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ABSTRACT 
 
Background 

Modern capitalist societies have consumption at the core of their social and economic activities. This is 

one of the underlying problems that sustainability is facing. In need of solutions and avenues for limiting 

our footprint and consumption, we turn towards alternative solutions such as coliving as a potential for 

facilitating sustainable lifestyles in their residents. 

 

Objectives 

The overall purpose of this thesis is to investigate coliving impacts on the sustainability practices of 

residents within the Swedish urban environment. To do this effectively, the theoretical framework of 

this thesis will primarily utilize practice theory, as well as institutional theory and clan control theory to 

a secondary degree, to explore their interactions between coliving social structures and residential agents 

in terms of following sustainable activities and compare those with a single living household. Through 

conducting interviews with the residents of the Coliving and single living in line with these frameworks, 

this thesis aims to explore to a greater degree how the coliving housing model can contribute to more 

sustainable lifestyles. 

 

Methods 

A qualitative research strategy was chosen for the study with a two-case comparative study design. To 

further explore the complexity of the interactions between agents and properties of social structures, 

data collection methods were utilized, such as semi-structured interviews with residents of coliving and 

single-living. The analytical approach was conducted through a thematic data analysis method. 

 

Results 

The Coliving initiative stimulates sustainable lifestyles by creating a set of social structures and cultural 

rules that promotes interaction, diversity, and sustainable lifestyles. The design of the Coliving initiative 

activated the most evident and impactful change mechanisms. Specifically, the built environment that 

is diverse and flexible and facilitates variations of facilities and immense recourses accessible for the 

residents to interact and use for different moods and behaviors. The recruitment process facilitates a 

foundation of balance between diversity and like-minded individuals for learning potentials and 

collaboration. The governance structure of the community-based organization is nonhierarchical 

participatory, and consensus-based, and the community is self-organized. These features have shown to 

promote collaboration and interaction between individuals and stimulate sustainable practices. Last, the 
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cultural rules of the community also promote interactions and collaboration, as well as many of the 

social sustainability principles and anti-consumption practices. 

 

Conclusions 

The coliving, compared to the single-living, has much more quantitive, qualitative, and diverse set of 

structures with sustainable properties that brings the residents more or less into the situation where a 

greening of their corresponding lifestyles becomes a very convenient option. 

 

Keywords: Sustainable Lifestyles, Coliving, Practice theory, Clan control theory, Institutional theory, 

Sharing economy 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
The fields of interest for the thesis paper are the concept of Coliving, sustainable lifestyles, and the 

theoretical framework of practice theory. Linking the theory with the phenomenon of Coliving and 

sustainable lifestyles, gaps in the research were found and explored further in the problem formulation. 

The research focus is the last part of the chapter, which provides the reader with research questions 

and the scope of the thesis. 

 

1.1 Sustainability, Economy & coliving 
Modern capitalist societies have consumption at the core of their social and economic activities. Few, 

however, are as bad as those who adhere to the American lifestyle. If everyone followed the American 

approach to consumption, we would need five Earths worth of resources to sustain that lifestyle 

(Stockholm Environment Institute, 2009: p. 2). Yet, despite the costs this inflicts on the resources and 

environment of the world, growth and consumption remain at the core of modern society, to the degree 

that it is seen as a good thing and promoted by economists and politicians around the world in order to 

maintain steady progress in developing the state (Thøgersen 2005: p. 149). All are not oblivious to these 

costs to the world and its resources, however, the United Nations (UN) has made clear with its efforts 

to push states to pursue more environmentally sustainable practices. The Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs) agreed to as part of the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (UN 2015) are 

the latest example of these efforts. A significant improvement over the previously implemented 

Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the SDGs aim to address several systemic barriers to 

sustainable development while also striking a balance between the social, economic, and environmental 

concerns of states. Moreover, unlike the previous MDGs, the SDGs are applied to all states in the 

international system, not just those still developing, which is hoped to contribute to a more sustainable 

future for the increasingly connected world society (Costanza et al. 2016).  

 

Given the case, recent decades have seen changes of increasing emphasis on sustainable behavior to 

deal with the challenges of climate change and overconsumption in society. While government policies 

have focused on consumer behavior, production by companies, and the exploitation of natural resources 

around the world, there is another avenue of research that has been underexamined in terms of seeing 

how changes in sustainable behaviors occur: living situations and lifestyles of the citizens of the 

countries themselves (Stockholm Environment Institute, 2009). As such, this project follows an 

alternative approach to the investigation of how sustainability might be integrated into individual 

behaviors via what has been called “Coliving” housing as compared to more traditional style 

independent housing. The assumption is that exposure to other individuals in a consistent living 

environment that promotes sustainable practices might well lead to influences on sustainable lifestyles 



 

2 

that differ from what is experienced living alone. However, before discussing the concept of coliving 

any further, it is first necessary to define sustainability for this thesis. By sustainability, the delamination 

is set to sustainable lifestyles, specifically from the perspective of the micro-level analysis. 

Sustainable lifestyles are chosen as delimitation since it provides a framework for studying sustainable 

consumption, social sustainability for the individual and the group, and their respective values and 

identities that are part of their lifestyles. Henceforth the definition of a sustainable lifestyle in this study 

is as follows; Sustainable lifestyle is a collection of practices that involves rethinking our ways of living, 

what we buy, and how we organize our everyday lives. It involves more than just caring for the 

environment - it also involves thinking about people and the community. It involves altering how we 

build identities and values, how we socialize and think about health and education. It means 

transforming our societies and living in harmony with our environment (Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014; 

Stockholm Environment Institute, 2009; Mont, 2007; Sustainable Lifestyles Taskforce, 2010). 

 

1.1.1 Sustainability and the economy 
A big issue with sustainable lifestyles is the economic implications of adopting more sustainable 

practices and limiting footprint and emissions. Therefore we will focus on the continuation of this 

discussion by contrasting the effects that sustainable lifestyles have on the economy. 

 

On a macro scale and a more general perspective, the sustainability agenda pushes for transformation. 

One such example is the SDGs, which pressure nations, companies, and organizations to limit their 

emissions and how to operate their business to ensure sustainable development. This pressure is 

sometimes put by nations through regulations and policies and, in other ways, cultural shifts on the 

individual’s part. Sustainability is, in some cases inhibiting economic development and, in others 

creating new markets and innovations. There are always winners and losers. On one end of the spectrum, 

there is a sub-category of research on the subject of degrowth, which are economists that are concerned 

that for the world to reach the SDGs, the very idea of economic growth as a given is flawed. Degrowth 

is a critical path for us to reach our sustainable development goals and limit global warming (Lorek & 

Fuschs, 2013). This is in line with the strong sustainable development approach (Lorek & Fuschs, 2013). 

On the other end of the spectrum, there is the weak sustainability development approach, where 

technology is the solution to our sustainability crisis, which is the motivation for driving innovation and 

technological advances that are necessary for a sustainable future (Lorek & Fuchs, 2011). One of the 

approaches is weakening our economies by cutting emissions and our footprint by decreasing our 

consumption, hence degrowth. The other is relying on technological advances as a solution that will 

create new markets and new opportunities for economic growth (Lorek & Fuschs, 2013). 
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Turning to the definition of sustainable lifestyles and a more microeconomic perspective, two different 

terms are often used in sustainability literature, green and anti-consumption (Black & Cherrier, 2010). 

Both have substantial implications on the economic decisions for consumption purposes, one more than 

the other. Sustainability is transforming how and when, and where we consume, to the extent that some 

people are pursuing an anti-consumption practice, hence aiming to minimize their consumption. In 

contrast, others follow a more green consumption practice where you substitute what you aim to 

purchase for a green alternative. Both of these approaches are linked with strong and weak sustainable 

development practices. When buying a car, for example, going for an electric car is the path of green 

consumption. In contrast, the anti-consumption practice would be to use public transportation, walk or 

buy a car on the used car market that is electric. Anticonsumption patterns on a macro scale would 

potentially limit the consumption of the average household, which can have severe consequences on the 

economic landscape of nations, whereas the green consumption patterns have economic consequences 

that are increasing growth (Black & Cherrier, 2010). 

 

Aiming for a sustainable lifestyle on the individual level can contextualize the sustainable development 

goals on the micro level. The benefits of sustainable lifestyles in the current economic landscape can be 

seen as a bottom-up approach, where the focus is on the individual to change their consumption patterns 

and behaviors such that their overall footprint and emissions are limited. One such path is a circular 

economy where one looks beyond the linear model of production, consumption, and waste and tries to 

change this path into a circle where everything in waste management gets recycled into production, 

hence utilizing the resources that are put into a product to a much greater extent. This requires all phases 

of the product life cycle to be involved and design products to be more easily recycled (Germundsson 

& Gernandt, 2019). Another economic field that promises sustainability benefits is the sharing economy, 

which is the transition from owning to sharing, lending, borrowing, etc., hence utilizing a product more 

efficiently than if everyone needed to own their own product (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). 

1.1.1.1 Sharing economy 

Sharing economy is a form of collaborative consumption where you lend, barter, and share goods and 

recourses with other people. What was only possible in a local and trust-based relationship can now 

scale across geographical and social boundaries enabled by technology (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). 

Sharing services is not a new phenomenon, according to Puschmann. What is new is sharing between 

consumer to consumers (C2C), which is enabled further by the internet and social networks through 

mobile devices (2016). Further, Puschmann addresses consumers changing behaviors. There is a 

growing mind shift towards sharing services and temporary use over ownership (2016). The trend of the 

sharing economy is projected to grow from today’s 5% of the total rental market to 50 % of total revenue 

for the industry by 2025, according to Rinne (2019). The perception of sharing will most likely become 

more accepted in society compared to today as the world progresses into the future. The sharing 
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economy is a controversial topic that has many economists debating the implications of a new paradigm 

of lending and sharing recourses and goods with peer-to-peer transactions (Acquier et al., 2017). The 

fundamentals of the model are based on sharing and lending goods and recourses to utilize the good or 

the resource to a greater extent.  

 

The sharing economy, as depicted by Martin (2016) where a great controversy is found in the 

implications and framings of the sharing economy. According to Martin, there are different framings of 

the implications of benefits and risks of the model can be. Some of the identified framings are a  

(1) an economic opportunity; (2) a more sustainable form of consumption; (3) a pathway to a 

decentralized, equitable, and suitable economy; (4) creating unregulated marketplaces; (5) reinforcing 

neoliberal paradigm, (6) an incoherent field of innovation. The controversies of the implications of the 

sharing economy are, and the risks and benefits are future explored by Acquire et al. (2017). 

This is where coliving fits the framing of the sharing economy to many of the extents mentioned above 

but to different degrees. On a more fundamental level, coliving is the form of a housing alternative 

where characteristics of the sharing economy are shown in a physical location. In contrast, most current 

sharing economy transactions are made through peer-to-peer platforms. 

 

1.1.2 Coliving 
As mentioned before, sharing services is not a new phenomenon. Shared housing isn’t something new 

either. Sharing living accommodations have always existed in varied forms since the dawn of 

civilization (Vestbro, 2010). In an era of fast pacing society and changing lifestyles for how we want to 

live and work with an increased demand for flexibility, community, a new generation intolerant of poor 

service, and increased awareness for sustainability, the traditional housing alternatives are challenged. 

The rise of Coliving demand and investments are driving the trend for intentional compact shared living 

that promises a more sustainable and affordable housing alternative that meets the demand of the young 

generation. Today, as before, shared housing is an alternative living arrangement where coliving is a 

subset of shared housing alternatives and can be described as a movement in shared living where people 

adopt a more flexible leasing structure and practice increased engagement with the household to form 

more meaningful connections with housemates and the general community—regardless of the duration 

of stay. Co-living is a freely chosen primary residence that accommodates three or more biologically 

unrelated people and can take many forms, from shared apartment buildings to shared houses or 

individual apartments. It’s particularly gaining traction in urban areas with a high cost of living. Because 

the rentals can be short- or long-term, it’s increasingly common among younger demographics seeking 

more meaningful, interconnected lifestyles or travelers who want to immerse themselves in a new city 

or culture (Perdrix, 2019; Provan, 2014; Wood, 2017; McDannel, 2018; Moore, 2018; Gunn, 2008; 

Urban Dictionary, 2016). 
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To summarize the first part of the introduction, sustainable lifestyles are at the core of the discussion. 

The current trajectory of development is not sustainable, and we need to find alternative ways of 

conducting our lifestyles. The economy is showing different barriers to transformation for the sake of 

growth and profit hence witnessing new economic pathways and ideas for transforming society to 

become sustainable, one of them being sharing economy. This is where coliving fits the framing and is 

one alternative for the sharing economy drivers of society in a physical format of a community living 

where sharing is at the core of all activities of the residents. 

 

This being the case, this project proceeds as follows. The first chapter begins with an introduction to 

sustainability and the economy, and then Coliving. Following a brief discussion of the gaps in the 

literature, this project then proceeds to the third part of the introduction, which presents the research 

purpose and scope. In Chapter 2, the project discusses relevant literature as they apply to this project on 

the interactions between coliving and sustainable behaviors, which concludes with a brief mention of 

promising theories that may help understand this phenomenon. In Chapter 3, three theories (Practice 

theory, Clan Control theory, and Institutional theory) are presented in more detail, as well as discussed 

why they fit into this project’s research aim. In Chapter 4, a general methodology of the project is 

presented, focusing on utilizing a qualitative method with a comparative case study design to examine 

the link between coliving and sustainable behaviors, with independent living serving as a helpful case 

comparison. After the presentation of the empirical findings and analysis in Chapters 5 and 6, 

respectively, this project concludes with a discussion of the findings, contributions, and avenues for 

future studies in Chapter 7. 

1.2 Gaps in the literature 
Coliving itself shows great promise for dealing with the current sustainability issues facing society, both 

in terms of traditional consumption concerns but also in terms of social concerns, given its nature of 

promoting shared living accommodations. Indeed, in this respect, coliving practices in European 

countries seek to create new ways for individuals to live that fulfill socio-demographic needs, such as 

those experienced through aging, the redefinition of gender roles in society, desires to live more 

sustainably, or to meet the needs of new lifestyles and ethnic diversity (Lang, Carriou, and Czischke 

2020). Much of the research on coliving to this point in time has been conducted by scholars in England, 

France, and Germany. It has been based on socio-economic developments such as the recent economic 

downturn that impacted income levels and the general European housing market (Lang, Carriou and 

Czischke, 2020). In addition, technological changes have been increasingly taken into account as well, 

given the increasing role of social media in society as well as the smart city paradigm that has arisen 

throughout Europe to emphasize more sustainable construction efforts and the pursuit of urban recycling 
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systems (Carriou, Czischke and Lang 2015). Overall, these developments might be essential drivers to 

encourage alternative housing models such as coliving. 

 

That being said, several significant gaps in the literature need to be considered. The first has been the 

overwhelming focus on traditional housing and communities (Middlemiss 2011). With this in mind, 

Axon (2017) draws attention to the need to investigate communities, such as coliving ones, in terms of 

their impacts on leading to more sustainable lifestyles over time. This is increasingly important to 

research as some preliminary work has found that community-based processes, such as what would 

occur in coliving arrangements, can be effective in leading to explorations of environmentally and 

socially sustainable practices (Jackson 2005), which might, in turn, be adhered to over time as a result 

of the coliving environment. To arrive at the unequivocal proof of coliving having these impacts, 

research needs to explore a range of parameters in coliving arrangements and determine its impacts on 

changing socially and environmentally sustainable activities over time (Jackson 2005). This is because 

there is still a general lack of awareness of how coliving impacts different types of behavior. For 

example, just because coliving might encourage cutting down on water usage or food consumption, it 

may not impact electricity consumption. While some research has examined coliving in general (see, 

for example, Green, 2017; Bergström & Jurado, 2019; Backman, 2019; Karpmyr & Landkvist, 2019; 

Osborne, 2018), minimal attention has been directed at residential behavior in terms of sustainability 

activities. 

 

Research into this would lead to insights into everyday consumption at the household level that will, in 

turn, inform the general ecological and environmental impacts of these communities over time (Daly 

2017). This is important given that coliving is well suited to examination through several different 

theoretical frameworks. Thus, finding out the precise relationships between this wide range of factors 

and coliving will, in turn, contribute to knowledge that can inform future initiatives by governments and 

sub-state actors to encourage coliving arrangements for the good of society. 

 

1.3 Research focus 
In this part, the purpose, research questions, and scope of the thesis are built upon the previously 

mentioned gaps and problems in the literature. The contribution of the thesis will, therefore, focus on 

how Coliving and single living compare to each other in the context of facilitating sustainable lifestyles. 

 

The overall purpose of this thesis is to investigate coliving impacts on the sustainability practices of 

residents within the Swedish urban environment. To do this effectively, the theoretical framework of 

this thesis will primarily utilize practice theory, as well as institutional theory and clan control theory to 

a secondary degree, to explore their interactions between coliving social structures and residential agents 
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in terms of following sustainable activities and compare those with a single living household. Through 

conducting interviews with the residents of the Coliving and single living in line with these frameworks, 

this thesis aims to explore to a greater degree how the coliving housing model can contribute to more 

sustainable lifestyles. 

 

In terms of scope, this research paper is restricted to the contemporary coliving environment of Sweden, 

which is characterized by smaller private spaces, several shared facilities, and collective spaces shared 

with other coliving residents. Data is collected via interviews with residents of K-9 and a single-

household case, both situated in the borough of Östermalm in Stockholm, Sweden. To understand the 

overall relationship between this coliving environment and the resulting impacts of sustainable 

behaviors, literature from sociology, coliving, sustainability, and sharing economy will all be engaged 

with and discussed. Overall, the data coming from K-9 Coliving and the single-household case will be 

examined in a comparative case study, but as both are sourced from Sweden, the scope of this study is 

limited to Swedish urban residential developments and sustainability practices by their residents. 

 

Research aim 

Communities by themselves are compelling sources for changes in society, and potentially sustainable 

practices, such as through the creation of lifestyles geared towards sustainability. For this reason, the 

purpose of this research project is to examine coliving communities to determine how their community-

building effects impact residents’ subsequent commitment to sustainable activities, such as cutting down 

on the use of resources like water and general consumption. Unlike traditional cohousing, coliving 

focuses more on millennials and the younger generation. With this in mind, a general pursuit of 

understanding of coliving is sought, that it might more fully illustrate how sharing facilities and common 

areas will foster community building that encourages sustainable behaviors over time. By combining 

sustainability & sharing economy literature with social theories governing these activities in community 

building and sustainable behaviors in the Swedish context, it is hoped that insight might be derived in 

terms of how to improve the effectiveness of future government coliving initiatives. Overall, it is hoped 

that by doing so, the qualitative research might lead to an additional avenue in the form of coliving to 

encourage greater sustainability practices in Sweden and perhaps other modern societies as well. Should 

significant results be found, it is expected that these findings could be utilized to inform future guidelines 

for government-sponsored coliving initiatives in Sweden to promote more sustainable lifestyles in the 

residents. Lastly, this research project will serve as a good starting point for examining different coliving 

arrangements and locales in terms of their relationship with sustainability over time. 

 

Research questions 

Based on the research aim of this project, the primary and secondary research questions are: 

 



 

8 

How do the coliving and single living compare to each other in the context of facilitating 

sustainable lifestyles? 

• How do coliving and single living compare to each other in terms of consumption? 

• How do coliving and single living compare to each other in the context of changing their 

resident’s lifestyles? 

• How do coliving and single living compare to each other in terms of recourses? 
 

 

Research relevance 

This research project’s focus on coliving’s impact on sustainability practices by residents in these 

communities possesses academic and societal relevance. In terms of academic relevance, while there 

has been significant research by a range of scholars on different types of collaborative housing, there is 

a relative lack in the scientific examination of coliving developments in terms of their social and 

economic effects on things like consumption, resources and sustainable behaviors of residents. This 

research attempts to address this gap by focusing on coliving impacting sustainable behaviors. Work by 

Tummers (2017) has demonstrated that cohousing can contribute to a more sustainable residential 

model, but similar work has yet to be done for coliving communities. This research project distinguishes 

itself by combining literature on coliving, social theories, sharing economy, and sustainability to provide 

further insight and a new perspective on coliving as a housing typology. 

 

In terms of societal relevance, it has been mentioned previously that the UN, and the international 

community by extension, has thrown significant efforts behind the SDGs of the UN 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development (UN 2015). Given their focus on leading to societies that are more sustainable 

and that our shared global environment is protected and secured for future generations, coliving 

represents an avenue underappreciated as a means to lead to significant, systemic, lasting changes in 

sustainability in the international community of states. With the Coliving Initiative put forth by the 

Swedish government, it is likely that their plans are being developed for future initiatives developed for 

smaller-than-average coliving communities to meet constant needs for changing lifestyles, the 

expanding sharing economy, and the general affordability issues of urban living. Overall, examining 

how coliving impacts sustainability in society is essential for determining the effectiveness of future 

efforts to help meet the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development goals and the needs of specific 

states like Sweden. 

 

1.4 Outline 
After section 1, Introduction, the rest of this research project is divided into six sections. In Section 2, 

an overview of the literature on coliving and sustainability is presented. Next, in Section 3, the 
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theoretical framework is presented and discussed in terms of practice theory, institutional theory, and 

clan control theory. In Section 4, the methodology of the project is addressed. Following a discussion 

of the overall research strategy and research design, the efforts at data collection are presented before 

moving on to the analysis method and research quality. In Section 5, the results of the data collection 

are presented, which are then analyzed in Section 6. Finally, overall findings and conclusions are 

presented in Section 7, at which point a discussion of future research building on this work is given. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review will focus on providing the definitions for both Coliving and sustainable lifestyles. 

The review will also explore the necessary foundation from other interesting shared housing concepts 

and a detailed review of the Coliving literature and the sharing economy. A review of sustainable 

lifestyles is provided as well as different models of practice change and pro-environmental behavior. 

2.1 Coliving 
Previous research on the housing model is explored and meticulously studied through the lens of 

sustainability. The model’s history and differentiation from other shared housing models are presented 

to build a comprehensive understanding of what constitutes the definition of Coliving and where the 

gaps in the literature are most evident. 

 

2.1.1 Definition & History  
The definition of Coliving, as described by McDannel, “a Coliving is a shared housing alternative 

where underutilized assets as kitchens, recreational spaces, amenities, and goods and recourses can be 

shared by a group of people that live together” (McDannel, 2018). 

 

Another definition of the term Coliving is: “Co-living’, an umbrella term for different types of ‘co-

housing’ setups, which can loosely be defined as a home where two or more people live together who 

are not related. While ‘co-housing’ is an intentional community created and run by residents, ‘co-living’ 

may also encompass shared accommodation initiated by an external agent, such as a developer or 

entrepreneur.” (Wood, 2017). 

 

To further explore the definitions of Coliving, a combination of two prominent definitions of the current 

trend of Coliving is described as follows: “Coliving is a modern form of housing where residents share 

living space and a set of interests, values, and/or intentions, and is a freely chosen primary residence 

form of living that accommodates three of more biologically unrelated people” (Provan, 2014; Perdrix, 

2019). 

 

The definition is further explored by Perdrix to exemplify what Coliving is according to the definitions 

provided above. Perdrix differentiates the meaning of Coliving from Cohousing. The differentiation 

emphasizes that Cohousing communities live in separate units or apartments, sometimes in separated 

buildings, and the sharing is accentuated in various activity areas (Perdrix, 2019). Though, Cohousing 

is argued to be intentional community where the residents share a set of interests, values, and or 

intentions, therefore sharing some fundamental properties with the definition for Coliving as provided 
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above. Other examples exist of shared housing alternatives not defined as Coliving, such as shared 

family housing, military camps, hospitals, and short-term shared housing like festivals, summer camps, 

hostels, and hotels. The mentioned alternatives are not defined as Coliving either because they are not 

the resident’s immediate household or involuntary housing alternatives for the residents. 

Furthermore, according to the definition provided, Coliving is not something new. What is new is the 

packaging and branding of the model (Moore, 2018). Before Coliving, boarder homes were the 

equivalent housing alternatives for newly arrived individuals from the country or abroad. These homes 

were considered transitional homes introduced to these individuals before finding a more permanent 

home (Gunn, 2008).  Once people attain the level of income or other relative capital to secure their own 

home, they would choose a more individualistic long-term housing option (Gunn, 2008). The border 

homes were alternative housing for people of lower social or income classes in society or home during 

the transition to an individualistic and permanent housing alternative (Gunn, 2008). Border homes are 

another form of Coliving, as described by Perdrix (2019). To further exemplify Coliving establishments 

according to the given definitions, flatting, house-sharing and apartment-sharing are Coliving 

alternatives described as not-for-profit Coliving models (Perdrix, 2019). These alternatives are often 

exemplified in tv sitcoms such as Friends and big bang theory. Other forms of Coliving initiatives are 

student and senior housing, described by Perdix as for-profit Coliving alternatives that differentiate in 

demographic segmentation (Perdrix, 2019).  

The packaging of the current Coliving model as a premium product and branded for millennials to satisfy 

their needs is yet another definition for a commercial Coliving model that is witnessing exceptional 

growth (Moore, 2018). An even more specific and descriptive definition of the current Coliving trend 

and especially for the Coliving initiative, K9-coliving. The definition provided by the Urban dictionary 

exemplifies Coliving as: “A movement in shared living where people adopt a more flexible leasing 

structure and practice increased engagement with the household to form more meaningful connections 

with housemates and the general community—regardless of the duration of stay. Co-living can take 

many forms, from shared apartment buildings to shared houses or individual apartments, and it’s 

particularly gaining traction in areas with a high cost of living, like SF and NYC. Because the rentals 

can be short- or long-term, it’s increasingly common among younger demographics seeking more 

meaningful, interconnected lifestyles or travelers who want to immerse themselves in a new city or 

culture” (Urban Dictionary, 2016). 

 

The latter definitions target other elements that describe the Coliving trend through a set of 

demographics and geographical segments for Coliving spaces. According to Perdrix, the changing 

market conditions are further exemplified and correlate with the current rise in demand for Coliving and 

what is constituted by Perdrix as commercialized Coliving (2019). The packaging of commercial 

Coliving can also be motivated economically for business, according to Moore (2018). New packaging 

of an old model is commercial Coliving (Perdrix, 2019). 
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Altogether, the definition that will be referenced as Coliving in this thesis is the common denominator 

between Perdrix and the Urban dictionary definition of a Coliving. Henceforth, a Coliving is A 

movement in shared living where people adopt a more flexible leasing structure and practice increased 

engagement with the household in order to form more meaningful connections with housemates and the 

general community—regardless of the duration of stay. Co-living is a freely chosen primary residence 

that accommodates three or more biologically unrelated people and can take many forms, from shared 

apartment buildings to shared houses or individual apartments. It’s particularly gaining traction in 

urban areas with a high cost of living. Because the rentals can be short- or long-term, it’s increasingly 

common among younger demographics seeking more meaningful, interconnected lifestyles or travelers 

who want to immerse themselves in a new city or culture”. 

 

2.1.2 Research on other shared housing models 
Cohousing is yet another shared housing alternative that is differentiated from Coliving but, in some 

cases, has more in common with Commercial Coliving compared to student housing or senior housing. 

Cohousing can be defined as intentional communities, grassroots movements that incentives 

participation in the processes of building and operating their homes without the need for an operator 

(Lang et al., 2018). Sharing is confined to activities such as large community kitchens, laundry rooms, 

hobby workshops, kindergartens, community gardens, etc. Individual families have their apartments or 

houses (Perdrix, 2019). These communities tend to be appealing for long-term living and are often 

skewed towards the elderly and family compared to Coliving (Williams, 2008). 

The research discipline of Cohousing has seen a steady growth of interest and an increase in published 

scientific papers (Lang et al., 2018). The literature review by Lang et al. (2018) provides a 

comprehensive review of the current Cohousing literature concerning the different subcategories that 

depict collaborative housing research. Lang et al. are systematically and thematically categorizing 

different aspects of the field according to socio-demographics, collaboration, motivation, effects, and 

context. Lang et al. (2018) conceptualize Cohousing in a way that prompts a comparison between 

models researched from different research fields. They conclude that Cohousing should be a subfield 

within the housing studies, and the lack of diffusion of the housing model into the mainstream housing 

provision system is apparent (Lang et al., 2018). The strength of cohousing literature is the growth of 

the field and the number of articles produced as well as the significant amounts of cross-disciplinary 

fields examining the model. According to the literature review, there are substantial weaknesses in the 

range of different quantitative studies made on the subject and economic applications for macro-level 

implications of cohousing diffusion into society (Lang et al., 2018). 

The exploration of Cohousing for the Malaysian market touched upon a fascinating and significant 

aspect of the cohousing movement. The growth and diffusion of the cohousing movement, as mentioned 
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by Lang et al. (2018), is prolonged, and the reasons are thoroughly explored by Boyer (Williams, 2007; 

Boyer, 2018). The lack of involvement from the government, the public sector, and municipalities to 

incentivize and promote the model has effects of slow diffusion. In Boyers investigation, more people 

are interested in a living situation comparable to Cohousing than the number of people living and 

building those communities. The high barriers to entry for citizens interested and the lack of government 

incentives and subsidies for the model are slowing the diffusion of implementation.  

Furthermore, in the literature review by Williams, the author portrays a consensus that Cohousing leads 

to a robust social network and increasing cohesiveness of communities (Williams, 2005). The cohousing 

model is also described as a platform for pro-environmental behavior because of high social capital 

(Williams, 2008). The well-being of its residents is increased by studying Maslow’s Hierarchical needs 

(Williams, 2008). These findings are also mentioned in other literature reviews (Daly, 2017; Lang et al., 

2018), where other sustainability dimensions are mentioned as improved compared to traditional 

housing alternatives. “Empirical studies demonstrate the success of co-housing for social and 

environmental sustainability, and for creating vital urban environments.” (Tummers, 2016). In 

Williams's review of the sustainability of Cohousing, the author mentions that the resident’s 

involvement in decision-making processes and operations is apparent, and these factors increase the 

social capital of the community and influential capabilities. Second, there is also an increase in social 

capital regarding social structures, such as social activities, norms, and shared goals of the community. 

Recourse savings, social benefits, health, and economic benefits are argued to be increased according to 

the literature review (Williams, 2008). The cohousing model is argued by the literature to increase 

environmental and social sustainability in various ways compared to traditional alternatives. Although 

there are many benefits with the model, Cohousing literature is reported to be influenced by biased 

researchers because of living in cohousing communities.  

Some arguments suggest that cohousing communities are systematically homogenous and exclusive, as 

previously mentioned (Williams, 2008; Lang et al., 2018). There is also evidence that these communities 

are unaffordable for the average household (Williams, 2008). However, there are existing models of 

Cohousing that address the affordability issues and the homogenous and exclusivity arguments (Lang 

et al., 2018). Controversies in the literature on Cohousing can be the unclear definition of Cohousing 

and what subcategories should define the outlines of the field. Lang et al. (2018) are trying to comply 

with a set of rules that defines the research field of Cohousing. A definition of the field of Cohousing, 

on the other hand, has been mentioned several times in different ways and is an area of controversy 

(Williams, 2007). 

 

Not for profit Coliving, as defined by Perdrix is more known as a house or flat sharing and is a means 

for often, young adults to share the financial burden of housing by sharing a flat with other people 

outside the boundaries of the immediate family (Perdrix, 2019; Clark et al., 2018). The literature review 

conducted by Clark brings many nuances to the field by systematically and thematically dividing the 
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aspects according to the literature. Though the focus is clear, there is a behavioral and social-

psychological perspective. The lack of other disciplines regarding shared housing or flatting is apparent. 

Compared to the diversity of interdisciplinary articles within Cohousing, house and flat-sharing lack 

other perspectives and disciplines for research. 

 

2.1.3 Coliving research and sustainability 
The sustainable impacts are essential factors that are explored to some degree (Karpmyr & Landqvist 

2019). The authors elaborate on the sustainability of Coliving by giving examples from an 

environmental, social, and economic sustainability perspective. The authors describe coliving as a 

housing model where the residents use less space. According to Karpmyr & Lundqvist, a Coliving 

initiative can lower the residents’ residential space from an average of 45 sqm in Sweden to a modest 

20 sqm, a 60 % difference. This difference was further explained to affect the individual's energy 

consumption and recourses compared to the average household. The effects can also be further explained 

by increased efficiencies of inhabited space because space will be utilized to a greater extent compared 

to if space was divided privately by the residents. The authors explain further sustainability effects of 

Coliving, such as an increase in sharing capabilities between residents and a potential lower waste 

consumption because of the redistribution of products, food, and services between the residents instead 

of wasting, e.g., food. Social sustainability was another important topic raised by the authors. Karpmyr 

& Lundqvist argue for Coliving as a more socially sustainable housing alternative because of loneliness 

when living alone, which is a growing problem in Sweden, especially among the youth. 

Other socially sustainable effects can be derived from the potential desegregation of society by 

increasing the housing alternatives in a designated area (Karpmyr & Lundqvist 2019). Backman further 

explores the social aspects of Coliving as fundamentally improving the residents life quality and well-

being depending on the implementation (Backman, 2019). Backman describes that the “Colivers” 

develop a greater sense of self-awareness as an effect of living a more active life with others. Coliving 

also affects the learning curve positively, which is explained as an “accelerator in the weekday” 

(Backman 2019).  

In addition to Backman and Karpmyr & Lundqvist's contribution from the Swedish model of Coliving, 

looking abroad, there are other examples of Coliving literature in the form of student thesis papers, 

though focusing on the design perspective of Coliving. In Osborne's thesis paper, the best practices of 

Coliving are analyzed from a design perspective with a focus on the physical design aspects of the 

Coliving model by comparing four large-scale Coliving operators in the US and UK. The lack of 

sustainability application and analysis is apparent but provides an exciting depiction of how to spatially 

organize a best practice of Coliving in high-demand metropolitan areas. 

The second thesis paper investigates The Logistics of Harmonious Co-living by exploring contemporary 

co-living through design interventions (Green, 2017). However, the thesis paper focuses on the design 



 

15 

aspects of Coliving but from a design development perspective with a sustainable application in mind 

(Green, 2017). Though Green collected data on users and their experiences and needs in the Coliving 

space, these were not presented nor analyzed extensively nor provided in an in-depth analysis of user 

needs and exploration of their consumption patterns or the attributes that reflect sustainability studies. 

The emphasis was focused on developing a design artifact, a piece of furniture that would be used in the 

setting of a Coliving space to promote a flexible, affordable, and feeling of home for the residents of the 

Coliving initiative. 

Altogether, Coliving is argued as a more sustainable alternative compared to single-apartment living 

(Green, 2017; Backman, 2019; Karpmyr & Landkvist, 2019; Osborne, 2018). They all describe what is 

more environmentally and socially sustainable and, to some degree, how the Coliving initiative affects 

the resident’s lifestyles. The lack of application from a theoretical framework that can explore the 

specific change mechanisms is evident in the current Coliving literature. The aim is to explore further 

the structural mechanisms recognized in a Coliving establishment and stimulate sustainable lifestyles. 

Previous work from Backman on life quality and Coliving effects on social sustainability will be further 

explored in the thesis by investigating the fundamental practices that are formed as a consequence of 

transitioning a residence to a Coliving initiative. The overall assessment of Coliving and, more 

specifically, commercial Coliving is an unexplored housing model in the research community as 

described in the literature. 

2.2 Sustainability 
A definition of sustainable lifestyles will be presented through the lens of the current literature on the 

subject. Sustainable lifestyles, according to the current literature, are divided into sustainable 

consumption, social sustainability, and sustainable values and identity. All these areas will be dealt with 

in a detailed fashion and reviewed according to contemporary literature. Last, a review of different 

models for pro-environmental behavior and practice change is presented as a basis for choosing the 

theoretical framework. 

 

2.2.1 The concept of sustainable lifestyles 
The very notion of sustainable lifestyles is linked with both sustainable consumption as well as 

sustainable development, which defines sustainability as: “(…) development that meets the needs of the 

present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 

1987: 43).  

While sustainable development encompasses a broader field of sustainability, sustainable lifestyle is 

limited to individuals or groups and their specific lifestyles. The task force for sustainable lifestyles is 

defining the term, such as: “… rethinking our ways of living, what we buy and how we organise our 

everyday lives. It is also about altering how we socialise, exchange, share, educate and build identities. 
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It means transforming our societies and living in harmony with our environment” (Sustainable 

Lifestyles Taskforce, 2010). They have also used the following definition for defining sustainable 

lifestyles: “Sustainable lifestyles means being aware of your surroundings. Aware of 

the consequences of the choices made and therefore make the choices that do the least harm. It involves 

more than just care for the environment – it also involves thinking about people and community. It 

involves thinking about health and well-being, educational development, rather than just money and 

possessions” (Sustainable Lifestyles Taskforce, 2010). Yet another definition of sustainable lifestyle is 

provided by Mont: “Sustainable lifestyles are patterns of action and consumption, used by people to 

affiliate and differentiate themselves from others, which: meet basic needs, provide a better quality of 

life, minimise the use of natural resources and emissions of waste and pollutants over the lifecycle, and 

do not jeopardise the needs of future generations” (Mont, 2007). 

These definitions are what we will focus on to derive the underlying meanings of them and what they 

imply for the benefit of the thesis. All definitions mention sustainable consumption in different ways, 

especially the definition provided by Mont, which has a strong emphasis on sustainable consumption. 

In other words, actions and practices in the individual’s lifestyle revolve around environmental 

implications, not so much on social sustainability and the implications of quality of life and 

environmental behaviors (Stockholm Environment Institute, 2009). Another essential factor changes 

significantly from the definition (Sustainable Lifestyles Taskforce, 2010), with words like rethinking, 

altering, and thinking about the implications and being aware of choices that do the least harm. They 

further explore the correlation between happiness and consumption and derive from the conclusion that 

income explains only about 5% of induvial subjective well-being. “Once substance needs have been met 

the influence of income on happiness drops sharply.” (Stockholm Environment Institute, 2009). The 

literature review concludes on the premise that there is “insufficient research aimed at reducing 

consumer demand” (Stockholm Environment Institute, 2009). There is also an emphasis on “transfer 

these findings into the political arena and make them attractive to consumers, which could be achieved 

in part through redefining our progress from economic advancement to quality of life” (Stockholm 

Environment Institute, 2009). These findings are also mentioned by Hedlund-de Witt et al. (2014) that 

investigate worldviews, environmental attitudes, and sustainable lifestyles. The conclusion to his 

findings was “that sustainable lifestyles might be (also) conceptualized as indicating psychological 

health and well-being (as a result of being intrinsically oriented in life), and potentially also facilitating 

psychological health and well-being.” (Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014).  

 

Altogether, the definitions for sustainable lifestyles provide a framework for studying sustainable 

consumption, social sustainability for the individual and the group, and their respective values and 

identities that are part of their lifestyles. Henceforth the definition of sustainable lifestyles in this study 

is, “Sustainable lifestyle is a collection of practices that involves rethinking our ways of living, what we 

buy and how we organize our everyday lives. It involves more than just care for the environment - it 
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also involves thinking about people and community. It involves altering how we build identities and 

values, how we socialize and thinking about health and education. It means transforming our societies 

and living in harmony with our environment”. 

 

2.2.1.1 Social sustainability 

To acknowledge the well-being and quality of life aspects of a sustainable lifestyle, one must turn to the 

literature on social sustainability. Missimer et al. describe the current literature to be lacking a 

communicated and agreed-on definition, and other authors concur. The gap in the literature does not 

incorporate the social dimensions with the ecological and economic sustainability aspects (2017). “The 

concept of social sustainability has been under-theorised or often oversimplified in existing theoretical 

constructs […]. Furthermore, no consensus seems to exist on what criteria and perspectives should be 

adopted in defining social sustainability. Each author or policy maker derives their own definition 

according to discipline-specific criteria or study perspective, making a generalised definition difficult 

to achieve.” (Colontanio eta l. 2009, 16). Missimer et al. propose to fill that gap in the literature and 

formulate a conceptual framework for social sustainability (2017). Other authors have done the same 

with mixed results (Dempsey et al. 2011; Magis 2010; Eizenberg & Jabareen 2017). The connections 

and similarities of these articles can be found regarding the following subjects of interest; Social equity, 

learning, ordinary meaning, trust, self-organization, diversity, health, influence, meaning-making, 

competence, impartiality, safety, etc. Reviewing the literature for the most comprehensible and 

adaptable model of social sustainability, Missimer et al. provide a systematic approach to deriving from 

a set of principles not found in the literature to date. These principles were derived through a set of 

characteristics, such as “they need to be necessary, sufficient, general, concrete and nonoverlapping.”. 

“As one of the criteria for the principles is being ‘general’ to be applicable in any arena, at any scale, 

by any member in a team and all stakeholders, regardless of field of expertise, to allow for 

crossdisciplinary and cross-sector collaboration” (Missimer et al, 2017). The other frameworks for 

social sustainability did not apply to the set of constraints mentioned by Missimer et al, as they required 

to be filtered through to be sufficient enough to be a principle for social sustainability. The other 

frameworks were not general but specific to a particular circumstance, such as social sustainability for 

communities (Magis, 2010) or the dimensions of urban social sustainability (Dempsey et al., 2011). The 

framework provided by Eizenberg & Jabareen was general but not cross-disciplinary, with a focus on 

architecture (2017). For these reasons, the social sustainability principles provided by Missimer et al. 

(2017) are motivated to be of higher quality in their formation regarding validity and reliability. 

 

The principles are as follows: 

 

“SSP 1. …health.  
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(This means that people are not exposed to social conditions that systematically undermine their 

possibilities to avoid injury and illness; physically, mentally or emotionally, e.g., dangerous working 

conditions or insufficient wages.) 

SSP 2. …influence.  

(This means that people are not systematically hindered from participating in shaping the social systems 

they are part of, e.g., by suppression of free speech or neglect of opinions.) 

SSP 3. …competence.  

(This means that people are not systematically hindered from learning and developing competence 

individually and together, e.g., by obstacles for education or insufficient possibilities for personal 

development.) 

SSP 4. …impartiality. 

(This means that people are not systematically exposed to partial treatment, e.g., by discrimination or 

unfair selection to job positions.) 

SSP 5. …meaning-making. 

(This means that people are not systematically hindered from creating individual meaning and co-

creating common meaning, e.g., by suppression of cultural expression or obstacles to cocreation of 

purposeful conditions.)” (Missimer et al., 2017). 

 

2.2.1.2 IDGs 

The IDGs will offer a crucial framework of transformational skills for sustainable development, as well 

as a field-kit on how to build these vital abilities that is open source and available to everyone. The 

current IDGs framework comprises 5 dimensions and 23 abilities and attributes that are vital for 

everyone, but especially important for leaders who address the SDGs (Wandel et al., 2022).  

2.2.1.3 Values & identity 

Another aspect of sustainable lifestyles is an individual or a group of values and identity. In the literature, 

the lack of research on values and identity as a foundation for how pro-environmental behavior form 

and impact the agent’s materialism is evident, according to Gatersleben et al. (2011). Gatersleben et al. 

advance the argument for values and identity research for pro-environmental behaviors by suggesting 

that future research should focus on the development and maintenance of identities as a foundation for 

promoting pro-environmental behaviors more broadly and efficiently to stimulate sustainable lifestyles 

(2012). The literature on values and Sustainable lifestyles effect on sustainable practices is also explored 

by Ilstedt et al., where the application of Schwartz's theory of basic human values was utilized to 

differentiate the individual’s values. Additionally, Ilstedt et al. applied practice theory as an analytical 

tool to identify the interactions between the structures and agents to explain the change mechanisms for 

sustainable lifestyles and, specifically, sustainable values (2017). Incorporating values and identity for 
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individuals to further explore sustainable lifestyles in a Coliving setting can broaden the scope of 

understanding for pro-environmental behaviors and sustainable lifestyles at large for the residents. 

2.2.1.4 RED-use framework 

In addition, it is also important to note the REDuse framework, which is a holistic approach to 

identifying and differentiating actions and practices that are in line with a strong sustainability approach 

as well as a change toward sustainable lifestyles. This is part of the definition of a sustainable lifestyle, 

to systematically make changes toward sustainability in your lifestyle. The Refuse, Effuse, and Diffuse 

(REDuse) framework emphasize bottom-up strategies, bottom-up programs, and bottom-up activities 

that directly and indirectly empower people, households, and communities to understand, create, and/or 

select more sustainable living alternatives. Refuse targets actions taken by individuals or families to 

prevent or eliminate unsustainable practices (such as avoiding food waste) are referred to as negative-

impact activities. Effuse focuses on sustainable positive effect actions by people or families (such as 

repair and recycling). Diffuse community-wide collaborative involvement initiatives that offer answers 

and lessen environmental effects (e.g., a local community farming allotment) (Akenji & Chen, 2016). 

 

2.2.1.5 Sustainable consumption 

Sustainability is a vague term hard to define as a concept for people to grasp (Solow 1991: 1002). The 

term makes it unclear to plot decisions for sustainability. Simply the reasoning behind sustainability, 

there is a differentiation between weak and strong sustainability. The weak sustainability approach is 

also defined as the traditional approach to sustainability (Lorek & Fuchs, 2011). The approach 

emphasizes reliance on technical solutions to make our consumption less impactful on the environment. 

Strong sustainable consumption, on the other hand, is a more radical approach that focuses on changing 

our behaviors to consume less and limit growth. 

In the literature on sustainable consumption, further differentiation between different subcategories of 

sustainability can be made between anti and green consumption. The issue is apparent in Black & 

Cherrier's article, where green consumption is described as consuming organic products or green-labeled 

products such as buying an electric car. In contrast, anti-consumption is the practice of withholding from 

consuming, and instead of buying an electric car, using public transport or walking. Anti-consumption 

is the practice of rejecting, reducing, reusing, and recycling and is in line with the strong sustainability 

approach (Black & Cherrier, 2010; Lorek & Fuchs, 2011). Another avenue of anti-consumption, 

possibly in line with the strong sustainability approach, is the sharing economy, which was discussed 

earlier in the introduction.  

2.2.1.5.1 The sharing economy 
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Sharing economy is a form of collaborative consumption where you lend, barter, and share goods and 

recourses with other people. What was only possible in a local and trust-based relationship can now 

scale across geographical and social boundaries enabled by technology (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). 

Sharing services is not a new phenomenon, according to Puschmann. What is new is sharing between 

consumer to consumers (C2C), which is enabled further by the internet and social networks through 

mobile devices (2016). Further, Puschmann addresses consumers changing behaviors. There is a 

growing mind shift towards sharing services and temporary use over ownership (2016). The trend of the 

sharing economy is projected to grow from today’s 5% of the total rental market to 50 % of total revenue 

for the industry by 2025, according to Rinne (2019). The perception of sharing will most likely become 

more accepted in society compared to today as the world progresses into the future. The sharing 

economy is a controversial topic that has many economists debating the implications of a new paradigm 

of lending and sharing recourses and goods with peer-to-peer transactions (Acquier et al., 2017). The 

fundamentals of the model are based on sharing and lending goods and recourses to utilize the good or 

the resource to a greater extent.  

 

The sharing economy, as depicted by Martin (2016) where a great controversy is found in the 

implications and framings of the sharing economy. According to Martin, there are different framings of 

the implications of benefits and risks of the model can be. Some of the identified framings are a  

(1) an economic opportunity; (2) a more sustainable form of consumption; (3) a pathway to a 

decentralized, equitable, and suitable economy; (4) creating unregulated marketplaces; (5) reinforcing 

neoliberal paradigm, (6) an incoherent field of innovation. The controversies of the implications of the 

sharing economy are, and the risks and benefits are future explored by Acquire et al. (2017). 

This is where coliving fits the framing of the sharing economy to many of the extents mentioned above 

but to different degrees. On a more fundamental level, coliving is the form of a housing alternative 

where characteristics of the sharing economy are shown in a physical location. In contrast, most current 

sharing economy transactions are made through peer-to-peer platforms. 

 

2.3 Practice change 
Sustainable consumption can be approached by different interest groups in society; consumers, 

businesses, and government. In sustainability research, there is an essential discussion of which of these 

groups bears power and responsibility. To further explore the power dynamics between those groups, a 

turn to the literature and three main approaches: the ‘voluntarist approach,’ the ‘determinist approach,’ 

and the dialectical approach’ (Cherrier 2012). The dialectical approach “highlights the dynamic 

interplay between the individual and structural forces” (Cherrier 2012: 249). This approach breaches 

the gap between the other approaches mentioned earlier and can be considered somewhat reductionist. 
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The power dynamics between the different interest groups is evenly distributed and could be argued to 

offer a valuable perspective to acknowledge both structure and individual aspects. 

Investigating how a Coliving compared to a single-living facilitates the individual’s ability to practice a 

sustainable lifestyle, there is a president for looking to literature that explores change and how change 

occurs following the structure—a dialectal approach, like practice theory (Giddens, 1984). 

 

Turning the attention to Pro-environmental behavior, the process can be explored according to many 

different frameworks and theories. Environmental sociology is the study of consumer behavior and 

lifestyles, and the field has, for a long time, researched empirical studies according to a specific 

theoretical inspired variant of environmental sociology that tries to model human behaviors. The specific 

model I refer to is Fishbein and Ajzen's (1975) social science model of attitude-behavior. The model is 

straightforward and easily applied to empirical quantitative analysis, which focuses on the individual’s 

behavior with less focus on the contextual properties of structures and external factors. To understand 

how the Coliving initiatives stimulate residents’ ability to practice a sustainable lifestyle, a holistic 

approach is more applicable that incorporates structures of external factors onto the individual's 

behaviors and lifestyles.  

In recent times there have been strides that bring the focus onto perspectives that incorporate a holistic 

worldview where structure or external factors and individual behaviors may be analyzed within the same 

framework. This is apparent in Kollmuss & Agyeman's deliberation of evaluating numerous theoretical 

frameworks that have been used in research in environmental sociology. They argue that hundreds of 

studies have been undertaken without a definite explanation of how the gap between possessing 

environmental knowledge and environmental awareness and displaying pro-environmental behaviors is 

formed. Their analysis aims to incorporate some of the most influential and commonly used frameworks 

to illuminate the complexity of the question of what shapes pro-environmental behaviors and lifestyles 

(2010).  

Kolmuss & Agyeman's contribution is a framework that could be of interest for applying to the thesis 

to answer the research questions. However, the lack of structural elements in the model and theoretical 

validation and testing makes a practical implementation challenging to motivate. The framework is only 

focused on pro-environmental behaviors and is not necessarily applicable to a general change by a 

structure like Coliving and how they, compared to single-living, facilitate an individual’s ability to 

practice a sustainable lifestyle. 

The review provided by Jackson further investigates behavior change for both pro-environmental and 

pro-social behavior, in line with the objective of the thesis. The author highlights the importance of 

social dimensions of consumer behavior and the social process as “significant impediments to pro-

environmental consumer behavior. Nevertheless, they can also be powerful forces for pro-environmental 

and pro-social change.” (Jackson, 2005). Additionally, Jackson highlights the discursive consciousness 

as a vital aspect of “unfreezing” bad habits and the importance of recognizing community management 
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of social recourses and cultural rules in promoting the common good. The author finishes the argument 

by describing, “Changing behaviour cannot be conceived as the processes of encouraging change at the 

individual level; pro-environmental behavioural change has to be a social process.” (Jackson, 2005). 

 

Altogether, recognizing social structures and participatory community-based organizations as an 

essential aspect of pro-environmental and pro-social behavior change is significant. These findings in 

the literature further consolidate the argument for investigating how Coliving compared to single living 

facilitate sustainable lifestyles. The findings also consolidate the argument for utilizing practice theory 

as the theoretical framework for investigating the interactions between social recourses and cultural 

rules with the resident to form sustainable lifestyles. 

 

Unfortunately, this linkage has not been directly assessed in the literature in terms of sustainability itself. 

That being said, three theories have been applied to other phenomena explaining behaviors that might 

prove helpful in assessing the link between coliving and sustainability in this project, specifically 

practice theory, clan control theory, and institutional theory. In Practice theory, practices are the subject 

of study to seek understanding and explanations for the cultural and social world around us (Rouse 

2007), which is acquired through the analysis of repetitive practices in everyday life. Another theory 

that could prove useful is clan control theory, which holds to the idea that two control system styles, 

comprising decentralized (i.e., market) and centralized (i.e., bureaucratic) controls, work against the 

tendency of individuals to deviate in their behaviors. Much like Practice theory, this theoretical approach 

could prove helpful in examining coliving housing situations, though it has yet to be utilized in this 

fashion. Lastly, there is the institutional theory, which seeks to understand such things as why 

organizations adopt behaviors that follow normative demands on them, even though this conflicts with 

the attainment of economic goals, or how objects become infused with significance and meaning beyond 

their utility values (Lincoln 1995, p. 1147). While it can be seen in the literature examined above that 

attempts have been made to apply institutional theory to some degree in terms of housing, no actual 

attempts have been made to understand its impact on sustainability in this fashion (Dacin, Goodstein, 

and Scott 2002). This brings me to the theory section itself, where I will go into a deeper examination 

of practice theory, clan control theory, and institutional theory, as well as justify the usage of these three 

theories for examining how living situations like coliving might impact sustainable behaviors. 

 



 

23 

3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The theoretical framework of the thesis will provide the necessary foundation to analyze the findings. 

The framework consists of Practice theory, which is the foundation in which the thesis will be built upon 

to investigate how Coliving initiatives stimulate sustainable lifestyles. Practice theory is a sociological 

theory to explain a change in the environment between structure and agency. 

 

3.1 Practice theory 
For reasons outlined in the literature review, practice theory is a theoretical framework for investigating 

changes in a social system like Coliving. The thesis aims to outline the mechanisms of change that 

stimulate sustainable lifestyles. The theory of practice was, therefore, motivated as a framework within 

the social sciences that explore interactions for change. Giddens further explains that social sciences “is 

neither the experience of the individual actor, not the existence of any form of social totality, but social 

practices ordered across time and space” (Giddens, 1984, 2). What is described by Giddens as the 

fundamentals of practice theory as the interaction between structure and agency to explain the change. 

This is a representation of scholars in practice theory who share the belief that “the social is a field of 

embodied materially interwoven practises centrally organized around shared practical understandings” 

(Schatzki 2001, 3). The interaction between structure and agency can be translated into internal and 

external factors, which is the result of practice. Internal processes are embodied in the agent, and the 

external processes are the social structures. Giddens calls the internal processes discursive consciousness 

and practical consciousness. Discursive consciousness is the cognitive and affective processes that are 

intentional actions that the agent is performing to serve a specific outcome. Practical consciousness, on 

the other hand, is described as habitual processes that are the opposite, unintentional, and subject to 

behavioral patterns and routines (Giddens, 1984). 

Giddens defines structures as external processes influencing practices as either rules or recourses 

(Giddens, 1984). The duality of practice can be found in the constant interaction between agency and 

structure to form practice. The practice is neither one nor the other; it is a constant duality in the 

formation of practice (Giddens, 1984). Further, dualities are a hallmark of practice theory, as described 

by Bourdieu, deconstructing objectivity and subjectivity as inseparable from one another (1990). 

Change and stability are further examples of dualities that can be found in the literature on practice 

theory (Farjoun, 2010). 

According to the dualities identified in practice theory, rules have two aspects: “Rules relate on the 

one hand to the constitution of meaning and on the other to the sanctioning of modes of social conduct” 

(Giddens, 1984). Sewall further interprets Giddens explanation of rules as “generalizable procedures” 

that may be used differently according to the circumstances as they arise (Sewell, 1992). The conception 

of rules as constructs that govern society and the cultural realm of activities and institutions can be traced 
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back to Kant's natural laws (Rouse, 2006). Rules are further described as norms, laws, and meanings of 

performance that govern the cultural realms. A conceptualization of rules in a context of consumption 

might be the concept of dressing in black to a funeral leading to a need to purchase or borrow a black 

suit from a friend. 

Recourses, as described by Gidden as “structured properties of social systems, drown upon and 

reproduced by knowledgeable agents in the course of interaction,”. In other words, recourses are 

fundamental means of exercising power (Giddens 1984, 15). Sewell interpreted Giddens's use of 

recourses as a means to achieve power and enhance one’s position by accumulating access to recourses 

(1992).  A consumption concept might be one’s access to a bike, which enables an agent to travel faster 

and longer distances as a means of transportation. 

There is sustainable consumption and lifestyle research that has applied theories of practice (Spaargaren 

2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; 

Shove 2003). These writers applied practice theory to use structural determinants of practice, neither 

encouraging nor discouraging whether the practices are pro-environmental. In other words, structures 

can either enable or constrain agents’ practices. Spaargaren explains his position: 

 

“When there is a high level—both in quantitative and qualitative respects—of green provisioning, 

people are more or less brought into a position in which the greening of their corresponding lifestyle 

segment becomes a feasible option.” (Spaargaren 2003, 690) 

 

Sourtherton et al. identifies certain deficiencies regarding Spaargarens example of green provisioning 

according to 3 different types of constraints. First, there is a lack of recourses for choosing a sustainable 

lifestyle; second, the rules or norms are counteracting practices that promote sustainable lifestyles; third, 

there are infrastructural shortcoming’s in the environment in which the agent is situated that constrain 

the agent's ability to take on practices that are sustainable (2004). 

Spaargaraen has influenced the current status of sustainable consumption research and the specific 

thread of practice theory that he has implemented from Giddens takes on structuration. Spaargarens 

influence on sustainable consumption research is explained by his “domains of social life” as an 

expression of people’s engagements in consuming food, transportation, or housing. Other studies in the 

same area have focused on a single domain of practice at a time (Shove 2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and 

Shove 2005). Spaargaren expands his analysis by introducing two intermediary concepts for lifestyles 

and systems of provision. Lifestyles are yet again implemented from Giddens work whose definitions 

are as follows; 

 

“a more or less integrated set of practices which an individual embraces, not only because such 

practices fulfill utilitarian needs, but because they give material form to a particular narrative of the 

self.” (Giddens 1991, 81) 
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The definition of lifestyles in both Giddens and Spaargaren's work is: “more or less integrated set of 

practices”. Attempting to change a certain set of practices in a sustainability context would not 

necessarily imply a fully embraced sustainable lifestyle due to the duality between stability and change, 

as previously stated (Farjoun, 2010). To further exemplify Spaargarens interpretation of Giddens's work, 

his concept of “systems of provision” is a set of rules and recourses in interaction with lifestyles (agency) 

to create practices. 

Explaining how Coliving compared to single living facilitate sustainable lifestyles is exactly what 

practice theory can offer by looking at the interaction between the structure and agency to unravel the 

changes that occur. The Coliving can be explained as the “social intermediary” that offers the residents 

a new set of rules and recourses that will either constrain or enable a sustainable lifestyle (Southerton, 

Chappells, and van Vliet 2004). 

Coliving initiatives could potentially be explained with Spaargarens terminology as “routes for 

innovation,” which is essential for sustainability research given a focus on community practice 

engagement. 

The importance of this study is how the Coliving compared to a single living will enable or constrain 

the participants to practice a sustainable lifestyle. This fits in with Warde explanation of adopting and 

developing new practices such as: 

 

“Processes of enrolment into practices will range from introduction to domestic ones during infancy to 

joining of formal associations for the pursuit of social and recreational activities.” (2005, 145) 

 

Warde's use of associations as the medium for impacting participant's lifestyles is further explained 

according to a process of enrollment “through which modes of consumption become embedded in 

conventions of daily practice” (Southerton et al. 2004, 33). The strength of practice theory is apparent 

in Warde's understanding of the “collective development of modes of appropriate conduct in everyday 

life” (2005, 146). The contextualization of “appropriate” lifestyles fits Coliving that aims to stimulate 

sustainable lifestyles in their residents through a “formal association”.  

The literature on practice theory provides an exceptional explanatory framework for investigating how 

Coliving compared to single living, facilitates a sustainable lifestyle in their residents. The theory of 

practice allows for explaining the interaction between the structural elements of the Coliving initiative 

as rules and recourses with internal processes as the discursive and practical consciousness in order to 

explain the practices that change the residents. 

3.1.1 Mechanisms 
To explain the interactions between agency and structure, there is a need for an approach that builds a 

theory on causation. The mechanism, as defined by Pawson and Tilley’s in Realistic evaluation are 
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processes of “how program outputs follow from the stakeholders’ choices (reasoning) and their capacity 

(resources) to put these into practice” (Pawson and Tilley 1997). In other words, mechanisms can 

explain the causation of outcomes from social interventions and how these outcomes are reached 

(Pawson and Tilley 1997). 

The authors further explain, “Social mechanisms are thus about people’s choices and the capacities 

they derive from group membership.” (Pawson and Tilley 1997). This fits perfectly with the application 

of practice theory for describing the facilitation of sustainable lifestyles in Coliving and single-living 

has on the agency “people’s choices.”  

 

3.1.2 Framework 
Middlemiss has illustrated the interactions between the internal and external processes of a community-

based organization from the outline of practice theory with mechanisms to explain the link between 

structure and agent (Middlemiss, 2011). The foundation of this theoretical framework will be applied to 

the contextualization of the Coliving initiative to expand the applicability of the framework. In 

Middlemiss model of lifestyle changes, the differentiation of rules and recourses that are apparent in a 

community-based organization is modeled according to figure 1 (Middlemiss, 2011). In the figure, there 

is further differentiation between what Giddens called external and internal processes (Giddens, 1984). 

Middlemiss clarifies those differentiations by naming the structural elements that stimulate the agent, as 

Spaargaren (2003) used the terminology “system of provisions. Middlemiss calls these elements: 

Organizational recourses, Infrastructural resources, People recourse, and Cultural rules. 

Organizational recourses for the Coliving operator or the community can be described as providing 

leadership, bringing residents together, and organizing events or activities. Infrastructural recourses can 

be described as the building in which the residents live, the design of their interior space, what facilities 

the residents have access to, or the financial recourses that either the operator or the community have 

access to. It also includes the range of services that either the community or the operator offers the 

residents, as well as technical infrastructure such as communication systems etc. People recourses can 

stem from the community, which is other residents or the resident in question's recourses such as values, 

identity, historical experiences of Coliving or sustainable lifestyles, and the ability to change practices. 

Cultural rules are not recourses but govern the society and cultural realms of activities, as described by 

Rouse (2006). 
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Figure 1. “Model of sustainable lifestyle change in the community” (Middlemiss, 2011) 

 

The elements of the agency used in the thesis are drawn upon Giddens's terminology. Practical 

consciousness is the practical and habitual practice that a resident is performing without a specific 

intention. The practice is unintentional and constructed through habits and day-to-day behaviors 

(Giddens, 1984). Discursive consciousness, as applied in the analysis of practice change illustrates the 

intentional, either knowledge-based or value-based conscious changes in practice. 

Changes that the agency is performing through either discursive or practical consciousness lead to a 

sustainable lifestyle or not. Lifestyle changes can be enabled or constrained by structures. This model 

provided by Middlemiss can aid in the analysis of the different structures as well as contextualizing the 

model to a Coliving initiative.  
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Figure 2. Mechanism types or possible routes to change that was found in this study (Middlemiss, 2011). 

 

The mechanism identified by Middlemiss in a community-based organization promoting sustainable 

lifestyles will also be applied to the contextualization of a Coliving initiative, as illustrated in figure 2. 

To plot how practices are formed and changed in the setting of the Coliving initiatives, the use of 

mechanisms is applied to formulate the underlying principle of change. Middlemiss has plotted four 

types of mechanisms as described in the literature, and Giddens, in particular, agency and structure, are 

constantly stimulating each other to create practices. Therefore, the constant factor of practice change is 

derived from the perspective of community and organizational recourses and/or rules as the pinnacle of 

practice change. The exception is for the last mechanism, the feedback mechanism, which portrays the 

duality of practice theory and the constant interaction between agency and structure. 

 

3.2 Clan Control theory 
Control theory might be thought of as dealing with the investigation of an organization’s efficiency 

criteria and from that, predicting the form that the organization takes on in its structure (Ouchi 1980). 

Within this is the transactions cost approach (Ouchi 1980) which allows the researcher to identify the 

conditions which allow for the mediating of exchanges between individuals, of which there are three 

basic mechanisms for control. According to Ouchi (1980), the first of these mechanisms is represented 

by markets, which are most efficient when performance ambiguity is low, and goal incongruence is 

high. The second of these is in the form of bureaucracies, which are most efficient when goal 

incongruence and performance ambiguity are both moderately high, and the third of these is clans, in 

which they are most efficient when performance ambiguity is high and goal incongruence is low (Ouchi 

1980). In terms of coliving, which is defined by individual residents coming together to lead separate 

lives that are bounded by shared living goals, a clan is the most apt categorization. Generally speaking, 

a clan is a culturally homogenous group of members who share common norms, beliefs, and values 

(Ouchi & Price, 1978). In addition, to function, clan control draws on peer monitoring and sanctions 

against those not complying with clan goals to spread shared values, norms, and beliefs. Clan control 

can be especially relevant in the case of sustainability in coliving models, as it proves helpful in 

situations where outcomes are unclear (as the ineffectiveness of sustainability) or when behavior is hard 

to specify (Kirsch 1996, 2004). 

 

Clan control theory is a subset of control theory, which deals with informal socialization mechanisms 

that, over time, facilitate the sharing of beliefs, values, and understandings among members of whatever 

organization is under examination (Turner & Makhija 2006). Further, this might also be exemplified by 

a general promotion of shared common values, as well as exerting social control over individuals that 
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adhere to norms and values as normative requirements and traditions (Ouchi 1980). In addition, it is 

important to note that normative requirements for clan control involve a degree of reciprocity as well as 

some form of legitimate authority in order for the basic social agreements to function efficiently. In the 

case of coliving, this would be represented by the requirements and duties of living there. These 

conditions can be dynamic and change over time if uncertainty or opportunism results (Ouchi 1980). 

 

Unlike alternatives that rely on direct applications of formal power or organizational authority to control, 

clan control relies on the interactions between clan members to influence, regulate, or outright direct 

others to achieve the goals of projects. Examples of these interactions might include rituals, ceremonies, 

norms, or peer sanctions, which occur between controllers and controlees (Kirsch 1997). Aptly fitting 

the examination of coliving arrangements, the controller in clan control is often portrayed as being a 

peer of other residents (Jaworski 1988; Jaworski et al. 1993; Kirsch 1996; Kohli and Kettinger 2004). 

The result of this can be tension, as the controller may end up having goals that are distinct from those 

pursued by the clan, the result of which has been the suggestion by some to reduce tension by reducing 

formal control (Cardinal et al. 2004; Gittell 2000; Sundaramurthy and Lewis 2003). 

 

Kohi and Kettinger (2004) present clan control as arising from the adherence to common agreements. 

For this reason, clan control offers leverage in the form of informal power in an existing clan to align 

behaviors with its overall goals. That being said, the absence of a clan makes it unlikely that efforts at 

clan control will occur following the start of a project, or in this case, the launch of a specific coliving 

housing. Indeed, when individuals have their distinct agendas, as well as lack general common interests, 

the implementation of clan control is difficult at best (Ouchi 1979; Wilkins and Ouchi 1983). 

 

Another conceptual approach is to see clan control as developing a clan through socialization 

mechanisms. For example, Rowe and Wright’s (1997) mechanisms of clan control, which include 

training and socialization, lead to a reduction in similarities between individuals that a clan might be 

developed. In the context of coliving, training and socialization might include chore lists or game nights 

and shared activities. So long as engagement along these lines occurs, Choudhury and Sabherwal (2003) 

assert that common values, philosophies, and beliefs will result, which will help build the clan. The 

emergence of an effective clan would result after the emergence of norms that facilitate the organizations 

goals (Kirsch 1996, 1997; Ouchi 1980). As such, a practical framework built on clan control theory as 

applied to coliving would see how entering into that living situation by an individual (i.e., joining the 

clan) will contribute to the building of structural ties, cognitive ties, and relational ties with those they 

are coliving with, and the resulting degree that social capital has been reappropriated into sustainable 

practices. 
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3.3 Institutional theory 
Contrary to the two previous theoretical frameworks, institutional theory tends to focus more on the 

deeper, resilient aspects of social structure, such as how schemas, norms, rules, and routines become 

authoritative guidelines for social behaviors (Meyer & Rowan 1977). To do so, it inquires as to how 

these elements are themselves adopted, created, diffused, or adapted over time and space, and even in 

certain situations, how they end up declining or falling into disuse. According to Meyer and Rowan 

(1977), there are a wide variety of institutional systems that vary across space and time that have 

provided diverse guidelines for acceptable social behaviors. That being said, the modern world is mainly 

dominated by those systems which embrace rationality and, in turn, support the creation of more 

organizations (Meyer & Rowan 1977). 

 

With this being the case, it is no real surprise that institutional theory has become a dominant approach 

to macro-organizational theory research (Greenwood, Oliver, Sahlin, & Suddaby, 2008). Generally 

speaking, institutional theory has historically focused on why it is that organizations have engaged in 

activities that are legitimate within the symbolic realm over the material one and why these organizations 

might engage in the pursuit of behaviors that satisfy normative demands but conflict with the attainment 

of economic goals of things infused with importance above their utility values (Suddaby 2010). As such, 

institutional theory might best be thought of as being interested in the tendency of social structures or 

processes to acquire meaning and stability over time through existing rather than as a result of their 

being used to achieve some specific end (Lincoln 1995, p. 1147). 

 

In terms of institutions, they can be defined as social structures that hold strong rules, engage in strong 

relations, and have more resources (Giddens 1984). Generally speaking, these attributes contribute to 

institutions as being social structures that possess a significant amount of resilience. This is likely 

derived from how these institutional organizations are composed of elements that are normative, 

regulative, and cultural-cognitive in nature that is combined with activities and resources that result in 

stability and meaning in their members' social lives. In addition, these institutions might operate in a 

range of jurisdictions, from as simple as relationships between individuals to world-spanning ones with 

all states as members. Significant work related to these conceptions of institutions includes Oliver’s 

(1991) work demonstrating the responses of organizations to organizational pressures and how 

Dimaggio and Powell (1983) and Scott and Meyer (1983) recognize how cultural and network systems 

have given rise to socially constructed arenas in which independent organizations can carry out their 

specialized functions in search of their specific goals. 

 

Based on Scott (1995, 2001), institutions are comprised of regulative, normative, and cultural cognitive 

elements that provide stability and meaning for the social lives of individuals as a result of their 
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associated activities or resources. Although researchers disagree in terms of the relative emphasis placed 

on these different elements and the levels of analysis in which they work, there is a common recognition 

that social behaviors and their resources are rotted in cultural schema and the rules system that govern 

them (Giddens 1979; Sewell 1992). Indeed, the relational and material features are constituted, 

constrained or empowered by the virtual elements of the institution, which they, in turn, produce and 

reproduce (Giddens 1979; Sewell 1992).  

 

With this being the case, the framework would assert that institutions are constructed of diverse elements 

that have different bases of order and compliance, different mechanisms and guiding logic, as well as 

differing rationales for establishing their legitimacy. As such, they vary amongst themselves and over 

time which attributes become dominant in their function. Institutional theory is applied to the thesis to 

explain the institutional level of actors and their corresponding influence over the two cases under 

comparison. The aim is to differentiate the community-level structures from those of other levels of 

institutional actors. Hence give a more precise explanation for which of the structures of the coliving or 

single living are attributed to the facilitation of sustainable lifestyles. By comparing single-living and 

coliving, and if the corresponding institutional level of rules is the same for both cases, it can be 

concluded which structure has more sustainable characteristics.  

 

 

3.4 Justifications 
The approach to utilizing these three theories as alternative explanations for understanding how living 

situations do or do not influence the adaption of sustainable behaviors lies in how they cover the different 

ways influence might be brought to bear on residents. Practice theory covers how the behaviors of the 

cultural and social world around residents might lead to changes in repetitive practices in everyday life. 

Clan control theory covers how the market (i.e., costs of living) and bureaucracy (i.e., the structure of 

coliving or independent living) of where residents live might lead to changes in sustainable behaviors. 

Lastly, institutional theory covers how the institution of coliving or independent living might lead to 

changes in residents sustainable behaviors. With this in mind, the examination of interviews with 

residents of these two kinds of living situations will be able to cover three main ways in which 

sustainable behaviors might be modified in hopes of attaining greater clarification on which of them 

best explains why this does or does not happen. The expectation is that proceeding in this way will 

provide clarity of an understudied aspect of coliving and independent living situations, informing how 

future research might best build upon this work.  
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4 METHODOLOGY 
In this chapter, a complete display and critical reflection of the choices made in the methodology are 

presented. Motivations for those choices, as well as consequences of the choices not taken, will be 

provided. A further explanation for why a comparative case study design was chosen from a qualitative 

research perspective will be explained as well as the data collection of interviews as the primary data 

sources. Research strategy, design, data collection, analysis, and research quality are the main topics 

of discussion in this chapter. 

 

4.1 Research strategy 
 Both qualitative and quantitative research methods may be used while conducting research projects 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015). This research, which aims to understand "the social world through an 

examination of the interpretation of that world by its participants," uses the earlier stated (Bryman & 

Bell, 2015, p.392). The focus of qualitative research is consequently on what is said verbally, which 

encompasses the respondents’ opinions (ibid.). As a result, qualitative research aims to provide a 

comprehensive knowledge of the issue being examined (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). The research 

question the study seeks to answer serves as the foundation for a particular research methodology 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015; Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). It is preferable to use a qualitative technique 

when doing business research that is motivated by a research question that begins with the words what, 

how, or why (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). A qualitative research approach was thus chosen for this 

study since it aims to address the research question, "How do coliving and single living compare to each 

other in the context of facilitating sustainable lifestyles?" Theoretically supported, the author of this 

study is confident that a qualitative research approach will provide a clearer understanding of how 

coliving and single living compare to each other in facilitating sustainable lifestyles. 

 

The approach to theory in this study uses an abductive research methodology, which combines deductive 

and inductive thinking (Bryman & Bell, 2015). As a writer, I have consistently transitioned between 

theory and actual findings (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). Deductive reasoning was used to begin the 

investigation, and literature reviews of current theories in coliving, cohousing, sharing economy & 

sustainability were conducted. The creation of interview questions for the data collection was driven by 

relevant results from the literature. Nevertheless, when empirical data were gathered and I began to 

examine the results, other elements came to light that needed to be taken into account. As a result, the 

theoretical framework was reviewed and gradually changed according to an inductive approach, adding 

literature to strengthen the connection between theory and empirical findings. This is consistent with the 

finding of Dubois and Gadde (2002) that "theory cannot be comprehended without empirical data and 

vice versa" (p. 555), as well as the reality that observations occasionally reveal unexpected themes, 
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necessitating an adjustment to the theoretical framework. Additionally, this study is based on a case 

study methodology which has occasionally been acknowledged as an ineffective strategy. This is 

primarily because of its limited capacity to generate anything other than exhaustive accounts of various 

occurrences (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). Due to the fact that it improves the examples' capacity for an 

explanation, investment, in theory, is therefore presented by Dubois and Gadde (2002) as the ideal 

remedy to address this drawback. Therefore, it is stated that systematic theory-reality matching might 

provide more than just an inductive strategy in which a new theory is produced from the obtained facts 

(Dubois & Gadde, 2002; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). 

4.2 Research design 
 

To produce in-depth insights into the phenomenon of this study, I chose a case study design. A case 

study is characterized as "a research technique which focuses on understanding the dynamics existing 

within settings" (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 534). (Yin, 2012). As a result, the improved comprehension may 

lead to greater clarity and knowledge regarding both the circumstances of the researched instances as 

well as the cases themselves (Dubois & Gadde, 2002; Yin, 2012). The case study research technique is 

particularly well suited for studies with a research topic that is either descriptive or explanatory, starting 

with what, how, or why, and where its empirical data is best acquired in real-world circumstances 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009; Yin, 2012). The case study methodology was deemed to be the 

most suitable research technique since this study is explanatory and is driven by the research question, 

"How do the coliving and single living compare to each other in the context of facilitating sustainable 

lifestyles?" Case studies can contain both single and numerous instances and typically incorporate 

several data collection techniques, including interviews, documents, and observations (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). The option of comparing and contrasting the instances was 

viewed as a more reliable way than simply including one example. Thus I chose a multiple-case 

comparative strategy to improve the study's quality. This is in line with Yin (2012), who emphasizes 

that multiple-case studies are more complicated to conduct than single-case studies but also more 

rewarding because they give the authors more assurance about the empirical findings. I interviewed two 

housing types of housing alternatives in Stockholm, Sweden, by this guidance. To provide a complete 

view of the included instances, secondary data and statistics on overseas sales were also looked at. 

 

Conducting case studies also offers the chance to adopt a comprehensive strategy. The objective of this 

study aligns with the definition of a comprehensive case study, which includes analyses of the cases and 

their circumstances (Yin, 2012). In these situations, the environment is crucial because I want to 

understand how coliving and single-living housing alternatives facilitate sustainable lifestyles. Despite 

this, case studies are periodically criticized for lacking credibility regarding the researchers' stages in 

the study process, and writers are sometimes accused of simply looking at what they want to see (Yin, 
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2012). I tried to prevent the aforementioned from occurring by triangulating the data. To ensure that 

"the data are telling you what you think they are telling you," triangulation refers to adopting more than 

one data-gathering method (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009, p. 146). The approach that I used to 

triangulate the data was based on my observation while conducting the interviews in the homes of the 

residents. Additionally, information from documents on the coliving space and the single-living has 

been useful in corroborating data gathered during the interviews. Therefore, documentation and 

secondary data are used to support the interviews. 

4.3 Data collection 

4.3.1 Selection of cases and informants 
A purposive selection approach was used since the goal was to learn more about how coliving and single 

living compare to each other in the context of facilitating sustainable lifestyles. This methodology, also 

known as judgment sampling, is non-random because I, the author, am aware of the questions that need 

to be answered and choose participants that, to the best of my knowledge, I feel would provide me with 

that information (Etikan, Musa & Alkassim, 2016). The majority of the time, this sampling technique is 

used in qualitative studies (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p.429). The inability of the researcher to generalize 

as much as possible with a random sample is one drawback of non-random sampling.  

 

Stockholm, Sweden, was selected as the location for the study. The reasons were that this is the place in 

Sweden where the only coliving space existed at the time when this study began. This location is also 

familiar to the reseracher since he has family ties in the city and several connections, not to mention 

within the same country of origin, hence speaking the language and easy access with travel. Stockholm 

and Sweden are also known for sustainability, and the Swedish people for practicing some practices that 

are sustainable lifestyles and are revered in the international community for their sustainability 

commitments. As a result, the instances chosen for the study were partly chosen for convenience, which 

is another type of non-probability sampling (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009)  

 

A list of inclusion criteria was created before contacting possible coliving spaces in Sweden to ensure 

they would be pertinent to the investigation. The selection was restricted by the criterion only to include 

coliving spaces with more than 30 residents and several common spaces. The second criterion further 

stipulated that only coliving spaces that would market themselves as coliving spaces would be 

considered. Regarding the definition of coliving provided in the introduction, there was only one place 

in Sweden that would fit the description of a coliving under these selection criteria. 

 

The author contacted K9-coliving, and since it is a self-governing community, it was up to the 

community members themselves to choose if they wanted to participate in the study or not. Therefore 
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the author was allowed to pose the questions on their communication platform, whether any community 

member wanted to participate as informants, resulting in an interview. 

The first initial attempt resulted in a few pre-study interviews with residents. The interviews later used 

in this study and analyzed as well as transcribed, were gathered using a similar process of posing a 

question on K9-colivings communication platform for participants. 

 

The single-living household was included as a comparative case, according to Bryman and Bell's 

recommendations, to include cases in the research that are different to improve the sample diversity 

(2015). Therefore, searching for a single living case with an informant followed a different process. The 

major difference is that there is not only one case in Sweden but thousands. Hence, to compare apples 

to apples, there was a range of different selection criteria that would decrease the number of possible 

cases to contact. One criterion is that the single-living household needed to be in the same neighborhood 

as of K9-Coliving, which severally diminished the number of possible cases. 

 

These were the following selection criteria for the single-living building: 

• Preferably in the same neighborhood as K9, which is Östermalm, Stockholm. 

• The single living should be in a Multi-family apartment building such as the one where K9-

coliving resides. 

 

The search process was optimized for finding an individual instead of searching for a case and an 

individual within the case. Therefore the selection criteria for the specific resident of the single living is 

essential to mention. The profile of the informant that was living in a single living, therefore, had to fit 

one of the residents of the coliving space. 

 

These were the following selection criteria for finding a suitable informant in a single-living household.  

• Be at least 21 years old 

• Lived in a one-person household for at least one year 

• Earn at least 35tkr / month 

• Bachelor’s or higher university degree 

• Rents or owns an apartment in Stockholm's urban environment, preferably in or around 

Östermalm 

• Have lived in Sweden for at least four years  

• Speak Swedish fluently 

 

With the above selection criteria, the author was using several networks to find informants that would 

fit the selection criteria. The networks that were prompted were a selection of one in which the group 
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members attended a co-creative festival called Borderland and another which the group members 

attended a co-creative retreat called Elevate. Both of those groups had people that was not only fitting 

the selection criteria on paper but were part of communities that had similar values as the K9 Coliving 

community. The intention was to find an informant that was as similar as possible to the ones that were 

already interviewed in the Coliving, with the only difference being that they would live in single-living 

housing. All other variables are fixed, and the only changing variable would be their living situation. 

 

4.3.2 Data sources 
The research methodology was somewhat retrospective, i.e., it took into account already-occurring 

events in order to address our research question: “How do the coliving and single living compare to each 

other in the context of facilitating sustainable lifestyles?” (Halinen & Törnroos, 2005). Furthermore, 

case studies should use a variety of approaches rather than just one source of information. Observations, 

interviews, archival records, papers, participant observation, and tangible artifacts are six examples of 

recurring sources of evidence (Yin, 2012). I have decided to include interviews, documents & secondary 

data sources as well as observations in the research collectively, as mentioned in 2.3 Case Studies. 

Triangulation is the process of using several techniques or data sources in qualitative research to create 

a thorough knowledge of a phenomenon (Patton, 1999). Triangulation has also been considered a 

qualitative research technique to examine validity by bringing together data from many sources. 

 

4.3.2.1 Interviews 

Interviews with the cases in this study were the primary data collection method. The format of an 

interview can range widely from being formal and regimented to being more relaxed and allowing the 

responder greater freedom to speak (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). As a result, interviews are 

frequently described as structured, semi-structured, or unstructured, and they may also be divided into 

standardized and non-standardized interviews (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). Semi-structured, 

non-standardized interviews were used in this investigation. All interviews were conducted face-to-face 

on-site at the resident’s home in Stockholm. These personal interviews allowed respondents to ask 

questions, get clarifications, and provide thoughtful responses.  

Additionally, it provided me with the chance to observe the respondents' postures and their surroundings 

while conducting the interviews. According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009), qualitative 

interviews are the most appropriate approach for this study's explanatory nature since they allow me, 

the writer, to draw informal connections between various aspects. Additionally, using a semi-structured 

method with predetermined themes throughout the interviews allowed me to adjust the questions I asked 

based on the responses I received from the respondents while ensuring that the issues we needed to cover 

were covered. 
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Two interviews were conducted with the residents of K9 and one interview with a single-living 

household resident. The themes from the theory and the literature review were considered motivations 

for the generation of prompts to guide the semi-structured interview questions with the resident. They 

may be found in (See Appendix 1). Each interview was recorded with the consent of all the respondents. 

This was necessary to focus on listening during the interviews, listen to them again later, and then pull 

out the direct quotes needed for key findings (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2009). All interviews 

were recorded and transcribed (Bryman and Bell, 2015). 

 

Category Nationality 
# 
Interviews Dates Age Gender Name Interview length 

Resident of K9 Swedish 2 May 2020 25-35 Male Micheal 172 

Resident of K9 Colombia 2 May 2020 25-35 Male Jhonatan 180 

Resident of Single-living Swedish & USA 1 April 2022 25-35 Male Edward 161 
 

Micheal was the first one to be interviewed and was selected through the means of asking the coliving 

community for interviewees to participate in the research. Micheal is between the age of 25-35, a male 

of Swedish origin and have lived in K9-coliving for about one year during the time of the interview. 

Micheal’s past housing situation was living in an apartment with his former partner, and he moved into 

K9 as a result of their broke up. Micheal works as an employee at a technical intensive workplace with 

full employment and a salary between 35-70 000 kr/month before taxes. He has a master’s degree in 

engineering and has a passion for fixing things, and loves plants. 

 

The second informant from K9-coliving is Jhonatan. He is of Colombian decent but have lived in 

Sweden for more than 4 years and can speak Swedish fluently. Previously he lived in an apartment with 

friends before moving into K9 and have lived the majority of his time in K9 while living in Sweden. 

Before arriving to Sweden he lived in Germany. Just as Micheal, Jhonatan has a master's degree in 

engineering and physics and currently works as a management consultant with full-time employment 

and a salary between 35-70 000kr per month before taxes. 

 

The last informant to be interviewed was Edward, who lives in a single living household compared to 

the other informants. Edward is also in the same age group as the other informants and lives in the same 

neighborhood as K9-coliving. He currently lives in a 1,5 bedroom apartment alone with a similar price 

tag as what the other informants pay in the coliving. He has lived there for more than a year and is of 

Swedish and US descent. He is working as a teacher for elementary-level education in the city of 
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Stockholm. He has a bachelor’s degree and full-time employment with a salary between 35-

70 000kr/month before taxes. 

 

It should also be noted that, during the interviews, an important aspect was applied to ensure that the 

answers to the questions were fully attained during the semi-structured interview, called theoretical 

saturation. It is a process of including questions on a similar subject to gather the necessary depth on a 

specific topic of interest. This was applied in the interviews by including a range of different questions 

on a subject, repeating questions as necessary, and including follow-up questions to attain clarity if 

required (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The residents have also been able to member-check the results part 

of the thesis to validify their answers and interpretation of them in the results chapter. Member-

checking is a method for examining the validation of results. Participants receive data or findings to 

verify the correctness and fit with their experiences (Walter, 2016). 

4.3.2.2 Literature review 

The literature review was conducted throughout the process of the thesis. The foundation for collecting 

the necessary data and articles from secondary sources was organized with a matrix. The reasoning for 

using a matrix was highlighted by the supervisor and motivated as a systematic approach for aiding the 

literature review. In this matrix, the literature was compared and categorized according to the field, 

theories, and relevance to the topic, etc. Throughout the processes, these articles were prioritized on a 

scale of 1-5 of importance for providing a foundation for the thesis methods and literature. In the final 

version, the literature prioritized and valued to 5 was included in the final thesis for framing the theories 

and different subjects of interest. To give an example of how a literature review was conducted. A 

literature review implies a thorough search and review of various fields and disciplines that the thesis 

work aims to investigate. Literature, according to Blomqvist, is published material like books, articles 

in journals, dissertations, and other students’ theses (Blomqvist, 2014). The review should synthesize 

material to the extent of abundance to get a systematic understanding of the greater problem and field 

of interest. Apart from a greater understanding of the field, a literature review should critically evaluate 

the current literature and, describe what is known and what is not, identify controversies and gaps in the 

literature. A literature review should also describe the theories and definitions of concepts and methods 

used. The produced literature review comprised the theories, methods, and concepts as well as gaps and 

controversies within the fields and disciplines of interest. Secondary data sources were also gathered as 

documents from Tech farm, its business model, and ongoing research conducted at K9-coliving during 

its initiation period but have never been published in any journal as of yet.  

4.3.2.3 Documents & secondary sources of information 

Apart from the interviews, which were the primary source of data collection, there were a few documents 

gathered from the coliving space as well as information gathered from K9-Colivings website, Instagram, 
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communication platform, and google drive. Apart from K9-Colivings resources of secondary 

information, there was also data gathered from Tech farms website, which was the company that 

operated the coliving before this study was conducted. Those documents were also accessed through 

their google drive and website. 

4.3.2.4 Observations 

All the interviews were conducted in the homes of the participants. The respondents, therefore, gave a 

tour of their home and the different facilities connected not only with the coliving or the single living 

apartment but the amenities situated in the building of the spaces. Conducting the interviews in the 

homes of the respondents face-to-face also gave me the ability to observe their surroundings as well as 

the respondent’s facial and body expressions, emotions, and overall silent language, which gave the 

author a different level of data analysis, useful to understand the overall living situation and lifestyle. 

 

4.4 Analysis Method 
Analysis of the empirical data is a process of critical reflection and openness to different perspectives 

(Blomqvist, 2014). The first part of any qualitative data collection from interviews is the process of 

transcription. The interviews were sound recorded, and the transcription was assisted by Trint speech 

recognition software for faster transcription. After this process, an analytical method was selected. To 

analyze empirical data, there is a multitude of analytical methods to choose from with different 

advantages and disadvantages.  

 

The thematic data analysis method was applied in the analytical process for the reason of it is a more 

flexible approach than most analysis methods. It works well with qualitative methods and interview data 

sets. Finding patterns in the data that are transformed into themes created a more meaningful approach 

than just summarizing the findings (Blomqvist, 2014; Braun and Clarke, 2006). It is the first qualitative 

approach that should be learned, according to Braun & Clarke (2006), since "..it gives essential abilities 

that will be valuable for undertaking many other kinds of analysis" (p.78). An additional benefit is that 

it is a technique rather than a methodology, which is especially advantageous from the standpoint of 

learning and teaching (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Clarke & Braun, 2013). This indicates that, in contrast to 

many qualitative techniques, it is not bound by a particular theoretical or epistemological stance. 

Because of the variety of tasks in learning and teaching, this makes it a very adaptable strategy. Thematic 

analysis can be approached in a variety of ways. Due to this variability, there is significant ambiguity 

regarding the theme analysis' nature, especially how it differs from a qualitative content analysis 

(Vaismoradi, Turunen & Bonda, 2013). I adhered to the six-step approach proposed by Braun & Clarke 

(2006) for this study. This method, which is likely the most influential in the social sciences at least, 

provides a very clear and practical framework for doing thematic analysis. 
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Phase 1 – Familiarizing with the Data 

According to Braun and Clark (2006) the first phase of familiarizing with the data is the process of 

eaither transcribing the interviews or read and re-read the data to identify ideas. Although the 

transcription was aided by speech recognition software, I had to familiarize myself with the data by 

making edits to the text and making sure that the output from the software was in accordance with the 

audio and translated correctly. After the transcription, I also read and re-read the data to identify ideas 

specifically for the benefit of the analysis. Those first ideas centered on sustainability, consumption, 

food, sharing & transportation. 

 

Phase 2 – Generating Initial Codes 

The second phase of thematic analysis is where the initial ideas are used for generating initial codes that 

are highlighted in a systemic way (Braun and Clark, 2006). Codes  are "the most fundamental segment, 

or element, of the raw data or information that may be appraised in a meaningful way addressing the 

phenomena" (Boyatzis,1998: 63). In this phase, I utilized an analysis software used for thematic analysis 

called Dedoose, in which I uploaded the transcripts and, with the program, started with initial coding 

according to different statements and paragraphs that were identified in the transcripts. The coding of 

the transcripts was aided by the literature on the subject of coliving and sustainability and by the theories 

mentioned in the corresponding chapter, not to mention the sharing economy. 

 

Phase 3 – Search for Themes 

Sorting the various codes into probable themes and gathering all the pertinent coded data extracts within 

the discovered themes are part of this step, which refocuses the study at a wider level of themes rather 

than codes (Braun and Clark, 2006). After all the interview transcripts had been coded with the program 

Dedoose, those codes were later used as the foundation for coming up with initial themes. In Dedoose, 

there is a function for creating different levels of codes and themes. This functionality was used for 

clustering and sorting those codes into initial themes that showed promise. This process resulted in many 

themes, some more relevant than others. 

 

Phase 4 – Reviewing themes 

It became clear at this phase that some candidate themes were not actually themes (for example, if there 

was not enough evidence to support them or the data are too varied), while others may merge into one 

another (for example, two themes that appear to be distinct may combine to become one theme). It could 

be necessary to divide certain other themes into their own themes (Braun and Clark, 2006). After initial 

themes had emerged, those were later revised and analysed by looking at Dedoose data analysis features 

of how often and in what conditions the codes were applied, not to mention in what combinations they 

were used with other codes. One requirement for translating the code into themes was to limit the codes 
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that had been triggered at least ten times. Another requirement was codes that had relevance to the topic 

and could be described by the theory. The main themes were also formed by the codes and influenced 

the coding of the interviews. The main themes were formed by influence from the literature in 

combination with the empirical data to describe the subthemes. For example, the theme for resources 

was found in the literature on practice theory and had corresponding codes that were triggered on many 

occasions, which supported the literature. Not all resources that were found in the literature had support 

by triggered codes, but some were, and those were lifted as themes and subthemes. 

 

Phase 5 – Defining Themes 

Define and refine refers to defining the "essence" of each theme (as well as the themes as a whole) and 

pinpointing the particular feature of the data that each theme captures (Braun and Clark, 2006). In this 

phase I establish and improve the themes for the study, and analyze the information included in them. 

In the last phase of the thematic analysis, one last revision of the themes was conducted, which was a 

process of counting the number of themes from 4 to 3 and cutting down the number of subthemes. The 

reason for doing this was to save time and only present the findings according to what I deemed the 

most important for the overall thesis. Phase 5 of the thematic analysis was also the process of defining 

the themes and choosing which sub-themes to include. In other words, this was the process of refining 

the themes to the point of completion and being ready for writing the findings section of the thesis.   

 

4.5 Research quality 
 

It is advisable to conduct many tests where the study's reliability and validity are examined in order to 

ensure that the research is of a high quality (Yin, 2012). Since they are more appropriate for quantitative 

investigations, there is continuous discussion over whether or not these measures may be used in 

qualitative studies (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Morse, Barrett, Mayan, Olson & Spiers, 2002; Stahl & King, 

2020). Even so, the principles have been used in qualitative investigations, but occasionally with small 

modifications. The significance of qualitative research is to ensure trustworthiness (Bryman & Bell, 

2015; Stahl & King, 2020), which is accomplished by adhering to the following criteria. 

 

Credibility, or the qualitative researcher's level of assurance in the veracity of the study's results. 

Triangulation is a technique that researchers might use to demonstrate the validity of their study's 

findings (Stahl & King, 2020). In explanatory research, where the goal is to explain how or why one 

event leads to another, internal validity, often known as credibility, deals with fatality in the analysis 

and is primarily of importance (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The chosen findings often have a subjectivist 

bent because it is up to us as authors to extract pertinent data in order to respond to the research question. 

Because of this, the writers must ensure that the data accurately reflects the subject of the investigation 
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in order to maintain credibility (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). 

Accordingly, respondent validation and triangulations are two procedures that are recommended to 

improve internal validity (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Sending the respondents, the findings gave them a 

chance to offer input and clear up any ambiguities, as was described in the first section. In order to use 

the second strategy, triangulation, many sources of evidence were used (see 4.3.2 Data sources). 

 

External validity, also known as transferability, examines how generalizable the study findings are 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015). Due to the small sample size of qualitative research like case studies, external 

validity is a particularly difficult issue to resolve. Therefore, it is hard to imply that conclusions are 

applicable to various contexts and respondents (Shenton, 2004). The purpose of this chapter is to 

describe the boundaries of the study by explicitly defining as much information about the research 

process as is feasible (ibid.). The study's case strategy was adopted to further increase transferability. 

Even yet, I am aware that adding more example cases would have improved transferability. As a result, 

this has been taken into consideration throughout the whole research project, particularly while 

developing the analysis and findings. However, I think that the findings could be applicable to other 

colivings as well and single living households. 

 

There are two more examples of trustworthiness in qualitative research. Confirmability is one of them 

and is often known as the results' degree of objectivity. This happens when participant responses, rather 

than the researcher's prejudice or personal goals, form the basis of the findings. Researchers can offer 

an audit trail that details each stage of the data analysis that was done to support the choices that were 

made (Stahl & King, 2020). In terms of bias, the researcher that conducted this study has the potential 

for some level of bias, as they did live in K9-Coliving during a period of the thesis work, not to mention 

had income streams sourced from working with projects connected to coliving. Though there might have 

been implicit interests in promoting the housing model as a result, in the interests of conducting good 

scientific research without bias, every effort was taken to mitigate this inclination to the degree possible. 

 

Dependability or reliability is the degree to which the study can be replicated by other researchers with 

the same results. There should be enough information in the report to enable someone else to duplicate 

the study and come to comparable conclusions (Stahl & King, 2020). Being consistent is important to 

as much as possible boost the study's dependability (Leung, 2015). Therefore, in order to improve the 

possibility of finding parallels from which generalizations may be derived, the same interview guides 

has been followed for all cases and interviews. The study can be repeated in part because the interview 

instructions in Appendix 1 can be utilized again in other studies. Additionally, the interviews' recording 

and transcription have reduced any potential misconceptions that may have occurred during the 

interviews by allowing me to listen to the dialogues again. In line with section 4.3.2 Case Studies, the 

dependability has also been increased by triangulating the data. 
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5 RESULTS 
The empirical results from the primary sources of data collection are summarized within this chapter 

according to the framing of the research focus and the three emerging themes from the thematic 

analysis, which are recourses, consumption and change mechanisms. Each theme has subsequent sub-

themes where a comparision between single living and coliving is conducted.  

 

5.1 Resources 
Taken from practice theory, resources are a categorization of the social fabric that an agent can 

interact with to conduct or change their social practices. In the context of economics, the definition of 

resources is the assets that are used to produce goods and services to satisfy human needs (Buinsess 

Standard, 2022). Resources in the context of this study refer to infrastructure, people, and cultural rules 

that can be drawn on by an individual in order to live and function effectively. The terminology is taken 

from the literature of practice theory, community-based organizations, economics, and more 

specifically, the sharing economy and then contextualized to a coliving as well as a single living space. 

In the context of the study, there is a significant difference between the resources in the coliving space 

and the single living. The resources of the coliving emphasize sharing capabilities and the common 

spaces on different levels and contexts, compared to the single-living, which is much more focused on 

private spaces and individuality. 

A good example of this was Edward mentioning that in single living, once an individual steps 

into the entrance of the building, they enter a private and safe space where the focus is on solitude and 

“recharging your batteries” from spending time in the public space of the city. There are other people 

living within the same building, but the emphasis is on the private space and the interaction among 

people living in the building is set to a minimum. In the following sections, the themes which emerged 

from the data regarding resources are discussed. The comparison between the cases in this theme is 

between the resources that are present in the cases and does not focus on the changes or practices of the 

individuals in the space. 

 

5.1.1 Infrastructural Resources 
Infrastructural resources are the assets that affect practices (e.g., transportation systems, 

buildings, furniture, and material goods). It also includes new information, services, or facilities that are 

available to the residents. It allows residents access to lifestyles (Middlemiss, 2011). These resources 

are also either inhibiting or reinforcing sustainable practices, not to mention their economic benefits for 

the residents and, more specifically, how many use the resources and utilize their underlying economic 

value.  Infrastructural resources are all the physical spaces that the study participants have access to in 
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their residence. They are also all of the products that populate the spaces and storage to which the study 

participants have access (Jarvis, 2011). Infrastructural resources also entail the services that are bundled 

with the residence as well as all the technical infrastructure (i.e., hardware and software utilized by the 

study participants to access their lifestyle within their residence.) The private space of the single living 

area is the focal point of the study participants’ lifestyle and interactions compared to the coliving area 

where the common spaces are the focus. 

5.1.1.1 Coliving 

The coliving residence is located within a 5-story building where single living or family 

apartments can also be found. Within the building, residents share the following infrastructural resources 

with the single living and family apartments: a large staircase and entrance, an elevator, a basement for 

storage, and a courtyard that is mostly used for bicycle storage, as well as a laundry room. 

The coliving organizational infrastructure has adopted a self-organizing approach with a 

consensus governance model. The space has 54 residents across four floors which are connected via one 

staircase shared with the entire building as well as an internal staircase only accessible to the coliving 

residents. The coliving space has a total area of 1100 sqm, including both private and shared spaces. 

The private spaces (i.e., bedrooms, including bathrooms) are available in four different configurations. 

Residents have an option of a single room for themselves or they share a room with one person, three 

persons, or five persons. Michael lives in a single room while Jhonatan lives in a room shared with three 

people. It is important to note that every resident has either their own small refrigerator with a small 

freezer compartment or they share that space with someone else. Of the 1100 sqm, there is 400 sqm of 

common space which were described by the study participants as a flexible multifunctional space that 

is used as a coworking area during the day and a living room during the evening with flexibility for 

organizing larger events. They also described having a home gym, meditation/yoga room, creative art 

studio, library, four laundry rooms, and five kitchens. In each kitchen, there is 1 stove, 1 oven, 1 

dishwasher, and a small-sized shared refrigerator with a freezer compartment. In one of the kitchens, 

which is the large kitchen, there are two of every appliance except 2 full-size refrigerators and a freezer 

that are for sharing.  

Along with these facilities are a few services included in the rent, which are cleaning of common 

and private spaces, high-speed internet, all-inclusive rent for utilities (e.g., heat, water, garbage disposal, 

electricity), a community budget of 10,000kr to make collaborative purchases, and fully furnished and 

decorated common and private spaces with included electronic equipment. The technical infrastructure 

is limited to information systems such as the use of Google Drive for the storage of documents and 

spreadsheets for organizing the community. For the communications platform, the community uses 

Slack which has built-in functionality for categorizing different channels according to a defined subject, 

which is useful for collaboration in larger groups and cooperation as well as decision making, according 

to the study participants. 
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5.1.1.2 Single living 

Edward’s apartment is located in a 5-story building and a range of apartment sizes ranging from 

1.5-room apartments to family living apartments with 2 or more rooms. The single living apartment 

where Edward lives is a 1.5-room apartment with a kitchen, a living room, and a dining room that has 

been turned into a bedroom. The apartment was rented already furnished and has three windows facing 

to the west on a busy street. Edward also described a lack of sunlight in the apartment for the better part 

of the day. He also shared that the building has a common laundry room as well as a large balcony on 

the top floor where there is space for cleaning carpets and also has an excellent view from the balcony, 

but there are no furniture or decorations and therefore no people use the space. The study participant 

also described the utilities included in the rent such as water, electricity, and heat. The apartment rent 

also included facility management for breaking down items and cleaning of the common spaces. Internet 

connection was not included in the rent; that was something that the study participant received from his 

mobile phone provider.  

5.1.1.3 Similarities 

The coliving and single living spaces have shared laundry rooms that the entire building can 

use. They both have a facility management company that operates the building in terms of cleaning the 

shared spaces, such as the staircase and managing the everyday repairs needed in the building. The 

cleaning provided by the facility management company is not carried out in the coliving space as the 

cleaning of that space is carried out by the coliving company/operator. Both residences are located in 

the same part of Stockholm, which is called Östermalm. Both of the landlords of the study participants 

are renting the space from the property owner. The tenant’s bills include items such as water, electricity 

and garbage disposals, and recycling capabilities. Edward described the recycling infrastructure of the 

single living: 

 

I think that the whole house appreciates it and it has enabled people to recycle. The closest 

recycling station is on Briger Jarlsgatan and that made me personally a little bit too lazy to carry 

my trash all the time so I used what was offered here in the building. But now I recycle my trash 

because I can and that feels good and it feels like the entire residence are thorough when they 

recycle as well. 

 

In terms of sustainable lifestyle and infrastructural resources, the recycling infrastructure has a 

similar sustainability profile and opportunity to recycle. However, the coliving building has a few more 

options that would make it the more sustainable option when comparing the two cases. 
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5.1.1.4 Differences 

The difference between the household in terms of infrastructural resources are the amount of 

shared infrastructural resources in the residences. Another significant difference is no facilities such as 

kitchens, bathrooms, and living rooms or bedrooms are shared amongst the households in the single 

living building. Michael shared his idea of sustainability and comparison between his previous single 

living accommodation and coliving: 

 

But yes, I use less space by living like this for myself and if you count the people living here 

and how much space they would have used by living alone, it is less material utilization of, for 

example, kitchens. Here we have five kitchens instead of 50 kitchens. 

From an economic perspective, the principles for the shared economy are shown by this example, where 

coliving residents utilize the resources to a much larger extent, increasing its economic benefits without 

demanding more material resources. The economic benefits of a kitchen in the coliving space far 

outweigh the ones in the single-living space. 

There is also a significant difference in terms of services offered. The single living experience 

does not include internet service or cleaning of common spaces, including private spaces. It also does 

not include furnished and decorated common spaces. Another significant difference is the house budget 

of 10 000kr that is allocated to the community and which promotes collaborative purchases such as basic 

house supplies (e.g., salt, oil) and also one-time purchases of goods that are owned by the community 

for the use of the community members.  

 

Communication is also different. The coliving community has a well-integrated communication 

and decision platform called Slack where everyday communication can be conducted as well as 

decision-making. In terms of infrastructural resources, coliving with its shared common spaces is much 

more sustainable in terms of material usage. Additionally, populating the spaces with furniture and 

decorations and limited personal storage space limits the individual’s ability to consume and own as 

much as the infrastructure does not allow it. Having shared fridges and freezers also allows the residents 

to decrease their food waste and share leftovers. 

 

5.1.2 Cultural Rules 
 

Cultural rules are the norms of social conduct that govern a person’s lifestyle (Middlemiss, 2011). They 

provide a lens through which a participant understands how to interact with others and the space they 

live in due to their involvement in the residency. This lens is constructed collaboratively within the 

residency (Middlemiss, 2011) but also from institutional actors that govern the residency on different 

levels of interaction. Cultural rules are either formal, agreed on, and decided by the residents or other 
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actors, or informal. A cultural rule can be a value, principle, tradition, norm, vision or mission, or 

purpose of the residency. For example, the economic principle of incentives that govern our 

understanding for resources which can incentivise actions for or against a sustainable lifestyle (Mankiw, 

2012). Another example is the value/principle; of proactivity, whose essence aims to motivate the 

residents of the coliving, such as “before raising an issue, we ask if we can solve it ourselves or if we 

can suggest a solution along with the problem” (K9-Coliving website, 2022). 

5.1.2.1 Coliving 

The cultural rules of the coliving space are decided by the community for the coliving residence 

and, to some extent, by the operator, the facility manager, and the property owners. There are also 

cultural rules shared with all the single living and family living residents of the building that are very 

different from the coliving space’s own cultural rules. Those are either decided by the facility manager, 

the property owner, or informal cultural rules shared by the single-living and family residents. The 

coliving residence, as mentioned, has a governance body that is able to form and change the cultural 

rules of the coliving community. These decisions are made through the forum of the house meeting or 

decided by the community in their communication platform, Slack, by a consensus vote or by 

mentioning the mantra, “Is this good enough for now, safe enough to try?” during the end of a proposal 

in the house meeting. If no one opposes, the proposal is accepted. During one of the house meetings, the 

values of the coliving were decided and were described by the residents as the following: you have self-

awareness, we expect proactivity, accountability, and resilience, and we encourage communal effort, 

radical self-expression, radical self-reliance, leave a better trace, gifting, participation, and radical 

inclusion. Here are a few examples of the values in action referenced by the residents: 

 

Michael: I know it may sound a bit vague, but if you are in an environment where you are 

continuously empowered to be yourself, I think there is a high probability that in addition to 

offering more of yourself, you will be more open and then maybe you become more of yourself. 

 

Jhonatan: In our values, it encourages you to show yourself as you are. So, it maybe is an 

encouragement to be more authentic and honest, but I also believe in order to live together with 

others you need to be very receptive and understanding when receiving feedback and realize 

how much the way you act affects others. 

 

There are also “hard rules” imposed by the landlord and the contract (e.g., no subletting, no loud noises 

after 22h). There are also community rules; these were also decided during a house meeting and over 

the years have been updated and revised. These community rules for example include no sexual activity 

in the Zen room and no unannounced two or more night’s stay guests, among others. Additionally, 

institutionalized norms have also been decided during a house meeting but are not referred to as a rule, 
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such as It is acceptable to clean the next day before 6 PM for a house event, house meeting participation 

is a sign of accountability and an expectation, team commitment is encouraged as a sign of 

accountability and proactivity, respect personal space of people wearing headphones, common space 

shall be respected and not used as long term personal storage, among others. In addition to these 

institutionalized rules, values, and norms, there are more informal rules and norms as well as traditions 

that are not necessarily and explicitly communicated between the residents, such as vegetarianism is 

good, calmer activities have priority in the Zen room, and more. 

 

5.1.2.2 Single Living 

In the single living residence, there are no formally agreed on cultural rules set by the residents 

of the single living building. As such, Edward is free to do whatever he chooses within his apartment as 

long as he is not disturbing the neighbors in a significant way. The cultural rules are largely external to 

the private space occupied by the study participant. The cultural rules are established by the landlord, 

facility manager, and the property owner. There are also many informal cultural rules that are expected 

to be followed. One of the most prominent examples of cultural rules that guide the residences is the 

notion of seeing their building—and especially their private apartments—as sanctuaries from other 

people’s spaces and the hectic life of the public space. As such, the cultural rules do not invite much 

interaction among the households in the building and the communication between neighbors is limited 

to minimum pleasantries especially if the resident is on the move. As noted by Edward: 

 

Many Swedish people refer to their homes as a sanctuary from the social realms, which begins 

as soon as you enter the entrance. And it’s not that people do not want to greet others, but they 

are so mentally ready to drop into their bubble when they enter the entrance that already there 

the informal rules begin that we don’t need to have a conversation in the staircase. But you say 

hey and nod and that is good enough. 

 

As mentioned by Edward, it is appropriate to have a small talk about very superficial things like the 

weather in the public spaces of the building if both individuals are not on the move. According to 

Edward, this is something synonymous with Swedish culture and the building has clearly adopted these 

informal cultural rules. For example, it should be quiet at 10:00 PM; however, you are allowed to have 

parties but not too often, too loud, or for too long as well. Edward also explained the cultural rules of 

using the laundry room, where he noted that residents not allowed to be there outside of their booked 

time slot. He also related at one time when he was in the laundry room without a booking, the reaction 

was one with frustration from the other individuals that had booked the time slots. Later, Edward 

described this as “typically Swedish; in other words, it is expected that an individual respects the rules 

and systems that are put in place. There are also formal rules imposed by the landlord that Edward was 
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not able to share, but they were something he was aware of that existed but did not have access to since 

he is subletting the apartment. 

 

5.1.2.3 Similarities 

Both the coliving and single living spaces have rules and guidelines imposed by the landlord. 

They both have a rule that it should be quiet after 10:00 PM. While that rule is imposed by the landlord 

of the coliving space and just an informal rule in the single living spaces. The same cultural rules that 

were proposed by Edward in the single living spaces are also applicable to the coliving building when 

referring to the neighbors of the coliving residence (i.e., neighboring apartments) in the same staircase 

that consists of single living or family households. 

 

5.1.2.4 Differences 

The biggest difference is that the coliving community has rules and values commonly agreed 

upon and governed by the community. The community has a governance system and is able to make 

decisions as an entity and able to enforce as well as construct new rules and values. The community has, 

in a sense, a forum for making decisions. The number of rules, values, and decisions on how to interact 

with each other is what really differentiates the two cases. The single living building does not have a 

space or forum to take decisions and update or talk about the cultural rules.  

Another aspect of the cultural rules that differentiate the two cases is the norms of how to 

interact. In the single living building, the interactions are set to a minimum and are not encouraged to 

be lengthy conversations, which is clearly different from the coliving household where people are 

encouraged to be social and interactive, and engaging. Another significant difference between the two 

spaces is how they view social interactions between the residences of the building. In the single living, 

the private space is a sanctuary from social interactions and, in the coliving spaces they promote social 

interactions and the home is satisfying the residents’ need for social and private spaces. Micheal & 

Johnathan are both able to have a private space in social and common spaces.  

 

What makes the coliving space more sustainable in the context of cultural rules compared to the 

single living is the notion of having a governance system that enables the resident to influence their 

living space. Another example of why the coliving space can be argued for promoting sustainable 

lifestyles in their residents with the cultural rules is of course to value vegetarianism but also incentivize 

inclusion, hence working with the social sustainability principle of impartiality. There is also evidence 

of the coliving space empowers the residents towards self-awareness, which is a vital part of well-being, 

another social sustainability principle. Proactivity and accountability are two other values held by the 

coliving space, which can also be helpful for the individual in achieving a sustainable lifestyle both in 
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terms of efforts in sustainable consumption and social sustainability. From an economic perspective, the 

cultural rules found in the coliving space promote the notion of sharing of resources, which gives the 

residents the economic benefit of access to resources otherwise not accessable or for a fraction of the 

cost. 

 

5.1.3 People Resources 
 

People resources are the individuals who live in the spaces and contribute to interactions and 

activities that occur in them. This includes participants’ involvement in projects and their help in 

developing such activities (Middlemiss, 2011). People resources also include human capital as well as 

the knowledge and skills that the residents make available to the building. In the literature on sharing 

economy and the people resources in the context of this study was most often identified as a 

communication resource and more specifically transmition of knowledge between consumers (Plewnia 

& Guenter, 2017).  Other examples of people resources are the composition of their attributes, values, 

and resources that they make available to each other such as their education, values, social network, 

financial capital, and others. 

 

5.1.3.1 Coliving 

In the building where the coliving residence resides, there are families with different ages of 

children as well as single living retirees but almost all of them are Swedish nationals. In the coliving 

residence, on the other hand, most residents are between 20-35 with an average age of 29 and with a 

median age of 27. These individuals are workers and students from all over the world. Every continent 

is represented in the residence and consists of 20 nationalities in total. People living in the coliving space 

work and are engaged in academic research, startups, medicine, consultants, tech, law, finance, and 

more. Most of the individuals living in the coliving space have at least an academic equivalent of 

bachelor's degree or higher and most have high-paying jobs relative to the average Swedish citizen.  

The study participants also described that there is an open-minded culture and a safe space 

where they are able to be themselves. There is also a culture of sharing everything about their life with 

people in the house. They also described that people are generally very helpful with the questions or 

support needed. There is a house principle of gifting, which can include anything from food, knowledge, 

time, or helping someone with their work. The study participants also described that there are events 

formed for sharing knowledge with the people of the residence. One of those events is called K9 talks, 

which is a TED talk versus sofa talks format where the participants share their knowledge and life 

lessons. There are also other events such as a book club and think tanks, a mastermind group, and an 

investment club as well as startup channels for entrepreneurs on Slack, and more. 
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5.1.3.2 Single Living 

The people living in the single living building are mostly Swedish nationals and with a large 

diversity of ages from children to retirees. Edward was not aware of the other household occupations or 

academic levels. One thing that is apparent is the amount of interaction between the residents. The 

relatively low number and length of interactions also translate into individuals not offering their 

resources to others in the building. As mentioned previously, the cultural rules do not permit lengthy 

conversations and an opportunity to share one’s knowledge or offer activities to the residents of the 

building. However, there were exceptions mentioned by Edward: 

 

Even though it's this mentality of “let me be,” I also I think there are nice and friendly and 

trustworthy neighbors. I remember at the beginning of the pandemic there was a guy who put 

up a note and just said hello, I am a retiree who is alert and healthy. If there is someone who 

gets symptoms and must stay at home, then call me and I can buy groceries. Just take a note 

here and call me and I will go shopping for you. Those and other very nice things make me feel 

trust for the community. Perhaps I was a little bit judgmental in the beginning when I said that 

people flinch when you say hi. Of course, there are those who do that, but when I think about it 

there are also others that are very nice people and smile. 

 

In terms of people resource enabling activities, there was not a reference from Edward that the single 

living residence was enabling or empowering his ability to access others’ resources. 

 

5.1.3.3 Similarities 

The coliving and single living spaces both have a majority portion of their total resident composition 

filled by Swedish nationals when considering the individuals living outside of the coliving spaces but 

within the same building. Both cases had occasions when individuals of the residence would offer their 

help to others, although it was very different in the number of occurrences in the single living building. 

 

5.1.3.4 Differences 

The study participant in the single living household does not have anyone directly in his space 

or others within the building to engage or to offer or receive people resources from in any significant 

way. There is limited ethnic and national diversity of individuals living in the building, according to 

Edward. Although there is a much greater diversity of age in the single living building compared to the 

coliving space, the coliving household has a tendency to offer their people resources and knowledge to 
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the community as well as engagement in terms of organizing events and activities for other people within 

the community. The coliving residence governance model is built on the foundation of self-organization, 

consensus decisions, and voluntary efforts from the community members. Hence, there is a culture that 

prompts people to share their knowledge and offer their people resources to the community for everyone 

to access. This is how Micheal described it: 

 

I would say it's a wider network of contacts than I had before. So I have a better opportunity to 

be able to influence if I would like to do so e.g. There are many with different skills who 

understand different things that I do not understand. If I take the help of their skills, I could 

influence more than I could have done myself. Such things have gotten better. It has because I 

have been included here, I feel that I can influence more because I have gained a little bit more 

self-confidence in what I can contribute. It is this feeling you have in the group that we are 

helping each other and building each other up and helping each other. It makes you more willing 

to share more and then you affect others. 

 

When compared with Edward in the single living and his total input of people resources he has 

access to in all of his relationships, groups, and communities, there is still less diversity and people 

resources which he has access to. It is also a difference in the impact and convenience of accessing those 

resources when compared to the coliving space. When observing the sustainability profile of the People 

Resources, the most prominent difference was access to knowledge, which is one of the social 

sustainability principles. From a economic perspective, access to knowledge in the form of People 

Resources gave the resident yet another economic benefit for living in the coliving where the opportunity 

cost for living in a single living, would have promted either a purchase of a service or lacking the 

nessacary knowledge to complete the task with as good precition. Another aspect is diversity, which is 

often discussed in sustainability forums. The diversity of backgrounds, knowledge, and perspectives 

give the residents of the coliving a more nuanced way of understanding the world in addition to all of 

the opportunities the coliving space offer to share knowledge between the residents. The ability to 

acquire knowledge and competence can therefore be greater in the coliving space compared to the single 

living, which is an important metric for the social sustainability principle of knowledge. 

 

5.2 Consumption 
 

All purchases and actions of using resources that the study participants are conducting in their 

lifestyles are defined as consumption. Consumption, as defined by the literature on sustainable lifestyles, 

has five key domains, which are food, mobility, leisure, consumer goods, and housing. Consumption in 

the economic literature is the activity of destroying or depleting a resource of its value until it becomes 
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waste. These domains informed the interview questions to cover the interviewee’s different types of 

consumption to understand the differences and similarities between the cases under study. The most 

prominent examples of consumption found in the dataset to answer the research questions emerged as 

the subthemes; food and sharing. 

Another major difference between the two cases in terms of consumption is housing. The way 

they consume housing is fundamentally different. In the coliving space, the residents consume housing 

as if they could both use their home to recharge in privacy as well as a source for social interaction. The 

residents can also choose how private their most private space should be when choosing the type of 

room. They could live in single, double, quadruple, or sextuple rooms. The study participant even 

mentioned that the need for privacy was achieved when spending time in the common spaces. In the 

single living space, the individual described his space as his sanctuary where he could retreat from the 

social realm. His home was mostly a place for solitude and privacy and not often a place for social 

interactions unless there was an intentional social gathering organized by himself in his home. As 

referred to in other parts of the thesis, sharing is an integral part of the culture of the coliving and another 

major difference between the cases. 

Sharing for the coliving residents occurs every day in most of their activities and not only found 

in the consumption of material goods. The study participants share their home, their food, their 

transportation, and consumer goods as well as leisure activities with each other and, of course, their 

knowledge and experiences. They share their lives with the people in the coliving space, but we will 

focus on the economic benefits of sharing material goods and services that would translate into economic 

value for the residents. This is the opposite in the single living where sharing is maintained at a minimum 

and is centered around the infrastructural resources that the households share, such as the staircase, 

entrance, laundry room, and balcony. The comparison of the cases focuses on the current practices 

informed by the interaction between the agent and the resources of their residence. The comparison also 

focuses on the changes towards a more sustainable lifestyle that the individuals are conducting as a 

consequence of interacting with the resources of their residence since they moved in. 

  

5.2.1 Food 
 

The definition of food is all the study participants’ choices and actions of using resources of 

nutritious substances that they eat or drink in order to maintain life and growth. It also involves the study 

participants’ actions and processes that are connected to the consumption of food, such as how they 

purchase the food, prepare, consume, store, and dispose of it. The example mentioned and the overall 

comparisons are made through the lens of the sharing economy and the literature on sustainable 

lifestyles. 
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5.2.1.1 Coliving 

 

In the coliving space, food is one of the most complex social activities in the residence. The 

study participants described that purchasing food occurs in a number of different ways. Either the 

individual is purchasing food on their own or together with other people. There are also some basic food 

and supplies purchased by the community as mentioned previously. In terms of preparation, the study 

participants described occasions of preparing food alone in one of the five kitchens, although most often 

there are other people in the kitchen at the same time eating or preparing their own food. This was the 

most common way of preparing food.  

 

There is also the occasion when preparations of food are done by a group of people ranging in 

sizes of 2 to 55 people, with the lower end of the spectrum being the most common. During large-scale 

events for the entire house, all of the kitchens can be used at the same time. There are also those 

occasions when food is prepared for people that are not part of the preparation. This was the case for 

Johnathan when he referenced being served by others. Consuming food, on the other hand, is usually 

done with others regardless of whether a meal is prepared together with someone or if food is prepared 

individually as there are usually people in the kitchen, especially during breakfast, lunch, and dinner 

times.  

 

In terms of storing food, as mentioned previously, each resident has their own spot in a 

refrigerator. The refrigerators are small in size, the residents described either having their own or sharing 

them with someone else. Each resident also has dry storage for food as well. Depending on where 

residents live in the house and what type of room they have, they either have your fridge in their room 

or in common spaces for storage. There are also shared refrigerators and freezers as previously 

mentioned, but they are mostly reserved for food left for everyone to consume unless the food is tag 

with a resident’s name on it. 

 

In terms of practice changes, the residents experienced significant differences since they moved 

into the residency. Both mentioned an increase in vegetarian or vegan cuisine, but their reasons are very 

different. Jhonatan mentioned an increase in vegan and vegetarian food was due to a distaste for 

preparing food at home because of the stressful environment of preparing food with other people in the 

kitchen. He also mentioned that a change was made because of the extreme habits that were formed 

when he moved into coliving. During that time, the kitchens were not finished; therefore, the operator 

provided breakfast and dinners for their residents. Not only was that a habit change Jhonatan mentioned 

as pivotal, but he also mentioned that in the months surpassing the move many people did not prepare 

food but focused on getting to know each other. These were the reasons why Jhonatan changed his habits 

of food consumption of not preparing his own food. He mentioned that an increase in vegan and 
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vegetarian food was mostly because he is eating what is served by others when he decides to eat dinner. 

He also mentions that most of his friends are vegans or vegetarians, and therefore the food that will be 

offered is mostly vegan and vegetarian: 

 

Now I eat more vegan because that’s what is being served often when you are on a sort of 

community thing. Not only in the house but the other communities and the other groups that I 

belong to, it usually is vegan or vegetarian, something with carbs, so it has been more difficult 

for my diet since I moved in to the house. 

 

Micheal had a very different reason for changing his food consumption. He mentioned that the 

transition from meat-based food consumption was due to a few different factors. One of them was 

described as food shaming, which was further explained as another resident's act of commenting Micheal 

choice of meat, more specifically that the steak was very large and, according to Micheal, was 

understood as them questioning his consumption of meat? The act propelled Micheal into questioning 

his choice of meat to fit in and not being a victim of someone else’s prejudice: 

 

I think that it has a lot to do with the environment you’re in and that a lot of others make 

vegetarian food where I live. And then there is an open environment where you cook food 

together and then it is very easy to try out the food. And the last thing is that one time I felt a bit 

food shamed and that made its marks when I was preparing meat for example. That I only 

experienced once though. 

 

Other reasons for a change of food consumption to a more vegetarian-based diet is due to 

learning by studying other people’s cooking as well as being allowed to eat and taste other residents’ 

food. Valuing sustainability was also mentioned as a contributing factor as well as feeling a 

subconscious encouragement from the community to prepare the food that everyone else is preparing to 

create a sense of belonging. 

 

5.2.1.2 Single Living 

 

In the single living spaces, Edward described his current food consumption as purchasing his 

food at the local grocery stores and preparing the food at home, mostly alone or with his partner if she 

is visiting. Consumption of food is mostly done alone unless it is lunch. He works at a school as a 

woodchop teacher and lunch is included for him to eat at the school. So that he is eating with his 

coworker or his students. He stores his food in his kitchen either in his refrigerator, freezer, or cabinets. 

As he previously mentioned, he disposes of the food according to the infrastructure that is provided in 
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the home. He did not mention that there is separate recycling of food. Edward’s diet is a variation of a 

vegetarian and meat-based diet. He is mentioning that his diet is influenced by eating healthy and 

balanced food as well as supporting his efforts of exercising. He also described that his diet has changed 

during the years but has been influenced by his upbringing where meat was an integral part of the diet. 

Although true, they often bought local meat sourced directly from a farm to maintain a more sustainable 

approach to consuming meat. 

 

Not long ago, his belief was that you cannot eat food without meat and he was not very conscious 

of what he was feeding himself. He described his attitude towards food as if he was garbage disposer 

and ate everything. Since he moved into his apartment his attitude has shifted significantly; he is more 

conscious of what he eats and inclined to eat vegetarian food. As Edward explained, “It feels good eating 

vegetarian, because it feels good eating less meat, for health, sustainability, everything.” His change of 

diet was due to his sustainability value as well as health reasons. He also described that his increased 

income enabled him to spend more on food and since he described that vegetables are expensive, that 

propelled him to switch to a more vegetarian-based diet. He has since become more self-aware of how 

food impacts his health and lifestyle. He also described that his relationships and the community he 

surrounds himself with have inspired him to acquire a more vegetarian diet. The connection he has with 

the coliving community in this case study has also inspired him to question conventional dietary 

guidelines. 

 

5.2.1.3 Similarities 

 

Since the single living study participant has a romantic partner as well as friends in the coliving 

space, he also has access to the resources of the community to a certain level. Therefore, the diet of the 

single living participant and changes towards a more vegetarian-based diet has been affected or in his 

words inspired by the coliving community in his change of practice. Hence, all the study participants 

have been affected by the resources of the coliving space to a certain degree. All the study participants 

also want to have a healthier diet, although they believe that that is acquired in different ways. 

 

5.2.1.4 Differences 

 

The major difference between the two cases is that the coliving space has an impact on the study 

participants in terms of changing their diet towards a more vegetarian-based one. The single living area 

does not impact Edward in changing his diet. While all the study participants mentioned a change 

towards a more vegetarian-based diet, the rate of adoption was quicker in the coliving space according 
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to the participants. Edwards’s rate of adoption has been gradual over two years, but the shift by Micheal 

and Jhonatan was completed in a matter of months. Only one of the study participants in the coliving 

space actually wanted to become more vegetarian compared to the other. The other study participant, 

Jhonatan, only changed his diet because that is what was offered and to align with the community, not 

because he wanted to become more vegetarian or more sustainable but to be included and accepted by 

the community.  

 

In the single living household, there is no one to observe the study participants’ behavior and 

diet; as such, no one imposes clan control. In terms of food consumption and sustainable lifestyles, the 

coliving space has much more of a social aspect for consuming food and all the activities connected to 

the practice. As Micheal stated in his transition towards vegetarianism, clan control can much more 

easily be enforced by the community when the kitchen is populated with people compared to the single 

living since there is none to observe Edward. It can also be argued that it is more sustainable in terms of 

well-being to consume food with others compared to consuming them alone, which is one of the social 

sustainability principles. For those that are more introverted, food preparation and consumption can be 

the only time during the day when they get the opportunity to connect with others if they spend most of 

their time alone in their room. 

 

5.2.2 Sharing 
 

All actions or activities that the study participants conduct that involve an element of using up 

resources with another person; giving another person a portion of something; or using, occupying, or 

enjoying a resource jointly with another person. Sharing can also be lending or gifting private goods or 

resources between individuals inside or outside of their community. Activities when the participants are 

conducting collaborative purchases or jointly own a resource that both enjoy using that is also sharing 

in the context of this thesis. Sharing in this context involves both the economic aspects of the sharing 

economy and consumption as well as sharing of information and knowledge as well as community-

driven sharing activities such as gifting. Altough, the emphasis is on the economic benefits and pitfalls 

that are experienced by the interviewees in both of the cases. 

 

5.2.2.1 Coliving 

 

Both residents mentioned that the infrastructure for enabling sharing is predominant in the 

coliving, and continuous collaboration within the household opens up avenues for them to share with 

others as well as access to others’ resources for their use in time of need. The residents have also 
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mentioned that their overall consumption of consumer goods has changed since they moved to the 

coliving for reasons of a changed perception of values for material possessions. Micheal explained: 

 

There are gadgets and consumer goods here to use so you don’t need to have your own stuff to 

the same extent. I still have the stuff from before. So I have my own computer and those kinds 

of stuff but a lot of the normal consumption exist here. The opportunity exists to consume in the 

home a lot, so I do that when I can. 

 

A need to not own in combination with a culture that incentivizes well-being and social activities 

as a way of satisfying their needs instead of material possessions. Micheal mentioned that sharing 

products and services has changed dramatically since he moved into the coliving residence. He 

mentioned a desire to increase the sharing infrastructure of private goods and services such as clothing, 

but has not found an appealing logistic solution for that except party clothing or clothes that are used for 

celebratory occasions. In the coliving household, there were three types of sharing identified of material 

possesions. First, sharing of private goods that later were returned to the participant. In this case, Micheal 

was sharing his DIY tools with the community on a case-by-case basis if they came to him with a request. 

The second type of sharing was private goods that were placed in the public space, free for everyone to 

use as much as they wanted, and no control of the owner to choose when or how others used their goods. 

The third type of sharing was the most prominent type of sharing, which was the act of sharing the space 

and all the infrastructural resources that were part of that space, hence the resource that was owned by 

the community or the landlord. What both of the respondents from the coliving residence mentioned 

was the level of sharing was increasing as residents formed closer relationships with the community and 

with the people within the coliving space. Other types of sharing outside the consumption perspective 

such as sharing of knowledge, ideas, experiences which are all categorized as communicaltional sharing 

and is refrenced in the sub-theme, People Resources. Their was also sharing on a community driven 

perspective which is gifting, reciving or joint ownership. 

 

5.2.2.2 Single Living 

 

There were two types of sharing that were identified in the single living. One is the infrastructure 

such as their stairwell, laundry room, and the balcony on the top floor. The respondent also mentioned 

that people left books at the entrance of the building for others to read or make use of, but they were not 

expected to return them. As such, they were not sharing really, but gifting. 
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5.2.2.3 Similarities 

 

The similarities between the two cases were the sharing of infrastructural resources such as the 

stairwell, the entrance, and the laundry room. There were also similarities in sharing of goods like the 

books in the single living space. Although similarities were identified, they are not comparable to the 

diversity of items shared in the coliving household between the residents. 

 

5.2.2.4 Differences 

 

Sharing private goods by lending a product to another resident was not witnessed by the single 

living case. Sharing of food is another type of sharing that was very common in the coliving household 

and not witnessed in the single living. The most apparent sharing activities identified were the sharing 

of human capital, knowledge, and experience; in other words, their people resources. The notion of 

sharing an individual’s life with other residents was the most prominent of difference between the cases. 

Another essential difference between the cases was the behavior of sharing, which was not common for 

both respondents, especially Micheal, who lived with his partner before moving into the coliving 

residence. That was one of the significant changes they both referenced, which was starting to share 

their life and goods and resources with the people they were living with. When discussing sharing and 

sustainability, there are many arguments for it being a sustainable practice. What the residents reported, 

as well as what is supported in the literature, this leads to individuals limiting their consumption and 

receiving a moment of connecting with the individual with whom they are sharing the goods, 

additionally, it involves trust as a currency to enable the transaction, which is another important topic in 

the sustainability and sharing economy literature. 

 

5.3 Change Mech 
 

This theme refers to the different mechanisms that were identified as precipitating a change in 

the participants’ practices, habits, and behaviors. Mechanisms are taken from the literature on realistic 

evaluation (Pawson & Tilley, 1997). These mechanisms were also informed by Middlemiss (2011) in 

her comparison to investigate change mechanisms using the realistic evaluation approach to understand 

the causal effects of social practice in community-based organizations aiming to promote sustainable 

lifestyles in their members. These mechanisms were later used as a way to identify what type of casual 

links there were for changes happening in the coliving residence for acquiring sustainable lifestyles. The 

mechanisms presented here are the three most common in the dataset. Apart from the mechanisms that 

were retrieved from Middlemiss, clan control was added as a new entity that was often a reason for 
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change in the participants. Other than clan control, learning from others was also another mechanism 

for change that aided the participants in changing their lifestyles. The final mechanism was the 

mechanism of convenience, which was identified the most in the dataset. This mechanism meant that 

change occurred because it was more convenient for the resident than what they previously had 

practiced.  

 

The most apparent difference between the cases in terms of change mechanisms where the lack 

of change that was happening due to the resources in the single-living residence. In the coliving space, 

many of these mechanisms were triggered as a consequence of the study participant interacting with the 

resource of the coliving residence. However, that does not mean that the single-living study participant 

did not experience any change since he moved into the residence, but the change that was occurring was 

not a result of him interacting with the resource of the single-living space. The similarities between the 

cases were not significant. Between the study participants, there was although a similarity in the change 

mechanisms for all participants that occurred as a result of interaction with the coliving community. 

There were also similarities in terms of the overall changes and change mechanisms that were prompted 

as a consequence of interacting with people to a large extent. 

 

As such, the first mechanism that was mostly produced in the coliving space was learn from 

others, which is also in alignment with the knowledge subtheme in the previous section. 

 

5.3.1 Learn From Others 
 

The notion of changing practices due to observing others performing an action or practice of a 

sustainable lifestyle. By observing the individual, one either is propelled to continue pursuing a more 

sustainable lifestyle by aiming to replicate it, or they are inspired by the individual to commit themselves 

to the practice further. Moreover, it may be the first time the individual encounters this practice, leading 

to shifting towards a specific sustainable lifestyle practice. When the study participants mentioned they 

changed their practice and referenced that other people's knowledge, habits, and behaviors were one of 

the reasons for aiding them to change practice, that generated the data set to include “Learn From 

Others.” 

 

5.3.1.1 Coliving 

 

In the coliving residence, it was described by the study participant that a major reason for Mike 

to change his practice of diet from meat-based to vegetarian-based was learning from others how to 
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prepare the food and what you can use to compose a balanced diet of vegetarian cuisine and make sure 

he received all the nutrients as well as have the food taste good. Learn from others in terms of changing 

their diet was only triggered in Mike as Jho rarely prepared his own food; if he did, he chose to prepare 

food according to low carbohydrate-high fat (LCHF) diet. The mechanism of learn from others was also 

prompted by Mike in terms of sharing. He said he learned from others to start sharing his goods and 

food with others through food preparation. When moving in, he was not used to sharing food or personal 

goods with people.  

 

Another very important lesson that was described by the same participant was learning from 

others in terms of becoming more self-aware as well as more of himself. Seeing others be authentic and 

open-minded as well as express themselves freely made him feel safe enough to explore other parts of 

himself and become more “himself.” In the case of Jho, there were occasions of learning from others 

that had a lot of experience and knowledge in personal development, which gave him the tools to become 

more comfortable in identifying himself, hence becoming more self-aware. Jho shared:  

 

A lot people in the house, in other words, people who had more experience in personal 

development, people who have perhaps attitudes and stuff that I have admired. So there has 

been a lot of inspiring people in the house that I have learned to be…To define an identity that 

I am more comfortable with. 

 

5.3.1.2 Single Living 

 

In the single living residence, there were very few occasions where Edward had the opportunity 

to learn something from another resident which would propel him to become more sustainable in his 

lifestyle or change one of his practices toward a sustainable lifestyle since there were not many occasions 

where interactions took place. What he did mention as important was the act of gifting books to others 

in the home. He revealed that there was this informal rule that it is acceptable to leave books by the 

entrance that were no longer need and that one would like to gift. He mentioned that this practice inspired 

him to do the same, although it did not change his beliefs or practices in any fundamental way for 

becoming more sustainable. However, he did mention occasions that were connected to using the 

laundry room and the importance of not using anyone else time slot but this did not drive him toward a 

more sustainable lifestyle in any significant way. 

 

Edward reported learning from others but from communities or resource that was not attributed 

to the single living residence. For example, learning music from others when he started Smile Room 

Records. He used his apartment to host the first Smile Room Records sessions which were manageable 
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due to the resources from the single living residence. On the topic of a vegetarian diet, the study 

participant in the single living residence did mention that he has shifted his diet towards a more 

vegetarian-based diet since he moved into his apartment. One of the reasons for him to make the gradual 

change was due to his exposure to the coliving community and seeing other people living on a vegetarian 

diet and being inspired to do the same. Edward further explained, “I would say that the people I hang 

out with are vegans and vegetarians to a large extent and that makes you inspired.” 

 

5.3.1.3 Similarities 

 

All of the study participants were affected by the coliving community mechanism of learning 

from others. All were also learning from others as a way of conducting more sustainable lifestyles. 

 

5.3.1.4 Differences 

 

The biggest difference between the cases is that the single living residence resources were not 

attributed to the change that occurred in terms of learning from others, but were the pinnacle of change 

in the study participants of the coliving residence. The study participants in the coliving space prompted 

the mechanism much more often than the single living even when included the Edwards total lifestyle, 

which is also to be expected when looking at the differences in terms of competence enriching resource 

accessible in the coliving residence. Another difference identified in the coliving space between study 

participants Jhonatan and Micheal was that the mechanism was triggered significantly more often in 

Micheals case compared to Jhonatan in the data set. 

 

5.3.2 Convenience 
 

Taken from the study by Middlemiss (2011), the change mechanism of convenience is defined 

as changes to the practices of the study participants due to their new practice being more beneficial in 

its own right. For example, when the study participants are subjected to a new environment and sets of 

resources that put the participants’ viewing their corresponding lifestyle as more beneficial in its own 

right without consciously engaging in sustainability or intending to become more sustainable. The 

practice is not motivated by sustainability principles but by the additional benefits such activity will 

bring the participant. On many occasions, the convenience mechanism was triggered with the other 

change mechanisms.  
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5.3.2.1 Coliving 

In the coliving residence, convenience occurred the greatest number of times in the dataset. The 

most apparent changes that were made are Jhonatan’s change of diet from low carbohydrate-high fat 

(LCHF) to vegan/vegetarian. There was also a change in practice for Michael as well as Jhonatan in 

means of transportation due to moving into the coliving residence. There were also occasions when 

sharing was the more convenient option for change since they chose to live in a residence where sharing 

was the most predominant way of conducting consumption of housing as well as sharing common 

material goods (e.g., electronic equipment) in the coliving space, not to mention sharing of knowledge, 

ideas, and experiences. Finally, Jhonatan’s change of practice regarding leisure activities and, more 

specifically, his decreased number of flights as a means of transportation when traveling.  

 

All of these examples of change to practices were due to interacting with a new set of 

resources—the coliving residence resources—which put the study participants into the path of change 

for the additional benefits that were not consciously motivated by the pursuit of a sustainable lifestyle. 

A more detailed example of this is perfectly illustrated by Jhonatan, who changed his diet from LCHF 

to a more vegetarian and vegan-based diet since that was mostly the food that was served, and which 

was also the diet that most of his friends and also other communities and groups he belonged to were 

consuming. He said it was easier because everyone else was eating in this manner. In addition to his 

change of practice in diet, he also described a change in the practice of preparing food as a consequence 

of interacting with the new set of infrastructural resources of the coliving space, the kitchens, as well as 

his intensified social life:  

 

I started to live here and started a new job at the same time and a lot of activities here in the 

community and at the workplace included food. Suddenly it went 2 months when I didn’t need… 

Where I was always on activity and didn't have any time… I bought my own stuff but it always 

got old. I couldn’t use the food that I bought. I also started to travel a lot because of… I have 

traveled for 3 years since I started to live in the house. I haven’t spent so much time on my own 

in the house preparing my own food. I have always been in social environments all the time 

during the last 3 years, either traveling, at work, or here in the house. So, it is difficult to prepare 

food on my own, so I just stopped.   

 

Convenience was also triggered for Michael, who described his change of practice in terms of 

using transportation since he moved into the coliving residence: 

 

Yes, if you compare it with how I lived earlier I was living further outside the city and now live 

very centrally and actually don’t have an SL [monthly public transportation] card in the same 

way as before. I have things much closer than I had before, so I feel that I do not need it as 
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much, I can use the cash card and still cope with everyday life. In this way, I have reduced costs 

also, which is positive. Now, I have a separate bus card for work. Training, food, a lot of friends 

and such, it is all centrally located, and there is much to see in the city, so it is very convenient. 

Life is now manageable without an SL [monthly public transportation] card which I haven't 

been able to do previously. 

 

5.3.2.2 Single Living 

 

In the single living residence, there were also a few occasions triggering the mechanism of 

convenience. These all were in relation to the location of his home compared to before except on one 

occasion where he referred to the recycling infrastructure in the building being upgraded; hence, he 

began to use it and recycle in a more sustainable manner. There were also occasions where Edward 

changed this practice due to it being more convenient, but not as a result of interacting with the resources 

of the single living building. Edward explained that the location of his apartment allowed him to nurture 

the relationships he has to a larger extent compared to if he did not live so centrally: 

 

I have been able to cultivate all these interests I have and relationships that make me feel like I 

am courageous and strong enough to do the things that I want to do. Although, I am not saying 

that this room, in particular, has done that, the location, absolutely. All the people. Mike lives 

over there, Nivi and the entire coliving is over there, Elam lives over there, Ludde is over there, 

and the gym is over there where I meet Axel and Luka. My identity has marinated in all of these 

relationships and that has made me who I am today. 

 

Edward also described hosting the first couple of sessions of Smile Room Records, the music 

record community, in his home. He is also able to host his podcast at the home and make it more 

convenient for the guests to visit him. Edward also described his closeness to the studio where he is 

performing a sound healing journey, which is another passion project of his. The infrastructural 

resources of his home and, more specifically, the location and the amount of space he had access to 

enabled him to carry out his passion projects and nurture his relationships with friends and girlfriend 

with more convenience. The items in his life that he mentioned all gave him meaning, well-being, 

influence, and knowledge as well as changed his means of transportation. Edward also noted that 

interacting with the infrastructure of the single living space changed his practice for waste disposal and 

recycling, towards becoming more sustainable when they upgraded the recycling capabilities in the 

building. Edward described how he came to change his practice of waste disposal and recycling towards 

sustainability in the sub-theme of infrastructure.  
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5.3.2.3 Similarities 

 

All the reasons for convenience that have been triggered in the single living areas have also 

been triggered in the coliving residence. The location was one of the proponents as since they are a 10-

minute walk from one another, and they are both located very centrally to assist the study participants 

live more conveniently both in terms of costs and time spent on transportation. This convenient location 

also allows them easier access to friends, family, and leisure activities. The recycling infrastructure in 

the building is similar, although slightly more sophisticated, in the coliving building as well as stationed 

on every floor. Additionally, a cleaner is empties and transports the recycled material to the courtyard 

where the recycling station is located. However, the study participants in the coliving did not mention 

how they recycle their waste.  

 

5.3.2.4 Differences 

 

The biggest differences between the cases that were recorded were the sheer number of times 

the convenient mechanism was mentioned by the study participants. The coliving case reported the 

overwhelming majority of triggers compared to the single living participant, as well as the diversity of 

dimensions in practices that were changed due to being more convenient. Another major difference 

between the cases was that the study participants of the coliving space experienced an even greater 

convenience since they did not need to leave their homes and utilize transportation in order to satisfy 

many of their social and consumption needs. Jhonatan explained: 

 

Everything is so close or you meet people in the house so you leave the house less often. In the 

everyday life, on the weekdays, I consume almost no transportation whatsoever. I walk or stay 

in the house. 

 

Sharing is another example of a difference between the cases where Michael and Jhonatan were 

making changes in their consumption patterns because they were more convenient. Jhonatan also 

referred to limitations in terms of storage space in the coliving areas, which incentivized the residents 

to own less; hence, it became more convenient to consume less. The residents were therefore put into a 

position where they couldn’t own and were compelled by the infrastructure to share more of the 

resources. There was also the occasion of a changing diet for Jhonatan that it was more convenient for 

him as a consequence of interacting with the infrastructure and people resources. In the case of Jhonatan, 

he received food from other residents many times as well as ordered food at other times from the 

residence. These examples did not occur in the single living residence. 
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Although these are very interesting cases for change, the most interesting and potentially one of 

the most impactful realizations of this study was how important the interaction with resources is for 

living a sustainable lifestyle. In this case, Edward in the single living residence related his motivation to 

live a more sustainable lifestyle several times compared to Jhonatan, who did not mention sustainability 

as a factor in changing any of his practices. Additionally, Jhonatan mentioned that sustainability was 

not that important to him. Regardless, Jhonatan was the one who made the most impactful as well as the 

greatest number of changes towards a sustainable lifestyle compared to Edward as these changes were 

more convenient in their own right. This difference is illustrated perfectly by his change of practice in 

terms of flight consumption. He reported a decreased number of flights during the time he lived in the 

coliving area because his goal became a feasible option thanks to the sense of belonging he experienced 

in the coliving which was a consequence of deeper relationships as well as a goal that was achievable 

as it also was more convenient for him to satisfy his needs in Sweden instead of traveling elsewhere in 

order to feel well. In 2018, he went from flying approximately 20 times to reducing his flights down to 

5 or 6 times during 2019. Jhonatan described his reasons for staying in Sweden instead of traveling as: 

 

You want to live a life that is more sustainable and you just don’t want to have friends who live 

far away. Actually, sustainability is not that important to me, but it was mostly that I wanted a 

feeling that I live in Stockholm, living in Scandinavia, and that I do not need to travel far to 

have the life that I want. I want a life where you do not need to travel in order to feel well. I was 

staying in December here in Stockholm and didn’t travel to Colombia. Mostly because I want 

it to be okay to stay in Stockholm and stay in Sweden. 

 

This was common for expats living in the coliving space, he added. As the years passed, they started to 

feel more at home in the coliving residence, which decreased their need to travel back home or visit 

their friends in other countries to satisfy their needs for socializing and feeling well and content. 

 

5.3.3 Clan Control 
 

The definition of clan control is informed by the literature on clan control theory which for the 

context of this thesis is the relationship between the clan (i.e., community) and the agent (i.e., the 

resident) and how the clan rewards or censures its members according to its values and cultural rules. 

This change mechanism was not identified by Middlemiss (2011). When the respondents mentioned that 

they changed due to group pressure or desire to be acknowledged or accepted by the clan, that triggered 

the change mechanism of clan control in the dataset. In the study, there were several ways in which clan 

control was triggered, and these were the different occasions that communicated the clan control. Either 

the clan control is reactive or proactive in its types of communication as well as rewarding or censuring 
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the types of behavior the members are conducting. This can occur between two people or in a group 

setting, in an online forum, or in a physical space. The individual can be subject to clan control by 

someone else’s influence by communication or leadership by the clan members. 

 

5.3.3.1 Coliving 

 

Since the coliving residence has many of the properties that would constitute it as a clan 

according to the theory of clan control, there are naturally many occasions of clan control being triggered 

as means of aligning the residents and especially new residents to the community values and cultural 

rules that exist in the community. All of the different ways in which clan control was identified in both 

cases occurred in the coliving. The types of clan control that were found were aligning individuals, 

especially new ones, to the values of the coliving space. The examples of clan control being triggered 

were in aligning residents with preparing and consuming vegetarian food. Another example was aligning 

the residents with the community values by discussing them and agreeing on values in a house meeting. 

There were also many occasions when, specifically, there was clan control by aligning the residents with 

the principle of leaving a better trace by cleaning up after oneself and not leaving dishes behind. 

 

One example of reactive clan control was enforced when Michael was food-shamed for 

preparing meat for dinner and receiving the comment, “That is a large piece of meat.” There are no 

formal rules about veganism or vegetarianism, but there are informal rules in the community promoting 

a more vegetarian diet among the residents. A more thorough explanation exists under the subtheme of 

food. There are also formal rules and principles that residents are expected or encouraged to follow to 

the best of their ability. Jhonatan gave an example where there are expectations on residents to change 

their values, or at least align to the ones that are present in the house. This clan control was a proactive 

type communicated by the formal agreed-on principles of the community. Jhonatan elaborated: 

 

Yes, there are expectations, maybe not now as much as it was in the beginning. But in the 

beginning, we had a self-leadership course that was about defining values and striving after 

them. So, in some periods we have been speaking more about that. We also have our house 

values. Proactivity and such. They are encouraged. So absolutely, in the house, there is an 

encouragement or expectation that you should change certain values to be more proactive at 

least and more inclusive and such. Proactivity has changed a lot in this house, my proactivity 

has changed a lot. I was very passive in the beginning. 
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5.3.3.2 Single Living 

 

In the single living case, there was no clan control experienced by Edward which propelled him 

to change practice towards a more sustainable lifestyle. However, there was an occasion when clan 

control was triggered, prompting him to change his practice of using the laundry room after being 

confronted for using someone else’s laundry time slot. This happened a few times which, in the end, 

caused him change his practice of respecting the scheduling system. There were also occasions where 

Edward experienced clan control from the resources of the coliving space and, more specifically, the 

informal rule of eating vegetarian food which he expressed as inspiring and have propelled him to pursue 

a more vegetarian diet of his own.  

 

5.3.3.3 Similarities 

 

All the study participants experienced clan control from the coliving community regarding the 

informal rule of valuing a vegetarian diet, although they expressed it differently. There were also other 

types of clan control that Edward experienced as a result of interacting with the coliving space resources. 

However, it is unclear to what degree he has changed due to those interactions. 

 

5.3.3.4 Differences 

 

The significant difference between the cases, as mentioned previously, is the number of 

interactions between the residents in the living spaces under comparison. Another sizable difference is 

the lack of cultural rules in the single living compared to the coliving, hence there are not many occasions 

where clan control did occur. In the coliving space, on the other hand, there are many interactions and a 

diversity of cultural rules, both informal and formal, that the residents have defined to inform their 

actions and how to practice in their everyday life. Therefore, many are reasons for clan control to be 

triggered in the coliving space. Another difference between the cases was the notion of rewarding 

members. In the case of the single living areas, there were not many occasions when that occurred as a 

means of exercising clan control, but that same practice was prevalent in the coliving space.  

 

In the coliving spaces, community clan control aligned the residents in their values. As a result, 

the participants became more sustainable in their practices which did not occur in the single living space. 

One of those examples of clan control was for the benefit of vegetarianism. There are also occasions 

when clan control invited more inclusion into the community, both for people outside and within the 

community. There were also instances of clan control being used as a change mechanism to stimulate 
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the value of Leaving a better trace, often leaving dishes in the common spaces or not cleaning up after 

oneself. There were also occasions where clan control was used to encourage residents to join the 

community meeting, a space for them to exercise their social sustainability principle of Influence. Clan 

control does not necessarily need to motivate individuals to live a more sustainable lifestyle, but if the 

principles and rules of the community are sustainable in their own right, then clan control is a very 

efficient change mechanism to prompt individuals toward a more sustainable lifestyle. 
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6 ANALYSIS 
An analysis of the empirical findings is provided with respect to the theoretical framework and previous 

literature on sustainable lifestyles, sharing economy, and coliving. First, the theories and essential 

literature is summarized and briefly discussed for the benefit of addressing how they will be applied in 

the analysis chapter. The second part of the chapter will focus on the analysis of the three themes 

presented in the empirical findings. 

 

6.1 The theories & literature 
In this section, all the relevant theories and literature are summarized and addressed to how they will 

be applied in analyzing the findings. 

 

Practice theory 

Practice theory is a theoretical framework that has been used to investigate changes in a social system. 

The fundamentals of practice theory are the interaction between structure and agency in explaining 

change (Giddens, 1984). Another crucial theoretical component of practice theory is the element of the 

structures, which is what I consider the resources in the findings (Spaargaren, 2003; Giddens, 1984; 

Middlemiss, 2011). The agent is the individual or the study participants in the context of this thesis who 

are interacting with the structures to facilitate practice. The most integrated part of the frameworks in 

the context of this thesis is practice theory which is the underlying framework on which this study is 

based. As sustainable lifestyles go, change is one of the most critical aspects of transitioning towards a 

sustainable lifestyle. One of the applications of the theory was, therefore, to differentiate between the 

change mechanisms and how change occurs in individuals who live in coliving spaces and single living 

spaces. Another framework application was understanding how the different spaces contribute to 

sustainable lifestyles. Practice theory also aided in comparing and differentiating between the structures 

of coliving and single living spaces. 

 

 

Clan Control Theory 

Clan control theory is based on the notion that people are exposed to a socialization process that instills 

a set of common beliefs and values in them (Ouchi, 1979). Clan control regulates group behaviors and 

facilitates the achievement of organizational and social goals by relying on values, beliefs, 

group culture, shared standards, and informal relationships. In the context of this study, clan control is 

used to inform one of the change mechanisms in my thematic analysis of the changes that are 

experienced by the residents. 
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Institutional theory 

The institutional theory focuses on the fundamental and durable components of social structure. It 

examines the mechanisms by which frameworks such as structures, rules, norms, and routines get 

established as authoritative guidelines for social behavior guide. The institutional theory explains how 

these aspects are formed, distributed, embraced, and altered over time and location, as well as how they 

deteriorate and fall out of favor. Institutions are social structures that have attained a high degree of 

resilience. [They] are composed of cultural-cognitive, normative, and regulative elements that, together 

with associated activities and resources, provide stability and meaning to social life. Institutions are 

transmitted by various carriers, including symbolic systems, relational systems, routines, and artifacts. 

Institutions operate at different levels of jurisdiction, from the world system to localized interpersonal 

relationships. Institutions, by definition, connote stability but are subject to change processes, both 

incremental and discontinuous (Scott, 2014). Institutional theory is applied to the thesis to explain the 

institutional level of actors and their corresponding influence over the two cases under comparison. The 

aim is to differentiate the community-level structures from those of other levels of institutional actors. 

Hence give a more precise explanation for which of the structures of the coliving or single living are 

attributed to the facilitation of sustainable lifestyles. By comparing single-living and coliving, and if the 

corresponding institutional level of rules is the same for both cases, it can be concluded which structure 

has more sustainable characteristics.  

 

 

Sustainable lifestyles 

A sustainable lifestyle, in the context of this study, is both the social and the environmental practices 

that an individual conducts in their lifestyle (Akenju & Chen, 2016). The definition focuses on changes 

individuals make towards a sustainable lifestyle and how much their current lifestyle impacts the 

physical and social environment. Regarding social sustainability, we differentiate between the five 

principles that have informed my thematic analysis and aided me in arguing for sustainable lifestyles. 

In the context of the theory, the argument for social sustainability principles is to not systematically 

undermine the possibilities for individuals to gain competence, health/wellbeing, meaning-making, 

influence, and impartiality/inclusion. 

 

In terms of environmental sustainability within the context of sustainable lifestyles, this corresponds to 

consumption and can be differentiated from the weak sustainability approach, which is also defined as 

the traditional approach to sustainability (Lorek & Fuchs, 2011). The approach emphasizes reliance on 

technical solutions to make our consumption less impactful on the environment. Strong, sustainable 

consumption, on the other hand, is a more radical approach that focuses on changing our behaviors to 

consume less and limit to growth. Where green consumption is described as consuming organic products 

or green-labeled products, such as buying an electric car. Whereas anti-consumption is the practice of 



 

72 

withholding from consuming, and instead of buying an electric car, use public transport or walk. Anti-

consumption is rejecting, reducing, reusing, and recycling and is in line with the strong sustainability 

approach (Black & Cherrier, 2010). The application of a sustainable lifestyle will aid the analysis by 

providing refrences to what actually is sustainable or not. 

 

 

6.2 Resources 
 

Resources are the conceptualization of the social system in which the agent (residents) interacts 

(Giddens, 1984). According to the theory of practice, resources are the external processes that influence 

practices as either rules or resources (Rouse, 2006). The terminology of resources is directly drawn from 

practice theory literature. According to institutional theory, resources, as defined in the context of this 

study, are the more entrenched structures of society that, just as in practice theory, an agent interacts 

with to form practice. The resources of the institutional theory are, therefore, the resources that both 

cases share in many instances. It is also the different of organizations connected to the coliving on 

different levels of jurisdiction (Scott, 2001). Regarding clan control theory, resources could be 

conceptualized as cultural rules. Clan control would also refer to resources in the context of this study 

as the interactions that occur between controllers and controlees, in other words, the social activities that 

portray the norms and values of the clan (Kirsch, 1997). 

 

When discussing resources, these were the ones most triggered from the interviews with the residents 

(infrastructure, cultural rules, as well as people resources). The infrastructural resources, were to a large 

extent, encouraging the individuals to practice different elements of sharing within the community based 

economy (Acquier et al, 2017) or a social perspective of sharing refered to as joint ownership (Plewnia 

& Guenter, 2017) such as the common spaces and all its material resources found there, or the services 

that was included in the rent such as community budget which promoted collaborative consumption 

within the community. There was also the infrastructure of recycling among other sustainable lifestyles 

practices, that were represented in quantity, quality and diversity which was not witnessed in the single 

living space to the same degree. However, there were occasions where the social sustainability principle 

of health/wellbeing could have been obstructed in both cases although not confirmed by the informants. 

In the coliving it can be the lack of privacy, especially for those living in small quarters such as double 

rooms and pods, since they have limited or no private space. However, there was always the option of 

living in a single room for a higher cost, hence the opportunity to satisfy the need for privacy by offering 

a diversity of living arrangements for the residents. In the case of the single-living, the opposite could 

be the case, feeling a sense of loneliness, which is a growing problem in Sweden, especially for the 

youth (Karpmyr & Lundqvist, 2019), although that wasn’t the case for the informant in the single-living.  
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What stood out was that the social sustainability principles (Missimer et al, 2017) were well represented 

in the cultural rules of the coliving space. The cultural rules of the coliving facilitated social 

sustainability in all its facets, such as well-being/health, meaning-making, influence, competence, 

impartiality/inclusion (Missimer et al, 2017). The cultural rules was also informing the governance 

structure with a self-organizing community which enabled the residents of the coliving space to 

influence their living environment, co-create with others as well as find meaning and a sense of 

belonging, which in turn created a sense of safety that gave them the power to roam out into the world 

with greater confidence while knowing that there is a support system waiting for them at home. This 

was not the case in the single-living since there weren’t any community-decided agreed principles or 

cultural rules that had properties of the social sustainability principles, nor were there any community-

driven activities or governance structure put in place for the residents to influence their living 

enviorment. The cultural rules was also instrumental to inform the culture of sharing as well as 

vegiterianism and veganism in the coliving space. 

 

Finally, the people resources in the coliving space were also in many ways encouraging sustainable 

lifestyles, although not specifically consciously offering activities that would encourage sustainable 

lifestyles but most definitely offerd social sustainability practices on most occasions which again was 

not the case in the single living space. 

 

All these resources together provided the residents of the coliving space with both quantitative 

qualitative and diverse respects of green provisioning, making greening of their corresponding lifestyle 

a more feasible option (Spargaren, 2003) compared to single-living. Diversity is yet another dimension 

to resources that has not been used by Spaargaren (2003), but is often used in the sustainability literature 

(Missimer et al, 2017). The quantity, the quality and the diversity of the resources enabled the residents 

to change towards a sustainable lifestyle which was much more accessible in this environment compared 

to the single-living case which is aligning also with the literature on cohousing (Williams, 2008; 

Trummers, 2016) 

 

 

Gaps in the theory 

 

Practice theory covers the resources that stem from the coliving and the single-living residence, or in 

Middlemiss case, community-based organizations (2011). The theory specifies that resources are a 

means for interaction to form practice, and there is a constant duality between agency and structure in 

the formation of practice (Giddens, 1984). Hence there is no stability but always formation (Farjoun, 

2010). In theory, there is an explanation for cultural rules as separate from the resources, a cultural rule 
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informs the resources, but both are structures (Rouse, 2006). A social structure can enable or constrain 

agents’ practices (Middlemiss, 2011; Spaargaren 2003). Hence, the theme of resources in the results, 

don’t have support in the litterature when including the cultural rules.  

 

The gaps in practice theory are the element of incorporating and explain more entrenched social 

structures, which is the reason for using the institutional theory as complement (Scott, 2011; Giddens 

1984). By explaining the institutional systems in the literature, the differentiation between the structures 

found in the coliving and single living and those of society would aid the explanation for which of them 

are sourced from the coliving and to what degree they are influenced by institutions. Altough, the sources 

of data collection, was only on the individual level, explaining the community bottom-up. There were 

no data sources that offered a perspective from the institutional level of jurisdiction, top down. 

Therefore, the gap has not been filled with substantial findings in the thesis in regard to this aim. The 

resources identified and, more specifically, the cultural rules that most definitely have been influenced 

by the institutional norms and rules, have not been differentiated between different actors of institutional 

levels. Although, there were distinctions between the different organizations by which the rules were 

enforced between the coliving and the single-living residents. Worth noting is the cultural rules at play 

in the single-living building as well as the coliving building, outside the scope of the coliving and single-

living households. Those were not decided by the residents themselves but extracted from more 

entrenched social systems, from institutional actors that are not residents but either the landlord, the 

facility management company, or the Swedish laws on the living environments and their corresponding 

government agencies. Those institutional norms and cultural rules are more or less the same for both 

buildings, according to the residents in both cases. Therefore, if the assumption is that the institutional 

levels of norms and rules are the same for both cases, there is precendent for differentiate the cultural 

rules of the coliving and the single-living. Therefore, the single living could be attributed the case in 

which the institional level of norms and rules are found without the intervention of any other significant 

source of influence. Furthurmore, the analytical findings in the section of diffrences refrenced in each 

sub-theme of the results chapter would therefore be attributed to the coliving and the communitys 

strctures and not other heavily influenced by institutional actors with their corresponding strctures and 

cultural rules and norms. This is important for the reasons of deriving from which source or structure 

that is facilitating the sustainable lifestyle. If all of the structures of the coliving was the same as the 

single living, then it would be questionable to say that coliving is more sustainable than single living. 

By differentiating which of them that are from the coliving, one can argue for that coliving is indeed 

more sustainable and that It is adding a dimension and additional resources that are facilitating 

sustainable lifestyles. In other words, the gap in the theory of practice has been filled by making this 

comparison of the two cases while bridging both the empirical and the theoretical gap that exists in 

practice theory with implementation of institutional theory (Scott, 2001; Giddens 1979; Sewell 1992).  
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The notion of power is also described in the theory of practice, which is the accumulation of resources 

or, more specifically, access to them, which is also evident in the economic litterature in a broader sense 

(Giddens, 1984 & Sewell, 1992). In the coliving, the residents have immense resources of both qualative, 

quantative and diverse dimensions at their disposal, hence a feeling of power which align with the theory 

of practice. The residents explained that they have a sense of content, safety as well as social 

sustainability principles as being satisfied (Missimer et al, 2017). They explained a means to influence 

much more as a consequence of them living in a coliving because they feel like they have access to 

knowledge and competence and the governance structure to influence them; in other words, this would 

constitute as high social and human capital which is important aspects in the sustainability literature, a 

consequence of successfully implemented sharing economic schemes as well as found in cohousing 

littearture to foundational for sustainability (Missimer et al, 2017; Plewnia & Guenther, 2017; Williams, 

2008).  

 

Another gap in the littearture from the social sustainability principles, is the terminology used of 

obstruction of the principles, not their facilitation (Missimer et al, 2017). With that in mind, according 

to the findings, there is no proof of the single-living space obstructing any of the social sustainability 

principles for the people living in the building. However, they are neither obstructing nor facilitating 

activities to practice these principles within the building to the same extent witnessed in the coliving 

space. This is another gap in the social sustainability principles and the corresponding framework, which 

is not contextualized to the individual, but the group, clan, or organization (Missimer et al, 2017). In 

this thesis, the contextualization of the social sustainability principles are made to the individual level, 

to the level of sustainable lifestyles, not to mention the application of the framework, not from the 

perspective of whether these principles are obstructed but how they are facilitated to incentivize growth 

within each of the principles and what the individual can do to become socially sustainable in their 

practices. This further the discussion of the individual and the social, and how to contextualise those 

gaps. 

 

There is also an aspect of organizational resources that has not been an important topic for this study 

and was not included as a sub-them under the theme of resources. It was not since it did not emerge as 

a significant theme in the dataset but was included in the subthemes of cultural rules and infrastructure 

(Middlemiss, 2011). It was interesting to notice that it was not directly mentioned frequently, perhaps 

because, in the coliving space, the organizational model has adopted a self-organizational approach with 

a consensus governance model. Co-creation is yet another important element to take into consideration. 

Reviewing the findings and comparing them with the theory, it could be argued that many typical 

community-based organizations would have more resources in the organizational category (Middlemiss, 

2011). Still, since the coliving is self-organized, with no hierarchy and a consensus model, leadership 

and organization are offered not from the organizational resources of the community but more from the 
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people resources and the cultural rules put in place for self-organisational behavior to occur. The 

organization has little power as an entity, but the power is distributed to the people instead. However, 

the practice theory doesn’t specify what the resources are, although Middlemiss (2011) did so in her 

study, which gives the impression that the findings of the study are aligned with the theory in this matter 

but does show record that the empirical evidence does not support the foundation for an organizational 

resource that Middlemiss is defining in her study (Middlemiss; Giddens, 1984; Spaargaren 2003; Rouse, 

2006). Another possible explanation may be that the interview questions did not focus on the topic of 

organizational resources enough. The model which Middlemiss has constructed is built with that in mind 

(2011). In the study cases, there is no agreement or a program for which the residents pursue a 

sustainable lifestyle. The model for practice change is therefore not applicable to the coliving space and 

must be redefined to be generalizable to practice change that occurs in the coliving space. 

 

Another important finding refers to Spaargaren's definition of sustainable lifestyles as more probable 

when there are high levels of both quantitative and qualitative respects of green provisioning. In those 

cases, people are more or less brought into a position in which the greening of their corresponding 

lifestyle segment becomes a feasible option (Spaargaren, 2003). When observing the coliving space 

compared to the single living, there are situations in the findings where the residents are referring to 

change towards a sustainable lifestyle, especially in the case of the coliving without valuing 

sustainability or the intention of becoming more sustainable. In one of those cases, there were 

quantitative respects of green provisioning, in other words, a large number of structures and resources 

which brought the resident into a position where greening of their lifestyle became a feasible option. 

Those structures and resources would also have qualitative respect of green provisioning, in other words, 

resources with high quality in successfully transitioning an individual to change towards a more 

sustainable lifestyle. These would be argued as empirical context to Spaargarens definition of 

sustainable lifestyles from this study of comparing coliving to single living (2003). There is empirical 

evidence that Spaargaren’s definition holds strong even in cases where an individual has constraining 

and restraining attributes toward changing to a sustainable lifestyle (Spaargaren, 2003; Southerton, 

Chappells, and van Vliet 2004).  

 

To summarize the most impactful of the findings we are continuting to discuss resources and more 

specifically, the quantity, quality, and diversity of resources with sustainable characteristics which are 

the three most exciting concepts, which is also aligning with practice theory, most impactful in enabling 

sustainable lifestyles (Spaargaren, 2003) as refered to above. These resources were also able to facilitate 

sustainable lifestyles in several ways in both spaces. Altough, the theory of practice does not refer to the 

diversity of resources (Spaargaren, 2003; Giddens, 1984; Middlemiss, 2011). Since it could be argued 

that the coliving space has both quantitative and qualitative respects of green provisioning, diversity 

could be a terminology for different types of structures and resources that would enable and constrain a 
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lifestyle towards sustainability. In sustainability literature, the terminology of diversity is often used to 

signal sustainability features (Missimer et al, 2017) and in the case of the coliving that term is highly 

appropriate to add to Spaargarens explanation of the relationship between the structures that either 

enable or constrain the agents practice of sustainable lifestyles. With that in mind, the description of a 

more complete picture of sustainability features of the coliving space is presented. 

 

Regarding the single living space, I did not find that there were high levels of neither quantitative nor 

qualitative respect of green provisioning compared the coliving case. Something that Spaargaren refers 

to as structures that would enable or constrain the individual towards a sustainable lifestyle (2003). The 

results of this are, therefore, in line with the findings, the lack of sustainable lifestyle practice changes 

as a consequence of the structure connected to the building (Spaargaren, 2003; Southerton, Chappells, 

and van Vliet 2004).  

 

Summary  

 

Power is the accumulation of resources, and the coliving space has significant resources compared to 

the single-living space. Another critical element is that diversity is vital in addition to the number of 

resources to give agency toward a sustainable lifestyle. As mentioned by Spaargaren, “When there is a 

high level—both in quantitative and qualitative respects—of green provisioning, people are more or less 

brought into a position in which the greening of their corresponding lifestyle segment becomes a feasible 

option.” (Spaargaren 2003, 690). The more diverse resources accessible to an individual, the more power 

they have. If those resources promote a sustainable lifestyle, it becomes effortless for individuals to 

become sustainable. Even though one of the participants from the coliving space does not value 

sustainability, he made several practice changes towards sustainability due to being subject to the 

resources of the coliving space nudging him in that direction.  

 

Another key takeaway is the bridging of the gap of practice theory with institutional theory and 

comparing the single living building, where the community and the cultural rules that exist are from the 

institutional actors that also influence the coliving building and space to a similar extent.  

 

Finally, organizational resources do not provide strong empirical evidence in a self-organizational entity 

without any hierarchy and authoritarian leaders or official position holders for organizing activities. 

 

6.3 Consumption 
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Consumption in the theory of practice is referenced in the literature on several occasions, and many of 

the resources used in the theory chapter, study the consumption patterns of individuals and their 

interactions with the structures and resources to form sustainable consumption behaviors (Spaargaren 

2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; 

Shove 2003). Practice theory refers to sustainable consumption and the behaviors of individuals mostly 

from the perspective of neither encouraging nor discouraging whether the practice is pro-environmental 

(Spaargaren 2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; 

Warde 2005; Shove 2003). Although there is one example of that in the literature that Middlemiss is 

doing in her study when she observes the pro-environmental behaviors of conscious practice change 

(2011). Consumption, in a broader sense through the lens of practice theory, is the interaction with 

resources to form practices that are identified as the consumption of resources by the definition in the 

economic literature (Spaargaren 2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, 

and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; Shove 2003). Though, in practice theory, there is an emphasis on 

observing practice as well as practice change as the agents interact with structures, which in the case for 

this study, is the referring to the less entrenched structures that would influence the residents in their 

practices. As referred to earlier in the analysis, this is where institutional theory meets the gaps of 

practice theory in explaining the relationship with the more entrenched structures of society and how 

they would influence practices such as consumption (Scott, 2001; Giddens, 1984). In the literature for 

institutional theory, consumption is viewed as the action of the many, the consumption of resources that 

stem from the organization and institutional players but also the individual (Giddens, 1984; Olivers, 

1991; Dimaggio and Powell 1983;Scott and Meyer, 1983). In other words, the different levels of 

institutional players conducting consumption, from the individual on the smallest of scales to the global 

superpowers of the world such as China and the USA.  

Consumption was one of the three major themes that emerged from the thematic analysis. As sub-

themes, sharing and food consumption were triggered most in the dataset. When reviewing the findings, 

the most significant discovery was sharing resources in the coliving space. The participants from the 

coliving space described their need for consumption of consumer goods decreased as a result of living 

in the coliving space which is also evident in the cohousing literature as well as sustainable lifestyles 

refrenced by Hedlund-de Witt et al. (2014; Williams, 2008; Tummers, 2016). They started valuing well-

being and social activities more than material possessions which also have been found in literature on 

coliving and cohousing (Backman, 2019; Tummers, 2016). The participants from the coliving space also 

have access to a lot of shared material possession by living in the coliving space (Green, 2017). There 

was also limited personal storage which constrained the residents to own less which is aligning with the 

theory on practice where structures can enable or constrain an individual to practice a sustainable 

lifestyle (Spaargaren, 2003; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004). In the previous chapter, it was 

also mentioned that the amount and diversity of resources were attributed to the residents achieving 

higher levels of power and quantitative and qualitative respects of green provisioning. People living in 
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the coliving space engaged more in sharing and gifting which is defined as community driven sharing 

activite according to Plewnia & Guenter & is alignment with the sustainable lifestyle approach of effuse 

(Plewnia & Guenter, 2017; Akenji & Chen, 2016). 

Furthermore, waste and recycling infrastructure enabled the residents to limit their ecological footprint 

by just living in the space and changing according to the infrastructure of the space. It was very 

convenient for the coliving space residents to come into a position of living and change towards a more 

sustainable lifestyle than living alone in the single living space. Since the coliving residents are living 

in the middle of the city, not to mention having access to much common space as well as potential 

friends, the need for transportation as well as meeting friends in a consumption-incentivizing 

environment was not needed to satisfy their need for socializing comfortably. Food was yet another 

essential finding related to consumption. The coliving residents, as well as single living residents, 

mentioned a change in their food consumption towards a more vegetarian and vegan food diet as a 

consequence of interacting with the coliving household’s cultural rules.  

Furthermore, living in a space where there are five kitchens instead of 50, as well as a decreased amount 

of bathrooms, around 30 bathrooms instead of 50, is also greatly beneficial to the environment which 

was also found in previous coliving literature and cohousing (Karpmyr & Lundqvist 2019; Akenji & 

Chen, 2016; Williams, 2008). Since everyone is sharing space, the common spaces are much more 

utilized, not to mention that people do not require leaving their homes to work to the same extent which 

is in alignment with the sustainable lifestyle approach of Effuse and Diffuse (Akenji & Chen, 2016). 

And those working remotely don’t need to miss the social interactions of their coworkers. Hence the 

consumption of housing is far more environmentally and socially sustainable in the coliving space 

compared to the single living, which is in alignment with previous literature on both coliving and 

cohousing (Karpmyr & Lundqvist 2019; Backman, 2019; Trummers, 2016; Williams, 2008). 

 

Gaps in the theory 

 

In the literature on sharing economy and anti-consumption, REDuse, as well as practice theory and 

practice change to enable sustainable consumption, there is a gap in studying the social realms of 

sustainability. Previous literature (Spaargaren 2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, 

Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; Shove 2003) have applied practice theory in a way that 

utilized the framework for understanding the social systems and how they should be constructed to 

enable a sustainable lifestyle. Middlemiss study was looking into practice theory application but for 

community-based organizations with the intention of changing their members, hence altering their 

discursive consciousness for making intentional changes to their lifestyle towards sustainability 

(Middlemiss, 2011). The gap in the literature is to observe a living situation, a community-based 

organization, although without the purpose of changing its residents towards a more sustainable lifestyle. 

The coliving space fills that gap by promoting changes towards the values of the space, which are not 
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environmentally sustainable in their own right, but non the less inherently important for a sustainable 

lifestyle, especially for social sustainability according to the principles presented by Missimer et al. 

(2017). Still, they are optimized for the benefit of the community, not the individual. Although, the 

characteristics of a well-functioning individual in the community also lead to a more socially sustainable 

individual (Wandel et al., 2022). What this study aims to do, is to bridge the empirical context for the 

application of practice theory concerning environmental sustainability, social sustainability, and 

sustainable lifestyles. The environment of the coliving has many correlations towards the Inner 

development goals, which are pivotal for individuals to achieve sustainable lifestyles and socially and 

environmentally sustainable society (Wandel et al., 2022).  

 This study bridges the gap in sustainability research by applying research from different 

realms and giving another context to a sustainable lifestyle. The emphasis has been on the consumption 

and environmental implications of a sustainable lifestyle so far, but on incorporating social sustainability 

and the element of personal sustainability. By investigating sustainable lifestyle as a definition for both 

consumption and socializing, there is a gap in sustainable lifestyle research that is missing the social 

aspects and their importance (Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014). To enable individuals to grow and change 

towards self-actualization and self-awareness, presence, and happiness, the environmental aspects are 

inherently correlated with that (Wandel et al., 2022; Backman, 2019; Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014; 

Williams, 2008). To enable individuals’ personal growth in wellbeing and self-actualization, the 

greening of their corresponding lifestyles becomes a more feasible option (Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014). 

In many personal growth practices the individuals of the coliving explain is a strong sense of relating to 

nature with compassion, love, and understanding. These fundamental values and principles are also 

found in an individual practicing sustainable consumption (Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014; Williams, 

2008; Middlemiss, 2011; Wandel et al., 2022). Hence, by only focusing on the consumption aspects of 

sustainable lifestyles, there is a lack of system thinking and understanding of how people will change 

(Wandel et al., 2022). The more holistic approach incorporates the self, the social, and the consumption 

since they all are subject to change and an individual’s sense of self and identity (Wandel et al., 2022; 

Ilstedt et al., 2017). The application of social practice theory, sustainable lifestyles with both the 

consumption and social spectrum, and the wholeness of the individual's ability to change is much more 

complete. In the coliving space, the participants mentioned a decreased value and status in material 

possessions since they moved in and an increased sense of belonging, self-awareness, authenticity, open-

mindedness, and self-actualization (Backman, 2019; ). The social self and the consuming self are 

integral parts that need to be considered when the individual is practicing change (Giddens, 1984; 

Wandel et al., 2022). By optimizing the individuals towards self-actualization, and self-awareness, the 

underlying core capabilities for changing towards a more sustainable lifestyle, become a more feasible 

option compared to individuals without a growth mindset, since there are more internal resources 

devoted towards change, growth and different elements of sustainability which could be supported by 

Spaargarens explaination of green provisioning (Wandel et al., 2022; Spaargaren, 2003).  
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The gap in the theory is to bridge the social and consumption aspects of sustainable lifestyles, not to 

mention add the less discussed individual sustainability. The bridging of sustainable consumption, social 

sustainability, and sustainable lifestyles, as well as the Inner Development Goals (IDG), would create a 

more holistic approach to sustainability from the individual perspective in the context of consuming, 

socializing, and individual growth and wellbeing from a sustainability perspective (Wandel et al., 2022). 

 

The findings on consumption align with the theory of social practice as well as theories on infrastructural 

and clan control. The findings on consumption also aligned with the sustainability theories to some 

extent. In the theory of sustainable lifestyle, market price and income were mentioned as facilitators for 

a sustainable lifestyle (Akenji & Chen, 2016), which they were in enable the single living study 

participant to start with a more vegetarian and organic intense diet compared to eating carbs and meat.  

 

Regarding sharing, the individuals mentioned a decreased sense of value for material possessions and 

an increased value for the community, well-being, and social activities (Wandel et al., 2022; Hedlund-

de Witt et al., 2014; Williams, 2008; ). When individuals become more content with life and self-aware 

and present, the need for consumption was decreased. Anti-consumption becomes a more feasible option 

(Black & Cherrier, 2010). Sharing is also the way for individuals to access consumer goods without the 

need to own them (Plewnia & Guenter, 2017). The consumption habit is decreased because an individual 

is in an environment where the need for it is less. The act of sharing leads to decreased consumption of 

consumer products (Plewnia & Guenter, 2017). In other words, anti-consumption and strong 

sustainability (Plewnia & Guenter, 2017; Black & Cherrier, 2010; Lorek & Fuchs, 2011). By sharing 

the house, spillover effects of sharing into other realms can be witnessed (Middlemiss, 2011). Once 

individuals share a space, they start to make collaborative purchases and share private products 

(Williams, 2008; Tummers, 2016). They are more likely to start having access to many resources without 

consuming resources only for themselves (Williams, 2008). The coliving space invites the idea and 

lifestyle of anti-consumption (Black & Cherrier, 2010). Furthermore, the coliving space does not allow 

for owning too many things by the limitations of the infrastructure as well as the cultural rules and clan 

control to enforce those cultural rules (Spaargaren, 2003; Middlemiss, 2011; Williams, 2008). 

 

Summary 

 

The takeaway with consumption and the underlying sub-themes of sharing and food is that sharing leads 

to less overall consumption and material use, not just because individuals share, but the habit of owning 

less, drives a mindset of consuming less (Plewnia & Guenter, 2017). Furthermore, the overall values for 

consumption of material goods are less in coliving space, and individuals value social activities more 

(Williams, 2008; Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014). The key takeaway is that the growth mindset of the 
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coliving space, in addition to the values of self-awareness, openness, inclusion, and authenticity, are 

drivers for personal development and a learning mindset and, ultimately, core capabilities for a 

sustainable lifestyle (Wandel et al., 2022; Ilstedt et al., 2017; Acquier et al. 2017). A key takeaway is 

that the framing of sustainable lifestyles is often focused on the environmental aspects, but the social 

and the individual are often in the background. In the coliving space, it is the opposite, and you see 

individuals who are motivated in their pursuits of life. They often go hand in hand. By utilizing the 

social practice theory to look into the social sustainability principles and drive change in residents' social 

practices, one understands that change is at its core (Acquier et al. 2017; Missimer et al., 2017; Wandel 

et al., 2022). To become truly sustainable, individuals need to focus on both internal and external 

sustainability, in other words sustainability of the own person and the sustainability of living in harmony 

with nature and the enviorment both the physical world and the social (Wandel et al., 2022). Because 

they always go hand in hand. Sharing is such an example. The individuals are sharing as a means for 

consumption, but the social implications for their socially sustainable practices are immense (Plewnia 

& Guenter, 2017; Williams, 2008). There is no framework like REDuse to guide the social sustainability 

principles towards growth for the group (Missimer et al., 2017; Magis, 2010; Dempsey et al., 2011; 

Eizenberg & Jabareen, 2017) . The framework that is closest to doing so is the IDG but they are focused 

on the individual, and not the group (Wandel et al., 2022). There are also the social sustainability 

principles that aid in that movement but still not to the same extent and simplicity as the RED-use 

(Missimer et al., 2017).  

 

6.4 Change mech 
 

Change mechanism is drawn from the theory of practice and, more specifically, the work of Middlemiss 

by implementing and reusing the change mechanism that she found in her study (2011). The change 

mechanisms that were most impactful for the study were “learn by example,” “convenience,” and “clan 

control.” Other change mechanisms were triggered but not significantly. The most impactful of the 

findings was that in the theory of practice, there is the notion that resources do not determine the outcome 

of practice but merely enable or constrain an individual’s ability to take on a new practice (Spaargaren 

2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; 

Shove 2003). An example of just that was witnessed in the study and confirmed the theory that one of 

the coliving space participants did not have a firm conviction for changing his practices towards 

sustainability; nonetheless, his social needs and collectivist values and a desire to be accepted and a 

sense of belonging brought him to change his practices towards a more sustainable lifestyle. But the 

resources and structures that the study participant, Jhonatan, was interacting with made the change 

towards a sustainable lifestyle a more compelling option since the resources had both quantitative and 

qualitative respects of green previsioning that nudged him to make changes, that in the end, was more 
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sustainable and more impactful compared to his counterpart in the single living. So, what was 

most interesting to witness, was how impactful the resources were and the cultural rules in addition to 

the clan control. Once the resources, the cultural rules, have sustainable properties, that will put even an 

individual without sustainability as a value into a position where greening of their corresponding 

lifestyle becomes a much more feasible option. Hence, you don’t need to value sustainability or access 

all the sustainability motivators or factors to change your lifestyle (Spaargaren, 2003; Acquier et al. 

2017; middlemiss, 2011). The importance of creating the majority of the resources we use in society to 

promote and enable a sustainable lifestyle will put the people into the position where greening of their 

corresponding lifestyle is a feasible option, just as Spaargaren is referring to (2003). 

 

Gaps in the theory 

 

In the theory of practice, the theorists explain social systems as structures. These structures are resources 

or cultural rules in constant interaction with the agent to form practice  (Giddens, 1984). In terms of 

gaps in the literature, I found one, which was the finding of clan control as a change mechanism. 

However, I did not use the method for a realistic evaluation approach as Middlemiss did to find a causal 

relationship between structures and the agent (2011; Pawson and Tilley 1997). However, the gap in the 

theory was filled with clan control theory as a framework that would validify the impact that clan control 

has on an individual in their reasoning for changing their practices. In the case of the study participants, 

they used the discursive consciousness to make an intentional change towards sustainability as a reason 

but for other reasons, as Jhonatan mentioned, clan control, and convenience. These mechanisms would 

fall under type 3 mechanism according to Middlemiss model of lifestyle change, which would change 

the participant towards a sustainable lifestyle without the intention of becoming more sustainable in 

their practices (2011). According to the theory, clan control would be a change mechanism that would 

fall under type 1 mechanism (Middlemiss, 2011; ). 

 

Another gap that was found concerns the social sustainability principles. The studies made to date using 

practice theory haven't incorporated changes to practice that are not connected to environmental 

sustainability or consumption hence a lack of studies exploring social aspects that are considered to lead 

to social sustainability or individual sustainability as referenced by Missimer or the IDGs (Missimer et 

al., 2017; Wandel et al., 2022; Middlemiss, 2011; Spaargaren 2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 

2005; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; Shove 2003). Although In the literature 

on social practice theory, there aren't any contradicting mentions that practice theory cannot apply to 

social sustainability or individual sustainability as referred to by the IDGs (Missimer et al., 2017; 

Wandel et al., 2022; Spaargaren 2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, 

and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; Shove 2003). 

 



 

84 

Another gap in the theory is, as mentioned before, the more entrenched social system and its impact on 

change (Giddens, 1984; Giddens 1979; Sewell 1992; Scott, 1995, 2001). Since we already mentioned 

that in the resource part of the analysis, we wouldn’t go into any more details. What is worth noting is 

that there have not been any change mechanisms mentioned or identified that can more easily be 

connected to the institutional norms and social systems and are not connected to the coliving community 

or the single-living building. The gap in the literature is to review those social systems and understand 

how they influence the residents to live a more sustainable lifestyle. Since the scope was to review how 

change occurs in a coliving compared to a single living. The gap between observing and reviewing how 

change is affected by the more entrenched resilient and institutional social systems was only witnessed 

by second-hand reference. One such reference is the community rule of no loud noises after 10 pm. This 

is not only a community rule but a widely known informal rule in Swedish society and is sometimes 

formalized in many multifamily apartment buildings in Sweden, although not a law. This is one example 

of an institutional norm in Swedish society that was applied and formalized but at the level of the 

community’s jurisdiction to prevent hazardous relationships with the neighbors in the building and 

surrounding neighborhood. Although this is one example of how institutional actors and norms interact 

with the coliving community and single-living building level of jurisdiction (Scott, 2001), there weren’t 

many other examples in the findings, and none that could be traced to a change in practice towards a 

sustainable lifestyle. However, that would be possible by including informants or data sources from the 

landlords of the buildings or other institutional actors such as the Swedish agency for rental apartments 

Hyresgästföreningen. 

 

Another gap that has not been reviewed is the change that occurs by agents' practical consciousness, 

which was not observed in Middlemiss study since all participants consciously engaged as members in 

the projects that promoted sustainable lifestyles (Middlemiss, 2011). Although the coliving nor the 

single living building study participants did enroll in the living space to adopt more sustainable lifestyle, 

it was not a prerequisite for living there. Therefore, it could be argued that some of the changes made 

by the participants that were more sustainable would not necessarily be intentional of their sustainability 

benefits, hence not pass through both the discursive conciseness of the residents and sometimes be 

formed by the habitual processes of everyday life which is in alignment with the research provided by 

(Spaargaren 2003; van Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; 

Warde 2005; Shove 2003). There are several changes that the participants have made that point toward 

the fact that there are occasions where the residents are indeed not conscious or intentional of their 

changes towards sustainable lifestyles since they have not pledged to become more sustainable by 

moving into their new homes. They could have been motivated by some other reasons, like in the 

example regarding Jhonatan. To refer to the literature and the model of lifestyle change, the 4th 

mechanism induced by the resources or rules of the community-based organization that are purely 

instinctual or habitual that change the residents towards a more sustainable lifestyle (Middlemiss, 2011). 
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However, this would not contextualize as a theoretical gap but more of an empirical gap or just a 

difference in the empirical findings. 

 

Since the thesis has defined sustainable lifestyles as both environmental, consumption-based as well as 

social-based phenomena, the conclusion is that both social and consumption-based sustainability 

changes have been made by the participants. According to the theories of practice, the change 

mechanisms detected have been aligned with the practice theory (Middlemiss, 2011; Giddens, 1984). 

Clan control theory also aligns with the changes made to the individuals by including a change 

mechanism for clan control (Kirsch 1996, 2004). 

 

The institutional aspects of structures would also include new sets of resources. Those could, for 

example, be the organizations operating the coliving space (Scott, 2001). This has already been 

discussed in the resource chapter. With that in mind, it could be argued that the interactions and change 

mechanisms affecting the residents are from institutions outside the scope of the coliving community 

and the single-living residence (Scott, 2001; Giddens, 1984). However, that is outside the scope of this 

thesis, but could be a potential future study that would incorporate the organization that operate the 

buildings and households as informants. 

 

In the study by Middlemiss, the change mechanisms were not described as triggered simultaneously, 

which was the case In this study (2011). There were occasions when clan control, convenience as well 

as learning by example, were all involved in the process of change that was described by the study 

participants. Of course, these interventions were separate events, but they all were part of changing the 

resident. In theory, there is a constant duality between the agency and structure which form the 

interactions of change (Giddens, 1984). Change is always happening, and it is impossible to derive when 

the individual changes their specific practice since they are constant interactions. Hence, a change 

towards a certain practice is too complex for knowing when that occurred (Giddens, 1984).  

 

There isn’t any reference to comparing a single living and a community-based organization such as a 

coliving in the practice theory litterature (Middlemiss, 2011; Giddens, 1984; Spaargaren 2003; van 

Vliet, Chappells, and Shove 2005; Southerton, Chappells, and van Vliet 2004; Warde 2005; Shove 

2003). In the practice theory litterature, the reference is not specific to community-based organizations 

either but the interaction between resources and agents (Giddens, 1984; Middlemiss, 2011). Therefore, 

it doesn't need to be a community, but just as easily a single living building with very few resources they 

share and are specific to the building. 

 

Summary 
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Living in a coliving space is much more sustainable than living in a single living space from the 

perspective of facilitating a sustainable lifestyle (Acquier et al. 2017). Change occurs in spaces where 

the corresponding resources enable a sustainable lifestyle through constraints or enablement. The 

individual doesn't need to value sustainability for change to occur, but there needs to be a certain quantity 

and quality of green provisioning for the individual to decide. Important to note that the number of 

resources is not given reason for the individual to make a change. The resources are just a way for the 

agent to be constrained or enabled to make a change. It can variate for an individual to make a change 

depending on other situational circumstances for that to happen. For example, when an individual is 

making big changes or during a crisis in their lives, they are more inclined to make a change (Refrence). 

One of those instances is when an individual moves from one place to another (Refrence). Another 

takeaway is that change of practice combines several change mechanisms orders across time and space, 

not just from the community but informed by a complex web of interaction with different levels of 

resources on all scales of institutional actors (Giddens 1984; Scott, 2001; Kirsch 1996). Another 

takeaway is that coliving is much more efficient in inducing a change in their residents compared to 

single living, which is also aligned with the current literature to date (), that communities are compelling 

ways for individuals to change practice and attain sustainable lifestyles (Middlemiss, 2011; Daly, 2017; 

Williams, 2008; Lan et al., 2018), although important to note that the community's resources need to 

correspond to both qualitative and quantitative respects of green provisioning, otherwise they will have 

an opposite effect.  
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7 DISCUSSION 
In the chapter of the discussion, previous work and literature will be compared and discussed 

concerning the analysis provided in the previous chapter and the overall findings of the thesis. A 

discussion of potential weaknesses and the overall quality of the method for conducting the research 

will be presented. A comparison with initial expectations is presented as contributions to academia and 

industry. Last, future studies will be discussed. 

 

The purpose of the research paper was to investigate Coliving initiatives from a sustainability 

perspective. The means of investigating the sustainability aspect was focused on the sustainable 

lifestyles of the resident, specifically how coliving compared to single-living facilitates sustainable 

lifestyles. By researching the resources present in a coliving and single-living environment and 

exploring the change mechanisms as well as consumptionpatterns, analyses of the selected data set 

provided insight into how living situations informed the sustainability behaviors of residents. These 

findings were later analyzed through the lens of the theoretical framework and previous literature to 

present activities that could be identified in the living situations as having stimulated sustainable 

lifestyles. 

In order to best capture the complexity present in a coliving and a single-living initiative, a qualitative 

research strategy with a comparative case study of a unique Coliving initiative and a private, self-

contained apartment were chosen as the primary locations for data collection. The researcher visited the 

case location of K9-Coliving and the private, self-contained apartment in order to perform semi-

structured interviews with three residents, which were spread out during the research period. 

 

In terms of the question of how the Coliving initiative compared to single-living facilitates sustainable 

lifestyles among the residents, the most evident findings were the change mechanisms and the power of 

these change mechanisms on the range of recourses that everyone has access to in the vicinity of their 

home. For the change mechanisms to be activated and have a meaningful impact on the resident’s 

lifestyle, they needed to incentivize sustainable behaviors, which occurred in the case of the Coliving 

arrangement, while in the private housing case there was less of an impact. Indeed, when it came to the 

individual residents of the Coliving initiatives, they possessed immense access to power over the living 

situations and interactions with each other due to all the shared both quantitative, qualitative and diverse 

set of resources. The Coliving initiative has institutionalized their cultural rules through the values to 

communicate and create more resilient cultural rules as the house changes. As a result, the infrastructure 

cannot be ignored as the foundation for building a community-based organization. This stands contrary 

to the living situation of the resident at the private apartment. Even though Edward possessed significant 

power to influence and control his own living arrangement and behaviors, he lacked the ability to 

influence or significantly engage with his fellow residents, as they also could retreat back into isolation 
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from the group whenever they wanted, as they possessed their own exclusive spaces that included 

everything, they needed to live by themselves. 

 

Overall, this project has demonstrated how physical infrastructure incentivizes the sharing of products 

and services between the individuals, which in turn promotes social interactions and collaborations 

among the residents, thereby leading to the creation or modification of cultural rules. Again, in the case 

of Edward living in his own self-contained, sufficient living situation, it was harder to create or modify 

cultural rules of the living complex, as each resident had the capacity to retreat into their own domicile 

and engage on their own terms whenever they wished, rather than have to deal with the other residents 

in a co-shared, equal environment. 

Lastly, another important aspect of the Coliving initiative is its governance structure. The very notion 

of a self-sustained community with a consensus-based non-hierarchical governance structure opens 

avenues for the residents to influence and co-create to indulge in learning activities, facilitating 

meaningful interactions, and to build a home that emphasizes the health and wellbeing of its residents. 

The shallow interactions that occurred between Edward and the majority of the other residents in his 

living situation were all but assured to turn out the way they did due to the lack of a true self-contained 

community reliant on one other to take care of shared spaces, resources, and to maintain pleasant 

reactions with one other. With no pressure to conform or contribute, minimal changes to sustainable 

behaviors would occur as a result of the living situation. 

 

7.1 Delimitation and quality 
The limitations of this research paper lie primarily in the fact that the focus is on the definition of 

Coliving and sustainable lifestyles as discussed and examined in the findings of the literature review. 

Based on the nature of Coliving, which necessitates urban environments to a significant degree, research 

on this topic was of a necessity limited to a specific locale. Moreover, given the demographic and 

socioeconomic issues of the young generation in Sweden, it makes sense for that age group to be the 

core focus of Coliving initiatives. The result of these two factors lead to the delimitation of the research 

project in its present form. 

 

The main weakness of this research project is the fact that a limited comparative case study based in 

urban Sweden was utilized to assess how Coliving initiatives change the sustainability behaviors of 

residents. As such, the generalizability of these findings to other Coliving initiatives might well not 

apply, due to potential differences in culture and socio-economic situations. That being said, the case of 

K9 was chosen for the reason of its recognitions in the industry of Coliving as one of the most interesting 

cases for sustainable lifestyles. Moreover there is difficulty in assessing the longer-term implications of 

the mechanisms on sustainable practices, such as how impactful they are on the individual’s ability to 
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practice sustainable lifestyles over the long-term. Though that is outside the scope of this research paper, 

it is something that will need to be taken into account in the future. Lastly, there is a degree of inherent 

bias in terms of the trustworhyness of the thesis in terms of the researcher's biases regarding the housing 

model and the research case of K9. Since the researcher was living at K9 at the time of this project, they 

might have had professional incentives for promoting Coliving as a future housing model. Though 

significant efforts were taken to overcome these biases, and to avoid becoming tangled in any supposed 

pressure to modify the results to support K9 coliving as a housing model, this weakness is still one that 

needs to be taken into account for future research. 

 

7.2 Contribution 

Observing the unique setting of K9-Coliving, and comparing it to a more standard private living 

residence, there were several specific conclusions reached as to the impacts of each of these residences 

on behavior and sustainable activities made. If the goal of policymakers is to encourage populations to 

pursue more cooperative living behaviors, and pursue greater sustainability in their lifestyles, Coliving 

offers a unique avenue of exploration for future government initiatives in this direction. Based on the 

success of the K9 coliving residence to contribute to measurable changes in the behaviors and activities 

of residents, there appears to be a significant opportunity for future exploration of this phenomenon. 

 

Furthermore, in the examination of the various mechanisms included in the analysis, one of the most 

fundamental impacts on behavior change appears to be exposure to diversity. In the case of both K9 and 

the private individual residence, interviewed subjects that were exposed to different sustainable 

activities, or even just different cultures and perspectives on life, came away with changes to their 

behaviors and goals. Unfortunately in the case of the private living residence, this outcome appeared to 

be more a result of random chance, or the particular situation of Edward, but the point remains that 

exposure to diversity appears to contribute to measurable changes. More particularly, in terms of K9, 

the diversity of individuals that residents can learn from in the course of interaction is pivotal for new 

practices to form and diversify the knowledge of sustainable practices and knowledge creation in general 

as motivated by the social sustainability principle of competence. By diversifying people according to 

cultures, education, income, and ethnicity, contributions can be made is to the creating of a platform for 

greater learning and sustainability. Moreover, the activities at K9-coliving in engaging with higher levels 

of diversity, especially as compared to the private residence case, demonstrated results in terms of 

changes among residents to more sustainable lifestyles, such as becoming vegans, as well as sharing 

among themselves as community. Future coliving residences might do well to pursue a recruitment 

process of interviews to facilitate more diversity while also placing greater emphasis on picking the 

individuals that would add value to the community. In addition, they would do well to balance those 
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qualities with creating a diversity of different thinking people from different walks of life to create a 

diverse set of knowledgeable agents and more accessible recourse to community learning. A balanced 

approach to recruitment will also lead to greater collaborations in terms of social capital and social 

cohesion. 

 

In terms of coliving design arrangements, by designing the community for access to a diverse set of 

spaces and facilities, a larger range of activities can be performed within the built environment as what 

was the case in the private living residence. Not only does the built environment provide incentives to 

the residents to interact by sharing spaces in a range of facilities and infrastructural recourse, but it also 

comes with a range of diverse living arrangements from a single room to a room where six people share 

in bunkbed constellations. These design features in the built environment incentivize even more 

interactions, especially with the individuals that are living with less private space. Furthermore, based 

on the location of the coliving built environment of extensive infrastructural recourses for variation and 

flexibility of use, there was a resulting increase in residents spending more time in the Coliving initiative, 

increasing the utilization of the built environment, and leading to a potentially higher decrease in 

transport consumption and time spent in environments that incentives consumption in the central district 

of Stockholm.  

 

All these results improve our understanding how coliving varies in structure and impact as compared to 

private individual residences in the same urban spaces. Indeed, the most fundamental aspect of the 

organizational recourse in terms of the governance structure demonstrated the power of learning from 

other resident’s examples. Moreover, the cultural rules of K9-coliving include many of the fundamental 

principles of social and environmental sustainability. The identity of K9, incorporates sustainable living, 

diversity, self-management, and the opportunity to explore, rest, and grow while still offering residents 

the ability to truly be themselves. This is communicated in the values and principles as radical self-

expression, an increase in self-awareness, radical inclusion, and the consistent attendance at the house 

meeting as a sign of accountability. Even though the emphasis was on promoting social sustainability, 

general sustainable practices were still encouraged. All these points were lacking to a large degree in 

the private individual residence.  

 

The engrained and comprehensive nature of this coliving community stands head and shoulders above 

that of the private individual residence in terms of contributing to changes in resident’s behaviors. 

Overall the Coliving initiative has made a stronger case for stimulating sustainable lifestyles in urban 

Stockholm. The findings here will set the stage for additional research into clarifying the degree of 

coliving structures and communities’ impact on changes in behavior, both more generally and in terms 

of sustainable lifestyles. 
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7.3 Future studies 
The overall contribution has been subject to the triangulation of different sources of data collection 

methods but is limited to a comparative two case study that is limited geographically to urban Stockholm 

in Sweden. As such, future studies would do well to incorporate other Coliving initiatives from other 

locales and/or countries that have promising sustainability features to create a foundation of generalized 

results on sustainability mechanisms that more concise conclusions on these relationships might be 

reached. In addition, the qualitative nature of this research project was warranted in large part as there 

needed to be theory-generating work conducted on this research topic, but that by itself is not sufficient 

for understanding the linkages between these phenomena. Future research would do well to include 

quantitative approaches to establish more concise benchmarks of how effective the sustainability 

mechanisms and recourses of the Coliving initiative are compared to other forms of housing. Moreover, 

should this be applied at scale to include other countries and different types of coliving situations, there 

would be significant research value generated in terms of providing support for or against the hypothesis 

examined here that Coliving serves as an effective environment for encouraging a sustainable lifestyle. 

This, in turn, would significantly impact the incentives for policymakers to promote this specific housing 

model. 

 

Furthermore, the limitations of not incorporating institutional actors' influences on the agent’s practices 

are discussed in Giddens's structuration theory. With the model of lifestyle change in a Coliving 

initiative being subject to these same limitations, future studies would do well to take this into account. 

Lastly, incorporating institutional theory and clan control theory, the interactions between different 

levels of institutional actors could be researched still further to provide greater insight into how the 

mechanisms interact with outcomes of sustainable behaviors. Moreover, the control mechanisms of the 

operator and the influence of the recourses, as described by the levels of institutionalism, could greatly 

improve the validity of the research paper and could yield important results for the greater understanding 

of this research topic.  
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9 APPENDIX 
 

9.1 Interview guide residents 
 

 

1. Explain the situation 
- The thesis work 

2. Explain the interview process 
- Recording of the interview 
- Anonymity  
- Focus 

3. Intro 
- Generally, how has your lifestyle changed since you moved in? 

4. Middle part 
- Recourses 

• People recourses 
1. What is your experience from living a sustainable lifestyle? 
2. What is your experience from living in Coliving or other shared 

housing alternatives? 
3. What is your experience from living in Coliving or other shared 

housing alternatives? 
4. What can you tell me about the other people living in this building? 

a. What is the composition of people living in this building? 
i. Gender mix? 

ii. Nationality? 
iii. Degrees? 

• Cultural rules 
1. What are the cultural rules, norms and principles that exist in the 

community or the apartment building that you are aware of? 
• Infrastructural recourses 

1. What are the infrastructural recourses of the community/organisation 
that you have access to? 

a. What facilities do you have? 
b. What services do you have? 
c. What other infrastructural recourses do you have access to?  

• Organisational recourses 
1. Community 

a. What are the recourses that the community is offering to the 
individual? 

2. Organisation 
a. What are the recourses that the organisation is offering to the 

community?  
- Consumption 

• What kind of food do you consume today? 
• Has your consumption of food changed since you moved in? 

1. Yes, how has your consumption of food changed since you moved in? 
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• What kind of transport are you consuming today? 
• Has your consumption of transport changed since you moved in? 

1. How has your consumption of transport changed since you moved in? 
• What other kinds of consumption are you doing? 
• Has your consumption of other goods changed since you moved in? 

1. How has your consumption of other goods services changed since 
you moved in? 

• What kind of housing are you consuming today? 
• Has your consumption of activities in your house changed since you moved 

in? 
1. How has your consumption of housing changed since you moved in?  

• What are you sharing or lending today? 
• Has your consumption of shared/lend/exchanged goods and services 

changed since you moved in? 
1. How has your consumption of shared/lend/exchanged goods and 

services changed since you moved in? 
- Values 

• What are your most important values in life? 
• Have your values changed since you moved in? 

1. how has your values changed since you moved in? 
- Social 

• meaning making 
1. What is your ability to create meaning in life? 
2. Has it changed since you moved in? 

a. How has your ability to create meaning in life changed? 
• Health – wellbeing 

1. How would you describe your wellbeing as of today? 
2. Has it changed since you moved in? 

a. How has your wellbeing changed since you moved in? 
• Competence 

1. What access do you have to learning and developing new skills and 
personal development? 

2. Has it changed since you moved in? 
a. How has the access to learn and develop new skills and 

personal development changed since you moved in? 
• influence 

1. What is your ability to influence your community, organisation, 
neighbourhood and sociaty? 

2. Has it changed since you moved in? 
a. How has your ability to influence changed since you moved 

in?  
• Impartiality 

1. Are you experiencing impartial treatment in your life? 
2. Has it changed since you moved in? 

a. How has your experience of impartial treatment changed 
since you moved in? 

- Identity 
• What is your identity? 
• Has your identity changed since you moved in? 

1. How has your identity changed since you moved in?  
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- Behavoirs 
• Have your behavoirs in everyday life changed since you moved in? 
• How has your behavoirs changed since you moved in?  

- Social - overall 
• What is your social life like today? 
• Has your social life changed since you moved in? 

1. How has your social life changed since you moved in?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Other questions 
- What kind of activities are you doing that promotes change in your lifestyle?  
- Template for follow up questions to how the interviewee have changed since moving 

in 
• Yes, how has your consumption of food changed since you moved in? 

1. Prio 1 
a. Why has it changed? 
b. How did the change happen? 
c. Did the change happen at once or gradually? 
d. What or who inspired you to change? 
e. Can you describe what you do differently? 

i. Do you spend more time or less time 
ii. Do you spend more or less money? 

iii. Is it more or less convenient than what you did 
before? 

f. How has your change influenced your interactions with 
physical space and people? 

2. Prio 2 
a. Do you have specific goals or principles in relation to doing 

these changes? 
i. If yes, can you live up to them?  

b. Are there any incentives for you to do changes? 
c. Do you experience any pressure or expectations to do 

changes? 
i. Do you avoid places or persons where you 

experience this pressure 
d. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the changes? 
e. Have the change been especially easy or difficult? 

i. Why?  
3. Prio 3 

a. Have you doubted whether you should continue? 
b. Are there things you would like to change but haven’t 

because it is too difficult?  
c. Are you missing anything after the change? 

i. If yes, what? 
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4. Prio 4 
a. How common do you experience it is to do the changes you 

have made?  
b. How do others perceive the changes you have made?  
c. Have friends and family tried to do these changes as well?  
d. How has the change influenced your relationship with friends 

and family? 
• If not, is there something that have hindered you to change? 

1. What is it? 
2. How has it hindered you? 
3. Why? 
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