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Abstract

This degree project compares Stockholm and Dubai in order to examine the feasibility of using

blockchain tokenization as a financing model for urban real estate development. The study

highlights that tokenization has the potential to broaden access to real estate investing by reducing

barriers to entry and increasing liquidity through fractional ownership. Obstacles are also noted,

though, such as institutional inertia, the general skepticism of blockchain technology, and regulatory

uncertainties.

Through case studies and semi-structured interviews, the study finds that Stockholm’s cautious

approach reflects a more traditional and risk-averse institutional culture, whereas Dubai has successfully

incorporated blockchain into its real estate sector through proactive regulatory frameworks and creative

initiatives.

According to the findings, deliberate efforts is needed to modify legal frameworks, raise public

awareness, and promote cooperative governance structures that place an emphasis on inclusivity and

transparency if tokenization is to become viable in Sweden. In order to fully utilize blockchain in urban

development, the study emphasizes the importance of coordinating technological developments with

institutional and regulatory readiness.
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Sammanfattning

Detta examensarbete jämför Stockholm och Dubai för att undersöka genomförbarheten av att använda

blockkedjetokenisering som en finansieringsmodell för urban fastighetsutveckling. Studien lyfter

fram att tokenisering har potential att bredda tillgången till fastighetsinvesteringar genom att minska

inträdesbarriärer och öka likviditeten genom fraktionellt ägande. Hinder uppmärksammas dock

också, såsom institutionell tröghet, den generella skepsisen mot blockkedjeteknik samt regulatoriska

osäkerheter.

Genom fallstudier och semistrukturerade intervjuer framgår det att Stockholms

försiktiga tillvägagångssätt speglar en mer traditionell och riskavert institutionell kultur, medan Dubai

framgångsrikt har integrerat blockkedjeteknik i sin fastighetssektor genom proaktiva regulatoriska ramar

och kreativa initiativ.

Enligt resultaten krävs medvetna insatser för att justera rättsliga ramverk, öka allmänhetens medvetenhet

och främja samverkansbaserade styrningsstrukturer som betonar inkludering och transparens för att

tokenisering ska bli genomförbart i Sverige. För att kunna utnyttja blockkedjeteknik fullt ut i

stadsutveckling betonar studien vikten av att samordna teknologiska framsteg med institutionell och

regulatorisk beredskap.
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1 Introduction

As cities continue to grow, so do challenges related to how we finance, develop, and access urban space.

Real estate markets are known to be slow-moving, capital intensive, illiquid, and difficult to enter for

all but the largest established stakeholders (Cheng et al., 2010). In terms of challenges of, for example,

housing, urban development, and capital concentration, there is a need for financial models that can

open up new channels for participation and flexibility. Blockchain-based tokenization can offer divided

property ownership through digital shares that can be bought, sold, and managed more efficiently. In

theory, this can help reduce entry thresholds, increase liquidity in historically illiquid markets, and

streamline transactions without traditional intermediaries (IBM, 2021). For a market often known for

long processes, high costs, and access barriers, tokenization can be a relevant alternative. However,

adoption is far from straightforward, even if there are technological advantages.

Compared to stock markets where assets are bought and sold in seconds, real estate transactions in

Sweden can span several days from listing to final ownership transfer (Larsson, 2022). These delays are

tied to documentation systems, manual verification steps, reliance on intermediaries, and regulatory

bottlenecks. Sweden is not known for jumping into new technologies from the beginning. This is

more evident in terms of the real estate sector, which is deeply rooted in institutional trust, robust legal

protections, and conservative financing practices. Although being a digital leader in public services and

e-governance, Sweden’s regulatory frameworks have been slow to adapt in ways that allow decentralized

finance (Riksbank, 2022).

Meanwhile, countries like the United Arab Emirates, particularly Dubai, have explored blockchain

technology in real estate governance (Reuters, 2025). In Dubai, tokenized platforms allow retail

investors to purchase smaller fractions of property through automated contracts using blockchain-

based smart contracts. These examples show that institutional support, regulatory openness, and

market readiness can create conditions for tokenization to become established. In contrast, Sweden’s

caution shows a complexity of introducing disruptive innovation into both historically and traditionally

structured sectors. This is not just a question of technology, but is more about the intersection of

innovation and institutional trust, governance, and systemic readiness. Whether Sweden’s real estate

market can adapt to tokenization is as much about regulatory imagination as it is about technical capacity.

Understanding barriers and conditions for this is therefore not only relevant, but necessary for future

cities in finding financing tools that allow for more inclusivity, flexibility, and transparency.

1.1 Problem Statement

Real estate development in Sweden often encounters financial bottlenecks due to high entry costs,

reliance on already established and conventional capital markets, and strict regulatory procedures.

Traditional funding mechanisms such as bank loans, institutional investments, and private equity

dominate the market, which results in limited liquidity and restricted access for smaller investors.

This environment can hinder innovative, small-scale, or early-phase projects, particularly when capital

mobilization is slow or risk is concentrated among a narrow group of actors.

Blockchain-based tokenization has developed as a theoretical alternative capable of addressing the

above-mentioned challenges. Fractional ownership of real estate through digital shares allows

1



lower entry barriers for investors, enhances market liquidity, and facilitates more dynamic property

transactions. However, these advantages and the feasibility of tokenization are still uncertain within the

Swedish context. Regulatory alignment, institutional inertia, and scepticism about digital financial tools

still have considerable obstacles.

Moreover, tokenization is marketed as a tool for democratizing real estate finance and increasing market

efficiency, but its adoption still raises questions about trust, accountability, governance, and financial

stability. Its not yet clear if this type of model would complement existing structures or destabilize them.

In addition, it is not evident how tokenization aligns with Sweden’s legal frameworks or the public sector.

Therefore, further empirical investigation is needed to know if blockchain-based systems, structures, or

tokenization can function as an applicable mechanism in Sweden’s property and urban development

sector.

1.2 Research Gap

Blockchain has in general been widely discussed in technical and financial contexts. However, its

implications for real estate financing and urban development still require more research (Saari et al.,

2022). Despite growing academic interest in this technology, the literature on their application in

regulated and risk-averse markets like Sweden is limited. Blockchain tokenization is often promoted as

a way to increase liquidity, lower investment barriers, and improve transaction efficiency. Despite this,

there is limited research on whether it truly strengthens real estate financing or introduces new financial

risks. According to Izadin and Yusof (2024), empirical studies are limited and more research is needed

on legal frameworks, investor behaviour, and market impacts. Furthermore, the intersection between

tokenized real estate financing and urban development has not been systematically studied and there is

no clear understanding about the consequences of it in relation to the built environment. Therefore, there

is an important gap in understanding how this align or disrupt existing real estate markets and planning

practices (Izadin & Yusof, 2024).

One of the main gaps is the lack of research in the existing literature on tokenization and how it reshapes

investment structures in terms of financing models (Tian et al., 2020). In addition, some studies have

highlighted the potential of democratizing real estate investment, but there is still little discussion of how

it influences capital flows in large-scale developments. Furthermore, public-private financing models

that involve blockchain are still limited, which also raises questions about whether tokenization can

introduce new mechanisms of funding or if it might reinforce financial speculation and market volatility

(Tian, 2022).

Increased liquidity in traditional illiquid real estate markets is frequently cited as an advantage of

tokenization, but empirical evidence remains limited (Swinkels, 2023). Although pilot projects such

as the one conducted by Lantmäteriet have shown that technical implementation is possible, they have

not been institutionalized or scaled, and their lessons are still underexplored in academic literature

(Lantmäteriet, 2016b). Scholars also argue that tokenization can lead to short-term speculative behaviour

rather than long-term investment. However, there is limited research on whether tokenized real estate

markets improve liquidity in practice or whether they only shift liquidity patterns to new digital platforms

(Izadin & Yusof, 2024). This highlights the gap in whether tokenized financing supports efficient land

use and urban development or just increases financialization and speculation.

2



Another related gap in research is about regulatory and governance challenges. There is a lack of clear

regulatory frameworks and legal guidelines, even if blockchain increases transparency and efficiency

(Rath et al., 2023). Furthermore, there are insufficient comparative studies on how different regulatory

environments in global cities manage tokenization, nor on which governance mechanisms are needed

to integrate it with urban development frameworks (Tian, 2022). In addition, tokenization can help

provide new financing opportunities for public sector projects, but there are few studies on how local

governments, developers, and institutions could collaborate for its implementation. This makes it

difficult to determine whether tokenization can be used as a large-scale financing tool.

1.3 Objectives and Research Questions

The primary objective of this study is to investigate the feasibility of blockchain tokenization as

an alternative financing model for real estate development in Sweden. In doing so, the study will

analyse how tokenized financing compares to traditional methods in terms of investment accessibility,

transaction efficiency, and liquidity.

At the same time, the study also investigates the institutional, regulatory, and financial conditions

necessary for implementation. Here, the perceptions and readiness of relevant stakeholders such as

developers, public agencies, investors, and experts, will be taken into consideration.

A secondary objective is to compare Sweden’s regulatory and institutional context with a city-state, in

this case Dubai, that embraced blockchain in real estate governance (Dubai Land Department, 2025).

This comparison will allow for a broader understanding of how different governance environments shape

the adoption of blockchain tokenized systems.

To achieve these objectives, the study will address the following research questions:

1. How is blockchain-based tokenization perceived as a financing model for real estate in Sweden,

particularly in terms of accessibility, liquidity, and transactional efficiency?

2. What legal, institutional, and technical barriers limit the feasibility of tokenized real estate

financing in the Swedish context?

3. How do regulatory and governance frameworks in Sweden and Dubai shape the adoption and

implementation of tokenized real estate financing differently?

1.4 Scope and Limitations

This study is focused on the practical feasibility of blockchain-based tokenization as an alternative

financingmodel for real estate in Sweden. It examines how tokenization aligns with Sweden’s regulatory

frameworks, institutional logic, and stakeholder perceptions, with consideration of issues like investment

accessibility, legal compatibility, and transaction efficiency.

The research is conducted through semi-structured interviews with stakeholders ranging from public

officials and blockchain experts to analysts and developers. These are complemented by secondary

data and documents from Stockholm and Dubai, which will be used as a contrasting benchmark for

case studies. Sweden represents a cautious, regulation-driven context, while Dubai a more innovation-

oriented environment. This comparison will show how different governance conditions influence the
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potential for adoption. Although urban development is discussed conceptually, the study does not

measure the spatial or zoning implications of tokenization.

The study will not focus on the technical aspects of blockchain infrastructure within smart contract

mechanisms or cybersecurity concerns. Instead, tokenization will be examined as a financial and

regulatory model within real estate investment structures. This relates to comparative case studies that

will give insights into different regulatory environments, but do not capture the whole global image

of real estate tokenization models. The selected cities will bring contrasts in governance and market

structures. However, the findings will not be generalizable to all real estate markets worldwide. Lastly,

urban planning considerations will mainly be analysed looking at urban investment flows and financial

accessibility, rather than direct physical land use impacts or architectural planning aspects. The study

will provide insights into whether tokenization supports investments and urban development but will not

quantify its direct effects on spatial planning outcomes.
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2 Literature Review

The purpose of this literature review is to provide a theoretical and empirical foundation for

understanding how tokenization, enabled by blockchain technology, may transform real estate financing

and ownership. It begins by outlining traditional real estate financing methods and their structural

limitations, which have historically hindered liquidity, accessibility, and efficiency. The review

then explores the emergence of new financing models, including decentralized finance, as innovative

responses to these challenges. From there, it introduces blockchain technology as a key enabler, with a

particular focus on tokenization and its potential to reshape transaction processes, ownership structures,

and investor participation. Drawing on academic literature, ownership structures, and real-world case

studies, the review examines both the promises and practical challenges of tokenization.

2.1 Traditional Real Estate Financing Models

2.1.1 Debt Financing

Developers and investors can leverage capital by borrowing money to buy, build, or refinance properties

through debt financing, a key tactic in real estate investments. Lenders have a claim on the asset in the

event of default, since it is usually secured against the actual property. Among the many benefits of

this financing approach are increased return potential, tax advantages, and capital efficiency. But it also

brings with it risks associated with default exposure, interest rate sensitivity, andmarket volatility.

In the Journal of Property Research, Marseguerra and Cortelezzi (2009) suggest that debt financing has a

major impact on when real estate investments are made. According to their research, investors who use

debt to finance projects typically make their investments earlier than those who only use equity. This

happens as a result of postponing investment, which raises financial commitments, especially as interest

on outstanding debt mounts. The study also reveals that the more debt one has, the more motivated one

is to move on with investment choices, indicating that leverage is a key factor in determining real estate

development cycles.

Debt financing in real estate can be shaped in various formats, including mezzanine debt, commercial

mortgage-backed securities, and traditional bank loans. These structures will offer different risk return

profiles, with factors such as Debt Service Coverage Ratios (DSCR), Loan-to-Value (LTV), and interest

rates influencing borrowing capacities. Realty Mogul (2024) describes that while debt financing

provides stability and predictability through fixed interest payments, there are also risks that investors

carefully must manage:

• Cross-Colletarization -When several properties obtain a single loan, where exposure is increased

because a single asset’s poor performance might affect the portfolio as a whole.

• Balloon Loans - provide refinancing risks because they need a large final payment, which can

produce liquidity concerns if market conditions make refinancing or property sales unfavourable.

• Cash Flow Sweeps - All extra income is put toward loan repayment if a property’s DSCR

drops below a predetermined level, which restricts investor cash flow and lessens their financial

flexibility.
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• Foreclosure Risks - Property seizure, capital losses, and damage to credit standing may happen

if firms fail to meet debt obligations

• Market-Driven Refinancing Risks - Rising interest rates or stricter lending standards can make

refinancing at favourable terms more challenging, increasing financial strain. This can exacerbate

liquidity constraints, as real estate is inherently illiquid, and higher borrowing costs may force

firms to sell off properties. However, during market downturns, finding buyers can be difficult,

further complicating asset liquidation.

Bahri (2024) further describes that although debt financing provides stability and predictability through

fixed interest payments, there are still risks to it, including possible disruptions in cash flows during

market downturn or little room for growth.

2.1.2 Real Estate Investment Trusts

Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) is a type of investment vehicle used that allows investing in real

estate without directly owning physical real estate. They function in similar ways to stocks, providing

dividend income, liquidity, and portfolio diversification. REITs finance, own and operate income-

generating properties in various sectors, including commercial, industrial, and residential real estate.

REITs are structured in a way in which at least 90% of the taxable income will be distributed to

shareholders as dividends, making it an attractive investment for income seekers. They are available

on public stock exchanges, making them a highly liquid option compared to investing in physical real

estate (Investor, n.d.).

An analysis of 371 equity REITs from 1972 to 2020 showed that they outperformed low-risk investments

such as 1-month Treasury bills, especially when held for longer periods. The research further showed

that residential, industrial, healthcare, and specialty REITs were some of the best performing sectors,

contributing to significant wealth creation to shareholders. Furthermore, REITs collectively generated

0.89 trillion USD in net wealth for shareholders during the examined period, where the top performing

REITs accounted for a good amount of the portion of this wealth (Huang et al., 2024).

A distinguishing feature of REITs is their role in risk management and wealth generation. Only a small

percentage of REITs outperformed the overall stock market index, according to the analysis, although

most of them beat Treasury notes. However, because dividend income accounts for a significant amount

of overall returns, REITs had better median returns than stocks. REITs perform more consistently and

are less dependent on a small number of high-performing assets than traditional equities due to their less

skewed return distribution (Huang et al., 2024).

2.2 Emergence of Alternative Investment Models

2.2.1 Crowdfunding

Crowdfunding in the real estate industry offers the possibility for a large number of individual private

investors to invest in real estate projects using online platforms. Property owners and developers publish

investment opportunities on crowdfunding platforms, where investors can invest small amounts to

collectively fund capital (Landa, n.d.). Debt crowdfunding (also called peer-to-peer real estate lending)
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lets investors act as lenders, earning interest on loans secured by properties, while equity crowdfunding

gives investors an ownership stake in a property (sharing in profits in cash flows and such) (Reffell, n.d.).

With user-friendly websites, investors are informed about digital payment systems, detailed property

information, and regulatory frameworks that can be involved, allowing online investment solicitation.

In practice, a real estate developer or owner might offer shares of the real estate asset, where hundreds

of investors can contribute a few thousands of dollars to reach the funding goal. These platforms

handle documentation, fund transfers, and deal verification to streamline offline syndication into a digital

process (Landa, n.d.). Reffell (n.d.) says ”with a smartphone, an internet connection and $10, anyone

can become a real estate investor” by using crowdfunding platforms.

2.2.2 PropTech

PropTech, or property technology, refers to the technology used to improve the way real estate is

financed, managed, bought, and sold. When it comes to financing, PropTech encompasses mobile apps,

online marketplaces, and software that enhances or automates transactions in real estate. With this,

digital mortgage platforms can allow buyers to get approved loans in a short time, with algorithmic

valuation tools enabling instantaneous property appraisals, which then speeds up lending decisions.

Fractional ownership platforms are also included in PropTech, which uses software that allows splitting

ownership of the property into shares. These processes are done online, which, unlike traditional

methods (which often require extensive in-person paperwork), allows it to potentially save time and

effort in buying, selling, or financing properties. Some notable PropTech mechanisms include electronic

signature and digital contract services for closing, data-driven risk assessment tools, and online property

exchanges (Chase, n.d.).

2.2.3 Decentralized Finance in Real Estate

Decentralized Finance (DeFi) uses blockchain technology to reimagine financial services (such

as trading, lending, and borrowing) in a decentralized manner without the use of conventional

intermediaries (banks or brokers). Tokenization, which transforms real estate value into digital tokens

on a blockchain, is DeFi’s most innovative real estate technique. For example, 100,000 tokens of $100

apiece, each representing a portion of ownership, can be created from a $10 million structure (Silicon

Valley PropTech Association, 2025). By purchasing these tokens, investors can essentially own a

portion of the property, and they can be exchanged on online marketplaces. The main enabler is smart

contracts, which are blockchain-based self-executing programs that autonomously enforce agreements.

This implies that, provided certain requirements are satisfied, it is possible to automate the distribution of

rental income, property transfers, or interest payments to occur automatically. Decentralized lending is

also made possible by DeFi platforms. Crypto investors can pool their money in liquidity pools that lend

money to mortgage borrowers or real estate developers, with smart contracts managing collateral and

interest. MakerDAO, a DeFi platform that allowed the use of real estate loans as collateral in 2021, is an

early example. It created 38,000DAI, a stablecoin, to finance amortgage loan, with the loan’s legal paper

wrapped in an Non-Fungible Token (NFT) and controlled by smart contracts (Muyao Shen, 2022). All

things considered, DeFi mechanisms use blockchain networks (such as Ethereum or Solana) and tokens

to enable peer-to-peer real estate transactions, eliminating many of the middleman roles played by banks

and establishing novel possibilities for online financing and property asset trading.
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2.3 Blockchain and Tokenization in Real Estate

2.3.1 What is Blockchain and Decentralized Ledger Technology

The idea of blockchain technology, as it is currently known today, started with Satoshi Nakomoto,

who created Bitcoin (Stanford, 2022). Blockchain is a tool that has been used in many industries

to revolutionize innovation and open a world of more secure services. Blockchain, at its core, is

a decentralized distributed ledger that keeps records of transactions in a secure, transparent, and

unchangeable manner. It keeps all these records without a central authority (see Figure 2.1), improving

cryptographic principles to ensure data integrity and trust, which is done using a technology called

Distributed Ledger Technology (DLT) (McKinsey & Company, 2024).

Figure 2.1: Centralized vs Decentralized Ledger (GAO, 2019)

DLT utilizes multiple participants, or nodes, in a network to maintain synchronized copies of a shared

ledger or database without a central authority included. In blockchain, data are stored in different blocks

that are linked chronologically, which creates a chain where each participant in the network owns a copy

(see Figure 2.2). To add a new block to this blockchain, each participant must confirm the validity of

the block where different methods like Proof of Work (PoW) or Proof of Stake (PoS) are typically used.

PoW was the original consensus method, being a method used to mine Bitcoin, that requires miners to

solve challenging mathematical problems. This procedure uses a lot of energy and processing power.

A reward and the ability to add a new block to the blockchain are awarded to the first miner to solve

the code. In contrast, PoS was created as a more energy-efficient substitute. PoS uses validators who

are chosen based on the amount of cryptocurrency they are willing to ”stake,” or lock up, as collateral,

rather than computing power. When confirmation from each and every participant has been reached,

the new block will be added to the chain, which ensures the integrity of the entire network (Britannica,

n.d.).
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Figure 2.2: Blockchain Transaction Process (GAO, 2019)

As blockchain is immutable, it ensures that once data is recorded in a block, it gets cryptographically

linked to the previous block, making it close to impossible to alter. With this, it creates a highly secure

system, in which tampering with any block would require making changes in any upcoming blocks,

which is a process that is computationally infeasible (GAO, 2019).

In essence, Blockchain and DLT brings lot’s of unique capabilities like transparency, traceability and

tamper-resistance, which creates a form of trust among participants in the different digital ecosystems.

Furthermore, with intermediaries not being needed, it reduces transaction costs and improves efficiency

(IBM, 2021). This creates some unique possibilities for different industries like finance, healthcare,

supply chain, and real estate, where blockchain is being used as leverage for different purposes, including

secure payments, smart contracts, fraud prevention and data sharing.

2.3.2 Tokenization and Fractional Ownership in Real Estate

Tokenization is the process of converting real-world assets, such as real estate, into digital tokens that

represent fractional ownership on a blockchain (Ganz, 2022). Each token becomes a portion of the

underlying real estate asset, making it possible for owners to own a piece of it, in the same way that one

can buy shares in a company. This innovation is often facilitated through Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV)

or other legal structures that ensure compliance with ownership and investment regulations (Ma et al.,

2023). An SPV, is a legal entity created for a specific, limited business purpose, commonly used in a

private investments to pool capital from multiple investors into a single vehicle. According to Carta

(2025), SPVs are often used in venture capital in venture capital to simplify the process of investing in

a startup. Instead of each investor entering a cap table individually, the SPV aggregates all investments,

so only the SPV appears on the startup’s capitalization table.

The concept of Real Estate Tokenization (RET) opens up real estate investments to a larger audience,

including smaller investors who normally wouldn’t have enough to invest in full-scale real estate (Ganz,

2022). The key advantage of RET is liquidity. Real estate is traditionally an illiquid asset, where it

can take a long time to sell or transfer ownership, whereas tokenization simplifies this by creating the
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possibility of trading property shares on digital exchanges, making transactions faster and more efficient.

This also reduces the cost as the need for intermediaries, such as brokers or government authorities,

are not needed, allowing for more transparent transactions as it is all recorded on a secure, immutable

blockchain.

RET also creates greater transparency, security, and access to a more global investor vase (Ganz,

2022). Blockchain technology creates the possibility for tokenized real estate assets to benefit from

a decentralized system where the integrity and security of transactions is ensured. Because of this,

investors are able to track ownership and transaction history, but also by reducing the risk of fraud or

manipulation because of the decentralized nature of blockchain. Lastly, RET creates the possibility

for developers and property owners to attract a more diverse source of capital, as well as diversifying

investors’ portfolios as they can make smaller and more fractionalized investments in properties that

they could not do before.

However, despite the advantages of blockchain there are still challenges that hinder the adoption

of tokenization. The adoption is hindered by market hesitancy, regulatory uncertainty, and security

concerns (Rath et al., 2023). The lack of standardization in tokenized property investments raises

concerns about investor protection and asset governance. Moreover, the volatility of digital assets

introduces risks related to price fluctuations, leading to concerns about whether tokenization truly

democratizes real estate ownership or only shifts the control to institutional investors who dominate

blockchain-based asset markets.

Dubai has revolutionized the real estate sector by introducing fractionalized ownership by using

blockchain technology, which has increased liquidity, transparency as well as making property

investments more accessible (Antier, 2025). UAE’s progressive regulations have supported Dubai’s

vision of becoming a leading smart city where the digital transformation has enhanced efficiency and

security across different industries (HomeCubes, 2024a). With the integration of tokenization and smart

city infrastructure, Dubai has managed to streamline real estate transactions, reducing the reliance of

intermediaries, as well as enabling easier digital property ownership transfers. This has led to a broader

participation opportunity of the real estate market in Dubai while at the same time strengthening its

position as a leader and global hub for blockchain-driven urban development.

2.3.3 Smart Contracts

Nick Szabo (1994) first used the term ”smart contract” in the 1990s to refer to a computerized transaction

protocol that, without the need for reliable middlemen, implements contractual conditions like payment

obligations, secrecy, or enforcement procedures. Usingmultidisciplinary concepts from law, economics,

and cryptography, Nick Szabo (1997) explained in his 1997 paper how smart contracts combine protocols

with user interfaces to codify and protect agreements over digital networks. He provided examples

of early use cases that demonstrated programmable rights management within assets, such as digital

currency and smart property.

Even though Szabo’s idea was groundbreaking, smart contracts became widely used in practice thanks

to subsequent blockchain implementations, especially Ethereum. Vitalik Buterin [@VitalikButerin]

(2018), the founder of Ethereum, later expressed his disapproval of the word, saying on X, ”... I
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quite regret adopting the term ”smart contracts”. I should have called them something more boring

and technical, perhaps something like ”persistent scripts””. Given that smart contracts are usually

deterministic code fragments implemented on decentralized platforms rather than legally binding

papers, this comment captures the continuous discussion regarding the term’s semantic and legal

implications.

Figure 2.3: Smart contract-based automation example in a hotel room, triggered by blockchain

transactions linked to predefined events (Ante, 2021)

An example of a smart contract (see Figure 2.3) is an automated hotel room system (Ante, 2021). When a

guest leaves, a device (acting as an oracle) detects the door activity and triggers blockchain transactions.

These can automatically initiate billing or assign cleaning staff. Smart contracts can handle both formal

tasks like invoicing and routine ones like housekeeping.

The bibliometric study of 468 peer-reviewed papers by Ante (2021) offers a thorough overview of

the disciplinary research on smart contracts. ”Decentrally anchored scripts on blockchains or similar

infrastructures that allow the transparent execution of predefined processes” is how he characterizes

smart contracts. Six main research streams are identified in the report:

a) Implementation issues – Addresses technological issues such data privacy, transaction costs,

Oracle dependencies, and upgradeability.

b) Industry disruption – Examines how the decentralization and automation of smart contracts are

changing conventional industries including energy, finance, supply networks, and healthcare.

c) Internet of Things (IoT) applications – Focuses on how smart contracts enable automation,

access control, and trust in IoT systems.

d) Legal consequences – Examines the conflict between code-based automation and legal flexibility,

as well as the enforceability of smart contracts and their place under current legal systems.

e) Standardization and verification – Comprises work on programming patterns, static analysis

tools, formal semantics, and security frameworks to guarantee the accuracy and resilience of

contracts.
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f) Technical blockchain foundations – discusses the creation, scalability, consensus processes, and

fundamental infrastructure of smart contracts.

More over half of publications mention Ethereum, which is the most popular smart contract

infrastructure. Meanwhile, studies keep pointing out the legal ambiguities and technical risks of using

smart contracts.

2.3.4 Broader Applications of Blockchain

Blockchain implementation in healthcare enabled more secure data storage and interoperability, as well

as increased efficiency in managing medical records while removing intermediaries that increase delays

and costs. It uses a decentralized, immutable ledger that ensures that healthcare providers can, in a

secure manner, store and share patient data. With the implementation of smart contracts, blockchain

can automate administrative processes such as insurance claims, billings, and clinical trials, reducing

inefficiencies and fraud. This enables a direct interaction between insurers, patients, doctors and such,

by removing third-party intermediaries like data brokers (Haleem et al., 2021).

Blockchain implementation in energy infrastructure can be done by improving grid efficiency, enabling

decentralized energy trading, and enhancing transparency in the supply chain (Inetum, 2024). By using

Peer-to-Peer (P2P) energy trading, customers and suppliers can buy and sell excess energy, which

reduces the need and reliance on centralized utilities. By using smart contracts, transactions can be

automated, which ensures secure and efficient real-time settlements. Blockchain also enhances tracking

of renewable energy, making it possible to gain proof of origin for green energy sources (Egunjobi et

al., 2024). By combining blockchain and smart grids, suppliers have the opportunity to see the current

demand to then reduce inefficiencies, creating a more resilient and sustainable energy grid.

2.4 Tokenization’s Role in Urban Development

2.4.1 Sustainable Urban Development vs. Speculative Investment

Converting property ownership into tokens can both support and undermine sustainable urban planning

goals. As previously mentioned, tokenization can democratize real estate investment and increase capital

into projects that support urban resilience and inclusivity (Izadin & Yusof, 2024). This could help

with financing developments such as affordable housing projects and mixed use-spaces that align with

principles of smart growth. Lowering the investment threshold can help tomake the participation broader

in real estate markets and create financial accessibility to smaller investors who otherwise could not

afford direct property ownership.

However, academic reviews highlight that even if tokenization provide with advantages, its important to

consider careful regulatory and governance measures to make sure that increased liquidity also benefits

vulnerable populations and promotes equitable real estate development (Izadin &Yusof, 2024). Without

safeguards, tokenization can lead to speculative investment behaviours that drive property prices over

affordability, contributing to gentrification and displacement. This phenomenon can often be described

as the ”financialization of real estate”, which could exacerbate wealth inequality by shifting ownership

from traditional landlords to digital investors with little knowledge or interest in local community

development (Martínez Raya et al., 2023).

12



Figure 2.4: Map shows approximately 500 properties linked to RealT. The company says its real estate

arm controls about 1,000 Detroit properties (Mondry, 2025)

A case of Detroit where a company sold tokenized shares of low-cost homes to digital investors shows

that tokenized properties, some properties linked to RealT (see Figure 2.4), were acquired by absentee

investors with minimal oversight (Mondry, 2025). Absentee owners led to poor maintenance and

unpaid taxed on many properties, which also harmed tenants and neighbourhoods. The firms tokenized

portfolio racked up over 1000 blight tickets where most were unpaid. This demonstrates how unchecked

speculative token investment can undermine local housing conditions and community well-being if there

is a lack of regulatory frameworks. In contrast, regulated tokenization projects showed how fractional

ownership can be structured to align with long-term urban planning goals (Consensys, 2020). In 2019,

Mata Capital partnered with ConsenSys to issue security tokens for three real estate funds with €350

million which included €26 million issuance to fund an 11-story hotel project on the outskirts of Paris.

By using blockchain technology, they aimed to reduce minimum investments from €100 000 to €1 which

increased access to these projects. Tokenization helped attract capital for development in a peri-urban

area, which showcased it as a tool to fund growth for development.
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3 Theoretical Framework

This chapter uses a variety of theories from urban planning, economics, and technology adoption to

understand the dynamics of real estate tokenization in smart cities. Smart Growth Theory provides

a foundation for analyzing sustainable urban development and land use efficiency. Transaction Cost

Theory explains how blockchain could lower real estate transaction costs. Liquidity Preference Theory

emphasizes how interest rates and financial behaviour influence investment choices. Finally, the

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) provides information about how organizations and people

embrace new technology. When taken as a whole, these ideas provide a thorough framework for

analyzing how financial innovation, technological adoption, and urban development interact.

3.1 Land Use and Redevelopment

3.1.1 Smart Growth Theory

Smart Growth Theory grew in the beginning of 1990 as a response to urban sprawl and as well inefficient

land use planning (Ding & Niu, 2017). It focuses on planning for cities to become environmentally

sustainable, economically viable, and socially inclusive within communities. This theory refers to a

set of land use and transportation management strategies that are focused on inner city redevelopment,

mixed land use, taking advantage of compact and Transit Oriented Development (TOD). Furthermore,

considering these strategies reduces auto-mobile dependency, creates walkable neighborhoods, develops

a sense of place, and creates attractive communities, provides multiple transportation options, and

preserves open spaces and environmental areas (Raparthi, 2015). Consequently, these strategies prevent

urban sprawl and limit the growth of the city within its limits by using what already exists more

efficiently.

The measurement of smart growth can be done using quantitative and qualitative metrics (Talen, 2003).

The three primary dimensions are called:

1. Urban Form & Density Measurement: An evaluation of population density, land use diversity,

proximity to public transit, and degree of mixed-use integration within neighborhoods. High-

density developments with well-integrated transit systems are key indicators of smart growth.

2. Economic Development & Affordability Metrics: Assesses trends in the real estate market,

fluctuations in property markets, cost efficiency of infrastructure investments, and housing

affordability. In general, the implementation of smart growth strategies generally in this case

is to analyse job accessibility, economic resilience, and housing supply-demand balance.

3. Environmental & Social Sustainability: The project deals with the preservation of open spaces,

greenery, the dependence on public transportation, the reduction of carbon emissions, and

improvements in social equity. The metrics involve walkability, access to green infrastructure,

and levels of community engagement in planning processes.
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3.2 Real Estate Economics and Investment Theories

3.2.1 Transaction Cost Theory

Transaction Cost Theory (TCT) explains which costs are associated with transactions and the way

different firms try to structure activities and expenditures in order to minimize costs. Introduced

by Ronald Coase (1937), and later developed by Williamson (1975, 1985) where he identified three

transactions that mainly are used: bargaining and decision-making costs, search and information costs,

and enforcement costs. The theory explains that different businesses often decide between hierarchical

governance andmarket transactions depending on factors such as transaction frequency, asset specificity,

and uncertainty (De Camargo Fiorini et al., 2018; Williamson, 2010).

One key contribution of TCT is explaining the internalization of certain transactions rather than relying

on what the market says. If asset specificity is high, businesses usually have a higher risk of being

opportunistic while also creating contractual blockages, making hierarchical governance amore effective

option (Greve & Argote, 2015; Williamson, 2010). With the addition of blockchain technology

combined with digital transformation, an introduction to new dynamics in transaction costs is needed,

as decentralized ledgers and smart contracts reduce verification and intermediation costs (Hanna et al.,

2023).

TCT has been applied in different sectors such as supply chainmanagement, finance, digital markets, and

real estate, which has reshaped transaction efficiency due to technological advances (Hanna et al., 2023;

Williamson, 2010). With blockchain and decentralized systems continuously evolving, TCT remains a

valuable framework to understand the changes that occur in the efficiency and governance structures of

the market.

3.2.2 Liquidity Preference Theory

John Maynard Keynes first proposed the liquidity preference theory in The General Theory of

Employment, Interest, andMoney. It contradicts neoclassical and classical interest rate theories that link

rate determination to actual factors like thrift and productivity. According to Keynes, the public’ desire

for liquidity, more especially the desire to keep money balances in relation to other financial assets,

determines the rate of interest in a monetary economy, not the balance between saving and investing

(Bibow, 2005).

The ”finance motive,” which emphasises the necessity of liquidity to close the time gap between the start

of investment and the realisation of related savings, was added to Keynes’ classification of the reasons

for retaining money into three categories: transactional, precautionary, and speculative. According to

Keynes, the financial system, in particular banks, plays a crucial role by creating credit and delivering

liquidity endogenously. Therefore, financial availability has a greater influence on investment decisions

than prior savings (Bibow, 2005).

The loanable funds argument, which argues that saving dictates the availability of investable funds and

consequently, the interest rate, is in stark contrast to this paradigm. Keynes rejected this viewpoint as

wrong, arguing that, rather than increasing investment, greater saving, particularly hoarding, may result

in demand shortages and a decrease in output (Bibow, 2005). He also underlined how expectations
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and uncertainty can result in liquidity traps, which are circumstances in which monetary policy loses its

effectiveness as interest rates get closer to the zero lower bound.

The importance of liquidity preference has been confirmed by recent studies, especially in light of global

liquidity traps. Cook and Devereux (2011) develop a two-country model that demonstrates how the

restriction on nominal interest rates in a liquidity trap makes fiscal policy disproportionately effective

in comparison to normal circumstances. They also show that fiscal expansion in these circumstances

can have significant detrimental global repercussions, which calls for cautious coordination in open

economies. This supports the Keynesian theory that in limited monetary regimes, monetary conditions,

rather than actual savings behaviour, dominate in determining macroeconomic outcomes.

Figure 3.1: Illustration of the Liquidity Preference Theory showing how the actual yield curve exceeds

the unbiased expectations curve due to a liquidity premium (Choudhry, 2001)

Yield curve analysis also connects to the liquidity preference framework. The yield curve in traditional

bond markets shows what the market anticipates will happen to interest rates and liquidity in the future.

The theory explains why an increase in demand for liquidity or anticipation of monetary easing could

cause the yield curves to flatten or invert (see Figure 3.2). The yield curve flattens as a result of

investors shifting their portfolios toward liquid short-term securities when the demand for money rises

or when central banks maintain rates close to zero. This conduct is in line with Keynes’s focus on the

speculative need for money and the fact that interest rate cuts alone cannot boost demand in situations

where expectations are low or uncertainty is high (Choudhry, 2001).

3.3 Engagement with New Systems

3.3.1 Technology Acceptance Model

The TAM developed by Davis (1989), is a theory that explains and predicts how users accept and

use a new technology (Davis & Granić, 2024). The theory is grounded in the Theory of Reasoned

Action (TRA) and is described through two main beliefs, Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of

Use, which influences the use of the system. Perceived usefulness is about the degree in which a person

believes that using a particular technology will enhance their job performance or produce beneficial

outcomes. The perceived ease of use is more about the degree to which a person believes that the use of

technology will be free of physical or mental effort (Chuttur, 2013).

To give an example, if a new digital platform is introduced in a workplace, TAM would assess whether

employees:

1. Believe that it will make their work easier or better (Perceived Usefulness)
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2. Think it will be simple to learn and interact with (Perceived Ease of Use)

3. Feel positive or negative about using it (Attitude)

4. Intend to actually adopt it in their work routine (Behavioural Intention)

Figure 3.2: Technology Acceptance Model (Chuttur, 2013)

TAM (see Figure 3.1) highlights the fact that the two mentioned beliefs influence the user’s attitude

toward using the technology, the behavioural intention to use it and the actual use of the behaviour

(Davis & Granić, 2024). This model assumes that there is a relationship in which perceived ease of use

affects perceived usefulness. This relationship is stated to be influencing in combination both the attitude

and intention towards a particular technology. In theory, if a technology is perceived as both useful and

easy to use, the likelihood of its adoption will increase. This model has undergone extensions over time

to account for more complex environments and user behaviours. For instance, TAM and the Unified

Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology have added more aspects in terms of social influence,

facilitation conditions, and experience with technology. This accounts for multiple variations in the

adoption across both institutional and cultural contexts. These extensions make TAM more flexible

to apply across various sectors, including education, public policy, healthcare, financial services, and

organizational change (Chuttur, 2013).

This model has been used in qualitative and quantitative studies to explain individual, group, and

institutional adoption behaviour, which has helped to identify what enables and inhibits technology

acceptance (Davis & Granić, 2024). This is done by exploring how factors such as familiarity, perceived

risk, trust, or organizational culture relate to the relationship between user beliefs and actual adoption

behaviour. The model indicates that when users do not perceive a clear advantage or struggle to

understand how a system fits into their existing workflows, adoption is likely to be hindered. This

can be paralleled in contexts where users are risk-averse or where the perceived learning curve is high.

For example, a highly efficient system may be rejected if users find the interface unintuitive or lack

confidence in operating it. In this way, TAM helps with understanding the individual belief formation

to organizational behaviour, which offers a valuable tool to analyse why technologies are being used

(Chuttur, 2013).
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4 Methodology

Through semi-structured interviews and a comparative case study, the application of blockchain

tokenization in real estate investing will be investigated. This method enables a thorough examination

of the ways in which blockchain use varies in urban settings, with an emphasis on market adoption,

regulatory frameworks, and interaction with urban development. Key success factors, obstacles, and

hurdles to tokenization will be identified by contrasting Stockholm, where adoption of blockchain-

based real estate transactions is still limited, with Dubai, where these transactions are actively

implemented.

4.1 Case Study

A case study is a qualitative research method that is commonly used to research a phenomenon within a

real-world context. Utilizing this method allows for in-depth analyses of complex issues where various

factors interact and influence, making it a good approach for studying new and evolving technologies

such as blockchain and real estate tokenization. Case studies provide a structured approach to researching

how blockchain technology is applied, examining whether tokenization drives meaningful changes

in investment structures, how various regulatory frameworks influence adaptation, and its potential

implementation in urban development (Darke & Shanks, 2002).

Case studies come in a variety of forms, each with a distinct research purpose. Descriptive case studies

offer an organized examination of an ongoing or finished process, whereas exploratory case studies

are used when a topic is relatively new and understudied. In contrast, explanatory case studies focus on

understanding cause-and-effect connections. Comparative case studies, which this research will employ,

involve the direct comparison of two or more cases to identify patterns, similarities, and differences

(Darke & Shanks, 2002).

Because it enables a thorough analysis of blockchain tokenization in various urban contexts, the

comparative case study approach is especially relevant to this research. Diverse legal frameworks,

market dynamics, and technology infrastructure may produce diverse results even if blockchain use

in real estate follows a general trend. In order to identify important success factors, adoption challenges,

and possible policy recommendations for future blockchain integration in urban real estate markets, this

study compares a number of scenarios.

4.1.1 Comparative Study

In a comparative research, two or more examples are evaluated methodologically to identify similarities

and differences. When examining context-dependent subjects like real estate tokenization and urban

investment plans, this research methodology is especially helpful (Berg-Schlosser, 2015). Researchers

can find patterns, influencing elements, and viable answers by comparing various examples, which may

not be obvious in single-case studies.

For this study, a comparative case study will be conducted to examine how blockchain tokenization is

integrated into real estate investment markets. The selected cases will be:

1. Dubai, which has actively integrated blockchain technology into its real estate sector, supported
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by government-backed initiatives and legal frameworks.

2. Stockholm, where blockchain tokenization remains largely unexplored in real estate, offering a

contrast in market readiness and regulatory approaches.

By contrasting these cases, the study will evaluate whether regulatory clarity, market maturity, and

technological infrastructure influence the success of blockchain-based property investments. The study

will further explore whether tokenization is truly driving urban development or if it remains primarily a

speculative financial tool.

To structure the comparative study, this research will focus on five key dimension:

1. Barriers to Adoption - Identifying the main challenges preventing blockchain from scaling in

real estate, including regulatory uncertainty, technological limitations, and market scepticism.

2. Liquidity & Investment Structure – Evaluating whether tokenized real estate leads to increased

liquidity in property markets, particularly through fractional ownership models.

3. Market Adoption – Examining the extent to which real estate developers, institutional investors,

and retail buyers are engaging with tokenized assets.

4. Regulatory Environment – Analysing whether tokenized real estate transactions are legally

recognized and how different governments regulate blockchain-based property ownership.

5. Urban Development & Planning Integration – Assessing whether blockchain tokenization is

contributing to sustainable urban growth or if it is primarily used for short-term speculation.

John Stuart Mill’s principles of comparison will be used to conduct the comparative analysis,

specifically:

• The Method of Agreement – Identifying shared factors in cities where blockchain tokenization

has been successfully implemented.

• The Method of Difference – Examining cities where adoption is still limited to determine what

barriers are preventing large-scale implementation (Berg-Schlosser, 2015).

Key stakeholders, such as blockchain developers, real estate investors, and urban planners, will be

interviewed to conduct the comparative analysis. These interviews will offer a deep understanding of

the market’s perceptions of tokenized real estate, technological viability, and governmental obstacles. In

order to determine whether blockchain has resulted in quantifiable improvements in real estate liquidity

and investment accessibility, empirical transaction data will also be examined.

4.2 Interview Study

Qualitative interviews will be used as the research method. Open and reflective questions will be asked,

and the responses will then be used as data for the study. This method was chosen because it allows for

a deeper understanding of the complex processes and experiences that experts in the real estate industry

have.

A semi-structured interview is a research method where the interviewer follows a flexible set of
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predetermined questions, but also allows for open-ended responses and the opportunity to explore

topics in more depth as they arise during the conversation. This approach combines the structure of a

standard interviewwith the flexibility to probe further based on the responses of the interviewee (Adams,

2015).

In this study, semi-structured interviews will be used to gather insight from experts in the real estate

industry. The predetermined questions will guide the conversation, while allowing room for deeper

exploration of key themes and personal experiences. This method will provide rich, qualitative data that

will provide a comprehensive understanding of the complex processes and perspectives of professionals

in the field (Adams, 2015).

Semi-structured interviews are a method that has both its advantages and disadvantages, where one of

the biggest advantages is its flexibility. These interviews allow the interviewer to adapt the questions and

deep dive into areas based on the responses the respondents give, creating richer and more detailed data

(Bryman, 2016). It makes it possible to explore more complex topics as well as capturing more details

in the respondents’ own experiences and perspectives, which can be useful when researching unknown

or unclear phenomena (Saunders et al., 2023).

However, there are also some disadvantages to semi-structured interviews. One of the biggest drawbacks

is that they can be time-consuming, both in terms of conducting the interviews and analyzing the data.

Because the interviews are often open and flexible, they can take longer to conduct than structured

interviews (Bryman, 2016). Additionally, the qualitative nature of data collection means that analysis

can be complex and resource-intensive, especially when large amounts of interview material need to be

processed and interpreted.

4.2.1 Interviewees

The table presents an overview of the interview participants involved in this study (see Table 4.1).

It includes their organizational affiliation, professional role, country of operation, and the sector or

actor type they represent. The interviewees span a range of relevant domains, including private sector

development, real estate investment, blockchain expertise, public sector land governance, and academic

research. This ensures a broad and multi-perspective understanding of the opportunities and challenges

surrounding blockchain-based tokenization in real estate development.

Table 4.1: Interviewees and their organizational affiliation and sector

Interviewee Organization / Role Country Sector / Type of Actor

Fuad Alam Strategy Analyst, Stegra Sweden Private Sector / Development

Nabil Hossain Analyst, NIAM Sweden Private Sector / Investment

Anna Miller AI & Blockchain Expert Sweden Expert / Private Sector

Andrei Nalichayeu Blockchain/Web3 Expert Poland Private Sector / Blockchain Expert

Mats Snäll Senior Advisor, DIGG Sweden Public Sector / Land Registry

Interviewee A Postdoc Researcher Sweden Academic / Researcher

Interviewee B Real Estate Valuer Sweden Private Sector / Valuation

Interviewee C Business Developer at Housing Firm Sweden Private Sector / Development
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5 Case Study Comparison

This chapter presents a comparative analysis of the implementation of teal estate tokenization in two

distinct urban contexts, with Dubai and Stockholm in focus. It explores how differences in regulatory

environments, market readiness, technological infrastructure, and investor behaviour, shape the adoption

and impact of blockchain based real estate tokenization. By examining the unique characteristics and

strategic approaches of each city, the chapter aims to uncover best practices, identify key challenges,

and assess the broader implications for decentralized real estate markets in both emerging and developed

economies.

5.1 Dubai

Figure 5.1: Dubai Skyline (Wallpapers Den, 2023)

Dubai has revolutionized the real estate sector by introducing fractional ownership using blockchain

technology, which has increased liquidity, transparency, and made property investments more accessible

(Antier, 2025). The progressive regulations of the UAE have supported Dubai’s vision of becoming

a leading smart city where digital transformation has improved efficiency and security in different

industries (HomeCubes, 2024a). With the integration of tokenization and smart city infrastructure, Dubai

has managed to streamline real estate transactions, reducing the reliance of intermediaries, and enabling

easier digital property ownership transfers.

5.1.1 Market Context & Investment Environment

The Dubai skyline is a reflection of a flourishing real estate market that embraces technological

advancement. High-value developments, significant foreign investment, and aggressive expansion goals

define Dubai’s real estate industry. The number of real estate transactions in the Emirate has been at an

all-time high in recent years; In 2024, there were over 226,000 transactions totalling AED 761 billion
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(about $207 billion) (Government of Dubai, 2025b). A global investor base drives this thriving market;

for example, foreign direct investment in Dubai’s real estate sector increased by 25% in just one year,

indicating strong demand from all over the world (Elcheik, 2025). Dubai’s status as a major investment

destination has been further solidified by significant regulations, including extended freehold zones,

which allow foreigners to purchase real estate in new locations, and long-term ”Golden Visas” for major

investors (Elcheik, 2025; Government of Dubai, 2025b). These trends have driven the need for more

accessible and innovative property ownership models to accommodate diverse investor profiles.

The demand for more liquid real estate investments and fractional ownership is increasing in tandemwith

this expansion. Conventional real estate transactions in Dubai frequently involve lengthy transaction

procedures and a large financial investment. This has created interest in blockchain-based tokenization,

which has the potential to democratize access for individual investors by dividing a costly asset into

smaller digital shares (George, 2025). Tokenization is said to simplify transactions and minimize

entry barriers (e.g., allowing investment with a few thousand dirhams instead of millions), which

is in keeping with Dubai’s tech-forward strategy. Tokenization and smart contracts are designed to

satisfy the increased flexibility, transparency, and speed that today’s investors, particularly younger and

international investors, demand in real estate transactions (OpenGovAsia, 2017).

5.1.2 Regulatory Landscape and Institutional Adoption

By combining forward thinking regulations with pilot projects, the Dubai government has actively

promoted the use of blockchain technology in the real estate industry. Dubai Land Department (DLD)

launched a platform in 2017 to record all real estate contracts (lease and sale) on a secure blockchain

ledger and connect them to utilities, making it the first government agency in the world to use

blockchain technology in property records (Reuters, 2025). The Dubai Blockchain Strategy, which

called for moving all government transactions, including those involving land registry, to distributed

ledgers by 2020, included this early action. Dubai has continued to expand on this base over the last

five years. To improve efficiency and confidence in real estate transactions, the DLD launched the

Real Estate Self Transaction (REST) platform, which allows digital, paperless property transfers, and

integrated blockchain for services like rental registrations (Ejari). These initiatives show a continuous

policy direction: adopting blockchain to improve transparency, lower fraud, and expedite real estate

transactions (Graglia & Mellon, 2018; News, 2018).

Importantly, Dubai has also created a comprehensive regulatory framework to facilitate the ownership of

tokenized real estate and other digital assets in general. The Dubai Virtual Asset Regulation Law, which

was passed by the emirate in March 2022, made the Virtual Assets Regulatory Authority (VARA) the

main organization in charge of regulating the virtual asset market in Dubai (apart from DIFC). VARA

is responsible for licensing, overseeing, and controlling the operations of custodians, exchanges, and

service providers related to virtual assets (Quantum, 2024). This regulation is essential to Dubai’s goal

of becoming a global center for blockchain-based financial infrastructure and virtual assets.

In addition to supporting concurrent initiatives by theDubai International Financial Centre (DIFC) and its

regulator, the Dubai Financial Services Authority (DFSA), VARA’s framework offers the legal certainty

required for tokenization platforms to function (see Table 5.1). Businesses are invited to test tokenized

securities and real estate in a controlled and monitored setting under the DFSA’s Innovation Testing
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Licence program and Tokenization Regulatory Sandbox (2023–2024). Blockchain-based property

ownership can be allowed in both onshore and free zone jurisdictions because to this dual regulatory

ecosystem, which includes DFSA inside the DIFC and VARA outside.

Through ”Sandbox Dubai”, the DLD’s most recent tokenization trial (2024/25) was introduced in

partnership with VARA and the Dubai Future Foundation (Rahman & Cabral, 2025). Before being fully

implemented, innovative blockchain real estate services can be evaluated in a sandbox setting under

regulatory oversight. As real estate goes digital, officials stress the need for clear regulations to avoid

excessive speculation or market manipulation. It is evident that Dubai’s regulators are trying to strike a

balance between innovation and protections. For instance, the Dubai Digital Assets Association (D2A2)

has emphasized that any broad tokenization must be supported by robust legal frameworks related to

banking, land rights, and digital asset custody (George, 2025).

Table 5.1: Comparison of Virtual Asset Regulations in Dubai

Aspect Dubai (onshore) DIFC (Dubai International Financial

Centre)

Regulatory Authority VARA DFSA

Legal Basis Dubai Virtual Asset Regulation Law

No. 4 of 2022

DFSA Rulebook (including Investment

Tokens regime)

Scope Covers all virtual asset activities in

Dubai (excluding DIFC), including

exchange, custody, and issuance

Covers security tokens and investment

tokens within DIFC

Licensing

Requirements

Mandatory licensing for all Virtual

Asset Service Provider (VASP)

operating in or from Dubai

Firms must be authorized by DFSA for

relevant activities involving investment

tokens

Sandbox / Innovation

Framework

Sandbox Dubai – pilot environment

for blockchain and tokenization

services

Innovation Testing Licence (ITL) and

Tokenisation Regulatory Sandbox

Regulatory Objectives Promote innovation while ensuring

market integrity, investor protection,

and Anti-Money Laundering (AML)

compliance

Ensure alignment with international

standards and support fintech

development

Enforcement VARA has enforcement authority

under the Dubai law

DFSA enforces its regime within DIFC

jurisdiction

5.1.3 Implementation of Tokenization Models

In Dubai’s real estate market, numerous tokenization models and projects have emerged, showcasing

the implementation of fractional ownership. Leading the way is SmartCrowd, established in 2017

as the first regulated real estate crowdfunding platform in the MENA region. Through SmartCrowd,

investors can buy small portions of properties (with a minimum investment of approximately $1,400)

using a digital platform, pooling together funds to acquire properties that are subsequently managed

and leased (Alaradi, 2019). Initially operating under a conventional SPV model regulated by the DFSA,

SmartCrowd has incorporated blockchain components to enhance transparency. The platform essentially
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allows investors to obtain digital shares in an SPV that owns the property, adopting a tokenization-like

method, as it ”utilizes blockchain technology to ensure transparency and security in transactions and

ownership records” (GetStake, n.d.; HomeCubes, 2024b). This provides investors with proportional

rental income and capital gains when the property is sold. Another notable platform is Stake (GetStake),

launched in 2020, which also offers fractional shares of Dubai properties to investors globally. Stake

and similar platforms (e.g. Prypco, InvestDubai, Baytukum) have embraced tokenization rhetoric, often

branding each property share as a digital token and planning secondary trading features (HomeCubes,

2024b). These companies typically structure investments via regulated crowdfunding or Special Purpose

Companies, but some are beginning to use blockchain smart contracts to automate dividend distributions

and record ownership, blurring the line between traditional fractional ownership and true tokenization.ns

and ownership records”.

The Real Estate Tokenization Project initiated by the DLD in 2025 signifies a significant transformation

in the way global investors can access property assets. According to the DLD, the initial phase rolls out

secure and transparent digital ownership models designed to boost liquidity within Dubai’s real estate

market (Dubai Land Department, 2025). At the same time, platforms like Blocktunix demonstrate how

blockchain technology facilitates fractional ownership by making high-value properties more accessible.

Blocktunix focuses on providing a secure and user-friendly tokenization process aimed at both domestic

and international investors (Blocktunix, 2025). These advancements underscore the increasing trend

of tokenization in Dubai, which seeks to enhance transparency, liquidity, and security within property

transactions.

In Dubai’s initiative to promote tokenized real estate, well-established property developers have teamed

up with blockchain companies. A key example is the collaboration between Damac Properties, one of

the largest developers in Dubai, and the blockchain platformMANTRA. In early 2025, Damac finalized

a $1 billion agreement with MANTRA to tokenize a segment of its real estate portfolio throughout

the Middle East. This project aims to transform ownership rights of Damac’s properties (ranging from

luxury apartments to data centers) into digital tokens on the MANTRA blockchain, which investors

can eventually purchase and trade online. Similarly, another major developer, MAG, has agreed to

tokenize $500 million worth of property, beginning with a residential project in Dubai in partnership

with MANTRA (Reuters, 2025). These initiatives show that significant industry players are embracing

tokenization to increase their investor base, proving that it is not just a trend among startups. On the

technological front, niche platforms such as Tokengate and Tokeinvest, the latter of which is run by a

VARA license holder, are starting to appear in order to supply the legal and technical framework for these

kinds of offerings. Usually, they use smart contracts with built-in rules (compliance, profit-sharing, etc.)

on public blockchains (like Ethereum) to issue security tokens that represent property shares. In addition

to automating processes like allocating rental revenue to token holders or carrying out buyback options,

smart contracts guarantee that ownership holdings are unchangeable and traceable on the ledger (Coin

Telegraph, 2025).

Notably, Dubai’s deployments of real estate tokenization are being influenced by international models.

For example, by issuing ERC-20 tokens (on Ethereum) that grant ownership of an LLC holding each

property, the RealT platform in the US has successfully tokenized dozens of rental properties. RealT

token owners can exchange their tokens on secondary markets and earn rental revenue in stablecoins.
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Dubai’s innovators are familiar with these success stories; RealT and comparable companies like Lofty

AI or HouseBit show that fractional property tokens are feasible. Projects headquartered in Dubai

are modifying these ideas to fit local circumstances (Associate, 2025). Some are investigating the

possibility of representing unique property titles with NFTs or even creating Decentralized Autonomous

Organization (DAO) like structures where token holders might cast votes on decisions pertaining to

property administration. The use of smart contracts is already essential to current pilots, even though full

DAO administration of buildings in Dubai is still theoretical. This ensures that each token corresponds

to a defined piece of the asset and that transactions follow the regulations established by regulators.

This methodical approach is highlighted by the Dubai Land Department’s own experiment, which sets

tokenization apart from more straightforward crowdfunding by emphasizing that blockchain tokens

provide a ”more structured model” for real estate investment than conventional crowdfunding platforms

(Government of Dubai, 2025a).

5.1.4 Liquidity and Market Adoption

In order to improve market liquidity, promote inclusivity, and shift from traditional real estate investing

to a more digital, internationally accessible model, Dubai is pushing for real estate tokenisation

(Government of Dubai, 2025a). Even though the DLD and VARA’s collaborative efforts have drawn

international notice, a large portion of the foundation was laid by previous policy frameworks and pilot

projects (Rahman & Cabral, 2025).

Prior to receiving rewards, investors in early tokenisation models had to wait for a real estate sale or

other exit event. However, more adaptable trading forms are now possible thanks to government-led

initiatives in Dubai. A key component of this shift is the creation of a secondary market.In 2025, the

DFSA launched the Tokenisation Regulatory Sandbox (TRS), which enables businesses to test financial

products based on blockchain technology, such as real estate tokens, in a controlled setting. This

came after DFSA’s 2021 Investment Tokens regime was only partially adopted due to technological

difficulties and legal uncertainty. To ensure that market liquidity improves without jeopardising investor

protections, the sandbox represents a renewed effort to stimulate innovation under clear regulatory

guidelines (Bizzmosis, 2025).

Importantly, government bodies such as the DLD and VARA are stressing that adoption requires legal

clarity. As demonstrated by Sandbox Dubai and the 2025 Real Estate Tokenisation Project, their

partnership is establishing a comprehensive governance structure that allows the safe and transparent

execution of fractional property ownership (Dubai Land Department, 2025; Rahman & Cabral, 2025).

These structures guarantee that token holders have access to effective exit procedures and legal

ownership rights, where these frameworks foster greater trust and improve market liquidity.

Dubai’s tokenized real estate ecosystem is moving from isolated pilot phases to more interconnected

platforms, with supervision from both DFSA and VARA and infrastructure provided by the DLD.

Tokenized property assets are expected to become an established part of Dubai’s real estate market

as regulations develop and institutional engagement grows (Quantum, 2024).
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5.2 Stockholm

Figure 5.2: View over Stockholm, Södermalm (SNL, 2024)

5.2.1 Market Characteristics and Context

Stockholm’s real estate markets can be described as a model with stability and institutional dominance

within the Nordic region (Savills, 2023). The market is heavily concentrated with larger institutional

actors such as pension funds, insurance companies, and leading real estate firms. For example, within the

Central Business District (CBD), Vasakronan, AMF fastigheter, Hufvudstaden, Statens Fastighetsverk,

and Skandia Fastigheter are one of the five leading real estate companies that are highly established

and shaping the dynamics (Fastighetsvärlden, 2016). Between 2010 and 2020, institutional investments

in residential properties alone cost approximately 130 billion SEK, accounting for a market share of

almost 30% of the total transaction volume of Sweden during that period (Savills, 2020). This reflects

a market where properties, particularly commercial ones such as office buildings and retail spaces in

central Stockholm, are held for longer periods, often spanning decades. These long-term ownership

creates often a low-turnover environment, creating locked capital into large and indivisible assets.

The residential sector includes a characteristic feature with the cooperative housing system

(bostadsrättssystemet), which is a Swedish arrangement in which individuals can purchase apartments

through membership in a housing association rather than direct ownership of the physical property

(Fastighetsägarna, n.d.). This system emerged in the early 20th century and now dominates Stockholm’s

residential market, which demonstrates a change for a more fractional ownership tied with the

associations by laws and regulations. In 2021, the Swedish housing stock was divided into 41%

tenant-owned association apartments, 26% municipal housing companies, 23% swedish corporations
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and institution owned, 5% private individuals and 5% other (Savills, 2022). The structure of cooperative

apartments in Stockholm is distributed as a housing type up to 40% co-ops, providing with a cultural

familiarity with shared ownership models.

Another characteristic is the widespread presence of opaque transaction practices, for instance as the

use of company sales or in other words ”paketering” than transfer property ownership (Fedelta, 2024).

Subsequently, instead of registering a direct title transfer with Lantmäteriet (Sweden’s land registry

authority), a property owning company is sold which allows for buyers to avoid the 1.5% stamp duty

on title changes and optimize tax outcomes.This structure highlights a focus on larger-scale investments

rather than frequent and smaller trades.

However, the markets preference for large-scale transactions can be contrasted to crowdfunding

platforms such as Tessin, which was launched in 2014 (Tessin Invest, 2024). They have enabled

investors to participate in specific projects such as housing developments in the outer part of Stockholm,

through loans or preference shares. Tessin has arranged more than 5.7 billion in financing for more

than 500 different real estate projects, contributing to the construction of over 8,000 residential units

along with a variety of commercial and community properties. Since its inception, approximately

4.4 billion has been returned to members and the average annual return has reached more than 10.

00%. However, these opportunities where smaller investors can participate rely on traditional financial

structures which limit streamlining of trades. Additionally, Stockholm’s commercial property stock,

especially in the CBD, includes high-value assets like office and retail spaces with Vasakronan as the

largest property owner with a leasable area of approximately 377 000 squaremeters (Hufvudstaden, n.d.).

This concentration of ownership further highlights Stockholm’s characteristics of institutional control

where capital circulation is defined by larger-scale investments where smaller players are limited.

5.2.2 Regulatory Landscape and Institutional Adoption

Stockholm’s regulatory environment for real estate tokenization is governed by a framework of Swedish

national legislation and European Union (EU) directives, defined by its approach to property and

financial oversight. The Swedish Land Code (Jordbalken) plays a role for property transactions where its

required that all ownership transfers get registered with Swedens national land registry authority called

Lantmäteriet. This registration requires a stamp duty of 1.5% for individuals and 4.25% for companies

applied to the transaction value (Lantmäteriet, n.d.).

Swedish securities regulations further specify requirements for public offerings. A prospectus is

required when securities are offered to the public if the total value of the offering within the European

EconomicArea (EEA) over twelvemonths exceeds 2.5million euros (Lag 2019:414med kompletterande

bestämmelser till EU:s prospektförordning, 2 kap. 1) (ESMA, 2023). If this threshold is exceeded, FI

oversight applies and a prospectus may be mandated unless exemptions are granted. These provisions

shows an approach to smaller-scale offerings that could be relevant to tokenization initiatives, though

larger offerings would face stricter examination.

Sweden’s alignment with EU regulations add other considerations. The Markets in Crypto Assets

(MiCA) regulation started in 2024 and applies directly in Sweden (Finansinspektionen, 2025). MiCa

sets rules for crypto assets to make them safer and enable innovation in security. It covers three types:
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e-money tokens (linked to one currency, like euros to keep their value steady), asset-referenced tokens

(tied to things like gold or multiple currencies), and other tokens related to a service. It also regulates

companies that offer crypto services, like digital wallets or trading platforms. For real estate tokens

its different since if its about owning a property or earning profits, MiCA calls them ”security tokens”

and says they follow previously established rules and not MiCAs main sections. In Sweden, companies

already working with crypto before December 2024 can keep going but must apply for FI approval by

30 september 2025, and they are allowed to operate while FI reviews their request if they apply on

time.

5.2.3 Implementation of Tokenization Models

The adoption of tokenisation models in Sweden has mostly been exploratory, with financial actors and

governmental organisations participating in pilot projects to determine if distributed ledger technologies

(DLT) can effectively represent ownership of both financial and physical assets. The most notable

instance is the blockchain pilot project called Lantmäteriet, which was started in 2016 in partnership with

ChromaWay, SBAB Bank, Landshypotek, and Telia. Through the use of a permissioned blockchain

ledger to execute purchase agreements and register title transfers, this initiative sought to replicate

the complete digitisation of real estate transactions. Smart contracts were used by the blockchain to

record transaction phases, while BankID, Sweden’s national e-identification system, was used to handle

authentication. With records safely saved and synchronised across all parties, the system was created to

ensure that only authorised parties, including banks, real estate brokers, and Lantmäteriet, could access

and validate each transaction step. The ultimate goal was to expedite the real estate process, cutting

down on the months it took to sell a house to a matter of days, and eventually enabling digital bill of sale

signature through a mobile application (Lantmäteriet, 2016a).

Pilots for tokenising equity and fund units have produced a second approach. In 2017, a DLT platform

prototype for mutual fund transactions was created by SEB Bank and Nasdaq Stockholm. The project

removed the need for reconciliations between fund managers and custodians and reduced back-office

inefficiencies by establishing a common ledger on which fund units were issued and traded in real-

time. This pilot demonstrated a modular strategy to tokenising assets, with applications to both public

fund infrastructure and private equity, although not reaching commercial implementation. Foundational

legal viability was supplied by Sweden’s permissive regulatory environment surrounding digital share

registers, which permits businesses to keep share ledgers electronically (Nasdaq, 2017).

The Green Assets Wallet (GAW), which was started by Stockholm Green Digital Finance with

international support from the German development bank (BMZ), is another noteworthy example.

This model tokenised impact measurements and performance data associated with green bonds instead

of explicitly tokenising ownership. The project increased openness and investor confidence in the

underlying sustainability claims by using blockchain technology to anchor environmental reporting data

in a tamper-proof ledger. Tokenisation in this instance fulfilled an auditing and reporting purpose, fitting

nicely with Sweden’s regulatory and ESG-focused financial environment (SEI, 2019).

All of these implementation initiatives (see Table 5.2) demonstrate that, rather than using

disintermediated alternatives, Sweden has embraced tokenisation models as overlays that improve

efficiency to the country’s current legal and financial infrastructure. The majority of systems have
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depended on permissioned or private blockchains, which guarantee institutional supervision and

compliance with financial and GDPR requirements. Although none of the models have yet to be fully

implemented in the market, their technological and legal underpinnings suggest that they are prepared

for institutional integration when investor demand and regulatory clarity align.

Table 5.2: Selected tokenization projects in Sweden

Project /

Initiative

Asset Class Time-

frame

Technology /

Platform

Key Participants Outcome / Status

Lantmäteriet

Blockchain Pilot

Real Estate

(Land Titles)

2016–2019

(pilot)

Private blockchain

(ChromaWay);

digital signatures

(BankID)

Lantmäteriet;

ChromaWay;

SBAB;

Landshypotek;

Telia; Kairos Future

Pilot completed; enabled

digital property deals;

legally compliant;

pending full rollout.

Nasdaq–SEB

Fund Ledger

Prototype

Mutual Fund

Units

2017 (pro-

totype)

Private blockchain

(Chain.com

ledger)

Nasdaq Stockholm;

SEB

Prototype showed

real-time fund unit

ledger; not launched

commercially.

Green Assets

Wallet (GAW)

Green Bonds

(Impact Data)

2018–2020

(dev);

2019

launch

Blockchain-based

platform (cloud +

DLT)

Stockholm Green

Digital Finance;

BMZ; Nordea;

Impact investors

Tracks green bond data;

boosts ESG trust; active

in pilots, aiming to scale.

E-krona CBDC

Pilot

Currency

(SEK)

2019–2023

(pilot

phases)

Permissioned DLT

(R3 Corda)

Riksbank;

Accenture

CBDC functions tested

incl. payments; pilot

closed 2023; policy

work ongoing.

Nasdaq Private

Market

(Blockchain)

Private

Equities

2015–2016

(pilot)

Open Assets

protocol

(Bitcoin-based)

Nasdaq

(Stockholm/US);

Chain

First blockchain share

issuance by an

exchange; internal use;

informed later efforts.

5.2.4 Liquidity and Market Adoption

In general, Swedish real estate, including residential, commercial, and industrial properties, is regarded

as illiquid. The low rate of property turnover is one important indicator. Only roughly 5.4%

of the housing stock is purchased or sold annually on average, implying that the average holding

duration is getting close to 20 years. According to Larseosvensson, only approximately 3% of owner-

occupied single-family homes see a yearly owner change, whereas 10% of tenant-owned apartments

(bostadsrätter) do. A thin market where it can take a long time to find a buyer or seller is indicated by

such low turnover, which also reflects long holding periods (assuming turnover were constant, about 33

years for a home and 10 years for a flat on average). A number of structural elements play a part in this

illiquidity (Lars E.O Svensson, 2024).

A number of structural elements play a part in this illiquidity. One factor is ownership structure: 38%

of Swedish households rent their homes, whereas 62% are owner-occupiers, many of whom remain in

their homes for extended periods of time (Lars E.O Svensson, 2024). Due to strict regulations (such as

rent limits and queue systems), rental properties hardly ever trade on the open market. The tax system

in Sweden, for instance, encourages low annual property taxes but imposes a high capital gains tax on

home sales, which deters owner-occupiers from selling. Since the current tax structure probably deters

people from selling and relocating, the EU has even suggested that Sweden amend its capital gains
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tax to ”facilitate more housing transactions.” Many property owners decide to keep their houses longer

due to this tax friction and the overall housing constraint, which further reduces transaction volumes

(Regeringskansliet, 2017).

Low transaction volumes in relation to market size are another sign of illiquidity. Turnover is low even

in the commercial real estate (investment property) industry. Volumes fell as circumstances changed

following a record boom in 2021, when investment transactions soared. Only SEK 83 billion worth

of real estate transactions occurred in Sweden in 2023, a 74% decrease from the record 2021 figure.

Even though it was close to the levels last observed during the 2008 financial crisis, this was the lowest

inflation-adjusted transaction volume since 2012. Rising interest rates and economic uncertainty caused

liquidity to drastically reduce, making it difficult for buyers and sellers to conduct business, which led

to the rapid decrease (CBRE, 2024). In fact, turnover decreased in 2022 at the same time that house

prices started to decline. As a clear illustration of how price declines force would-be sellers to withdraw

(highlighting the illiquidity in down markets), many homeowners who faced reduced prices chose to

delay sales rather than sell at a loss (Sveriges Riksbank, 2022). This unwillingness to transact illustrates

(see Figure 5.3) how property sale volumes significantly decreased in 2022 as prices dropped:

Figure 5.3: Swedish house prices versus sales (2010–2025) (Sveriges Riksbank, 2022).

In addition to housing, long-term investors (such as pension funds, family businesses, and institutions)

frequently own commercial and industrial buildings in Sweden, which leads to infrequent trading.

Because ownership is concentrated and frequently ”locked in” through holding corporations, investors

stay onto entire properties for many years in order to generate rental income. Even when commercial

real estate does sell, the transactions are usually big and complicated, making them difficult for small

investors to access. Low liquidity and a ”lumpy” market, few major transactions as opposed to many

little ones, are caused by this. Only a small portion of Sweden’s commercial real estate is traded annually,

despite its vast value (some estimates place it between 40 and 50 percent of GDP) (CBRE, 2023). In

summary, real estate in Sweden isn’t often traded, whether it’s a single-family home in Stockholm or

an office building in Malmö. This is because real estate is an illiquid asset class by nature, with lengthy

holding periods, closely held ownership, and substantial transactional frictions.
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6 Results

In this chapter, the studywill provide with an overview of the collected data. This includes eight different

qualitative semi-structured interviews with various stakeholders. In other words, the interviewees

represent a diverse group including blockchain experts, public sector officials, analysts, business

developers, and researchers with expertize in digital finance and tokenization.

The purpose of the interviews was to gain insights into how blockchain-based tokenization is perceived

as a financing model for real estate and urban development. The interviews were semi-structured and

followed a thematic guide covering topics such as regulation, technical feasibility, investment behaviour,

and urban implications.

In addition to interviews, the collected data includes two case studies of Stockholm and Dubai. The

Stockholm case is supported by both interview data and secondary policy analysis. The Dubai case

relies on document studies, such as policy papers, regulatory frameworks, and urban innovation reports.

These cities were selected to compare two contrasting institutional environments. Sweden as a highly

regulated and risk-averse context, and Dubai as a pro-innovation setting with ambitions to integrate

blockchain into real estate governance.

6.1 Perspectives on Tokenization as a Financing Model

6.1.1 Opportunities and Value Propositions

Blockchain-based tokenization is generally seen by respondents in different ways. A central and

common opportunity discussed is the ability of tokenization to fractionalize real estate ownership and

lower the entry barrier for investors. Several respondents mentioned that tokenization could potentially

lower the threshold for participation in real estate investment by dividing assets into smaller digital

shares, making it easier for individuals who lack large capital reserves to invest. This could be appealing

to small-scale investor’s, but some interviewees highlighted that similar models of co-ownership already

exist in Sweden. However, whether these models function adequately was not further discussed.

“Tokenization gives people a completely new kind of mobility beyond what exists today... it lowers

investment thresholds and helps liquidity across different markets.”

– Anna Miller

Liquidity was another benefit that was raised during the interviews. Some respondents described

how more frequent buying and selling of fractional shares could make the market more dynamic.

Simultaneously, this could help property owners manage their portfolios more flexibly. However, there

was also some concerns if increased liquidity might encourage short-term speculation and some also

questioned if this would provide long-term value.

”If you could sell parts of a property – for example 20% of a building – it

could have solved parts of the problem. It would make the market more liquid.”

– Interviewee B

“It makes it more feasible [to invest], especially for a broader audience... but all investments involve
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risk, and you should know at least the basics before putting your money in.”

– Interviewee A

Smart contracts were also mentioned for their ability to automate processes such as the execution of

transactions and verification of ownership. Respondents saw potential in how this could contribute to

efficiency and transparency. They still highlighted that the impact depends on how the user experience

and digital interfaces are designed for people to understand in alignment with regulatory support. In

addition, smart contracts on their own are not sufficient without integration into legal and institutional

frameworks, although some respondents mentioned that smart contracts can account for certain aspects

of these frameworks.

“You can pay into a smart contract for a road construction project, and if the predefined conditions

aren’t fulfilled, the funds automatically return to the contributors. No need for bureaucratic processes

or legal battles. It’s all hardcoded from the start.”

– Anna Miller

Some respondents noted that tokenization might help to facilitate crowdfunding for specific.

Furthermore, this could allow a broader group of people to contribute capital to housing developments

or public infrastructure. However, some of the respondents pointed out that existing legal procedures in

Sweden make this process complex unless regulatory changes follow. Some respondents also referred to

existing models, such as crowdfunding platforms like Tessin, and pointed out that Sweden already has a

well-functioning mortgage deed system that has maintained a high level of trust for a long time.

“Our current system works well. We probably won’t take the initiative to change anything unless the

market demands it.”

– Nabil Hossain

“Our digital infrastructure already works very well, and we trust it. We have systems like the land

registry, the tax agency’s registers, and a property register – everything functions smoothly and

legally.”

– Mats Snäll

Transparency was also underscored by some of the respondents as a strength of blockchain systems since

it creates records of transactions and ownership more accesible. They also highlighted that even if there

is potential in the blockchain systems to provide with more transparency, trust in the system would still

rely on oversight and public education. They described it to be because of knowledge gap and that the

traditional systems include intermediaries that have a certain role in building trustworthiness.

“You would know which wallets and contracts were involved. That builds trust and ensures that

everything is transparent and traceable.”

– Anna Miller

“Middlemen are not just there for their own sake. They often represent competence, and sometimes

even a ritual trust function.”
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– Mats Snäll

According to a number of respondents, Sweden and the EU run the risk of lagging behind more

innovative and agile regions like Dubai, Singapore, and Hong Kong if they do not proactively adopt

blockchain and tokenization initiatives. Some pointed out that by encouraging technology innovation,

these markets had already established transparent regulatory frameworks and drawn in foreign capital.

One respondent pointed out that although Europe’s propensity for strict regulation ensures stability, it

may also hinder adoption and lower competitiveness. They underlined that early adopters of tokenized

real estate markets and blockchain infrastructure may gain long-term strategic benefits, making it more

challenging for slower-moving countries to catch up.

Several respondents expressed concern that if Sweden and the European Union do not actively embrace

blockchain and tokenization initiatives, they risk falling behind more agile and innovation-driven

regions such as Dubai, Singapore, and Hong Kong. Some highlighted that these markets have already

created clear regulatory frameworks and attracted international investments by fostering technological

experimentation. As Andrew noted,

“If a country is satisfied with selling oil and gas, they can stay in the past. But if you want a piece of

the future – according to estimates by Messari – the tokenized asset market could reach $10 trillion in

the next 10 years.”

– Andrei Nalichaev

Similarly, Mats Snäll emphasized Sweden’s potential risk of falling behind:

“If you see it as a competition, yes – we can lose market share. Other countries are building

infrastructure while we risk standing still.”

– Mats Snäll (Senior Advisor)

Some respondents mentioned that the connection between tokenization sustainability goals in terms of

being able to track green investments and also be able to digitalize important documents into the systems

for improved management. However, this view was not broadly discussed across interviews.

6.1.2 Cautions and Limitations

The respondents expressed caution about the feasibility and desirability of tokenization in Sweden’s

current real estate market. One of the concerns was about the association between tokenization and the

broader cryptocurrency environment, which many view as volatile and speculative. Several respondents

warned that this perception can reduce trust and interest in tokenized assets and discourage serious

investors.

“Blockchain is still associated with crypto scams, and that reputation problem can spill over into

tokenization.”

– Interviewee A

Lack of knowledge and general awareness was another common theme. Almost all of the respondents

mentioned that both individuals and institutions lack the understanding needed to engage with token-
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based systems. Education, clear design, and simplified user experience are needed to ensure greater

adoption.

“The real issue is how we package blockchain products for consumers — because customers shouldn’t

even have to know it’s blockchain, just like they don’t think about ’the internet’ when they use apps

today.”

– Anna Miller

Despite the goal of reducing intermediaries, interviewees often described that the existing actors

included, such as banks and brokers, are still necessary in practice, as they are seen as providers of

oversight and guidance, especially in larger and more complex transactions. If they were to be removed,

it could lead to confusion or risk for less informed participants.

“Middlemen are not just there for their own sake. They often represent competence, and sometimes

even a ritual trust function.”

– Mats Snäll

In relation, several respondents described that without legal definitions that connect digital tokens to

enforceable rights, tokenized ownership might remain symbolic rather than actionable. They highlighted

that Sweden already allows for shared ownership through co-ownership or tenant associations, which

function effectively without blockchain-based solutions.

“We already have systems that allow shared ownership without needing blockchain.”

– Mats Snäll

Another risk is the complexity within blockchain systems. If these platforms require users to understand

too much technical detail or navigate difficult interfaces, adoption would be limited. In addition,

respondents stressed the importance of designing user-friendly systems without losing compliance or

security.

“A stable and accessible platform would be extremely helpful.”

– Interviewee A

Concerns about tokenization-induced fragmentation of ownership were also expressed. According to

several respondents, there may be a substantial counterparty risk if a property is owned by numerous

small investors. Unlike major institutional partners who help support projects during downturns,

small investors may be unable or unwilling to offer additional financing in the event of financial

difficulty.

“If you have a thousand small investors, who’s going to inject capital if things go wrong?”

– Nabil Hossain

Although it is frequently viewed as a benefit, increased liquidity was also mentioned as a possible

disadvantage. More liquidity, according to some respondents, would promote short-term speculation

instead of long-term investment, which could upset real estate markets that are typically centred on

long-term value creation.

34



“If you open up for free trading, it can resemble the stock market – and real estate is, after all, a

long-term asset.”

– Interviewee B

6.2 Regulation and Institutional Conditions

6.2.1 Regulatory Context in Sweden

Respondents agreed that regulation is one of the most significant challenges to the implementation of

blockchain-based tokenization. The legal infrastructure has not yet been adapted to token-based systems.

Some ownership structures already allow co-investment by several parties, which means that the added

value of tokenization lies mostly in transaction processing. Several interviewees also described how

processes still exist in physical documents and signatures. Digital legal documents are not yet fully

formally utilized, which limits the scope of end-to-end digital property transactions. Mats Snäll from

Lantmäteriet explained that the property registry (Fastighetsregistret) is digital and robust, but was

designed for conventional ownership models and lacks flexibility for automated processes. Several

respondents also highlight that legal frameworks, such as Company Law and Land Code regulations,

were not designed for tokenized or digital transactions, making it challenging to directly integrate these

tools.

”The property register is robust but built for traditional ownership structures. It lacks the flexibility

needed for fully automated, blockchain-based processes.”

– Mats Snäll

Additionally, a number of respondents underlined that tokenization runs the risk of being just symbolic

in the absence of legal definitions that explicitly connect tokens to enforceable ownership rights. As

Mats Snäll noted, official registration in the Fastighetsregistret is still necessary for legal ownership of

real estate in Sweden, even if transactions are documented on a blockchain.

”Just because you record a transfer on blockchain doesn’t mean you legally own a property in

Sweden. It still needs to be registered officially.”

– Mats Snäll

Even as some legal reforms are underway, these changes need to permit digital purchase agreements, and

the system overall is not yet fully ready to go for a full tokenization model. An interviewee pointed out

that implementing such as system would require significant modification of the Land Code, Company

Law, and related financial regulations. Without changes in these parts, tokenized transactions would still

be in the periphery of the official real estate transaction framework. Several respondents also discussed

how the lack of perceived urgency among Swedish institutions also slows progress. Respondents also

point out that regulatory initiatives such asMarket in Crypto-Assets Regulation (MiCA) list a wide range

of digital assets together, where investments run the risk of being symbolic rather than actionable in the

absence of legal definitions that explicitly connect tokens to enforceable ownership rights. Existing

systems are described to be generally stable and reliable, causing stakeholders to have little incentive

to adopt new models. The slow rate of regulatory adaptation is further heightened by respondents’
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observation that Swedish institutions are often risk averse and reluctant to implement structural changes

absent external encouragement or necessity.

”Trying to regulate everything — voting tokens, asset tokens, governance — under the same rules will

not work. Real estate needs its own approach.” – Andrei Nalichaev

”If even simple co-ownership models are difficult for banks and institutions to handle today, moving

toward blockchain-based models would be even harder. It’s not impossible, but we are far from

there.” – Interviewee C

Andrei and Anna both expressed scepticism that EU-level regulation such as MiCA would be enough

to address local needs. Standardization might help define digital assets more clearly, but it’s success

depends on national-level adaptations. The general sentiment was that even if broader European

frameworks became available, Sweden would still need to change them to its legal and institutional

conditions. While global examples such as Dubai or Georgia offer promising models for tokenized

real estate, a number of participants highlighted that due to Sweden’s existing legal framework, foreign

models cannot be easily implemented without significant modifications.

”Our system works differently. You can’t simply copy Dubai or Georgia’s solutions and expect them to

fit Swedish conditions.” – Mats Snäll

6.2.2 Stakeholder Perspectives on Governance

Governance was a central theme since it is described to be important for the success of tokenization. The

respondents described that without clear roles, accountability mechanisms, and institutional backing, the

implementation of these systems would be perceived to be unreliable and fragmented.

Institutional endorsement was repeatedly mentioned as essential. Some respondents stressed the

importance of having public institutions that are involved directly in the development and oversight

of token platforms. Furthermore, this was also described in relation to enhancing public confidence,

help to ensure compliance with consumer protection and legal standards, but also just for competence

or as Mats mentioned a ritual function.

”Intermediaries don’t exist just for their own sake. They often represent competence, and sometimes

even a ritual function.” – Mats Snäll

Consumer safety and equitable access were also brought up by several respondents. They noted

that without proactive governance structures, there is a risk that tokenization could disproportionately

benefit already well-positioned actors. They argued that those that have the knowledge enough for

understanding this innovation would have stronger accessibility to these structures and therefore make

more out of it. Therefore, transparent processes, robust oversight, and inclusive design are important

in preventing misuse or exclusion. The interviewees generally described that governance must be

integrated into the tokenization model from the beginning, with strong institutional involvement, and

clear defined responsibilities. Although there is interest among some stakeholders, the way to a

framework that works is still one of the major hurdles ahead.
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“Those who know how to use these systems — how to move tokens, manage wallets — they’ll benefit

first. Others will be left behind unless we design for them too.”

– Interviewee A

“You need to build governance into the system, not add it later. Otherwise it becomes patchwork.”

– Andrew

Furthermore, some respondents emphasized that governance should not be viewed as a fixed set of rules,

but rather as a continuous and flexible process. It was emphasized that ongoing supervision, community

feedback channels, and regulatory flexibility are crucial to preserving legitimacy and confidence as

systems change.

”If there were proper regulations in place that offered protection, I believe people would be more open

to investing in tokenized assets.”

– Interviewee A

DAOs, a governance model that allows token holders to participate in decision making, was one

innovation that was highlighted. To guarantee a responsible and knowledgeable government, this

strategy was also thought to need protections such as tiers of voting rights or judicial scrutiny.

”DAO stands for Decentralized Autonomous Organization... It’s really interesting in real estate too,

like for housing cooperatives or property management. It removes a lot of middlemen and creates flat

organizations.”

– Anna Miller

Others expressed worries that completely decentralized systems could weaken confidence and lead to

legal ambiguity in the event of conflicts since they lack designated actors responsible for enforcement

or conflict settlement.

“To switch to something decentralized — where there’s no central counterparty — what happens if

something goes wrong?”

– Nabil Hossain

Although the majority of respondents highlighted the importance of institutions, there was disagreement

on who should be in charge of governance initiatives: regulated firms, public authorities, or hybrid

public-private platforms. It was believed that collaborative models might achieve a balance between

accountability and innovation.

6.3 Technical Infrastructure and Feasibility

6.3.1 Technological Potential

Most respondents mentioned that the foundational technology for real estate tokenization already

exists and is technically viable. Blockchain platforms and smart contracts are seen as powerful tools

for implementing fractional ownership, automating processes, and to increase transparency. Andrei
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underlined that blockchain-based systems can already manage complex ownership structures, while

Mats pointed out that Sweden’s property registry, despite being more traditional, is robust and capable

of supporting similar innovation. Respondents also argued that smart contracts have potential to reduce

bureaucracy and eliminate intermediaries in ownership transfers. This could make the property market

more efficient by speeding up transactions and lowering costs. Some respondents also saw potential

in blockchain-based systems to be integrated into platforms connected to digital identity frameworks to

help satisfy regulatory requirement like KYC and AML.

”Each property could have its own token set... The key is to tie the asset clearly to those tokens... a

management smart contract collects rental income... That income can then be distributed to token

holders.”

–Andrei Nalichaev

One respondent argued that the potential of transparency and unchangeable records could strengthen

trust and traceability in transactions. However, the respondent also underlined that this also depends

on how user interfaces and identity verification systems are being integrated. There were also some

interest in how tokenization could align with Sweden’s broader digitalization trends, such as eID and

digital wallets, though most agreed that these developments are only indirectly connected to real estate

tokenization at present.

6.3.2 Technical Barriers and Needs

A recurring theme was about technical barriers, specifically tied to whether Sweden’s existing

institutional infrastructure is ready or not. While blockchain systems are technically ready, Mats

mentioned that fractional ownership can already be recorded in fastighetsregistet but many key steps

in real estate transactions still require physical documentation such as verification and signing.

”It is a major challenge for traditional public administration to adapt to these changes […] even

though the technology may be fully developed and ready to use. We did this to demonstrate that it is

possible to have digital property transfer documents […] but the regulations still require that property

transfers be conducted using paper documents. […] To change that, we would need to alter the

structure of the land register – and as it stands, it works very, very well.”

–Mats Snäll

Andrei raised concerns about interoperability between blockchain platforms and legacy systems used

by financial institutions and public registries. He mentioned that tokenization would require not only

technological integration, but also formats that are standardized to represent ownership and identity.

Without shared technical standards or APIs, blockchain solutions would remain isolated and difficult to

scale.

”Technically we’re absolutely ready to build. As an example, let it be like Stock Exchange on-chain —

and technically it’s not a big deal. But the most difficult question is how to connect it with existing

infrastructure.”

–Andrei Nalichaev
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Several respondents agreed that user-friendliness remains a challenge. Without proper platforms,

tokenization risks becoming limited to a niche of people with more technologically advanced

knowledge.

”There are so many great blockchain concepts, but right now, the people who can actually use them

are those like me — who can code a bit, have been involved for a long time, know where to find

communities, and are used to handling bugs and the risks of losing private keys.”

–Anna Miller

One respondent also highlighted that there is an absence of legal-technical clarity that makes institutional

adoption difficult and that Sweden still needs to establish guidelines for how token-based property rights

should be encoded, transferred, and linked to existing registries. The pilot project done by Lantmäteriet

in 2016 showed some promise, but the initiatives were not scaled or made permanent. Technology is not

really the issue, its more about a missing and cohesive infrastructure that aligns with legal frameworks,

institutional systems and user-oriented platforms.

6.4 Expected Effects on Urban Development

This section addresses how tokenization could influence urban development and public investment

processes. The concept is still largely speculative in the Swedish context, but interviewees still raised

both opportunities and concerns about its long-term urban impact.

6.4.1 Funding Urban Transformation

Several respondents saw tokenization as a tool to open urban development to a wider audience.

Blockchain helps lower investment thresholds making these systems more accessible for people who are

traditionally excluded from real estate markets to invest in housing, infrastructure, and public amenities.

One respondent mentioned that such platforms could be used to crowd-fund early-stage development,

allowing communities to collectively support projects that they care about.

”If you help finance a park, you could get your own bench or vote on what features it should include.

Maybe you’d prefer a concert stage over an outdoor gym — and that way, you bring in perspectives

directly from local residents, which increases the area’s value for everyone.”

–Anna Miller

In particular, the ability to make ownership into digital shares could make it easier to attract investors

and communities wiling to contribute to local projects. Some respondents also saw an opportunity to

create a greater part of the financing of public infrastructure or housing projects that often lack private

interest due to lower return expectations.

”I think it could play a significant role – especially in developing countries where traditional capital

markets are not well developed. It could help bridge the gap between foreign investors and local

assets, making capital flows easier both domestically and internationally.”

–Fuad Alam
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Some respondents also saw an opportunity in creating broader participation in financing public

infrastructure or housing projects that often lack private interest due to lower return expectations. Mats

mentioned that in the future, tokenized digital representations of physical infrastructure assets could

become part of new financing methods with the potential to provide alternatives to traditional models.

However, he also underscored that this shift would need legal and institutional adjustments to make sure

that the systems provide trust and functionality. By issuing shares in infrastructure assets, governments

or developers can create flexible financing models compared to traditional bonds. However, some

interviewees expressed that even if tokenization could provide alternative funding streams, it does not

remove existing barrier that relates to land use policy, planning approvals, and coordination among

stakeholders. The role of tokenization would be more likely to be complementary rather than to change

the whole planning system on its own.

6.4.2 Risks and Contradictions

Many interviewees highlighted some tensions between the theoretical benefits of tokenization and the

practical risks. One major concern was about speculative behaviour, where increased liquidity could

shift the focus from long-term to short-term value.

”If value is purely based on market speculation, one person with 51% could block a sale forever, and

your token becomes worth nothing […] it’s easy to scam people if there’s no regulation.”

–Nabil Hossain

This shift could risk destabilizing the real estate markets or introducing volatility, particularly in

undeserved or newly developed areas. Some also questioned whether tokenization would really be able

to democratize real estate investment. Without proper regulation and governance of the platform, the

model could replicate or amplify already existing inequalities. Wealthier actors or actors with more

knowledge could simply gain access to new speculative instruments, making less-informed users bear

more of the risk. Finally, there was a shared concern that tokenization could distract from more urgent

reforms in the real estate sector, such as improving access to housing, promoting sustainability, or

addressing segregation. Blockchain-based systems can provide technical enhancements, but need careful

alignment with already existing systems to make sure it does not collide with structural challenges in

urban planning.

6.5 Comparison Between Stockholm and Dubai

Through our comparative case study, it becomes evident that Dubai and Stockholm represent two distinct

yet instructive models of how blockchain tokenization is interacting with local real estate markets. While

both cities are digitally advanced and forward-looking, their approaches diverge significantly due to

regulatory, cultural, and economic differences.

6.5.1 Regulatory Environment

Blockchain-based innovation is actively supported by the proactive regulatory environment that Dubai

has developed. To test and evaluate tokenized property systems, the Dubai Land Department

has launched legal sandboxes and blockchain-enabled services. The city is deliberately employing
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legislation as a vehicle to draw in foreign investment and technological companies, especially when

combined with investor incentives such as the Golden Visa.

Sweden, and thus Stockholm, is subject to the wider regulatory framework of the European Union.

Tokenization will be heavily influenced by the MiCA regulation, which is anticipated to be fully

implemented throughout the EU by 2024–2025. Although MiCA clarifies the law regarding crypto-

assets, such as utility and asset-referenced tokens, it does not yet contain specific regulations pertaining

to real estate tokenization. Despite Sweden’s pro-innovation stance, the implementation of MiCA

may either facilitate or impede tokenization, contingent on how it is interpreted. Legal ambiguity

will prevent MiCA from being widely adopted until national authorities incorporate it into real estate

legislation.

6.5.2 Technological Integration

Dubai’s larger smart city goal is closely linked to its blockchain integration. Authorities have made

investments to digitize transactional data and real estate ownership, allowing for real-time blockchain-

based updates on property ownership and status. Dubai is now a paradigm for the adoption of urban

blockchain because to this connection, which lowers bureaucracy and increases transparency.

Although its public services are technologically advanced, Stockholm has not yet fully incorporated

blockchain into its real estate infrastructure. The majority of ongoing initiatives are exploratory

or are managed by entrepreneurs and academic organizations. As of right now, there is no single

national or local plan to implement blockchain technology in a methodical manner in land or housing

registries.

6.5.3 Market Maturity and Liquidity

High levels of liquidity, speculative activity, and substantial foreign investment defineDubai’s real estate

market. Because of this, tokenization has flourished there, particularly for fractional ownership schemes

and luxury real estate targeted at foreign investors.

The real estatemarket in Stockholm ismore established and traditional, emphasizing affordability, public

housing, and institutional ownership within the country. There is less demand for fractional ownership

and less liquidity. In this case, tokenization is mostly seen as a means of increasing market transparency

and administrative effectiveness.

6.5.4 User Adoption and Ecosystem Development

Through national digital transformation plans, real estate expos, and public-private collaborations, Dubai

is aggressively promoting adoption. Developers of luxury real estate and wealthy people looking for

access to a variety of assets are examples of early adopters.

The environment of Stockholm is still developing. Fintechs and academic pilot programs account for

the majority of uptake. Real estate companies are apprehensive because of the absence of regulatory

clarity and the low level of public awareness. Adoption may quicken when MiCA goes into effect and

legal clarity improves.
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6.5.5 Strategic Positioning

Tokenization is positioned by Dubai as a component of the country’s goal to lead the world in blockchain

innovation. Blockchain is viewed by the government as a tool for future economic diversification and

global competitiveness, in addition to being a technological advancement. In contrast, Stockholm takes

a more calculated and cautious stance. Trust, legal strength, and conformity to EU policy are given

top priority in its approach. As a reflection of Sweden’s larger approach to digital transformation,

tokenization is being investigated inside pre-existing frameworks rather than being viewed as a disruptor.

A comparative summary of these strategies and conditions is presented below (see Table 6.1).

Table 6.1: Comparative Overview: Dubai vs. Stockholm in Real Estate Tokenization

Dimension Dubai Stockholm

Regulatory Environment Proactive, blockchain-specific

policies, legal sandboxes, Golden

Visas

Conservative, EU-regulated,

limited legal clarity on tokenization

Technological Integration Integrated into smart city agenda;

public-private partnerships

Fragmented pilot initiatives, no

central coordination

Market Maturity and

Liquidity

High liquidity, speculative, driven

by global investors

Stable, institutional focus, limited

foreign capital

User Adoption Government-led promotion, early

adoption in luxury market

Low, limited to fintech and

academic projects

Strategic Vision Global leader in blockchain

urbanism and digital governance

Gradual digital transformation with

regulatory caution

6.6 Synthesis: Interviews and Case Study Alignment

While theDubai case provides a comparison standard for what coordinated innovationmight accomplish,

the combination of empirical findings and case study data demonstrates how stakeholder perceptions in

Sweden reflect, and are bound by, local institutional circumstances. Despite the fact that no interviews

were available from Dubai, the case study demonstrates what Swedish stakeholders frequently referred

to in adopting: the significance of digital infrastructure, state-led coordination, and legislative flexibility

in facilitating tokenization.

In Sweden, interviewees frequently highlighted issues like institutional prudence, regulatory

inflexibility, and a lack of public preparedness. The Stockholm instance, where tokenization is still

experimental and mostly restricted to trial initiatives without legal inclusion, is a clear reflection

of these worries. For instance, a number of respondents characterized Sweden’s current systems,

including BankID and Lantmäteriet, as reliable and effective. leaving minimal institutional pressure to

embrace alternatives that are disruptive. This aligns with Sweden’s overall innovation strategy, which

is methodical, slow, and based on legality.

The Dubai narrative, on the other hand, shows how intense public-private cooperation, sandbox testing,

and regulatory ambition have allowed real estate tokenization to advance past the pilot stage. Several

Swedish interviewees cited Singapore and Dubai as global examples of agile adoption. These citations
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imply that Sweden is aware that failing to keep up with innovation and regulation could cause it to fall

behind.

The key to the synthesis is this alignment, or lack thereof. The interviews show that the main obstacle

in Sweden is not technological preparedness. Rather, the conflict between innovation and established

institutional frameworks shapes adoption. On the other hand, Dubai’s case study presents an alternative:

tokenization can progress from concept to infrastructure when market incentives, legal framework, and

governance align.

In the end, this synthesis emphasizes that institutional willingness and ecosystem coordination, rather

than technological expertise, determine tokenization success. The Dubai instance acts as a functional

mirror, showing the circumstances in which tokenized real estate models might succeed, while the

interviews offer a realistic perspective on the Swedish context.
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7 Discussion

This chapter critically explores the promises and limitations of blockchain-based tokenization as a real

estate financing model, with a particular focus on Sweden. Drawing from empirical findings and

supported by theoretical frameworks such as the TAM, TCT, Smart Growth theory, and Liquidity

Preference theory, the discussion assesses not only the feasibility and institutional readiness for adoption,

but also the wider social, regulatory, and spatial implications of tokenization.

7.1 Interpretation of Key Findings

The empirical results of the study indicate that while blockchain-based tokenization is considered a

potentially revolutionary real estate finance strategy, its practicality still depends heavily on external

circumstances. Stakeholders cited improved liquidity, automation through smart contracts, and

fractional ownership as key value propositions throughout the interviews. These support theoretical

assertions in the literature that tokenization can promote more dynamic capital flows, lower investment

thresholds, and increase market transparency in real estate.

Although these advantages were widely accepted, stakeholders had serious concerns, especially in

Sweden. The most often mentioned drawbacks are a misalignment between blockchain innovation and

current legal frameworks, institutional reluctance to change, and lack of regulatory certainty. However,

technical viability, despite this, has slowed in Sweden due to a cautious institutional culture, strong

conventional institutions (such as Lantmäteriet), and low public awareness.

However, the incorporation of tokenization models has been made easier by Dubai’s state-led innovation

goals and regulatory openness. The results demonstrate that Dubai’s government initiatives, regulatory

sandboxes, and partnerships with blockchain platforms have established a conducive environment to test

and grow real estate tokenization. This was seen by stakeholders as a competitive advantage that attracts

both foreign IT developers and investors.

Additionally, the interviews showed a significant difference in risk perceptions. Tokenization is directly

linked to the speculative and volatile nature of cryptocurrencies in Sweden, which makes institutional

actors sceptical. In contrast, Dubai frames tokenization as a continuation of its goals for a smart city,

where risk is controlled by institutional support and regulatory experimentation.

Lastly, a number of respondents cautioned that in the absence of clear governance structures, token

fragmentation, speculative behaviour, and the exclusion of less tech-savvy players are risks associated

with tokenization, even though it is frequently associated with prospects for democratization and urban

development. This nuanced view emphasizes that tokenization’s benefits are not just technical, but they

are also ingrained in user-friendly design, institutional trust, and law enforcement.

7.2 Technical Readiness and Legal Inertia

Blockchain-based tokenization is technically feasible, but its implementation in Sweden is being

hindered by both legal conservatism and institutional complexity. As Mats Snäll mentioned, Sweden’s

land registration system is already operating with high trust and efficiency, making it harder to leave

room for incentives that would replace the current system. According to TCT, tokenization could reduce
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the frictions that can occur bureaucratically by streamlining verification and ownership processes, but

only if it is institutionally incorporated. In terms of rewriting the legacy systems, the cost of doing so in

Sweden would offset these benefits, since in a regulatory context, there is more favor in stability over

innovation.

Andrei Nalichaev highlighted that the main challenge is not about the technological aspect, it’s more

about how to connect it with existing infrastructure. Without interoperability between blockchain-based

platforms and current financial or legal structures, tokenization could still be confined to more controlled

areas or niche applications. This aligns with the pilot project introduced by Lantmäteriet, which showed

that there is technical potential but that there is a lack of ways to introduce a systemic reform. There is

currently no clear guidance on how token-based property rights should be encoded and linked to official

registries. The result is therefore institutional inertia, where no actor takes the lead in operationalizing

what is already technically possible.

From the perspective of TAM, tokenization is viewed as useful by many stakeholder, but the perceived

ease of use is still lower than the perceived usefulness. Blockchain platform requires knowledge,

otherwise it can exacerbate inequalities since it may be more accesbile to people with certain competence

or to those who have been involved for a long time and are more capable to navigate through problems

or bugs. This creates a disconnect with the expectations of public institutions and mainstream investors

who prioritize clarity, ease of use, and reliability. The Swedish case also show a broader dilemma where

innovation cant succeed on technical terms alone. The results shows that Dubais government initiatives

with regulatory sandboxes and partnerships with blockchain platforms have established an environment

to be able to test and grow real estate tokenization. This can be perceived as an advantage that attracts

both foregin IT developers and investors.

The interviews showed that there is a difference in risk perceptions in terms of tokenization between

Stockholm and Dubai. In Sweden, institutional actors consider tokenization with markets that are

more volatile and unpredictable. This creates concerns related to market stability, investor protection,

and public trust. Swedish institutions are known for a more cautious regulatory culture and long-

term financial planning, making token-based assets perceived to be more speculative instruments with

unclear accountability structures. In contrast, Dubai highlights tokenization as a strategic move to

achieve the goals of becoming a ”smart city”, while digitalizing governance. The risk is not removed

but rather perceived as manageable due to state control, regulatory experimentation, and a culture of

proactive innovation. Government-driven blockchain platforms are incorporated with built-in oversight

mechanisms and economic incentives, which defines tokenization as a low-risk, high-reward investment

model rather than disruptive. This makes the same technological uncertainties as opportunities.

7.3 The Accessibility Paradox

This study highlights a paradox, the accessibility paradox, which in principle does not translate to

accessibility in practice, despite the fact that blockchain tokenization is commonly regarded as a tool

to open broader participation to real estate investing by reducing financial entry barriers. The empirical

results highlight how tokenization’s technical complexity and usability issues seriously compromise its

promise of inclusivity.
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Several interviewees, such as Andrei Nalichaev and Anna Miller, stressed that the typical user is still

unable to utilize the tokenization platforms that are now available. Fractional ownership was largely

regarded as a breakthrough in reducing capital requirements, but buying and managing shares of digital

property still requires a high level of technological proficiency. Setting up digital wallets, understanding

blockchain fundamentals, and protecting private keys are just a few of the challenges ordinary users face,

especially those who are not familiar with crypto ecosystems.

This disparity can be explained in large part by the TAM. Most of the respondents mentioned advantages

including enhanced liquidity, lowered investment thresholds, and automated execution through smart

contracts as reasons why they thought tokenization was very helpful. However, perceived usability, was

noticeably poor. Platforms need to become ”as easy as sending an email,” as Andrei pointed out, before

widespread adoption is feasible. Tokenization has the risk of continuing to be a tool for early adopters

who are into technology rather than a widely used mechanism for financial inclusion in the absence of

streamlined user interfaces, on-boarding procedures, and institutional support systems.

An ”accessibility paradox” is created by this discrepancy, becoming a technology that is promoted as

having the potential to broaden participation to investment which actually resembles or even intensifies

exclusion, but this time along the lines of digital literacy rather than capital access. Future development

must place an emphasis on user-centric design, incorporated guidance, and regulatory integration that

protect users from back-end issues if tokenization is to fully realize its inclusive promise. The idea of

tokenizing real estate as a widely available financial innovation will remain a fantasy until then.

7.4 Tokenization as a Tool for Urban Investment

Tokenization also have some benefits for urban development. Several respondents saw this not only as

a way to trade property assets more efficiently, but also as a platform to engage communities in funding

local infrastructure, amenities, and housing initiatives. In this perspective, tokenization can be seen as a

tool for financial democratization. This can allow smaller investors or even local residents to claim power

and take part in shaping their built environment. For instance, AnnaMiller illustrated this with a tangible

example highlighting that if you help finance a park, you could be able to vote on what features it should

include. In that way you bring in perspectives directly from local residents, while stimulating alternative

ways for increased capital flow. Such models suggest a participatory approach to investment that aligns

with the principles of Smart Growth theory, which creates more community-driven and inclusive urban

planning. Therefore, this could become a new mechanism to introduce for micro-financing projects that

often fall outside of traditional capital markets. This could offer more flexible alternative to municipal

bonds, where flows of capital could be facilitated into socially beneficial development.

However, in practice, this potential depends on which preconditions are being taken. Legal and

regulatory frameworks have to ensure fractional, digital ownership in ways that protect all stakeholders.

Transparency in governance and the construction of inclusive investment platforms are also important to

make sure tokenization doesnt reinfoce existing inequalities. As several respondents cautioned, without

institutional safeguards, this could become more of a speculative instrument dominated by people with

the most competence and technological or financial advantages. Therefore, even if it can be seen as a tool

for funding urban development, its success lies more on its integration into broader planning systems and

public governance structures. Without this perspective in mind, there is a risk only making it technically
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feasible while lacking the social aspects of it all.

7.5 Risk, Speculation, and Control

Although tokenization includes mechanics that increases access to real estate investment, improve

liquidity, and decentralize ownership, it also creates economic, social, and governance-related risks. The

Liquidity Preference Theory describes that investors naturally tries to go towards liquid assets, especially

when there is uncertainty. Increased liquidity can however encourage short term speculation rather than

stability-focused, long-term investment. This can be problematic for an industry such as the real estate

industry, which has historically been known for its long holding periods and long-term value.

This was noted by several respondents, including Nabil Hossain who raised concerns about the

power imbalances that tokenization can create. For instance, a majority token holder could in theory

disenfranchise smaller investors and alter the market by blocking a sale or overriding governance

choices. This could potentially mean that tokenization will concentrate control, rather than distribute

it. Furthermore, this could be especially critical in markets that are illiquid, where asset exit options are

already constrained.

Interviewee B mentioned that there can be similarities between tokenized real estate and a traditional

stock market, which are prone to daily volatility, disconnection from the underlying physical asset’s

value, and herd behaviour. This could then undermine the housing sector’s role as a long-term and

social-good community anchor.

Fuad Alam and interviewee B mentioned that there is a possibility of inequality with tokenization. That

means that it could further increase economical gaps by giving actors who are already well informed

about risk tolerance, technical knowledge, and capital in these markets. Knowledgeable investors may

take advantage of market inefficiencies or first-mover advantages, while less experienced participants

suffer the most from illiquidity traps, failing projects, and security threats. Given this, tokenizationmight

not open up access, but instead, might replicate exclusion in a different way.

Tokenized real estate models run the risk of undermining confidence and replicating some of the

very obstacles they claim to remove in the absence of robust governance structures that address

enforceable rights, dispute resolution, voting procedures, and investor protections. These results point

to a fundamental dilemma: tokenization presents a new technical architecture, but institutional design

and accountability, rather than just code, will determine its success.

7.6 Comparative Reflections: Stockholm vs. Dubai

Dubai and Stockholm brings two different demonstrations on how regulatory design, strategic priorities,

and institutional culture adapts technological innovation. One of the standout aspects of Dubai is how

rapidly it’s real estate tokenization landscape has advanced, being supported by legal sandboxes, state-

led initiatives, and a policy framework created for experimentation. Dubai is also more likely to embrace

more recent institutional and technological frameworks because it is a younger city-state, using its

modern governance architecture to test innovative systems. This is indicative of a governance philosophy

that supports proactive market positioning and adaption in evolving technologies.
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Stockholm on the other hand, brings a more cautious approach which showcases the broader regulatory

philosophy of Sweden, emphasizing legal precision, institutional stability, and public trust. While there

has been tokenization efforts, they have largely been limited to pilot projects and theoretical discussions.

Although Stockholm possess a high maturity in digital infrastructure, it’s slow movements originates

from risk-averse institutions, fragmented responsibilities, and legal frameworks which are not structured

to handle decentralized ownership models.

By using John Stuart Mill’s Method of Agreement and Method of Difference, several enabling

requirements for tokenization are revealed by this comparison:

1. Institutional coordination,

2. Regulatory flexibility, and

3. Usability for both issuers and investors

These conditions are met with Dubai’s through its vertical integration of economical, legal, and

technical levers, while Stockholm, however, lacks cohesion in these areas. For example, Dubai’s REST

platform and its work together with VARA shows how cross-sectoral coordination can foster innovation.

However, while technology pilots such as the blockchain land registration of Lantmäteriet exhibited

potential, they are still separate from the public financial and property law systems in Sweden.

Although Dubai’s framework might be difficult to implement in Sweden’s institutional ecosystem, it can

give valuable lessons in public-private synergy, regulatory foresight, and sandboxing. The challenges

that Stockholm faces are not technological advancements, but regulatory frameworks and institutional

alignments. Without these, tokenization is more likely to remain a complement rather than a driver of

financial change in the real estate industry.

7.7 Policy, Governance, and Social Implications

The results of this study suggest a number of strategic aspects for real estate stakeholders, legislators, and

urban planners that want to use blockchain tokenization without creating systemic risks or reproducing

structural exclusions.

7.7.1 For Sweden: Bridging Legal and Technological Readiness

Sweden needs to go beyond isolated experiments and implement coordinated regulatory measures in

order to fully utilize the potential of tokenized real estate financing. First, to enable public agencies and

commercial parties to test tokenized transactions in controlled settings, regulatory sandboxes, which

are successfully implemented in Dubai, should be established. Without risking legal protections, these

sandboxes would aid in testing governance, compliance, and interoperability models.

Second, in order to support digital ownership verification, Sweden’s land register operations and property

law need to be modified. It is challenging to incorporate blockchain-based smart contracts into official

legal processes due to the current reliance on documents and strict transfer protocols.

Third, the government has to encourage collaborative research and public education. The frameworks

governing tokenization should be developed collaboratively by legal experts, technologists, and urban
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planners. In the absence of this, innovation will continue to be isolated, and the regulatory framework

will fall behind the pace of technological advancement.

7.7.2 For Urban Planners and Developers: Financing and Governance Innovations

Tokenization presents a chance to rethink the funding and governance of urban projects. In order to

allow people and small investors to participate in redevelopment projects using fractional tokens, urban

planners and developers should investigate co-financing options for underutilized or empty assets. These

kinds of systems could help community-led projects in places where traditional funding frequently

ignores them.

However, strong governance measures must be used in conjunction with involvement. Accountability

and fairness cannot be guaranteed by smart contracts and decentralized systems alone. Clear voting

rights, decision-making guidelines, and processes for handling disagreements or market manipulation

must all be specified by tokenized platforms. Public-interest protections and inclusive participation

guidelines must be incorporated into the design of these entities from the beginning.

7.8 Ethical and Societal Reflections

As already mentioned, blockchain-based tokenization is known for its innovative potential and

opportunities in terms of inclusivity. However, there are still some valuable reflections that can

be highlighted of this study showing a far more ethically complex reality. Tokenization may not

completely democratize investment or empower marginalized groups, but can also replicate in some

cases already existing social and economic inequalities if for instance design of platforms, governance,

and accessibility are not addressed. One concern is that the digital exclusion has to be considered by

introducing blockchain interfaces that doesn’t demand a high level of technological literacy that involves

for example private key security, smart contracts, and crypto-specific financial logic. This barrier can

affect older populations or even, older established governance frameworks, low-income groups, and

those without consistent digital access. In this certain scenario, tokenization becomes less of a tool for

democratization which can create a new layer of exclusion where participation is gated by technological

privilege.

Token-based systems also lean on decentralized mechanisms such as DAOs, which are blockchain

structures that allow stakeholders to vote on decisions without centralized authority. While DAOs

provide transparency and automation of smart contracts, they might also lack governance mechanisms

found in robust traditional institutions. Owners with more resources or technical expertise might

disproportionate the influence making what is marketed as decentralized governance into a more

concentrated form of power defined by code. Therefore the decentralization can create new hierarchies

defined by platform design and economic capital. DAOs and other blockchain-enabled systems that are

meant to be inclusive need a framework that prevents replications of existing inequalities to ensure

mechanisms for equitable participation. In addition, the absence of oversight structures points out

concerns regarding transparency, manipulation, and long-term accountability, especially when these

structures are used to govern decisions that have public or spatial implications.

These governance issues also touches on perspectives in relation to the fabric of urban space.
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Tokenization can enable, virtually, financialization of any spatial element, from parks to shares in school

buildings. This can raise questions about who gets to shape the urban fabric and for what purpose. When

spaces are turned into tradeable asses, public interest may be not as prioritized in alignment with the

return-on-investment logic. What begins as a mechanism for micro-investment in local development

could maybe lead to a system where short-term profit puts long-term public good in shade. Therefore,

tokenization reaches discussions of ethical tensions since it relates to for instance urban regeneration,

infrastructure or housing. Can cities still remain inclusive, livable, and socially just if the spaces are

fragmented into digital units of ownership? Here, the answer depends mostly on how tokenization

is implemented not only technically, but also on how its being regulated and controlled. These

systems have to be designed with inclusive governance models, transparent platform and understandable

interfaces, and safeguards that make sure social value is prioritized alongside financial gain.

7.9 Further Research and Reflections

This study has provided many insights in terms of the feasibility and implications of blockchain-based

tokenization in urban real estate. However, there are still limitations in both methodology and analytical

scope that has to be understood to define future research and more critical engagement.

First of all, the empirical foundation this study relied mostly on semi-structure interviews with a

group of stakehlders that could have been broader. Most of the interviewees were involved in

real estate development, digital finance or blockchain innovation. Their perspectives offered many

valuable insights into feasibility and institutional fit, but there is a lack of input from more sceptical or

marginalized actors. Tenant associations, actors within municipalities, municipal housing departments,

and citizens unfamiliar with tokenization could have been included to fill an even more important

gap. Therefore, the study does not fully capture how tokenization may be perceived, resisted, or

misunderstood by actors outside the tech-policy sector. Including these stakeholders would provide with

a more nuanced and social understanding of the real-world implications tokenized real estate.

Second, the comparative case design between Stockholm and Dubai became a useful tool to contrast

different regulatory strategies, institutional capacity, and market orientation. However, the political,

economic, and legal differences between the two cities complicate direct comparisons. Swedens

strong instituinal trust and governance structure differ alot with Dubais centralized, state-led innovation

ecosystem. These contrasts still offered analytical value but also created some challenges in terms of

drawing conclusions that are not overly context-specific or structurally predetermined. Furthermore,

limited access to interviewees in Dubai constrained the depth of the results and may have reduced the

richness of the comparative analysis.

Third, in terms of theoretical framework, the use of TAM, TCT, Smart Growth Theory, and Liquidity

Preference Theory helped to organize the discussion about the adoption, planning integration, and

financial behaviour. However, further research could expand on this by applying frameworks from

political economy, critical urban theory, or socio-technical transitions to be able to better examine how

tokenization shapes power relations, institutional logics, and long-erm urban change. For instance,

analyzing tokenized land ownership through perspecives of enclosure and assetization could have helped

with understanding the political dimensions behind innovation discourses.
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Finally, a quantitative analysis of how the real estate transaction market in Dubai has changed after

implementation of tokenization has changed compared to regular real estate transaction markets could

have been done. Using this, simulations could have been done to show how it could affect the Swedish

real estate transaction market, which could give better conclusions on the feasibility of tokenization in

Sweden. In addition the thesis could include a mapping of what the implications of tokenization could

mean to spacial urban development, in order to illustrate how it may reshape planning practices.
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8 Conclusion

Using Dubai as a comparative example, this thesis investigated the viability of blockchain-based

tokenization as a real estate finance mechanism in Sweden. The study demonstrates that although

tokenization is technically feasible and has potential advantages (such as fractional ownership, enhanced

liquidity, and different approaches to financing public infrastructure), institutional inertia, regulatory

ambiguity, and a lack of public awareness limit its adoption in Sweden. Stakeholders stressed that

scalable adoption is hindered by current frameworks, such as the absence of legal requirements for digital

ownership. Usability hurdles undermine the concept of financial democratization by further limiting

access to a small subset of technologically proficient people.

Tokenization is a controversial spatial and political tool, not just a digital financial invention, as this

research shows. Without inclusive design and regulation, it runs the potential of turning into a speculative

vehicle controlled by the wealthy and powerful. However, it might enable new actors to invest in local

amenities or public infrastructure. Tokenization in Dubai is in line with national positioning objectives

for the world. However, whether it can be incorporated into democratic planning frameworks that place

a higher priority on equality and public value will determine its future in Sweden. Future initiatives must

focus on inclusive platform design, legal change, and governance models that achieve a balance between

innovation and long-term public accountability if tokenization is to make an sustainable impact to urban

development in Sweden.
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A Interview Questions

A.1 Interview Questions for Real Estate Developers & Project Owners

1. Project Financing & Investment Barriers

• How do you typically finance your real estate projects?

• What are the biggest challenges in raising capital?

• How do liquidity constraints affect project timelines and feasibility?

2. Tokenization in Real Estate Development

• Have you heard of blockchain tokenization in real estate?

• If yes: How do you perceive blockchain tokenization as an alternative financing model for real

estate development?

• If no: Tokenization enables fractional ownership, making real estate investments more liquid and

accessible. How do you think this could impact real estate financing?

• Have you considered or explored blockchain tokenization as a financing tool?

• If no: Would you be open to considering blockchain tokenization as a financing tool?

• Would a fractional ownership model make it easier to raise capital for development projects?

• What risks and potential benefits do you see with fractional ownership as a financing structure?

3. Regulation & Market Challenges

• What regulatory or institutional factors do you consider to be the biggest challenges in

implementing tokenization in the real estate sector?

• Do you see this model being accepted in the market, or do you anticipate resistance from banks

and investors?

4. Future Adoption & Feasibility

• What changes would need to occur for tokenization to become an established part of real estate

financing?

• Under what conditions would tokenized financing be attractive to your company?

• What type of support (legal, financial, technical) would you need to implement tokenization?

A.2 Interview Questions for Investors

1. Investment Strategies & Liquidity

• How do you evaluate real estate investments?

• What role does liquidity play in your investment decisions? [Recurring Question]
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• Would tokenization and the ability to use simpler exit strategies (e.g., selling shares instead of

entire properties) make real estate investments more attractive?

2. Tokenized Real Estate Investments

• Have you heard of blockchain tokenization in real estate?

• If yes: How do you perceive blockchain tokenization as an alternative financing model for real

estate development?

• If no: Tokenization enables fractional ownership, making real estate investments more liquid and

accessible. How do you think this could impact real estate financing?

• Have you or your institution considered investing in tokenized real estate? [Recurring Question]

• What factors would make tokenized real estate more or less attractive compared to traditional

investments?

• Do you see fractional ownership as increasing or decreasing investment risk?

3. Regulatory & Financial Risks

• What are the biggest legal and financial risks you associate with tokenized real estate assets?

[Recurring Question]

• Would clearer regulation increase your willingness to invest in tokenized real estate?

• How do you think banks and financial institutions will adapt to this model?

4. Future Market Potential

• Do you see tokenized financing as having long-term potential, or is it more of a niche investment

model? [Recurring Question]

• What conditions must be met for investors to widely adopt tokenized real estate on a large scale?
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