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Abstract

This thesis explores how residents, exclusively students, of coliving spaces in Sweden
experience social life and resource sharing, using the conceptual lenses of social experience,
the sharing economy, and identity negotiation in access-based consumption. Drawing on
social experience and the principles of the sharing economy, the study examines how
communal living arrangements reshape everyday practices and perceptions of consumption,
community, and selfhood. The research is based on twelve semi-structured interviews with
residents across Swedish coliving settings. Thematic analysis revealed key insights into social
connectivity, affordability, cultural negotiation, conflict resolution, and temporariness in
shared living. Findings show that while coliving offers emotional support, sustainability, and
personal growth, it also involves navigating tensions around privacy, responsibility, and
authenticity. The study contributes to ongoing debates about alternative housing models in
urban environments and highlights how coliving functions not only as a practical solution to
housing challenges but also as a transformative socio-cultural experience.

Keywords: Coliving, Sharing Economy, Access-based Consumption, ldentity Negotiation,
Social Experience, Urban Housing, Sweden, Consumer Culture Theory, Cultural Negotiation,
Sustainable Living, Community Living, Affordable Housing, Intercultural Communication



Introduction

Background and Context

In recent years, Sweden has witnessed the emergence of new urban housing trends shaped by
demographic shifts, affordability crises, environmental awareness, and evolving social needs
(Terner Center for Housing Innovation, 2020). Among these, coliving—a shared housing
model combining private living space with communal areas—has rapidly gained attention.
Rooted in the principles of collective living, resource sharing, and community engagement,
coliving offers an alternative to traditional housing models, especially for young
professionals, international students, and urban newcomers seeking affordability, social
connection, and flexibility (Hagbert et al., 2020; Ronald et al., 2024). In particular, this model
has sparked growing interest among young people, who are often drawn to its
community-oriented lifestyle and adaptable structure.

Unlike conventional rental apartments, where tenants typically live in isolation, coliving
provides both privacy and access to shared amenities like kitchens, lounges, and recreational
areas (Pirinen et al., 2025). These environments encourage communal living through
everyday interactions and shared responsibilities. In cities like Stockholm and Gothenburg,
coliving has emerged as a response to increasing housing scarcity, rising costs of living, and

the growing cultural appetite for sustainable and experience-driven lifestyles (Mellner et al.,
2021).

Real estate companies have begun actively investing in coliving as part of their response to
urban housing needs. For example, Wallenstam, one of Sweden’s leading property
developers, has partnered with the coliving operator Colive to launch large-scale coliving
hubs. These projects aim to create socially vibrant and flexible living environments for young
adults, with Wallenstam highlighting coliving as a forward-looking solution that combines
convenience, community, and sustainability (Wallenstam, 2022).

Co-living is seen as a change in consumer identity and behavior from the standpoint of
consumer culture theory. Ownership is frequently associated with identity and personal
accomplishment in traditional consumer culture. However, through shared experiences and
group involvement, co-living promotes a redefining of self (Arnould & Thompson, 2005).
Furthermore, a key idea in consumer culture theory, value co-creation among residents, is
facilitated by co-living spaces. In these environments, people work together to generate value
by supporting one another and sharing duties, which promotes a feeling of belonging and
community (Camilleri et al., 2019). Co-living arrangements that use internet platforms are
another example of how the sharing economy and consumer culture are merging. The
co-living experience is improved by these systems, which facilitate effective resource sharing
and community collaboration (Schor, 2014).

Coliving is also deeply embedded within the logics of the sharing economy, which
emphasizes access over ownership and promotes resource efficiency, flexibility, and digital
platform-based service delivery (Mont et al., 2020). Coliving arrangements typically include



furnished private rooms bundled with utilities, cleaning services, and event programming,
enabling a more convenient and flexible lifestyle. In this sense, coliving is both a housing
solution and a cultural practice that reflects broader transformations in urban consumption,
mobility, and social organization (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).

For newcomers, the traditional housing distribution framework in Sweden presents serious
difficulties. Frequently requiring years of waiting time, municipal housing queues assign
apartments in priority order based on the length of registration. For those coming from
abroad, this system might be especially intimidating because they might not know that they
need to register early or might not have the required paperwork to do so right away
(Bostadsformedlingen i Stockholm AB, n.d.). As a result, newcomers frequently experience
extended periods of time without secure housing.

The study draws on three theoretical pillars to explore coliving: social experience, sharing
economy, and identity negotiation in access-based consumption. First, coliving is shaped by
its ability to provide emotional safety, reduce isolation, and facilitate community formation
(Hagbert et al., 2020; Tummers, 2015). Social experiences in coliving environments are
co-constructed by residents and shaped by factors such as spatial design, group diversity,
duration of stay, and cultural background.

Second, coliving embodies core elements of the sharing economy, particularly the move
toward shared consumption and access-based use of resources (Mont et al., 2020). Shared
kitchens, bathrooms, laundry rooms, and lounges allow residents to minimize personal
ownership, reduce environmental footprints, and lower living costs. However, concerns
persist regarding the commercialization of these arrangements and the erosion of authentic
sharing practices (Faraji et al., 2024; Ronald et al., 2024).

Third, shared consumption environments such as coliving offer valuable insights into how
individuals express and shape their identities through everyday practices. In these contexts,
residents often re-evaluate personal values related to privacy, ownership, autonomy, and
cooperation (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Arnould & Thompson, 2005). These spaces become
arenas where people balance collective expectations with personal boundaries, engaging in
lifestyle choices and social behaviours that mirror broader cultural shifts in how community
and consumption are understood.

Despite the growing body of literature on the economic and spatial dimensions of coliving,
few studies examine the lived social experiences of coliving residents through the lens of the
sharing economy and identity negotiation in access-based consumption. Existing research has
primarily focused on market viability, spatial configurations, and sustainability potential (Vita
et al., 2019; Ronald et al., 2024). However, the nuanced ways in which residents experience
community, adapt to shared routines, and perform identity work within coliving contexts
remain underexplored.

This gap is particularly significant in the Swedish context, where social privacy and formal
housing systems shape urban life (Tummers, 2015). While coliving is growing in popularity



across Swedish cities (Hafstrom, 2021), limited research has critically examined how
residents interpret their everyday social and sharing practices within these spaces. The model
is particularly expanding among the younger generation, who are increasingly drawn to its
blend of affordability, flexibility, and social interaction. Moreover, the interplay between
commercial coliving platforms and resident agency raises important questions about the
commodification of community and the authenticity of collaborative living experiences.

Purpose of the study

This study seeks to address the existing research gaps by investigating how residents of
coliving spaces in Sweden experience social life and resource sharing. The research explores
how coliving fosters or inhibits social bonding, community interaction, and intercultural
exchange among residents. It also examines how individuals perceive, negotiate, and
participate in shared consumption practices in their daily lives. Furthermore, the study delves
into how coliving contributes to the construction and performance of consumer identity
within access-based environments, offering insights into how residents align their values and
behaviors with broader cultural and economic trends associated with the sharing economy
and consumer culture theory. By analyzing these dimensions, the research aims to provide a
nuanced understanding of coliving as both a practical housing solution and a cultural space of
identity formation and social negotiation in the Swedish urban context.

The study is grounded in qualitative inquiry through twelve semi-structured interviews with
coliving residents across Swedish cities. By connecting empirical data with theoretical
constructs, the research offers a holistic and critical account of the coliving experience.

Research Context and Question

In recent years, coliving as student/friendly housing has become more popular in Swedish
cities due to rising housing costs, limited rental availability, and changing social needs. This
way of living—where people have their own private space but share common areas like
kitchens and lounges—is especially appealing to young people, international students, and
those who are new to the city. Coliving offers a mix of affordability, flexibility, and a chance
to meet others, which is different from traditional housing options where people often live
alone.

Most studies so far have looked at coliving from a business, design, or environmental point of
view. However, there is still little research on what life is really like for the people who live in
these spaces. This includes how they make friends, deal with differences, and share everyday
things like food, chores, and personal space. In a country like Sweden, where personal
privacy is highly valued, it is important to understand how people adjust to this more social
and shared way of living.

The research question guiding this thesis is

How do residents of coliving spaces in Sweden experience social life and resource sharing?



This question allows for an exploration of both interpersonal dynamics and material practices
in coliving settings, interpreted through the frameworks of social experience, sharing
economy, and consumer culture theory.

Contribution of the Study

This research contributes to several academic and practical discussions. Theoretically, it
advances identity negotiation in access-based consumption by extending its application to
housing and communal living environments. It also deepens our understanding of the sharing
economy by examining lived practices of resource access, cooperation, and negotiation in
everyday life (Li et al., 2024). Methodologically, it provides qualitative insight into the
subjective meanings and social complexities embedded in coliving arrangements.

Practically, the findings offer guidance to housing providers, urban planners, and
policymakers on how to design and manage coliving models that promote genuine
community, inclusivity, and sustainability. By capturing the voices of residents, this study
highlights the cultural, emotional, and ethical dimensions of shared housing and challenges
assumptions that co-living is merely an affordable or transient alternative to traditional
housing.

The remainder of the thesis is structured as follows. The next section reviews the existing
literature on coliving, the sharing economy, and identity negotiation in access-based
consumption. The next part outlines the methodology, including research design, data
collection, and analytical approach. After that, we present the findings from the interviews,
followed by the discussion part, which discusses these findings in relation to existing
literature and theoretical concepts. Finally, the conclusion part concludes the study by
summarizing key insights, addressing limitations, and suggesting directions for future
research.

By situating coliving within broader debates around consumption, identity, and community,
this thesis seeks to move beyond surface-level interpretations and uncover the deeper cultural
meanings embedded in the everyday lives of coliving residents in Sweden.

Theoretical Framework

This study builds its theoretical framework on three interconnected domains—social
experience, the sharing economy, and identity negotiation in access-based consumption—to
understand how residents in coliving spaces in Sweden experience their everyday lives.
These three perspectives help interpret the interpersonal dynamics, resource-sharing
practices, and identity constructions taking place in coliving settings. The framework brings
together earlier studies and concepts to examine how shared housing models are reshaping
the cultural and economic aspects of urban living, particularly in the context of Sweden's
urban housing crisis, shifting demographics, and sustainability goals. Given Sweden’s



increasingly dense urban areas, co-living has emerged as a relevant housing alternative
among young people, international students, and digital professionals, as they seek
community, flexibility, and affordability within a secure and well-facilitated environment.

Social Experience

Coliving is frequently promoted as a solution to the growing sense of urban loneliness and
disconnection. According to Hagbert et al. (2020), coliving and contemporary cohousing
models strive not just to offer affordable housing but also to build intentional communities
rooted in emotional support, shared responsibilities, and social cohesion. In shared housing
settings, social experiences are often shaped by how the space is designed and how people
interact with one another. Shared kitchens, lounges, terraces, and co-working spaces provide
opportunities for casual interaction and bonding (Pirinen et al., 2025).

Architectural design plays a fundamental role in facilitating or hindering social experiences.
Caldenby et al. (2020) stress that features such as open-plan kitchens, glass partitions, and
common lounges increase opportunities for spontaneous socialisation among residents.
However, not all designs produce positive results. Tummers (2015) points out that lack of
privacy, poorly maintained shared spaces, or unclear social norms can cause discomfort or
conflict. Ronald et al. (2024) echo this by arguing that overly commercialised coliving
models can dilute the authenticity of shared living, reducing residents’ engagement to mere
compliance with pre-set guidelines.

Servoll (2023) further underscores the importance of tenure security in enabling social
bonding. When residents do not feel secure in their living situation, their willingness to
engage in social activities diminishes. Stability fosters trust, which in turn enhances the
likelihood of forming meaningful social connections. This highlights the necessity of not only
good design but also supportive tenancy policies.

Social experience in coliving is also about navigating intercultural relationships. With
coliving attracting residents from various cultural backgrounds, expectations around
cleanliness, quiet hours, and privacy can vary significantly. These differences often require
negotiation and mutual adjustment. Pirinen et al. (2025) and Tummers (2015) both explain
the role of inclusive governance structures and cultural sensitivity in managing diversity.
Social experience in coliving is thus a dynamic outcome shaped by physical space,
governance, diversity, and individual motivations.

Moreover, Wallenstam, a major real estate developer in Sweden, acknowledges the
importance of fostering inclusive and socially engaging environments in their coliving
developments. According to their sustainability and annual reports (Wallenstam, 2023), the
company actively designs communal areas and resident programs to enhance social
well-being and reduce urban loneliness. Wallenstam positions coliving as a model that not
only addresses Sweden’s housing shortage but also supports community-building initiatives,
particularly targeting younger demographics and newcomers seeking a smoother transition
into urban life.



The social dimension of coliving has also been explored through a psychological lens,
especially in terms of emotional well-being and resilience. Tummers (2015) highlights that
community interaction provides emotional scaffolding that buffers the stresses of urban life.
Residents who actively participate in communal events or engage in mutual support networks
report higher satisfaction and lower stress levels. As such, social experience in coliving can
be understood as both a product of environment and an ongoing process of emotional
exchange, adaptation, and mutual growth.

Sharing Economy

Coliving is embedded in the logic of the sharing economy, which prioritises access over
ownership and aims to promote efficiency and flexibility in resource use (Mont et al., 2020).
In this model, residents do not own their living space or furniture but access them through
monthly payments that include bundled services like cleaning, internet, and events. This
simplifies life for mobile urban dwellers, including international students, digital nomads, and
young professionals (Ronald et al., 2024).

Digital platforms play an instrumental role in enabling and managing these coliving
arrangements. Faraji et al. (2024) explain that while platforms provide ease of access and
management, they often lean toward commercial priorities. This can compromise the
authenticity of sharing. Residents may find themselves living in environments that are
marketed as "communities" but operate more like temporary housing or extended-stay hotels.

Still, when aligned with community-focused principles, the sharing economy in coliving
supports both social and environmental goals. Hagbert et al. (2020) argue that shared living
helps reduce per capita consumption by encouraging shared kitchens, laundry rooms, and
living areas. Vita et al. (2019) provide evidence that shared consumption practices can lower
household carbon footprints, though this depends significantly on resident behaviour and the
quality of shared infrastructure.

Li et al. (2024) introduce the idea of consumer reflexivity within the sharing economy. As
residents participate in shared resource use, they often reassess their personal consumption
patterns. Informal exchanges—Ilike borrowing household items or organising shared
meals—reinforce a sense of community and collective responsibility. These everyday actions
create a feedback loop where the act of sharing strengthens social ties, which in turn
motivates more sustainable and cooperative practices.

However, Faraji et al. (2024) and Ronald et al. (2024) caution against the growing trend of
commodification in shared housing. In commercialised models, the appearance of community
is often used as a marketing tool, while decision-making and agency are centralised in the
hands of operators. This diminishes the cooperative essence of the sharing economy and may
alienate residents seeking genuine social engagement.

In Sweden, where environmental consciousness is particularly high among the youth, the
values of the sharing economy resonate strongly. Many young residents actively seek ways to



reduce their ecological footprints, and coliving presents an appealing option that aligns with
these goals (Mont et al., 2020; Li et al., 2024). By reducing duplication of appliances,
lowering energy consumption, and sharing responsibilities, coliving is increasingly
positioned as a practical and symbolic tool for sustainable urban living (Vita et al., 2019;
Hagbert et al., 2020).

To retain the core values of the sharing economy within coliving arrangements, governance
must be transparent, inclusive, and participatory. Ronald et al. (2024) and Faraji et al. (2024)
emphasise that resident engagement in decision-making processes around shared resources,
event organisation, and conflict resolution is essential. Without such structures, the benefits
of shared living risk being replaced by impersonal, transactional arrangements that erode
trust, undermine community bonds, and dilute the authenticity of the sharing model.

Identity Negotiation in Access-based Consumption

Consumer Culture Theory (CCT) provides a useful lens to understand how residents in
coliving spaces navigate identity in access-based environments. Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012)
describe access-based consumption as a mode where individuals use goods without owning
them, shifting value from material possessions to experiences and social meaning. Coliving
exemplifies this shift. Residents give up ownership of furniture, private kitchens, or personal
lounges in exchange for a curated living experience involving community, flexibility, and
sustainability.

Arnould and Thompson (2005) argue that identity is performed through everyday routines
and interactions. In coliving spaces, identities are shaped through participation in communal
dinners, group events, household responsibilities, and informal conversations. These shared
practices often lead individuals to renegotiate their values and habits in light of a new social
environment. Aitken et al. (2019) link such practices to broader sustainable futures,
suggesting that people living in shared spaces often re-evaluate what they need, how they
consume, and how they engage with others.

Li et al. (2024) discuss consumer reflexivity—the process of questioning and reshaping
consumption choices based on social or environmental awareness. In coliving, this might
involve residents becoming more aware of their waste, adjusting to others' cultural habits, or
rethinking their relationship with private space. These reflections contribute to identity work,
where individuals develop new understandings of themselves in relation to community,
sustainability, and urban living.

Vita et al. (2019) note that these transformations are not always smooth or consistent. Identity
negotiation in coliving is often marked by tension. For instance, residents may aspire to live
communally but struggle with habits developed in individualistic housing settings. They may
appreciate cultural diversity but find it difficult to adapt to conflicting norms. This tension
becomes part of the identity development process, highlighting the emotional and practical
adjustments required in shared housing.



Moreover, not all coliving participants view their stay as part of a broader lifestyle shift.
Ronald et al. (2024) and Tummers (2015) observe that many residents treat coliving as a
temporary solution rather than a value-driven choice. For them, it is more about convenience
than community. This duality underscores that identity negotiation is not uniform. Some
residents undergo profound lifestyle changes, while others maintain traditional consumption
logics within a shared setting.

Despite these differences, coliving provides a context in which identity is openly negotiated.
As people interact with others, share spaces, and navigate common rules, they redefine who
they are and what kind of life they want to lead (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). Shared
housing, therefore, becomes more than just a living arrangement—it becomes a site of
cultural, emotional, and existential meaning-making. Shared living becomes a mechanism
through which individuals question the ideals of ownership, privacy, and autonomy—central
tenets of modern Western lifestyles—and begin to reimagine a life structured around mutual
support and collective well-being (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Aitken et al., 2019).

In Sweden, where younger generations are increasingly questioning conventional paths to
adulthood and property ownership, access-based models like coliving align with emerging
lifestyle values (Ronald et al., 2024; Hafstrom, 2021). These include valuing freedom over
permanence, experience over accumulation, and community over isolation. The coliving
environment becomes a laboratory for these identity shifts, enabling experimentation with
new ways of living, connecting, and consuming. Furthermore, it offers space for the
performance of new social roles—such as being a “community builder” or
“sustainability-minded urbanite”—that may not be feasible within traditional housing
frameworks (L1 et al., 2024).

By integrating the domains of social experience, sharing economy, and identity negotiation,
this theoretical framework offers a comprehensive view of co-living as a multi-layered
phenomenon. It reveals coliving to be both a practical response to urban housing challenges
and a transformative cultural space. In Sweden, where coliving is gaining traction among
young adults, international students, and mobile workers, these dynamics take on heightened
relevance. Understanding how these residents experience coliving not only illuminates
contemporary shifts in urban lifestyles but also informs future housing policy, architectural
design, and community-building strategies (Mont et al., 2020; Vita et al., 2019; Ronald et al.,
2024).

Methodology

Research Approach and Philosophical Positioning

The study follows a qualitative methodological framework. It aims to explore the residents of
co-living spaces and their effect on experiences in Sweden. This qualitative research method
is well-suited for exploring how people interpret and assign meanings to their co-living
experiences, as interpretivism suggests that reality is subjective and socially constructed
(Schwandt, 1994). In accordance with this viewpoint, knowledge is not objectively true;
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instead, it is mutually developed by the researcher and the respondents (Creswell & Poth,
2018).

The theoretical base for this research draws from three interconnected frameworks: Identity
Negotiation in Access-Based Consumption, Sharing Economy, and Social Experience. The
concept of identity negotiation in access-based settings (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) provides
insight into how individuals shape and reshape their sense of self when consumption is
centred around access rather than ownership. In coliving environments, this includes adapting
to communal norms, reconsidering personal routines, and developing new social roles in
shared spaces.

The sharing economy paradigm (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Hamari, Sjoklint, & Ukkonen,
2016) complements this by emphasising the shift from individual ownership to collaborative
access. In the context of coliving, this involves sharing domestic resources like kitchens,
laundry rooms, and social spaces—highlighting economic practicality and collective use as
key values.

Lastly, the framework of social experience contributes to understanding how spatial
arrangements and everyday interactions influence emotional well-being and community
formation. As Hagbert et al. (2020) and Tummers (2015) suggest, coliving environments can
foster a sense of belonging but also pose challenges when shared responsibilities or
expectations are unclear. Together, these perspectives provide a comprehensive foundation
for analysing the everyday realities, tensions, and transformations that coliving residents in
Sweden encounter.

Research Design and Strategy

The research followed a qualitative strategy that employed semi-structured interviews with
co-living residents as the primary data collection tool. A semi-structured interview is a
method where the interviewer follows a prepared set of open-ended questions but retains the
flexibility to explore emerging topics during the conversation (Adams, 2015). We chose this
method to allow for both consistency across interviews and the opportunity for deeper
exploration of individual perspectives and experiences. Compared to structured interviews,
semi-structured interviews offered richer, more nuanced data and enabled us to probe into
unexpected but relevant themes, making them especially suitable for exploratory research
(Kallio et al., 2016). While they can introduce variability in responses and require more skill
from the interviewer, their ability to reveal underlying motivations and context-specific
meanings outweighs these limitations. This approach thus facilitated both thematic
consistency and depth, providing a solid foundation for comparative analysis.

The interview guide was developed cautiously from a complete evaluation of academic
literature on co-living, shared consumption, and urban housing (Parigi & State, 2014). The
questions asked were generated to mention the main research themes, which are community
building, affordability, shared responsibilities, and the short-term nature of co-living. Each
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and every question was worded meticulously to decrease uncertainty and extract elaborated,
reflective responses.

Participant Selection and Sampling Technique

A purposive sampling strategy was selected to recruit participants who have direct and
relevant experience of co-living in Sweden. This sampling is usually known as a
non-probabilistic technique that focuses on selecting individuals who can give detailed
insights related to the research questions (Palinkas et al., 2015). The inclusion criteria were
(1) having lived in a co-living space in Sweden for a minimum of three months, (2) being
over 18 years of age, and (3) possessing sufficient English proficiency that is enough to
participate in an in-depth interview that does not require interpretation.

There were twelve (12) participants who were recruited through personal networks. There
were efforts to ensure diversity across nationality, gender, educational background, and the
types of co-living arrangements. Participants included newcomers to Sweden but mostly
international students who have lived in both privately managed co-living facilities and also
university-affiliated housing models.

Though the sample size is comparatively smaller than other qualitative research, which is
consistently aligning with qualitative research norms, where the aim is depth rather than
breadth (Mason, 2010). The miscellaneous participant backgrounds have enhanced the
quality of the dataset by providing various perspectives on the co-living experiences.

Data Collection Procedures

The collection of data occurred in March and April 2025. All the interviews were conducted
remotely via Zoom due to the geographical constraints of the participants. Interviews were
arranged at the participants’ convenient times, and all of them typically lasted up to 40
minutes.

Before every interview, participants were clarified on the purpose of the study, assured of the
anonymity and confidentiality, and informed of their right to leave the interview at any point
without any hesitation. Before the interview, an email was sent to each participant confirming
their consent.

All the interviews were audio-recorded and, in some cases, video-recorded with the consent
of each participant and subsequently transcribed verbatim. All the transcriptions were
checked manually for more accurate interpretations of the audio recordings, and any
information that could identify the participants was deleted or anonymised to protect their
confidentiality. The final dataset carries an approximation of 12,000 words of transcribed
text.

All the interviews were taken in a semi-structured format, which led us to a lot of necessary
information for the research. It also made us think of a broader perspective, which was
helping us to narrow it down. But the responses to the first two interviews were too lengthy.
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So the other semi-structured interviews we conducted adhered strictly to the interview guide.
It ensured that all participants responded to the same set of questions, not necessarily in a
consistent order. This format ensured that all the participants systematically addressed all the
key themes, while the structured interview format limited the adaptability to follow the
important information of the interviews. But the semi-structured format of the interviews
increased the comparability and the reliability of the data that we gathered.

Data Analysis

In qualitative research, our data analysis process involves systematic examination of
non-numeric data, like interview transcripts, observation notes, or texts, to identify the
patterns, meanings, and insights that are relevant to the research question (Braun & Clarke,
2006; Creswell, 2014). Our process typically begins with familiarisation, where we immerse
ourselves in the data through repeated readings to grasp its overall content.

Next, we make our initial observations by highlighting key phrases and taking margin notes
that reflect emerging ideas or recurring sentiments (Nowell et al., 2017). These notes helped
us in developing codes—short labels that capture the essence of significant excerpts. We,
then, organised these codes into larger themes, which represented patterns of meaning across
the dataset.

Braun & Clarke (2006) review these themes to ensure they accurately reflect the data, then
clearly define and name them. Reflexivity is important during the whole process, which
means that we knew how their perspectives may influence the interpretation (Berger, 2015).
In the very last, we summarised the findings—sometimes supported by direct quotes— and
connected the themes back to the research objectives or theoretical framework. We did
thematic analysis for this study to identify core elements. A theme in qualitative research
refers to a pattern found in the information that describes and organises possible observations
or interpretations of phenomena. Thematic analysis, as described by Braun and Clarke
(2006), is a method used to identify, analyse, and report patterns (themes) within data. The
process becomes more structured and meticulous in approaches like thematic analysis, but it
can be more informal for smaller projects, which may involve using manual highlighting and
taking notes. We aimed to go beyond the surface-level content to generate in-depth
understanding and insights into participants’ experiences, behaviours, or social contexts in
both cases.

Ethical Considerations

All the participants of the interviews were informed of the nature of this research, their
participation rights, and the procedures of data handling. Before data collection, this informed
consent was obtained, and all the participants were reminded that their involvement in the
interviews was voluntary. They were also informed that they could withdraw at any point
during the interview without any questions asked (Orb, Eisenhauer, & Wynaden, 2001).
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The anonymity and confidentiality of the participants were strictly maintained during the
whole study. All the data that were in password-protected files were accessible only to the
primary researchers. The audio recordings were erased after transcription verification. The
anonymised transcriptions will be kept following the university's data retention policies.

The study followed the ethical principles of respect for persons, beneficence, and justice,
ensuring that participants’ dignity and well-being were prioritised throughout the research
process (Beauchamp & Childress, 2019).

Trustworthiness of the Research

Trustworthiness encloses the thoroughness and credibility of the research process and
findings in qualitative research. Lincoln and Guba's (1985) framework highlighted the
trustworthiness of this study through its credibility, transferability, dependability, and
confirmability.

Methodical data collection and member checking, where participants could review and clarify
their own transcripts, strengthened the credibility. Peer debriefing during the coding process
helped achieve triangulation. It ensured that the themes were not exclusively the outcome of
the individual interpretation.

Broad descriptions of participants’ contexts and experiences helped gain transferability,
which allowed readers to evaluate the applicability of findings to other settings. The detailed
contextualisation allows for the analytical transfer, though generalisability is not the goal of
qualitative research.

By maintaining a complete checklist of documenting the research design, data collection
procedures, coding strategies, and theme development, we ensured the dependability of the
research. The documentation follows the external scrutiny and reproduction of the research
process.

This research achieved strong confirmability with reflexive practices that included the
maintenance of a reflexive journal where the researchers recorded personal reflections,
methodological decisions, and concerning questions throughout the whole study. This
practice helped us to differentiate between the participants’ narratives and the researchers’
interpretations.

Limitations of the Methodology

The study's methodological design offers remarkable strengths, despite some specific
limitations. The structured format for the interviews might have limited the depth and
spontaneity of the responses by ensuring thematic consistency. The strict structure of the
interviews has limited the opportunities to explore the concerning insights given by the
respondents or dive into the unexpected areas that the respondents showed their distress
about.
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The sample size, which is appropriate for qualitative research, also limits the breadth of the
experiences captured, specifically regarding different demographic groups like older adults,
families, or long-term co-living residents. Future research could increase the number of
participants to gather a bigger range of experiences and perspectives.

Choosing English as the medium of language may have unintentionally excluded potential
participants who have limited English proficiency. Language barriers may have impacted the
depth and variation of their responses for the people who are non-native English speakers,
though there were efforts to ensure clarity and understanding during the interviews.

Finally, the positionality of the researcher, which includes personal biases and cultural
assumptions, may have delicately influenced the framing of questions and the interpretation
of the data. A comprehensive objectivity is impossible to achieve in qualitative research,
though reflexive practices were incorporated to reduce these influences.

Despite these limitations, the study offers valuable insights into the lived experiences of
co-living residents in Sweden, contributing to the growing body of knowledge on alternative
housing models and shared consumption practices.

Findings

This chapter presents the thematic findings from twelve interviews conducted with residents
living in coliving spaces across Sweden. The aim was to understand the social experiences of
residents and examine how coliving contributes to the sharing economy within the framework
of identity negotiation in access-based consumption.

In this study, thematic analysis helped identify core elements in participants’ experiences.
The findings are categorised into two sections: Social Experience and Coliving Attributes,
based on repeated patterns across interviews.

Social Experience

The social experience in coliving emerged through several interconnected themes: emotional
support and connection, everyday interaction and mutual learning, cultural negotiation, and
awareness of shared behaviour.

Emotional Support and Connection

Emotional support and social connection are essential components of well-being, particularly
in urban housing where isolation is common (Forrest & Kearns, 2001). Coliving
environments are often designed to encourage interaction and foster a sense of belonging,
providing residents with opportunities to form supportive networks (Hagbert et al., 2020).
These settings can promote informal companionship through shared spaces and activities,

which are especially important for newcomers or individuals living away from family and
friends (Servoll, 2023).
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Many residents described coliving as a supportive environment that helped reduce feelings of
loneliness. One resident reflected, “Without coliving, I would have isolated myself after
work.” Others shared how communal life fostered meaningful relationships: “We cook
together, study together, and even go on short trips. It’s like having a second family.”

Everyday Interaction and Mutual Learning

In coliving spaces, everyday moments—Ilike sharing a meal or chatting in the kitchen—can
help people connect and learn from each other. These regular interactions are important
because they allow residents to understand different habits and ways of living. As Kim
(2001) explains, casual communication in shared spaces can improve understanding between
people from different backgrounds. Similarly, Pirinen et al. (2025) suggest that co-living
helps people reflect on their own behaviour and adjust it to live more peacefully with others.

Shared spaces played a key role in building relationships. Casual encounters in kitchens,
lounges, or terraces led to learning moments and patience. “You learn so much just by
watching how others do things,” said one resident. Another noted, “It teaches you patience
because you’re not always going to agree.” Group activities like Friday fika and communal
dinners were appreciated for bringing people together and creating regular opportunities to
socialise.

Cultural Negotiation and Adaptation

Living with people from different countries means that everyone brings their own habits,
values, and ways of interacting. Cultural negotiation is the process where individuals learn to
adjust their behaviours and expectations to get along better with others from different
backgrounds (Jackson, 2014). In shared housing like coliving, this includes how often people
want to socialise, how they use common spaces, or how they express themselves. Kim (2001)
notes that adapting to cultural differences takes time and happens through everyday
experiences, such as cooking together or having conversations.

Cultural negotiation was a major aspect of daily life. Residents from diverse backgrounds
brought different expectations about social interaction. One said, “I’m used to doing my own
thing and not needing to socialize every day.” Meanwhile, another shared, “We share meals
every night, like back home. It feels natural.” This highlights how residents adapt and
navigate intercultural differences.

Awareness and Consideration of Others

When people live together and share spaces, they often become more aware of how their
actions affect others. This awareness is part of what researchers call consumer reflexivity—a
process where people reflect on their everyday behaviour and make changes to be more
thoughtful and responsible (Li et al., 2024). In coliving, this can mean paying attention to
noise, cleanliness, and how much space or resources one uses. Over time, shared living
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encourages habits that promote cooperation, empathy, and mutual respect (Pirinen et al.,
2025).

Participants noted that shared living increased their self-awareness and consideration of
others. One said, “You become aware of how you use the kitchen, how much noise you make,
and how much space you take.” Another added, “You can’t just decorate everything or use
the space however you like. You always have to think of others.” This heightened sense of
shared responsibility and mindfulness was a key aspect of the social experience.

Coliving Attributes

Several defining attributes of coliving emerged through participants’ accounts. These include
affordability and accessibility, conflict and shared responsibility, and the temporary yet
transformative nature of co-living experiences. These attributes not only reflect residents’
day-to-day experiences but also highlight the evolving meaning of coliving in the context of
shared urban living.

Affordability and Accessibility

Affordability and accessibility are central motivations for choosing coliving. Coliving models
are often marketed as solutions to urban housing shortages, providing more flexible and
cost-effective arrangements than conventional housing (Ronald et al., 2024). The concept of
access-based consumption is reflected here—where residents access fully furnished spaces
and services without the burdens of ownership (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012).

Participants echoed these trends. One interviewee said, “The housing market in Gothenburg
is broken. Coliving was the only way I could afford to live and study here.” Another
remarked, “I liked that everything was included—Wi-Fi, furniture, even electricity bills. It
made settling in so much easier.”

Bundled services and shared amenities made it easier for newcomers to adjust. “Everything
was already furnished, and there were people around. I didn't feel lost,” said one. These
findings support the argument that coliving lowers entry barriers for urban living, especially
for students, expats, and mobile professionals (Mont et al., 2020).

However, concerns around rising costs were noted. “It started affordable, but now they're
increasing prices every year,” said one participant. This observation reflects the tension
between coliving’s communal ethos and the reality of commercialisation—a concern raised
by Faraji et al. (2024), who warn that profit-driven coliving models may compromise
affordability and community values over time.

Conflict and Responsibility in Shared Living

Shared housing naturally involves challenges around shared responsibilities and conflict
resolution. As Ronald et al. (2024) and Tummers (2015) highlight, coliving spaces can
become strained when expectations are misaligned, particularly regarding cleanliness, noise,
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or personal habits. Effective communication and governance mechanisms are crucial to
managing these tensions.

Almost all participants described issues such as hygiene lapses and unclear division of
responsibilities. “Some people leave their dirty pans for days,” said one resident. Another
added, “It’s like a war zone during weekends.”

Residents often used digital tools like WhatsApp groups to coordinate tasks or raise issues.
Yet, such platforms did not always ensure resolution. “You really learn about people's habits
when you share a kitchen. Some are very clean, and others are not,” one participant noted,
indicating the diversity of expectations within shared environments.

Despite challenges, some residents expressed growth. “I’ve learned how to deal with people
from different cultures. It’s made me more patient,” said one. These insights align with the
literature that frames coliving as a space for reflexive learning and intercultural competence
(Li et al., 2024; Kim, 2001). Rather than being solely a source of frustration, conflict in
shared spaces can stimulate empathy, adaptability, and self-awareness.

Temporariness and Transformation

Coliving is frequently used as a transitional arrangement, especially among young adults,
newcomers, or professionals undergoing career or life changes. This aligns with findings
from Aitken et al. (2019), who suggest that such spaces allow for experimentation in urban
lifestyles while providing flexible tenure and low-commitment alternatives to traditional
housing.

Most participants confirmed this temporary outlook. “It’s perfect when you’re new in the city
or just starting your career,” one said. Another added, “After a while, I want my own place.
Privacy becomes more important.” These views support Bardhi and Eckhardt’s (2012)
assertion that access-based consumption often represents temporary solutions driven by
convenience rather than long-term cultural shifts.

Yet, many participants described lasting impacts from their co-living experience. “I lived
with someone for three months, and we still talk every week. It felt like family,” said one.
Another noted, “You learn to live with what you need, not what you want.” These reflections
echo Vita et al. (2019), who argue that shared consumption can prompt lifestyle
re-evaluations and foster more sustainable values.

Some residents linked coliving to environmental concerns. “Instead of everyone buying their
own washing machine, we share. It just makes sense for the environment.” This resonates
with Mont et al. (2020), who frame shared housing as a sustainability-oriented model.

In summary, coliving attributes highlight the model’s promise and limitations. Affordability
and bundled services make it attractive to newcomers, but commercial pressures risk
undermining long-term accessibility. Conflict is inevitable, yet it can foster personal and
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intercultural growth. And while co-living is often short-term, it can leave a deep mark on
residents’ values, habits, and sense of community.

Identity Negotiation in Access-Based Consumption

A recurring theme across the interviews was how residents adjusted their behaviours, values,
and consumption choices in response to shared living. This aligns with the concept of identity
negotiation in access-based consumption, where individuals form and reconfigure their
self-concept through practices that involve sharing rather than owning (Bardhi & Eckhardt,
2012).

Coliving encouraged residents to reflect on their personal habits and adapt to communal
standards. One resident shared, “You learn how to deal with people from different cultures. It
has made me more patient.” This indicates not only interpersonal learning but also
internalised shifts in how individuals perceive themselves in a social setting.

Discussion

The discussion draws on the three foundational pillars of the theoretical framework—social
experience, sharing economy, and identity negotiation in access-based consumption—to
interpret how residents in Sweden perceive and navigate coliving. As illustrated in the
framework, coliving is not simply a housing model but a complex social and cultural
experience shaped by how people interact, share, and develop their sense of self within
shared spaces.

First, the social experience dimension highlights how spatial arrangements and social design
either enable or hinder a sense of belonging. Our findings showed that while many
participants found friendship and emotional support through shared routines and spaces,
others struggled with a lack of engagement or had to actively initiate interaction.

Second, the sharing economy perspective explains how coliving enables access over
ownership. The bundled services and furnished accommodations were appreciated for their
convenience, yet residents also noted concerns over rising costs and the tension between
communal ideals and commercial interests.

Finally, identity negotiation in access-based consumption focuses on how residents reshape
their personal and cultural habits through shared living. The interviews revealed that living
with diverse individuals prompted residents to reflect on their behaviours, values, and
lifestyle choices—sometimes leading to more minimalist, socially aware consumption
practices.
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Coliving Experience

Social Experience Sharing Economy Identity Negogitation

. . ~in Access-Based Consuption
Fosters or inhibits community ~ Enables access over ownership

through spatial and social design  via shared spaces/resources Shapes identity and values
via shared consumption

Figure: Theoretical Framework connecting Social Experience, Sharing Economy, and
Identity Negotiation in Access-based Consumption in the context of Coliving

In the below, we discussed the findings of the study in relation to the research question: How
do residents of coliving spaces in Sweden experience social life and resource sharing? The
purpose of the research was to understand both the opportunities and challenges of coliving
from the perspective of residents. The discussion integrates insights from the interviews with
relevant literature and includes the authors’ interpretations while highlighting both consistent
and contradictory experiences shared by participants.

The findings provide insights into how these frameworks interact in shaping the lived
realities of coliving residents in Sweden, thereby enriching theoretical discourse around
identity, consumption, and community in access-based environments. Firstly, the findings
contribute to consumer culture theory, particularly in relation to identity negotiation within
shared consumption contexts. As Arnould and Thompson (2005) highlight, consumer identity
is not static but formed and reshaped through everyday routines and social interactions. In the
context of coliving, identity becomes performative: residents engage in roles such as
“community participants,” “minimalist consumers,” or “adaptable cohabitants.” These
identity roles echo the dynamic processes described by Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012), who
argue that in access-based systems, individuals redefine their relationships to goods, spaces,
and each other. Our research reinforces this by showing that shared living encourages
individuals to confront norms around privacy, ownership, and autonomy, ultimately engaging
in reflexive identity work. This aligns with Li et al. (2024), who highlight how access-based
consumption can lead to more deliberate and sustainable choices.
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Secondly, the findings substantiate core concepts within the sharing economy literature. The
coliving model studied here reflects the access-over-ownership principles emphasized by
Botsman and Rogers (2010) and Mont et al. (2020). Participants utilised shared kitchens,
furniture, and services, demonstrating the efficiency and flexibility of resource sharing.
However, the study also identifies the tension between idealistic notions of communal living
and the commercial realities of platform-managed coliving. This duality reflects concerns
raised by Faraji et al. (2024), who caution that commercialisation may erode the communal
and sustainable values the sharing economy purports to uphold. Our findings confirm that
residents often oscillate between viewing coliving as a lifestyle and as a convenient service,
thereby highlighting the need for clearer governance and transparency, as advocated by Mont
et al. (2020).

Thirdly, regarding social experience, our findings confirm that coliving creates opportunities
for community formation, emotional support, and intercultural learning, particularly in urban
contexts where loneliness and individualisation are common. This supports Hagbert et al.
(2020) and Ronald et al. (2024), who suggest that shared housing can alleviate social
isolation and promote well-being. However, the study also contributes a more nuanced
understanding: while some residents find meaningful connections, others remain disengaged
or struggle with cultural negotiation. This adds complexity to Tummers’ (2015) assertion that
coliving inherently fosters community, suggesting that structural support, inclusive
governance, and resident agency are crucial mediators of social outcomes.

Moreover, the study offers insights into temporariness in access-based living, which emerged
as a recurrent theme. Coliving was frequently seen as a transitional phase rather than a
permanent lifestyle. While this aligns with Vita et al. (2019) and Aitken et al. (2019), who
link temporary shared living to sustainability and minimalist values, our findings suggest a
paradox: residents embrace sustainable habits but may not remain in coliving long enough to
maintain or deepen them. This raises critical questions for future theorisation around the
long-term societal impact of access-based consumption models.

In sum, this study contributes to theoretical frameworks by grounding abstract
concepts—identity work, shared resource use, and community—in the practical, everyday
realities of coliving. It highlights the importance of recognising diversity in resident
motivations, experiences, and engagement, while also suggesting that successful co-living
models require intentional design that reflects not only efficiency but also emotional and
cultural dimensions of urban living.

Conclusion

This thesis set out to explore how residents of coliving spaces in Sweden experience social
life and resource sharing. The central research question guiding the study was: How do
residents of coliving spaces in Sweden experience social life and resource sharing? Through
twelve in-depth interviews with individuals living in various coliving arrangements, the study
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provides a nuanced understanding of the everyday realities within these shared housing
models.

The research reveals that coliving offers residents a unique opportunity to engage in social
interaction, form meaningful connections, and reduce feelings of isolation. Shared routines
and communal spaces such as kitchens and lounges often serve as informal meeting points
that foster a sense of togetherness. However, the experience of social life in coliving is not
uniform; while some residents enjoy strong bonds with their housemates, others struggle with
low engagement or social distance. These differing experiences highlight that coliving does
not guarantee community but rather creates an environment where community may emerge
based on effort, attitude, and group dynamics.

In terms of resource sharing, residents often value the convenience, cost-effectiveness, and
environmental benefits that come with sharing items like appliances, furniture, and utilities.
The bundled nature of rent and the presence of pre-furnished spaces make coliving
accessible, especially for newcomers and those in transitional life stages. Yet, some residents
expressed concerns over rising costs and inconsistent contributions to shared responsibilities.
These concerns point to the practical challenges of sustaining equitable sharing in a context
where expectations may vary widely.

Another key insight from the study is the role of cultural negotiation in daily life. Residents
frequently had to adapt to different norms and behaviours, leading to a deeper awareness of
their own habits and those of others. While this adjustment process could sometimes lead to
tension, it also fostered personal growth, greater patience, and intercultural understanding.

Finally, while most participants viewed coliving as a temporary housing solution, they also
acknowledged its long-term impact on how they relate to others and consume resources.
Many residents left coliving with new perspectives on sustainability, minimalism, and
community, suggesting that even short-term experiences can have lasting effects.

In conclusion, the findings provide a clear answer to the research question: residents of
coliving spaces in Sweden experience social life as a mix of meaningful connection and
occasional detachment, and they engage in resource sharing with varying degrees of success
and satisfaction. Coliving is not a one-size-fits-all solution, but when thoughtfully designed
and embraced by its residents, it can offer a socially enriching and practically supportive way
of living in urban settings.

Theoretically, this study contributes to the broader understanding of shared living within the
framework of access-based consumption and identity negotiation. It extends existing
academic conversations by showing how coliving spaces function not only as sites of
resource distribution but also as arenas for personal development and cultural learning. By
connecting residents’ daily experiences to broader societal themes such as sustainability and
urban integration, the research deepens the academic understanding of how consumer culture
is evolving in shared housing environments.
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From a managerial perspective, the findings offer insights for coliving providers, designers,
and urban planners. The study highlights the need for carefully designed shared spaces that
promote interaction without sacrificing privacy. Operators should be aware of the diversity in
resident expectations and consider implementing inclusive practices, transparent pricing
models, and flexible governance systems that encourage responsibility-sharing and
community engagement. Building community in coliving settings requires ongoing support
rather than relying solely on architecture or branding.

As authors, our contribution lies in giving voice to residents and demonstrating the real-world
complexities of co-living life. This research provides a grounded perspective that may help
housing professionals and policymakers develop more inclusive and sustainable housing
solutions. Additionally, by emphasising both the positive and problematic aspects of coliving,
we aim to offer a balanced view that can inform future policy and innovation in the housing
sector.

Future research could build on this work by exploring coliving experiences in different
cultural contexts or comparing resident-led versus commercial coliving models. It would also
be valuable to examine the long-term effects of coliving on residents’ consumption patterns,
social values, and community participation. Quantitative studies could complement the
qualitative insights presented here, offering broader generalisations about trends and impact.
Finally, further investigation into the experiences of underrepresented groups—such as
families, older adults, or low-income residents—could help ensure that coliving becomes a
more equitable and inclusive form of urban housing.

However, achieving the full social, economic, and cultural potential of coliving requires
careful attention to governance models, space design, resident diversity, and values
alignment. Overall, coliving represents both an opportunity and a challenge. It has the
potential to foster social sustainability, support the sharing economy, and reshape
consumption practices. Yet, realizing this potential requires addressing structural challenges,
managing commercial pressures and cultivating genuine communities that align with the
deeper values of sharing, collaboration, and sustainability.
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