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ABSTRACT  
This paper introduces commoning accessibility (CA) as a novel 
conceptual framework that redefines accessibility as an essential 
good for activity participation and needs fulfilment, one that can 
be collectively managed. This perspective emerges from the 
observation of collaborative practices among actors engaged in 
the co-creation and governance of accessibility provision. 
Widespread examples of such practices include shared vehicle 
ownership, community-run amenity supply, and community- 
managed digital platforms. A common feature of these practices 
is their reliance on collaboration among individuals who actively 
participate in co-creating and governing mobility, proximity, or 
digital connectivity-oriented solutions to address shared and 
specific accessibility needs. Despite being largely overlooked in 
planning and transport research and practice, these initiatives – 
here defined as commoning accessibility practices – offer valuable 
insights into enhancing access to essential services and social 
opportunities, particularly in transport-poor contexts. This paper 
develops a conceptual framework to provide both theoretical 
depth and operational clarity to the notion of CA. Grounded in 
the theory of the commons and building on the concept of 
commoning mobility, it introduces a novel conceptual framework 
for examining the significance of CA practices and their 
contextual impact across different European settings.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 19 November 2024 
Revised 3 November 2025 
Accepted 11 November 2025  

KEYWORDS  
Accessibility; commons; 
commoning; proximity; X 
min city

1. Introduction

In recent years, a variety of community-based practices have emerged that explicitly aim 
to enhance accessibility. These include shared vehicle ownership schemes, community- 
run amenity provisions, and the development of community-managed digital platforms. 
Such initiatives vary in scale and complexity. Some are small-scale, such as individuals 
with similar mobility patterns organizing daily carpooling, often facilitated by dedicated 
digital platforms, to optimize costs and enhance the travel experience. Others involve 
broader engagement and more complex organizational structures, as in the case of 

© 2025 Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group 

CONTACT  Paola Pucci paola.pucci@polimi.it via Bonardi 3, 20133, Milan, Italy

EUROPEAN PLANNING STUDIES 
2026, VOL. 34, NO. 3, 566–583 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2025.2589819

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09654313.2025.2589819&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-01-23
mailto:paola.pucci@polimi.it
http://www.tandfonline.com


community transport services operated by volunteers who contribute their time and 
skills to provide rides for vulnerable populations, facilitating access to essential desti
nations such as healthcare facilities.

Importantly, these initiatives are not solely focused on supporting mobility. Many also 
emphasize proximity as a means of ensuring access to both tangible and intangible 
resources, without requiring physical movement (Manzini 2020). This is evident in 
self-organized home delivery systems and in the co-creation and management of multi
functional physical spaces where local communities can engage in shared activities – such 
as neighborhood centers or village hubs in rural areas. These spaces, open and used both 
by community members and institutional actors (e.g. medical clinics), effectively operate 
as service hubs and accessible points of social gathering for local populations. They may 
also offer internet access or assistance to individuals with limited literacy or connectivity, 
ensuring digital accessibility through mutual collaboration and peer support.

A range of initiatives aimed at enhancing accessibility through shared solutions can 
thus be identified, spanning from those supporting mobility to others promoting physical 
and social proximity, or reinforcing digital connectivity, in line with the definition pro
posed by Levine, Grengs, and Merlin (2019). Among them, some mobility-focused 
initiatives provide community-based alternatives to traditional public transport or indi
vidual car ownership. One example is the Dégage system in Flanders (Dégage 2025), a 
non-profit, peer-to-peer car-sharing network that aims to reduce car ownership and 
dependency while strengthening social ties and community cohesion. The system oper
ates through a subscription-based model and uses a digital platform to connect users 
interested in lending or borrowing cars or bicycles. Other practices are based on 
shared passenger rides, offering forms of community-based transport or carpooling. A 
key example is Rezopouce, a system organized and managed by a non-profit association 
that facilitates hitchhiking in many rural regions of France (Rezopouce 2025). By provid
ing access to a digital platform, Rezopouce ensures a safe, free, and structured approach 
to ride-sharing, requiring users to subscribe and adhere to specific usage rules. By con
necting individuals in need of transportation with those who have available seats in their 
vehicles, the system offers a collaborative response to the lack of public transport in rural 
areas.

A different example of community-based transport is Senioren Fahrdienst (Senior 
Transport Service), a practice developed by a group of citizens in the Bavarian town of 
Vaterstetten. This initiative provides free rides for elderly individuals to access essential 
services, with transportation offered by a dedicated group of volunteers. Beyond simply 
addressing mobility needs, the service aims to strengthen the social network of vulnerable 
individuals, fostering their integration into the local community (Senioren Fahrdienst 
2025).

School mobility, on the other hand, is the focus of the Pedibus system, which operates 
in several European cities. A particularly successful case can be found in Genoa, Italy, 
where more than 1800 children travel to school in organized walking or cycling 
groups within their school communities. This self-organized initiative encourages 
active mobility while promoting social interaction through the shared journey from 
home to school (Comune di Genova 2022).

Beyond mobility, several initiatives aim to restore proximity services, particularly in 
rural, peri-urban, and peripheral areas. One such example is the Dorpspunt (village 
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point), many of which are located in several Flemish villages (De Lovie 2025) and oper
ated by individuals with intellectual disabilities. These spaces serve as community hubs, 
restoring access to services that have otherwise disappeared from villages. They also func
tion as mobility hubs, enabling people to borrow vehicles from one another. By providing 
essential services, facilitating social interactions, and addressing small-scale mobility 
needs, Dorpspunts help counteract the decline of local services and the erosion of 
social cohesion. Similarly, in the rural region of Oltrepò Pavese, Italy, the Maggiordomo 
rurale (rural butler) initiative was developed (Cooperativa la Sveglia 2017). This role is 
undertaken by a community member who assists residents with everyday tasks such as 
grocery deliveries, bureaucratic paperwork, and other errands. By leveraging their own 
mobility, the rural butler compensates for the limited mobility of others, thereby 
offering indirect access to goods and services.

Finally, in rural areas, initiatives such as GUIFI.net – active in Catalonia and other 
Spanish regions – go beyond physical mobility and proximity to address digital accessi
bility (GUIFI.net 2016). This grassroots telecommunications infrastructure provides 
internet connectivity through a decentralized network of user-operated nodes. Governed 
by a set of community-defined rules, it represents a bottom-up approach to digital acces
sibility, particularly in rural and low-density areas where traditional providers may not 
offer sufficient infrastructure, exacerbating the territorial digital divide.

What unites these diverse initiatives – conceivable as substantive social practices – is 
their reliance on collaboration among individuals who are directly involved in the co-cre
ation and governance of these mobility options, local amenities and digital services. This 
collaborative engagement fosters the emergence of communities organized around these 
practices. In this light, these practices exemplify the idea that accessibility can be com
moned – that is, conceived as a good that can be collectively co-produced and sustained 
through collaboration.

Given the social and political significance of these initiatives, in this paper, we intro
duce the notion of commoning accessibility (CA) to advance both the theoretical under
standing and practical potential of such practices, focused on collaborative accessibility 
provision. While we acknowledge that accessibility is a broad and multifaceted 
concept – shaped by contextual (e.g. the availability of transportation systems) and per
sonal factors (e.g. abilities, skills) – we argue that it is precisely this multidimensionality 
that defines its role as a connecting principle across different forms of participation in 
socio-spatial opportunities.

Developing a comprehensive understanding of the multiple and interdependent 
dimensions through which access is shaped and experienced enables us to move 
beyond traditional interpretations of accessibility as a condition primarily ensured 
through transport and mobility systems. Rather, accessibility should be conceived as a 
complex assemblage of capabilities emerging from relational, spatial, and digital inter
actions between individuals and their surrounding environments – interactions 
influenced, though not exclusively determined, by the outcomes of spatial and transport 
planning. From this perspective, CA practices constitute situated and collective processes 
that reshape access – not only by enhancing mobility, as conventionally emphasized in 
planning practice, but also by reinforcing proximity and connectedness through collab
oration within communities. Overlooking this broadened perspective risks 
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underestimating the diversity and multi-dimensional implications of accessibility sol
utions that collaborative efforts can generate.

Accordingly, we argue that CA practices should be a central focus of planning efforts, 
as they address specific accessibility needs (Ferreira and Papa 2020) and promote equi
table participation. At the same time, they provide planners with a deeper understanding 
of accessibility’s complexity, and stimulate innovative, collaboration-based approaches to 
conceptualizing, planning, providing, and governing accessibility. This is particularly 
urgent in spatial contexts such as peri-urban, peripheral, and rural areas where the 
lack of mobility solutions alternative to private cars, the disappearance of local amenities, 
and limited digital connectivity may restrict access to goods and services. However, 
despite its relevance, this expanded perspective also raises critical questions regarding 
which forms of accessibility provision should be classified as CA practices, what 
specific accessibility needs they address, and how collaboration – central to the 
concept of commoning accessibility – is manifested through actor involvement, as well 
as through the production, management, maintenance, and reproduction of these 
practices.

To explore these questions, in this paper we outline a conceptual framework that 
defines and articulates the novel concept of commoning accessibility, delineating its 
core components. The framework is intended to support the analysis and critical exam
ination of the features, objectives, and the organizational structures of CA practices 
implemented by groups of individuals sharing similar accessibility needs and collaborat
ing to develop accessibility solutions. Drawing on the concept of ‘commoning mobility’ 
(Nikolaeva et al. 2019; Sheller 2018) and integrating key insights from commons theory, 
this framework provides the theoretical and analytical foundations for examining espro
cess of commoning accessibility and related practices and communities. The structure of 
the paper is as follows. In section 2, we draw on the transport justice literature to frame 
accessibility as an essential good. Subsequently, in section 3 we discuss this notion 
through the lens of commons theory, examining the conditions under which accessibility 
can be framed as a common good (re)produced through collective endeavour. By bring
ing these perspectives together, in section 4, we outline the theoretical framework that 
enables the identification of accessibility as a common good and its constitutive elements, 
considering varying conditions of access, use, management, and maintenance. Finally, in 
section 5, we discuss future research directions reflecting on the relevance, scalability, 
and applicability of the proposed conceptual framework across different social and 
spatial contexts.

2. Accessibility as an essential good

Accessibility, or the capability of participating in spatially dispersed, valued, needed, or 
desired activities, has long been recognized as an essential good. It is shaped by multiple 
individual, contextual, and perceptual factors that influence a person’s ability to achieve it 
(Martens 2019; Pot, van Wee, and Tillema 2021; Sen 1992; van Wee and Geurs 2011). 
From this perspective, accessibility can be considered a key need-satisfier or fulfiller (Fer
reira and Papa 2020; Mattioli 2016) and a means to provide social inclusion and partici
pation. This framing carries significant normative implications, as accessibility sustains 
people-centred and needs-based policy frameworks that complement resource-based 
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justice (Rawls 1972) and opportunity-based justice (Sen 2005) with explicit attention to 
space and time dimensions. This is achieved by assessing how land-use patterns, trans
portation systems, and policy initiatives differentially influence individuals’ participation 
in activities considering their needs, identities, available resources, skills, and abilities 
(Benenson, Martens, and Rofé 2010; 2017; Farrington and Farrington 2005; Martens 
2016; 2017). At the same time, a shared understanding in the literature is that adequate 
levels of accessibility, whether supported by mobility, connectivity, or proximity, should 
be assured (e.g. by a public authority) to avoid injustice (Van der Veen et al. 2020). 
Indeed, accessibility can be seen as an enabling factor (Pucci and Vecchio 2019) that 
allows participation in other activities, potentially generating further positive outcomes 
for the individual and enhancing perceived or objectively measured inclusion. 
However, determining which activities should be guaranteed access to satisfy the 
variety of individual and collective needs of people is challenging. Principles such as 
the ‘basic accessibility concept’ rooted in the sufficientarianist approach within distribu
tive justice (Lucas 2012; Martens 2017) attempt to address this issue both theoretically 
and practically. They do so by identifying a minimum threshold of access to a set of 
enabling activities, whose relevance must be assessed based on the socio-spatial contexts 
in which the principle is applied. This may also involve deliberative processes to define 
such thresholds and activities.

Recognizing that accessibility needs are necessarily varied and constantly evolving, the 
questions underlying accessibility – accessibility to what, for whom, how, and why – 
should be considered a contested terrain, open to political debate, requiring political 
decisions that may ultimately privilege the preferences and needs of certain groups 
over others. Furthermore, as a multidimensional phenomenon, accessibility is always 
at risk of being reduced to oversimplified conceptualizations. A case in point is the 
current policy emphasis on proximity-based accessibility, exemplified by concepts 
such as the compact city or the increasingly popular model of the 15-minute city’ 
(15minC) (Moreno et al. 2021). This is often advocated for its supposed high inclusivity 
since essential services and facilities are to be accessible at the neighbourhood scale and 
do not require access to costly means of transportation or telecommunication. The focus 
on active modes – primarily walking and cycling – and the integration of different trans
port modes, sharing mobility options, and digital mobility platforms aim to optimize the 
organization of daily travel in the 15minC, supporting diversified mobility solutions 
available and attainable to citizens. However, the model bears the risk of being exclu
sionary for multiple other reasons. Firstly, proximity is not the same as access, as some 
individuals and groups may be hindered in their access through fear for their own 
safety, hostile and inaccessible environments (e.g. for disabled people), social norms 
and multiple other factors affecting people intersectionally (Cooke et al. 2022). Sec
ondly, densification policies advocated by the 15minC can drive social injustice 
through the increase in housing prices, gentrification and displacement of vulnerable 
populations (Haarstad et al. 2022: Poorthuis and Zook 2023). Therefore, it is crucial 
to ask who is left behind in these policies, as not all areas are equally suited for rapid 
improvements in proximity-based accessibility, and policy-makers prioritize different 
places to varying degrees. In particular, suburban, peri-urban, and rural areas may 
face reductions in transport services, while larger distances to amenities, lower 
walkability, and inadequate consideration of the needs of elderly people, children 
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and youth, women and gender minorities, disabled individuals, and other groups can 
hinder accessibility by foot or bike.

Also, the multidimensionality of accessibility means that new and diverse 
accessibility-related demands may arise and not be adequately supported by the services 
traditionally provided by the state or the market. Multiple examples support this state
ment, illustrating possible failures in accessibility provision. State inaction may express 
itself in scarcity or lack of adequate transport and service options or investments and 
may be driven by the need to maintain economically efficient services, the difficulty of 
meeting different and conflicting needs and/or low demand for transport and services. 
These situations are particularly recognisable in rural environments (Farrington and Far
rington 2005) and low-density contexts, where the poor diffusion of service facilities and 
social activities, combined with low availability of means of transport alternative to 
private cars, create conditions for limited accessibility, especially for certain population 
groups (e.g. youth, elderly, people without car access), leading to potential inequalities 
(Dorantes and Murauskaite-Bull 2023; Lucas et al. 2016). Similarly, the market may 
also fail to meet accessibility needs when no economic return is attainable without 
public subsidy, particularly threatening medium to low-density areas and peripheral 
urban districts in the absence of adequate funding.

This reflection can be situated in relation to the established and dominant individua
listic conception of accessibility, which obscures its potential as a collective endeavour. 
Viewed through such a lens, accessibility can be reduced to a transactional commodity, 
rather than being recognized as a shared, collective good. Framed in such terms, acces
sibility is treated as something the individual should primarily receive and use according 
to their personal abilities and skills, rather than something they can actively shape or 
co-create with others. Moreover, the same perspective fails to account for the potential 
pool of skills and resources that individuals may lack on their own – limitations that 
can be addressed through collective action and mutual support grounded in interdepen
dent and collaborative relationships (see Muñoz 2023).

To address these gaps, this paper introduces the novel analytical concept of common
ing accessibility (CA) through which to understand and explore dimensions of accessi
bility that have so far remained unexplored. This reinterpretation yields an enriched 
conceptualization of accessibility, not only as an essential good, but also as a (potentially) 
common good, collectively maintained and reproduced, often in response to local acces
sibility needs that may not be adequately addressed by state or market-based supply. Such 
conditions are frequently evident in contexts marked by limited public transport and 
declining local amenities particularly in areas where providers face high operational 
costs and low revenues – challenges that are further intensified by austerity-driven 
cuts to transport and welfare provision. Similarly, market-based shared mobility 
systems may systematically exclude certain areas deemed unprofitable due to low poten
tial demand or other contexts considered unviable due to their socioeconomic makeup 
(Groth, Klinger, and Otsuka 2023). Other areas may be disadvantaged by the lack of 
high-speed internet coverage, as the infrastructural costs required to serve low- 
demand territories may be considered too high. These limitations or failures of conven
tional market or state-based forms of accessibility provision may create fertile ground for 
commoning accessibility practices, revealing their social and political value. Alternative 
accessibility provisions, beyond the state and the market, define contexts representing 

EUROPEAN PLANNING STUDIES 571



fertile ground for niche development and grassroots innovation (Schot and Geels 2007; 
Seyfang and Smith 2007), where accessibility solutions may be developed through self- 
organized activities by groups of people sharing the same accessibility needs and provid
ing targeted accessibility-based services either replacing or supplementing traditional ser
vices offered by the state and the market. These instances mark a shift in the concept of 
accessibility from an individual concern (my access problem) to a collective one (our 
access problem), ultimately leading to shared solutions (our access solution). However, 
this does not imply that responsibility for access should rest solely with the communities 
themselves – a perspective that would legitimize the state’s withdrawal from providing 
accessibility. On the contrary, we argue for recognizing the innovative potential and 
opportunities in collaborative and co-produced service provision, based on the creative 
capacity and actions of communities of access, with the public sector ideally playing a 
supportive role.

Moreover, reconceptualizing accessibility in explicit relation to commoning allows us 
to shift from an understanding of people as mere users or buyers of services to active par
ticipants, shaping access according to shared values and local needs. Through the estab
lishment of accessibility-related communities, people can cooperate to ensure that 
accessibility is maintained as a common resource, rather than relying solely on 
market-based or state-driven solutions. This perspective underscores that accessibility 
is not just about providing services, but also about empowering communities to create 
inclusive, locally responsive solutions. In doing so, this new approach challenges the 
long-established distinction between providers and users of accessibility services, 
suggesting that these configurations may give rise to new ‘hybrid’ roles linked to the 
development of collaborative sharing economies (Cohen and Muñoz 2016). Therefore, 
it becomes clear that a more nuanced and comprehensive understanding of the aims, 
functioning and impacts of these diverse practices – framed through the conceptual 
lens developed in this paper – holds the potential to generate meaningful policy insights. 
In perspective, these insights can foster innovative approaches to service design and pro
vision grounded in community-based accessibility-related resource sharing, while also 
contributing to the advancement of the norms and regulatory frameworks that enable, 
support, and regulate these initiatives.

3. Accessibility through commoning: theoretical framework

The proposed reconceptualization of accessibility – from an individual to a collective 
concern – raises the question of under what conditions accessibility can be understood 
as a common good, and which constitutive elements enable its emergence and shape 
its development. This paper addresses that question by introducing a novel theoretical 
framework for commoning accessibility, which identifies and defines the core com
ponents of the concept and the relationships between them. This framework builds on 
the theoretical assumption, discussed in section 2, that accessibility should be regarded 
as an essential good. It further assumes that framing accessibility as a common good 
requires a deeper engagement with the fundamental elements that characterize the 
concept of commons. To frame our investigation, we draw on Moroni’s classification 
(2024), which distinguishes between three contemporary interpretations of commons, 
conceiving them as ‘nobody’, ‘some people’ and ‘everybody’s resource’, to which we 
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add a fourth perspective grounded in the understanding of commons as complex social 
and political ecologies.

Moroni’s contribution serves as a key reference point, offering a concise yet compre
hensive overview of the main schools of thought and the core theoretical issues surround
ing the meaning, functioning, and social dynamics that drive the processual 
establishment of contemporary commons. While this synthetic approach does not 
exhaustively account for the full range of historical and contemporary perspectives – 
whose detailed analysis lies beyond the scope of this paper – it provides valuable foun
dations for understanding the main features and conditions essential to the study and 
design of spatially defined, generally delineated, and finite commons. From this stand
point, our analysis seeks to identify the key features and enabling conditions of workable 
commons by engaging with multiple theoretical streams, following an approach already 
advanced in the literature (see, for instance, Moulaert et al. 2024). This approach allows 
us to examine how core definitions of the commons can be applied to the accessibility 
domain (see Figure 1), with particular attention to the conditions governing access to 
the commons, the nature of the communities associated with them, and their forms of 
production, management, and maintenance.

The first definition based on the Hardin’s (1968) concept of a common good as an 
ownerless resource with free access is, in our view, not directly applicable to accessibility, 
which is produced through individual and collective actions, rather than being naturally 
occurring. Unlike Hardin’s scenario, accessibility is not primarily threatened by overuse 
but by the absence of conditions necessary for its realization. Nevertheless, ‘free and 
unregulated accessibility’ can still generate significant negative effects. For example, 
unrestricted motorized access can reduce accessibility for non-motorized users 
through safety risks, public space encroachment, and spatial decentralization of ame
nities. Similarly, free car access to schools or retail outlets can diminish their social 
and community functions, increase risks for children, and undermine local economies. 
Broader externalities also arise, such as congestion, health impacts, and degradation of 
historic or natural sites, which reduce their value as shared resources. While these 

Figure 1. Four definitions of commons – a synthesis partially based on Moroni (2025). 
Authors’elaboration.
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effects differ from Hardin’s irreversible ‘tragedy,’ they can nonetheless cause severe, often 
unequal, accessibility degradation. The main takeaway from this definition is that acces
sibility becomes a common good when its provision is ensured and sustained through 
different forms of provision, provided that its unregulated use does not lead to its decay.

A second definition, derived from Ostrom’s (1990) work on common-pool resources 
(CPR) – or ‘some people’s’ resources (Moroni 2025) – conceives commons as goods that 
are shared, managed, maintained, and (re)produced by a group of people through their 
regulated, potentially self-governed, and bottom-up actions. Such arrangements could 
prove more efficient and avoid the tragedy mentioned above as the development of 
social capital in the form of effective working rules enhances the likelihood that ‘those 
systems are more likely to develop and preserve the networks that the participants 
have created, and the norms they have adopted’ (Ostrom 1990, 14). This perspective 
aligns with the view that accessibility can be a good produced and reproduced by 
specific communities through self-governed and self-organized collective collaboration 
processes, making it suitable to explain the genesis of forms of commoning accessibility. 
The presence of a community developing (or developed around) the collaborative pro
vision of accessibility solutions responding to local situations also aligns with Seyfang 
and Smith’s (2007) definition of grassroots innovation. Furthermore, a crucial aspect 
of Ostrom’s conceptualization concerns the establishment of rules governing access, 
the definition of boundaries for inclusion and exclusion, and the mechanisms supporting 
the ongoing maintenance of the resource. In this context, any form of accessibility pro
vision, even self-governed or grassroots, would likely be organized through a set of 
written and unwritten rules, initially directed toward a bounded group of people involved 
in its creation and use. Participation in such systems does not necessarily imply owner
ship of the shared good in a conventional sense. Instead, it may resemble a form of 
private (Block and Jankovic 2016) or cooperative partnership among individuals who, 
driven by similar needs, collectively contribute to the development of accessibility sol
utions tailored to those needs. Finally, defining accessibility as a common-pool resource 
emphasizes the importance of grassroots action, which can complement or even substi
tute state or market-based accessibility provision, for instance, in case of inadequacy or 
failure. Grassroots solutions may offer innovative approaches that address gaps pre
viously unfilled by other forms of provision. In analogy to Ostrom’s (1990) rebuttal of 
Hardin (1968), it is possible to speculate on how a common pool resource approach 
might address some of the issues highlighted in the examples of ‘accessibility tragedy’ 
sketched above. The school management and parents can for instance agree to regulate 
car access to the school to enable access by walking and cycling and enhance the social 
function of the public space in front of the school. A municipality or region can agree to 
constrain retail outlet sprawl and instead encourage maintenance and further enrichment 
of a fine-grained retail distribution on its territory in partnership with local communities 
for environmental or social reasons. Similarly, access to historic centres or natural areas 
could be regulated (and/or self-regulated) for the sake of their very preservation as a 
resource.

The main takeaway from this definition is that accessibility as a common good can 
be provided and preserved, avoiding its decay, through collective self-organization, 
production and management of accessibility solutions responding to local situations, 
also related to possible failure of canonical market or state-based forms of accessibility 
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provision. In such contexts, it is nevertheless crucial to consider that the roles of the state, 
the market, and self-organized action will not be isolated but will always be situated 
within a pre-existent institutional, spatial, and cultural actor-network framework includ
ing relationships between different forms of provision. For example, a self-organized 
mobility service will utilize assets provided by the public sector (e.g. roads) and 
through the market (e.g. cars), creating a scenario where accessibility can be configured 
as a commoning process resulting from the interdependence and conjunction between 
the three main types of accessibility provision.

The third definition of commons proposed by Moroni (2025) as ‘everybody’s resource’ 
combines the concept of ‘common good’ and (access to/availability of) ‘commons’ 
(Rodotà 2012a, 2012b) with the idea that some form of ‘public interest’ should exist 
related to the access to and availability of the good itself as a right for all (Moulaert 
et al. 2024). In this definition, which emerged as part of debates raised over the privatiza
tion of some public goods such as water in the Italian context, commons are ‘fundamen
tal goods’ (Ferrajoli 2013) or ‘global public goods’ (Bodansky 2012; Kaul et al., 2000). 
Their availability is considered essential for the fulfilment of specific citizenship rights. 
In this sense, commons are the antithesis of private ownership, being ‘everybody’s 
resources’, belonging to all and falling outside any market logic (Rodotà 2012a). 
Specific authorities (e.g. the state) are considered responsible for ensuring free and equi
tably distributed access to these goods for everyone, and for their preservation and 
(re)production. A key role in the latter is also recognized for citizens (or active citi
zens). Looking at accessibility through this lens supports the idea that accessibility, 
previously identified as essential for people, can be configured as a right. Indeed, in 
this perspective, accessibility provision can and should be regarded as a matter of 
public nature and relevance, justifying the role of some overarching authority, 
deputed to ensure that accessibility is attainable and equitably distributed. Therefore, 
defining accessibility as everybody’s resource assumes that a certain basic amount of 
access must be guaranteed as a fundamental enabling factor for social participation 
and the activation of further opportunities. However, it can still be assumed that 
this essential good may be provided through multiple and varied ways, not solely 
state-managed; as previously discussed, communities might self-organize and 
develop solutions to address specific accessibility needs and desires more effectively 
than state or market-driven approaches.

The main takeaway from this definition is that accessibility provision can and should 
be regarded as a prerequisite for fulfilling fundamental rights and needs and that it 
should be effectively guaranteed by some authority to whoever needs it. However, as 
observed in Section 2, accessibility needs are dynamic, context-dependent, and contested, 
requiring political debate and choice. The extreme variety of these needs, coupled with 
the complexity in defining a priori which of these should be met as a right for individuals’ 
inclusion and participation in activities, suggests that, in a context of resource con
straints, it may not be ethically justifiable to assume that any accessibility need should 
be fulfilled through public provision. It is therefore necessary to evaluate how multiple 
and varied forms of accessibility provision, not exclusively state-managed, can ensure 
that accessibility needs are addressed. At the same time, it is important to consider 
that fulfilling certain needs through alternative accessibility forms may still have signifi
cant social externalities, as often seen when accessibility is ensured through individual 
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motorized transport. This potentially implies that non-public-based provision forms 
should be situated within a broader institutional context of rules and norms addressing 
the general interest where emerging externalities are regulated to prevent the decay of the 
common good for all, as described in the first definition.

A fourth definition from the literature (Chatterton 2010; De Angelis 2017 Hardt and 
Negri 2010;) identifies the commons as ‘complex social and political ecologies’ (Chatter
ton 2010, 626), with the potential to form alternative politics (Chatterton 2010; Hardt 
and Negri 2010). In this definition, the commons emerge as a collective response to 
and a profound critique of the dominant capitalistic economic system and related 
socio-political systems. The commons, rooted in shared interests or values, form the 
potential basis for a community to come together. In such a sense, they are eminently 
complex and relational, created and sustained by ‘communities’, i.e. by social networks 
of mutual aid, solidarity, and practices of human exchange that are not reduced to the 
market form (De Angelis 2017). Commonality is identified as the outcome of a 
process of engagement and relationship in which people participate through their colla
borative action and involvement. Thus, the commons are made real through common
ing, a concept reflecting dynamic social practices related to alternative forms of 
production premised on the idea of freedom and autonomy from capital accumulation 
and based on cooperation between subjects who use and, at the same time, produce 
natural and artificial, material and immaterial commons (Hardt and Negri 2010). Pro
cesses of commoning provide the ground for alternative socio-political systems based 
on non-marketized principles of mutual-aid and self-organization. Consequently, there 
is no ‘owner’ of such practices, which are self-governed and bottom-up, often based 
on principles of direct democracy (Chatterton 2010). In this last definition, the theme 
of the commons and subsequently of urban commoning practices is linked to the percep
tion of a deep crisis in the relationship between the individual and institutions, with the 
commons constituting a political byword for resistance against the excesses of contem
porary capital encroachment and expansion. When applied to accessibility, this 
definition can be distinguished from the second definition – inspired by Ostrom’s 
concept of common-pool resources – since the former attributes a political/ideological 
value to the process of commoning. The motivations driving commoning development 
can thus be varied and not solely related to inadequacy, and failure of canonical market 
or state-based forms of accessibility provision, but also driven by a desire to build an 
alternative to the dominant mobility and accessibility system. However, similar to the 
case of common-pool resources, we can also suppose that self-governed and bottom- 
up accessibility provision alternatives to the dominant practices may develop within 
recognizable communities formed by members aligning with similar values and orga
nized by establishing more or less rigid rules contributing to the (re)production of acces
sibility through collective collaboration. In this counter-hegemonic approach, the 
motivations driving commoning development can also be oriented by an innovative 
paradigm-shift desire to build an alternative to the dominant mobility and accessibility 
system (e.g. one based on free transport for all – see e.g. Kębłowski et al., 2019; or one 
pursuing mobility ‘degrowth’, see e.g. Cattaneo et al. 2022).

By examining these interpretations and definitions of the commons in relation to 
accessibility, it is important to highlight the different conceptualizations they offer 
regarding three key aspects: the conditions, actors, and procedures that are crucial for 
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the production and reproduction of the commons, and thus for the activation of com
moning practices. Exploring how each definition contributes specific elements of reflec
tion helps to shape the theoretical framework for commoning accessibility, providing 
valuable insights for developing an operational perspective to study and analyze com
moning accessibility practices, as discussed in Section 4.

4. Toward a conceptualization of CA practices

The cross-cutting analysis of a selection of valuable perspectives surrounding the 
notion of commons allowed to extract a set of key takeaways that inform an interpret
ation of accessibility as a common good. Starting from the assumption that accessibility 
constitutes an essential good, we observed that accessibility is ensured through its pro
vision, which – under most circumstances (see Section 3 for exceptions) – prevents its 
decay. Like other common goods, its provision can be achieved collectively, relying on 
the central role of active and self-organized groups of people that emerge in response 
to shared accessibility needs. These groups not only produce accessibility through 
their practices but are also shaped by them in return. Ideally, these practices are devel
oped in complementarity with traditional systems of accessibility provision, though in 
some cases, they may serve as innovative alternatives. In all cases, however, these prac
tices are embedded and are to be read within specific spatial and institutional settings 
that significantly influence their development, functioning, and interactions with other 
actors.

This novel interpretation emphasizes the importance of examining commoning acces
sibility as the outcome of a process of collective reconsideration of the societal value of 
accessibility. Although such processes may differ in goals, organizational forms, and con
textual relationships, they are invariably shaped by the active participation of a commu
nity and materialized through actions shaping recurrent practices undertaken by the 

Figure 2. Theoretical framework to conceive accessibility through commoning. The diagram intro
duces the concept of accessibility as an essential good and identifies commoning accessibility prac
tices as the outcome of a collaborative form of accessibility provision, driven by the actions of a 
community of access. Authors’elaboration.
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community to provide and govern the accessibility as a good that can be commoned 
(Figure 2).

By challenging the prevailing individualistic discourse on accessibility, this approach 
aligns with existing scholarship on mobilities of care, interdependent mobilities, mobility 
and disability as well as research on community-owned transport and collaborative welfare 
provision (Glover 2016; Jirón, Carrasco, and Rebolledo 2020; Manzini and D’Alena 2024; 
Muñoz 2023; Ravensbergen and Schwanen 2023; Schiefelbusch 2025). The innovation lies 
in, first, extending the reach beyond mobility to include proximity and connectivity-based 
provision of accessibility, and second, in offering a broader and more inclusive definition 
of the commons, drawing on the most relevant aspects of the four definitions mentioned 
above. This approach acknowledges the varied – and at times inconsistent – perspectives 
within these definitions, while applying the concept specifically to accessibility.

Resulting from this approach is the identification of three constitutive elements of 
accessibility as a potentially common good which form the basis of the theoretical frame
work proposed in this paper and outlined in Figure 2.

Firstly, we define commoning accessibility, as the process through which a group of 
people collaboratively creates and manages the conditions necessary to provide access 
to needed/desired socio-spatial resources to its members under shared rules and 
norms. This process can either develop as an alternative to or in conjunction with 
market/state accessibility provision and is based on the cooperative capacity of the group.

Secondly, we define those involved in commoning accessibility as communities of 
access: clear and relatively bounded groups of people sharing specific accessibility- 
related needs, desires and values, and commonly searching for a solution resulting in 
the process of commoning. Therefore, the commoning accessibility process depends 
on the existence of a community of access connected by constraints of opportunity 
based on the needs to be met. At the same time, the community of access itself takes 
on meaning in relation to the process of commoning that it develops and sustains.

Consequently, we define commoning accessibility practices as a set of actions that mate
rialize in the realized access performed by a community of access, which are both the 
foundation for the development of the commoning accessibility process and its outcome.

5. Conclusions and ways forward

The significance of commoning accessibility practices, along with the analysis and recon
struction of their social and spatial implications, lies in their capacity to provide access to 
goods and services that are alternative or complementary to those offered by the state and 
the market. These practices, understood as concrete and measurable actions, are the most 
evident outcome of how a group of people can address its accessibility needs by creating 
and managing the conditions for access and need fulfilment, becoming a community of 
access. Based on this, CA practices give meaning to the community of access, as it exists 
and reproduces itself through mobilization around specific accessibility issues that are 
addressed through these practices and their evolution over time.

Analysing these practices may prove challenging due to various factors, including their 
limited outreach, informal nature, or the absence of available information, which may 
make them difficult to identify. Nevertheless, understanding the nature of these practices, 
the communities involved, and the ways in which they address specific accessibility needs 
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is crucial for consolidating the concept and assessing its social relevance. Specifically, 
gaining deeper insight into these practices could lead to at least three relevant and 
innovative outcomes.

First, it would foster an understanding of the different types of CA practices, classify
ing them based on their characteristics and the recurrent actions through which they are 
sustained. This would offer a clearer picture of the diversity of approaches taken by 
different communities and help identify which factors contribute to their success. More
over, it would provide insights into how these practices could be replicated or adapted to 
other regions facing similar accessibility challenges. Finally, it would expand knowledge 
about the communities that emerge around the production of CA practices, as well as 
their forms of collaboration and collective management of the common good.

Second, it would unveil the motivations (i.e. the specific accessibility needs and mean
ings of mobility and accessibility) that give rise to CA practices, driving communities to 
collaborate in commoning accessibility. This would shed light on a range of emerging 
needs not addressed through conventional accessibility provision systems while identify
ing innovative solutions stemming from collective action. It can also enable evaluation of 
their compatibility with traditional solutions and their transferability to other socio-spatial 
contexts with similar needs. In this regard, an important clarification is that, as previously 
noted, emphasizing communities of access capacity for self-organization does not justify 
the public sector’s disengagement from public service provision, including mobility and 
accessibility services. Indeed, we do not suggest that accessibility should be seen as a 
private responsibility of isolated groups of people sharing specific accessibility needs 
and working together to address them. Rather, by highlighting the self-organizing and 
creative capabilities of communities of access – often emerging due to market actors’ 
lack of interest and, more critically, public sector disengagement – we identify areas 
where the public sector’s role in service provision should be reinstated at the forefront, 
but in different and innovative ways. This re-engagement should not follow outdated 
welfare models rooted in top-down service design and management but instead reflect a 
process in which resources and organizational power are shared by the public sector 
with citizens and their organizations, without diminishing the public sector’s function 
as a guarantor of a public, general interest (Manzini 2020; Manzini and D’Alena 2024). 
Ideally, forms of community collaboration and self-organization should thus be supported 
and cultivated in synergy with the public sector, rather than substituting public services or 
investments. Through this perspective, experiences of commoning accessibility, besides 
making the essential good of accessibility broadly attainable, may also stimulate institutional 
innovations that support and sustain CA practices, ultimately rendering planning and gov
ernance radically more inclusive. It is worth recalling that in the context of experimenting 
with public-commons partnerships between state actors and commons members to respond 
to specific needs, several experiments are ongoing as the Citizen Assets Programme in Bar
celona that provides valuable insights for strengthening the capacity to prefigure alternative 
economic and policy regimes (Pera and Bussu 2024), in line with what Bianchi et al. (2022) 
term ‘commons-led co-production’ and, more in general, with the public – common part
nerships (PCPs) experimented in the UK (Russell, Milburn, and Heron 2022).

Third, it would enhance understanding of the evolutionary process of these practices, 
including their potential institutionalization or marketization and the significant short
comings of such transformations, given that the commoning process is constantly 
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evolving, as well as their relationship with the broader political, economic, regulatory, 
and cultural context in which they arise, identifying possible enablers and barriers.

Further advancements should be thus devoted to collect and systematize concrete 
experiences of CA practices, to enrich (and complexify) the proposed definitions, 
looking at three main accessibility provision typologies based on the definition provided 
by Levine, Grengs, and Merlin (2019): (1) mobility-based CA practices, developed to 
provide and support direct access to needed and desired socio-spatial resources 
through physical displacement; (2) proximity-based CA practices, developed to 
provide a variety of everyday services and activities that can be accessed without the 
need to travel beyond one’s immediate vicinity; (3) connectivity-based CA practices, 
developed to provide access to digital networks and related opportunities. While 
specific initiatives may naturally draw attention according to the disciplinary focus or 
professional interest of different stakeholders – for instance, mobility-related practices 
may primarily engage transport planners, while digital or proximity-focused initiatives 
may attract urban planners, community developers, or technology specialists – the inten
tion to maintain a broad and inclusive definition of accessibility, as proposed in this 
paper, serves a distinct purpose. By keeping accessibility conceptualized in its full multi
dimensionality, we aim to highlight the interplay between diverse forms of commoning 
accessibility and their effects on social participation, spatial equity, and community well- 
being. Collecting and comparing the CA practices at least in the European countries – 
considering the aims of commoning, the community involved, the functioning, and 
the institutional relations and evolution – will also allow to deal with the national regu
latory frameworks about common goods and mobility service provision. These practices 
are characterized by varying levels of institutionalization, and different technical, 
financial, legal, and organizational support through government-led platforms (Salemink 
and Strijker 2018). Mapping them can show how policy conditions and agendas shape 
commoning accessibility practices across European contexts.
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