes a countermovement 

to marketisation that aims to protect the provision of affordable and sustainable hous-

ing. It explores the new wave of collaborative housing, focusing on key actors in the 

respective housing regimes, especially municipalities, limited-profit housing associ-

ates, private housing companies, financial institutions and civic initiatives. The project 

aims to scrutinise how certain policies (e.g. smart city; construction subsidies) push 

for, but sometimes also contest, community engagement to (re)build habitation, chang-

ing practices and strategies that key actors deploy to promote their interests (e.g. lob-

bying to change zoning regulations and increase public subsidies; opening new invest-

ment opportunities, accessing new target groups). Furthermore, the sub-project ex-

plores whether collaborative housing initiatives are concrete manifestations of a 
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broader “community shift”, studied so far mainly in the SoC. The objective is to inves-

tigate how collaborative housing manifests itself through particular policies, strategies 

and practices, and how this is contested in concrete forms of provisioning. 

The ensuing empirical investigation aims to answer the following questions: How do 

collaborative housing initiatives combine different principles of economic behaviour 

and institutional logics? To what extent is collaborative housing part of a broader com-

munity shift, and how does this reduce or (re)produce forms of inequality? How do 

policies, practices and strategies advance reciprocal modes of provision, and how is 

this contested? 

State-of-the-art research, desiderata, research agenda 

The sub-project uses “collaborative housing” as an umbrella term to capture different 

forms of housing provision with varying degrees of participatory and community en-

gagement (Lang et al., 2018; Czischke et al., 2020) that foster reciprocity and habita-

tion. It is a growing and diverse research and policy field ranging from small-scale res-

ident-led initiatives (like Baugruppen) to partnership projects where established devel-

opers or housing associations invite participation from future residents. In this regard, 

Czischke (2017) identifies a “continuum of user involvement in collaborative housing”. 

Some initiatives have a long history, often as informal and bottom-up initiatives (Novy, 

1993), but most institutionalised housing cooperatives mainly developed after 1945, 

when they surfaced as a key vehicle of affordable housing (Lang & Novy, 2014). Cur-

rently, a “new wave of collaborative housing” is unfolding across Europe (Hagbert et 

al., 2020; Lang et al., 2018; Vestbro, 2010). Contemporary initiatives are characterised 

by increasing cooperation among actors as well as institutional complexity and hybrid-

ity (Van Bortel et al., 2018). In this sub-project, the potential of this phenomenon will 

be explored, investigating diverse forms of collaborative housing as well as key actors 

in the respective housing regime (from municipalities to financing institutions). This 

interdisciplinary approach will enrich understandings of this emerging but under-re-

searched and under-theorised field of research and policy-making. 

Collaborative housing reinforces the trend towards more community engagement in 

affordable housing (Voorberg et al., 2015; Gruber & Lang. 2018; Van Bortel et al., 

2019). This sub-project investigates how this trend – conceptualised as a community 

shift in the SoC - unfolds in different housing regimes. The literature evaluates the 
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growing importance of community, civil society and participatory engagement ambiva-

lently: some scholars problematise civil society involvement and responsibilisation in 

times of state withdrawal from direct provisioning (Flint, 2004; Heeg, 2013), while oth-

ers highlight potential benefits such as greater social cohesion and social capital, or 

the fulfilment of more diverse housing needs (Lang & Novy, 2014). In this sense, this 

reorganisation of the state-society relation is “Janus-faced”, covering innovative and 

de-commodified forms of housing provisioning, but also risking privatization and rein-

forcing existing inequalities (Swyngedouw, 2005). Concrete outcomes largely depend 

on the way municipalities and established limited-profit housing developers interrelate 

with collaborative initiatives (for instance, through developers’ competitions). Even 

though civic initiatives in general aim to operate with maximum independence from 

state and market actors, almost all depend on access to financial resources (e.g. credit, 

subsidies) as well as legal support from the public sector, and a political will to integrate 

collaborative housing initiatives in affordable housing schemes (e.g. through land sub-

sidies) or at least to create relatively protected spaces for self-organisation (Hagbert et 

al., 2020). In this regard, small-scale resident-led initiatives of the “new wave” of col-

laborative housing often cooperate with established collaborative housing providers, 

creating a contested and changing landscape in which the state can intervene to ex-

tend or restrict community and market involvement. Consequently, the community shift 

may lead to de-commodification (e.g. housing syndicates), but might also support fi-

nancialisation (Wijburg et al., 2018). 

The sub-project investigates novel forms of housing provision, how they are impacted 

by the community shift and how this results in new configurations and contestations. 

The involvement of diverse private and public actors cutting across different economic 

sectors and public institutions is leading to increased institutional complexity (Mullins, 

2006; Van Bortel et al., 2018) and changing power relations. The sub-project will draw 

on the IL perspective to analyse how state logics (e.g. via corporatist tax and subsidy 

structures, bureaucratic and/or outsourced state agencies) or family logics (different 

ways of doing family between the nuclear and the wider family of the collaborative 

initiative or even the neighbourhood as well as new intergenerational configurations) 

influence the manifestation of collaborative housing forms (Wasshede, 2020). The sub-

project will contribute to research introduced by Gruber & Lang (2018) on collaborative 

housing models in Vienna by investigating strategies and practices of key actors (e.g. 
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how do they legitimize their strategies and practices; how do they change and contest 

business models?) 

Lang et al., (2018) argue that discursive policy frameworks like “Smart City” and “Social 

Sustainability” legitimise ideas of resident and community participation in Vienna. The 

way municipalities integrate or create new collaborative elements in existing afforda-

ble-housing schemes is crucial for collaborative housing initiatives, as they heavily de-

pend on public financial and legal support. In this context, land and direct producer 

subsidies have been identified as key policy measures that support collaborative hous-

ing by reducing costs of production and generating additional finance (Gruber & Lang, 

2018; Hagbert et al., 2020). These policies may alter practices and strategies of rele-

vant actors that seek to benefit from the community shift. At the same time, housing 

associations or resident groups may pursue strategies to change existing policies and 

practices. Strategies include cooperation among established and resident-led initia-

tives, for instance to succeed in developer competitions, lobbying to change ownership 

structures or affordable-housing schemes (Gruber & Lang, 2018). Relevant practices 

include the changing cooperation between housing professionals and future residents 

as well as the everyday collective practices that initiatives try to promote (e.g. a more 

gendered division of household labour [Vestbro et al., 2012] or enhancing sustainability 

through communal spaces and activities [Schäfer et al., 2018]). Collaborative strate-

gies and practices may be primarily inward looking (among residents) or also aim to 

change the relationship between the initiative and the living environment, for example 

via neighbourhood events (Thompson, 2018). 

Finally, the sub-project analyses diverse inequalities accompanying collaborative 

housing projects. In established cooperatives, there is a shift from predominantly work-

ing-class to middle-class residents, due to required deposits that are unaffordable for 

low-income households (Kadi, 2015; Lang et al., 2018). Scholars warn of social exclu-

sion (Droste, 2016) and the gentrification-enhanced role that collaborative housing in-

itiatives might play (Hagbert et al., 2020). However, initiatives continue to manoeuvre 

between radical niches and a middle-class-dominated milieu (Thörn et al., 2020). 

Therefore, the sub-project will investigate respective resident compositions in the con-

crete forms of provisioning in the three global cities, how these collaborative housing 

initiatives are embedded in the neighbourhood and whether and how they form part of 

urban renewal and social mixing strategies (Thörn et al., 2020). 
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Field Work 

The empirical investigation is based on six contrasting case studies in the three global 

cities: (1) three resident-led small-scale and (2) three large-scale institutionalised initi-

atives. This will allow a systematic comparison of forms of inequality, especially gender 

inequality, socio-spatial polarisation, and gentrification. The collaborative housing field 

in Vienna will constitute the empirical entry point. Episodic interviews (four per case 

study) will be conducted with initiators and members as well as involved housing pro-

fessionals of selected collaborative housing initiatives, and will be combined with ex-

tensive document and policy analysis (e.g. policy and strategy reports, websites). 
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3 Methodological Design and Interdisciplinary and Cross-field Added Value 

3.1 Methods 
The research design of this project builds on a mix of qualitative methods and is based 

on reconstructive social research (Bohnsack, 2014) to understand policies, practices, 

and strategies in care and housing provision in their interaction with normative, institu-

tional and discursive orders of care and housing regimes. This design enables the two 

teams (care and housing) and four sub-projects to investigate  economic principles and 

IL in field-specific contexts and to show how they shape the contested modes and 

forms of provisioning and go along with social inequalities. The DOC-team makes use 

of a set of qualitative methods that allows to combine in-depth and comparative anal-

yses of the fields and cases. 

Document analysis – applied in the regime analyses and case studies – addresses 

and reconstructs policies and strategies and their normative, institutional and discur-

sive background within the fields. It takes into account "the original purpose of each 

document, the context in which it was produced, and the intended audience” (Bowen, 

2009: 38). The selection of document types is field-dependent and will be developed 

in the sub-projects and the multi-scalar regime analyses, consulting documents from 

different levels. Qualitative content analysis is chosen to give special attention to the 

diversity of conflicting meanings and contextual codes which root in the normative, 

institutional and discursive order of the care and housing regimes, the included social 

inequalities and the economic behaviour and IL shaping the modes and forms of care 

and housing provision. Table 3 shows which documents will be scrutinised on which 

level of analysis.  

Expert interviews (cf. Meuser & Nagel, 2013) form part of the regime analysis and 

further contextualise and systematise the findings in each city. The expertise of inter-

viewees will supply field-specific knowledge and elucidate how important stakeholders 

reflect on the respective market or community shift in the field, describe the challenges 

they are facing and their own policies and strategies to influence the modes and forms 

of care and housing provision. Expert interviews represent an integral pillar of our re-

gime analyses, as we expect to obtain useful empirical results concerning the move-

ments and countermovements in the fields of care and housing. Furthermore, their 

triangulation allows to compare double movements in the fields and to point out the 

commonalities and differences between the contestation of care and housing provision 
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in the three GC. Every regime analysis in each city will comprise five expert interviews, 

adding up to 15 expert interviews for each team (care and housing) and a total of 30 

expert interviews for the whole project. Findings will be evaluated by qualitative con-
tent analysis, in particular by coding as described by Kuckartz (2012). By developing 

and employing a common coding scheme across all four sub-projects from the start, 

we ensure consistency and comparability, facilitate triangulation and foster synergies 

and learning processes between the sub-projects. Therefore, research memos, which 

allow comparison of non-verbal and communicative details of interviews, are compiled. 

The personal interpretations of interviewer and interviewee go together: in this sense, 

it is a co-construction of researchers and participants. 

In the case studies of the sub-projects, episodic interviews with involved actors and 

document analyses – see table 3 showing the documents and the method description 

– will be employed to investigate   the forms of care and housing provision, their un-

derlying economic principles, institutional logics and social inequalities. Through epi-

sodic interviews, the sub-projects seek to reconstruct the policies, practices and strat-

egies of the involved actors and their underlying experience, motivation, behaviour and 

action. The aim is "to enable the presentation of experiences in general, comparative 

[...] form" (Flick, 2011: 139, our trans.) by talking about episodes of everyday life (Flick, 

2010). Thereby, the sub-projects strive to understand how the involved actors become 

part of the movements and countermovements and the creation and contestation of 

market- and reciprocity-based care and housing provision and how they influence 

them. In each sub-project, 24 episodic interviews will be conducted (eight interviews in 

each city). The documentary method will be employed jointly to interpret the narra-

tives of the episodic interviews and to reconstruct “the implicit knowledge that underlies 

everyday practice and gives an orientation to habitualized actions independent of indi-

vidual intentions and motives” (Bohnsack, 2010: 20). Furthermore, the comparative 

case- and field-triangulation is key, “because the framework of orientation takes shape 

and can be empirically examined only in comparison to those of other groups or other 

cases” (ibid.: 110). We make use of the documentary method to investigate whether 

there are common or different “frameworks of orientation” with respect to the economic 

behavior, IL and social inequalities in care and housing provision and the respective 

policies, practices and strategies of the actors. This allows to point out the differences 
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and communalities in the contestation of market- and reciprocity-based forms of care 

and housing provision in the three GC. 

Table 3: Methods, Sources, and Information Gain by Stages 

Method Sources (not exhaustive) Information gain 

 Stage 1 – Regime analyses 

Document-, policy-, and secondary 
data analysis kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 

Expert interviews 

Eurostat, OECD, European Commis-
sion, national databases, laws, poli-
cies, directives and reports, municipal 
databases, laws, regulations and re-
ports lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk 

Stakeholder like public servants, poli-
ticians, civil society organisations 
(CSOs), scholars, consultants, un-
ions, local key actors (public, civil and 
business) 

European, National and City 
data (legal and fiscal frame-
work, aids, grants and subsi-
dies, etc.), inequality (socio-
economic, gender, race, spa-
tial), financialisation, welfare 
and urban development (Euro-
pean competition directives, 
care and housing regulations, 
EU urban agenda, URBACT, 
Eurocities, European Agenda 
on Migration), State-of-the-art 
research, municipal databases, 
reports 

Field knowledge; experts’ per-
spectives on the market and 
community shift in the care and 
housing regimes, policies and 
strategies of the stakeholders, 
differences and commonalities 
between the care regimes and 
modes of care and housing pro-
vision in the GC 

 Stage 2 – Sub-project 

Document analysis 

  

 

 

Episodic interviews 

Reports, websites, policy papers 

 

 

 

live-ins, management and administra-
tive personnel of live-in-care agen-
cies, recruiters, works councils, qual-
ity management, involved actors (vol-
unteers and professionals) and rela-
tives of the elderly; investor-house-
holds, residents (in collaborative 
housing and of investment apart-
ments), housing activists 

(self-)presentation of the forms 
of care and housing provision, 
mission statements, care and 
housing concepts, addressees, 
policies and strategies and their 
inherent economic behavior, IL 
and social inequalities 

Experiences, motives and ori-
entatiosn of the actors in the 
field; significance of economic 
behavior, IL and social inequali-
ties for their policies, practices, 
strategies, differences and 
commonalities between the 
fields and cases of care and 
housing in the GC 

We conduct field-specific syntheses based on regime analysis and case-study level 

aggregation (by the care and housing team). Through the case studies we emphasise 

the special logic (cf. Bude, 1988) of the concrete forms of care and housing and un-

derlying structures of meaning, which vary from case to case. Therefore, in "collection, 
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evaluation and interpretation, it is important to always follow the many facets of the 

case, to present it as comprehensively as possible in its complexity" (Hering & Schmid, 

2014: 530; our trans.). Our research design applies methodical triangulation, investi-

gating the research object multi-perspectively and interdisciplinarily. Jointly-conducted 

regime analyses and the synthesis of field-specific results from the case studies enable 

a reflective research practice (cf. May & Perry, 2013) that avoids idiosyncratic field 

interpretations. The figure below depicts the research process as a three-step ap-

proach to data evaluation and interpretation. 

 

 
Figure 1: Research Process 

 

3.2 Interdisciplinary and Cross-field Added Value 
The DOC-team has formulated common questions and elaborated a joint theoretical, 

conceptual and methodological research design. The applied methodologies and con-

ceptualisation use insights from different PhD programmes and disciplines, particularly 

humanities and cultural studies, with a focus on sociology (Valentin Fröhlich), social 

sciences, economics and business with a focus on sociology (Florian Pimminger) so-

cio-economics (Benjamin Baumgartner), and economic geography (Hans Volmary), for 

multi- and interdisciplinary research. This is expected to bring substantial added value 

to research in the fields of care and housing. For too long, care and housing have been 

treated as separate fields of inquiry. Although there are recent attempts at integrating 

research (Reichle & Kuschinski, 2020), there remains substantial benefit in systemati-

cally combining insights from both strands of research. Filling this research gap is a 

key desideratum of the DOC-Team. To achieve this, a systematic triangulation of re-

sults across cases and fields is implemented. 
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The trifold triangulation followed by the DOC-Team will lead to different types of added 

value: (1) triangulation of methods, (2) field-specific triangulation of cases (movements 

and countermovements in the respective fields) and (3) triangulation between fields 

(commonalities and differences between care and housing) and theoretical debates.  

1) In a first step, the two fields will be investigated separately with a common method-

ology that will be applied in a field-specific way to best assess the provision of housing 

and care. The interdisciplinary cross-field design of the DOC-team allows fruitful com-

bination of insights from research. The combined work therefore incorporates insights 

from comprehensive research on care regimes (Leiblfinger & Prieler, 2018; Chorus, 

2013; Dammayr, 2019), as well as from diverse approaches on housing regimes and 

related concepts (Clapham, 2018; Ruonavaara, 2020; Matznetter & Mundt, 2012). 

2) Field-specific triangulation of the cases will systematically relate dynamics of mar-

ketisation and social protection in housing and care. It will explain whether and to what 

extent there are dynamics of a Polanyian double movement in elderly care and hous-

ing. Following Polanyi, these double movements are considered dialectically, bearing 

in mind that dynamics of social protection are never singular, nor predictable (Peck, 

2013). This triangulation includes the analysis of the respective regimes in three GC, 

based on a consecutive research design. Field-specific triangulation of the cases and 

context-specific knowledge will serve as a base for Part 3 below. 

3) Triangulation based on field comparison can build on rich empirical insights in the 

respective fields and specific disciplinary analyses and can be combined with theoret-

ical debates. Both care and housing are key economic sectors of the foundational 

economy (FEC, 2018), but are seldom analysed in an integrated way. Separate anal-

ysis is also the starting point in this DOC-Team: Elderly care is investigated from a SoC 

perspective, combined with insight from Foucauldian analyses, while housing is inves-

tigated from a political-economy perspective, embedded in socio-economics and ge-

ography. It is a key desideratum of the DOC-team to enrich the respective disciplinary 

analyses by stressing the commonalities of a foundational approach, as well as a Po-

lanyian approach prioritising the provisioning of essential goods and services. Within 

housing research, analysis often focuses on the home as “the single largest asset in 

people’s everyday lives” (Schwartz & Seabrooke, 2008: 1), neglecting intersectional 

inequalities as well as gendered divisions of labour in paid and unpaid work (Hughes 
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& Wright, 2018). This broadened perspective on sustaining foundational activities fo-

cuses on everyday practices in and around the home and neighbourhood (Beebee-

jaun, 2017; Dalla Costa, 2019).  In SoC there is an elaborated strand of research on 

domestic work and care with strong traditions that investigates their commodification 

and transnationalisation including respective forms of governance and social inequali-

ties in relations of gender, race, and class (e.g. Andersen & Shutes, 2014). Further-

more, there are many studies on care brokering by home care agencies and the re-

spective forms of live-in care provision and also an increasing vein of research on car-

ing communities (see the state-of-the-art research in 2.1). Comparison between mar-

ket-based live-in care and community-based care is rarely done (e.g. Haubner, 2017); 

systematic comparison between care and housing provision is a blank space. 

The DOC-team bridges the gap between care and housing studies by picking up the 

phenomenon of the market and community shift in both fields and their contestation, 

theorizing them in a Polanyian and IL perspective. This allows to discuss the empirical 

results concerning the commonalities and differences between the fields as well as the 

theoretical approach in the wider context of the international debate on care and hous-

ing. Part of the dissemination strategy of the DOC-team therefore is the organization 

of (mini-)conferences which allow to bring international scholars from both strands of 

research and the respective disciplines into intense exchange.3 

  

 
3 We would like to thank Roland Atzmüller, Johann Bacher, Richard Bärnthaler, Robert Bauer, Maria 
Dammayr, Jürgen Essletzbichler, Barbara Haas, Thomas Gegenhuber, Dorothea Greiling, Justin Kadi, 
Jakob Kapeller, Michael Leiblfinger, Maria Markantonatou, Uli Meyer, Susanne Pernicka, Leonhard 
Plank, Veronika Prieler, Friedrich Schneider, Elke Schüßler, Elisabeth Springler, Claus Thomasberger 
very much for their helpful comments preparing the oral presentation of the research concept at the 
ÖAW. 
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4 Work Schedule 

Tasks Time 
Period 

Fall 21 Spring 
22 

Fall 22 Spring 
23 

Fall 23 Spring 
24 

Regime  
Analyses 

       

Vienna Aug 21 –  
Oct. 21 

  
    

Budapest Nov 21 –  
Jan 22 

      

Amsterdam Feb 22 – 
Apr 22 

      

Literature Re-
view;  
Expert Inter-
views 

Aug 21 – 
Apr. 22 

      

Evaluation and  
Interpretation 

May 22 – 
Jun 22 

      

Research 
Stays and 
Case Studies 

       

Vienna Jul 22 – 
Sep 22 

 
     

Budapest Nov 22 – 
Jan 23 

  
    

Amsterdam Mar 23 – 
May 23 

 
     

Transcription; 
Completion of 
the Data Set 

Jul 23 – 
Sep 23 

   
 

  

Evaluation and  
Discussion 

Oct 23 – 
Dec 23 

    
 

 

Finalization of  
Dissertations 

Jan 24 – 
Jul 24 

      

Planned Work-
shops  
and Confer-
ences 

May 22; 
Jun 23; 
Jun 24 
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B. Supervising and Mentoring Concept 
Brigitte Aulenbacher and Andreas Novy 

1 Research and Field Experience of the supervisors and mentors  

The authors of this concept will serve as lead supervisors and mentors of the planned 

DOC-team. Prof. Dr. Brigitte Aulenbacher is professor of sociological theory and social 

analysis, and head of the Department of the Theory of Society and Social Analyses, 

Institute of Sociology, Johannes Kepler University Linz (overseeing PhD candidates 

Valentin Fröhlich and Florian Pimminger). Prof. Dr. Andreas Novy is associate profes-

sor of socio-economics, and head of the Institute for Multi-Level Governance and De-

velopment, Department of Socio-Economics, WU Vienna (overseeing PhD candidates 

Benjamin Baumgartner and Hans Volmary).  

They have previously worked together in different contexts, mainly within the frame-

work of the International Karl Polanyi Society (IKPS), founded in 2018, of which An-

dreas Novy is president and Brigitte Aulenbacher vice-president. Their collaborations 

have resulted not only in publications, but in international conferences and exhibitions 

awarded by the Kurt-Rothschild-Preis 2019. Their work has also fostered interand 

trans-disciplinary competences as well as international partnerships in their respective 

international scientific communities. In addition, Brigitte Aulenbacher has addressed 

areas including the theory of society, analyses of contemporary capitalism, interna-

tional sociology of care, labor studies, and gender studies. Andreas Novy’s research 

covers urban studies, including the fields of housing, socio-economics, political econ-

omy, social innovation, and foundational economy. Both are strongly involved in inter-

national research networks in the fields of care and socio-economics respectively; they 

have published widely in ranked journals, edited special issues, and had books pub-

lished.  

This research profile qualifies them to supervise and mentor the DOC-team and to 

move towards embedding PhD candidates’ research in established international col-

laborations, involving experts – both young and established – from different strands 

and disciplines to discuss theoretical approaches, methods and findings in the field of 

care and housing. Additionally, their common work draws on experience with the suc-

cessful DOC-team 67 “Legitime Leistungspolitiken” (2013-2016, three scientific 

awards, one of them for interdisciplinary work) co-mentored by Brigitte Aulenbacher.  
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2 Supervision and Mentoring Program  

Supervising and mentoring is to be organised at three levels: First, the supervisors and 

mentors will offer specific orientation and disciplinary advice for each sub-project, in 

collaboration with the care and housing team. They will offer interdisciplinary advice 

and support to maintain the coherence of the DOC-team, managing differences and 

commonalities between research in the fields of care and housing. Second, the 

planned DOC-team will benefit from an international and interdisciplinary advisory 

board, with three highly respected experts as consultants and collaborators. Third, the 

leading international experts who will host the DOC-team in Delft/Amsterdam and Bu-

dapest will add to the mentoring process by offering insights from their own research, 

and external critiques as well as interdisciplinary inputs to grasp the 'bigger picture' of 

the contested provisioning of care and housing. Advisors as well as hosts will be invited 

to serve as second and third reviewers of the doctoral theses of the four PhD candi-

dates (in accordance with the PhD programs of JKU Linz and WU Vienna).  

Challenges encountered in the theoretical and empirical research and interdisciplinary 

and international collaboration during the individual researches as well as in DOC 

teamwork will be addressed on a regular basis with the supervisors. Further, prelimi-

nary results of the research process will be discussed in the DOC-team as well as in 

the PhD programs of the two universities. The supervisors and mentors will give sup-

port and feedback regarding the preparation of public presentations, especially during 

the three workshops organised within the DOC-Team and in national and international 

conferences. 

2.1 Intensive Supervision of each Sub-project  
Ongoing advice will be facilitated informally, through the physical proximity of the PhD 

students and supervisors at the respective institutes. Formal supervision will function 

according to the PhD programs at the universities where the PhD candidates partici-

pate in seminars and colloquia; their respective presentations will be prepared and 

discussed with the supervisors. At the core of supervision in the DOC-team, there will 

be regular one- or two-day project meetings, to discuss (1) methodological and theo-

retical questions of the sub-projects, the care and housing team and the joint DOC-

Team, and (2) organisational issues related to participation in conferences, publica-

tions, travel plans and possibilities for professional training. Finally, the supervisors 
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and mentors will work as consultants concerning international collaboration, facilitating 

contacts in the respective disciplinary and interdisciplinary scientific communities.  

2.2 Advisory Board 
The advisory board is composed of three well-respected professors from different dis-

ciplines, each with extensive experience in interdisciplinary and collaborative research 

in the fields of care and/or housing:  

Julie Froud, professor of financial innovation at the University of Manchester, is a mem-

ber of the Organisations and Society subject group in the People, Management and 

Organisations division of Alliance Manchester Business School, and of the Founda-

tional Economy Collective, with a focus on alternative welfare measures, housing and 

care. She has published widely in the field of financialisation, privatisation, local and 

regional development. 

Cornelia Klinger, associate professor at the University of Tübingen, is a philosopher 

whose main research areas are political philosophy, cultural philosophy, theory of so-

ciety, care, and care work. She has contributed pioneering studies on modernity, cap-

italism, care and social inequalities, and published on the historical development of 

care and care work as well as on its significance and organisation in contemporary 

societies.  

Flavia Martinelli is a professor at the Department of Architecture and Territory, Medi-

terranean University of Reggio Calabria, in Italy. She has participated in several EU-

funded international research projects and has published widely in the fields of urban 

and regional development, social innovation, social services, and public policies in Eu-

rope.  

The tasks of the advisory board will be as follows:  

The advisors will watch over the implementation of the project from outside, and par-

ticipate in the annual retreat and public research workshops. They will provide written 

and oral feedback on annual progress reports, including any criticism of present re-

search proceedings as well as suggestions for improvements. The objective of the an-

nual retreats is to offer space for individual and collective feedback in an internal, and 

therefore protected, setting; they are scheduled immediately before the public research 

workshops, to reduce travel expenses.  
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2.3 International Hosts and Collaboration Partners 
The unique format of the DOC-team should enable the PhD candidates to gain expe-

rience in international research institutions. Three international cooperation partners 

will host the PhD students in three-month study trips or visits abroad:  

Ewald Engelen, is a full professor of financial geography at the Department of Human 

Geography, Planning and International Development at the University of Amsterdam, 

and member of the Foundational Economy Collective. His individual research as well 

as the Research group Geographies of Globalization focus on financialisation, interna-

tional financial centers, and the foundational economy.  

Maarten van Ham, is professor of urban geography and chair of the Department of 

Urbanism at the Faculty of Architecture and the Built Environment at Delft University 

of Technology. His research focuses on neighbourhood development, urban renewal, 

segregation, global cities, public housing and diverse forms of inequality. Currently, he 

is executing DEPRIVEDHOODS, a 5-year research project funded by the ERC on “So-

cio-spatial inequality, deprived neighbourhoods, and neighbourhood effects”.  

Tamás Bartos is professor of sociology and the deputy director of the Institute of Soci-

ology and Social Policy at the Corvinus University of Budapest. He is an expert in 

quantitative social research and demography. Attila Melegh, is associate professor at 

the Institute of Sociology and Social Policy and founding director of the Karl Polanyi 

Research Center for Global Social Studies at the Corvinus University of Budapest. He 

has published widely on global social change, international migration, population dis-

courses and comparative 25 historical analysis. He served as president of the Steering 

Committee of the European Network in Universal and Global History between 2014 

and 2017.  

Hosts and partners have immense experience in interdisciplinary research in housing 

and/or care, with deepened scholarship in socio-spatial dynamics (van Ham, Engelen), 

demographic change (van Ham, Melegh) and Polanyi (Engelen, Melegh). They will 

work with the PhD students in research at the host institution, and will offer individual 

advice, where necessary, on the sub-projects in their respective locations. 

Of particular importance will be their role as gatekeepers, assisting access to data and 

literature as well as interview partners and stakeholders. This integration with the host-

ing institutes will facilitate elements of the case-study research as well as help to fine-

tune conceptual and theoretical topics. Research in Amsterdam and Budapest will 
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serve data collection and the interpretation of appropriate research as well as aid fa-

miliarisation with the research activities of the host institution. This will stimulate new 

theoretical and methodological insights, and allow candidates to feed into the interna-

tional scientific community, thereby establishing a personal international network.  

The supervisors, advisors and international hosts – as co-organisers and/or contribu-

tors – will take part in the research workshops.  

3 Research Workshops  

In combination with the annual meetings of the advisory board, three public research 

workshops will be held, in 2022, 2023 and 2024. They will be formulated as (mini-) 

conferences, with proper Calls for Papers announced through the usual distribution 

channels of the relevant scientific community; incoming abstracts will be reviewed for 

quality control. Besides the PhD candidates, supervisors, advisors and hosting part-

ners, additional speakers from different disciplinary and interdisciplinary strands of re-

search will be invited, according to workshop topic. Being open to broader participation, 

there will be opportunity for joint public academic discussions on international and in-

terdisciplinary state-of-the-art research on care and housing as well as on theoretical 

approaches and methods. Furthermore, younger researchers will be able to forge net-

works with older scholars as well as their peers.  

All workshops will be organised by the two supervisors' institutes, in collaboration with 

the hosting institutes and the International Karl Polanyi Society. The supervisors will 

oversee workshop content and design jointly with the PhD students. Workshop out-

comes will be published.  

Preliminary workshop topics are:  

Workshop May 2022 – Polanyian perspectives on care and housing: 

In the last decade, Polanyian thoughts and concepts – in particular “fictitious commod-

ities”, “double movement”, the distinction between “improvement and habitation”, the 

economic principles of market-“exchange”, redistribution, reciprocity and household-

ing, “machine age”, the vision of “freedom in a complex society” – have been revised 

for the analysis of contemporary societies. This workshop will consider scholars draw-

ing on general Polanyian approaches and seek to relate their insights to research on 

care and housing. It will stimulate discussion on how Polanyi´s economic, social, and 
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cultural history of industrialism and capitalism might be applied for the analysis of con-

temporary developments in the two fields. Due space will be made to consider on the 

one hand the limits of a Polanyian perspective and on the other how a Polanyian per-

spective might be enriched by other theoretical approaches.  

Workshop 2023 – Theorising societies in transformation:  

This workshop will strive to embed the DOC-team research into wider debates on so-

cieties in transformation and will focus on theoretical debates across a range of inter-

national and interdisciplinary scientific associations and journals (eg. SASE, ESA, ISA, 

IKPS, Foundational Economy Collective, DEPRIVEDHOODS). It assumes that market 

and community shifts in the field of care and housing are part of economic, ecological, 

social, political and cultural developments in many spheres of society, economy and 

everyday life. Aiming to bring together experts from different strands of research and 

disciplines, it will 26 discuss how theoretical work is challenged by societies in trans-

formation and how different theoretical approaches meet these challenges. The objec-

tive is to discuss the Polanyian approach and Institutional Logics perspective of the 

DOC-team with experts from other strands of theoretical work, and to explore how 

different theories aid comprehension of contemporary developments.  

Workshop 2024 – Between market and community shift? Contested provisioning of 

care and housing: 

This international workshop will present the results of the DOC-team to a broader ac-

ademic and nonacademic audience, bringing to discussion the findings and results of 

the research in Vienna, Budapest and Amsterdam. Involved will be scientific experts 

as well as representatives of stakeholders in the field of care and housing. The work-

shop will embed and compare the results of the DOC-team with research from other 

countries, global cities, urban and rural regions, thereby, contributing to the mapping 

of developments in the field of care and housing in Europe, and contextualising the 

team's own findings. Furthermore, it is hoped to bridge the gap between care and 

housing studies by pooling insights from both fields and discussing commonalities and 

differences. The DOC-team plans to publish papers and collections drawing on the 

mini-conferences and to collaborate with the advisory board as well as the international 

hosts on the publication and dissemination of the results. 

 

 



 

	
	

50 

  



 

	
	

51 

References

AALBERS, Manuel (2016) The financialization of housing: A political economy approach. 

London, New York, NY: Routledge. 

AALBERS, Manuel and ENGELEN, Ewald (2015) ‘The political economy of the rise, fall, 

and rise again of securitization’, Environment and Planning A 47(8): 1597–605. 

ABRAHAM, Margaret and AULENBACHER, Brigitte (2019) ‘Contested capitalism: some re-

flections on countermovements, social justice and the task for sociology’, in Klaus 

Dörre, Hartmut Rosa, Karina Becker, Sophie Bose and Benjamin Seyd (eds) Große 

Transformation? Zur Zukunft moderner Gesellschaften: Sonderband des Berliner 

Journals für Soziologie, 1st edn., pp. 527–47. Wiesbaden: Springer. 

ÁGH, Attila, DIERINGER, Jürgen and BÖNKER, Frank (2020) 2020 Hungary Country Re-

port | SGI Sustainable Governance Indicators (consulted 20 Sep 2020). 

AIGNER, Anita (2019) ‘Wohnraum als Investment. Eine Kritik der Vorsorgewohnung’, 

Dérive: 17–25. 

ALISCH, Monika, ed. (2014) Älter werden im Quartier: Soziale nachhaltigkeit durch 

selbstorganisation und Teilhabe. Kassel, Germany: kassel university press. 

ALLEN, John and HAMNETT, Chris (2019) Housing and labour markets: Building the con-

nections. Abingdon, Oxon, New York: Routledge. 

ANDERSON, Bridget and SHUTES, Isabel (2014) Migration and care labour: Theory, 

poilicy and politics. Houndmills, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

ANTTONEN, Anneli and HÄIKIÖ, Liisa (2011) ‘Care ‘going market’: Finnish elderly-care 

policies in transition’, Nordic Journal of Social Research 2: 1–21. 

APPELT, Erna (2014) ‘Das österreichisce Elder-Care-Regime - eine intersektionelle 

Analyse’, in Erna Appelt, Eva Fleischer and Max Pregleu (eds) Elder Care intersek-

tionelle Analysen der informellen Betreuung und Pflege alter Menschen in Öster-

reich, pp. 55–76: Innsbruck Wien: StudienVerl., 2014. 

APPELT, Erna and FLEISCHER, Eva (2014) ‘Familiale Sorgearbeit in Österreich: Moder-

nisierung eines konservativen Care-Regimes?’, in Brigitte Aulenbacher, Birgit 

Riegraf and Hildegard Theobald (eds) Sorge: Arbeit, Verhältnisse, Regime: Care: 

work, relations, regimes, pp. 397–418. Baden-Baden: Nomos. 



 

	
52	

ARTUS, Ingrid, BIRKE, Peter, KERBER-CLASEN, Stefan and MENZ, Wolfgang, eds (2017) 

Sorge-Kämpfe: Auseinandersetzungen um Arbeit in sozialen Dienstleistungen. 

Hamburg: VSA Verlag. 

ARUNDEL, Rowan (2017) ‘Equity Inequity: Housing Wealth Inequality, Inter and Intra-

generational Divergences, and the Rise of Private Landlordism’, Housing, Theory 

and Society 34(2): 176–200. 

ARUNDEL, Rowan and LENNARTZ, Christian (2020) ‘Housing market dualization: linking 

insider–outsider divides in employment and housing outcomes’, Housing Studies 

35(8): 1390–414. 

ATZMÜLLER, Roland (2014) Aktivierung der Arbeit im Workfare-Staat: Arbeitsmarktpo-

litik und Ausbildung nach dem Fordismus. Münster: Verl. Westfälisches Dampfboot. 

ATZMÜLLER, Roland, AULENBACHER, Brigitte, BRAND, Ulrich, DÉCIEUX, Fabienne, 

FISCHER, Karin and SAUER, Birgit (2019) ‘Polanyian perspectives on the movements 

and countermovements of “our time”: an introduction’, in Roland Atzmüller, Brigitte 

Aulenbacher, Ulrich Brand, Fabienne Décieux, Karin Fischer and Birgit Sauer (eds) 

Capitalism in Transformation: Movements and Countermovements in the 21st Cen-

tury, pp. 1–20. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

AULENBACHER, Brigitte (2020) ‘Auf neuer Stufe vergesellschaftet: Care und soziale Re-

produktion im Gegenwartskapitalismus’, in Karina Becker, Kristina Binner and Fabi-

enne Décieux (eds) Gespannte Arbeits- und Geschlechterverhältnisse im Marktka-

pitalismus, 1st edn., pp. 125–47. Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

AULENBACHER, Brigitte, DÉCIEUX, Fabienne and RIEGRAF, Birgit (2018a) ‘Capitalism 

goes care: Elder and child care between market, state, profession, and family and 

questions of justice and inequality’, Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An Interna-

tional Journal 37(4): 347–60. 

AULENBACHER, Brigitte, DÉCIEUX, Fabienne and RIEGRAF, Birgit (2018b) ‘The economic 

shift and beyond: Care as a contested terrain in contemporary capitalism’, Current 

Sociology 66(4): 517–30. 

AULENBACHER, Brigitte and LEIBLFINGER, Michael (2019) ‘The "fictitious commodity" 

care and the reciprocity of caring: a Polanyian and neo-institutionalist perspective 

on the brokering of 24-hour care’, in Roland Atzmüller, Brigitte Aulenbacher, Ulrich 



 

	
53	

Brand, Fabienne Décieux, Karin Fischer and Birgit Sauer (eds) Capitalism in Trans-

formation: Movements and Countermovements in the 21st Century, pp. 245–60. 

Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

AULENBACHER, Brigitte, LEIBLFINGER, Michael and PRIELER, Veronika (2020a) ‘"Jetzt 

kümmern sich zwei slowakische Frauen abwechselnd um meinen Vater…": Institu-

tionelle Logiken und soziale Ungleichheiten in der agenturvermittelten 24h-Betreu-

ung’, in Martin Seeliger and Julia Gruhlich (eds) Intersektionalität, Arbeit und Orga-

nisation, 1st edn., pp. 160–74. 

AULENBACHER, Brigitte, LEIBLFINGER, Michael and PRIELER, Veronika (2020b) ‘The 

Promise of Decent Care and the Problem of Poor Working Conditions. Double 

Movements Around Live-In Care In Austria’, sozialpolitik.ch (2): 1-21. 

AULENBACHER, Brigitte and RIEGRAF, Birgit (2013) ‘Kapitalismus und Krise - eine Frage 

von Ökonomie und Klasse?’, in Roland Atzmüller, Joachim Becker, Ulrich Brand, 

Lukas Oberndorfer, Vanessa Redak and Thomas Sablowski (eds) Fit für die Krise?: 

Perspektiven der Regulationstheorie, pp. 90–110. Münster: Westfälisches Dampf-

boot. 

AUTH, Diana (2017) Pflegearbeit in Zeiten der Ökonomisierung Wandel von Care-Re-

gimen in Großbritannien, Schweden und Deutschland, Münster: Westfälisches 

Dampfboot. 

BACHINGER, Almut (2014) ‘24-Stunden-Betreuung – ganz legal?: Intersektionale Re-

gime und die Nutzung migrantischer Arbeitskraft’, in Brigitte Aulenbacher and Maria 

Dammayr (eds) Für sich und andere sorgen: Krise und Zukunft von Care, pp. 127–

37. Weinheim und Basel: Beltz Juventa. 

BACHINGER, Almut (2016) ‘24-Stunden-Betreuung in Österreich - Die Nutzung migran-

tisierter Arbeitskraft. Vorzeigemodell oder Arbeitsausbeutung?’, Femina Politica 

25(1): 29–51. 

BAHNA, Miloslav (2014) ‘Slovak Care Workers in Austria: How Important Is the Context 

of the Sending Country?’, Journal of Contemporary European Studies 22(4): 411–

26. 

BAHNA, Miloslav and SEKULOVÁ, Martina (2019) Crossborder care: Lessons from Cen-

tral Europe, Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan. 



 

	
54	

BÄRNTHALER, Richard, NOVY, Andreas and STADELMANN, Basil (2020) ‘Urban Regener-

ation’s Double Dialectics: a Polanyian Perspective on Social-Ecological Transfor-

mations of Cities’, Journal of Urban Affairs: 1–25. 

BECKMANN, Sabine (2007) ‘Die geteilte Arbeit? Möglichkeiten einer sozialpolitischen 

Steuerung des Careverhaltens von Männern’, Zeitschrift für Familienforschung 

19(3): 371–92. 

BEEBEEJAUN, Yasminah (2017) ‘Gender, urban space, and the right to everyday life’, 

Journal of Urban Affairs 39(3): 323–34. 

BELINA, Bernd (2017) ‘Kapitalistischer Wohnungsbau: Ware, Spekulation, Finanziali-

sierung’, in Barbara Schönig, Justin Kadi and Sebastian Schipper (eds) Wohnraum 

für alle?!: Perspektiven auf Planung, Politik und Architektur, pp. 31–47. Bielefeld: 

Transcript. 

BLACKWELL, Timothy and KOHL, Sebastian (2019) ‘Historicizing housing typologies: be-

yond welfare state regimes and varieties of residential capitalism’, Housing Studies 

34(2): 298–318. 

BLESSING, Anita (2012) ‘Magical or Monstrous? Hybridity in Social Housing Govern-

ance’, Housing Studies 27(2): 189–207. 

BMASGK (2019) Österreichischer Pflegevorsorgebericht 2018. Wien. 

BOHLE, Dorothee and GRESKOVITS, Béla (2019) ‘Politicising embedded neoliberalism: 

continuity and change in Hungary's development model’, West European Politics 

42(5): 1093. 

BOHNSACK, Ralf (2010) ‘Documentary Method and Group Discussions’, in Pfaff Nicolle, 

Bohnsack Ralf and Weller Wivian (eds) Qualitative analysis and documentary 

method in international educational research, pp. 99–124. Opladen: B. Budrich. 

BOHNSACK, Ralf (2014) Rekonstruktive Sozialforschung: Einführung in qualitative Me-

thoden, 9th edn., Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften 

BOWEN, Glenn A. (2009) ‘Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method’, Qual-

itative Research Journal 9(2): 27–40. 

BRAUER, Kai, HAGENDORFER-JAUK, Gabriele, KOGLER, Hermine and BATTISTATA, Sabine 

(2018) Community Capacity Building im Umgang mit Demenz - Kooperation der 



 

	
55	

Marktgemeinde Moosburg mit dem Alternsforschungszentrum IARA der FH Kärn-

ten, Tagungsband des 12. Forschungsforum der österreichischen Fachhochschu-

len. 

BRÖCKLING, Ulrich (2015) The entrepreneurial self: Fabricating a new type of subject. 

London: SAGE. 

BUDE, Heinz (1988) ‘Der Fall und die Theorie. Zum erkenntnistheoretischen Charakter 

von Fallstudien’, Gruppendynamik(4): 421–7. 

BUNDESKANZLERAMT ÖSTERREICH (2020) Aus Verantwortung für Österreich: Regie-

rungsprogramm 2020-2024, https://www.dieneuevolkspartei.at/Download/Regie-

rungsprogramm_2020.pdf. (consulted 29.10.20). 

BURAWOY, Michael (2015) ‘Facing an unequal world’, Current Sociology 63(1): 5–34. 

CARAMANI, Daniele, ed. (2017) Comparative politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

CHORUS, Silke (2013) Care-Ökonomie im Postfordismus: Perspektiven einer integralen 

Ökonomie-Theorie. Münster: Westfälisches Dampfboot. 

CHOWDHURY, Rinku Roy, LARSON, Keli, GROVE, Morgan, POLSKY, Colin, COOK, Eliza-

beth, ONSTED, Jeffrey and OGDEN, Laura (2011) ‘A Multi-Scalar Approach to Theo-

rizing Socio-Ecological Dynamics of Urban Residential Landscapes’, Cities and the 

Environment 4(1): 1–21. 

CHRISTOPHERS, Brett (2013) ‘A Monstrous Hybrid: The Political Economy of Housing in 

Early Twenty-first Century Sweden’, New Political Economy 18(6): 885–911. 

CHRISTOPHERS, Brett (2018) ‘Intergenerational Inequality? Labour, Capital, and Hous-

ing Through the Ages’, Antipode 50(1): 101–21. 

CLAPHAM, David (2018) Remaking Housing Policy: An International Study. Milton: 

Routledge. 

CROUCH, Colin (2009) ‘Privatised Keynesianism: An Unacknowledged Policy Regime’, 

The British Journal of Politics and International Relations 11(3): 382–99. 

CZIRFUSZ and MÁRTON (2019) Housing Challenges and their Solutions: The role of local 

governments in Hungary. Berlin: Friedrich-Ebert Stiftung. 

CZISCHKE, Darinka (2017) ‘Collaborative housing and housing providers: towards an 

analytical framework of multi-stakeholder collaboration in housing co-production’, 

International Journal of Housing Policy 18(1): 55–81. 



 

	
56	

CZISCHKE, Darinka (2020) Special Co-Lab Blog Series: COVID19 and Collaborative 

Housing, https://co-lab-research.net/author/darinkaczischke/ (consulted 29.10.20). 

CZISCHKE, Darinka, CARRIOU, Claire and LANG, Richard (2020) ‘Collaborative Housing 

in Europe: Conceptualizing the Field’, Housing, Theory and Society 37(1): 1–9. 

DA ROIT, Barbara and BOCHOVE, Marianne (2017) ‘Migrant Care Work Going Dutch? 

The Emergence of a Live-in Migrant Care Market and the Restructuring of the Dutch 

Long-term Care System’, Social Policy & Administration 51(1): 76–94. 

DAHL, Hanne Marlene (2017) Struggles In (Elderly) Care: A Feminist View. London: 

Palgrave Macmillan UK. 

DAHLVIK, Julia, FRANZ, Yvonne and HOEKSTRA, Myrte (2017) Interethnic coexistence in 

European cities: A policy handbook. Wien: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie 

der Wissenschaften. 

DALLA COSTA, Mariarosa (2019) Women and the subversion of the community: A Mari-

arosa Dalla Costa reader. Oakland: PM Press. 

DAMMAYR, Maria (2019) Legitime Leistungspolitiken?: Leistung, Gerechtigkeit und Kri-

tik in der Altenpflege. Weinheim: Juventa Verlag. 

DÉCIEUX, Fabienne, BECKER, Karina and KUTLU, Yalcin (2019) ‘Permanenter Notstand 

und der Kampf um gute Sorge(arbeit) – Polanyi'sche Doppelbewegungen in der 

Marktgesellschaft’, Industrielle Beziehungen / The German Journal of Industrial Re-

lations 26(4): 386–406. 

DOLING, John and RONALD, Richard (2010) ‘Home ownership and asset-based welfare’, 

Journal of Housing and the Built Environment 25(2): 165–73. 

DOMBROSKI, Kelly, HEALY, Stephen and MCKINNON, Katharine (2019) ‘Care-full Com-

munity Economies’, in Christine Bauhardt and Wendy Harcourt (eds) Feminist polit-

ical ecology and the economics of care: In search of economic alternatives, pp. 99–

115. London: Routledge. 

DROSTE, Christiane (2016) ‘German co-housing: an opportunity for municipalities to 

foster socially inclusive urban development?’, Urban Research & Practice 8(1): 79–

92. 



 

	
57	

FARHA, LEILANI (2020) United Nations Human Rights Special Procedures. COVID-19 

Guidance Note: Protecting renters and mortgage payers, https://www.make-the-

shift.org/protecting-renters-and-mortgage-payers/ (consulted 14.09.21). 

FARRIS, Sara R. and MARCHETTI, Sabrina (2017) ‘From the Commodification to the Cor-

poratization of Care: European Perspectives and Debates’, Social Politics: Interna-

tional Studies in Gender, State & Society 24(2): 109–31. 

FOUNDATIONAL ECONOMY COLLECTIVE (2018) Foundational economy: The infrastructure 

of everyday life. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 

FERNANDEZ, Rodrigo and AALBERS, Manuel (2016) ‘Financialization and housing: Be-

tween globalization and Varieties of Capitalism’, Competition & Change 20(2): 71–

88. 

FISHER, Berenice and TRONTO, Joan (1990) ‘Toward a Feminist Theory of Caring’, in 

Emily Abel and Margret Nelson (eds) Circles of care: Work and identity in women's 

lives, pp. 35–62. New York: SUNY Press. 

FLEISCHER, Eva (2018) ‘Älter werden in Mieming – wo geht die Reise hin? Partizipative 

Sozialplanung in einer Tiroler Landgemeinde’, soziales_kapital 19: 136–50. 

FLICK, Uwe (2010) ‘Episodic Interviewing’, in Martin W. Bauer and George Gaskell 

(eds) Qualitative researching with text, image and sound: A practical handbook, pp. 

76–92. Los Angeles: Sage Publishing. 

FLICK, Uwe (2011) Qualitative Sozialforschung: Eine Einführung, 4th edn. Hamburg: 

Rowohlt-Taschenbuch-Verlag. 

FLINT, John (2004) ‘The responsible tenant: housing governance and the politics of 

behaviour’, Housing Studies 19(6): 893–909. 

FOLEY, Donald L. (1980) ‘The sociology of housing’, Annual Review of Sociology 6(1): 

457–78. 

FORREST, Ray and HIRAYAMA, Yosuke (2015) ‘The financialisation of the social project: 

Embedded liberalism, neoliberalism and home ownership’, Urban Studies 52(2): 

233–44. 

FOUCAULT, Michel (2008) The birth of biopolitics: Lectures at the Collège de France, 

1978-79. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 



 

	
58	

FOUCAULT, Michel (2009) Security, Territory, and Population: Lectures at the Collège 

de France, 1977-1978. New York: Picador USA. 

FRASER, Nancy (2013) ‘A Triple Movement? Parsing the Politics of Crisis after Polanyi’, 

New Left Review(81): 119–32. 

FRIEDLAND, Roger and ALFORD, Robert R. (1991) ‘Bringing Society Back In: Symbols, 

Practices, and Institutional Contradictions’, in Walter W. Powell (ed.) The new insti-

tutionalism in organizational analysis, pp. 232–63. Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press. 

FRÖHLICH, Valentin and PIMMINGER, Florian (2020) Kapitalismus – Macht – Demokratie: 

Michel Foucault und Colin Crouch im Dialog. Linz: Trauner. 

FUENFSCHILLING, Lea and TRUFFER, Bernhard (2014) ‘The structuration of socio-tech-

nical regimes—Conceptual foundations from institutional theory’, Research Policy 

43(4): 772–91. 

GÁL, Róbert Iván (2017) ‘Long-term care for the elderly in Hungary’, in Bent Greve (ed.) 

Long-term Care for the Elderly in Europe: Developments and Prospects, pp. 8–22. 

Abingdon: Routledge. 

GALLENT, Nick (2019) Whose housing crisis?: Assets and homes in a changing econ-

omy. Bristol: Bristol University Press. 

GARBER, MEGAN (2020) Homes actually need to be practical now: One of the ironies of 

social distancing is that it can put privacy in short supply., https://www.theatlan-

tic.com/culture/archive/2020/03/finding-privacy-during-pandemic/608944/ (con-

sulted 29.10.20). 

GAWC (2020) The World According to GaWC 2020, 

https://www.lboro.ac.uk/gawc/world2020t.html (consulted 29.10.20). 

GOULD, Kenneth Alan and LEWIS, Tammy L. (2017) Green gentrification: Urban sus-

tainability and the struggle for environmental justice. London, New York: Routledge 

Taylor & Francis Group. 

GREENWOOD, Royston, RAYNARD, Mia, KODEIH, Farah, MICELOTTA, Evelyn R. and 

LOUNSBURY, Michael (2011) ‘Institutional Complexity and Organizational Re-

sponses’, The Academy of Management Annals 5(1): 317–71. 



 

	
59	

GRUBER, Ernst and LANG, Richard (2018) ‘Collaborative housing models in Vienna 

through the lens of social innovation’, in Gerard van Bortel, Vincent Gruis, Joost 

Nieuwenhuijzen and Ben Pluijmers (eds) Affordable Housing Governance and Fi-

nance: Innovations, Partnerships and Comparative Perspectives, pp. 41–58. Abing-

don: Routledge. 

HABEL, Simone and TSCHENKER, Theresa (2020) ‘Stay at Work. Zur Situation der Live-

In-Pflege in der Corona-Krise’, Soziale Sicherheit (6), 2020: 215–9. 

HABERL, Helmut (2017) ‘The Material Stock–Flow–Service Nexus: A New Approach for 

Tackling the Decoupling Conundrum’, Sustainability 9(7): 1049. 

HABICHT, Gerhard (2018) Care Sharing: Von der Angehörigenpflege Zur Selbsthilfe in 

Sorgenden Gemeinschaften. Wiesbaden: Springer. 

HAGBERT, Pernilla, LARSEN, HENDRIK, THÖRN, Håkan, WASSHEDE, CATHRIN, eds (2020) 

Contemporary co-housing in Europe: Towards sustainable cities? Abingdon: 

Routledge. 

HÄIKIÖ, Liisa and FRAISSE, LAURENT, ADAM, SOFIA, JOLANKI, OUTI AND KNUTAGÅRD, MAR-

CUS (2017) ‘The Janus Face of social innovation in local welfare initiatives’, in Flavia 

Martinelli, Anneli Anttonen and Margitta Matzke (eds) Social services disrupted: 

Changes, challenges and policy implications for Europe in times of austerity, pp. 

281–301. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

HAJER, Maarten A. (1995) The Politics of Environmental Discourse: Ecological Mod-

ernization and the Policy Process. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

HARVEY, David (1989) The condition of postmodernity: An enquiry into the origins of 

cultural change. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 

HARVEY, David (2013) Rebel cities: From the right to the city to the urban revolution. 

London: Verso. 

HARVEY, David (2014) Seventeen Contradictions and the End of Capitalism. London: 

Profile Books. 

HAUBNER, Tine (2017) Die Ausbeutung der sorgenden Gemeinschaft: Laienpflege in 

Deutschland. Frankfurt: Campus Verlag. 

HAUBNER, Tine (2019) ‘Das soziale Band neu knüpfen? Bürgerschaftliche Sorgedienst-

leistungen im Schatten von Arbeitsmarkt und Sozialstaat’, in Klaus Dörre, Hartmut 



 

	
60	

Rosa, Karina Becker, Sophie Bose and Benjamin Seyd (eds) Große Transforma-

tion? Zur Zukunft moderner Gesellschaften: Sonderband des Berliner Journals für 

Soziologie, 1st edn., pp. 197–210. Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

HAUER, Gerlinde (2016) Buurtzorg – Vom Pilotprojekt zum größten Non-Profit-Unter-

nehmen in der mobilen Pflege, https://awblog.at/buurtzorg-vom-notstand-in-der-

pflege-zur-sozialen-innovation/ (consulted 29.10.20). 

HEEG, Susanne (2013) ‘Wohnungen als Finanzanlage. Auswirkungen von Responsi-

bilisierung und Finanzialisierung im Bereich des Wohnens’, sub\urban. zeitschrift für 

kritische stadtforschung 1(1): 75–99. 

HEGEDÜS, József (2017) ‘Social Housing in Post-crisis Hungary: A Reshaping of the 

Housing Regime under ‘Unorthodox’ Economic and Social Policy’, Critical Housing 

Analysis 4(1): 90–101. 

HEGEDÜS, József and SZEMZŐ, Hanna (2010) ‘Households’ Strategy in old-age: financ-

ing retirement’, Teorija in praksa 47(5): 1062–77. 

HEIRES, Marcel and NÖLKE, Andreas, eds (2014) Politische Ökonomie der Finanziali-

sierung. Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

HERING, Linda and SCHMIDT, Robert J. (2014) ‘Einzelfallanalyse’, in Nina Baur and Jörg 

Blasius (eds) Handbuch Methoden der empirischen Sozialforschung, pp. 529–41. 

Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

HOCHSTENBACH, Cody and RONALD, Richard (2020) ‘The unlikely revival of private rent-

ing in Amsterdam: Re-regulating a regulated housing market’, Environment and 

Planning A: Economy and Space 52(8): 1622–42. 

HOEKSTRA, Joris (2020) ‘Comparing Local Instead of National Housing Regimes? To-

wards International Comparative Housing Research 2.0’, Critical Housing Analysis 

7(1): 74–85. 

HORN, Vincent, SCHWEPPE, Cornelia, BÖCKER, Anita and BRUQUETAS-CALLEJO, María 

(2019) ‘Live-in migrant care worker arrangements in Germany and the Netherlands: 

motivations and justifications in family decision-making’, International journal of age-

ing and later life 13(2): 83 – 113. 

HORVATH, Kenneth, AMELINA, Anna and PETERS, Karin (2017) ‘Re-thinking the politics 

of migration. On the uses and challenges of regime perspectives for migration re-

search’, Migration Studies 5(3): 301–14. 



 

	
61	

ILLETSCHKO, Sonja (2019) Der Wunsch im Alter selbstbestimmt und differenziert zu 

wohnen Eine qualitative Studie über Betreutes Wohnen im Haus Rudolfsheim des 

Kuratorium Wiener Pensionisten-Wohnhäuser. FH Campus Wien. 

JESSOP, Bob and SUM, Ngai-Ling (2019) ‘Polanyi: Classical Moral Economist or Pio-

neer Cultural Political Economist?’, Österreichische Zeitschrift für Soziologie 44(2): 

153–167. 

JONES, Colin and MURIE, Alan (2006) The right to buy: Analysis and evaluation of a 

housing policy. Oxford: Blackwell. 

KADI, Justin (2015) ‘Recommodifying Housing in Formerly “Red” Vienna?’, Housing, 

Theory and Society 32(3): 247–65. 

KADI, Justin and GUTHEIL-KNOPP-KIRCHWALD, Gerlinde (2017) ‘Housing policy and spa-

tial inequality: recent insights from Vienna and Amsterdam’, in Brigitte Unger, Daan 

van der Linde and Michael Getzner (eds) Public or Private Goods?, pp. 175–96. 

Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

KADI, Justin and SUITNER, Johannes (2019) ‘Red Vienna, 1919–1934’, in Anthony M. 

Orum, Dennis R. Judd, Marisol García, Choon-Piew Pow and Bryan R. Roberts 

(eds) The Wiley-Blackwell encyclopedia of urban and regional studies, pp. 1–5. 

Sussex: Wiley Blackwell. 

KADI, Justin and VERLIČ, Mara, eds (2019) Gentrifizierung in Wien Perspektiven aus 

Wissenschaft, Politik und Praxis, 2019th edn. Wien: Kammer für Arbeiter und An-

gestellte für Wien. 

KARNER, Christian and WEICHT, Bernhard, eds (2016) The Commonalities of Global 

Crises: Markets, Communities and Nostalgia. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK. 

KELDERS, Ymke, ten HOEVE, Sanne, KWEKKEBOOM, Rick, WITTENBERG, Yvette, VAN ZAL, 

Stefanie and SCHMALE, Linda (2016) ‘Community Care and the Care Transition in 

the Netherlands’, Journal of Social Intervention: Theory and Practice 25(4): 27–40. 

KEMENY, Jim (1995) ‘Theories of Power in the Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism’, 

Journal of European Social Policy 5(2): 87–96. 

KEMENY, Jim (2006) ‘Corporatism and Housing Regimes’, Housing, Theory and Society 

23(1): 1–18. 



 

	
62	

KLIE, Thomas (2019) Wen kümmern die Alten? Auf dem Weg in eine sorgende Gesell-

schaft. Pattloch eBook. 

KLINGER, Cornelia (2013) ‘Krise war immer… Lebenssorge und geschlechtliche Ar-

beitsteilung in sozialphilosophischer und kapitalismuskritischer Perspektive’, in Erna 

Appelt, Brigitte Aulenbacher and Angelika Wetterer (eds) Gesellschaft: Feministi-

sche Krisendiagnosen, 1st edn., pp. 82–104. Münster: Westfälisches Dampfboot. 

KLINGER, Cornelia (2014) ‘Selbstsorge oder Selbsttechnologie?: Das Subjekt zwischen 

liberaler Tradition und Neoliberalismus’, in Brigitte Aulenbacher and Maria Dammayr 

(eds) Für sich und andere sorgen: Krise und Zukunft von Care, pp. 31–9. Weinheim 

und Basel: Beltz Juventa. 

KNIJN, Trudie and DA ROIT, Barbara (2013) ‘Work-family balance in the Netherlands: 

Work and care culture mediating between institutions and practices’, in Blanche Le 

Bihan, Claude Martin and Trudie Knijn (eds) Work and care under pressure: Care 

arrangements across Europe, pp. 33–56. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press. 

KNILL, Christoph and TOSUN, Jale (2017) ‘Policy-making’, in Daniele Caramani (ed.) 

Comparative politics, pp. 349–62. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

KOLLAND, Franz, ROHNER, Rebekka, HOPF, Stefan and GALLISTL, Vera (2018) Wohn-

monitor Alter 2018 Wohnbedürfnisse und Wohnvorstellungen im dritten und vierten 

Lebensalter in Österreich. Innsbruck: Studien Verlag. 

KREUTZNER, Gabriele, GRONEMEYER, Reimer and ROTHE, Verena (2015) Im Leben blei-

ben: Unterwegs zu Demenzfreundlichen Kommunen. Bielefeld: transcript Verlag. 

KUCKARTZ, Udo (2012) Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse: Methoden, Praxis, Computerunter-

stützung. Weinheim: Juventa. 

LAKNER, Zoltán and TAUSZ, Katalin (2016) ‘From a Welfare to a Workfare State: Hun-

gary’, in Klaus Schubert, Paloma de Villota and Johanna Kuhlmann (eds) Chal-

lenges to European Welfare Systems, 1st edn., pp. 325–50. Basel: Springer Inter-

national Publishing. 

LANG, Richard, CARRIOU, Claire and CZISCHKE, Darinka (2018) ‘Collaborative Housing 

Research (1990–2017): A Systematic Review and Thematic Analysis of the Field’, 

Housing, Theory and Society 37(1): 10–39. 

LANG, Richard and NOVY, Andreas (2014) ‘Cooperative Housing and Social Cohesion: 

The Role of Linking Social Capital’, European Planning Studies 22(8): 1744–64. 



 

	
63	

LANG, Richard and STOEGER, Harald (2018) ‘The role of the local institutional context 

in understanding collaborative housing models: empirical evidence from Austria’, 

International Journal of Housing Policy 18(1): 35–54. 

LANGLEY, Paul (2020) ‘The Financialization of Life’, in Philip Mader, Daniel Mertens 

and Natascha van der Zwan (eds) The Routledge international handbook of finan-

cialization, pp. 68–78. London: Routledge. 

LAUFENBERG, Mike (2018) ‘Sorgende Gemeinschaften?’, s u b u r b a n zeitschrift für 

kritische stadtforschung 6: 77–96. 

LEIBER, Simone, ROSSOW, Verena, ÖSTERLE, August and FRERK, Timm (2020) ‘Yet an-

other black box: brokering agencies in the evolving market for live-in migrant care 

work in Austria and Germany’, International Journal of Care and Caring(4): 1–22. 

LEIBETSEDER, Bettina, ANTTONEN, Anneli, ØVERBYE, Einar, PACE, Charles and SIGNY, 

Irene Vabo (2017) ‘The horizontal ‘re-mix’ in social care: trends and implications for 

service provision’, in Flavia Martinelli, Anneli Anttonen and Margitta Matzke (eds) 

Social services disrupted: Changes, challenges and policy implications for Europe 

in times of austerity, pp. 134–54. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

LEIBLFINGER, Michael (2020) ‘"Wie liebevoll kümmernde Angehörige": Die Verge-

schlechtlichung von Care und deren Entnennung als Arbeit am Beispiel der 24-

Stunden-Betreuung’, in Pfeil, Walter, J., Astrid Reichel and Sabine Urnik (eds) 

Pflege und Betreuung - who cares?, pp. 1–13. Wien: MANZ'sche Verlags- und Uni-

versitätsbuchhandlung. 

LEIBLFINGER, Michael and PRIELER, Veronika (2018) ‘Elf Jahre 24-Stunden-Betreuung 

in Österreich: Eine Policy- und Regime-Analyse.‘, in Lukas Kälin und Michael Ro-

senberger (eds) Linzer WiEGe-Reihe. Beiträge zu Wirtschaft – Ethik – Gesellschaft 

9, pp. 4-85. Katholische Privatuniversität Linz 

LEIBLFINGER, Michael and PRIELER, Veronika (2020) Updates on Migrant Live-in Care 

in Austria at the time of COVID-19: A Glimpse into the Media, 

https://ltccovid.org/2020/04/10/updates-on-migrant-live-in-care-in-austria-at-the-

time-of-covid-19-a-glimpse-into-the-media1/ (consulted 15 Oct 2020). 

LEIBLFINGER, Michael, PRIELER, Veronika, SCHWITER, Karin, STEINER, Jennifer, BENA-

ZHA, Aranka and LUTZ, Helma (2020) ‘Impact of COVID-19 policy responses on live-



 

	
64	

in care workers in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland’, Journal of Long-Term Care: 

144-150. 

LEICHSENRING, Kai (2017) ‘The Austrian welfare state system: With special reference 

to the long-term care system’, in Christian Aspalter (ed.) The Routledge International 

Handbook to Welfare State Systems, pp. 258–73. London: Routledge 

LEICHSENRING, Kai and STRAFLINGER, Heidemarie (2017) Das Buurtzorg-Modell: Ein 

neues Paradigma für die Organisation von Arbeit, https://awblog.at/das-buurtzorg-

modell/ (consulted 29 Oct 2020). 

LEITNER, Sigrid (2013) Varianten von Familialismus: Eine historisch vergleichende 

Analyse der Kinderbetreuungs- und Altenpflegepolitiken in kontinentaleuropäischen 

Wohlfahrtsstaaten. Berlin: Duncker & Humblot. 

LEITNER, Helga, SHEPPARD, Eric and PECK, Jamie (2019) ‘Urban studies unbound: post-

millenial spaces of theory’, in Helga Leitner, Jamie Peck and Eric Sheppard (eds) 

Urban studies inside-out, pp. 3–21. Los Angeles: SAGE. 

LEMKE, Thomas (2001) ‘'The birth of bio-politics': Michel Foucault's lecture at the 

Collège de France on neo-liberal governmentality’, Economy and Society 30(2): 

190–207. 

LEMKE, Thomas (2019) Foucault's analysis of modern governmentality: A critique of 

political reason. London: Verso. 

LENDVAI-BAINTON, Noemi (2017) ‘Radical politics in post-crisis Hungary: illiberal de-

mocracy, neoliberalism and the end of the welfare state’, in Patricia Kennett and 

Noemi Lendvai-Bainton (eds) Handbook of European social policy, pp. 400–14. 

Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

LENNARTZ, Christian (2010) Typologies of welfare state and housing regimes: Why do 

they differ?, Working Paper presented at the Conference Comparative housing re-

search: Approaches and policy challenges in a new international era, Delft Univer-

sity of Technology, March 24th - 25th, 2010. 

LENNARTZ, Christian, ARUNDEL, Rowan and RONALD, Richard (2016) ‘Younger Adults 

and Homeownership in Europe Through the Global Financial Crisis’, Population, 

Space and Place 22(8): 823–35. 

LEÓN, Margarita, ed. (2014) The Transformation of Care in European Societies. Lon-

don: Palgrave Macmillan. 



 

	
65	

LICHTENBERGER, Hannah and WÖHL, Stefanie (2020) Der Pflege- und Gesundheitssek-

tor in der Krise (AKG), https://mosaik-blog.at/corona-pflege-gesundheit/ (consulted 

29 Oct 2020). 

LUTZ, Helma (2017) ‘Care as a fictitious commodity: Reflections on the intersections of 

migration, gender and care regimes’, Migration Studies 5(3): 356–68. 

MARQUARDT, Susanne and GLASER, Daniel (2020) ‘How Much State and How Much 

Market? Comparing Social Housing in Berlin and Vienna’, German Politics: 1–20. 

MARTINELLI, Flavia (2017) ‘Social services, welfare states and places: an overview’, in 

Flavia Martinelli, Anneli Anttonen and Margitta Matzke (eds) Social services dis-

rupted: Changes, challenges and policy implications for Europe in times of austerity, 

pp. 11–48. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

MATEI, Flavia (2020) Wie sich 24-Stunden-Betreuer*innen in der Corona-Krise organi-

sieren, https://mosaik-blog.at/wie-sich-24-stunden-betreuerinnen-in-der-corona-

krise-organisieren/ (consulted 15 Oct 2020). 

MATOLYCZ, Esther (2016) Pflege von alten Menschen, 2nd edn. Wiesbaden.: Springer 

VS. 

MATZNETTER, Walter (2020) ‘Integrating Varieties of Capitalism, Welfare Regimes, and 

Housing at Multiple Levels and in the Long Run’, Critical Housing Analysis 7(1): 63–

73. 

MATZNETTER, Walter and MUNDT, Alexis (2012) ‘Housing and Welfare Regimes’, in Da-

vid F. Clapham, Kenneth Gibb and William A. V. Clark (eds) The Sage handbook of 

housing studies, pp. 274–94. Los Angeles: SAGE. 

MCKEE, Kim, MOORE, Tom, SOAITA, Adriana and CRAWFORD, Joe (2017) ‘‘Generation 

Rent’ and The Fallacy of Choice’, International Journal of Urban and Regional Re-

search 41(2): 318–33. 

MELEGH, Attila, GÁBRIEL, Dóra, GRESITS, Gabiriella and HÁMOS, Dalma (2018) ‘Aban-

doned Hungarian workers and the political economy of care work in Austria’, Review 

of Sociology of the Hungarian Sociological Association 28(4): 61–88. 

METZGER, Philipp (2020) Die Finanzialisierung der deutschen Ökonomie am Beispiel 

des Wohnungsmarktes, 1st edn. Münster: Westfäl. Dampfboot. 



 

	
66	

MEUSER, Michael and NAGEL, Ulrike (2013) ‘Das Experteninterview - wissenssoziolo-

gische Voraussetzungen und methodische Durchführung’, in Barbara Friebertshäu-

ser and Heike Boller (eds) Handbuch Qualitative Forschungsmethoden in der Erzie-

hungswissenschaft, 4th edn., pp. 457–71. Weinheim: Beltz Juventa. 

MONOSTORI, Judit and GRESITS, Gabriella (2020) ‘Ageing’, in Judit Monostori, Péter Őri 

and Zsolt Spéder (eds) Demographic Portrait of Hungary 2018, pp. 131–49. Buda-

pest. 

MONSEN, Karen A. and BLOK, Jos de (2013) ‘Buurtzorg: nurse-led community care’, 

Creative nursing 19(3): 122–7. 

MONTAGUT, Teresa, VILÀ, Gemma and RIUTORT, Sebastià (2016) ‘Barcelona: A Citi-

zen’s Agreement for an Inclusive City’, in Taco Brandsen, Sandro Cattacin, Adalbert 

Evers and Annette Zimmer (eds) Social Innovations in the Urban Context, pp. 272–

9. Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

MONTGOMERIE, Johnna and BÜDENBENDER, Mirjam (2015) ‘Round the Houses: Home-

ownership and Failures of Asset-Based Welfare in the United Kingdom’, New Polit-

ical Economy 20(3): 386–405. 

MORRISON, Nicky (2016) ‘Institutional logics and organisational hybridity: English hous-

ing associations’ diversification into the private rented sector’, Housing Studies 

31(8): 897–915. 

MUELLBAUER, John and MURPHY, Anthony (2008) ‘Housing markets and the economy: 

the assessment’, Oxford Review of Economic Policy 24(1): 1–33. 

MULLINS, David, CZISCHKE, Darinka and VAN BORTEL, Gerard (2012) ‘Exploring the 

Meaning of Hybridity and Social Enterprise in Housing Organisations’, Housing 

Studies 27(4): 405 – 417. 

MUSTERD, Sako, MARCIŃCZAK, Szymon, VAN HAM, Maarten and TAMMARU, Tiit (2017) 

‘Socioeconomic segregation in European capital cities. Increasing separation be-

tween poor and rich’, Urban Geography 38(7): 1062–83. 

NAEGELI, Partricia (2016) ‘Social Policies and Governance in Geneva: What About So-

cial Innovation?’, in Taco Brandsen, Sandro Cattacin, Adalbert Evers and Annette 

Zimmer (eds) Social Innovations in the Urban Context, pp. 97–124. Basel: Springer 

International Publishing. 



 

	
67	

NAGL-CUPAL, Martin, KOLLAND, Franz, ZARTLER, Ulrike, MAYER, Hanna, BITTNER, Marc, 

KOLLER, Martina Maria, PARISOT, Viktoria and STÖHR, Doreen Angehörigenpflege in 

Österreich: Einsicht in die Situation pflegender Angehöriger und in die Entwicklung 

informeller Pflegenetzwerke. Wien: Bundeministerium für Arbeit, Soziales, Gesund-

heit und Konsumentenschutz. 

NOVY, Klaus (1993) Beiträge zum Planungs- und Wohnungswesen. Wien: Magistrat 

der Stadt Wien Magistratsabt. 18. 

NOVY, Andreas, BÄRNTHALER, Richard and STADELMANN, Basil (2019) ‘Navigating be-

tween Improvement and Habitation: Countermovements in Housing and Urban In-

frastructure in Vienna’, in Roland Atzmüller, Brigitte Aulenbacher, Ulrich Brand, Fa-

bienne Décieux, Karin Fischer and Birgit Sauer (eds) Capitalism in Transformation: 

Movements and Countermovements in the 21st Century. Cheltenham: Edward El-

gar Publishing. 

NOVY, Andreas, REDAK, Vanessa, JÄGER, Johannes and HAMEDINGER, Alexander 

(2001) ‘The End of Red Vienna’, European Urban and Regional Studies 8(2): 131–

44. 

ÖSTERLE, August (2014) ‘Care-Regime in den neuen EU-Mitgliedsstaaten’, in Brigitte 

Aulenbacher, Birgit Riegraf and Hildegard Theobald (eds) Sorge: Arbeit, Verhält-

nisse, Regime, pp. 363–79. Baden-Baden: Nomos-Verlag. 

ÖSTERLE, August and BAUER, Gudrun (2012) ‘Home care in Austria: the interplay of 

family orientation, cash-for-care and migrant care’, Health & social care in the com-

munity 20(3): 265–73. 

ÖZEL, Hüseyin (2019) ‘Commodification’, in Gareth Dale, Christopher Holmes and Ma-

ria Markantonatou (eds) Karl Polanyi's Political and Economic Thought, pp. 131–49. 

Newcastle: Agenda Publishing. 

PECK, Jamie (2013) ‘For Polanyian Economic Geographies’, Environment and Plan-

ning A 45(7): 1545–68. 

PELLANDINI-SIMÁNYI, Léna, HAMMER, Ferenc and VARGHA, Zsuzsanna (2015) ‘The Fi-

nancialization of Everyday life or the Domestication of Finance?’, Cultural Studies 

29(5-6): 733–59. 



 

	
68	

PERRY, Beth and MAY, Tim (2014) ‘Reflexivity and the Practice of Qualitative Re-

search’, in Uwe Flick (ed.) The SAGE handbook of qualitative data analysis, pp. 

109–22. London: SAGE. 

PLESCHBERGER, Sabine and WOSKO, Paulina (2017) ‘From neighbour to carer: An ex-

ploratory study on the role of non-kin-carers in end-of-life care at home for older 

people living alone’, Palliative Medicine 31(6): 559–65. 

POLANYI, Karl (1957) ‘The Economy as Instituted Process’, in Karl Polanyi, Conrad M. 

Arensberg and Harry Pearson (eds) Trade and market in the early empires: Econo-

mies in history and theory, pp. 243–69. Glencoe Ill.: Free Press. 

POLANYI, Karl (1977) The livelihood of man. New York: Acad. Press. 

POLANYI, Karl (2001) The great transformation: The political and economic origins of 

our time. Boston: Beacon Press. 

PRIELER, Veronika (2020) ‘Autonome Ältere, Pflegefälle und kontrollbedürftige Selbst-

ständige: Subjektkonstruktionen in der 24-Stunden-Betreuung in Österreich’, Swiss 

Journal of Sociology 46(2): 259–80. 

PYYSIÄINEN, Jarkko, HALPIN, Darren and GUILFOYLE, Andrew (2017) ‘Neoliberal govern-

ance and ‘responsibilization’ of agents: reassessing the mechanisms of responsibil-

ity-shift in neoliberal discursive environments’, Journal of Social Theory 18(2): 215–

35. 

RECKWITZ, Andreas (2002) ‘Toward a Theory of Social Practices’, European Journal of 

Social Theory 5(2): 243–63. 

RECKWITZ, Andreas (2019) Das Ende der Illusionen: Politik, Ökonomie und Kultur in 

der Spätmoderne. Berlin: Suhrkamp. 

REICHLE, Leon Rosa and KUSCHINSKI, Eva (2020) Why housing is a feminist issue, oder 

warum die Wohnungsfrage feministisch zu stellen ist, https://www.acade-

mia.edu/44145090/Why_housing_is_a_feminist_issue_oder_warum_die_Woh-

nungsfrage_feministisch_zu_stellen_ist (consulted 15 Oct 2020). 

REIMER, Romy and RIEGRAF, Birgit (2016) Geschlechtergerechte Care-Arrangements? 

Zur Neuverteilung von Pflegeaufgaben in Wohn-Pflege-Gemeinschaften, Wein-

heim: Beltz Juventa. 



 

	
69	

REINPRECHT, Christoph (2017) ‘Kommunale Strategien für bezahlbaren Wohnraum: 

Das Wiener Modell oder die Entzauberung einer Legende’, in Barbara Schönig, Jus-

tin Kadi and Sebastian Schipper (eds) Wohnraum für alle?!: Perspektiven auf Pla-

nung, Politik und Architektur, pp. 213–30. Bielefeld: Transcript. 

RIEGRAF, Birgit (2019) ‘Care, Care-Arbeit und Geschlecht: gesellschaftliche Verände-

rungen und theoretische Auseinandersetzungen’, in Beate Kortendiek, Birgit Riegraf 

and Katja Sabisch (eds) Handbuch Interdisziplinäre Geschlechterforschung, pp. 

763–72 Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

ROGERS, Dallas and POWER, Emma (2020) ‘Housing policy and the COVID-19 pan-

demic: the importance of housing research during this health emergency’, Interna-

tional Journal of Housing Policy 20(2): 177–83. 

ROLNIK, Raquel (2013) ‘Late Neoliberalism: The Financialization of Homeownership 

and Housing Rights’, International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 37(3): 

1058–66. 

RONALD, Richard, KADI, Justin and LENNARTZ, Chris (2015) ‘Homeownership-Based 

Welfare in Transition’, Critical Housing Analysis 2(1): 1. 

RONALD, Richard, LENNARTZ, Christian and KADI, Justin (2017) ‘What ever happened 

to asset-based welfare? Shifting approaches to housing wealth and welfare secu-

rity’, Policy & Politics 45(2): 173–93. 

RUONAVAARA, Hannu (2020) ‘Rethinking the Concept of ‘Housing Regime’’, Critical 

Housing Analysis 7(1): 5–14. 

SAFUTA, Anna and DELGAVRE, Florence (2013) ‘What has Polanyi got to do with it? 

Undocumented migrant domestic workers in Belgium and the usages of reciprocity’, 

in Laura Oso and Natalia Ribas-Mateos (eds) The international handbook on gen-

der, migration and transnationalism: Global and development perspectives, 420–

438. Cheltenham: Elgar Publishing. 

SAFUTA, Anna and NOACK, Kristin (2020) A pandemic, and then what? | Routed Maga-

zine, https://www.routedmagazine.com/care-workers-germany (consulted 15 Oct 

2020). 

SASSEN, Saskia (1991) The global city: New York, London, Tokyo. Princeton: Princeton 

Univ. Press. 



 

	
70	

SAVINI, Federico, BOTERMAN, Willem R., VAN GENT, Wouter P.C. and MAJOOR, Stan 

(2016) ‘Amsterdam in the 21st century: Geography, housing, spatial development 

and politics’, Cities 52: 103–13. 

SCHÄFER, Martina, HIELSCHER, Sabine, HAAS, Willi, HAUSKNOST, Daniel, LEITNER, 

Michaela, KUNZE, Iris and MANDL, Sylvia (2018) ‘Facilitating Low-Carbon Living? A 

Comparison of Intervention Measures in Different Community-Based Initiatives’, 

Sustainability 10(4): 1047. 

SCHILLIGER, Sarah and SCHILLING, Katharina (2017) ‘Care-Arbeit politisieren: Heraus-

forderungen der (Selbst-)Organisierung von migrantischen 24h-Betreuerinnen’, Fe-

mina Politica 26: 101–16. 

SCHWARTZ, Herman and SEABROOKE, Leonard (2008) ‘Varieties of Residential Capital-

ism in the International Political Economy: Old Welfare States and the New Politics 

of Housing’, Comparative European Politics 6(3): 237–61. 

SCOTT, James W. and SOHN, Christophe (2019) ‘Place-making and the bordering of 

urban space: Interpreting the emergence of new neighbourhoods in Berlin and Bu-

dapest’, European Urban and Regional Studies 26(3): 297–313. 

SEARLE, Beverley A. and MCCOLLUM, David (2014) ‘Property-based welfare and the 

search for generational equality’, International Journal of Housing Policy 14(4): 325–

43. 

SHIRE, Karen (2015) ‘Family Supports and Insecure Work: The Politics of Household 

Service Employment in Conservative Welfare Regimes’, Social Politics: Interna-

tional Studies in Gender, State & Society 22(2): 193–219. 

SIKA, Peter and VIDOVÁ, Jarmila (2017) ‘Interrelationship of migration and housing in 

Slovakia’, Journal of International Studies 10(3): 91–104. 

STEINER, Jennifer (2020) ‘«Guter Lohn für gute Arbeit»? Legitimation und Kritik im Re-

gulierungsprozess der Rund-um-die-Uhr-Betreuung betagter Menschen in Schwei-

zer Privathaushalten’, Swiss Journal of Sociology 46(2): 281–303. 

STEINER, Jennifer, PRIELER, Veronika, LEIBLFINGER, Michael and BENAZHA, Aranka 

(2019) ‘Völlig legal!?: Rechtliche Rahmung und Legalitätsnarrative in der 24h-Be-

treuung in Deutschland, Österreich und der Schweiz’, Österreichische Zeitschrift für 

Soziologie 44(1): 1–19. 



 

	
71	

SWYNGEDOUW, Erik (2005) ‘Governance Innovation and the Citizen: The Janus Face 

of Governance-beyond-the-State’, Urban Studies 42(11): 1991–2006. 

SWYNGEDOUW, ERIK (2019) ‘The Urbanization of Capital and the Production of Capital-

ist Natures’, in Matt Vidal, Tony Smith, Tomás Rotta and Paul Prew (eds) The Ox-

ford Handbook of Karl Marx, pp. 539–58, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

SZÉMAN, Zsuzsa and TRÓBERT, Anett Mária (2017) ‘Social Innovation in the Provision 

of Services in long-term care’, European Journal of Mental Health 12(2): 204–18. 

THEOBALD, Hildegard (2015) ‘Marketization and managerialization of long-term care 

policies in a comparative perspective’, in Tanja Klenk and Emmanuele Pavolini (eds) 

Restructuring Welfare Governance: Marketization, Managerialism and Welfare 

State Professionalism, pp. 27–45. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

THEOBALD, Hildegard (2019) ‘Care: Ansätze und Perspektiven der international verglei-

chenden Geschlechterforschung’, in Beate Kortendiek, Birgit Riegraf and Katja 

Sabisch (eds) Handbuch Interdisziplinäre Geschlechterforschung, pp. 773–82. 

Wiesbaden: Springer VS. 

THEOBALD, Hildegard and KERN, Kristine (2016) ‘Elder Care Systems: Policy Transfer 

and Europeanization’, in A. Cerami (ed.) Post-Communist Welfare Pathways, 1st 

edn., pp. 148–63. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

THOMPSON, Matthew (2018) ‘From Co-Ops to Community Land Trusts: Tracing the His-

torical Evolution and Policy Mobilities of Collaborative Housing Movements’, Hous-

ing, Theory and Society 37(1): 82–100. 

THÖRN, Håkan, LARSEN, Henrik Gutzon, HAGBERT, Pernilla and WASSHEDE, Cathrin 

(2019) ‘Constraints and possibilities for co-housing to address contemporary urban 

and ecological crises A conclusion’, in Contemporary Co-housing in Europe, pp. 

202–13. Routledge. 

THORNTON, Patricia, OCASIO, William and LOUNSBURY, Michael (2012) The institutional 

logics perspective: A new approach to culture, structure, and process. New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

TORGERSEN, Ulf (1987) ‘Housing: the Wobbly Pillar under the Welfare State’, Scandi-

navian Housing and Planning Research 4: 116–26. 

TRIANDAFYLLIDOU, Anna and MARCHETTI, Sabrina, eds (2015) Employers, agencies and 

immigration: Paying for care. Burlington: Ashgate. 



 

	
72	

TRONTO, Joan C. (2013) Caring democracy: Markets, equality, and justice. New York: 

New York University Press. 

VAITTINEN, Tiina, HOPPANIA, Hanna-Kaisa and KARSIO, Olli (2018) ‘Marketization, com-

modification and privatization of care services’, in Juanita Elias and Adrienne Rob-

erts (eds) Handbook on the international political economy of gender, pp. 279–391. 

Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

VALDIVIA, Blanca and ORTIZ ESCALANTE, Sara (2019) ‘Reassembling the city through 

intersectional feminism: Subversive responses to the economic crisis in Barcelona’, 

in Elizabeth L. Sweet (ed.) Disassembled Cities: Social and Spatial Strategies to 

Reassemble Communities, pp. 62–70. Abingdon: Routledge. 

VAN BORTEL, Gerard, GRUIS, Vincent, NIEUWENHUIJZEN, Joost and PLUIJMERS, Ben, eds 

(2019) Affordable Housing Governance and Finance: Innovations, partnerships and 

comparative perspectives. Abingdon: Routledge. 

VAN DUIJNE, Robbin Jan and RONALD, Richard (2018) ‘The unraveling of Amsterdam's 

unitary rental system’, Journal of Housing and the Built Environment 33(4): 633–51. 

VAN DYK, Silke (2018) ‘Post-Wage Politics and the Rise of Community Capitalism’, 

Work, Employment & Society 32(3): 528–545. 

VAN DYK, Silke (2019) ‘Community-Kapitalismus: Die Rekonfiguration von Arbeit und 

Sorge im Strukturwandel des Wohlfahrtsstaats’, in Klaus Dörre, Hartmut Rosa, Ka-

rina Becker, Sophie Bose and Benjamin Seyd (eds) Große Transformation? Zur Zu-

kunft moderner Gesellschaften: Sonderband des Berliner Journals für Soziologie, 

pp. 279–95. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden; Springer VS. 

VAN DYK, Silke and HAUBNER, Tine (2019) ‘Gemeinschaft als Ressource? Engagement 

und Freiwilligenarbeit im Strukturwandel des Wohlfahrtsstaats’, in A. Doris Baum-

gartner and Beat Fux (eds) Sozialstaat unter Zugzwang? Zwischen Reform und 

radikaler Neuorientierung, pp. 259–79. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien. 

VAN EENOO, Liza, DECLERCQ, Anja, ONDER, Graziano, FINNE-SOVERI, Harriet, GARMS-

HOMOLOVA, Vjenka, JONSSON, Palmi V., DIX, Olivia H. M., SMIT, Johannes H., VAN 

HOUT, Hein P. J. and VAN DER ROEST, Henriette G. (2015) ‘Substantial between-

country differences in organising community care for older people in Europe-a re-

view’, The European Journal of Public Health 26(2): 213–219. 



 

	
73	

VAN HAM, Maarten, UESUGI, Masaya, TAMMARU, Tiit, MANLEY, David and JANSSEN, 

Heleen (2020) ‘Changing occupational structures and residential segregation in 

New York, London and Tokyo’, Nature Human Behaviour 4(11): 1–11. 

VAN LOON, Jannes, OOSTERLYNCK, Stijn and AALBERS, Manuel B. (2019) ‘Governing 

urban development in the Low Countries: From managerialism to entrepreneurial-

ism and financialization’, European Urban and Regional Studies 26(4): 400–18. 

VARRÓ, Krisztina and BUNDERS, Damion J. (2020) ‘Bringing back the national to the 

study of globally circulating policy ideas: ‘Actually existing smart urbanism’ in Hun-

gary and the Netherlands’, European Urban and Regional Studies 27(3): 209–26. 

VESTBRO, Dick Urban, ed. (2010) Living together - cohousing ideas and realities around 

the world: Proceedings from the International Collaborative Housing Conference in 

Stockholm 5 - 9 May 2010. Stockholm: Division of Urban and Regional Studies. 

Royal Inst. of Technology. 

VESTBRO, Dick Urban and HORELLI, Liisa (2012) ‘Design for Gender Equality: The His-

tory of Co-Housing Ideas and Realities’, Built Environment 38(3): 315–35. 

VÖLKER, Susanne and AMACKER, Michèle, eds (2015) Prekarisierungen: Arbeit, Sorge, 

Politik. Weinheim: Beltz Juventa. 

VOLLMER, Lisa and KADI, Justin (2018) ‘Wohnungspolitik in der Krise des Neoliberalis-

mus in Berlin und Wien’, PROKLA. Zeitschrift für kritische Sozialwissenschaft 48(2): 

247–264. 

VOORBERG, W. H., BEKKERS, V. J. J. M. and TUMMERS, L. G. (2015) ‘A Systematic Re-

view of Co-Creation and Co-Production: Embarking on the social innovation jour-

ney’, Public Management Review 17(9): 1333–57. 

WATSON, Matthew (2010) ‘House Price Keynesianism and the Contradictions of the 

Modern Investor Subject’, Housing Studies 25(3): 413–26. 

WEBER, Lena (2020) ‘Digitalisierung, Geschlechtliche Zuweisungsprozesse und 

De/Professionalisierung in der Care-Arbeit’, in Karina Becker, Kristina Binner and 

Fabienne Décieux (eds) Gespannte Arbeits- und Geschlechterverhältnisse im 

Marktkapitalismus, pp. 55–77. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden. 

WEGLEITNER, Klaus, HEIMERL, Katharina, REITINGER, Elisabeth, WAPPELSHAMMER, Eli-

sabeth, PLUNGER, Petra and SCHUCHTER, Patrick (2016) ‘Partizipative Forschung in 

Palliativeund Dementia Care als Beitrag zur Demokratisierung der Sorge’, in Larissa 



 

	
74	

Krainer (ed.) Interventionsforschung: Band 2: Anliegen, Potentiale und Grenzen 

transdisziplinärer Wissenschaft, pp. 31–62. Wiesbaden. 

WEGLEITNER, Klaus and SCHUCHTER, Patrick (2018) ‘Caring communities as collective 

learning process: findings and lessons learned from a participatory research project 

in Austria’, Annals of palliative medicine 7(2): 84–98. 

WEGLEITNER, Klaus and SCHUCHTER, Patrick (2018) ‘‘Ingredients’ of a supportive web 

of caring relationships at the end of life: findings from a community research project 

in Austria’, Sociology of health & illness 42(5): 987–1000. 

WEICHT, Bernhard (2015) The meaning of care the social construction of care for el-

derly people, London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

WEICHT, Bernhard (2019) ‘The commodification of informal care: joining and resisting 

marketization processes’, in Roland Atzmüller, Brigitte Aulenbacher, Ulrich Brand, 

Fabienne Décieux, Karin Fischer and Birgit Sauer (eds) Capitalism in Transfor-

mation: Movements and Countermovements in the 21st Century, pp. 261–73. Chel-

tenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

WEICHT, Bernhard and ÖSTERLE, August, eds (2016) Im Ausland zu Hause pflegen: 

Die Beschäftigung von MigrantInnen in der 24-Stunden-Betreuung. Wien: LIT. 

WEINZIERL, Carla; NOVY, Andreas; BERNÁT, Anikó; WUKOVITSCH, Florian and VERCSEG, 

Zsuzsanna (2017) ‘Social innovation in the field of Roma inclusion in Hungary and 

Austria: lessons to foster social cohesion from Thara and Tanodas’, in Flavia Marti-

nelli, Anneli Anttonen and Margitta Mätzke (eds) Social Services Disrupted, pp. 

302–20. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

WEST, Candace, ZIMMERMAN, Don H. (1987) ‘Doing Gender’, Gender & Society 1(2): 

125–51. 

WETZSTEIN, Steffen (2019) ‘Comparative housing, urban crisis and political economy: 

an ethnographically based 'long view' from Auckland, Singapore and Berlin’, Hous-

ing Studies 34(2): 272–297. 

WIJBURG, Gertjan (2020) ‘The de-financialization of housing: towards a research 

agenda’, Housing Studies: 1–18. 

WIJBURG, Gertjan, AALBERS, Manuel B. and HEEG, Susanne (2018) ‘The Financialisa-

tion of Rental Housing 2.0: Releasing Housing into the Privatised Mainstream of 

Capital Accumulation’, Antipode 50(4): 1098–119. 



 

	
75	

WIND, Barend, DEWILDE, Caroline and DOLING, John (2020) ‘Secondary property own-

ership in Europe: contributing to asset-based welfare strategies and the ‘really big 

trade-off’’, International Journal of Housing Policy 20(1): 25–52. 

WINKER, Gabriele (2015) Care Revolution: Schritte in eine solidarische Gesellschaft. 

Bielefeld: Transcript. 

ZHANG, Beibei (2020) ‘Social policies, financial markets and the multi-scalar govern-

ance of affordable housing in Toronto’, Urban Studies 57(13): 2628–45. 

  



 

	
76	

 

DOC-team 114: “The Contested Provisioning of Care and Housing” 
 
 
Internet: 
www.contestedcareandhousing.com 

 
PhD Candidates (JKU Linz/Care):   Supervising and Mentoring: 

Valentin Fröhlich, MSSc    Univ.-Prof. Dr. Brigitte Aulenbacher 
valentin.froehlich@jku.at    brigitte.aulenbacher@jku.at 

Florian Pimminger, MSSc 
florian.pimminger@jku.at 

PhD Candidates (WU Vienna/Housing):  Supervising and Mentoring: 

Benjamin Baumgartner, MSc   Assoc. Prof. Dr. Andreas Novy 
benjamin.baumgartner@wu.ac.at   andreas.novy@wu.ac.at 

Hans Volmary, MSc 
hans.volmary@wu.ac.at 
 

 
Advisory Board: 
 
Prof. Dr. Julie Froud 
University of Manchester 

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cornelia 
Klinger 
University of Tübingen 

Prof. Flavia Martinelli, 
Ph.D. 
Mediterranean University 
of Reggio Calabria 

 

 

International Hosts and Collaboration Partners: 
 

Prof. Dr. Tamás Bartus & 
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Attila Melegh 
Corvinus University of Budapest 

Prof. Dr. Ewald Engelen 
University of Amsterdam 

Prof. Dr. Martin van Ham 
Delft University of  
Technology 

 


