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A B S T R A C T

Rent relations from landed property are increasingly being leveraged for experimentation with new forms of
value capture via digital technologies. Inspired by platform corporations, real estate actors are constantly tri-
alling innovations for deepening and extending residential rent extraction. This paper sheds light on these
mounting experiments using the case of co-living, a real estate sector with a strong elective affinity to corporate
capitalist technology. First, it documents attempts to optimise the rent-generating potential of real estate assets
themselves via spatial surveillance and dynamic pricing. Second, it highlights efforts to establish forms of techno-
economic enclosure beyond the limits of buildings via housing memberships and subscriptions. In so doing, the
paper contributes to an emerging body of literature on the intersection between digital and residential
rentierism.

1. Introduction

In April 2017, after raising $2.7 million USD of venture capital in a
seed funding round, co-living company Bedly was undergoing rapid
growth. It had amassed over 1000 tenants and was signing leases on
rental properties across New York City and Boston. Bedly claimed to be
the ‘first online platform for end-to-end rental services’, promising to
turn housing into a hyper-flexible, on-demand service (VC News Daily,
2017). Landlords would be spared the burden of paperwork and logis-
tics, enjoying optimised, stress-free rental income. Residents would
become ‘members’ of the Bedly ‘network’, accessing housing on flexible
terms, and spared the trouble of furnishing and setting up utilities.
Brimming with confidence shortly after the successful seed round, a
spokesperson from its main venture capital funder Accomplice prose-
lytised ‘The housing rental market has fallen out of touch with the
increasingly mobile/on-demand society… Bedly has the potential to be
the world’s largest landlord that doesn’t own any buildings’ (PR
Newswire, 2017). But as the number of units operated by Bedly swelled,
so did its financial troubles. There were new competing co-living start-
ups launching every week, and the company struggled to raise enough
funds to keep pace with its rapid expansion. Bedly suddenly shut down
in 2019, laying off the majority of its staff and informing members via
the Bedly app that it would no longer be managing their property.
Almost 600 residents were left with invalid leases and a month’s notice

to find new homes (Brenzel, 2019).
Bedly was occupied with an idea that has captivated capitalists of all

shapes and sizes over the past ten years: can housing, in one way or
another, be ‘platformised’? As the private rental sector across Europe
and North America has expanded since the 2008 financial crisis, so have
efforts to digitise how it is exchanged, mediated and operated (Burrows
et al., 2024). Real estate actors are increasingly allured by the potential
of digital control and enclosure of residential assets and tenants.
Meanwhile, technology firms have been drawn to the handsome, very
tangible, rents to be extracted from real estate. In this context, the long-
standing, archetypal rent relations of landed property have become a
site of intense experimentation with strategies and devices associated
with digital platforms (Rogers et al., 2024).

Emerging as it has during this period of feverish platform expansion
and fetishization on the one hand, and the assetisation and financiali-
sation of rental housing on the other (Lochlainn, 2023; Wijburg et al.,
2018), the ‘co-living’ sector provides unique insights into digital ex-
periments in residential rent extraction. At its core, co-living is simply
privately operated, for-profit multiple occupancy rental housing. But
many co-living firms were conceived in Silicon Valley, refer to them-
selves as ‘start-ups’, and are run and championed by technology entre-
preneurs. Venture capital firms, i.e. the financialised actors largely
responsible for driving the technology industry, have played a key role
in launching many major co-living brands. Co-living buildings are also
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themselves places of constant experimentation with actual technological
deployments. In particular, companies claim to be at the cutting edge of
the so-called ‘Space-as-a-Service’ model: the mediation of building
management and use via residents’ smartphones, cloud computing,
‘Internet of Things’ devices and artificial intelligence (Verma, 2018). Co-
living therefore epitomises what Shaw (Shaw, 2020, p.1038–1039) re-
fers to as a “coming-together of real estate’s old ‘organization men’ from
the financial offices of Mayfair or the City of London with a newer breed
of entrepreneurial technologist-hacker that has yet to historically
intervene in real estate’s oily personal connections”. The sector is
uniquely positioned to offer answers to a pertinent question for housing
scholars: what happens when the rentier strategies of digital platforms
and corporate landlords converge?

In addressing this question, this paper contributes to a burgeoning
body of scholarship on the topic of real estate technologies and platform
real estate (Burrows et al., 2024; Fields & Rogers, 2019; Faxon et al.,
2024; Ferreri & Sanyal, 2022; Payne, Knuth, & Mahmoudi, 2020). In
particular, it complements recent efforts to highlight the changing na-
ture of housing and home at the intersection of digital and residential
rentierism (Nethercote, 2023; Rogers et al., 2024). In this endeavour, I
use the empirical case of co-living to highlight how strategies and de-
vices associated with platforms enable both the intensification of asset
use and exploitation, and the potential for new forms of
techno-economic enclosure involving tenants.

1.1. When platform capitalism meets corporate landlordism

The co-living sector can be understood as deriving inspiration from
the ‘platform’ – a dominant ideological, organisational and political-
economic form in contemporary capitalism (Langley & Leyshon, 2017;
Srnicek, 2017). ‘Platform capitalism’ is a contested concept (Liang et al.,
2022). Not least, when it comes to housing, it risks over-stressing nov-
elty, feeding into the ‘hype’ on which the technology industry thrives
(Faxon et al., 2024; Milne, 2020). For example, we should be careful
about framing digital experiments in property as disruptive given that
they inevitably rest upon and exploit social difference, including his-
tories of racialised injustice (Fields, 2024a; Migozzi, 2023). Yet, as
Migozzi (2024) reflects, whilst it is crucial to keep sight of the longue
durée, it is also key that the novelty and distinctiveness of digital ex-
periments in property are teased out. In this spirit, the platform remains
a useful way of understanding the constellation of practices, strategies
and ideals associated with technology firms that co-living agents seek to
apply to housing. It encapsulates the dominant thinking around digital
transformation in the real estate industry, and its concomitant promises
of efficiency and democracy.

Platforms are understood broadly here as a ‘socio-technical inter-
mediary and business arrangement’ (Langley & Leyshon, 2017, p.11)
that combines new technologies with existing organisational structures
(Faulkner-Gurstein & Wyatt, 2021). Central to platformisation as a
process is the ‘occupation of a strategic location within specific kinds of
networks’ (ibid, p.3). While as Christophers (2020, p.191) notes, the
very term platform ‘suggests something singularly anodyne and innoc-
uous: an operator providing a forum for others to do or say things, while
itself remaining outside the fray’, platforms are ultimately about power:
finding ways of maintaining and expanding control over particular
things or processes. As ‘variants on supplying technology and/or
creating services, and then controlling access and collecting rent’
(Sadowski, 2020, p.565), platforms are characterised by particular
forms of rentiership and value extraction that, so I argue in this paper,
the co-living sector seeks to apply to housing. In practice, however, these
strategies overlap and intersect considerably.

Platform businesses seek to extract value from data trails and cir-
culation (Wainwright, 2022), even if it is often unclear how exactly this
value is extracted (Fourcade & Healy, 2017; Langley & Leyshon, 2017).
As Srnicek (2017, p.254) argues, ‘Essential to all of these platform
businesses… is the centrality of data. Data is the basic resource that

drives these firms, and it is data that gives them their advantage over
competitors’. A primary way in which value is derived from data is the
profiling, managing and classifying of people and things, including
through increasingly sophisticated surveillance mechanisms (Fourcade
& Healy, 2017; Zuboff, 2019). This sorting and classification, which
inevitably exploits existing social structures, hierarchies and biases
(Meers, 2024), is a key way in which platform mediation (the coordi-
nation and facilitation of actors in a network) is translated into platform
capitalisation (the process of turning said intermediated network into
various forms of income) (Fourcade & Healy, 2017). In this way, as
argued by Faulkner-Gurstein and Wyatt (2021, p.8), data entrepre-
neurialism is a key function of most platforms, referring to a ‘strategy
predicated upon finding new ways to produce and valorise data’. As this
paper will explore, co-living firms seek to ‘datify’ residential space in
such a way that bolsters and extends their core rent-seeking strategies.

Achieving scale and network effects is another key platform business
strategy, with efforts centring on ways to ‘add value through increasing
the number of users and their engagement with the platform’ (Fields &
Rogers, 2019, p.75; Shrestha, Gurran, & Nasreen, 2023). As Sadowski
(2020, p.569) argues, ‘monopoly – or at least the aspiration of monopoly
and the aggressive tactics to achieve monopoly – is a built-in feature of
the platform model’. Langley and Leyshon (2017, p.4) further contend
that “the ‘winner takes all’ objective of platforms is grounded in an
intermediary logic and business model that hinges on cornering
market-making and the coordination of network effects in particular
niche domains of digital circulation”. As acknowledged across the
literature, platforms fundamentally shape and intervene in markets so as
to maintain and expand their control over interactions (Fields & Rogers,
2019; Langley & Leyshon, 2017; Srnicek, 2017). Having asserted
themselves as necessary intermediaries, the owner or controller of said
platform can then, “due to their control over access to the ‘condition or
means of production’, ‘exact a tribute’ from all economic activity that
includes their property” (Sadowski, 2020, p.568 quoting Harvey, 2018).
In what follows I consider how co-living firms experiment with a number
of strategies for achieving a dominant position in housing markets and
capturing users within broader techno-economic systems.

Central to the platform logic is also the drive for enhancing effi-
ciencies: to ‘reduce distance and overcome coordination problems in
market exchange and price regime enactment’ (Wainwright, 2022, p.4),
‘eliminating friction and resistance’ from capital turnover (Mezzadra &
Neilson, 2015, p.7); and reducing transaction costs (Sadowski, 2020),
including through automation (Fields, 2022). This invariably involves a
considerable amount of hidden labour, normally administered by low-
paid, precariously employed workers, as well as tenants (McElroy,
2024). Inspired by the likes of Uber and Airbnb, many co-living firms
aspire to the idea of digitally-mediated efficiency and frictionlessness.

The rentier strategies of platforms are underpinned by a range of
technological deployments, including: the networked, algorithmic and
automated digital technologies that characterise ‘smart’ things; financial
technologies for the purpose of exchanging or valuing; and legal tech-
nologies such as intellectual property rights that assert control and
ownership over intangible assets (Sadowski, 2020). They are also
accompanied by distinctive investment logics – predominantly venture
capital. Venture capitalists target dominance of certain economic niches
and processes, characterised by a quest to achieve market dominance
(Cooiman, 2022; Kampmann, 2024). In so doing, they are associated
with high levels of capital gains risk, although this is mostly borne by the
capital providers rather than the VC firms themselves. Venture capital
can be understood as a particularly fictitious form of capitalist experi-
mentation that involves decoupling financial value from business fun-
damentals. As Kampmann (2024, p.45) argues, in this space, ‘business
model narratives’ geared around ‘technology fetishism’ are ‘crucial for
capitalist entrepreneurs and investors to rationalize and anticipate
corporate profits’. Co-living firms, many of which were propelled by
venture capital in their early days, often build on established ideas about
the future disseminated by global technology giants in order to attract
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investment.
What happens when platform strategies and imaginaries come

together with the somewhat more mundane, technocratic world of
corporate landlordism? Both are, after all, forms of rentiership
(Christophers, 2020). Both involve the creation of assets, whether
tangible or intangible, valued on the basis of future benefits (Birch &
Muniesa, 2020). Inextricably, both are narrative-driven, fictitious, and
based on future imaginaries (Ward & Swyngedouw, 2018). Both extract
value through monopolistic private property relations (Birch & Ward,
2022), and involve exclusionary rights to access, whether based on fees,
subscriptions, or rents (Faulkner-Gurstein & Wyatt, 2021). Both ulti-
mately privilege economic rationalities and financialised actors (ibid,
p.6). Sadowski (2022, no pagination) has indeed argued that the
increasing ubiquity of digital platforms means ‘we are now forced to
deal with an explosion of landlords in our daily life – constantly paying
rent, both in terms of money and data, for all of the different tools and
services we use’. But while the similarities between these economic
formations have been considered in theoretical terms, a pressing task for
housing researchers is to understand what happens when these different
forms of rentiership, and their accompanying configurations of power,
control and extraction, are combined.

This paper contributes to recent efforts to this end both within this
special issue and beyond. Nethercote’s (2023) empirically rich analysis
of digital technologies in the build-to-rent sector, for example, concludes
that tenants are increasingly subjected to ‘double threat’ enclosure,
where the ‘traditional material enclosure of real property and extraction
of monetary rents combines with the digital enclosure of renter subjects
and extraction of data rents to drive returns on rental investments’ (p.1).
Rogers et al. (2024) similarly focus on the coming together of landed and
technological property in Australia’s private rental system, demon-
strating how Proptech is being leveraged both to increase the capital
value of and rental opportunities associated with rental properties
themselves, and to collect, consolidate and commodify rental and renter
data. Focusing instead on the figure of the ‘tourist-led rentier’, Gil et al.
(2023) identify the emergence of ‘polyplatform rentierism’ in Spain,
arguing that digital platforms enable landlords to flexibly switch their
properties between the short and long-term rental market in order to
circumnavigate tenancy laws and maximise rental income. Cocola-Gant
and Malet Calvo (2023) make a similar point in their discussion of the
platformisation of short-term rentals in Lisbon.

Bringing to the discussion the empirical case of co-living, in this
paper I argue that the coming together of platform and corporate
landlord strategies manifests in two ‘experiments’ that seek to extend
and deepen the possibilities of residential rent extraction. Experimen-
tation here refers to a process of testing and trialling digital innovations.
The term is used to emphasise that these practices are far from estab-
lished and coherent, but are instead messy and contradictory, prone to
failure and collapse. In keeping with Fields (2024b) recent intervention,
experimentation highlights the ‘fallibility, mutability and unpredict-
ability’ that goes hand-in-hand with processes of technological innova-
tion (p. 362). Leveraging the archetypal landlord-tenant relation, these
experiments are about extending the possibilities of residential rent
extraction: subjecting novel residential spaces and activities to rent re-
lations (see Madden, 2024).Residential rent extraction rests upon the
ownership or control of landed property - something both valuable and
finite by virtue of historically and geographically situated socio-legal
practices and relationships (Moreno Zacarés, 2024; Madden, 2024). In
its purest form, land rent occurs as a result of ‘the monopoly that certain
persons hold over portions of the globe’s surface; it is a tribute that
landowners charge “for the very right to live on the earth” (Moreno
Zacarés, 2024, p.7 quoting Marx, 1993, p.908). With landed property as
a springboard, the experiments set out in this paper exploit this funda-
mental, age-old power asymmetry. Although in the case of co-living
these experiments might be administered by firms operating and man-
aging buildings rather than the owners themselves, they rest upon the
very same dynamic. In all, I seek to paint a picture of a housing sector

with a strong elective affinity to corporate capitalist technology, a sector
ideologically and institutionally inspired by possibilities of platform-
isation (White & Madden, 2024). In so doing, the paper advances un-
derstandings of urban residential change at the confluence of digital and
residential rentierism.

2. Methodology

The research for this paper centres on the co-living sector: for-profit,
privately managed and delivered shared housing (Harris et al., 2023;
Ronald et al., 2023). Over the past decade, co-living has emerged as a
financialised real estate sector attracting significant capital flows. It is
tipped as one of Europe’s fastest-growing residential asset classes, where
it reportedly secured €963 million in 2022 alone – over half the total
investment it received between 2015 and 2021 (Power, 2023). A 2024
Knight Frank report suggests that the co-living sector in the UK has
attracted £1 billion of investment since 2020, whilst the number of
operational co-living beds has increased fivefold since 2019 (Knight
Frank, 2024). The sector encompasses a variety of investment interests
with diverging timelines and risk appetites (Casier, 2023). Organisa-
tional forms are also diverse, including asset-heavy developer-operator
companies that both own and manage co-living buildings, and asset-
light operator-only firms that simply provide management services.

Co-living is a distinctly inter-urban, transnational phenomenon; as
will be explored, this is critical to the platform promises of firms. This
means that a comprehensive exploration of the sector requires engaging
with data across a range of geographies. Here I focus particularly on
companies based in North America and Europe with spaces in major
cities such as London, Berlin, San Francisco and New York. However, co-
living can also now be found in most small and medium-sized cities
across the Global North. Data collection involved three methods. Firstly,
24 interviews with co-living professionals: CEOs, investors, real estate
strategists and consultants, including self-professed Proptech entrepre-
neurs and start-ups. Interviews took place between July 2019 and June
2021 – initially in person, but latterly, due to the pandemic, mostly
online. The interviews were arranged by identifying key personnel in the
field and emailing them or speaking to them at industry events. They
took a semi-structured format, and ranged between 40 min and two
hours. A key purpose of the interviews was to understand the players,
strategies and devices behind this emerging market. Why is co-living
attracting capital, and what role do digital technologies play? The
anonymised interviews were transcribed and analysed using manual
thematic coding on NVivo. Pseudonyms are used in this article to protect
the identity of interviewees.

Secondly, secondary data, comprising material produced by and
covering the co-living sector – including industry reports, think tank
analyses, company websites, marketing and news coverage – was
collected between October 2018 and June 2023. In total, over 300 re-
ports, documents, articles or webpages were analysed via inductive
content analysis, including many focusing on the notion of applying
digital technologies to co-living spaces. Finally, a third strand of data on
the co-living market was collected via participant observation at 23
industry events, attended both online and in person. These ranged from
launch parties for new spaces, to co-living-specific conferences lasting
several days, to workshops for those interested in digitalising manage-
ment functions. At each event I took rigorous fieldnotes by hand, doc-
umenting key insights and quotes, and also noting organisations and
individuals with which to follow up.

Across sources, the disruptive potential of technology is invoked, and
digital systems were seen by most interviewees to play an important role
in the co-living business. It should be noted that many of the interviews
took place when WeWork was still on the rise, a time of colossal growth
for technology firms pumped full of venture capital. Since then, the
profitability of platform corporations, and the promises of technological
liberation and disruption that underpinned them, have been put under
greater scrutiny, even in the mainstream political arena (Griffith, 2023).
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Clearly, the efficacy of the technologies discussed in this paper will also
have been overstated in many interviews and marketing campaigns as
companies seek to appeal to investors and residents. As Shaw (Shaw,
2020, p.1042) puts it, ‘to research new digital real estate technologies it
is vital to understand that their deterministic marketing claims are
absolutely not foregone conclusions, but may nevertheless be doing
work to produce the necessary discourses and knowledges of their
adoption’. However, the purpose of this paper is not to scrutinise the
effectiveness of these rapidly evolving technologies in and of them-
selves, but to identify some consquential platform-inspired ideas and
deployments emerging in service of residential rent extraction.

3. Experiment 1: Rental optimisation

Prior to big data, it was hard to track people’s movements 24 h a day,
and it was too expensive to conduct these ongoing experiments…
Today, we’re able to harness the power of technology and see exactly
what spaces people congregate in, so that we can better allocate
limited space.

-Grasso, 2018

The first key area of digital experimentation in the co-living sector is
about intensifying rent extraction from real assets themselves: optimis-
ing asset use and yield. Platform businesses often centre around claims
to enhancing efficiencies, facilitating frictionless market interactions
and eliminating resistance from capital turnover (Fields& Rogers, 2019;
Mezzadra & Neilson, 2015; Sadowski, 2020). Corporate landlords have
increasingly been drawn to the potential of digital tools for eliminating
administrative, operational and spatial inefficiencies (August, 2020).
Many platforms collect data without a clear understanding of how,
exactly, they intend to extract value from it (Fourcade & Healy, 2017).
But in the case of co-living, which combines new technologies with
existing organisational structures (Faulkner-Gurstein & Wyatt, 2021) –
including physical buildings – data collection has some direct
applications.

A primarymotive of data collection within co-living spaces is scoping
out – as it was variously referred to during interviews – ‘latent’ ‘wasted’,
‘redundant’ or ‘underused’ space, i.e. which parts of a scheme are being
used, when and by who. This notion was captured by real estate in-
vestment advisor Paul, who explained that co-living is like transferring
the logic of hotdesking to housing:

We have hotdesking because we know that desk space is not used
optimally. You could start thinking about the same principles [for
housing].... So in an apartment, the amount of space that is wasted
within that could be 20 % of the asset. Quite clearly, you know, it’s
space that’s not used, it isn’t needed. […] [investors] see the value in
unlocking that seven trillion or whatever it is in underutilised
housing.

It is an ethos often rationalised with reference to the ideological
formation of the ‘sharing economy’. For example, co-living company
Outsite contends ‘From shared cars to filling extra space in your suitcase
transporting items for others, the world has begun to take advantage of
surplus space through the rise of the sharing economy. The housing
industry is no exception.’ (Outsite, 2019).

It follows that co-living companies are observing and analysing
spaces in order to generate detailed insights into their usage. This in-
cludes tracking and surveillance tools embedded within buildings and
residents’ smartphones. For example, co-living companies often install
cloud-based sensor and key card software like Salto Systems. Salto
Systems promises landlords that they will ‘gain detailed, real-time oc-
cupancy data for effective monitoring of rooms, door status and users’
(Salto Systems, 2022). The spatial and temporal information harvested
by this software is constantly processed and fed back to co-living oper-
ators. As a prominent commentator on the co-living sector puts it, the
advent of ‘big data’ via software like Salto Systems has been key for

enabling companies to constantly track tenants’ movements and real-
locate space accordingly:

Prior to big data, it was hard to track people’s movements 24 h a day,
and it was too expensive to conduct these ongoing experiments…
Today, we’re able to harness the power of technology and see exactly
what spaces people congregate in, so that we can better allocate
limited space (Grasso, 2018).

Similarly, real estate investment advisor Adam explained how
‘behavioural activity and mapping people’s movement’ has become an
integral aspect of the co-living business model, allowing companies to
reconfigure and optimise developments accordingly:

Data collection is a huge part of it because it drives the decision that
you’re making, how you run that building. So for example, if you’ve
got three things in there, three amenities, you’ve got a co-working
area, you’ve got a gym and you’ve got a games room. You need to
be able to know which one of those three, are they being used? At
what times are they being used? You know, even down to who’s
using them and how long for. Because that space potentially could be
used for something else if it’s not being used.

The end product of these deployments often takes the form of a ‘heat
map’, illuminating where within buildings people congregate and spend
the most time (Ziliak, 2022).

This data-driven quest for optimising spatial efficiency has clear links
to the strategies of platform corporations. As Sadowski (2020, p.568)
argues, ‘platforms pitch their services as a way of turning idle resources
into maximally productive assets and unlocking the value of latent space
in existing places... Airbnb turns the unused bedroom into a productive
asset that generates rents, while Uber turns the empty car seat into a
productive asset that generates fares’.These firms are not ‘data mining’,
but ‘data manufacturing’: generating new types of data for the particular
purpose of enhancing existing organisational structures (Sadowski,
2022). In practice, this targeted and applied data collection enables real
estate actors to enhance value through the reconfiguration of discursive
and material dimensions, whether within existing or future real estate
assets (Birch & Muniesa, 2020). For example, having installed sensors
for tracking residents’ movements in and out of rooms in a property,
company co-founder Fred explained that he had discovered a significant
‘redundancy’ in private space:

[We discovered that the residents] leave at eight and they’re not
back till eight thirty. So there’s this 12 h space where all this in-
vestment in capital is underused. We noticed that the actual number
of hours people spend in their private space was 17 to 19% excluding
sleep. And we recognised that they weren’t using this space, which
was costing a lot of money to produce and operate that intensely.
And that made us think, well, how could that redundancy in this
space that exists for up to 60 to 70 % of the day be reformed?

The answer was to reduce the size of said private spaces and focus on
improvements to communal areas. A co-living software firm similarly
promises to ‘show operators which rooms are used most often (broken
down by demographic) and suggest ways to optimise the space’ (Res:
harmonics, 2023). Of course, this process could generate insights about
how the space might genuinely be improved for residents. But given the
underlying imperative across the co-living sector of maximising the
liquidity of real estate assets for shareholders, it seems more likely that
they will be used to squeeze additional rent out of the spaces – including
inserting further revenue-generating beds wherever possible (White,
2024).

Co-living firms not only seek to enhance rental extraction by moni-
toring and reorganising residential space, they also draw inspiration
from the dynamic pricing strategies of digital platforms. For example,
investment and expansion strategist Karl spoke of developing a surge
pricing tool to increase rents when spaces are in high demand:
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[We] have a tool that perfectly sets the price for a room, because it
looks into the demand side, it looks how many people look for this
room, what are positive characteristics of this room, so for example is
it high up in the building, does it have big windows, does it look on
the park side or does it look at another building? I think if you price
discriminate perfectly on this, or not discriminate but price target
perfectly, and you make 20, 30, 40, 50 Euros extra per room per
month, on your margin this is a huge chunk.

Co-living management software firm Powerhouse similarly offers
‘dynamic pricing to automatically adjust rates based on demand and
occupancy, maximizing revenue during peak times and maintaining
steady income during low-demand periods’ (Powerhouse, 2023). Here
we can see how the digital tools of algorithmic sorting and automation
are harnessed to exploit housing demand to the fullest. Co-living com-
panies are also taking advantage of automated lead generation software
in order to leverage and analyse patterns of demand. As a blog on co-
living software laments:

A consistent challenge for coliving startups is the draconian task of
maintaining high occupancy levels. However, with innovative tools
like automated lead generation, these companies are now harnessing
walk-in data to significantly boost conversion rates and streamline
lead-flow management, turning a once cumbersome process into a
refined, data-driven strategy that maximises efficiency and ensures
steady revenue generation (Anand, 2024).

By subjecting housing to pricing and lead generation practices
reminiscent of flight or taxi booking applications, these strategies not
only seek to extract opportunities from high housing demand, but also
level out periods of lower demand, optimising occupancy rates for co-
living firms.

In all, rental optimisation is a key experiment emerging at the
intersection of digital and residential rentierism, echoing a familiar
Silicon Valley ideological commitment to efficiency geared around
turning idle space into revenue. In practice, this involves various forms
of software for harvesting information on building demand, occupancy
and usage. Such strategies represent an applied form of ‘data entrepre-
neurialism’ (Faulkner-Gurstein&Wyatt, 2021), involving the continued
harvesting of data to reshape material dimensions such that additional
value can be extracted (Birch & Muniesa, 2020). They function to pro-
vide landlords with detailed insights into patterns of demand, including
within the parameters of buildings themselves (which rooms, which
floors, when). In so doing, they enhance the rent-generating capacity of
the spaces: optimising price points and space allocation, streamlining
rental flows, and pushing per square foot rents to new extremes.In
keeping with Madden’s (2024) recent intervention, the innovations
presented above demonstrate how the ‘rentability’ of residential space is
being extended via the ‘reconfiguration of property at a quasi-molecular
level’, enabling ‘rents to be demanded and extracted where they previ-
ously could not’ (Madden, 2024, p. 8). At their core, these experiments
are about filling in the remaining cracks that exist in housing as a
maximally productive asset, inevitably exerting inflationary pressures
on already merciless urban rental markets.

4. Experiment 2: Housing membership

It’s a little bit like software-as-a-service. Once you have a software
that you cannot get rid of like, I dunno, Salesforce. Basically it’s easy
to get in, but to get out of Salesforce is super, super difficult
<laugh>. And you pay until your death, every month you pay that.
And I think this is what [venture capitalists] saw with co-living as
well…
-Karl, investment and expansion professional for co-living company

Intensifying rental extraction from assets is all very well, but what if
digital tools could be leveraged to turn co-living firms into purveyors of

globe-spanning residential social networks? The secondmanifestation of
platform experimentation in the co-living sector is attempts to turn
tenants into ‘members’ or ‘subscribers’. This takes different forms, but is
characterised by a quest to transcend the standard locationally-specific
contract-contingent landlord-tenant arrangement so as to capture
repeat revenue streams, user relationships and corresponding data trails
(Fourcade & Healy, 2017). Membership of co-living companies gener-
ally involves a separate fee to the accommodation itself. For example,
before booking a bed at Outsite residents must select a ‘membership
plan’ of either $399 for a ‘lifetime membership’ or $149 for a ‘yearly
membership’, whilst Docked Living charges a one-off $220 membership
fee, and Habyt demands €150 (prices true to October 2024). At the
former, this payment enables residents to join an ‘online community’ of
5000+ members from 40+ counties. Members get access to a ‘member
hub’ (also downloadable as an app), where they make a personal profile,
communicate with other residents across the globe and access a range of
‘perks’, including deals with businesses and social events. They also gain
‘exclusive booking access to over 30 Members Only locations’ and are
able to ‘accumulate credits with each stay’ which can be used for future
bookings (Outsite, 2024).

Of course, these memberships provide co-living firms with additional
fees, and are often justified by the highly serviced residential experience
on offer (Buyuklieva et al., 2024). But they go beyond this. A key pur-
pose of memberships and their corresponding applications is to
encourage residents to continue paying rent to the co-living firm as they
move between locations, with many companies claiming to offer a
network of interconnected spaces, services and communities accessed
via their platform. As one co-living report puts it, ‘For coliving busi-
nesses, subscription living can be structured as a partnership that pro-
vides subscribers with a wide range of spaces spread worldwide,
accessed through a single platform.’ (Spatial Experience, 2020). Com-
panies with multiple locations often allow members to move easily be-
tween different spaces using their app, without having to sign new
contracts. For example, co-living company Selina offers a ‘subscription-
based product’ called ‘Colive Flex’, which allows members to purchase
‘night credits’ that can be flexibly used across up to 10 of the 74 Selina
Properties (Selina, 2022). Access to a library of locations is sold in much
the same way Spotify sells access to their music catalogue. In each
location, the ‘subscriber’ can expect the same package of services and
amenities: furnishings, daily wellness classes, a co-working space, dis-
counts on local businesses, and a free welcome drink (ibid). Similarly,
co-living company Starcity allows members to ‘Experience living in a
new neighborhood with our flexible Starcity transfer program - appli-
cable to all homes in the Starcity galaxy!’ (Starcity, 2021), while Com-
mon promises

… greater ability to transfer seamlessly between buildings and cities
than any other property manager. We’re currently opening in one
new city per month, and as we expand, the value proposition of
seamless movement is all the more powerful (Hargreaves, 2020).

In addition to building a transnational network of platform-mediated
spaces, some co-living companies seek to keep residents within their
systems in the context of changes in personal circumstance by allowing
them to move between, upgrade or downgrade units. For example, an
industry blog post argues that ‘Giving users the freedom to move out of
an apartment they have outgrown or relocating to a new city hassle-free
are benefits that can retain a customer potentially for a lifetime’ (Spatial
Experience, 2020). A Bungalow board member similarly suggests that
allowing movement between units across their spaces retains residents
within their ‘network’,

If you want to upgrade your bedroom or downgrade your bedroom
based upon a promotion or getting fired, we allow you the flexibility
of changing the price point where you’re renting from us without
having to break your lease… We also allow you to move across
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neighborhoods, change your commute, change your job, always
staying within the Bungalow network (Carson, 2019).

In this way, applying a subscription-based business model to housing
enables these firms to extract repeat revenue streams that stretch beyond
the period of tenancy. As Bergan& Power, 2024 highlight, memberships
also allow co-living companies to flexibly lease out their spaces over
different time periods so as to maximise profitability.

Beyond encouraging repeat custom and enhanced revenues, there is
often a more intangible strategy to housing memberships. As explained
in a report on ‘subscription living’, turning tenants into long-term sub-
scribers enables companies to capture both recurring revenues and
tailored market data: ‘Purpose Built Shared Living (PBSL) operators and
investors should bear in mind that, for multiple reasons, subscribers are
better than customers. Beyond providing recurring revenue, subscribers
tend to purchase more and generate tailored market data’ (Spatial
Experience, 2020). This suggests that data trails from ‘user engagement’
are also assets to be leveraged via housing memberships, providing co-
living companies with superior market intelligence, including patterns
of demand and the typical tenant profile (see Shrestha et al. (2023) in
this special issue for a discussion of how flatsharing platforms leverage
network effects and user engagement). Such is the perceived value of
this user engagement that a Construction Week article argues it is
making the ownership of assets secondary:

New age coliving operators, acting as intermediaries in providing a
bundle of housing services to end-users, are capturing the client
relationship and the associated economic benefits, resulting in the
underlying ownership of the asset becoming of secondary impor-
tance (Ackermann & Mac Bean, 2021).

It follows, then, that the quest for scale and scalability – a core and
defining motive of platform businesses – lies at the heart of housing
memberships and subscriptions. As a blog on ‘Coliving PropTech In-
vestment’ affirms,

…emerging players are poised to take significant market share from
incumbents.… firms can immediately capture a large proportion of
new and existing development and lock in customers to increase
switching costs (Brumback, 2020).

By constantly expanding their membership base, co-living com-
panies are potentially able to ‘add value through increasing the number
of users and their engagement with the platform’ (Fields & Rogers,
2019, p.75), an aim ‘crucial to a platform’s capacity to cultivate and
capture value, and to do so over time and on an ever-greater scale’
(Langley & Leyshon, 2017, p.12).

The notion of a housing ‘membership’ therefore reflects a quest to
develop a form of techno-economic infrastructure that transcends the
physicality of buildings and enters other realms of residents’ lives –
yielding user engagement and data trails on a long-term basis (Fourcade
& Healy, 2017). Outsite, for example, claims that their ‘subscription
model’ allows them to ‘convert long-term customer relationships into
recurring streams of revenue’ (Timalsina, 2019). This has strong links to
the ‘X-as-a-service’ business model and imaginary, geared around
turning “social interactions and economic transactions into ‘services’
that take place on [a] platform” (Sadowski, 2020, p.567; see also Bergan
& Dufty-Jones, 2023), and leveraging ‘mediation and enclosure to
achieve extraction and control over its subjects’while collecting data on
users’ interests and behaviour (Sadowski, 2020, no pagination). Indeed,
investment and expansion professional Karl made a comparison between
co-living and software-as-a-service, referring to platforms so ubiquitous
that users (and their rents) remain within the system ‘until death’:

It’s a little bit like software-as-a-service. Once you have a software
that you cannot get rid of like, I dunno, Salesforce. Basically it’s easy
to get in, but to get out of Salesforce is super, super difficult
<laugh>. And you pay until your death, every month you pay that.

And I think this is what [venture capitalists] saw with co-living as
well…

We can see here the drive to achieve a form of ‘lock in’ to digital
enclaves, with companies seeking to position themselves as the domi-
nant intermediary in urban group rental accommodation (Birch &
Muniesa, 2020).

In all, housing memberships and subscriptions embody a quest
among co-living firms to harness their position as gatekeepers to housing
in order to cultivate and scale an engaged user base. This, quite literally,
is about pushing and extending the logic of rent from the conventional
tenancy to the enclosure of users within digital systems. Taking influ-
ence from Big Tech, housing memberships aspire to the extraction of
what Birch & Cochrane (2022) refer to as ‘enclave rents’. This involves
the ‘construction and control of digital ecosystems… locking in users…
[to] a particular techno-economic arrangement’, including by control-
ling access to the data collected via said ecosystems and imposing legal
and technical restrictions and conditions on users (ibid, p. 54). Precisely
what is done with the data harvested via co-living memberships, and the
extent to which these strategies actually retain customers on a long-term
basis, remains to be seen. But it is clear that at the heart of housing
memberships and subscriptions lies an exclusionary logic: the creation
of a virtual, as well as a physical, privatised world through which mo-
bile, transnational subjects can flow. The notion of a housing member-
ship also functions to obscure what is often a profoundly insecure,
temporary form of tenancy. By reinventing residents as ‘members’,
co-living companies are able to circumnavigate tenancy regulations,
granting occupants diminished security – including via ‘license’ agree-
ments equivalent to what you might have in a hotel room (White, 2024).
But by embracing Silicon Valley narratives of a globalised, networked
sociality, co-living firms dress this combination of precarity, exclusion
and extraction up as flexibility, innovation and liberation.

5. Conclusion

This article sheds lights on recent developments at the intersection of
digital and residential rentierism. It does so by bringing a novel
empirical case to the discussion on ‘platform real estate’: the co-living
sector. Emerging as it has in part from the world of Silicon Valley and
venture capital financing, yet premised resolutely on the mundane
practice of rent collection from tenants, the co-living sector represents a
unique fusion of strategies associated with corporate landlords and
digital platforms. This convergence, I argue, manifests in two distinctive
experiments that seek to deepen and extend residential rent extraction.

The first area of experimentation, rental optimisation, is about
sweating real estate assets to the highest possible degree. I highlight how
firms seek to intensify rental extraction by identifying redundant,
undercapitalised space, exploiting demand to the fullest and maximising
occupancy rates. The second area of experimentation is more amor-
phous and intangible, involving a search for newmodes of value capture
from the tenants themselves. The drive to turn tenants into ‘members’ or
‘subscribers’, I argue, can be viewed as a strategy for enclosing residents
within broader techno-economic systems whilst seeking to harness user
engagement and data trails.

It is important to situate analyses of digital experiments in property
within their constitutive power relations. In the case of co-living, un-
derlying these experiments is an age-old power dynamic: that between
the owner or controller of housing and those who wish to occupy it (Li,
2023). Unlike most cases of platformisation, in which businesses insert
themselves into processes ‘not previously subject to rentier relations’
(Sadowski, 2020, p.564), the experiments here rely upon and expand
existing, deeply entrenched rentier relations. Speaking the language of
platform studies, these businesses occupy an already-dominant position
within a network or value chain (Faulkner-Gurstein & Wyatt, 2021) by
virtue of being gatekeepers to the essential infrastructure of housing. In
this way, the monopoly rent achieved through the ownership or control
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of real property (rent in neoclassical terms) opens up the possibility for
experimentation with new forms of value capture and control via digital
systems – resonating with what Nethercote (2023) in this issue refers to
as ‘double threat enclosure’. The power relations upon which these
digital experiments rest are not uniform (Howard, 2024), but they are
certainly exacerbated by the increasingly precarious and unaffordable
nature of the private rental sector across much of Europe and North
America (Byrne, 2020; Howard et al., 2023). Moreover, the experiments
described here are often enabled by the compromised material condi-
tions of the co-living model: besides their small private quarters, the
remainder of tenants’ living space is ‘communal’, and therefore a largely
unrestricted testbed for digital deployments.

In some ways what we have here is a typical case of Silicon Valley
hyperbole: appealing to the now-ubiquitous imaginary of the optimised,
flexibilised, networked world sold to us by global technology giants. As
Rogers et al. (2024)argue, such framings offer a distraction from the
more mundane, less marketable structural changes that could be made
to ameliorate contemporary housing woes. But in other ways, these
incipient experiments do have potential social harms. They are yet
another string in the bow of real estate actors exploiting unprecedented
housing desperation to extract unprecedented profit margins – recali-
brating and inflating already impossibly tight housing markets. This is
not about optimising housing for its occupants, but harnessing the
structural flaws of housing systems to full advantage. Such tools essen-
tialise the function and purpose of the domestic, reshaping it around the
imperatives of optimisation, efficiency and frictionlessness (for example,
inscribing the understanding that a lesser used room is pointless or
wasted), potentially at the expense of its other, less efficient and more
complex social functions. The techno-utopian vision of a decentralised,
globalised housing network also raises concerns. At best, memberships
are an excuse to extract additional fees, reframe precarious forms of
tenancy and extract data on renters and assets. At worst, they gesture
towards the creation of exclusionary virtual, as well as physical, resi-
dential citadels.

In future research, it would be helpful to attend more closely to the
concrete outcomes of these experiments for tenants and housing econ-
omies. To what degree do sensors, key cards and tracking devices enable
the realisation of rent-gaps within real estate assets? How exactly is the
harvested information translated into new forms of income? On the
topic of housing memberships and subscriptions, it would similarly be
helpful to trace if and how the associated data streams and virtual net-
works are converted into revenues. It would also be fruitful to under-
stand what sort of virtual communities these new subscription-based
residential platforms are building, particularly in terms of their in-
clusions and exclusions.
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dwelling? Digital technologies as intermediaries in housing access and the
enactment of home. Information, Communication & Society, 1–6.

Buyuklieva, B., Bevilacqua, I., Dennett, A., Reades, J., & Hubbard, P. (2024). Life for rent:
Evolving residential infrastructure in London and the rise of build-to-rent. Urban
Studies. Online first.

Byrne, M. (2020). Generation rent and the financialization of housing: A comparative
exploration of the growth of the private rental sector in Ireland, the UK and Spain.
Housing Studies, 35(4), 743–765.

Carson, B. (2019). Bungalow raises $47 million to prove co-living is not the next co-
working. Forbes. Retrieved from https://www.forbes.com/sites/bizcarson/2019/11
/18/bungalow-raises-45-million-for-coliving-startup/?sh=780e12272a89.

Casier, C. (2023). The coliving market as an emergent financialized niche real estate
sector: A view from Brussels. Housing Studies, 1–22.

Christophers, B. (2020). Rentier capitalism: Who owns economy, and who pays for it? Verso
Books.

Cocola-Gant, A., & Malet Calvo, D. (2023). The platformization of student housing and the
rise of mid-term rentals. The case of Uniplaces in Lisbon. 114(5) pp. 431–445).
Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie.

Cooiman, F. (2022). Imprinting the economy: The structural power of venture capital. In
Environment and planning A: Economy and space, 0308518X221136559.

Faulkner-Gurstein, R., & Wyatt, D. (2021). Platform NHS: Reconfiguring a public service in
the age of digital capitalism. Science, Technology, & Human Values,
01622439211055697.

Faxon, H. O., Fields, D., & Wainwright, T. (2024). Beyond the hype: Digital
transformations in global land, housing, and property. Environment and Planning D:
Society and Space, 42(4), 445–455.

Ferreri, M., & Sanyal, R. (2022). Digital informalisation: Rental housing, platforms, and
the management of risk. Housing Studies, 37(6), 1035–1053.

Fields, D. (2022). Automated landlord: Digital technologies and post-crisis financial
accumulation. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 54(1), 160–181.

Fields, D. (2024a). Digital experiments with landed property: Robots, race, and rent.
Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie.

Fields, D. (2024b). From experimenting with property to experimenting on place: A rejoinder
to Migozzi and Safransky. Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie.

Fields, D., & Rogers, D. (2019). Towards a critical housing studies research agenda on
platform real estate. Housing, Theory and Society, 38(1), 72–94.

Fourcade, M., & Healy, K. (2017). Seeing like a market. Socio-Economic Review, 15(1),
9–29.

Gil, J., Martínez, P., & Sequera, J. (2023). The neoliberal tenant dystopia: Digital
polyplatform rentierism, the hybridization of platform-based rental markets and
financialization of housing. Cities, 137, Article 104245.

Grasso, D. (2018). The living space of the future: co-living and big data-driven design.
Medium. Retrieved from https://medium.com/coliv/the-living-space-of-the-future-c
o-living-and-big-data-driven-design-1102744fbce8.

Griffith, E. (2023). From unicorns to zombies: Tech start-ups run out of time and money. The
New York Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/07/technol
ogy/tech-startups-collapse.html.

Hargreaves, B. (2020). Towards a better kind of home. Medium. Retrieved from https://
bradhargreaves.medium.com/towards-a-better-kind-of-home-8e1211a7f8fd.

Harris, E., Nowicki, M., & White, T. (Eds.). (2023). The growing trend of living small: A
critical approach to shrinking domesticities. Taylor & Francis.

Harvey, D. (2018). The limits to capital. Verso books.
Howard, A. (2024). Seven propositions about ‘generation rent’ (pp. 1–22). Housing, Theory

and Society.
Howard, A., Hochstenbach, C., & Ronald, R. (2023). Rental sector liberalization and the

housing outcomes for young urban adults. Urban Geography, 1–22.
Kampmann, D. (2024). Venture capital, the fetish of artificial intelligence, and the

contradictions of making intangible assets. Economy and Society, 53(1), 39–66.
Knight Frank. (2024). The co-living report. Knight Frank. Retrieved from: https://content.

knightfrank.com/research/2854/documents/en/co-living-report-2024-11304.pdf.
Langley, P., & Leyshon, A. (2017). Platform capitalism: The intermediation and

capitalisation of digital economic circulation. Finance and Society, 3(1), 11–31.
Li, B. (2023). The realization of class-monopoly rents: Landlords’ class power and its

impact on tenants’ housing experiences. Journal of Urban Management, 12(4),
360–374.

T. White Digital Geography and Society 7 (2024) 100105 

7 

https://www.constructionweekonline.com/business/270425-will-co-living-change-the-commoditised-housing-market
https://www.constructionweekonline.com/business/270425-will-co-living-change-the-commoditised-housing-market
https://www.constructionweekonline.com/business/270425-will-co-living-change-the-commoditised-housing-market
https://etedge-insights.com/industry/real-estate/transformative-innovations-how-start-ups-are-revolutionizing-automated-co-living/
https://etedge-insights.com/industry/real-estate/transformative-innovations-how-start-ups-are-revolutionizing-automated-co-living/
https://etedge-insights.com/industry/real-estate/transformative-innovations-how-start-ups-are-revolutionizing-automated-co-living/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optKqHBlMMXE9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optKqHBlMMXE9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0035
https://therealdeal.com/new-york/2019/08/07/after-bedly-what-the-demise-of-a-startup-says-about-the-health-of-co-living-in-nyc/
https://therealdeal.com/new-york/2019/08/07/after-bedly-what-the-demise-of-a-startup-says-about-the-health-of-co-living-in-nyc/
https://therealdeal.com/new-york/2019/08/07/after-bedly-what-the-demise-of-a-startup-says-about-the-health-of-co-living-in-nyc/
https://medium.com/@matt.brumback/the-case-for-coliving-proptech-investment-326d57710ce5
https://medium.com/@matt.brumback/the-case-for-coliving-proptech-investment-326d57710ce5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0060
https://www.forbes.com/sites/bizcarson/2019/11/18/bungalow-raises-45-million-for-coliving-startup/?sh=780e12272a89
https://www.forbes.com/sites/bizcarson/2019/11/18/bungalow-raises-45-million-for-coliving-startup/?sh=780e12272a89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optzHfNaphkPW
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optzHfNaphkPW
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0135
https://medium.com/coliv/the-living-space-of-the-future-co-living-and-big-data-driven-design-1102744fbce8
https://medium.com/coliv/the-living-space-of-the-future-co-living-and-big-data-driven-design-1102744fbce8
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/07/technology/tech-startups-collapse.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/07/technology/tech-startups-collapse.html
https://bradhargreaves.medium.com/towards-a-better-kind-of-home-8e1211a7f8fd
https://bradhargreaves.medium.com/towards-a-better-kind-of-home-8e1211a7f8fd
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optpZ7XJOoW52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0175
https://content.knightfrank.com/research/2854/documents/en/co-living-report-2024-11304.pdf
https://content.knightfrank.com/research/2854/documents/en/co-living-report-2024-11304.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0190


Liang, Y., Aroles, J., & Brandl, B. (2022). Charting platform capitalism: Definitions,
concepts and ideologies. New Technology, Work and Employment, 37(2), 308–327.

Lochlainn, M. N. (2023). Corporate landlords and disruption through consolidation in
post-crash Dublin’s private rental sector. Digital Geography and Society, 5, Article
100074.

Madden, D. (2024). Beyond the limits of rentability: Revalorizing urban space in late
neoliberalism. Environment and Planning F. Online first.

Marx, K. (1993). Capital: A Critique of Political Economy, 3. New York, N.Y., U.S.A:
Penguin Classics.

McElroy, E. (2024). The work of landlord technology: The fictions of frictionless property
management. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 42(4), 456–475.

Meers, J. (2024). The new ‘lettings agent’s window’: Interface design and discrimination
on online rental platforms. Information, Communication & Society, 1–23.

Mezzadra, S., & Neilson, B. (2015). Operations of capital. South Atlantic Quarterly, 114
(1), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1215/00382876-2831246

Migozzi, J. (2023). The good, the bad and the tenant: Rental platforms renewing racial
capitalism in the post-apartheid housing market. Environment and Planning D: Society
and Space, 42(4), 534–558.

Migozzi, J. (2024). Maps, apps and race: The market as a theoretical machine. Tijdschrift
voor Economische en Sociale Geografie.

Milne, G. (2020). Smoke & mirrors: How hype obscures the future and how to see past it.
Robinson.

Moreno Zacarés, J. (2024). Residential accumulation: A political economy framework.
Housing, Theory and Society, 41(1), 4–26.

Nethercote, M. (2023). Platform landlords: Renters, personal data and new digital
footholds of urban control. Digital Geography and Society, 5, Article 100060..

Outsite. (2019). The ultimate guide to co-living. Outsite. Retrieved from https://www.out
site.co/ebooks/guide-to-coliving.

Outsite. (2024). Become a member. Outsite. Retrieved from https://www.outsite.co/mem
bership.

Payne, W., Knuth, S., & Mahmoudi, D. (2020). Urban real estate technologies:
genealogies, frontiers, & critiques. Urban Geography, 41(8), 1033–1036.Chicago.

Power, G. (2023). Investors diversify into co-living as operators expand. MIPIM World.
Retrieved from https://blog.mipimworld.com/investment/investors-diversify-into-c
o-living-as-operators-expand/.

Powerhouse. (2023). Streamlined property management for co-living. Retrieved from
https://www.usepowerhouse.io/solutions/co-living.

PR Newswire. (2017). Bedly funded to bring technology-enabled housing network to the
masses. PR Newswire. Retrieved from https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/
bedly-funded-to-bring-technology-enabled-housing-network-to-the-masses-30044
2789.html.

Res:harmonics. (2023). Coliving in 2033: How technology is shaping the future of
coliving. Res Harmonics. Retrieved from https://www.resharmonics.com/blog/coli
ving-in-2033-how-technology-is-shaping-the-future-of-coliving.

Rogers, D., Maalsen, S., Wolifson, P., & Fields, D. (2024). Proptech and the private rental
sector: New forms of extraction at the intersection of rental properties and platform
rentierisation. Urban Studies, 61(14), 2778–2794.

Ronald, R., Schijf, P., & Donovan, K. (2023). The institutionalization of shared rental
housing and commercial co-living. Housing Studies, 1–25.

Sadowski, J. (2020). The internet of landlords: Digital platforms and new mechanisms of
rentier capitalism. Antipode, 52(2), 562–580.

Sadowski, J. (2022). The internet of landlords makes renters of us all. The Reboot.
Retrieved from https://thereboot.com/the-internet-of-landlords-makes-renters-of-us
-all/.

Selina. (2022). Join colive. Retrieved from https://colive.selina.com/#countries-trigger.
Shaw, J. (2020). Platform real estate: Theory and practice of new urban real estate

markets. Urban Geography, 41(8), 1037–1064.
Shrestha, P., Gurran, N., & Nasreen, Z. (2023). From flatmates to realestate? Platform

capitalism and the transformation of share housing. Digital Geography and Society, 5,
100070.

Spatial Experience. (2020). Why you should tap into subscription living now. Retrieved
from https://www.spatial-experience.com/spx-lab-article/why-you-should-tap-
into-subscription-living-now.

Srnicek, N. (2017). Platform capitalism. John Wiley & Sons.
Starcity. (2021). Landing page. Retrieved from https://starcity.com/.
Systems, S. (2022). Shared living spaces. Retrieved from https://saltosystems.com/en/in

dustries/shared-living-spaces-solution/.
Timalsina, N. (2019). Living as a service: Is subscription co-living the solution for

transient millennials? Outsite. Retrieved from https://www.outsite.co/blog/livin
g-service.

VC News Daily. (2017). Bedly venture capital and private equity financings. VC News Daily.
Retrieved from https://www.vcnewsdaily.com/Bedly/venture-funding.php.

Verma, U. (2018). PropTech 101: What is a space-as-a-service (SPaaS) business model?.
In In-Building Tech, 3 December. Retrieved from: https://inbuildingtech.com/prop
tech/space-as-a-service-real-estate/.

Wainwright, T. (2022). Rental proptech platforms: Changing landlord and tenant power
relations in the UK private rental sector? Environment and Planning A. Economy and
Space, 55(2), 339–358.

Ward, C., & Swyngedouw, E. (2018). Neoliberalisation from the ground up: Insurgent
capital, regional struggle, and the assetization of land. Antipode, 50(4), 1077–1097.

White, T. (2024). Beds for rent. Economy and Society, 53(1), 67–91.
White, T., & Madden, D. (2024). Housing ideology and urban residential change: The rise

of co-living in the financialized city. Environment and Planning A. Economy and Space,
56(5), 1368–1384.

Wijburg, G., Aalbers, M., & Heeg, S. (2018). The Financialization of rental housing 2.0:
Releasing housing into the privatised mainstream of capital accumulation. Antipode,
50(4), 1098–1119.

Ziliak, L. (2022). The benefits of coliving: A SALTO partner spotlight. Retrieved from:
https://saltosystems.com/en/blog/benefits-coliving-salto-partner-spotlight/.

Zuboff, S. (2019). The age of surveillance capitalism: The fight for a human future at the new
frontier of power. Profile Books.

T. White Digital Geography and Society 7 (2024) 100105 

8 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optqhmvFkDQRq
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optqhmvFkDQRq
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0220
https://doi.org/10.1215/00382876-2831246
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optZ9H1nLXrkK
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optZ9H1nLXrkK
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0245
https://www.outsite.co/ebooks/guide-to-coliving
https://www.outsite.co/ebooks/guide-to-coliving
https://www.outsite.co/membership
https://www.outsite.co/membership
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optOTDMN5h4pW
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optOTDMN5h4pW
https://blog.mipimworld.com/investment/investors-diversify-into-co-living-as-operators-expand/
https://blog.mipimworld.com/investment/investors-diversify-into-co-living-as-operators-expand/
https://www.usepowerhouse.io/solutions/co-living
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bedly-funded-to-bring-technology-enabled-housing-network-to-the-masses-300442789.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bedly-funded-to-bring-technology-enabled-housing-network-to-the-masses-300442789.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bedly-funded-to-bring-technology-enabled-housing-network-to-the-masses-300442789.html
https://www.resharmonics.com/blog/coliving-in-2033-how-technology-is-shaping-the-future-of-coliving
https://www.resharmonics.com/blog/coliving-in-2033-how-technology-is-shaping-the-future-of-coliving
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0290
https://thereboot.com/the-internet-of-landlords-makes-renters-of-us-all/
https://thereboot.com/the-internet-of-landlords-makes-renters-of-us-all/
https://colive.selina.com/#countries-trigger
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optJAndwCnBSO
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optJAndwCnBSO
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/optJAndwCnBSO
https://www.spatial-experience.com/spx-lab-article/why-you-should-tap-into-subscription-living-now
https://www.spatial-experience.com/spx-lab-article/why-you-should-tap-into-subscription-living-now
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0315
https://starcity.com/
https://saltosystems.com/en/industries/shared-living-spaces-solution/
https://saltosystems.com/en/industries/shared-living-spaces-solution/
https://www.outsite.co/blog/living-service
https://www.outsite.co/blog/living-service
https://www.vcnewsdaily.com/Bedly/venture-funding.php
https://inbuildingtech.com/proptech/space-as-a-service-real-estate/
https://inbuildingtech.com/proptech/space-as-a-service-real-estate/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0365
https://saltosystems.com/en/blog/benefits-coliving-salto-partner-spotlight/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3783(24)00027-8/rf0375

	From tenants to subscribers: Digital experiments in residential rent extraction
	1 Introduction
	1.1 When platform capitalism meets corporate landlordism

	2 Methodology
	3 Experiment 1: Rental optimisation
	4 Experiment 2: Housing membership
	5 Conclusion
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	References


