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resumo 
 

 
 

Cohousing é um tipo de habitação colaborativa que tem vindo a crescer um 

pouco por todo o mundo. O facto de ser planeado, criado e gerido pelos seus 

residentes permite adaptar a habitação de acordo com os valores, interesses e 

necessidades de cada pessoa. Uma das suas principais premissas é a criação 

e a fomentação de relações sociais, contribuindo diretamente para a melhoria 

da qualidade de vida e bem-estar dos que lá residem. 

Com este trabalho, pretende-se recolher informação a partir da experiência, 

conhecimento e realidade de comunidades cohousing já estabelecidas, de 

modo a disponibilizar e disseminar esses contributos em Portugal, 

possibilitando a adaptação deste modelo habitacional à realidade portuguesa. 

Assim, o objetivo é compreender de que forma é que o cohousing é uma 

alternativa viável para a população mais velha, tendo-se definido dois objetivos 

específicos: por um lado, conhecer o modo como esta habitação colaborativa é 

planeada e criada, e por outro, entender como é que o cohousing é gerido 

pelos residentes e se adapta às suas necessidades. 

Para tal, foram entrevistadas dez comunidades cohousing, que respeitam os 

três critérios de inclusão definidos previamente: contexto (rural, semiurbano e 

urbano), tipo (sénior e multigeracional) e localização geográfica (diferentes 

países). A recolha dos dados foi feita através de entrevistas online 

semiestruturas e para a análise recorreu-se ao software ATLAS.ti. Os 

resultados revelam que a criação deste tipo de comunidades é um processo 

que pode ser demorado pelo que a consciencialização da população, a 

articulação com os decisores políticos e entidades bancárias, bem como a 

contratação de profissionais especializados é fundamental. Além disso, a 

flexibilidade e liberdade inerente ao cohousing permite que este tipo de 

habitação se adapte de diversas formas às necessidades e interesses dos 

seus residentes, contribuindo para o ageing in place. 
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abstract 

 
Cohousing is a type of collaborative housing that has been growing all over the 

world. The fact that it is planned, created, and managed by its residents allows 

the accommodation to be adapted according to the values, interests, and 

needs of each person. One of its main premises is the creation and promotion 

of social relationships, contributing directly to the improvement of the quality of 

life and well-being of those who live there. 

With this work, it was intended to gather information from the experience, 

knowledge, and reality of already established cohousing communities, in order 

to make these contributions available and disseminate in Portugal, enabling the 

adaptation of this housing model to the Portuguese reality. 

Thus, the objective is to understand how cohousing is a viable alternative for 

the older population, having defined two specific objectives: on the one hand, to 

know how this collaborative housing is planned and created, and on the other, 

understand how cohousing is managed by residents and adapts to their needs. 

To this end, ten cohousing communities were interviewed, meeting the three 

inclusion criteria previously defined: context (rural, semi-urban and urban), type 

(senior and multigenerational) and geographic location (different countries). 

Data collection was done through semi-structured online interviews and the 

ATLAS.ti software was used for analysis. The results reveal that the creation of 

this type of communities is a process that can be time consuming, so raising 

awareness among the population, articulating with policy makers and banking 

entities, as well as hiring specialized professionals is essential. In addition, the 

flexibility and freedom inherent to cohousing allows this type of housing to 

adapt in different ways to the needs and interests of its residents, contributing 

to ageing in place. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Demographic characteristics in the world, and specifically in Portugal, have been changing. 

Population ageing, marked by an increase in life expectancy and a decline in fertility (Azevedo, 

2020), is often seen solely as a problem for contemporary societies. However, it is necessary to 

emphasize that the sharp growth in human longevity represents an achievement of medicine, 

knowledge, technology, and humanity (Bárrios et al., 2020; Fonseca, 2021). Ensuring healthy and 

dignified ageing for all people becomes a challenge that deserves to be faced head on and that 

needs responses at different levels. 

An imperative answer is the redefinition of support services for the older population in Portugal, 

since the existing model is out of step with the current reality (União das Misericórdias 

Portuguesas, 2021). In this sense, it is essential to rethink the way in which the ageing process is 

seen and lived, as well as the traditional perspectives of ways of life in old age. Decent housing, 

being a social determinant of health and a fundamental right present in the Constitution of the 

Portuguese Republic, must be considered and adapted to the real conditions of people. Ageing in 

place thus arises as the person's ability to continue to live in their home and community over time, 

safely and independently, and should therefore be seen as a first option that brings advantages of 

social inclusion and emotional reward (Fonseca, 2018). 

Cohousing is a type of collaborative housing that has been growing all over the world. This type of 

housing is capable of embracing the three types of sustainability – social, ecological, and economic 

– and has the potential to encompass the four dimensions of ageing in place – physical, social, 

emotional and psychological, and cultural –, making it an increasingly valued life model (Fonseca, 

2018; Hagbert et al., 2020). Cohousing has been identified as an affordable, accessible, and 

sustainable type of housing, which contributes to the maintenance of autonomy, independence, 

and well-being through the promotion of social relationships and proximity in the community 

(Durrett, 2009; Hagbert et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020). 

It is therefore important to know this model of collaborative housing better, in order to understand 

how it could be brought and adapted to the Portuguese reality. In addition, the existing gap due to 

the lack of literature on cohousing in Portugal, opens space for this research. 

Thus, with this work, it is intended, based on the experience and reality of cohousing communities 

abroad, to know how cohousing can be a feasible alternative of housing for the older population. To 

this end, two specific objectives were defined: i) to know how cohousing is planned and created, 

and ii) to know how cohousing is managed by its residents and how it adapts to their needs. 

As this is an exploratory work, qualitative research was used through semi-structured interviews 

with founding members and other residents of cohousing communities located in different parts of 

the world. 

This document is organized into four parts. In the first one, a bibliographic review of the literature 

was carried out in which it was intended to explore the concept, characteristics, history, and steps 

to be followed for the creation and construction of a cohousing community, also highlighting the 

senior cohousing. It was intended to show the importance of rethinking housing, reinforcing the 

Portuguese situation. In the second chapter, the research question and objectives are presented, 

followed by the description of the methodological decisions carried out. The third part concerns the 

analysis and discussion of the results, where the main characteristics of the sample are first 

presented, and then the variables under study. Here, it was decided to create two subchapters for 

the exploration and discussion of the two objectives separately. Finally, the main conclusions, the 

implications for the management and for the Portuguese context, as well as the limitations and 

suggestions for future investigations were presented. 
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1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

1.1. Cohousing 

 

This is not a family. This is not ordinary friendship. It's something 

different. It's a new kind of relationship to your neighbours. 

Kerstin Kärnekull 

Member of Färdknäppen, Sweden, since 1992 

 

 

1.1.1. DEFINITION OF THE CONCEPT 

According to the Foundation for Intentional Community (2021), cohousing is considered an 

intentional community, as it represents the group of people who decide to live together and share 

resources, based on common values and visions. In this concept, the focus is on the community 

and its common ways of living and working (Vestbro, 2010). Ecovillages, co-living, religious 

communities, and other types of collective self-organization with communal aims are also 

considered intentional communities (Foundation for Intentional Community, 2021). 

Nevertheless, cohousing is a housing concept that wraps around a broader umbrella term – 

"collaborative housing". For some authors, this is an overarching concept that included more 

economically accessible, socially broader and more environmentally sustainable housing initiatives 

(Czischke et al., 2020; Fromm, 1991; Lang et al., 2020). In addition, common facilities are an 

important design factor in collaborative housing as they include a common view of lifestyle and are 

strongly oriented towards collaboration among residents (Vestbro, 2010). Thus, “collaborative 

housing forms can vary in terms of tenure, legal and organizational characteristics” (Czischke et al., 

2020, p. 7). As such, it is important to know some specific characteristics that the concept of 

cohousing contemplates. 

Nowadays, cohousing is a popular movement that has developed due to people's growing 

dissatisfaction with conventional housing options (Durrett, 2009). This concept of collaborative 

housing consists of a set of private houses and common spaces, which are at the center of the 

community and accessible to all residents. In this way, cohousing manages to create a natural and 

creative balance between private life and social or community life (Lietaert, 2010; Lubik & 

Kosatsky, 2019; UK Cohousing Network, 2015). In general, cohousing is characterized by being a 

community with common spaces and shared facilities (Vestbro, 2010). Some of the spaces that are 

usually present in the common house are the kitchen, living room, gym, guest room, laundry, and 

atelier (Lubik & Kosatsky, 2019; Vestbro, 2010). Due to its fundamental role and privileged location 

in the cohousing communities, some authors claim that the common house is the heart of the 

community (Durrett, 2009; Lietaert, 2010). 

A particularity of cohousing is that this type of housing is created, planned, and managed by the 

residents themselves, who decide how they want their community to be and function – an aspect 

that is not very common to see in other types of housing with shared facilities (Durrett, 2009; 

Vestbro, 2010). It is this idea of freedom, in which each community creates its rules, that makes 

cohousing magical, as nothing is rigid, and everything depends on the will of its residents (Lietaert, 

2010). 

Durrett (2009), architect and responsible for the construction of dozens of cohousings, presents six 

characteristics of cohousing: 
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1. Participatory process: residents actively participate in the community creation process from 

the beginning of the project, although they may require the collaboration of specialists 

(lawyers, architects, facilitators, etc.). This process requires a lot of time and many weekly 

meetings. However, a sense of community and closeness is evident when residents work 

together to achieve the same goal. 

2. Deliberate neighbourhood design: physical design encourages a sense of community and 

neighbourhood, as it has a great responsibility in the social life of the community. Although 

it is the participatory process that establishes the initial sense of community, it is the 

physical design that sustains it over time. Normally, the car park is on the periphery of the 

cohousing, which provides security to all residents; informal meeting places are set up, 

such as benches and garden tables; and the location of the common house determines 

how it will be used, since it is an extension of private homes and is created according to 

the interests of the residents of each community. 

3. Extensive common facilities: private houses tend to be smaller than traditional dwellings 

because spaces such as the guest room, dining room, laundry and ateliers are designed 

for the common house, where most of the living takes place. In this way, there are not only 

practical, but also social and environmental benefits. In addition, the door to the common 

house is open in the most of communities. 

4. Complete resident management: it is the residents who manage the development of 

cohousing and make decisions of common interest at community meetings. In these 

meetings, residents discuss and solve problems, and working groups and common tasks 

(making dinner together or cleaning the common house) are normally rotating. However, 

making group decisions is not easy – residents must learn to cooperate between each 

other and work as a team to arrive at the best solution for everyone. Durrett (2009, p. 26) 

even states that “it is a process of learning by doing”. According to Lietaert (2010), these 

decisions can be made by consensus, by voting or by a hybrid approach, the important 

thing is to give voice to all residents. 

5. Non-hierarchical social structure: there are no leadership roles, decisions and 

responsibilities must be made and shared with all adult residents. This division must be 

made considering what each person thinks can contribute more and better. 

6. Separate income sources: residents have their own wages, as the community does not 

generate income and there is no community effort to generate profit. The economy of most 

cohousing is similar to a typical condominium. 

According to Durrett (2009, p. 12), cohousing "is simply a functional neighbourhood that works", 

giving residents the privacy that they are used to and the sense of community they desire. This 

concept is known to be a social interaction process created by the residents themselves (Krokfors, 

2012), since it facilitates spontaneous coexistence and the creation of bonds between them. For 

Williams (2008), cohousing is both a housing form and a lifestyle. 

A very close concept that is often confused with cohousing is the ecovillage. Although this concept 

is not yet well defined, ecovillage is seen as an intentional community that aspires to create a more 

radical change in relationships with a more sustainable and environmentally friendly lifestyle 

(Christian, 2003; ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). Global Ecovillage Network of Europe defines 

ecovillage as an intentional community that is consciously and carefully created through locally 

owned participatory processes, concerned with the regeneration of four areas: social, culture, 

ecology, and economy. Although ecovillages can come in various shapes and sizes, this concept 

does not include families living together, religious groups, sects or cults (Global Ecovillage Network 

of Europe, n.d.). To facilitate the understanding, ScottHanson and ScottHanson (2005) refer to 
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cohousing as a small community or neighbourhood that can be integrated into a large (eco)village, 

where businesses and commercial activities can be found. 

 

1.1.2. HISTORY AND EVOLUTION OF COHOUSING 

The actual time when the concept of cohousing was born is not very clear in the literature, as there 

are authors who claim that it was in the 60s (Newsham, 2018; Priest, 2015; ScottHanson & 

ScottHanson, 2005) and others who argue that it was in the 70s (Andersen, 1985; Lietaert, 2010). 

However, there is no doubt in stating that it originated in Denmark. 

According to Lietaert (2010), the first cohousing was created in 1972, near Copenhagen, by a 

Danish architect and psychologist. The trigger was the article Children should have one hundred 

parents, written by Bodil Graae, who argued that children should grow up surrounded by different 

parents (Priest, 2015). 

The original Danish name, bofællesskab, literally means "living community" and was designed for 

two purposes: 1) to increase the quality of social life for residents and 2) to reduce the burnout 

associated with the responsibilities of everyday life, especially for women (Lietaert, 2010). 

Though, the idea of creating shared semi-urban communities was not new, as there are authors 

who claim that "the concept of communal living has existed for millennia" (Newsham, 2018 

[online]). What cohousing allowed was to implement an old idea in a new context: to create social 

ties between neighbours and relieve the stress of managing all aspects of daily life (Lietaert, 2010). 

Cohousing is a very flexible concept, whose evolution is not straightforward and follows social 

developments over time. There are authors who argue that the original idea of this type of housing 

was developed according to the young people's new perspectives on society and personal 

relationships. At a time when women were actively fighting, demanding justice and equal rights, 

collective housing emerged as a different and interesting experience, capable of relieving pressure 

on the performance of housework and promoting a better environment for the education of children 

(Killock, 2014). 

This ideal of housing and lifestyle has appealed to people all over the world. During the 1970s and 

1980s, many cohousings occurred in the Netherlands, Sweden, and Germany. In the 90s, the 

concept reached the United States of America (US) and Canada (Durrett, 2010; Lietaert, 2010), 

with cohousing being the type of international community that grew the most in the US (Lubik & 

Kosatsky, 2019). The main difference between this model and the European one is "a near total 

absence of communities for rent or state-financed" (Ruiu, 2016, p. 402). There are also projects for 

cohousing communities in Japan, the United Kingdom (UK), Australia and New Zealand. More 

recently, around 2010, other European countries like Italy, Spain, Belgium, and France have also 

invested in this type of housing (Lietaert, 2010).  

The growth of the cohousing movement can be explained by the inability of the real estate sectors 

to fail to provide an adequate response to the necessary balance between independence, privacy, 

social interaction, and economic capacity (Hunt, 2007). 

Nevertheless, although cohousing is now appreciated and apparently as simple as being "all about 

community and people" (UK Cohousing Network, 2015, p. 1), for Sargisson (2012), these are still 

utopian communities, since they represent a better model of life. This is still an unknown concept, 

even in Denmark, where only between 1,5% and 2% of the population lives in cohousing 

communities (Göschel & Vestbro, 2010). Egerö (2010) considers that to become a movement more 

available to all ages and social classes, cohousing needs to become more professional and more 

active. 
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1.1.3. FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF COHOUSING 

Creating a cohousing is, nothing less than creating a community. However, this is a grey area, 

where all known information on how to create a cohousing or other type of communities is based 

on the real experience of building existing communities. To begin, ScottHanson and ScottHanson 

(2005) point to three fundamental pillars when creating a community: 

1. Defining a vision: only future residents will be able to define and translate how they want 

their community to be. 

2. Understanding the existing conditions: for this process to be successful, it is important to 

know the reality in which the community are going to be created, in legal, economic, and 

social terms. 

3. Identifying the pathways: defining the path to follow, considering the current reality, until 

reaching the realization of the initially envisaged community vision. 

Durrett (2009) also highlights some aspects that must be considered before creating a cohousing 

community and that will be analysed in more detail later: 

 Size: ideally, there should be between fifteen and thirty households – in very small groups, 

people may feel alone because they have no one to relate to and in very large groups, 

sometimes the sense of community is lost, and it can be difficult to reach consensus. 

 Location: each community is free to choose the location that best identifies with its goals 

and visions. Nevertheless, when choosing the ideal location, it is necessary to consider: i) 

the availability of accessible places and ii) finding enough people who are interested in 

living there. 

 Design: there are cohousings in which the houses are twinned, others in which they are 

isolated. It can be dwellings or apartments. Access can be via pedestrian streets or open 

courtyards. 

 Types of financing and ownership: private condominiums, limited capital cooperatives, 

rentals belonging to non-profit organizations or a combination of private and non-profit 

rental units. 

 Priorities: vary depending on the residents themselves. There are some cohousings with a 

big topic in sustainability and ecology and others more focused on religiosity. 

The practical construction of cohousing communities can be carried out based on two different 

approaches: top-down and bottom-up (Bresson & Labit, 2020).  

The top-down approach, in which projects are initiated by public and/or private institutions, which 

desire to develop innovative forms of housing, accessible to several people and encourage an 

approach to life based on mutual help and solidarity. As a rule, the project is developed, and 

residents are sought afterwards (Bresson & Labit, 2020). However, in some cases – as in the 

Swedish reality – collective housing is initiated by the municipal housing company, owned by the 

municipality, but which together with the residents create houses and communities that respond to 

their needs. According to McCamant and Durrett (2011), there were few cohousing created from 

the top-down approach. 

The bottom-up approach presupposes the intervention and the active role of future residents of the 

community. This group of people, who share the same values and have similar interests, is 

organized to carry out its goal of living in an intentional community. Moreover, residents can count 

on the collaboration of resident associations or experienced professionals, such as architects, 

lawyers, or developers, to assist in certain aspects of building their community (Wankiewicz, 2015). 
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In fact, this type of approach is what seems to keep residents more committed to the project and 

involved with the neighbourhood (Tummers, 2016), also because it is the most flexible, making it 

possible to adapt each cohousing community to its particular context (Lietaert, 2010). 

Regardless of the approach used, creating a community is a complex and time-consuming 

process. In fact, building a cohousing takes more time than construction of another type of housing 

(Scanlon & Arrigoitia, 2015). Christian (2003) even risks stating that building a cohousing 

community may take between two and ten years.  

One of the reasons that explain the delay in building cohousing communities has to do with the 

active participation of the members group. If, on the one hand, this is an important factor and 

allows greater involvement of members in the project, on the other, it is evident that group decision-

making is naturally a longer process. Another factor that stands out is the greater complexity in the 

planning and authorization process, as local and/or national authorities are often unfamiliar with 

this housing concept, tending to have more delays and impediments than in the standard planning 

process. Finally, another reason that explains this delay is the negotiations between the group of 

members and the developer, since there are many people involved (Scanlon & Arrigoitia, 2015). 

The bottom-up approach is the most used and best represents the principles of cohousing. 

However, it is also the one that takes the longest time for future residents to move to their new 

home. For this reason, several authors have dedicated themselves to defining steps to be 

considered to shorten this period and guide people to the best path in the creation of communities. 

For Beck (2020), for the creation of a cohousing community, it is necessary to start by reflecting on 

four interconnected dimensions: 

1. Visions and values dimension: where to start, as it is important to define a group vision that 

should influence the values discussed throughout the process of creating and building 

cohousing. Therefore, the focus of the communities can be very different, as there are 

cohousings that are concerned with living in a self-sustainable way, building organic 

houses with self-sufficiency and resorting to recycling and sustainable energy consumption 

practices (Tummers, 2017); others who seek good conditions for children (Mazanti, 2007); 

and others that provide for mutual aid between generations and the establishment of self-

governance, ideals of freedom and democracy, with models of consensus instead of 

hierarchies (Durrett, 2009). There is also cohousing communities that were created with a 

view to spiritual, religious, or political values (Beck, 2020). 

2. Organizational dimension: how cohousing is organized financially and legally planned. This 

includes all formal and informal community agreements, including working group meetings, 

decision making throughout the process, etc.  

3. Relational dimension: this dimension includes relations between inhabitants. This includes 

dynamics, group identity and formal and informal practices among residents in their daily 

lives, which can be translated into celebrations, dinners, activities, and group meetings. In 

fact, performing group tasks fosters and improves the quality of relationships. According to 

Ganer (2016), Williams (2005) and Torres-Antonini (2001), the existence of a common 

house in a cohousing community is the key, as it encourages informal and spontaneous 

encounters (as cited in Beck, 2020). 

4. Physical dimension: it refers to the physical design of the infrastructures and materials to 

be used in construction, distinguishing between private, semi-private, common, and public 

areas. This physical design of the cohousing must be designed to promote social 

interaction – normally the common house has good accessibility to all inhabitants and can 

be composed of the rooms that best respond to the needs of its residents. The outdoor 

spaces can include green areas with parks for children, sports fields, vegetable gardens, 
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greenhouses, animal areas, recycling, and composting areas. In addition, the car park is 

tending to be on the periphery of the community, to provide more security, and cars can 

also be shared (Beck, 2020).  

Each community creation project is unique (Tummers, 2016). However, there are some guidelines 

present in the literature that intend to facilitate the whole process, and the main topics will be 

discussed below. 

Creating a Group 

The main permission of a community is people. Thus, the first big step towards the creation of 

cohousing is to bring together a group of people who want to live together. Then, it is necessary for 

this group of people to recognize themselves as a true community and create an identity. For this, it 

is necessary to learn to work together, make decisions for the group and speak with one voice 

(ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

In fact, a cohesive group with well-defined objectives will have more and better conditions to 

assume a future financial commitment (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). For this, it is necessary that 

the group members make themselves known and that they share not only their knowledge and 

skills, but also their needs and expectations in relation to the project (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 

2005). Therefore, meetings should be held regularly, so that the process of creating cohousing is 

always maintained at a good pace and that members can democratically discuss all the important 

aspects for their community (Durrett, 2009; McCamant & Durrett, 2011; ScottHanson & 

ScottHanson, 2005). 

There is no doubt that the involvement of future inhabitants during the community planning process 

is a fact that contributes greatly to the strengthening and cohesion among members (Baldwin et al., 

2019). However, everyone is different and, as a result, has different ways of thinking, so it can 

sometimes be difficult to reach an agreement and the decision-making process can be 

complicated. Thus, to deal with and reduce conflicts between members, Christian (2003) presents 

six measures: 

1. Identify community vision and values: the community's values and vision must be defined 

and clear to all members. 

2. Choose a fair and appropriate participatory decision-making process: it is important that 

decision-making among all members is a reality and therefore everyone must have an 

active voice. To do this, it is necessary to define a decision-making method and it must be 

understood by all members. 

3. Make clear agreements: all agreements must be written, from the simplest (weekly group 

meetings) to the most serious (land acquisition agreements). 

4. Learn good communication and group process skills: having the ability to resolve conflicts 

and speak to everyone on more sensitive topics. 

5. Choose cofounders and new members: clearly define the selection process for new 

members. 

6. Learn the head and heart skills: take time to learn the skills needed to manage the group. 

McCamant and Durrett (2011) also suggest that members should be divided into committees or 

small working groups. This method works well, as it allows people to better understand each 

other's opinions on a given topic, giving everyone the opportunity to express themselves and 

avoiding long discussions in large group meetings, where decisions should be more efficient. 
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It is likely that the group initially formed will not remain unchanged until the end of the process. Due 

to the long process of creating cohousing, this is a perfectly natural phenomenon. Durrett (2009) 

argues that the number of residents who participate in the entire process of building and creating 

cohousing is not relevant to its success. However, he advises that there should be a minimum of 

six households. 

The Development Process 

A partnership between the group of members and a developer can be an important asset in the 

development process of a successful project. The relationship established between a developer 

and the future residents of the community may allow to reduce risks, time, and money (Durrett, 

2009; ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

The literature identifies three possible models of performance of the developers. In the first, it is the 

future residents who finance the acquisition of land and all construction costs, so the developers 

are not really involved. This allows members to have full control over the development process, 

design, costs, and time, but in addition to the risks being greater, it also requires a large financial 

commitment to be made long before they go to live in their new homes. In the second model, an 

independent developer works with the group, according to their specifications. He/she finances the 

acquisition and construction of the land and in the end sells the units to the group members. In the 

last model, the developers create the project without any feedback from the group and in the end 

sell the units to anyone who is interested in buying them. Although this model allows residents to 

take no risk, they have no participation or decision in the design process of their community 

(Scanlon & Arrigoitia, 2015). 

Regardless of the model, the role of developers is to have a vision of the project's potential; having 

the necessary expertise to understand the development process and the associated risks; have a 

business perspective; ability to coordinate the work to be carried out daily; know the available 

financing and be available to share the risks; be credible; and having a network of contacts that 

allows the collaboration of other professionals, whenever justified (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

The developers are familiar with the development process, as well as what is expected. In fact, 

they are known as "who put up the money and take the risk to get a project built" (ScottHanson & 

ScottHanson, 2005, p. 44). This being, in fact, a risk-taking process, successful developers are as 

enthusiastic about risk as they are about reward. 

The first thing a developer should do is checking available resources: the skills, the time, and the 

financial capacity. In general, a developer is a person who has real knowledge in different sectors 

(finance, law, construction, and marketing). However, when this does not happen, he/she must 

have the ability to assemble a small team that responds to the needs of that project (ScottHanson 

& ScottHanson, 2005). 

Another responsibility of the developer is to seek or help residents to search for land. He/she has 

the ability to see if that site corresponds to what is expected. In addition, the developer has the 

competence to explore different ways of reducing tax liabilities and obligations (ScottHanson & 

ScottHanson, 2005). 

As a rule, developers have the standard project pro forma (anticipated budget used for planning) 

that responds to their needs. What they do is make some assumptions about how much the project 

can cost and earn a percentage of the total sale value. Durrett (2009) believes that in cohousing 

projects, the developers' role is more to provide a specific service than a product. In this way, they 

agree to create the highest value at the lowest cost for residents, because if costs go up, house 

prices also go up, potential buyers will no longer want to buy, and developers will not receive 

anything. 
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Some communities also choose to hire consultants who are outside mediators and who seek to 

advise and help the group of future residents to define the different aspects inherent to the creation 

of a community. There are several types of consultants, including architect, lawyer, project 

manager, or others (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

Buying Land 

First, it is necessary for future residents to decide whether they want their community to be located, 

in a rural or urban area. To help make this decision, members should come together and discuss 

which areas they would prefer to live in and which areas they would not like to live at all. Another 

aspect to consider, which is often a predominant factor for members, is that their community is 

close to schools, supermarkets, the workplace, or other services (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 

2005). 

To select the land that meets the needs of residents, it is necessary that they define their 

characteristics, including the size and organization they want, the number of families and essential 

services in the neighbourhood (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

The search for land that makes sense to all residents can take a long time. It is important to look 

carefully, to know the characteristics of the land and to see if these are in line with the permits 

defined by the future inhabitants. However, McCamant and Durrett (2011) warn that it is not 

possible to find land that meets all the characteristics defined a priori by residents, so visiting 

several properties can be useful. 

During these visits it is important to speak to the neighbours, as they are a prodigious source of 

information about that space. ScottHanson and ScottHanson (2005) also advise to take 

photographs and notes of the most important information, in order to create a logbook of each area 

that is visited. 

Before making a final decision, residents must discuss how much money they have and how much 

they are willing to spend on the property. In addition, zoning, the master plan for the area, the 

possibility and process of increasing density, soils, potential for toxic waste, the structural integrity 

of existing buildings, financial viability, neighbourhood concerns, as well as objectives of the owner 

are information that must be verified, since they can be used to negotiate the price and terms of 

purchase with the owner (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

After all options have been considered and decisions have been made, it is necessary to contact 

the landowner to start the business. 

The Design Process  

This is one of the most important aspects in creating a community. The design of a community 

promotes interaction between residents and, therefore, enhances the smooth functioning of the 

community (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

In this sense, experts (McCamant & Durrett, 2011; ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005) advise 

future residents to hire professionals, as architects, engineers, planners, among others, with 

experience in building communities so that this co-design process is made easier. 

In addition, it is necessary to keep in mind that participatory design process is essential at this 

stage. When residents participate in the creation process of their community, there is more 

acceptance, and they tend to be more engaged in the group, sharing their resources or to use the 

common spaces of the community they have created (McCamant & Durrett, 2011; Tummers, 

2016).  
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The cohousing design process consists of three elements: site planning, common house design, 

and private unit design, in which this order must be maintained (McCamant & Durrett, 2011; 

ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

The site plan is the first to be considered because it allows general planning of the community, 

such as the number of units that will exist, the location of the buildings, the construction materials 

to be used, the conditions of accessibility, the access areas to cars, gardens, etc. The common 

house should be the second since joint planning allocates residents to become familiar and decide 

which rooms they want to be there. This will allow residents to better understand why their private 

homes are smaller than traditional houses. The planning of private houses must consider two 

points: i) be adapted to different types of families and ii) seek a balance between common and 

private spaces. In addition, prices must be kept low, and it is necessary to have a standardized 

design, so residents can expand or renovate their spaces later (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

The very first important thing to do is discuss and write down all the ideas and decision regarding 

the ideal design of the community: design program. This is a detailed document in which all the 

specificities of the different areas and buildings that make up the community are presented and 

must be made for the three elements of cohousing. The design program has the important function 

of guiding the tasks of professionals and members, also helping to explain the decisions made to 

new members who join after defining the community's design criteria (McCamant & Durrett, 2011; 

ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

The next step to the design program is schematic design. At this stage, the design team begins to 

draw miniature sketches or two and three-dimensional images to begin to bring the ideas and 

visions described in the design program to life. Following the schematic design, the construction 

documents appear, which are the complete plans ready for construction (ScottHanson & 

ScottHanson, 2005). 

Cohousing communities are, normally, strongly environmentally oriented, so the use of which 

renewable energies to adopt and the choice of low impact building materials should also be 

considered (Tummers, 2017). Moreover, energy-efficiency and social networks present in 

cohousing communities contribute to reduce the cost of housing, including energy-bills, as well as 

“combat loneliness after professional life and organize the tight schedule of young middle-class 

families” (Tummers, 2017, p. 129). 

Legal Issues 

Once the group of future residents is created, it is necessary for this group to become a legal entity. 

In this way, the group will be able to enter into legal agreements, sign contracts or buy land, being 

treated as an organization. However, before the group decides on the best form of ownership for 

their case, it may be a good starting point to consider which banks they intend to approach, taking 

note of the types of projects they usually finance and what they expect (ScottHanson & 

ScottHanson, 2005). 

Another issue that needs to be consider is that there are differences between the ownership 

structure that is required for the construction and development of the project, and the ownership 

structure that is necessary when moving in the place. McCamant and Durrett (2011) add another 

stage for which legal agreements are needed: the initial agreement where the group sets out the 

purpose, membership definitions, decision-making procedures, and fees to cover basic operating 

expenses. In the US there are several forms of ownership that can be adopted during the 

development phase (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005): 

 Association: it is probably the safest way to start, as it does not require fill specific papers 

or documents. It is possible to have an unregistered association from the moment that 
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people work together and define common goals, being possible to officially register it in any 

local government. 

 Partnership: each partner is an owner; they share the risks and the benefits. Normally, in a 

normal partnership, each partner assumes equal risks, benefits, and control. However, it is 

sometimes possible to have a limited partnership, in which there is a partner who has 

control and a set of investing partners who only invest and have liability and risks limited. 

Still, ScottHanson and ScottHanson (2005) do not advise partnership as a good option for 

a group of people who want to create a community. 

 Corporations: there is the flexibility to have different levels of investment due to the 

different number of shares. There are non-profit and profit corporations. A non-profit 

corporation has no owners and is not allowed to make money. So, unless the residents 

want to create a cohousing advocate, it is not advisable to use non-profit corporations to 

create a community where they want to live. On the other hand, profit corporation is the 

standard corporation that has proven to be more flexible, simple and can operate 

cooperatively when the purpose is the cohousing development. 

 Limited Liability Company (LLC): it is a recent form of ownership, but in the last years it has 

been the most used in the construction of cohousings. It is often described as something 

between a corporation and a partnership. As in a profit corporation, ownership by LLC is 

through shares. Each group member buys shares in the corporation in proportion to the 

investment they want to make in the project. Usually, cohousing groups establish statutes 

and policies in which each shareholder will become a member of the board of directors. 

 Cooperative corporation: it is found between non-profit corporation and profit corporation. 

Each owner member has shares, and the goal is cooperation and not competition. 

However, it may be difficult to find a bank that finances the project with cooperative 

ownership, so this form of ownership is also not the most recommended, unless the 

residents have another form of financing. 

 Condominium: provides for the separation of a building or land in smaller parts, being 

commonly used in projects or buildings in which the individual units are above each other. 

For this reason, this property structure can only be considered after the construction of the 

buildings, in the move in phase. 

In Denmark, the first bofællesskab property was built in cooperation with the Danish Construction 

Research Institute and "most of the older cooperatives were built as traditional owner-occupied 

dwellings" (Andersen, 1985, p. 55). However, since 1984, most new cohousing communities have 

benefited from the updating of housing legislation, which allowed "a private co-ownership of profit 

sharing with state subsidy" (Andersen, 1985, p. 55).  

Finance and Budget 

In the group creation phase and definition of the vision for the community, only a small amount of 

money may be needed. Though, as people are more involved in the process, they tend to commit 

more of their time and money (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

The overall financial cost of a residential development includes the cost of the land, the demolition 

of existing structures, the construction of new ones, and so on. In addition, fees for architects and 

other professionals, as well as maintenance costs, are also included (Scanlon & Arrigoitia, 2015). 

And those costs can be so high that it becomes impossible for residents to invest without a bank 

loan.  
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For this reason, ScottHanson and ScottHanson (2005) advise to have a good relationship with the 

banks right from the beginning of the development process. However, in the most of places, this is 

still an unknown concept for banks, so they have difficulties to grant loan (Newsham, 2018). 

Policy makers and municipalities have an important role to play as well, as recognizing the 

cohousing model as a housing alternative would facilitate the entire process. The Netherlands 

already contemplates the category of ‘self-build’ housing, allowing people who want to build their 

houses to do so, with institutional partners (housing associations, market parties, or local 

authorities) (Tummers, 2017). 

In view of this, creating new cohousings is not necessarily cheaper than building new conventional 

homes. There are certain characteristics of cohousing that are expected to increase costs, namely, 

the inclusion of the common house and the longer time required in the development process, as 

previously mentioned. Nevertheless, there are also other aspects of cohousing that allow for a 

reduction in costs: the smaller size of private housing; sharing facilities, such as the washing 

machine or the car; and the contribution of labour from the residents (Scanlon & Arrigoitia, 2015). 

That is why it is necessary to create a cash flow plan, which should be updated regularly, in order 

to allow all project stakeholders to control the inflow and outflow of money as needed (ScottHanson 

& ScottHanson, 2005). 

Marketing and Membership 

“Cohousing is both a concept and a lifestyle” (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005, p. 203) and for 

this reason, its marketing is different from what is done with conventional housing. 

In a cohousing community, marketing becomes an important step to consider. It must be well 

planned, as it is about finding someone who wants to be a member of a community and not just 

looking for a new place to live (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

Therefore, a good marketing plan is necessary to answer the questions “Who will be interested?” 

and “How do we reach them?”. In addition, it is convenient to define who will implement it, which 

action plan to follow, which materials and communication platforms to use. On the other hand, the 

marketing and membership plan will also help new members to understand more effectively how 

the community is organized and why of certain decisions. When people truly understand the vision 

and organization of the community, they are more likely to commit and actively contribute to its 

functioning (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

However, for some communities, the integration of new members is one of the most difficult and 

stressful tasks (Wang & Hadjri, 2017). ScottHanson and ScottHanson (2005) start by advising to 

define the profile of people who will not be interested in living in a cohousing. After choosing new 

members and for them to be well integrated into their (new) community, some integration strategies 

can be adopted. One of them is that the new members have regular meetings with the other 

members so that they can ask all their questions and be aware of everything that has already been 

discussed, as well as the next steps. Further, this is also an excellent way for all members to get to 

know each other. Another strategy that is adopted by some communities is for each new member 

to be assigned a "buddy" whose function is to help him/her in the integration process (McCamant & 

Durrett, 2011). 

Maintaining an updated database and a waiting list of members interested in joining the community 

is an important action to consider. This allows founding members of the community to get in direct 

contact with interested members and invite them to open events or just to announce that there is 

already a vacancy in the community (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 
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The Construction Process and Move In 

The construction process depends on several variables, including (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 

2005): 

 Type of construction and materials used. 

 Weather. 

 Specific times and celebrations of the year. 

 Subsurface soil conditions. 

 Site access or another special site conditions. 

 Skill and experience of the on-site project manager and the rest of the team. 

 Project phasing. 

ScottHanson and ScottHanson (2005) advise not to make changes to the design, even if it appears 

to be important. It is necessary to accept what the members’ group and the design team planned 

previously, otherwise the costs can increase significantly. 

During this phase, it is important that residents start planning their move in, as well as coordinating 

the process among all. This includes not only choosing and packing personal belongings (such as 

furniture, clothes, etc.), but also dealing with the sale of the old house, transferring children from 

school, changing the address, etc. In addition, this planning must be done individually and in 

community (McCamant & Durrett, 2011; ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). 

 

1.1.4. MANAGEMENT AND OPERATION  

As already mentioned, cohousing assumes that the creation, implementation, monitoring, and 

management are the responsibility of the residents themselves. This co-design and co-

management allow for a more economical lifestyle, more environmentally responsible, and more 

suited to the needs of each one (Brysch, 2018). 

In fact, several authors point to cohousing as a type of sustainable and eco-friendly housing 

(Marckmann et al., 2012; Tummers, 2017; Wang & Hadjri, 2017). The organization and functioning 

of these communities permit the adoption of more sustainable behaviours and lifestyles, though, for 

example, resource sharing, growing food, composting, energy reduction, employing consensus 

decision making, or providing regular social activities (Wang et al., 2020). 

On the other hand, the physical design of the community itself, with the reduction of total spaces 

per resident and the adoption of sustainable technologies, enhances the change in the way of 

thinking and behaving not only of residents, but of the entire neighbourhood (Marckmann et al., 

2012; Wang et al., 2020; Wang & Hadjri, 2017). 

All members of the community share similar interests and values. This allows very different 

communities to be created and for each group of people to create a community in their own image. 

Due to this fact, this type of intentional community is seen as a good option for people who face 

risk of exclusion, whether due to poverty, age, sex, physical condition, race, ethnicity, or sexual 

orientation, since social inclusion is a characteristic often present (Bresson & Labit, 2020). 

The participatory process is fundamental, not only during the construction phase, but also for its 

proper operation. It creates strong, safe, and family ties between residents that allows both the 

liveliness and functioning of the common areas, as well as the sense of shared responsibility 

(Wang & Hadjri, 2017). 
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Shared responsibility is another characteristic that enhances and strengthens the good functioning 

of the community. It helps to alleviate stress and to increase coexistence and well-being among all 

residents. A clear example is shared meals in the common house, where the preparation of meals 

is rotating, allowing each person to spend less time in the kitchen and gain more time to do others 

pleasurable tasks. Sharing in children's education is another example of the success of shared 

responsibility. This allows parents to feel more secure and rested, as there are always adults 

around (Lietaert, 2010). 

For the maintenance of the community, several cohousings choose to create working groups that 

are dedicated to carrying out different tasks that are fundamental for the good functioning of the 

community (Durrett, 2009), such as kitchen group, cleaning group, gardening group, organization 

of events, etc. 

Although the organization and functioning can vary from community to community and country to 

country, the ideology and intentions of the residents are practically the same (Tummers, 2015). 

The common house is a central building in cohousing communities, since it has an important role in 

the practical and mainly social life of the community (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). Its physical 

structure, organization and task management are the responsibility of all residents. Common meals 

are often considered the symbol of this type of housing, where the common house is seen as an 

extension of private houses (UK Cohousing Network, 2015). In addition, the activities are planned 

by the residents themselves, considering their tastes and interests. These can include painting 

pictures, making flower arrangements, doing sports, dancing, singing, playing cards, etc. 

(Andresen & Runge, 2002). 

Social interaction among neighbours, in addition to promoting a sense of community and creating a 

vibrant social environment (Wang et al., 2020), allows to reduce social isolation and loneliness that 

have direct implications for the state of physical and mental health of people (Hopwood & Mann, 

2018; Labit, 2015).  

The spaces and divisions that occupy the common house, allow private houses to have smaller 

dimensions. What apparently could be a disadvantage, quickly becomes an advantage for 

residents, who claim to be relieved to devote less time to domestic chores, leaving time for 

activities that really give them pleasure (Andresen & Runge, 2002). This becomes especially 

important for women, who in a cohousing community see housework responsibilities equally 

distributed with men (Vestbro & Horelli, 2012). Cohousing represents a rupture with the traditional 

family structure, being specifically associated with the rupture of gender roles in the domestic 

sphere (Alander & Vestbro, 2010; Tummers & Macgregor, 2019). 

The planning of a housing project implies close articulation and negotiation with the planning 

authorities of urban policies (Tummers, 2017). For this reason, the functioning of cohousing also 

depends on its role in development in the rest of the neighbourhood. As a rule, these types of 

communities tend to be open to non-residents, interacting positively with the neighbourhood and 

creating public spaces for the locals (Krokfors, 2012; Tummers, 2016).  

 

1.1.5. SENIOR COHOUSING 

As mentioned above, cohousing is created from a group of people who share similar values and 

who have a common vision of how they want their community. In this sense, there are several 

types of cohousing that aim to meet the specific needs of its residents. One of the types of 

cohousing that has been most studied is senior cohousing (Lang et al., 2020). 
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According to Beck (2020), senior cohousing is a project for people over 50 years old and who no 

longer have children at home. In addition, its main concern should be the person, his/her emotional 

well-being, and his/her quality of life (Durrett, 2009). 

In Denmark, the first senior cohousing was formed in 1987 by the initiative of nine single elderly 

women and in the mid-1990s there were already about 30 built (Pedersen, 2015). It was also in the 

1990s that cohousing communities in Sweden began to adapt to the needs and interests of older 

people. This meant a restriction on a minimum age limit for adults, the absence of children among 

families and residents were expected to offer mutual help due to each other's ageing and illnesses, 

allowing each person to remain at home to the rest of life (Egerö, 2010). 

Many older people like to live in intergenerational cohousing, as they appreciate the energy and 

liveliness of children. However, sometimes this type of cohousing can be more focused on the 

children’s rather than on the older people’s needs. In this sense, it is natural that some older adults 

appreciate an environment in which they feel protected and that supports their basic activities and 

health needs (Durrett, 2009). 

The truth is that the profile of elderly people has changed over time. Being 65 years old in 1970 is 

completely different from being 65 in 2020 and that, in turn, will also be completely different from 

being 65 in 2070. The elderly of the future knows that they will live longer than their parents, due to 

increased life expectancy and decreased births, among other factors; they will be more qualified, 

increasing the percentage of people with medium and higher qualifications; they will be more 

familiar with information and communication technologies; and they will have smaller support 

networks, owing to the decrease of their descendants (Rosa, 2020). Therefore, it becomes 

increasingly imperative to find and develop viable alternatives that respond to the demands of the 

(present and) future population. 

More and more people want to live in their homes for as long as possible. In fact, this is beneficial 

for the physical and mental health of older adults. A study conducted by Xiao et al. (2016) has 

concluded that elderly people living in their own homes have higher levels of participation in their 

daily life activities and lower risk of depression, when compared to people living in nursing home. 

On the other hand, many older people say that they do not want to live in nursing homes, as they 

are afraid of losing autonomy and social contacts (Puplampu et al., 2019). The study conducted by 

Kang, Lyon and Kramp (2012, p. 194), reached the same result as the participants “were 

dissatisfied with other types of senior facilities such as assisted living or nursing homes” and 

believed that senior cohousing was a better choice for living in a community. Thus, Lang et al. 

(2020) suggest cohousing as an alternative to institutionalization. 

Cohousing is characterized by social interaction between members of the community, mutual 

support, promoting independence and decision-making through consensus (Glass, 2016). It is 

known that social contacts and support systems, as well as being physically active, are 

characteristics that positively influence the satisfaction of the elderly’s life (Bielderman et al., 2014; 

Kadowaki et al., 2015). Several studies also prove that involvement in meaningful activities and 

social interaction contribute to older adults’ mental health and quality of life (Glass et al., 2013; 

Kramp, 2012; National Seniors Council, 2014). 

The study by Puplampu et al. (2019) revealed that senior adults prefer living in this type of housing, 

as they valued the sense of belonging to a community. Here, in addition to the feeling of security 

being greater, the elderly also highlighted the environment that provided open communication 

about ageing process and its changes. Furthermore, "living in a community can contribute to 

diminishing social loneliness among the elderly” (Rusinovic et al., 2019, p. 8). Another research 

concluded that the connection that residents create with their neighbours and neighbourhood 

makes them feel less lonely (Kemperman et al., 2019). These findings lead Puplampu et al. (2019) 
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to point to senior cohousing as an appropriate alternative to prevent or reduce loneliness and its 

consequences as depression and suicide.  

Glass (2019, p. 4) argues that communal coping is a mechanism that allows knowing the benefits 

of ageing together intentionally. This make available the idea that ageing together is better than 

ageing alone. In addition, sharing resources and information about ageing and taking collective 

actions to deal with the stressor of ageing allow positive results such as "mutual support, increased 

acceptance of ageing, interdependence, feelings of safety/less worry, lessening of social isolation, 

and less loneliness". Studies carried out in Denmark corroborate this argument, revealing that 

senior cohousing residents experience an increase in quality of life (Realdania, 2020). 

If, in fact, the quality of life and the real and perceived health status of people are positive, this may 

be reflected in lower costs in terms of individual health and, consequently, result in savings for the 

health system (Puplampu et al., 2019). In addition, ageing in place can also offer more appropriate 

care at lower costs (Fonseca, 2021). 

In view of those facts, senior cohousing has been identified as a valid and innovative alternative to 

meet people's needs as they age, allowing ageing in place (Kang et al., 2012; Puplampu et al., 

2019). However, some adaptations must be considered at the planning stage. The ageing process 

causes changes in physical and/or mental capacities that must be known and considered when 

planning a house to live the rest of life.  

The design of a good housing adaptation plan allows for autonomous living at home and the 

compensation of physical, mental and/or social limitations resulting from ageing. In addition, 

inclusive housing increases the sense of security and well-being of older people (Martin et al., 

2012). 

According to Jordana and Maisel (2010), inclusive housing must comply with four requirements that 

allow to follow the evolution of the person's needs as he/she gets older: 

 Accessible design: refers to the minimum compliance with accessibility and suitability 

standards. 

 Visitability: presupposes the elimination of three main barriers: steps; narrow corridors and 

doors; and absence of bathroom on the access floor to the outside. 

 Adaptability: includes features that support easy and low-cost updates to improve access 

conditions in the future. 

 Lifespan design: includes a range of adaptive resources that promote safety and fall 

prevention, among others. 

This adaptation must be made, not only in private housing, but also in common and outdoor areas. 

Thus, Durrett (2009) suggests that residents can consider professional care, for when dependency 

situations become more acute, including a room in the common house for caregivers. Besides, the 

paths must be smooth and without obstacles, with access to housing and common facilities 

accessible. Other adaptations that can be considered are betting on good and correct lighting, both 

indoors and outdoors; opt for non-slip surfaces and eliminate or fix the carpets; prefer ramps to 

stairs; and installing support bars in strategic locations (Martin et al., 2012). Despite the 

adaptations, cohousing is considered a type of accommodation with a low level of assistance, in 

which people have an autonomous lifestyle (Martin et al., 2011). 

Moreover, if the participatory process is a common feature in the creation of cohousing 

communities, it becomes even more imperative when it comes to creating senior cohousing. When 

making these adaptations, it is necessary to consult each resident in the planning phase, to 
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understand what their needs, motivations and expectations are. Only in this way will it be possible 

to create a community that adapts to individual needs (Kang et al., 2012; Martin et al., 2012). 

Thus, for this planning phase to reflect consciously on all aspects related to ageing in place, Durrett 

(2009) advises to conduct a workshop with all future residents. The group should meet weekly to 

define their visions of the future and discuss how they want to age effectively. Here it is intended to 

define the opportunities, challenges, and difficulties of ageing in place and what are the advantages 

of ageing in the community. It is necessary that future residents start by defining the ‘right place’ for 

‘ageing successfully’, considering their personal experiences and perspectives. 

Even so, it is important to note that there is not a unique recipe for creating a senior cohousing. 

However, based on the reality of Denmark, some key aspects are identified that are essential to 

consider (Realdania, 2020): 

 Building on value: conceptualizing how the community and the day-to-day will unfold, even 

before starting to think about the structure and design of the building. This will make it 

possible to know the expectations of future residents. 

 Leave stereotypes at the door: instead of focusing on age, highlight the interests and 

activities of future residents. 

 Prioritize an everyday sense of community: rethinking spaces and prioritizing common 

areas as an extension of private homes. 

 Live small, dream big: having a small and big house at the same time. In other words, the 

private house tends to be smaller and whose maintenance costs are lower, and the 

common areas are designed for the natural use of day-to-day activities. 

 Involve the residents: Involve residents even before they move into the community to 

ensure that the needs and atmosphere that everyone is looking for is met. In addition, it 

gives the possibility for residents to start interacting and create a common culture, discuss 

values and functioning of the community.  

 Support the community: living in the community involves several challenges and it is 

necessary to support it even after moving, namely through professional facilitation or social 

support. 

Challenges and conflict are something that exists naturally among social relationships. In the study 

conducted by Puplampu et al. (2019), participants did not want their senior cohousing turned into a 

nursing home. Therefore, issues related to the type of services and care at the end of life and the 

acceptance of new members at a very advanced age, can lead to disagreements among residents. 

To mitigate these conflicts, Rusinovic (2019) suggests that people in severe dependence move to a 

nursing home and Durrett (2009) recommends that a maximum limit of 70 years be established for 

the acceptance of new residents. These are, in fact, very sensitive issues, which can be managed 

in different ways, considering the understanding of the residents of each community. 

All these more sensitive issues must be carefully discussed and clarified among future residents. In 

this sense, the holding of the workshop suggested by Durrett (2009) is extremely pertinent. In this 

workshop, led by an advisor, core group of elders, there are at least ten topics that should be 

discussed: 

 Ageing in place and ageing in community: quality of life and definition of what is wanted in 

the community. 

 Group process: how to work together and learn new communication and decision-making 

skills. 
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 Realities of getting older: getting to know the reality of the ageing process at a physical, 

mental, and psychological level, increasing knowledge and improving planning for 

successful ageing. 

 Co-care and outsider care: knowing the care options (receiving, sharing, and giving) and 

defining the implications and guidelines of the type of care in the community. Discuss the 

accommodation of nurses, caregivers, and family members in the community. 

 Co-healing: discussing the role of others in keeping residents healthy and happy. 

 The economics of getting older: discussing the finances of other seniors' ways of life. 

 Philosophy, spirituality, and mortality: defining end-of-life care and exploring issues of spirit 

and soul. 

 Saging: discuss what each one still has to offer to the world. 

 Embracing risk: discuss the risk of staying in the same house, moving in with the children, 

or moving to a cohousing. 

 Case studies: visiting different cohousings. 

Although the creation of a senior cohousing involves a greater reflection in the planning phase, 

functioning and organization follow the same steps as any other cohousing community. The 

characteristics presented by Durrett (2009) are respected and there are individual homes 

surrounding a shared common house, that is at the heart of the community, where socialization 

remains a key component (Kang et al., 2015). Moreover, the big difference between cohousing and 

other types of communities for the elderly is that resident members manage the community 

themselves (Glass, 2019). 

 

1.2. Importance of (Re)Thinking Housing 

Population ageing is one of the biggest problems facing modern societies nowadays. Europe is 

undoubtedly the most aged continent in the world (Rosa, 2020). In 2018, in the 28 member states 

of the European Union (EU) there were 101.1 million people aged 65 years or more, representing 

19,7% of the total European population. This is a problem that will continue to be verified, since the 

projections indicate that in 2050 there will be an increase of 28,5% (149.2 million people aged 65 

years and over) (European Union, 2019). 

Demographic ageing is the result of two seemingly irreversible trends that have profound impacts 

on society and the economy: double ageing of the demographic pyramid. On the one hand, there is 

a decrease in the number of births and a consequent fall in the fertility rate1, which represents a 

sharp decrease in the size of families (European Union, 2019) – ageing of the base of the pyramid. 

This decrease can be justified by several factors of a cultural and social nature, such as the 

improvement of schooling, the increase in the affirmation of women in the labour market, or the 

existence of more effective contraceptive methods (Rosa, 2020). On the other hand, life 

expectancy2 (longevity) has been increasing, which leads to an increase in the number of elderly 

and very elderly (people aged 85 years or over) – ageing of the top of the pyramid. These 

transformations are a result of improved hygiene and health care and better alimentation, 

increased knowledge about the importance of a healthy lifestyle and reduced child mortality 

 
1 Average number of children born by each woman of childbearing age (between 15 and 49 years of age). 

2 Average number of years that a person at birth can expect to live, maintaining the age-related mortality rates observed at 

the time of reference. 
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(European Union, 2019). However, for Göschel (2010), these improvements also represent a huge 

pressure on Social Security and pension systems. 

The truth is that according to the United Nations (UN) projections, in 2070, the dependency rate of 

people aged 65 years and over3 will be 49,4% in Europe, 18,9% higher than that which will occur 

worldwide (30, 5%) (European Commission, 2017). 

Associated with these demographic trends are challenges that need to be considered and which 

cohousing can help to resolve. One of them is housing, which, in addition to being important for 

people's well-being and health, is a fundamental right (OECD, 2021). The report of Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2021) explains that access to affordable 

housing has been a challenge due to rising house prices and rents, among other factors, and which 

particularly affects people with low incomes. Thus, the demand for innovative housing models by 

the elderly is critical to respond to increases in housing prices (Baldwin et al., 2019). 

According to Lubik and Kosatsky (2019), cohousing may have lower costs when compared to 

regular market housing. In fact, "cohousing has the potential to achieve long-term financial 

sustainability and cost efficiency in many ways" (Wang et al., 2020, p. 4). 

One way is because the dimensions of houses in a cohousing community tend to be smaller, and 

the size of the unit itself means a relatively low cost, both to build and to maintain (Durrett, 2009). 

On the other hand, communities typically have a robust financial system such as mutual home 

ownership models. Finally, living in a community also allows for the reduction of living costs by 

sharing resources and tasks, collaborating in the maintenance of the community, and providing 

caregiver support, training, and child/elderly care (Durrett, 2009; Lietaert, 2010; Wang & Hadjri, 

2017). 

Another important aspect is the fact that the physical design of houses is often not adapted to the 

changing needs of people as they age (Kang et al., 2012). In the construction of traditional houses, 

the characteristics of the people who will live there are not considered (Silva, 2011) and the internal 

environments are not designed for the elderly to remain active and socially connected (Kang et al., 

2012). 

However, having an architecturally adequate dwelling contributes to making the person feel 

comfortable and safe, maximizing the time spent at home (Martin et al., 2011). This gives rise to 

the concept of ‘ageing in place’, which consists of the ability of people to stay in the residence 

where they have always lived, being able to use services or products that help them guarantee 

their health and safety, contributing to the maintenance of independence (WHO, 2015).  

Ageing in the place that is meaningful to each one, allows for a better mediation of the changes 

resulting from the natural ageing process and permits people to maintain a (more) active lifestyle 

(Pereira et al., 2018). Fonseca (2018) adds that ageing in place is a broadly contemporary concept 

that reflects a paradigm shift in social policies to support the elderly, since it considers the elderly 

person's willingness to remain in their family and community environment independently and at as 

long as possible. 

It is important to note that when talking about ‘place’, it does not just refer to physical residence, but 

rather involve four dimensions: a physical dimension (the house, the neighbourhood, the city), a 

social dimension (relationships and interpersonal contacts), an emotional/psychological (feeling of 

belonging and connection to a place), and a cultural dimension (values, beliefs and meanings that 

people attribute to a certain space) (Iecovich, 2014). 

 
3 Number of people aged 65 years and over for every 100 people of working age (between 15 and 64 years old). 
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The case of cohousing is a pragmatic example of "liveable community" that the concept of ageing 

in place presupposes, since it links the physical design, the social structure and the needs of all 

generations that share a common place (Iecovich, 2014). 

In fact, the physical design in a cohousing community not only suits the needs and desires of its 

residents, but also encourages their autonomy, since everyone contributes to the discussion and 

organization of the community (Andresen & Runge, 2002; Durrett, 2009). This housing model 

allows the personalization of the private space and the adaptation of common spaces, promoting a 

strong sense of belonging, security, and comfort (Brysch, 2018). 

The truth is that there are already several studies that reveal that the permanence of the elderly 

person in their community and the social support of their neighbours bring positive benefits for their 

physical and mental health (Lubik & Kosatsky, 2019; Wang & Hadjri, 2017), contributing to higher 

levels of quality of life and lower levels of loneliness (Szczygiel & Almeida, 2017). 

Thus, cohousing also makes it possible to combat the phenomenon of loss of autonomy that older 

people face, since this is an important tool for people to feel that they are in control of their life 

choices and decisions (Kang et al., 2012). This is particularly important because empowerment, 

autonomy, and mutual support are predictors of quality of life. 

This becomes even more important knowing that some people say they feel isolated or insecure in 

their own house (ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). The large urban centres, although they have 

their fascination, with cultural and social events always happening and with more job offers, also 

reveal negative aspects in people's quality of life, as they consume a lot of their time and energy, 

leading them to often feel exhausted and alone (Lietaert, 2010). For Lietaert (2010), loneliness is 

one of the main characteristics of urban life. 

Social isolation, sadness and disappointment can intensify the perception of loneliness, even when 

the person is not alone (Kumari, 2015). In fact, social isolation has been associated with several 

negative health outcomes, namely, depression, anxiety, cognitive decline among people diagnosed 

with dementia and others (Lubik & Kosatsky, 2019). Robert Waldinger even pointed out that 

loneliness kills and can be as powerful an agent as smoking or alcoholism (Mineo, 2017). 

There is no doubt that the social dimension gains a lot of weight as people approach retirement 

age, as social networks and ties become increasingly thin (Egerö, 2010). The characteristics that 

cohousing presents, namely the sharing of common spaces, the feeling of belonging, mutual 

support, and regular interactions between residents, allow to reduce social isolation (Krokfors, 

2012; Lubik & Kosatsky, 2019). Furthermore, "cohousing has other features that may reduce 

loneliness and thus reduce its health risks such as anxiety, depression, and sleep problems, 

especially for senior people" (Wang et al., 2020, p. 5). 

It is with these issues in mind that many international politicians have developed and structured 

policies that promote health and prevent disease (Andresen & Runge, 2002), contributing to the 

well-being and safety of their populations as they age.  

Since health is a multifactorial and multidimensional concept, the issue of housing, as well as the 

financial and social issues associated with it, are important factors that determine health condition 

and well-being of populations. Therefore, cohousing seems to present itself as a promising 

alternative not only in Europe, but also in the rest of the world (Lietaert, 2010; Lubik & Kosatsky, 

2019); not only for elderly, but for all people – like young single mothers (Lietaert, 2010) or people 

who share the same ideology and lifestyle (Krokfors, 2012). 
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1.3. Situation in Portugal 

In 2018, Portugal was the third most aged country among the EU, in which 21,5% of its population 

was 65 years or more, behind Italy (22,6%) and Greece (21, 8%) (Eurostat, 2019b). However, the 

UN projections point out that, in 2070, 35,4% of the Portuguese population will be over 65 years 

old, with 44,4% of these people being 80 years old or more (European Commission, 2017).  

In addition, the Portuguese life expectancy at birth in 2020 was 78,9 years for men and 84,9 years 

for women, and it is expected that in 2070 these values increase to 85,9 years and 90,4 years, 

respectively (European Commission, 2017). 

Pondering the Portuguese demographic pyramid, its base is also ageing, since the fertility rate in 

Portugal was 1,42 in 2019 (INE, 2020). It is confirmed, therefore, that the renewal of generations is 

not taking place – for that it would be necessary for this value to be higher than 2,1, which has not 

been the case in Portugal since the 1980s (LUSA, 2011). In fact, the problem is not that women do 

not have children, but that they have few. In 2011, about half of Portuguese families had only one 

child. Of the 364 OECD countries (see OECD, 2011), only South Korea has a lower fertility rate 

than Portugal (OECD, 2011).  

Due to these demographic trends, the characteristics of families have been changing. In Portugal, 

there are more and more families, as the average family size is smaller. However, this leads to 

greater demand in the housing sector (Azevedo, 2020). 

In this sense and according to Brysch (2018), Portugal also faces the problem of the scarcity of 

affordable housing. If, on the one hand, it has an increasingly ageing, isolated, and low-reform 

population, on the other, it has a young population, with difficulties in establishing and buying or 

renting a house, feeling the need and/or obligation to emigrate or to continue to live at the parents' 

house.  

A study carried out by Xerez, Pereira and Cardoso (2019) used data from the Portuguese Censos 

of 1970, 1981, 1991, 2001 and 2011, and analysed access to housing across all major population 

groups. In this study, access to housing was measured by observing the affordability of housing, 

the adequacy of the number of rooms and the quality of housing, considering three indicators, 

defined by Eurostat (2019a): 

 Overhead of housing expenses: it occurs when more than 40% of the household's income 

goes to housing expenses (rent, water, electricity, gas or other fuels, condominium, 

sanitation, maintenance, and minor repairs, as well as interest on main home loans and 

insurance). 

 Overcrowding of housing: it occurs when the housing space corresponding to an 

insufficient number of divisions, considering the size and demographic profile of the 

household. 

 Deprivation of housing conditions: it occurs when basic housing conditions are not 

guaranteed, such as, for example, the absence of a shower or toilet with flushing, humidity 

on the walls or lack of natural light. 

The subsequent analysis carried out by the authors, using microdata from the Survey on Living 

Conditions and Income between 2011 and 2017, concluded that the burden of housing expenses 

worsened in the elderly, which may be due to the increase in rent prices. Regarding the housing 

 
4 OECD countries in 2011: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, 

Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United 

Kingdom, United States. Colombia joined in 2020.  
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overcrowding indicator, it was concluded that it improved in all age groups. The indicator of 

deprivation of housing conditions revealed a deterioration of conditions at all levels and the 

austerity policies adopted in 2008 and the following years may justify this worsening of basic living 

conditions (Xerez et al., 2019). 

Regarding this topic, Martin et al. (2012) suggest that the housing conditions of the elderly are, in 

general, worse when compared to those of the active population, being old houses and lacking 

basic accessibility. The difficulty of overcoming the physical barriers present in their own homes, 

forces the elderly to remain confined there, and may even speed up the institutionalization process 

(Martin et al., 2012). However, it is indisputable that an affordable cost and quality of housing are 

the fundamental factors to guarantee well-being and social inclusion.  

Another important factor to consider is that the restructuring of families caused the number of 

families to increase, although the family base became smaller, with many people living alone in 

Portugal (Azevedo, 2020). According to INE (2021) data, of all single-person households in 2020, 

57,1% were people aged 65 years old or above, showing that there are, in fact, a high rate of the 

elderly living alone, well above the EU average (about 40,6%).  

A very common alternative in Portugal to combat this social isolation is (early) institutionalization. 

According to the Carta Social (2019), in 2018, there were around 2 500 nursing homes in mainland 

Portugal, corresponding to a capacity of around 100 000 older people. When analysing the 

coverage rate5, it is possible to conclude that only 4,5% of the Portuguese population over 65 years 

of age will be able to take advantage of these services (Carta Social, 2019). Furthermore, it would 

be useful to ascertain whether this social answer is, in fact, adjusted to the needs and desires of 

the population. 

Although institutionalization is essential in certain situations of extreme vulnerability, the truth is that 

entering a nursing home causes a rupture in the person's life and with the community in which 

he/she is inserted (Fonseca, 2018). 

Many people are concerned about the loss of their independence and control over their daily tasks 

when they face the option of going to live in a nursing home, because this is a reality experienced 

in this type of homes for the elderly all over the world (Durrett, 2009; Kang et al., 2012). Studies 

carried out in Portugal reveal that Portuguese older adults prefer to remain in their own housing 

(Daré, 2010), which corroborates the idea of other studies that indicate that with the advancing 

age, the person's interest in staying in their own home is increasing (Martin et al., 2012).  

Once again, this reflects the importance of Portugal, as has already happened in other countries, to 

begin to define new housing strategies, with innovative housing models that allow for healthy 

growth and ageing, with quality and that effectively respond to the challenges and needs of its 

population, at all stages of life (Silva, 2011). 

 

1.3.1. COHOUSING IN PORTUGAL 

The fact that Portugal is ageing is a reality. As mentioned before, it is experiencing a paradigm 

shift, in which the elderly today (and especially those of the future), in addition to living longer and 

healthier, tend to be more educated, more qualified, and closer of new technologies. The changes 

in the age profile of the present-future society compared to the society of the past can be guided by 

trends such as the diversification of the type of family lives; non-linear life paths; and coexistence 

between people of different generations and nationalities (Rosa, 2020).  

 
5 Number of the capacity of social responses per 100 people targeted by those same responses. 
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In addition, the idea that all elderly people are sick, or dependent is false. Ageing is a natural and 

individual process. That means an 80 year old person can be autonomous and have an active role 

in society and another person at the same age may have Alzheimer's dementia (Lino, 2020). Thus, 

the housing models and the response to housing needs in Portugal are out of step with the current 

and future reality. In terms of collective housing6, the most common model is condominiums. 

At the beginning of the 21st century, a very specific segment of the real estate market emerged in 

Portugal: senior condominiums. Inspired by the concept of 'Continuing Care Retirement 

Communities' in the US, the senior condominium came to respond to a market of people of 

retirement age with high pensions who seek to guarantee the maintenance of their independence 

and quality of life (Matos, 2011). 

One such example is The Cork Tree Residence7, located in Comporta and which focuses on 

quality, sustainability, and safety. There are 40 houses that are sold on a freehold basis, so the 

owners are free to sell them on the open market. It offers a range of services that contribute to day-

to-day comfort and care and health services. 

Dilectus8 is another assisted living facility, located on Madeira Island and with a structure similar to 

a 5-star hotel, combining the quality of services with health care. There are 45 rooms, including 

singles and doubles, fully equipped and with an open view over the sea. 

Monte da Palhagueira9 is a retirement village that also has a nursing home, located in Santa 

Bárbara de Nexe, Faro. It is a space that values elegance and with a wide range of rooms. In the 

nursing home there are 16 rooms, and the village has 33 dwellings that are offered through a 

‘Lifetime Residency Agreement’ under English law and its residents can use the services provided 

in the nursing home if they need it. 

It is evident that those models attracts high-income retirees, mostly foreigners, as in Portugal this is 

a relatively small group of the Portuguese elderly population (Matos, 2011). However, it is also 

important to look at the alternatives that have emerged in Portugal that seek to respond to the 

needs of the most economically and socially vulnerable people.  

One of the best-known examples is the village of São José de Alcalar, in Portimão. It is integrated 

in the Centro Paroquial da Mexilhoeira Grande, a Private Institution of Social Solidarity (IPSS – 

Instituição Particular de Solidariedade Social) and provides support to 150 elderly people and 150 

children and their families. This utopian village, as it is known, includes 52 apartments, where each 

person and/or family lives independently, and seeks to promote the coexistence and autonomy of 

resident users (D. M. da Costa, 2000). 

Another example of shared housing for the elderly – however, also associated with a nursing home 

– are the Casinhas Autónomas do Pinhal, from IPSS Os Pioneiros10, in Águeda. There are 10 

prefabricated houses, where 19 older adults live, whose objective is to give people the freedom to 

live their lives independently, supporting them in their needs whenever justified (LUSA, 2020).  

The Residência Madre Maria Clara, in Oeiras, is another example of independent apartments for 

the elderly or people over 55 and with few resources. These 45 apartments are managed by the 

City Council (Correia, 2008). 

 
6 Collective housing presupposes the existence of common spaces, but that does not mean that there must be collaboration 

between residents. Certain services can be performed by an outside company and, therefore, do not require the contribution 

of residents (Vestbro, 2010). 

7 https://www.corktreeresidences.pt/  
8 http://dilectusmadeira.pt/ 
9 http://retirementvillageportugal.co.uk/ 
10 http://www.ospioneiros.pt/ 
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The intergenerational equipment of Bairro Padre Cruz, in Lisbon, in addition to a nursery, support 

space for needy young people and a day care services, also includes 30 assisted residences. This 

response, promoted by the City Council and managed by Santa Casa da Misericórdia of Lisbon, 

aims to integrate all age groups, to contribute for intergenerationally (Câmara Municipal de Lisboa, 

2018). 

These are some examples that seem to be in line with supported residences/shared houses of an 

integrated model of residential responses that seeks to (re)think senior social responses for the 

future (União das Misericórdias Portuguesas, 2021). Although these collective housing are already 

clear steps that Portugal is looking for new solutions, there is still a long way to go. Most of these 

devices are not considered social responses, so they are not reimbursed by Social Security, and 

some of them may even incur legal irregularities. The excess of bureaucracies and municipal 

formalities, as well as the lack of support and clear and specific legal procedures for these cases, 

makes the construction and development process much more difficult and time-consuming. 

Another form of intentional communities that has been growing in Portugal is ecovillages. In the 

consultation held on 28th March 2022 with the Global Ecovillage Network (2021), which includes, 

and links ecovillages and other types of communities spread throughout the world, there were 

seven ecovillages in Portuguese territory. The best known is Tamera, in Odemira, and has about 

200 residents. This community focuses on love and respect for others and the environment, 

promoting annual events and training actions (Tamera, 2018).  

All these developments have some points in common with the cohousing communities – there are 

common spaces shared by residents, the spaces are open and invite visitors, and allow the total 

autonomy of their inhabitants. Nevertheless, according to Nuno Cardoso, President of Hac.Ora 

Senior Cohousing Association Portugal, there is still no habitable and functioning cohousing 

community in Portugal. In an interview with Jornal de Negócios, Nuno Cardoso says that cohousing 

in Portugal has taken positive steps since Hac.Ora creation, in 2018, and there are already 

interested parties looking for land to form a cooperative, which is one of the legal form found for 

this housing model (Lino, 2020). 
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2. RESEARCH DESIGN  

2.1. Research Question and Study Objectives  

Literature suggests that cohousing communities may bring health benefits to the people who live 

there (Andresen & Runge, 2002; Lubik & Kosatsky, 2019) and advantages for the community in 

general, as it can be understood as a concrete response to urban policy that allows social 

cohesion, care for the ageing population, and healthier environments (Tummers, 2015). However, it 

is a topic that needs to be further studied (Westerholm, 2010) in order to be considered as a 

housing alternative, by the population and by policy makers and housing construction companies. 

Thus, the main objective of this research is to understand how cohousing can be a housing 

alternative for older people. Considering that the Portuguese population is ageing, and the 

characteristics of society are changing, it is vital to consider other viable housing alternatives. To 

this end, the following research question was posed: "How feasible is cohousing as an alternative 

housing for the older population?". 

In order to answer this question, two specific objectives were defined: i) to understand how 

cohousing is planned and created, recognising its characteristics and legal, financial, and social 

structures of this type of communities; and ii) to comprehend how cohousing is managed and 

responds to the needs of its residents, in terms of autonomy, well-being, services or adaptation of 

the physical design (Figure 1). 

 

 

Figure 1 Research design. 

 

2.2. Methodology  

2.2.1. RESEARCH METHOD 

Although it is not a recent subject, cohousing is still a little explored, especially in Portugal. In this 

sense, it was decided to carry out an exploratory study, since its main objective was to explore an 

unknown or little-studied phenomenon, in order to better understand it (Malhotra, 2010). The first 

step was a preliminary analysis of the existing literature on cohousing. 

According to Franklin (2005), scientific methodologies serve to establish relationships between 

theory and collected data. Taking into account that an exploratory study is flexible and versatile 

(Malhotra, 2010), it was decided to apply qualitative methodology, since it "provides insights and 

understanding of the problem setting" (Malhotra, 2010, p. 139). 
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In fact, the objective of the qualitative method is not to generalize the results, but rather to acquire 

deeper knowledge about the subject. In addition, qualitative research provides an understanding of 

more complex psychosocial issues that vary from individual to individual (Marshall, 1996). 

 

2.2.2. DATA COLLECTION  

For this exploratory study, the data collection method used was the case study which, according to 

Yin (2015), is an empirical investigation that explores a contemporary phenomenon in depth and in 

a real context, especially when the limits between the phenomenon and the context are not 

evident. This method is especially useful when it is needed to answer to the "how" and "why" 

questions.  

In order to answer the research question "how feasible is cohousing as housing alternative for the 

older population?", the data collection was carried out through two groups: i) founding members, in 

which the aim was to learn about the characteristics and structures (legal, financial, social) of 

cohousings and thus answer the question "how to plan and create a cohousing community?" and ii) 

all residents aged 50 and over, in order to understand how cohousing is managed by its residents 

and how it adapts to their needs, answering the question "how can cohousing be managed and 

adapted to the different needs of its residents?". 

In order to add more methodological robustness, it was decided to analyse more than a cohousing 

community (multiple case study). A first contact was made between June and August 2020 and 

later, between April and June 2021, communities that had shown interest in participating in the 

study and that met the inclusion criteria were contacted again. Thus, in total, 46 communities were 

contacted via e-mail and 10 of these agreed to contribute to the investigation. 

These communities were selected from different databases, including the Canadian Cohousing 

Network, The Cohousing Association of America, UK Cohousing Network, Kollektivhus NU, 

Bofælleskap and Foundation for Intentional Communities. The choice of communities was not 

absolutely random, since a set of pre-established categories was defined, among which: context 

(rural, suburban, and urban), type (senior and multigenerational) and geographic location (different 

countries). Furthermore, all communities must be considered cohousing and not another kind of 

intentional community (Table 1). 

 

Table 1 All communities contacted by email between June and August 2020. 

 Cohousing 
Communities 

Country Type Context Participation 

1 Pinakarri  Australia Multigenerational Urban No 

2 Cascade Cohousing Australia Multigenerational Rural No 

3 Wohnprojekt Wien Austria Multigenerational Urban No 

4 Vancouver Cohousing Canada Multigenerational Urban No 

5 Cohabitat Québec Canada Multigenerational Urban No 

6 Belterra Cohousing Canada Multigenerational Rural Yes 

7 Cranberry Commons Canada Multigenerational Urban No 
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8 Creekside Commons Canada Multigenerational Urban No 

9 Harbourside Cohousing Canada Senior Urban No 

10 Ibsgården Denmark Multigenerational Suburban Yes 

11 Munksøgård Denmark Multigenerational Rural No 

12 Hallingelille Denmark Multigenerational Rural No 

13 Dyssekilde Denmark Multigenerational Rural No 

14 Frikøbing Denmark Multigenerational Rural Yes 

15 Lange Eng Denmark Multigenerational Suburban Yes 

16 Svanholm Denmark Multigenerational Rural No 

17 Karise Permatopia Denmark Multigenerational Rural No 

18 Bauneholm Denmark Multigenerational Rural No 

19 Sættedammen Denmark Multigenerational Suburban No 

20 
Bofællesskabet Jystrup 

Savværk 
Denmark Multigenerational Rural No 

21 Gl. Grevegården Denmark Multigenerational Suburban No 

22 
Bofællesskabet 
Græsmarken 

Denmark Multigenerational Suburban No 

23 K1 at Marmalade Lane England Multigenerational Urban Yes 

24 OWCH England Senior Women Urban No 

25 
Threshold Centre 

Cohousing Community 
England Multigenerational Rural No 

26 On The Brink England Multigenerational Urban No 

27 Lancaster Cohousing England Multigenerational Urban No 

28 Lilac England Multigenerational Urban No 

29 Cannock Mill Cohousing England Senior Suburban No 

30 Canon Frome Court England Multigenerational Suburban No 

31 Still Green Cohousing England Senior Urban No 

32 
Rancho Salud Village 

Cohousing 
Mexico Senior Urban No 

33 Tui Spiritual Education New Zealand Multigenerational Rural No 

34 
Earthsong Eco-
neighbourhood 

New Zealand Multigenerational Suburban Yes 
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35 
Kollektivhuset 
Dunderbacken 

Sweden Senior Urban Yes 

36 
Kollektivhuset 
Färdknäppen 

Sweden Senior Urban Yes 

37 Bogemenskapen Sjöfarten Sweden Multigenerational Urban No 

38 Rio Sweden Multigenerational Urban No 

39 Majbacken Bogemenskap Sweden Senior Urban No 

40 Blomstret Sweden Multigenerational Urban No 

41 CW Lismortel 
The 

Netherlands 
Multigenerational Urban No 

42 Cambridge Cohousing 
United States 

of America 
Multigenerational Urban Yes 

43 Bellingham Cohousing 
United States 

of America 
Multigenerational Suburban No 

44 Durham Coho 
United States 

of America 
Senior Urban No 

45 Village Hearth Cohousing 
United States 

of America 
Senior LGBT Suburban No 

46 Liberty Village  
United States 

of America 
Multigenerational Rural Yes 

Source: Own elaboration 

 

Once confirmation of interest in participating in the study was obtained, more detailed information 

was sent to the community and the contact person passed the message on to all residents 

(Appendix 1), hence all people were potential participants (Glass, 2019).  

In case studies, it is possible to use diverse information sources such as documents, archival 

records, interviews, direct observation, participant observation and physical objects (Yin, 2015). 

Data collection for this study was carried out through the semi-structured individual interview 

technique with residents and founding members who expressed interest in collaborating. The 

interviews were conducted between June and August 2021, via Zoom, and lasted an average of 

one hour. Authorization was requested to record the interviews, for later transcription and analysis. 

The structure and questions of the interviews can be found in appendix 2. 

To be part of the study, it was still necessary to meet the inclusion criteria. To be considered a 

founding member, the person i) should have participated in the planning and construction phase 

and ii) still live in the community. The remaining residents should i) be 50 years old or older and ii) 

be living in the community. Thus, 26 interviews were carried out until the saturation point was 

reached, that is, when the data is no longer providing new information (Braun & Clarke, 2013). In 

Table 2, it is possible to see how many people from each community participated in the study. 

 

 

 

 



29 
 

Table 2 Study participants, by communities. 

Cohousing 
Communities 

Founding 
Members 

Residents Total 

Belterra Cohousing 6 2 8 

Cambridge Cohousing 4 0 4 

K1 at Marmalade Lane 2 2 4 

Earthsong Eco-
neighbourhood 

1 0 1 

Frikøbing 1 0 1 

Ibsgården 1 0 1 

Kollektivhuset 
Dunderbacken 

0 1 1 

Kollektivhuset Färdknäppen 2 1 3 

Lange Eng 1 1 2 

Liberty Village  1 0 1 

10 19 7 26 

      Source: Own elaboration 

 

A questionnaire was also carried out on Google Forms that allowed confirming whether the 

selection criteria were being met, placing people in the founding members or residents group, and 

collecting sociodemographic information from the participants, which will be described in the next 

chapter (Appendix 3). 

 

2.2.3. DATA ANALYSIS 

The analysis method used was content analysis, which, according to Downe-Wamboldt (1992, p. 

314), "provides a systematic and objective means to make valid inferences from verbal, visual, or 

written data in order to describe a specific phenomena". This method of analysis does not seek to 

quantify, but is rather concerned with meanings, intentions, consequences, and context, as it is 

inappropriate to describe words, phrases, or sentences without even considering the contextual 

environment of the data (Downe-Wamboldt, 1992). 

There are several techniques that can be used in content analysis, namely, thematic/categorical 

analysis, evaluation or representational analysis, expression analysis, relationships analysis, and 

enunciation analysis (Vilela, 2020). In this study, the technique of thematic/categorical analysis was 

adopted. 

According to Bardin (1977), content analysis must respect three phases: i) pre-analysis; ii) 

exploration of the material; iii) treatment, inference and interpretation of results.  

The pre-analysis phase aims at preparing and organizing ideas, consisting of i) constitution of the 

corpus, that is, selection of documents to be analysed, in order to meet the criteria of 

completeness, representativeness, homogeneity, and relevance; ii) floating reading, which consists 



30 
 

of establishing contact with the documents to be analysed, in order to better understand the text 

and its impressions; iii) formulation of hypotheses and objectives that it intends to verify, iv) 

elaboration of indicators to be adopted in the analysis and v) preparation of the material to be 

analysed (Bardin, 1977). 

The exploration of the material is the next stage, in which the raw data are processed, that is, 

encoded. Data encoding is done by clipping (choice of units), enumeration (choice of counting 

rules) and aggregation (choice of categories), allowing to achieve a representation of the content. 

As for the units, these can be of registration or context units and must respond in a relevant way in 

relation to the characteristics of the material and the objectives of the analysis (Bardin, 1977). 

Categorization allows classifying the constituent elements of a set by differentiation and, later, by 

regrouping, according to previously defined criteria. Its purpose is to provide a simplified 

representation of the raw data. To this end, categories are defined, according to specific 

categorization criteria, bringing together a set of registration units that have characteristics in 

common and which is distinguished from other groups (Bardin, 1977; Queirós & Graça, 2010).  

These categories can be generated deductively or inductively, depending on the study design. In 

the first case, the researcher creates a list of categories, based on pre-determined and existing 

subjects, before starting the analysis process. In the inductive study, categories are defined as the 

analysis process proceeds (Bengtsson, 2016). The categorization criteria that categories must 

respect are mutual exclusion, homogeneity, relevance, productivity, objectivity, and fidelity (Bardin, 

1977). Bengtsson (2016) suggests that the researcher create a list or table of categories (and sub-

categories), which include explanations and criteria for each one, in order to avoid errors and 

cognitive change. 

The last phase of content analysis is treatment, inference, and interpretation of the results, which 

will ensure their viability and meaningful. This is, therefore, a phase of reflective, interpretive, and 

critical analysis that will lead to inferential interpretations (Bardin, 1977). 

After conducting the interviews, they were fully transcribed. A second reading was carried out in 

order to correct any errors and acquire a deeper understanding of the content. Each respondent 

was assigned an FM or R code, according to whether they belonged to the “founding member” or 

"resident" group, respectively, and a number that respects the chronological order in which the 

interviews were conducted. 

Latent content analysis was performed, since it is intended to reach an interpretive level in which 

the researcher seeks to find the meanings underlying the text (Bengtsson, 2016; Downe-

Wamboldt, 1992).  

This study presupposes a more inductive design, as the researcher immersed herself in documents 

to identify dimensions that seem significant to the producers of each message (Berg, 2001). 

However, some categories and subcategories were generated deductively and others inductively, 

meaning that a mixed approach was used. The categories and subcategories can be found in 

appendix 4. 

In order to better address the object of study, data triangulation was used. According to Smith 

(1996), triangulation can be seen as a way to strengthen analytical information and obtain a richer 

or more complete story. Triangulation can be achieved in three ways: i) via data (collecting from 

different sources); via methods (using different methods of data collection or data analysis); via 

researchers (using a team of researchers to collect and analyse the data) (Braun & Clarke, 2013). 

In the case of the present study, triangulation was achieved through data because, in addition to 

the vast review of the literature on the subject and the consultation of the legislation in force,  

several sources were used for their collection. 
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To assist in the content analysis process, the ATLAS.ti software was chosen (ATLAS.TI, 2022). It is 

an application that allows the upload of data collected from different sources (text, video, images, 

geospatial data) and organizes the information according to the researcher's needs, resorting to 

the creation of tables and networks with complex information displayed from quickly and 

conveniently through intuitive graphics (Freitas et al., 2017).  
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3. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS  

3.1. Sample Characterization 

As it was possible to verify in the previous chapter, this study has ten communities, represented by 

twenty-six interviews with its residents (Table 2). Although each community represents a case 

study, it is important to know the characteristics of those who compose them. 

Of the total sample, there are nine men and seventeen women, representing 35% and 65%, 

respectively (Figure 2). This is in line with the fact that there are more women than men living in 

cohousing and other intentional communities (Glass, 2009; Sandstedt, 2010). One of the factors 

that explains this feminization of populations living in collective housing is greater longevity of 

women compared to men (Moreira, 2020).  

Regarding age, 61% of the interviewed residents are 70 years old or older (n=16) (Figure 3). This 

is particularly interesting because only two of the communities were considered senior cohousings, 

which may reflect older people's greater interest in multigenerational communities (Kähler, 2010). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Gender composition of the sample.  Figure 3 Age groups of the sample. 

 

The majority of respondents live in communities in their country of origin. Still, there is a person 

with dual nationality (United State – Canadian) and a Norwegian who lives in a Swedish community 

(Figure 4). In terms of education, it appears that the vast majority of residents have higher 

education (89%). This information is in line with the idea that the characteristics and needs of older 

people are changing and that, as the population is increasingly educated, it is also looking for 

alternatives that better respond to these changes (Rosa, 2020) (Figure 5). 
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Figure 4 Nationalities of the sample. Figure 5 Education level of the 

sample. 

 

In this sample, 62% are already retired (n=16) and 38% are still working (n=10) (Figure 6). As for 

the marital status, the sample seems to corroborate the literature insofar as most people living in 

intentional communities are married (62%) (Grinde et al., 2018; Sandstedt, 2010) (Figure 7). When 

looking specifically at the remaining sample that is neither married nor in domestic partnership, it is 

possible to verify that the vast majority of single persons are women (80%), which is also in 

agreement with other studies carried out (Pedersen, 2015). For FM4, the reason why cohousing 

seems to interest single women more than single men is because women are community oriented 

more, right? They're communal. But, and they maybe, they live longer. And so, they're just single 

women out there. And they want to be, they want support and help, and they don't mind 

communicating. 

 

Figure 6 Occupational situation of the sample.  Figure 7 Marital status of the sample. 
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When asked about their perspective regarding their social class, considering their average 

salary/pension and the context of their country, 81% considered themselves to be middle class and 

no one mentioned belonging to the lower class (Figure 8). Despite being self-determined, the 

results are in agreement with the sociological studies pointed out by Tummers (2016), which 

confirms that cohousing inhabitants tend to be well-educated and middle-income households. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8 Social class of the sample. 

 

3.1.1. BRIEF PRESENTATION OF COMMUNITIES 

A chronological line of development of the communities involved in this research was drawn with 

the aim of illustrating their process and the main characteristics of each one (Appendix 5). 

Of the ten communities that make up this study, two consider themselves to be senior cohousing, 

and their residents are aged between 50 and 92 years old. This has been pointed out as an 

alternative for older people to ageing in place, since people can stay in their homes safely, enjoy 

social or health support if they need it, and encourage their autonomy and social relationships, 

reducing the risk of isolation (Baldwin et al., 2019; Durrett, 2009; Lang et al., 2020). 

In the remaining communities, there is a large multigenerational spectrum, with children still months 

old to people aged 95 years old. This is seen by many people as the great advantage of 

multigenerational cohousing. On the one side, it gives children and young people the opportunity to 

learn from different people, meet their life role models, and understand the importance of taking 

responsibility. On the other, this experience allows older people to play an active role in supporting 

younger generations in the education and growth of children and can also benefit from assistance if 

they need it. From the point of view of young families, they also benefit from this support provided 

by "grandparents" in order to better reconcile family life and professional career (Tummers, 2016; 

Wang et al., 2020). 

The number of households in each community varies from 18 to 61 and the number of residents 

ranges from around 45 to 200 residents, revealing that they are large communities. Some experts 

suggest that between 10 and 40 households is ideal for a good functioning cohousing community, 

as it is important that the community is neither too big nor too small, so that the sense of 

community is not lost, and the community does not become a big family instead of a 

neighbourhood (Durrett, 2009; ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005). However, having large 

communities can make the project more affordable. 
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The duration of the creation of the communities, from their planning phase to the opening day 

varies between two and thirteen years, with six of the communities needing six or more years to 

see their project complete (Figure 9). In this sample, the average construction time was about six 

years, still below the nine years that the literature reveals to be the average duration, confirming 

the very time-consuming process (Gómez et al., 2020).  

 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Belterra Community (Canada)

Cambridge Cohousing (US)

Dunderbacken (Sweden)

Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood (New Zealand)

Färdknäppen (Sweden)

Frikøbing (Denmark)

Ibsgården (Denmark)

K1 at Marmalade Lane (England)

Lange Eng (Denmark)

Liberty Village (US)

DURATION FOR CREATING COHOUSING 
COMMUNITIES

 

Figure 9 Number of years it took each community to develop from the planning stage to the 

opening day. 

 

The duration in the development of cohousings is directly related to some aspects, namely the 

country and geographic context in which they are located. This will be reflected in the knowledge 

and sensitivity of policy makers to these issues and, consequently, in the existence or not of a legal 

framework and financial support for this type of housing.  

Another aspect that could also help to speed up the process of creating this type of communities is 

the hiring of professionals, as in the vast majority of communities interviewed did. In table 3, it is 

possible to see the number of years that each community took and whether or not it had the 

support of developers or consultants. 

As FM17 explains there are people who are cohousing consultant who act as a consultant from 

their knowledge and that is why there are different types of consultants, such as for marketing, 

construction or group organization and decision making. The consultant is just, is just paid an 

hourly rate to work for us [FM11]. 

A developer is  

who usually is in business not just for cohousing, but for other things, who deals with the 

county, with the zoning, with raising a whole lot of money designing the home and then 

selling them. (...) And developer is more than a builder. The developer actually takes a raw 

piece of property like ours and goes through all these things to come up with a plan, sell it to 

the county, handle all the zoning [FM17].  
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The only community that reported not having had outside help was the Liberty Village. They started 

planning around 1996 and in 1999 opened the door to the first residents. However, it was only in 

2001 that the first phase of construction was completed, in which 18 units were built, one of which 

functions as a common house, out of the 38 units initially planned. At the time of the interview, the 

community was still not complete, so FM17 confesses we decided not to have a developer, looking 

back that maybe that was a good idea, but we thought we could do it ourselves since we had some 

professionals. 

The example of Belterra Cohousing is also curious, as the planning phase took about eleven and a 

half years, but from the moment they got rezoning approval it took about two years for them to 

move into the community. FM7 recognizes that their consultant was, she was instrumental at the 

beginning. We really needed her. She was like the management (...) She was definitely key. 

It is also important point out that communities in Sweden are traditionally developed by the 

municipality, but future residents work very closely with the professionals and the architects, and 

the housing company were assisted to the starting group [FM14], ensuring that the requirements of 

the residents are respected. 

Even so, some communities such as K1 at Marmalade Lane, Belterra Cohousing and Lange Eng 

revealed some difficulties in the process and working with professionals, namely delays in meeting 

deadlines or non-compliance with certain previously agreed procedures. 

 

Table 3 Number of years and professionals hired to create cohousing communities. 

Communities 
Number of 

years  
Consultant / Developer / 

Municipality 

Belterra Cohousing (Canada) 13 Consultant 

Cambridge Cohousing (US) 3 Developer 

Dunderbacken (Sweden) 2 Municipality 

Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

10 Consultant 

Färdknäppen (Sweden) 6 Municipality 

Frikøbing (Denmark)  9 Consultant 

Ibsgården (Denmark)  2 Consultant 

K1 at Marmalade Lane 
(England) 

6 Developer 

Lange Eng (Denmark) 3 Developer 

Liberty Village (US) 10 Nothing  

Source: Own elaboration 

 

3.2. Study Variables  

In this chapter it was divided into two sub-chapters, each dedicated to the exploration of each 

objective of this study, in order to answer the research question: how feasible is cohousing as an 

alternative housing for the older population? In table 4 it is possible to see which categories 

respond to the respective objectives. 
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Table 4 Categories analysed by study objectives. 

Only Founding 
Members 

 
Objective 1: How 

cohousing is planned and 
created. 

All Residents  

 
Objective 2: How 

cohousing is managed by 
its residents and how it 
adapts to their needs. 

Biggest challenges Alternative housing 

Legal terms and 
financial models 

Day-to-day 
management 

Financial options 
Adaptation to real 
needs 

Banking institutions  

Local power  

Physical organization  

Source: Own elaboration 

 

3.2.1. COHOUSING PLANNING AND CREATION  

In order to respond to the first objective of this research, which is to understand how a cohousing 

community is planned and created, it will only be analysed the communities with founding members 

(n=9), considering the reality and opinion of the interviewees.  

Biggest challenges 

It is important to start by understanding the main challenges faced by communities in the process 

of creating their cohousing. These challenges were then grouped into six subcategories: 

bureaucracy, construction, finances, make group decisions, people and zoning and land (Table 5) 

As FM18 expressed, there are so many challenges. (…) We were learning as we went and we had 

a lot of research, (…) how to finance the project and working out the legal systems and all of that. 

 

Table 5 Communities' opinion regarding the main challenges for the creation of the cohousing 

project. 

  
Belterra 

Cohousing 
(Canada) 

Cambridge 
Cohousing 

(US) 

Earthsong 
Eco-

neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

Färdknäppen 
(Sweden) 

Frikøbing 
(Denmark) 

Ibsgården 
(Denmark) 

K1 at 
Marmalade 

Lane 
(England) 

Lange 
Eng 

(Denmark) 

Liberty 
Village 

(US) 

Bureaucracy          

Construction                  

Finances          

Make group 
decisions  

            
 

    

People          

Zoning and 
land 

      
 

  

Source: Own elaboration 
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The most felt difficulty was in relation to people, as two distinct problems can arise here: i) difficulty 

in finding people interested in living in a cohousing and later in keeping the community together, ii) 

conflicts inherent to social coexistence and the lack of communication, often associated with this. 

In fact, finding people who were interested in cohousing and who are interested in a community like 

this [FM7] was a challenge identified by six communities (Belterra, Liberty Village, Cambridge 

Cohousing, Frikøbing, Ibsgården and Färdknäppen) and was considered one of the most 

harrowing and time-consuming moments. 

And then, and then getting enough people to commit to living here, that took a long time. And 

it was scary sometimes because... I had mentioned, if you went several months with nobody 

joining, you started to think, "Boy, we're never going to get there" [FM11]. 

FM12, one of the pioneers in the development of Belterra, said we're told the normal way that you 

start cohousing group is to get the group and then the group goes out and finds the land, while we 

have the land and we went and found the group, which may have hampered the whole process of 

creating the community. But future residents of Belterra started to hold meetings frequently, so we 

get to know each other, and once we got to know each other, we started to like each other and that 

helped. Once you, once you begin to like each other and you develop a relationship, then it 

becomes not so foreign and not so difficult [FM7]. 

Also in Cambridge, land was acquired first and before anyone would lend us money to build it, we 

had to find where... To sell every. So, we had to find 40 members [FM6]. The residents decided to 

hold an information session about cohousing and the community they wanted to create, and we 

were expecting maybe 10 people to join up. And in fact, I think 100 people came. And out of that 

100, we ended up getting, I think maybe five or six members. And then once that happened, we 

realized that it was not going to be impossible to find people [FM6]. 

On the other hand, Liberty Village's FM17 stressed that it is difficult to have residents in their 20s 

living in cohousing because our homes are all private homes and most 20-year-olds aren't settled 

and aren't financially stable enough to buy it. Liberty Village also found an alternative to solve this 

problem, we rent out some apartments in some of our houses [FM17] and thus achieve a mix of 

ages in their community. 

After finding interested people, it is necessary to create a sense of community among everyone 

and keep it together. This was the main problem identified by Frikøbing, since 

each family had a problem about finding enough energy to kind of develop their own project 

because the way we structured our project, people had to kind of take care of their own and 

in that process also keeping the community together because everybody was so hung up on 

their own project that you were actually losing contact with the rest of the community [FM10]. 

Associated with this is also the whole process of moving in which you have to move, relocate 

yourself and your children and... finding new ways of living. And it also takes a lot of time just, just 

doing all of the planning and setting up [FM10]. 

In Ibsgården, an attempt was made to identify acceptance criteria for new members, including a 

potential member should be sympathetic and committed to the basic ideas of our community rather 

than being a close friend of a member [FM19]. Ibsgården felt (and still has) difficulties keeping the 

community together.  

The real creation began when the whole bunch of strangers moved on April 1, 1983. We had 

a hard time and in a few years several people left the community and moved on. New 

strangers moved in and many others since then. As a consequence, I should say that the 

creation of our community has not yet succeeded [FM19]. 
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It is important to highlight that this is a challenge that ends up being present throughout the life of 

the community, since there are always people leaving because people leave for different reasons, 

when it takes five, six years, your life situation may change. You are not interested in moving into 

this project any longer [FM14] and therefore you always have to find new interested persons 

[FM14]. 

The second challenge related to people was identified by four communities (Belterra, Earthsong 

Eco-neighbourhood, Cambridge Cohousing and Ibsgården). In fact, in social relationships there are 

many things that need to be managed, namely personal expectations towards other people. The 

creation of a group of people, strangers to each other, for the development of a community can 

also lead to the existence of conflicts, taking into account that they are people who only have one 

thing in common is to start a new project, but we come from different places in terms of different 

view of the world, different view of thinking, what you can afford, something you cannot afford it, 

and different, you know, money wise, you know, somewhere more wealthy than others [FM1]. 

For FM18 the most challenging was probably the people dynamics, the interactions between 

people and the truth is that's ongoing because we're all very individual people and we come from 

different backgrounds and have different trigger points [FM18]. Associated with this, there is often 

the difficulty in adopting an empathic and honest communication, because most people don't 

communicate very well in the world. And so, you know, some people got upset with other people 

and that never got resolved [FM5]. 

In Ibsgården, specific conflicts between generations were identified. 

In the beginning the conflict was about experience, between 'veterans' and unexperienced, 

later on it also became a question about motivation, where practical and economic reasons 

to move in were more important than the idea of creating something new; lately a heavy 

conflict arose about the fairness of the distribution of the private dwellings [FM19]. 

In order to reduce or control these conflicts, Christian (2003, p. p.27) suggests the establishment of 

guidelines for the group process and this includes "making decisions cooperatively, honestly, and 

holding each other accountable for responsibilities, (...) giving feedback and asking for change 

without making each other wrong". Conflicts will always exist, but a previously defined and trained 

resolution plan is needed before conflict actually occurs. 

FM18 also highlights that what we're doing together is so much bigger than this. So, so for me is so 

much better and bigger than any little conflict I might have with, with an individual and in fact having 

the awareness of creating something together that is much more important than individual conflicts 

can help to overcome them and focus energy and attention on what really matters (Krokfors, 2012). 

Associated with this, there are also challenges related to group decision-making. This topic is one 

that deserves further reflection when creating the group of residents (Durrett, 2009). The main 

issues raised by Cambridge Cohousing were in relation to community building and distribution of 

units, which contributed to it slows the process down [FM16]. 

So, some of it with the construction, the decisions to make "This won't work, this design". So, 

the beginning, I'd say those decisions you have to make, "How big will the common house 

be?" A big decision. So, with that, "Who gets what unit?" We have 41 household, and they 

built it [FM9]. 

Belterra also had the same difficulty, in which future residents held several meetings to define and 

agree on community planning and sometimes we had to put it on hold and down and sometimes 

we had to review it. We had to come back to it [FM1]. Discussing whether or not to have a project 

manager was also considered by FM4 as a critical decision here that really made a difference. 

Decisions on donations made to the community were one of the focuses of group decision-making, 
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as everyone should accept this donation and clarify who would be responsible for managing or 

maintaining it. 

Say they donate a tractor, who's going to maintain it, who is going to pay to maintain the 

tractor? The community has to agree they want to accept a donation because we're 

accepting responsibility. We have to store it somewhere. We have to maintain it. We have to 

pay for it. Are we going to really use it? So, we had a process of even accepting donations 

[FM4]. 

Meetings between future residents are necessary and important to establish the community's vision 

and guidelines. While it is necessary to maintain consistency in these meetings, they can become 

very exhausting and complex (Wang et al., 2020). In Lange Eng, we had an ambition that we 

should have meetings every month [FM13]. However,  

I decided that we couldn't have all these meetings because people were really so tired of 

having meetings. So, we just said we only have our yearly assembly, which we should have 

and then we had some parties. (...) Because there was so much building and so much 

discussion. So, people didn't want to have all these meetings [FM13]. 

The second biggest challenge identified was the acquisition of land and zoning. By zoning is 

understood the possibility and process of increasing the density (McCamant & Durrett, 2011), 

which is tended to be frowned upon by municipalities, as they did not know the concept of 

cohousing and, therefore, change zoning [was] a big deal [FM7]. 

The communities of Belterra and Liberty Village found this problem difficult to solve, as although 

they had found the ideal land for the construction of their community, they did not easily obtain 

approval from the municipality to increase the number of family units. In the US, Cambridge 

Cohousing said that the problem was finding landing in Cambridge. It's very, very hard. Cambridge 

is completely built out [FM16]. For Färdknäppen, the first problem was to find someone to 

cooperate with [FM14]. In an attempt to counter this situation, the group of residents  

wrote letters to see if there was any property owner who was interested in building a 

cohousing project. (...) And thanks to the fact that there was a political decision in Stockholm 

to forward cohousing project, one of the municipal cohousing companies, there are several 

in Stockholm, they had actually a plot [FM14]. 

As already mentioned, and demonstrated, this is a process that takes a long time, and the 

bureaucratic burden is heavy. At K1 at Marmalade Lane, the land was already zoned for 

construction, but they have a plan for this area where we built this property, and it wasn't at all what 

we wanted [FM15], so they had to talk and negotiate with the municipality. The planning permission 

was really hard as well. That took probably two or three years to get that permission [FM15]. 

Also, issues related to funding proved to be a stressing factor. On the one hand, for the 

Färdknäppen because the flats were more expensive than we had been told. So, there were quite 

a few that couldn't afford to move in, and that decided to leave the project [FM14], despite have 

discussed the price of rents with the landlord.  

On the other hand, Belterra Cohousing and Liberty Village had to finance the entire project in the 

initial phase and the difficulty was that we were trying to build the community before it was 

completed [FM12]. However, Belterra managed to sell the last unit just before we completed... 

[Otherwise] the whole community would have had to carry the cost of that unit until it was sold 

[FM12]; but in Liberty Village, 15 families raised half a million dollars in order to build it. (...) So, the 

water and sewer for 38 homes is already in there. And we put that all in. We bought the whole 

property, we paid for everything. And it's a huge challenge [FM17]. 
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Some communities also had construction problems. In K1 at Marmalade Lane, what we got wasn't 

quite what we were hoping to get, but it was most of it. So, that whole process was difficult and 

fraud, and it's still ongoing (...) So, we're still like in arguments with the developer and the builder 

about getting things fixed that weren't fixed properly [FM15]. Furthermore, we were supposed to 

move in July 2018, but it was delayed [FM8], which caused a great embarrassment to some 

families. In Belterra, the residents had some problems with the architect since somethings have to 

be redone or whatever [FM1]. Also, in Lange Eng, the community was not finished, and a lot of 

people had to do a lot of work besides their common work [FM13]. 

Legal Terms and Financial Models 

Since the legal terms and the financial models used by the communities have several points in 

common, both categories were analysed simultaneously. There were six subcategories that were 

identified as forms of legal framework: condominium or homeowners’ association, cooperatives, 

strata or unit title, non-profit company, limited company (LC) and limited liability partnership (LLP). 

To better understand how communities are financed in terms of their daily expenses and the 

management of their maintenance, it was subdivided into fee, rent and other types of financing 

(Table 6). 

 

Table 6 Communities' options regarding the legal terms and financial models. 
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The legal form is understood as a legal entity that has a set of recognized rights, protections, and 

regulations. It can buy and sell assets and enter into business contracts. The most common forms 

of legal entity used in community building in the US are homeowners’ associations, condominium 

associations, housing cooperatives, limited liability companies, and non-profit companies (Christian 

et al., 2016). 

According to this research, it was possible to verify that the construction of the community can be 

seen as having two different moments: i) the phase of planning and construction of dwellings, in 

which land, legal, financial, and professional hiring issues are involved and ii) the phase of moving 

to the community, after construction, and which presupposes a daily running of expenses, 
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experiences, socialization, etc. For this reason, some communities choose to have two legal 

entities, one for each moment or even at the same time. 

The most common legal form mentioned by the communities interviewed was the homeowners’ 

association or condominium association, and the members of that are everyone who owns a home 

[FM17]. “These are property ownership arrangements which allow people to own their individual 

housing unit (or lot, house or apartment) and, through the association, share ownership in the rest 

of the property” (Christian et al., 2016, p. 49). And so, everybody [that lives in the community] is 

represented in this association and which owns the rest of the land [FM10]. 

However, they are different in the way the common space is considered and divided. On the one 

hand, the homeowners’ association owns all the common spaces and elements of the community – 

roads, sidewalks, gardens, parking lots, etc. – and people own their individual units, including the 

roof, walls, and floor. In the case of condominiums association, "everyone shares an undivided 

interest in all the common elements named above, as well as in the structural components of each 

individual dwelling" (Christian et al., 2016, p. 49). This means that people only own the interior 

space of their dwellings. FM6 makes a very simple and objective illustration of what condominium 

association is: 

The association has to look after the common space and we're responsible what happens in 

our own units. You own… if you took your building and turn it upside down, everything that 

fell off the walls that belongs to you and everything that stayed is what belongs to the condo 

association. So, essentially the walls and its inside are yours and outside belongs to them 

[FM6]. 

In both situations, a board of directors must be chosen, in order to guarantee the maintenance and 

management of the community.  

And we all have a voting and saying and we kind of pay to this association, and it takes care 

of the expenses that we have in common. So, all expenses related to the house (…) and 

what we decide to develop on the land is paid to the association and takes care of [FM10]. 

The downside is that, by law, the community cannot choose the next member, as they will have to 

accept the new person who pays the purchase price and agree to the conditions that are placed on 

the open market (Christian et al., 2016). For this reason, FM6 considers that this legal structure 

that we have doesn't really, is not really very well suited for Cohousing. 

The Frikøbing and Lange Eng communities, located in Denmark, have exclusively adopted the 

condominium/homeowners’ association and each adult pays a monthly fee, which is settled on our 

yearly assembly [FM13]. This value is calculated according to the square meters of each unit, since 

if you have less square, you pay less and if you have more, you pay more [FM13]. In fact, our 

obligation is only related to the money that we pay to the whole association, and then the 

association will run the area [FM10]. Housing tenure of these communities is therefore co-

ownership, which means that the households together own the community (Co-Lab Research, 

2018).  

Liberty Village and Cambridge Cohousing, both located in the US, opted for an LLP in the initial 

phase of defining and building their community, dissolving it after the sale of all housing units and 

establishing a homeowners’ association.  

LLPs are a flexible legal and tax entity that allows partners to benefit from economies of scale by 

working together, while reducing their liability for the actions of other partners. This means that if 

the partnership fails, creditors cannot go after a partner's personal assets or income, offering the 

partners some legal protection against the liabilities of the partnerships. Furthermore, in an LLP, 
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the responsibilities of each partner are limited to the amount they invest in the business, but all 

partners can participate in the management of the partnership (Beattie, 2021). 

As FM17, from Liberty Village, explains that's a legal partnership entity that owns all the property 

until we sell it all, and then it will be dissolved. (…) [It] was the partnership that we made in the 

beginning to finance the whole thing. The community has houses that are rented and although the 

renters come to meetings, but technically, the people who are part, who are the official members of 

the community association are the homeowners [FM17]. Liberty Village Community Association is 

therefore the governing body of all the homeowners and renters [FM17] and has a board of 

directors and officers. All homeowners must pay a monthly fee to the association and the budget is 

decided every year by the whole community [FM17]. 

Cambridge Cohousing also adopted the same strategy, as the first elected legal status was LLP 

because  

it allowed you to have a legal status, means it was a partnership and you could buy land, you 

could make decisions, you have a bank account, and you could do a lot of construction. You 

could do all this. It's like you set it up the way, a construction company would set up their 

structure. (…) And then when that was done, we dissolved it and became a condominium 

association. And we sold the units to ourselves [FM9]. 

In this community there are two units that are owned by the Cambridge Housing Authority, which is 

the public authority, which create lower income housing and leases them to people who are 

approved for subsidized housing through public funds. All residents are members of the 

condominium association, although the people who live there [rented units] are sort of the social 

members and the people who own it are the sort of financial members [FM6]. In these units you 

can only increase the value of the property by so much a year. It's limited, but it also gives a very 

good interest rate on the mortgage [FM16]. 

Considering that it is an association condominium, we own 3,5% of everything [FM6], so all 

homeowners must pay a monthly fee and part of the money we pay each month goes into reserve 

to be used when we have problems to fix [FM6]; the other part is used for maintenance like 

electricity and water (…), and we pay for them, not how much we use, but how much we use all 

together [FM5].  

K1 at Marmalade Lane have decided to have LC, Cambridge Cohousing Limited (CCL), which is a 

normal way in which companies are formed in the UK [FM8]. In a LC only one person is required 

and it is a general form of constitution that limits the amount of liability assumed by the company's 

shareholders and the owners are not liable for the company's debts and obligations (Hayes, 2020), 

which means we are not liable for any debts if it collapses [FM8]. All community residents are 

members and directors of CCL.  

In England there are two types of tenure model: freehold and leasehold. "The freeholder owns both 

the land that the building is on and the building itself" (Burgess & Karampour, 2020, p. 6) and 

"leaseholders have the right to occupy and use a flat or house, and to share the use of other areas 

of the building" (Burgess & Karampour, 2020, p. 4) for a certain number of years. In the specific 

case of K1 at Marmalade Lane,  

the house is a freehold, which means ownership [they are owned by individuals]. The 

apartments and flats are leasehold [they are leased to individuals], and CCL is the owner 

[freeholder/landlord], which means you have a right to use it for a very long period. And the 

rest of the site, all the shared areas a freehold owned by a company that we set up which will 

own the site forever [FM15].  
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Since CCL owns the whole site, including the block, the apartment block where I live, but I am 

Cambridge Cohousing Limited, so I own, with everybody else, I own the site and the block. (...) So, 

my lease is 999 years [FM8]. 

Financially, residents have a service charge. It's annual, but most people pay monthly [FM15], so 

we all pay money into Cambridge Cohousing Limited to fund whatever work we need to do (…) 

£1500 a year, perhaps, which is about €1700 a year [FM8]. 

The reality in Sweden is a little different, as the vast majority of cohousings are public housing 

owned by the municipality. Färdknäppen is owned by AB Familjebostäder (landlord), which is a 

limited company owned by the municipality [FM14]. The municipality appoints the board, which are 

all local politicians, and issues ownership directives. Thus, the housing tenure is public rental, as 

household pays rent to an organization owned by the state, which corroborates the Co-Lab 

Research (2018) since it is the most common form of collaborative housing in Sweden. 

There is also an association of residents to which you have to belong to that when you live in the 

house [FM3]. FM14 confirms and explains that you have to be, if you are renting a flat inside 

Färdknäppen, then you are a member of this cohousing association. It's part of your contract with 

Familjebostäder, the rental contract. However, it is possible that the association has other 

members; 

who doesn't live in the building but are interested in perhaps moving in or they may have 

been living here and then moved away, but they still want to keep contact with the building, 

with the project. And so, they stay as members. And some may just be interested in taking 

part in cooking dinner together with us. So, there are many different reasons why people are 

members [FM14]. 

The monthly rent that each resident must pay to the landlord includes the flat and six [to ten] 

square meters from our common space [FM3]. To this value is added the member fee of 200 

Swedish krona per year. For the management of the community's daily expenses, we have a lot of 

money. And a small part of it comes from the membership. And the big part of it comes from the 

owner of the house, because we are cleaning the house and we are dealing with the garden (...) 

It's around 90,000 krona a year [FM3]. 

This approach seems to please the residents of Färdknäppen, as we don't want to own. Young 

families, and older people have difficulties with owning because they won't get financing. We want 

to be able to live without owning (...) Most people, also in Sweden, think that owning is the best 

solution. But we don't, we are not interested [FM14]. The great advantage pointed out by FM14 is 

that if you want to live in a rental flat, like we do, then you don't have to have that capital. On the 

other hand, the negative aspect is that you don't have all the possibilities to decide upon the project 

either, because the property owner has the last word and is responsible for the economy [FM14]. 

Cooperative was a legal form identified and used by Ibsgården. As FM19 explains, in a housing 

cooperative, the property is owned by the cooperative. As a member I own the right to access and 

use the property, at the same time I commit myself to maintain the property of the cooperative. For 

that, residents has to pay a “share of the property and will subsequently pay ’rent’ to the 

cooperative housing association. The money goes to payment of instalments on the joint loans 

taken out on the property and to shared maintenance and operations costs” (Kristensen, 2007, p. 

47). The size of my share determines how much of the property I can maintain as my private 

territory [FM19]. 

In addition, cooperatives facilitate access to housing for young people, allowing the social 

sustainability of the community by promoting cohabitation between different age groups. This is not 

possible in "owner-occupied communities where units are individually exchanged on the private 

property market" (Larsen, 2019, p. 1350). 
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According to the Co-Lab Mapping Project (2018), which provides a validated categorization of 

different forms of collaborative housing in Europe, the most common legal form in Denmark is the 

cooperative. However, in the US, banks and lending institutions will not loan to a cooperative 

because they do not want to own shares. If the bank had to foreclose on the loan, they would 

prefer own tangible and sellable assets (Christian et al., 2016). 

Strata is another type of legal term identified in this research that is widely used by cohousing 

groups in Canada, specifically in the province of British Colombia where Belterra Cohousing is 

located. This can include condominiums, townhouses, duplexes, even single-family homes in bare 

land strata corporations. In a strata contract, everybody owns their own separate unit. And we own 

a portion of the common... facilities in the land and the common house [FM7]. The strata plan 

defines which are the strata lots, but also what is the common property to include, and which will be 

owned by strata corporation (IBABC, 2020). 

So, that can be a piece of property that's owned by several families or several... and it is 

strata because you have shared amenities or shared resources, but you have separate 

ownership of your own dwelling. So, that's what we have here. We're in a strata. So, each of 

us owns a strata lot that is our own home. And we own everything on the inside of the walls. 

[FM4] 

All strata owners have a proportionate share of strata corporation, which is, by law, an artificial 

person of a legal nature that can buy goods or services, sue, or be sued. In addition, strata 

corporation is governed by statutes that must include everything from the rules of common living to 

the obligation to request authorization for works or alterations to buildings (IBABC, 2020).  

That’s a legal entity. We have to follow the law in terms of, every year, we have to pass a 

budget that we all agree to, and we have to use the government's decision-making protocols 

for that. We have to vote, and we have to have a quorum and the right amount of people 

have to vote to approve the budget and all of that [FM4].  

In strata corporation there are different types of ownership: i) strata lots, which are individual 

property of the owner, and which includes the entire interior of the house; ii) common property, that 

is any part of the land and buildings present in the strata plan that is available for use by all unit 

owners (elevator, corridors, roof, lobby, etc.) and iii) Limited Common Property, typically 

designated for the exclusive use of specific owners and may include lockers, parking lots, porches 

or backyards (IBABC, 2020). So, basically you don't really own that outright, outside of your door. 

(…) You have exclusive use of it, but it actually belongs to the strata [FM4]. 

In order to fund the community, in a strata, there are always monthly fees for upkeep [FM2], which 

is defined according to the size of the unit. So, we know what our annual budget is and then it's 

divided by everybody based upon how much square footage they have. (...) So, the money comes 

from individual households based on the size of their unit [FM4]. And every year we re-evaluate 

that and make a budget and work out how much money we need for the next year [FM11]. 

Another less common form of funding is through donations.  

Somebody in the community, a couple of years ago, donated a huge amount of money, 

which we set aside from our budget and called the community trust. And the community 

decides how to spend that on special projects. So, we were that a lot of that money was 

used to finish the inside of the common house and is used on different special projects. It 

was used to put solar on our roofs [FM4].  

FM12 adds that when some people have had to move out and move to a new place and they've 

sold their units and they give a donation to the community. 
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Strata is known in other countries as unit title ownership, as in the case of New Zealand. FM18 

explain that each person owns... has a unique title to their own house and then a shared ownership 

of the, the land, the rest of the land and our common house and things like that. So, it's a, it's a, it's 

a, it's an ownership model where you have, you own your own house, and you have a share of 

wider facilities. “This combination of individual and shared ownership of land and buildings means 

owning a unit title property involves a different set of rights and responsibilities than free-standing 

house and land ownership” (New Zealand Government, 2017, p. 4). 

All owners must also belong to the body corporate, which is the organization that makes the 

decisions about, about what we do [FM18]. The body corporate fee covers all of our house 

insurance, and it covers... some of it goes away to be there when we need to do the big 

maintenance of our common facilities. (...) That's how we financed the collective aspects of it 

[FM18]. 

Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood started by creating a non-profit company and that we used as our 

development entity. And that was to make things easier with all of the other, you know, like the 

council and the lawyers and the bankers, etc, that we needed to interact with [FM18]. After the 

completion of the construction of the units, the community have closed that down and currently 

they have unit title ownership, which is a legal form that actually fits really well with cohousing 

[FM18].  

Financial Options 

Table 7 reveals other forms of financing existing in the countries where the communities studied 

are located, including Community Land Trust (CLT), cooperatives, credit unions, normal loan, and 

subsidies. 

 

Table 7 Communities' knowledge regarding other financial options for creating a cohousing 

community in them countries. 
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In some countries like Denmark, Sweden, Canada, and some states of the US it is possible to ask 

for normal loans as it is done for any type of housing. I think everything to do with cohousing on the 

financial side, and the legal side is exactly the same as the housing, period. I don't think that's very 

much different about it [FM6]. However, you can't usually get something to buy property unless you 

have something collateral that you already own, something you say you want to borrow against it 

[FM4]. 

FM7 mentions that in Canada it is possible to obtain regular construction financing. Just the owners 

have to put a certain amount (...) and then they could apply for a construction loan in a bank 

institution. In this case, the owners decide to have a common financial set up, you own the whole 
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community together, and you just buy kind of a lot where you live. But you actually own just a part 

of the whole community, which is representing to the same area that you live in. But you don't 

actually really own this lot [FM10]. 

According to FM10, in Denmark we have a really good kind of mortgage system, where you can 

get easy funding from the bank, but it's kind of... and the normal way to finance buying a house and 

this can be achieved through private banks and credit institutions [FM19].  

Belterra Cohousing got the construction loan through credit unions since they're just not as profit 

oriented. They're a little more community oriented and they're usually located in communities or 

smaller regions are not usually and they' re not international institutions [FM4]. Credit unions have 

a set of co-operative principles and ethical values like honesty, openness, social responsibility and 

caring for others, allowing to build financially healthy communities (First Credit Union, 2021). 

When talking about ownership, FM14 warns that you always have to have your own capital. You 

can't borrow money without having and risking your own capita. In Sweden there is not some sort 

of support, even support how to plan all the things to think of, and even, of course, the economy. 

But we don't have that [FM3]. 

Another form of financing could be through subsidies, in order to allow those with lower incomes to 

also have the possibility to live in good housing conditions and the subsidy has to be a 

governmental subsidy [FM16]. 

I would focus less on minimizing construction costs and more on... finding other ways of 

financing. So, there are lots of different models of helping people to get into houses. If 

people made money available, this the rent to buy, this the shared equity. There's lots of 

models that help people own houses and also obviously the rentals and that kind of thing, 

subsidized rentals, etc. So, I think that's definitely an area that would work really well for 

cohousing in particular [FM18]. 

Considering the specific case of Sweden, where most cohousing is public housing, there were two 

types of subsidies: one consisted of "contributions to the interest on newly built housing" and the 

other was related to housing allowance for people with low income and/or many children 

(Sangregorio, 2000, p. 14). However, currently "there is no subsidy from the public sector" (Co-

EldeRly, 2013, p. 18). According to FM14, there are more subsidies in Sweden to privately owned 

housing than to rental flats at the moment. Because we have no housing policy in this country. 

Cooperatives has also been identified as a form of collaborative housing in New Zealand in which 

the organization owns the houses and rents it to the people who live there [FM18].  

As already mentioned, in a housing cooperative the members own a share of the whole property, 

considering that it belongs to the cooperative and its members have the right to use their 

apartments (Bruun, 2018). This is particularly interesting, since that in Sweden  

there are two versions of that cooperative realtor solutions, the cooperative owns the 

property that's owner-occupied rental cooperative. But there is also a possibility for the 

cooperative association to rent the building, to rent it and then left flats to its members. So, 

it's cooperative rental. So, there are two versus cooperative rental, one with ownership and 

one where the association rents the whole project from a landlord [FM14].  

However, a disadvantage is pointed out to the first version, since when someone wants to move, 

then they can sell their flat on the free market [FM14], so it is not possible to choose the next 

resident of the community. The same does not happen with cooperative rental, because when you 

leave a cooperative rental flat, then it goes back to the local cooperative association. And it's the 

local cooperative association who decides on the next tenant in the flat [FM14]. 
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K1 at Marmalade Lane mentioned that in England there are also communities constituted by 

Community Land Trust. CLT emerged as an innovative alternative to respond to the affordable 

housing crisis and "are independent, non-profit organizations that are formed and governed by 

voluntary housing boards to provide affordable housing in perpetuity" (Moore, 2018, p. 82). In the 

classic CLT model, governance is tripartite between residents, local community, and wider expert-

stakeholders (Thompson, 2020) and there is a legal obligation to have asset lock, which makes it 

possible to keep the house always affordable (Moore, 2018). 

The truth is that reasonable financial models and financial advice are needed to increase both 

accessibility and standardization of the cohousing model (Wang et al., 2020). 

Banking Institutions 

Regarding this category, which seeks to understand how banking and credit institutions contributed 

or participated in the creation of the communities studied, opinions are divided. In this way, it was 

possible to group them into five subcategories: better now, depend on legal structure, difficult but 

doable, not difficult, and not yet (Table 8).  

 

Table 8 Communities' opinion regarding the position of banking and credit institutions. 

  
Belterra 

Cohousing 
(Canada) 

Cambridge 
Cohousing 

(US) 

Earthsong 
Eco-

neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

Färdknäppen 
(Sweden) 

Frikøbing 
(Denmark) 

Ibsgården 
(Denmark) 

K1 at 
Marmalade 

Lane 
(England) 

Lange 
Eng 

(Denmark) 

Liberty 
Village 

(US) 

Better 
now 

            
 

    

Depend 
on legal 
structure 

            
 

    

Difficult 
but 
doable 

      
 

  

Not 
difficult 

      
 

  

Not yet          

Source: Own elaboration 

 

For Belterra Cohousing it was a very long and difficult process that took over three years building 

up from the first few members all the way up to 22 [FM11] which was the number of residents they 

needed to have for the bank to authorize the loan. 

In New Zealand, cohousing was a new concept and people did not know about it. For the bank to 

accept the loan, Earthsong's future residents had to do a lot of research to create a very well-

defined project in which our development budget had to show that the amount of money that it was 

going to cost to build them was less than what the houses were going to be worth at the end, 

obviously [FM18]. In addition, they also had to ensure that all units had to have a contract for 

somebody to buy them before we could get the money and start building them [FM18]. 

For FM18, one of the reasons why banks still do not recognize cohousing is because there is a lot 

of housebuilding happening in New Zealand at the moment, and so it's actually a very hard 

environment to get those sorts of support at the moment because there's so much demand for 

them. On the other hand, I don't think the philosophy behind us matters at all to the people in the 

banks who are just making the numbers work [FM18] and that is why this process continues to be 

time consuming. 

Also in England, banks are still not aware of the real concept of cohousing, that is very difficult to 

finance in this country [FM15]. However, an alternative that could work is the top-down approach, 



49 
 

where a developer builds the site and sells the houses to the residents, because it was basically 

the only way it was going to happen on this land, especially in a short time period [FM15]. 

In Denmark, not all banks accept loans for this type of construction, so people from Lange Eng 

were transferring all their money to these banks who, who wanted to, to support us [FM13]. 

However, if the community has many members, it's easier to get this kind of common loan from the 

bank, because actually it's easier for the bank. Their risk is much lower. If they have a lot of people 

that are paying into the same loan, then their risk of losing money is much smaller [FM10]. 

Also, in Sweden there is only small niche banks that are interested at the moment [FM14]. 

Färdknäppen was trying to educate those banks [who do not know about cohousing] and make 

them understand that cohousing projects are really good investments because they are stable. 

They take good care about the building, and they solve a lot of problems together without bothering 

the owner [FM14]. In fact, ScottHanson and ScottHanson (2005) reinforce the importance of 

informing and maintaining a good relationship with banking institutions, especially at the beginning 

of the process. 

Liberty Village also educated the local bank about what cohousing was, we showed them that we 

could raise our money and that we were solid [FM17] and this contributed to finance our whole half 

a million-dollar development through a local bank that didn't know about cohousing before [FM17] 

and the whole process was made easier. In Cambridge Cohousing the process was also simple as 

long as the people involved are financially stable [FM5]. 

However, the receptivity of banking institutions was also very dependent on the type of legal 

structure of the community. On Bowen Island, the banks did not know what a cohousing community 

was, but they were familiar with the strata contract so, that part makes that, made the banks feel 

comfortable because they knew that if there was ever any problem, they knew how to deal with that 

[FM11]. On the other hand, in the US, banks don't call it cohousing. They call it condo, condos, or 

cooperatives [FM5] and according to FM6 the cooperative method would have been better, more 

cooperative for the community as compared to the condo, which was easier for people to borrow 

money from the bank. This statement contradicts the literature that states that banks are hesitant to 

finance cooperatives, even though these appear to be one of the most appropriate legal forms of 

cohousing (Tummers, 2016). 

In Sweden's public housing communities, it is easy to obtain funding because the starting groups 

are associated with municipal housing companies, and they are the ones who learn the money and 

they take care of the construction and so on. So, the group doesn't have to do all that work [FM14]. 

Kärnekull (2010) mentions that this is one of the tasks of this type of housing companies, so that 

architects and other professionals have time and availability to cooperate with future residents. 

Still, most communities in this study believe that this situation is improving, especially when 

compared to the time when they started to develop their projects. One of the reasons given is that 

cohousing has become very popular [FM2], as they gain ground and become widespread, and 

banking institutions are well aware of it [FM19]. In fact, the number of cohousing communities has 

been increasing all over the world and proof of this is also the increased interest in research on the 

subject (Czischke, 2017; Jakobsen & Larsen, 2019). 

For this reason, the need to support cohousing groups becomes evident, exploring more public 

funding to make these housing schemes available and accessible to different social groups, and 

also contributing to reducing the development time (Wang & Hadjri, 2017). 

With this premise in mind, Cohousing Options Canada created the Community Wealth Fund which 

is a "financial mechanism that has the potential to make homeownership in cohousing financially 

more accessible" (Cohousing Options Canada, n.d.). In short, this fund supports families that are 

not able to raise the initial investment needed to create a cohousing community. 
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Political Power 

It is also interesting to know the role and participation of political power in the construction of 

cohousing communities (Table 9). In fact, local governments play a central role in supporting the 

construction of collaborative housing, as they may be an important facilitator in finance, land 

acquisition and construction issues (Szemzo et al., 2019). For this reason, in this subchapter the 

reality and experience of each community with its municipality will be analysed. 

 

Table 9 Communities' opinion regarding the participation of political power. 

  
Belterra 

Cohousing 
(Canada) 

Cambridge 
Cohousing 

(US) 

Earthsong 
Eco-

neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

Färdknäppen 
(Sweden) 

Frikøbing 
(Denmark) 

Ibsgården 
(Denmark) 

K1 at 
Marmalade 

Lane 
(England) 

Lange 
Eng 

(Denmark) 

Liberty 
Village 

(US) 

Awareness                  

Founding                  

Get weird 
and mixed 
up 

      
 

  

Housing 
department 

      
 

  

Initiative          

Laws          

Non-
collaboration 

      
 

  

Zoning          

Source: Own elaboration 

 

Similar to what happened with banking institutions, politicians were also unaware of the cohousing 

concept. From the experience of the Belterra Cohousing, which was the first cohousing on Bowen 

Island, at the beginning of the community development there was very much resistance from the 

municipal council because they just saw us as wanting to increase the density on an island [FM12]. 

The future residents had to insist, promote, and attend several meetings with the aim of making the 

concept of cohousing and its idea of community known, not only to the political power, but also to 

the general population on Bowen Island. 

Like just every month we had these information meetings, and we would send out flyers and 

e-mails and... and "Oh, come on, come to the meeting" like this. We were, we were really 

doing the sales job. I was tired... but anyway... yeah. You couldn't be on Bowen and don't 

know that we were having an information. It was that was on the ferry. You know, it was 

everywhere [FM12]. 

When there were political issues with the municipality and as a group, we went and tried to 

make our case that it would be good for the community [FM1]. 

The truth is that thanks to the efforts of this community, policy makers became more aware of this 

type of housing and included we're used as a positive example (...) I think there's a lot more 

awareness now on our island. I mean, a lot of information gets shared on an island [FM4]. 

Furthermore, in Vancouver, I would say maybe somewhere between 8 and 10 cohousing 

communities there now that have developed over the last several years [FM11], which it also 

boosted knowledge, availability, and support in creating cohousing, making this process much 

faster. 
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From the start to the finish in about three or four years and actually from the, from the first 

idea to people moving in, in even less than four years, sometimes. It's just, it's just so much 

quicker. There's just a lot of professionals that are... you know, they have a lot more staff, 

office workers that are just, you know, ready to do this kind of thing [FM11]. 

Yet FM11 revealed that we just kept educating them and... and, and they didn't seem to mind. Well, 

most of them didn't mind. And we kept educating them. Perhaps for this very reason, the 

municipality is already more in favour of this type of housing and the more there are, the more 

they'll support it by not blocking it [FM2]. 

However, according to the residents of Belterra, the initiative is more coming from people 

themselves [FM2] and it's not initiated by the government [FM4]. Inclusive, FM4 considers that if 

the government created the community, it would be private development and the people wouldn't 

be learning how to make decisions together. It wouldn't be their thing. It would be produced, 

created by outside again, by an outside entity, not by the people who are in it. 

One of the responsibilities of the municipality is to analyse the planning of the territory and 

authorize or not the adaptation of land for construction (Durrett, 2009). Achieving zoning by the 

municipality was, in fact, identified as one of the main challenges when creating the Belterra 

Cohousing. They had ten acres of land and intended to build units for 30 families. However, the 

idea of densifying was very...suspicious, made people uncomfortable, and it took a long time to 

pass through the municipal government here on Bowen in order to get permission [FM2]. For this 

reason, we had to do a lot of negotiations and talking with the municipality. With the mayor and 

council, many, many, many meetings, until finally they, they agreed and now that they see who we 

are and what we've done and they're very pleased with it. Now, they want more [FM7].  

In order to get the zoning that they wanted, future residents had to agree to donate five acres to the 

municipality as parkland [FM7] and we had to specify out of the 30 units, five of the units were for 

families with lower income [FM7]. This was, in fact, the only intervention that the municipality of 

Bowen Island had for the construction of the Belterra Cohousing. 

In fact, in Canada there's no, like, uniform housing system like everywhere [FM4] or a specific law 

for collaborative housing. However,  

the federal government, it's called Canada Mortgage Housing Corporation, CMHC, (...) were 

putting out seed money so people would build affordable homes and they recognized the 

cohousing as being affordable in so many aspects that they lent to sixty thousand dollars, no 

interest... and then they actually... we only had to pay back forty thousand [FM12].  

The top-down governance address the role of hierarchical power and foresees that the initiative 

effectively starts in entities external to the people who will live in the community and can be public 

or private institutions (Bresson & Labit, 2020; Lang et al., 2020). Most cohousing in Sweden was 

developed in the early 1980s through public sector actions. At this time, there were groups of 

people in Stockholm specifically employed to promote collective housing (Egerö, 2010). FM14 

explains that 

there was already a political decision that the city of Stockholm should build Cohousing 

projects. And so, there were 15 plots destiny for Cohousing in Stockholm in those years. And 

Färdknäppen was the last plot to be used. So, there are 14 more examples from that period 

due to a political decision by the community of Stockholm in 1983, I think, or something like 

that, perhaps earlier. That's really interesting. It shows the importance of engaged politicians 

[FM14]. 

Bearing in mind that Färdknäppen was the first cohousing for the second half of life in Sweden, 

politicians learned a lot and we teach them. And then it was a successful thing that they built 
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another three houses with the same program as ours [FM3]. Even so, there is a need for 

continuous work to raise awareness among politicians for cohousing, and Färdknäppen is still 

working with the political people that they must understand that it is very important to build 

cohousing in order to take care of people of different reasons, even the environment, but also the 

social way of living and things like that [FM3]. This awareness becomes even more important 

nowadays, when, according to FM14, Sweden is experiencing a housing crisis, in which people on 

lower incomes have nowhere to live. 

And all the time, you have to find and make the politicians understand that it is important to 

have also cohousing, because that's like a big, interesting laboratory of what people can do 

together when they live together in a housing project with common spaces and the right to 

decide together and so on. So, all the time, you have to make the politicians understand that 

this is important [FM14] 

Furthermore, we think that even if you don't have money, you must be able to start a group and be 

supported to start a group. Perhaps the community can build, or a private enterprise can build 

[FM3]. 

Although this approach is less used in the context of the cohousing community, FM3 explains that 

in Sweden it can arise by the will of the people, since  

a lot of communes in Sweden, you can go to and say, "I want to live somewhere. I don't have 

anywhere to live". And you can at the same moment, say, "I want to live in a cohousing". 

Because then your commune, you know, can see how many people who are interested in 

this way of living. And then they can say, "Oh, it's time for us to be in the cohousing". That's 

one way, coming from underground" [FM3].  

FM14 explains that in Sweden, we have a system with municipally owned housing companies. As 

previously mentioned, most cohousing projects were initiated by local groups in collaboration with 

the municipal housing company or national cooperative building organization (Blomberg & 

Kärnekull, 2019), so it is possible that residents have an influence on the project creation process, 

although it is lot of work and people are exhausted afterwards. So, it's a really difficult process. You 

must, you must realize that this takes a lot of those engaging in it [FM14]. The truth is that there is 

still a lack of knowledge about the concept among professionals, municipalities, financial sector 

and housing sector (Blomberg & Kärnekull, 2019). 

According to FM14, in Stockholm, there are five, in Gothenburg, there are five, but most other 

municipalities, there is only one housing company and the municipalities are the owners of these 

companies. They own the shares in the companies. And the members of the board are the 

politicians in each municipality who decide who will be on the board of this housing company (...) 

and they rent flats [FM14]. However, of the approximately 900 000 rental flats owned by municipal 

housing companies [FM14] only 5000 are cohousing. 

Regarding financing, some cohousing managed to obtain public or private subsidies that allowed 

them to become more accessible (Meltzer, 2010). FM14 clarifies that there is a small grant that is 

given by the state to starting routes (...) So, they can afford to work with architects and lawyers in 

the beginning of the process. Despite this, cohousing projects have to follow the same rules, and 

they have the same possibilities and difficulties when it comes to financing (...) [because] you have 

to find banks and others that are interested in lending money to a cohousing project [FM14]. 

FM9 states that this model would not work in the US because in Sweden, there's much more public 

support, government money for housing in general and that the rulers in the US have found if your 

tenant, you're just not invested as much, you just don't participate as much. The decisions don't 

impact you as much. So, it's been different if you don't own your house [FM9]. 
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However, according to FM16 and depending on the States, municipalities seem to understand 

cohousing initiatives. On the other hand, FM6 disagrees, stating that the governments tried to build 

housing that's affordable for people who... but they're not interested in doing it with cohousing. FM6 

explains that this can happen because the whole process is complex and associated with that, 

people just want a place to live, they don't want to necessarily have a community to join [FM6]. 

According to Cambridge Cohousing residents, there are currently no specific laws or protocols for 

this type of housing. However, Durrett (2009) believes that when municipalities understand how 

cohousing can meet the goals defined in the strategic plans, they will often support these projects. 

In the specific case of the Cambridge Cohousing, the municipality only gave the necessary 

permission for the construction. However, it would be beneficial if the government put in some... 

model for that, (...) if they had a cohousing division or something or a project. But it would take 

some general effort to do that because they get scared by the consensus model [FM9]. 

In fact, the decision-making process of these types of communities seems to make it difficult for 

policy makers to understand and support them. 

You can have public housing in the government, like a department of community housing, 

but it's... cohousing is not a common thing at all. The Public Housing Authority sees it as too 

expensive because you have a lot of open space, and they don't think... they would have to 

hire someone to help [FM9]. 

There is also no financial support from the political power to start projects, according to the 

interviewees. However, Cambridge Housing Authority owns two of the low-income units and would 

like to have more units here because it's been very helpful for their tenants, but they can't afford to 

buy them [FM9]. 

Liberty Village states that for this reason it is even more important to educate politicians and that 

the community decided to invite the people who were on the County Council. We invited them out 

for ice cream when we were building. And of course, we went testified we had to educate them on 

what cohousing was [FM17]. As part of this ongoing process of educating, many cohousing 

communities open their doors to the outside, allowing outside spaces or meeting rooms to be made 

available and shared with the entire population, which can increase the social capital of the 

community (Lubik & Kosatsky, 2019). To this end, Liberty Village went to the fire hall, fish fried 

dinner or whatever it was or pancake breakfast or something, got to know them. I think at one 

point, some of us helped them clean their park [FM17]. 

In New Zealand, FM18 states that currently there's lots and lots of different groups around the 

country now working on trying to make cohousing. And there are also starting to be kind of lobby 

groups and, you know, one or two organizations who are working together more on the political 

side. However, nothing has yet been translated into housing laws or more specific protocols for this 

type of housing, although we've had nice words said to us by different politicians who say they, you 

know, would like to be helpful, but it certainly hasn't 't got into the laws [FM18]. 

Maybe for this, Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood had no problem getting what they wanted to build on 

the property they bought, as it is located in an urban area. That was one of the reasons that we 

chose to stay within the urban area, is because the land was already zoned for housing and quite, 

quite dense housing, in fact [FM18]. However, FM18 states that if people want to build something 

out in the rural area, that's a huge problem. 

Cohousing's relationship to political power in the UK is similar. According to FM8, we were very 

lucky that Cambridge is quite a forward-looking Council, quite a forward-looking place, as it 

supported the creation of the K1 community at Marmalade Lane, having sold them land that could 

have already been sold. They could have sold this plot, but they held on, which is good. They 

supported us [FM8]. However, at the beginning of the process they made it very difficult to get the 
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permission in the first place. The local authority who controlled the planning permission were not 

aware, did not like what we were doing. It didn't fit in with their plans [FM15]. The lack of support 

may be due to the non-recognition of the benefits of this type of housing by some local 

governments (Szemzo et al., 2019). 

However, although this was a housing concept that arrived in the UK in the 90s and, as in other 

countries, it is now more accepted and recognized (UK Cohousing Network, 2021). 

I think it would be easier now because I think they understand a bit more about what we 

want and having seen one and seen the results. I think they'd be more willing to trust that 

people are not just trying to do something horrible that they actually want to do something 

better than the local plan and that might turn out okay [FM15]. 

The truth is that, from the experience of K1 at Marmalade Lane, the people who control and 

coordinate the planning permissions are very impressed and happy about what they've done and 

because we won lots of awards as well for the site [FM15]. Furthermore, in England, it was 

approved a new Community Housing Fund, which could include cohousing communities (UK 

Cohousing Network, 2021). This may prove the increasing interest and approval of this type of 

housing on the part of policy makers. 

FM15 states that, at least at the local level, there are government grants available to help people, 

and we actually got one of those. However, there are no specific laws or protocols, although there 

are massive, big developments planned, really, with thousands and thousands of houses on each 

development. But there's no cohousing anywhere at all on any of them [FM8]. FM8 expresses that 

it needs government laws, needs laws to say that in any development, there needs to be one 

cohousing group, at least. 

In Denmark, although it is the birthplace of this type of housing, perceptions are divided regarding 

the legal and financial support provided. FM13 from the Lange Eng community states that although 

their municipality knows them and they have discussed that they wanted to do some cohousing for 

senior people, she is unaware of the existence of regulations or guidelines for the construction of 

cohousing. On the other hand, FM10 from the Frikøbing community states with certainty that the 

national government help setting up rules that makes it easier to set up the frame around 

cohousing cooperative. So, there's a law that defines what does it mean to have a cohousing 

community. 

He also adds that if you set up a cohousing within this frame that the government has said, "This is 

how you can set up a cohousing", it's easier [FM10] and notes that if you want to do something 

which is against or outside what is the normal way to do it, then you have a lot of work ahead of 

you [FM10]. 

Pedersen (2015, p. 130) also reports this dichotomy in which, on the one side, "many municipalities 

have actively backed the establishment of senior co-housing facilities as subsidized dwellings" and, 

on the other side, "some municipalities have refused to participate in senior co-housing projects on 

the grounds that it is not a public task to establish social housing facilities for elderly people in good 

health and who often come from privately owned dwellings”. 

Nevertheless, in Denmark there is an organization that helps groups and provides legal and 

financial advice to create housing associations or cooperatives (ABF, n.d.). This is one of the 

measures identified as a municipal intervention to facilitate the development of this type of housing 

(Lubik & Kosatsky, 2019). Also, the government is helping by kind of helping with both the legal 

structure and the financial structure. And also, when you buy the land, it's easier for an Association 

to buy because the rules are set up to make it easier for them [FM10]. 
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The Ibsgården community bought the original farmhouse from the local authority, the municipality, 

and we felt welcome; the government supported the purchase and renovation of the common 

house [FM19]. However, FM10 reveals some apprehension when stating as soon as you have the 

government doing it, then it ends up not being as free as people would like to be able to kind of 

build their own house and do this and that. 

Government participatory work with future residents is a way to achieve social and urban 

development goals. Some of the actions that local governments can take to facilitate the 

construction of collaborative housing is through "provide land/empty building under preferential 

conditions, provide information or coaching for the potential participants of collaborative projects 

and ease the process of loan acquisition from banks" (Szemzo et al., 2019, p. 407). 

Physical Organization 

The physical organization of community spaces is an important factor not only for the development 

of activities, but also as an expression of the residents’ ideals (Tummers, 2016). After dealing with 

the legal and financial bureaucratic issues linked to the creation of a cohousing community, it is 

also important to know what is behind the decisions related to the organization of physical space, 

both private units and common spaces (Table 10). 

 

Table 10 Communities' decision regarding physical organization of the community. 

  
Belterra 

Cohousing 
(Canada) 

Cambridge 
Cohousing 

(US) 

Earthsong 
Eco-

neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

Färdknäppen 
(Sweden) 

Frikøbing 
(Denmark) 

Ibsgården 
(Denmark) 

K1 at 
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(England) 
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Eng 

(Denmark) 

Liberty 
Village 

(US) 

Organization of 
community 
spaces 

      
 

  

Physical 
location of 
common 
house 

      

 

  

Description of 
common 
house spaces 

      
 

  

Outside 
spaces 

      
 

  

Source: Own elaboration 

 

An important aspect in a cohousing community is finding the right balance between common 

spaces and private areas, as if the former is vital for a cohesive community, the latter is essential 

for the autonomy and independence of residents (Kang et al., 2015; Tsai & Ou, 2017). One way to 

achieve this is through semi-private spaces, such as gardens, landscaping, and porches, since 

they allow creating an intermediary zone between private space and the public realm (McCamant & 

Durrett, 2011). In Belterra, we don't want to have a bunch of walls either. And so, we're trying to 

work out a balance between that and... our own place, we had a fence, but we have a lot of plants 

growing there [FM11]. 

In relation to private units, these can vary from a studio with zero bedrooms to a house with four 

bedrooms, depending on the interest and characteristics of the residents, as in the case if we 

wanted more younger families, you need to have more options with more bedrooms here [FM4]. 

Typically, in a cohousing community, we were going to be in a place that was smaller than where 

we came from [FM4], as the houses are smaller than traditional single-family homes. However, 

people feel more comfortable with the size of their houses after having an idea of what the common 

house will be like, as it may have a laundry room, guest room, large dining room or entertainment 
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rooms, giving priority to social interaction (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). On the other hand, 

households are increasingly smaller, including in Portugal, so such large houses will not be 

needed. Houses with fewer private square meters, but with more shared spaces, seem to be a 

good alternative (Silva, 2011). 

Such changes in terms of home space and community organization allow not only to reduce 

financial costs for families, but also to improve energy efficiency (Brysch, 2018; Wang & Hadjri, 

2017), with sustainability issues being a concern for the vast majority of cohousing communities, as 

FM4 proves by stating we have really high environmental standards, all the double pane windows, 

it was built green to gold standard. So great insulation, which is good for soundproofing, (...) we're 

all nestled together, but that's really good for energy conservation. 

As already mentioned, in a cohousing community, physical design is intended to support social life, 

contributing to the creation of relationships between neighbours (Durrett, 2009). It is for this reason 

that the houses tend to be created facing each other, having a common center where the common 

house is normally located. This is what happens, for example, in Lange Eng where your building 

square like it's a square. And then we have a garden in the middle [FM13], in Frikøbing where we 

want to kind of focus the houses toward a lake, in a small lake in the middle. (...) So, that houses 

were located close to the small road that we made through the community, and everybody was 

faced toward the center [FM10] and in Liberty Village where right in front of my house, there's a 

little circle. And some of the people in our community have built a fire pit there and benches. (...) 

But it's nice because then the center of the community is this fire pit. And then the house that we 

bought as our common house is right there [FM17].  

However, the common house is not in a privileged location in Cambridge Cohousing because our 

space was long and thin, so all we can do is spread everything out. (...) The common house in the 

center of the long line [FM6], not even in Belterra due to the mountainous area in which they live, 

they had to choose to place the common house at the beginning of the community, which makes I 

don 't see it from where I am, and sometimes I would not know if everybody's sitting down around 

there because I don't see it and I may have done the design differently, but that's later now [FM1]. 

According to experts, the common house should be discussed and created before the private units, 

not only because it allows residents to have a better perception of the common house as an 

extension of their private homes (McCamant & Durrett, 2011; ScottHanson & ScottHanson, 2005), 

but also serves as a place of support and socializing while the dwellings are being built. 

We should have started building the common house from start, because that would have 

meant that we had a place that we could meet. Also, people, some people built their house a 

couple of years after everybody else, and they kind of stayed in Copenhagen and kind of lost 

a little contact to the community. And if we had had the common house, then people could 

have come here and maybe there could be a room that they could have used to stay over 

[FM10]. 

The participation of residents in the design of the community, especially the common house, is one 

of the principles of cohousing and is, in fact, a real asset, as this way there is greater guarantee of 

usufruct of spaces and consequent increase in sharing and social relations in the community 

(Durrett, 2009; McCamant & Durrett, 2011). Therefore, the definition of the common house's 

interior spaces is taken seriously and with discretion. All communities have at least one kitchen 

with a large dining room for a positive common dinner experience, one of the main icons of living in 

cohousing communities. 

Other spaces that are also commonly included in the common house are the guest bedroom, 

laundry room, exercise room or living room. In multigenerational communities, such as Cambridge 

Cohousing or Lange Eng, they choose to have a room where children can play safely. It is also 
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possible to adopt a room for teenagers, which allows them to be kept close, but without interfering 

with their privacy. 

Regarding outdoor spaces, this could include our gardens, our septic field, where all of our sewage 

goes. Our parking lot, parking areas, you know, some outbuildings for tools and things we have to 

do our own [FM4], as well as vegetable gardens, greenhouses, wood workshops or having farm 

animals. Parking lots are always located on the outskirts of the community, in order to guarantee 

the safety and free movement of all residents. Furthermore, even in private or semi-private 

gardens, it is not customary to have walls or large fences. 

As an example, and in order to illustrate the organization of a cohousing community, in appendix 6 

it is possible to find the blueprint of the communities interviewed. 

 

3.2.2. COHOUSING AS A RESPONSE TO NEEDS 

For the analysis of the second objective, how cohousing is managed and responds to the needs of 

its residents, information was collected from people who currently live in a cohousing community, 

regardless of the year in which they moved. Therefore, the ten communities that make up the study 

are considered. 

Alternative housing 

As already mentioned, cohousing has been growing all over the world and seems to be a type of 

housing that many people appreciate, especially when thinking about raising a family or growing 

old in safety and surrounded by friends. Thus, it is important to know the opinion of cohousing 

residents about this type of housing for people as they age (Table 11). 

 

Table 11 Communities' opinion regarding cohousing as an alternative housing for people as they 

age. 

 
Belterra 

Cohousing 
(Canada) 

Cambridge 
Cohousing 

(US) 

Dunderbacken 
(Sweden) 

Earthsong 
Eco-

neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

Färdknäppen 
(Sweden) 

Frikøbing 
(Denmark) 

Ibsgården 
(Denmark) 

K1 at 
Marmalade 

Lane 
(England) 

Lange 
Eng 

(Denmark) 

Liberty 
Village 

(US) 

Good for 
everybody 

          

Good for 
children 

          

Good for 
older 
people 

          

Good for 
teenagers 

          

Not for 
everyone 

          

Source: Own elaboration 

 

Although some residents say that it's good to have a mixture of young, in middle age and old [FM5] 

because the diversity of age requires mutual understanding and respect between the different 

groups [FM19], the truth is that regardless of the type and specific characteristics of the cohousing 

community, it appears to be good for any age [FM4] and it's vital for all ages [FM8]. In fact, a study 

referred by Lubik and Kosatsky (2019, p. 122) points out that "people of all ages received more 

social support and health benefits in cohousing compared to neighbouring residents". 

It's good for children [FM4], the place is great for children [FM5]. In fact, for some people it's a great 

place to raise children. There's no isolation for children here [FM5], as far as there are more 
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children to play with. It is seen as a safe place because everyone knows each other and there are 

no cars parked there, so it's safe for children just to run out of their house and just meet up with 

people and go into other people's houses [FM8]. The safe and healthy environment for children to 

grow up is an aspect widely considered as an asset in other studies already carried out (Wang et 

al., 2020). In addition, it is an excellent way for the youngest to learn to share resources like the 

adults do and watching people being honest with each other and dealing and communicating and 

working things out [FM4]. 

This is a lifestyle that also appeals to parents of children who get so much support just because 

there's other people who like that and care about their kids [FM18], especially in this time of a 

pandemic when all of them were working from home. And so, for them, it was so helpful. Childcare 

[FM9]. 

On the other hand, the fact that there are many adults around means that, in the interviewees' 

perspective, teenagers and college students aren't going to be happy here at all [FM4]. 

I can see with my neighbours that when they get problems is when the children get 

teenagers, then they are not that satisfied staying here because, you know, when they have 

to kind of tell mom and dad "I don't want this. I don't want that". Then they also have to say 

to all the neighbours because they have so many parents [FM13]. 

Also, they've got to go out and explore the world [FM4], but when they have their own children and 

they start finding out, it's not that easy to entertain them and have them... Live a normal child life 

inside a big city, then they kind of start looking for places outside the city [FM10]. 

However, FM9 warns that it may not be very good for the general population because it is a long 

process and people have to be very patient. Additionally, this can be a lifestyle that does not suit 

everyone. FM10 revealed that he had contact with people who started the community development 

process but eventually realized that I don't really like that, we have to do all these things together. I 

actually just want to take care of my own. In fact, there are no universal answers that work for all 

people, there are answers that are appropriate to each person's situation, interests and needs 

(Fonseca, 2021). 

For older people, I would say it's pretty great [FM11]. It's a familiar, safe, and welcoming 

environment that gives older people and those who may already be retired, several alternatives to 

spend their time and feel useful. Furthermore, it's a good place to be able to help people if they 

need help [FM8]. A study cited by Lubik and Kosatsky (2019) states that the health benefits of older 

people living in cohousing were more pronounced than compared to people of other age groups or 

not living in cohousing. In addition, neighbourly relationships are particularly important for older 

adults as they foster a mutually supportive environment and active, participatory involvement in 

daily life (UK Cohousing Network, 2015). 

Day-to-Day Management 

The daily management of the community requires all residents, which is one of the six 

characteristics of cohousing identified by Durrett (2009). This dynamic and organization also allows 

the creation of housing "in your image", contributing directly to the adequacy of the needs of all 

involved. In interviews, the residents touched on different aspects of the daily experience and 

management of their community, translating into five subcategories that will be analysed in more 

detail below (Table 12). 
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Table 12 Communities' opinion regarding on some of the most important aspects of daily 

management in cohousing. 

 
Belterra 

Cohousing 
(Canada) 

Cambridge 
Cohousing 

(US) 

Dunderbacken 
(Sweden) 

Earthsong 
Eco-

neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

Färdknäppen 
(Sweden) 

Frikøbing 
(Denmark) 

Ibsgården 
(Denmark) 

K1 at 
Marmalade 

Lane 
(England) 

Lange 
Eng 

(Denmark) 

Liberty 
Village 

(US) 

Decision-
making 
process 

          

Meetings           

Working 
groups 

          

Common 
meals  

          

Impact on 
the 
external 
community 

          

Source: Own elaboration 

 

One of the main factors to be considered and that has more prominence in a cohousing community 

is the decision-making process, with the participatory process being one of the characteristics of 

this type of housing. Of course, there are advantages and disadvantages and it is often pointed out 

as one of the main difficulties when living in a community, but no cohousing was ever built and 

developed in any other way (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

There are several methods that can be used for decision making. However, the decisions must 

always be previously discussed by all the people involved (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). One of the 

most known is consensus and its aims is defending the rights of minorities, as it seeks solutions 

acceptable to all. In this way, decisions are made with the consent of all those involved in the 

process, ensuring that all opinions, concerns and ideas are heard (Seeds for Change, 2013). 

FM6 explains that, at Cambridge Cohousing, the decision-making process begins with the 

submission of a written proposal and the first step, called clarifying questions, make sure that 

everybody actually understands what the proposal is [FM6] and all doubts should remain clarified. 

The next step is the quick reaction, where people have a short reaction to the new proposal, using 

only one sentence. Finally, the last step appears, harvesting objections, where the opinions of 

those who do not agree with the proposal are collected, but we just say, "if you've got a problem, 

tell us what your problem is". We're not going to discuss it. We'll write it down [FM6]. With all the 

objections in hand, the group works to try to change the proposal and include the new suggestions. 

If we can, then we do that at that meeting. And if we can't do that, then we have a meet, we gather 

together, the people who've got problems, and get them to see what we can do to make the thing 

work with people problems [FM6]. 

This process is based on respect and equality values, so if there are two or more people blocking, 

then we don't move forward until we have more discussion and find better solutions [FM2]. In fact, 

anyone can block an idea but this is a decision that should not be made lightly, "involves sharing 

power and responsibility" and "it requires people to work together to meet both the individual's and 

the group's needs" (Seeds for Change, 2013, p. 10). FM6 states that his community sees the 

objection as being something that we want to hear in hopes that it will make it into a better 

proposal. And it gives a different idea to being objecting is not trying to stop them. Objecting is 

trying to make it better.  

Even so, this is a complex process and according to Seeds for Change (2013) it needs to be 

trained, taking into account some aspects:  
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 Common goal: everyone involved must jointly define a common goal. Later, some conflicts 

may arise, and it is important to revisit the group's goal, which is what brought them there. 

 Commitment to reaching consensus: in order to reach consensus, commitment and 

patience are needed. This implies that each person is honest about what they want or do 

not want, as well as being willing to listen to others. 

 Trust and openness: it is important to trust others and provide the necessary openness for 

everyone to express themselves and no one to override their interests or needs. 

 Sufficient time: learning to work with consensus and allowing time for decisions to be made 

well, as making good decisions in the present avoids wasting time in the future. 

 Clear process: sharing and clarifying what each person understands about the decision-

making process, as people may have different understandings. 

 Active participation: that is, listening and allowing everyone to play an active role in 

decision-making, looking for solutions that involve everyone. 

 Good facilitation: facilitators in meetings allow the group to work in a more democratic and 

harmonious way. In addition, it helps ensure that tasks are accomplished, and decisions 

made. However, upon being appointed, the facilitator must be accepted by the whole group 

and in small informal groups it may not be necessary, as everyone can be responsible for 

making the meeting work. 

Briefly, in the consensus decision process  

people share proposals, maybe from a working group and it's discussed. And then if a 

decision is to be taken, we ask if there's anybody who's going to block the decision and if 

they block the decision, it stopped and goes back for more discussion and so on. And it can 

come to the meeting three times and get blocked. And maybe it will never go through [R5]. 

For this reason, this is a time consuming process and therefore can be exhausting (Holtzman, 

2010; Pedersen, 2015). Even so, and considering the information collected from the interviewees, 

you can't use consensus for everything [FM17].  

Thus, although the group decision in the communities interviewed always presupposes prior 

discussion, there are certain issues that are decided through voting. In Cambridge Cohousing, the 

state made us go to majority vote, one person, one vote, for financial decisions [FM9]. In Lange 

Eng annual meetings are held to specifically discuss money-related issues, but if it's something you 

have to discuss, which is not money, then you can call for meeting and then we'll discuss it [FM13]. 

In K1 at Marmalade Lane they also vote, but everybody gets a chance to express first how they 

feel about it [R4]. 

In Belterra, a card system was adopted that allows people to discuss their ideas and share their 

opinion regarding the actions to be taken. 

We have green, yellow, and red cards when we're in, in person. You know, the green card is 

"I agree". Yellow card is "I have information to clarify", and if you don't want to block it, but 

you're not agreeing with it yet, and then the red card... (...) But if you get to red cards, it 

doesn't go through. But when you put up a red card, you are offering to form a group to 

come up with a solution to bring back to the next meeting [FM12]. 

On the other hand, in Dunderbacken, nowadays we have majority [R6]. Voting for an idea or 

solution that is acceptable to the majority may leave out those who oppose it (Seeds for Change, 

2013) and that is why you have to still listen to the minorities, especially when it comes to this 

economics discussions [R6]. A two-thirds or three-quarters majority is sometimes adopted by 
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communities when consensus does not work and as a way to avoid deadlock (McCamant & 

Durrett, 2011). 

Another important aspect to mention is non-hierarchical decision-making process. This being one 

of the principles of cohousing (Durrett, 2009), every adult who lives here is equal part of that 

decision making structure [FM18]. Even in communities that have an executive committee, it has 

no power, neither has the chairman [FM19] and in every meeting we have a different facilitator 

[FM7]. 

In addition to the annual meetings intended primarily for the discussion of major issues, such as 

financial issues, residents meet frequently to ensure the functioning and management of the 

community. In K1 at Marmalade Lane and in Belterra Cohousing, we have a meeting every two 

weeks, by Zoom. It's short, short meetings, but it's good [R3] and all residents are invited to 

participate. Christian (2003) advises to define right from the beginning of the initial group, not only 

the method for decision making but also the frequency and structure of the meetings. 

Meetings with different purposes must be defined, which allow solving problems (McCamant & 

Durrett, 2011) such as how to use our guestrooms because we have guestrooms in the common 

house, how many meals we're going to have shared together and how we're going to pay for those, 

what we're going to charge [FM4] or how do we deal with people who may want to rent their place 

[FM2].  

For such meetings to work naturally and conflicts or problems to be resolved, it is necessary to 

invest in assertive communication and have people who are very skilled at running meetings, 

planning meetings, running meetings, stuff like that. And that makes things happen a lot more 

smoothly. (...) A very important part of a successful community is having effective meetings [FM5]. 

McCamant and Durrett (2011) mention that it is important at the end of meetings to evaluate and 

give feedback to each other on what seems to work best in terms of facilitating the meeting, clarify 

decisions about what should be done, distribute responsibilities that involve everybody and ensure 

that everyone's opinion is heard. 

For the better functioning of communities, residents organize themselves into working groups that 

come together based on their own interests [FM2]. The community people volunteer for which jobs 

they want to do, which committees they want to be on [FM4]. A commitment and responsibility for 

the care and joint management of the community is assumed, never depriving people of their 

autonomy in deciding their choices and interests. In this way, the levels of active participation of 

residents increase, fostering a sense of belonging to the community (Martin et al., 2011), as R7 

expresses working together is really building our connections to each other. In addition, some 

communities even take advantage of the time they are working together to have fun, which 

culminates in a big shared meal afterwards. And it's great. Fantastic. It's really fantastic [FM8]. 

Working groups (or committee) are created by residents considering the tasks and activities that 

they believe are important to share and organize. In fact, a study carried out by Pedersen (2015) 

revealed that the vast majority of communities adopt this strategy, allowing each committee to be 

responsible for a specific aspect of common life. 

In some communities, there's like about 20 of them [FM12], including maintenance team, common 

house management team, finance team, gardening team, computer technician team, library team, 

or cultural and party team, and you can even start a group [FM3]. However, for work and sharing to 

flow naturally, it is extremely important to have really honest communication and having people in 

leadership roles who have leadership capacity [FM5]. It is teamwork that requires accept 

sometimes that even if you think you know best, that there might be other people that know stuff 

also, that could be a good solution [FM10]. 
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COVID-19 interrupted these interactions because during the pandemic everything has stopped 

[R6]. On one hand, in some communities we look forward to corona virus ending and we can have 

more parties and eating together and all these things [FM10], in others, people are apprehensive 

as we'll have to find out and see what happens, whether we've just completely got out of the habit 

of doing that or whether we will get back at it again [FM6]. 

In fact, restrictions imposed by governments forced communities to adapt and come up with 

innovative solutions. In Cambridge Cohousing for example, once the school was closed, the 

parents hired a teacher, and the kids just did home school here. So, they use the dining room 

because we weren't going to have meals [FM9]. They paid for it, but we gave them permission to 

use the facilities for the whole year [FM5]. Community common spaces were also used by people 

who are working at home because we're not really using them as a community very much. They've 

been repurposed so that people who are working at home can use them because many of the 

families here, both people are working at home [R5]. Another positive aspect identified was that the 

meetings were better attended because if you've been doing it on Zoom, (...) [and if] you want to do 

something else, it's also easy to just to get up and walk out. You're on a Zoom meeting, nobody 

really knows [FM6]. 

Rules and commitments are also defined by the residents, so they may differ from community to 

community. In Lange Eng, for example, every adult has to contribute to the cooking [R7] and in 

Ibsgården besides the maintenance of our common property and participation in the cooking and in 

necessary administration you can contribute by being initiative or by participate in already existing 

projects [FM19].  

However, defining these rules and the level of involvement of each person is not always easy. 

There's definitely people here that do a lot more than other people [R3] and determining the 

number of hours each person must contribute to the community is a strategy sometimes discussed 

and adopted. The communities interviewed do not agree with this method, stating that there's no 

set amount of work that people have to do. Some people here do a huge amount of work, and 

some people don't do hardly anything. I mean, that is the reality [R5]. Another person agrees, 

expressing I'm not in favour because I don't want to start policing my neighbours, I have no interest 

in looking at the detailed records of what time they put in [R1]. 

Of course, as people grow and age, their level of involvement will change. Children who are initially 

poorly integrated into community tasks, gradually begin to play a more active role as they grow 

older. On the other hand, older people will be able to see their obligations to the community 

adapted to their abilities and needs. 

Everyone should take part in the cooking, but as long as you are able to. But when you're 

not able to do it anymore because of your physical or mental health, then you don't have to 

take part (...) And we also try to get everyone to still participate in the cooking group as far as 

they can. Maybe they can just sit down and cut in the cucumber or something like that, some 

small, small because it's so socially important to be part of some group [R6]. 

When you get older, when you get old and ill, then you don't have to do everything. You can 

stop cooking. You can stop cleaning the common spaces and things like that. Most wants to 

continue to take an active part as long as they ever can. And you can do very simple tasks 

but still be part of the community [FM14]. 

Another important aspect implicit here is the sharing of space maintenance tasks, pointed out as 

one of the benefits of cohousing (Wang & Hadjri, 2017), also contributing to equal responsibility for 

household chores between men and women (Krokfors, 2012). The truth is that in addition to 

costing each person less, it makes time and work more profitable.  
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Today we're in the garden and well, we had a work party today and a lot of people came to 

our garden, our garden is not that large, but we had like six or seven people in it, just the 

difference. It's like ants come in and do all this work and then they leave and you're like, 

“Wow, look what seven people can do in two hours”. That's 14 hours of work. If it was one 

person, you wouldn't see the difference [FM4]. 

Another point highlighted by the interviewees, and which has a great impact on the life of 

cohousing communities is common meals. According to McCamant and Durrett (2011), common 

meals play a central role in practical and social terms in this type of housing, as it is an opportunity 

for residents to get to know each other better, share interests, and also serve as a motto for other 

after-dinner activities. 

For this reason, practically every community has a working group specifically dedicated to the 

management, planning and preparation of common meals. However, their organization, 

functioning, number of common meals and types of meals can differ greatly from community to 

community. 

In Lange Eng and Ibsgården the adults and teens must take part in the cooking in the common 

house [FM19]. In Dunderbacken, we have dinner groups or cooking groups. One...each group is 

responsible for the cooking for one week and washing up and so on and clean the kitchen [R6] and 

in Belterra Cohousing there's no meal preparation requirement because of the potlucks. It's just if 

you're coming, you bring a dish to share [FM4]. In terms of frequency, common meals can vary 

from once to six times a week, depending on the residents' willingness and availability. However, 

participation in these meals is voluntary, as some people never come (...) and some people come 

to every single meal no matter what served [FM9]. 

Finally, another point that also needs some reflection and management by the residents is the 

interaction with the surrounding community. This is, in fact, a concern inherent to cohousing 

communities, as they seek to make a positive contribution to the outer neighbourhood in which they 

are located (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). In Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood, lots of people have 

joined different things in the wider neighbourhoods where the council was doing a big planning 

exercise for our suburb. We were very involved in that [FM18]. Other communities like K1 at 

Marmalade Lane and Färdknäppen are very involved open to study visits because we realized that 

people have to see this with their own eyes to understand what it means to live in a cohousing 

project [FM14] and in Belterra we have a nice big common house that we rent out to other 

organizations [FM4]. In addition, common facilities can serve as an attraction for surrounding 

communities, being able to "act as a neighbourhood hub" (Killock, 2014, p. 131). 

Adaptation to Real Needs 

In this section it is intended to know specifically which factors are most valued by those who live in 

a cohousing, and which best respond to their needs, with a special focus on older people (Table 

13). 
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Table 13 Communities' views on how cohousing fits the needs of their older residents. 

 
Belterra 

Cohousing 
(Canada) 

Cambridge 
Cohousing 

(US) 

Dunderbacken 
(Sweden) 

Earthsong 
Eco-

neighbourhood 
(New Zealand) 

Färdknäppen 
(Sweden) 

Frikøbing 
(Denmark) 

Ibsgården 
(Denmark) 

K1 at 
Marmalade 

Lane 
(England) 

Lange 
Eng 

(Denmark) 

Liberty 
Village 

(US) 

Sense of 
community 

          

Caregivers           

Physical 
design 

          

Personal 
housing and 
privacy 

          

Autonomy, 
independency, 
and safety 

          

Learning 
experience 

          

Ageing in 
place 

          

Source: Own elaboration 

 

The sense of community and the willingness of people to help each other was the most mentioned 

factor, which corroborates the literature that points to one of the main objectives of cohousing 

communities (Wang et al., 2020). Other studies, namely carried out in the US, also show that the 

most relevant aspect identified by cohousing residents is having a place to belong and live together 

(Kang et al., 2012). 

I have friends here and I have...closer relationships, I do think that my neighbours will help 

me and, you know, and even just small stuff, you know, like I... need some flour because I'm 

making a cake [R1]. 

I appreciate that we care about each other. I know that if something happens to me in my 

apartment and my neighbours, that's most close to me, if they hadn't seen me for a couple of 

days, they would knock on my door and they would even get it opened [R6]. 

For FM14, being part of something and feeling...feeling cared for, feeling appreciated, feeling like 

they have something to give... is kind of the biggest thing in life, really. FM3 agrees reiterating that 

it is very important to belong to a group or belong to some sort of special things or important things. 

That's very important. It's very important when you grow older because there are a lot of older 

people being very alone.  

This sense of belonging can arise from situations such as when you need any kind of food, (...) you 

can always borrow food from someone. (...) [Or] if you want to sit outside in the garden, you can 

always find someone to go outside and sit with or chat too [FM15]. This type of availability and 

behaviours allow the nurturing of the values and the sense of community that were at the base of 

the origin of its creation. 

When talking about cohousing, there is one event that stands out and that is identified by residents 

as being very important for the life and spirit of the community: common meals. In fact, common 

meals are considered a symbol in this housing model (McCamant & Durrett, 2011), because there 

you can very easily get to know each other very well when you cook together and eat [R6]. Pinker 

(2014) states that when people eat together and share meals, they tend to feel part of the group. 

The present research also supports this idea, as all communities reported having common meals at 

least once a week. 

In addition to common meals, communities seek to create spaces and activities to promote social 

relationships and interactions. In Belterra Cohousing, for example, we have a spelling bee. (...) So, 
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we dress up in customs. We have different teams, and we have a spelling bee. And that's really fun 

[FM4]. In the common house, there is also a wood shop and space for sometimes we will hire a 

band or just dance from old music that we like trying to agree [FM4]. 

Cambridge Cohousing have a "No talent show" where people with no talented up and perform 

every year. (...) And we have poetry readings. We have musicians come in and do concerts [FM5], 

and all residents are invited to participate. There is also a common vegetable garden where 

everyone is just sort of free to come and pick it as you need it [FM6]. In order to give clothes or 

objects a second life, this community created a system they called "free city", where I could leave 

something there that I don't want, and it stays for two weeks. (…) People have really even benefit 

from that. (...) And most of the residents wanted that because they felt they didn't have to throw 

things away [FM9]. 

Lange Eng also adopted a similar system, in which  

we have a room for things we don't use anymore. You can put the toys up there. You can put 

the children’s clothes up there that they can't fit any longer. Your own chose that's not used 

or anything but can still be used. (...) When the grandchildren are coming, they go to this 

place, find toys for the age of those children, borrow it for a weekend, and put it back and 

next time the same children are coming. So, we recycle in that way, in a private way. I love it. 

I think it's very sensible [R7].  

In addition to yoga classes and several rooms to talk, dance or play, Lange Eng organizes themed 

parties, skate competitions, barbecues, and movie sessions. 

In addition to the daily coffee time at 11:00 [R6] in Dunderbacken, it is customary for people to 

gather to read the newspaper, watch television or a movie on the big screen. 

Planning and organizing celebrations like Christmas, New Year's Eve or the onboarding of new 

members is also part of the Ibsgården way of life. Sometimes, the doors are opened to the external 

community, allowing other people to meet and relate to those who live in the cohousing.  

K1 at Marmalade Lane also seeks to invite and involve the local community in its events, and for 

that purpose we do pop up cafes and we do litter picks, rubbish rambles [R5]. The "free table" is 

also a common practice where we put stuff that kids have grown out of and toys that are no longer 

being used out on the street to be taken. (...) We just give to the local community, to people who 

need it [R5]. FM15 even ventures to say that I think that there is much more social here than 

anywhere I've lived before, maybe more than University. 

All these activities and interactions assume a commitment but are voluntary. That is, people are 

free to dedicate time and energy to activities that make sense to them and/or that they did not have 

the opportunity to do before (Andresen & Runge, 2002). In this way, it contributes to the cohesion 

of the community in general terms, which are reflected in the well-being and quality of life of the 

people who live there, both physically and mentally. In fact, studies mentioned by Wang et al. 

(2020), reveal that, in addition to promoting social interaction, cohousing has characteristics that 

allow reducing loneliness and its associated health risks (anxiety, depression and sleep problems), 

especially for older adults. 

FM18 shared an impressive account that one of her 70-year-old neighbours gave her: 

He didn't really care how long he lived before because, you know, life wasn't that interesting. 

But now he's moved here. So, he wants to live a really long time because it's so great and he 

just loves it. (...) He's actually a really beautiful woodworker. He makes a really stunning 

working with wood. And he just expressed how he's, just he's only here for a year, but he's 

just loving, making things for people, he doesn't charge any money. He does it because he 

loves it and he just feels so kind of, you know, filled up with it [FM18]. 
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According to Andersen and Runge (2002), occupation, understood as something that a person 

does and that has a purpose and meaning for him/herself, can positively influence health and well-

being. Also, in another study identified by Lubik and Kosatsky (2019, p. 122), residents of 

cohousing communities revealed “high levels of belonging, self-esteem, and self-actualization”. 

For these reasons and considering the ability of cohousing to create social support networks 

between neighbours, several authors point to this form of housing as a way to reduce loneliness, 

especially among older people (Baldwin et al., 2019; Kähler, 2010; Pedersen, 2015; Wang et al., 

2020). In fact, for FM2, cohousing is, is you build your own neighbourhood. That's how I like to 

express it. You know, I have a neighbourhood where I know everybody, I just love it. FM14 further 

explains: 

This way of living is very good help towards isolation, because you have the possibility to 

meet people on a daily basis. You don't have to love everyone. You don't have to make big 

friends. But when you do things together, you learn to respect one another, and you learn to 

like one another in a new way. This is not a family. This is not ordinary friendship. It's 

something different. (...) It's a new way, a new kind of relationship to your neighbours that 

you can get when you live like this. And I think that's really important when it comes to social 

isolation [FM14]. 

Therefore, some residents such as FM14 and FM15 who claim that you can't be totally alone in a 

house like this and I don't think there is any reason to feel lonely here, since there is always 

someone to talk with, interests to share, or activities to do. However, it is necessary that you find a 

shared interest with at least one person here [FM15] and show willingness to socialize. On the 

other hand, Szczygiel and Almeida (2017) warn that a person can even be integrated into a good 

network of contacts and still feel alone. This may happen because the person feels that he/she is 

not completely accepted or understood by his/her group or does not identify with it. 

Even in more complicated situations such as the current context of the COVID-19 pandemic, in 

which social relationships were reduced and people were confined, residents in cohousing also 

saw their interactions diminished, in which activities and common meals were cancelled. In fact, the 

restriction measures stemming from the COVID-19 pandemic caused a large reduction in social 

interactions, which resulted in many people experiencing social isolation and loneliness (Harden et 

al., 2020). Studies carried out over the past two years have revealed that, despite the restrictions 

imposed, living in a cohousing community protects its residents from feeling highly isolated, 

depressed, or anxious (Koller et al., 2021; Schetsche et al., 2020). 

One reason is that cohousing communities have the capacity and freedom to adapt. Although with 

more precautions, people continued to interact, either through online platforms or through external 

and distance meetings. We haven't had as much interaction as we had previously, but there's a lot 

of interaction [FM7]. Here are some examples: 

 Belterra Cohousing: You can walk outside and walk around the neighbourhood and, as 

long as you just stay a little distance away from everybody else, you can see people 

anytime of the day [FM11]. 

 Lange Eng: We discovered again jigsaw puzzles. Then we borrow each other's jigsaw 

puzzles [R7]. 

 K1 at Marmalade Lane: We meet in the Lane. Marmalade Lane is actually a Lane, which 

we've got, we got place to sit out in it and... and then we got the large common area, 

garden area with a terrace on it. (…) We have a pizza, which is outside of terrace. And so 

even with lockdown, we've been able to have evenings, pizza evenings [R4]. 



67 
 

 Färdknäppen: You just go down to the library and people are sitting and we can have two 

meters to each other, and we discuss, and we talk about things, and we drink coffee, or we 

can look at TV together. (...) And we can help each other going out shopping or whatever it 

can be. We can help each other in a situation like this [FM14]. 

 Liberty Village: The porch and the fire pit have become the center of our community. (…) 

And people are out on the porch all the time, sitting and visiting, and people are out. 

Somebody who does a whole lot of wood chopping and she instigates fires maybe four or 

five times a week. 

In fact, some residents confessed we haven't felt the lockdown as seriously as we, I think, we 

would have in London [R4]. And this happened because when living in a cohousing community we 

have not been as much isolated as maybe other population that is living in the city or in apartment 

building… because we know each other [FM1]. 

As already mentioned, natural and organic support among the residents of a cohousing community 

with practical matters may include making or bringing food, shopping, or giving a lift to the person 

when needed (Pedersen, 2015). 

The current oldest person is 80, is very proud of his position, and he is helped by his 

neighbours, but also his family. And at this point, he's still mobile enough to be able to get 

around and patch things up. Certainly, his neighbours will shop for him. Certainly, people 

shop for people who are ill and recovering from... one woman had a concussion, a year and 

a half ago, and people shopped for her. Get her drive when she needed medical stuff [R1]. 

One of our residents, single lady, older lady, broke her leg in January. (…) So, the group 

organized just offhand to make her meals for take them to her. They had a row of people 

who look after every day, she was well or visit her or do whatever need to be done for her. 

And that sort of thing which is totally off the cuff of the street. (…) We knew she needed help 

and so we just got to be a short-term thing [R4]. 

In fact, cohousing communities have a kind of commitment between everyone where they are alert 

and available when someone needs it (Glass, 2019). However, this support tends to be punctual 

and never replaces the family or more specific health or social units. FM9 shares the case of a 

couple who decided to move to the community because the woman was suffering from depression, 

and they thought it could help her. But it's not this magic. She couldn't participate [FM9] and that 

caused problems among the remaining members and so they had to leave the community. 

When someone from the community needs more specific or regular support, they may have to 

leave the community, as other residents are not expected to assume that role, as we're a caring 

community, not in a community of cares [FM6]. The characteristics of cohousing allow people to 

stay in their homes as long as possible, but there may be situations in which staying at home is no 

longer an option. Furthermore, and despite the fact that many senior cohousing residents, namely 

from Denmark, are highly satisfied with their living conditions, a cohousing community should not 

emerge as a substitute for a nursing home (Choi, 2004 as cited in Tummers, 2016). In addition, 

other studies reveal that residents themselves do not want their community to become a nursing 

home (Puplampu et al., 2019). 

The integration of caregivers is a solution adopted by some communities, such as the case of 

Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood in which some people have caregivers who come in two or three 

times a day to help with, you know, getting up and dressed and food and stuff [FM18]. In addition, 

FM18 reveals that they have discussed the possibilities in case any of the residents need more 

permanent care, having presented three hypotheses: i) if somebody needed that, then there's often 

other, other residents who have a spare room who say, you know, quite like a flatmate; ii) we also 

have one room, one guest room in the common house. (...) And that could be used occasionally 
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and iii) if several people need care, then maybe one of the rental houses could be rented, rented to 

a couple of caregivers. 

K1 at Marmalade Lane also supports this idea, adding that there's a lot of flexibility, a lot of 

freedom when you own the site, you can do whatever you want [FM15], so the inclusion of specific 

support services for older people or with a disability is always possible. R4 adds that if it became a 

situation where it would be a lifetime thing where you would have to have carriers come in as you 

would normally do wherever but warns that then the community wouldn't do that. (...) If you really 

do need care, then you probably have to arrange that yourself [R4]. 

The case of Sweden is very interesting, as you have the right to get help from the municipality 

[FM14] and we have a rather big organization for that in every commune in Sweden [FM3], in which 

the municipality provides a specific support and directed to the needs of each person. In fact, 

healthcare in Sweden is decentralized, which means that responsibility lies with regional councils, 

local councils, or municipal governments (Swedish Institute, 2021). 

According to FM3, this help can come when you need some help with cleaning your flat or things 

like that and that you get used from the commune or in more specific health cases if you need help 

because you can't move... I'm thinking about the lady who is now 96. She has help every day. A girl 

coming to her, help her with the breakfast, help her to make the bed and then perhaps walk out 

with her someday or go to the dentist or whatever it needs [FM3]. 

Anyone who is unable to meet their daily living needs may apply for assistance from municipally 

funded home support services. The extent of this support is subject to an individualized 

assessment in order to better adapt the intervention so that the person remains at home and lives 

independently for as long as possible (Swedish Institute, 2022). 

So, there are, out of these 57, I think there are three or four tenants in Färdknäppen who 

gets this kind of help. It can be with cleaning, washing, with buying food or cooking food. It 

can also be different kind of just to help to get up in the morning, so you can get someone 

coming like ten to twelve times each day to help you [FM14]. 

In fact, as R6 mentioned the senior cohousing, the community is what's complement to what you 

can get from the municipality. It's not an alternative. This means that living in a cohousing, where 

relationships and social support are a priority, in addition to more specific assistance for the 

municipality to carry out activities of daily living, they form a perfect cocktail to promote the person's 

health, independence, quality of life and well-being. 

However, there are communities like Liberty Village that confessed we haven't really talked about 

that. (...) And we have, we have people who are interested in talking about it [FM17] or like Belterra 

Cohousing we haven't gotten into any discussion about it being different, even if some of us have 

played with the idea [FM2]. Durrett (2009) suggests defining guidelines for care and integration (or 

not) of formal caregivers, not only in cohousing seniors, but in any community, so that it responds 

promptly to needs as they arise and enhance keeping people in their homes. The truth is that if the 

spaces are adapted for people with reduced mobility or with special needs, then they will be 

adapted to everyone. It's not just old people. It's not just handicap. Anybody can need these kinds 

of things tomorrow [FM16]. 

This leads to the identification of another extremely important factor and raised by all the 

communities involved in this study: the physical design. As FM7 indicates, physical design of a 

community is created in order to make... people meeting each other easy. With the idea in mind, it's 

all built so that people interact, so that people... it's easy to communicate, it's easy to share. In fact, 

in cohousing communities, physical design influences social contact and residents are involved in 

the development and design process of their community (Fromm, 2012). For FM18, the design 

doesn't build, doesn't make the community, but it can certainly support. However, for some 
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residents, physical design is really what creates the community [FM16] and so it is absolutely vital. 

Crucial. (…) Because we've got to be able to meet up in a community. It is about meeting people, 

not just deliberately meeting, but bumping into people [FM8]. 

The literature supports this idea that design is a major factor for social interaction in a cohousing 

community (Durrett, 2009; Williams, 2005). The truth is that the physical design determines how 

often you meet, where you meet and the distance between you [FM19]. Therefore, the physical 

organization of the community, both private and common spaces, is very important. As a rule, 

private units are clustered together and face each other on a pedestrian street or courtyard, cars 

are parked on the periphery and the common house has a privileged location so that it is visible 

from all doors (McCamant & Durrett, 2011). 

Färdknäppen illustrates this idea well, as not only is it physically well adapted in compliance with 

Swedish law, but all its spaces were designed to promote social interaction.  

That when you come into the building, it's like a small meeting place where you can fetch 

your daily newspaper and your letters, where you have all the notice boards about what's 

going on. You can see through glass parts, into the dining room and into the library and so 

on. So, you can see what's going on. So, it invites us to community because we see one 

another. We can see what's going on. And that's really nice and really important [FM14]. 

Common spaces are strategically positioned in places where people pass by to promote 

interaction. Still, if the person does not want to be seen or wants a shorter route, there is always a 

possibility to go like through a back door. You don't have to go through the main entrance [FM14]. 

Liberty Village is also designed to promote social interaction, since our houses are clustered, so 

that we have 15 acres of open space (...) and the advantage of that is that you see your neighbors 

[FM 17]. However, in terms of physical design  

we've done that somewhat, but not as much as we could. (...) Should we make them all 

accessible with ways.. .that you don't have steps to get in, with large enough bathrooms for a 

wheelchair to turn around, wider doors, that increases the cost of the house? And we didn't 

do that. And and that's a disadvantage [FM17].  

All houses have steps at the entrance, but it was still possible to adapt two of those houses have 

ramps which the people in the wheelchair have left in. The ramps are still there [FM17]. 

On the other side, Dunderbacken is not designed in terms of fully promoting social interactions 

between residents, since from the beginning, it was not planned as a house [R6]. According to R6, 

what happens is that common spaces are a bit too big, actually, and a bit too divided. (...) The 

stairs and the elevators are separate from the common spaces. (...) We have the sewing machine 

in one room and the computer in another. And in the living room there's only sofas and so on. And I 

think we get a bit too divided sometimes. Even so, the building is physically adapted for the 

population that resides there. 

When asked about the physical accessibility of the community, residents of Belterra agreed that we 

have planned our houses that it was wheelchair accessible, but most of our houses are not [FM1] 

because it's built on the side of a mountain [R1] and so there are stairs and climbs, although we've 

got fabulous views. (…) We have views of the mountains [FM4]. 

There are some people who moved away because they felt it was a little too difficult to go. 

Yeah. So, it couldn't accommodate everyone, even though in principle we wanted it to be 

that way, but we couldn't really visualize exactly what the lay of the land would look like from 

a mountainside to how it can be carved and paths of made [FM2]. 
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However, the path passes through the entire community, where there are no cars, allowing people 

to cross and talk on their way home. FM1 even revealed that take me half an hour to forty-five 

minutes to bring my garbage because (...) I've been talking to everybody that go out of their door to 

say "Hi. How are you doing?. Such success was also mentioned by cohousing residents in the 

study carried out by Pedersen (2015). 

Also, in Frikøbing, physical accessibility is somewhat compromised because we build houses that 

are not suited for, you know, living... because we live in landscape is going like this. So, people 

have built houses in different levels [FM10]. However, the common house and private dwellings 

respect Danish law, in which you have to have easy access to ground level access, and you have 

to have bathrooms that are suited for people sitting in a wheelchair, and all the doors must be at 

the right size and all these things [FM10]. Though, in Lange Eng, FM13 states that her community 

is not adapted, reporting 

we were lucky because we have an apartment on the ground. But the doors are very narrow. 

So, I couldn't go out myself, I had to... because my hands couldn't be on the side of the 

wheelchair. I could push myself out to narrow, so I have to be pushed out. But it's not built 

for old handicap people [FM13]. 

Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood is completely adapted, since everything we designed had that in 

mind that we wanted to be accessible to everybody and not... not exclude anyone by the design 

[FM18]. The community intended to have residents of different ages and, therefore, a lot of our 

design helps that whole range of age groups, not just for older people (...) even babies and 

children, you know, they're all on wheels [FM18]. 

7 out of our 32 houses are single level ground floor houses. So, for people on wheels or 

people who don't want stairs. In our common house, we designed, we designed it all to be 

wheelchair accessible. The bathroom has an accessible shower and things like that. And in 

the kitchen, there's a lower bench for people to sit and still be proud of shopping [FM18]. 

In Cambridge Cohousing, the common house building has about 20 private units and is equipped 

with a lift. One person on the second floor of the common house, her stove is low. Everything is 

low, wheelchair, you know, shower, and she can go from her unit in the elevator to indoor garage, 

get in your car and drive and not have to go outside [FM9]. For FM16 it's a mistake to build 

inaccessible. 

At K1 at Marmalade Lane everyone participated in the design process and therefore we built the 

place with a lift so that people would be able to get up to the flats easily, so they're the most 

accessible. We've tried to make and keep the garden accessible. (...) We've informally done things 

like helping people to adapt their homes a little bit [FM15] but a limit was set, where  

if we did need more, then someone just needs to put forward the proposal. And if it's 

reasonable cost, because basically you're asking everyone else to pay for it at that point, if 

you just want to do something and pay for it yourself, then you can put forward a proposal to 

do that as well. That's also an option [FM15]. 

It is important to emphasize that for this participatory process to work well and promote the sense 

of community that is attached, the people involved must cooperate to create a lifestyle that reflects 

their core values (Christian, 2003). In fact, you really need to come in with some strong...  that 

people... can agree with and they're attracted by those values [FM2]. 

The values that base the community must be considered from the initial phase of formation of the 

group of residents and reflect a major factor in people's decision to join the community, as FM5 

says, I was very picky. I didn't want to, I wanted to live with people whose values... I could connect 

with and who are good communicators. 
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It is also considering people's values and interests that it is possible to create a community in the 

image of each one, thus highlighting another factor in which cohousing allows responding to the 

needs of its residents. Cohousing is really our house or our community because we have made it 

ourselves [FM13], that is, it's designed by you. "By you" mean, the people who live there and that, 

to me, is very, very unique opportunity [FM9], since it is possible to create spaces and dynamics 

that people believe to be important to meet their needs, reflecting a very big difference in life, 

quality of life [FM9].  

The Frikøbing community illustrates this well, as there were some basic rules and also about how 

you could structure your own lot. (...) You have to be sustainable and build wooden houses. Except 

from that, people were allowed to build how they wanted taking into consideration that you did not 

build right next to your neighbour [FM10]. In fact, the literature states that this involvement in the 

co-creation and community development phase, as well as active participation and ongoing shared 

work in daily life, allow building social capital and cohesion among residents (Baldwin et al., 2019; 

Glass, 2009; Krokfors, 2012). 

In addition, despite the common spaces present in this type of housing, it is also essential to 

guarantee the privacy of the residents. As R6 confesses for me, it's very important that you have 

your own flat. (...) It's so important to have my own privacy. And my own bathroom, my own small 

kitchen. I can have breakfast alone or only with my husband and so on. So, that's really very 

important for me. Cohousing is considered a sustainable form of social interaction while 

maintaining privacy (Wang et al., 2020), since you can have your own time alone here and still look 

out and see people doing things [FM4]. 

FM17 emphasizes that you can close your door. You could say "If my doors closed, don't come in" 

or "I sleep every day until noon" or something and thus indicate to the rest of the community that 

you want privacy. This also reflects the freedom of decision that communities give to their 

residents. 

It is known that autonomy tends to decrease when the person's health status deteriorates and/or 

when there is institutionalization (Durrett, 2009; Kang et al., 2012). However, as mentioned above, 

the characteristics of cohousing allow people to live autonomously and independently for as long 

as possible. FM3 refers, I think we live at least 10, 15 years more than if we live alone and a study 

carried out Lubik and Kosatsky (2019, p. 122) confirmed that cohousing residents could stay in 

their homes “approximately 8 to 10 years longer than people in more typical community settings”. 

Krokfors (2012, p. 310) corroborates, stating that "elderly in co-housing communities can actually 

remain independent much longer as part of these larger communities”. 

There are several aspects that contribute to the autonomy and involvement of people in the 

community. On the one hand, decision-making is done together, so we listen to everybody's point 

of view. And if I have a point of view I need to make, I can make it. Yeah, everyone's listened to 

[R3]. On the other hand, people are free to make their own decisions regarding their participation in 

the community. Particularly for the older people who don't work or who don't work full time, there's 

a lot of things they can get involved in here. They have friends here. They can cook, they can 

garden, etc. [FM15]. 

In Belterra Cohousing, one woman wanted to have a book club, so there's a book club [FM4]. In K1 

at Marmalade Lane, FM15 don't get involved in the cooking or the gardening, really. But I do get 

involved with the technology side of things, which is something that interests me. And there's 

always a lot going on there. So, that's interesting for me that's helping me develop myself. In 

Cambridge Cohousing, a 97-year-old woman wanted to start a group and she calls it "The ageing 

and common group". They meet once a week, and the agenda is pretty much talking about going 

on and what they just share stories and share information [FM16]. FM6 also shared that 
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our son is mentally disabled to some extent, and we wanted him to live as independently as 

possible. And we had this plan. So, in one of the units in cohousing, the four bedrooms and a 

living room. And it's got an apartment attached to it for a staff person to live in. And our son 

and three other people like him live in each one has a bedroom, and they live there. The staff 

person helps them and look after them. So, he lives quite independently. We see him quite 

often, but he does not need to see us, and he is in the community of people who know who 

he is and understand it to some extent. And so that was why we want to do this more than 

anything else. So, it would be a place for him to be able to be an accepted part of the 

community in a relatively natural way, which is kind of worked out pretty well [FM6]. 

In fact, when people are satisfied with the services and integrated into a group, they tend to have a 

higher perception of autonomy (Kang et al., 2012). In addition, many of the communities already 

benefit from internal communication networks that, in addition to informing and involving all 

residents, are also a form of communication and security, since we all have phone numbers and 

contact numbers. If something happened to me, they could find out [R3]. 

All this structure and characteristics allow people to feel safe (Baldwin et al., 2019; Lubik & 

Kosatsky, 2019), an idea supported by the participants of this study who say it feels completely 

safe [R5] and it feels extremely safe because you know your neighbours [FM2]. R2 is also of the 

same opinion stating that security is fantastic. I mean, some of the people here don't lock their 

doors. 

Another way to guarantee the safety of residents could be through an intervention agreement, so 

that everyone knows how to act when they observe a change in the normal behaviour pattern of 

their neighbours, "such as the mailbox not being emptied or the curtains not being drawn in the 

morning" (Pedersen, 2015, p. 141). 

Another important aspect mentioned by some communities in this study is the learning capacity 

that cohousing provides due to the need for coexistence and which, in fact, allows you to become 

[a real] community [FM16]. As FM14 expresses cohousing is like a big school, a big educational 

place because you learn from others, you talk to others, you listen to others, you get inspiration 

from others. But on the other hand, FM15 also warns that you have to be willing to share. (...) I 

guess if you aren't willing to share, you don't get much advantage that. 

The literature emphasizes that community housing among people of different ages is an 

opportunity for the younger ones to learn from the older ones (Garland, 2018; Lucksinger, 1994). 

However, by living in a collaborative housing like cohousing, you learn how to live with each other, 

you know how to make decisions with each other [FM16] and you learn from many other ways of 

dealing with things that you couldn't have learned if you just lived by yourself in your own 

apartment [R7], regardless of age. It is a mutual learning process that encourages, on the one 

hand, personal development, since I've become way more flexible and a better listener [FM4], and 

on the other, community cohesion as everybody is so respectful of each other [FM12]. 

It's also very good to understand that I can't like everybody. And the main thing is that 

everybody can't like me. That's rather hard. But however, it's a good knowledge. However, 

even if I am not like or if I'm not liking it, it's good if I find a way of living even with those 

people, it's really good [FM3]. 

The literature also mentions that at the beginning of the formation of the group of residents, it may 

be an asset to hire specialists to teach people how to deal with conflicts, making them more 

tolerant (Durrett, 2009; Egerö, 2010), because it's not easy to really get along and me listen to you 

if I really think you're wrong in your opinion [FM17]. However, as FM17 explains it's a lot of 

personal growth that has to go on to be able to say, if you think A and I think, B and I really think 
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passionately and I think you are wrong, to be able to go into a meeting and say, "Okay, I will 

respect your view. I will listen to it. And let's see what we can come up with". 

However, it is important to emphasize that this continuous learning, inner knowledge, and tolerance 

towards others contributes to society as a whole. Especially when talking about multigenerational 

communities, cohousing assumes its role in helping to destroy negative stereotypes associated 

with age and, thus, promoting an atmosphere that supports diversity (Lucksinger, 1994). 

For all the reasons already mentioned here, cohousing communities have been identified in the 

literature as a possibility for people ageing in place (Kang et al., 2012). This possibility is also 

confirmed by the vast majority of the communities in this study, as FM17 expresses I think that 

cohousing is a great place to start with... how do we help people to stay in their homes and not 

have to go to nursing homes. 

There are, in fact, multiple alternatives that residents referred to be applied so that private homes 

and the rest of the community are increasingly suited to people's needs. Earthsong Eco-

neighbourhood and Cambridge Cohousing add to the support of neighbours, the existence of 

caregivers and adaptation of activities and involvement in the community, the possibility for their 

residents to change houses as soon as another house in the community becomes empty. 

People can, can go to a different house within Earthsong. So, sometimes people have left a 

bigger house and gone to a smaller house that is on or left a smaller house and gone to a 

bigger house. And it means that people can stay in within our neighbourhood but have a 

house that's better suited to their needs [FM18]. 

There are a number of people living in the common house now who started off in one of the 

stack flats. And so, there's always that possibility. There's always a possibility of moving 

[FM16]. 

Dying at home is a personal decision and people decide themselves [FM2]. Cohousing allows this 

decision to become real, as some residents confirm: I'm glad people live here as long as they can. 

Some people have been here literally, until they die [R2] and in all kinds of cohouses, everyone can 

stay until they die, I would say [R6]. However, R5 warns that in case the person does not want to 

leave the community, they should have a living career themselves, and they're living in a unit that's 

big enough to have a living care. The situation seems to be more complicated to manage when it 

involves dementia, as people could put at risk not only their personal safety, but also that of the 

entire community. 

The truth is that when it comes to dying in place, especially when it involves severe health 

problems, it is necessary to activate and guarantee adequate services at home, as well as training 

and information about death and how to live and care at this stage (Fonseca, 2021). This is also 

why experts suggest that the initial group discuss care and how the community should behave in 

end-of-life care, especially in cohousing seniors (Durrett, 2009). This proves to be important insofar 

as old people is not even that a group. Old people are very different [FM3], so people will predict 

different needs and responses. 

It is the connection, respect and sharing between people that translates into the essence of 

cohousing. As FM7 expressed, cohousing is a, is a lifestyle. You want, you want to live in 

cohousing because you want to know the neighbours, because you believe in the values. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS 

4.1. Main Conclusions 

Cohousing is a type of collaborative housing that has been growing around the world. With this 

research, it became clear the importance and need of this type of housing (and it seems that it will 

continue to be) as a response to healthy, safe, and integrating housing for a heterogeneous 

population. 

The creation of a community presupposes the existence of a group that shares the same vision 

and values. However, cohousing is still little known, not only among the general population that 

does not identify it as a housing alternative, but also among political decision makers and financial 

institutions that end up hindering the development and creation process. A lot of education and 

awareness-raising work on cohousing, its characteristics, and benefits, had to be done by the 

residents of the communities that took part in this research so that authorization and recognition in 

their contexts was due. That was also the motto that served this work. 

Planning and creating a cohousing community is a complex and time-consuming process. Working 

with professionals specialized in cohousing and opening up local governments to collaborate in its 

development are excellent allies to make this process simpler and faster. The existence of specific 

laws or regulatory documents for cohousing communities would also help to strengthen this 

process. 

In legal terms, although they vary greatly from country to country, the most common legal form in 

this study was condominiums or homeowners’ association. In addition, some communities have 

chosen to have one legal way to accommodate the entire community planning and building 

process, and another to handle day-to-day management after moving into the community. In terms 

of housing tenures, it is important to note that in most communities, residents own their private 

home, except for a Danish community with the legal form of a cooperative and communities in 

Sweden, where cohousings are traditionally public housing owned by the municipality. 

The physical design of the community is considered a very important factor for the promotion of 

socialization and interaction between residents, so its planning and organization must be carefully 

carried out by all involved. Private units in a cohousing community tend to be smaller than 

traditional dwellings, but the common house assumes itself as an extension of private spaces, 

being the center and heart of cohousing. This balance between private and common spaces 

promotes social relationships and a sense of community, boosting the autonomy, safety, and well-

being of its residents. 

The day-to-day management of the community is a responsibility of all residents, and this is a non-

hierarchical process. Most communities make their decisions through consensus, in which all 

people are heard and invited to express their opinion. To this end, meetings are held with variable 

frequency and depending on the dynamics of each community. In terms of operationalization and 

daily functioning, residents organize themselves into a working group according to their interests 

and abilities, being responsible for specific aspects of the community's daily life. 

It is evident the ability of cohousing communities to adapt to the context where they are located and 

to the needs, interests and desires of the people who live there. Because it is created and 

managed by residents, this type of housing gives people the freedom to ageing in place in a safe, 

autonomous, and independent way. Such benefits are achieved due to the social relationships and 

sense of community created between people, the adaptations of physical design and activities to 

each person's situation, and the healthy and learning environment that is lived. 

It is difficult to say whether the future of housing should be multi-family and multi-generational or 

not, but with housing widely recognized as a social determinant of health, alternative and 
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sustainable housing projects that point to the importance of community ties and tolerance, such as 

this one, are increasingly valued. In this sense, yes, cohousing is a feasible housing alternative for 

the older population. 

 

4.2. Implications for Management and for the Portuguese Context  

From the analysis of experiences and realities of cohousing in foreign communities already 

established, it was intended to understand and make known these structures, in order to adapt 

them to the needs of the Portuguese population. 

According to Xerez et al. (2019), the evolution of housing in Portugal in recent years has raised 

several questions and challenges that Governments and public policies must respond to. As is well 

known, access to decent housing is a fundamental right. However, in the set of all public 

expenditures, in Portugal, housing is the one that receives the least public investment. 

This paradigm needs to change, as well as the services and responses that currently exist to meet 

the needs of older people. Some signs have already been given. In a telephone interview held 

December 2, 2020, Ms. Miuxa Carvalho, member of the board of Hac.Ora Senior Cohousing 

Association Portugal, said that the Portuguese State has shown openness and awareness of the 

benefits and importance of cohousing. However, the modus operandi is complex and not well 

defined, so the work of sharing information and the contact with different cohousing realities is very 

important, which is in line with this research. 

Hac.Ora is a Portuguese, private, non-governmental and non-profit association, created in May 

2018. Its two main objectives are i) to clarify citizens, entities, and political bodies about the 

concept of cohousing and ii) to facilitate the organization and creation of cohousing projects in 

Portugal, following the groups throughout the process (Hac.Ora, 2019). 

In 2019, the new Basic Housing Law [Lei de Bases da Habitação, Lei n.º 83/2019, de 3 de 

setembro] was passed, which already includes collaborative housing as another modality of access 

to own and permanent housing, representing a fundamental step in the housing sector in Portugal. 

Still, more awareness and investment are needed for cohousing to become a reality in the 

Portuguese context. 

For the planning, creation, and subsequent operation of a collaborative housing, it is necessary to 

consider several aspects. Thus, management assumes an important role here, both in terms of 

negotiation with political entities, banking institutions, and various professionals, and in terms of 

interpersonal and community experiences management. 

In legal terms, although the cohousing community development initiative arises from the residents 

themselves, they may be supported by the public authorities and municipalities, as in Sweden, 

where a group of people (association) together with the landowner (municipal company) and other 

professionals (architects, project manager, etc.) create a collaborative housing project, in a system 

called cooperative lease.  

In her speech at the International Conference on Cohousing in Portugal, promoted by Hac.Ora in 

2019, researcher Brysch (2019) also shared the example of Spain that has adopted a cooperative 

model in transfer of use, that is, the property of the building belongs to the cooperative, but the 

building is built on public land, and for that it is necessary that there is an agreement between the 

City Council and the group that intends to build the building, so that there is a transfer of the right of 

use. 
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Such models and realities are likely to be applied in Portugal. The effective management of the 

different solutions and the relationships between the various actors will allow narrowing paths and 

better adapting the responses to the real interests and needs of the population.  

On the other hand, social management, which presupposes advising the group of future residents 

in defining their vision, the decision-making method, the organization of daily life, as well as training 

people to manage conflicts, tolerance and empathic communication will contribute to the 

sustainability of the community over the years. 

 

4.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Investigations 

As with any study, there are always limitations, since it is impossible to answer all questions, from 

all points of view. Nevertheless, these limitations often lead to suggestions that provide starting 

points for future investigations, perpetuating the continuous enrichment of the academic literature. 

One of the main limitations is related to methodology of the study. Qualitative studies are difficult or 

even impossible to replicate since the data arise from a specific context and time. Moreover, 

researchers are more interested in deeply understanding a specific aspect and its different 

perspectives than finding an absolute and general truth (as cited in Bengtsson, 2016). 

In terms of data collection, it is considered that there could have been more criteria in the selection 

of communities, namely in terms of selecting more European countries. However, given the 

COVID-19 pandemic situation, probably many communities did not have the physical and mental 

availability to respond positively to the request for collaboration. Another limitation may be that the 

number of interviews in each community is different, naturally translating into different amounts of 

information about each one. In some communities it was only possible to interview one person and 

in others it was possible to speak with eight. 

Finally, it is considered that it would have been an asset to include the perspective and opinion of 

Portuguese older adults who have never lived in cohousing, in order to survey the needs and 

interest of this type of housing in Portuguese society. 

As more information is gathered about the concept, benefits, and characteristics of cohousing, it is 

also important to understand the availability and interest of the Portuguese population in welcoming 

this model of life, which is an excellent starting point for future research on the subject. 

Furthermore, this will justify the promotion and investment (or not) of cohousing as a housing 

alternative in Portugal. 

Studying the possibility of this type of housing as a model integrated into existing social services 

and responses would also be very useful. In this way, it would be contributing to the reformulation 

and adaptation of these services, which are increasingly obsolete, to the real needs and interests 

of older populations, promoting ageing in place. 

Another subject in which it will be worth carrying out a more direct and concise research is on the 

possibilities of legal forms and financial support that Portugal has available to frame collaborative 

housing or perhaps which new solutions could be created or imported. In this way, it would be 

possible not only to raise awareness and inform political decision-makers and competent 

authorities, but also to contribute to the facilitation of the process, which tends to be time-

consuming, of creating a community. 

Finally, an issue that is also closely associated with cohousing is the affordability of this type of 

housing, so it would also be interesting to study how collaborative housing would work as a solution 

for disadvantaged groups in the Portuguese context. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Presentation of the Investigation 

 

Presentation of the student 

My name is Bárbara Abreu Cordeiro, and I am 26 years old.  

I am a gerontologist, and I am currently taking a master's degree in management at the University 

of Aveiro (Portugal). 

In my master’s dissertation, I intend to study cohousing since it is a subject that has interested me 

personally for a long time and that is still recent in Portugal.  

 

Investigation description  

Although it is not new, the concept of cohousing is now starting to take its first steps in Portugal. 

However, existing evidence does not allow us to assess whether this could in fact be a feasible 

alternative for the Portuguese. 

In this sense, I intend to study cohousing from the perspectives of “offer” and “demand”, specifically 

in the views of the elderly, in order to be able to contextualize and justify the relevance of this type 

of housing for the elderly population in Portugal.  

On the demand side, I will examine cohousing as perceived by those who live there, what will allow 

me to get to know the expectations and motivations of those who decide to change their traditional 

home to live in the community. For that, I would like to count on the collaboration of the residents 

50 years old and older. 

On the other hand, I pretend to characterize cohousing in its different dimensions, namely, physical 

structure, services, and legal and financial issues. This will translate into investigating what 

involves the planning, and construction of a cohousing facility. To help me answer this question, I 

will need the collaboration of the founding members. 

To collect this information, the semi-structured interview technique will be used, via online. These 

will have to be recorded in order to carry out the consequent analysis of the data, but all 

information and privacy will always be guaranteed, since I, Bárbara Cordeiro, will be the only one to 

have access to the images and sound. The estimated duration of each interview will be about one 

and a half hours, depending on the development and fluency of the interview. 

For the scheduling of the interviews, the availability of each person will be considered. However, 

the ideal would be for information from all communities to be collected by the end of July 2021, at 

the latest. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Student: Bárbara Abreu Cordeiro 

Advisors: Nina Szczygiel and Ana Dias (University of Aveiro) 
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Appendix 2: Guide to Interviews with the Founding Members and 

Residents 

 

Founding Members Interview  

 

Characteristics of Cohousing 

1. What were the biggest challenges in creating this cohousing community? 

2. To what extent does a cohousing community contribute to reducing social isolation and 

promoting the autonomy, health, and well-being of residents? 

3. There is a lot of talk about community design. In practice, what is the importance of the 

physical design of a cohousing community? 

4. How viable do you consider this type of housing as an alternative for people as they get 

older? 

5. How is this community designed and adapted to the real needs of its older residents? 

 

Legal and Financial Structures 

6. In legal terms, how is this community formed?  

7. How is this community financed and what is its financial model? 

8. What financial options are available in (country) for the construction of cohousing?  

9. Are banking institutions aware of and available to accept loans for the creation of 

cohousing communities? 

10. How does the political power and the local and national government of (country) 

collaborate or mediate the process of construction of this type of housing?  
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Residents Interview 

 

 

Characteristics of Cohousing 

1. How has this way of life changed your view of yourself and your relationship with others? 

2. How does this community adapt to your needs? (in terms of autonomy, security, socially, 

financially, etc.) 

3. What actions/services are adopted by your community that contributes to the well-being 

and support of the older population (if it is intergenerational) OR its residents (if it is 

senior)? 

4. How does your cohousing community accommodate residents when they become less 

able to participate in community activities or when they become more dependent? 
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Appendix 3: Sociodemographic Data 

 

1) Positive confirmation: The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Regulation (EU) 

2016/679 

 

2) Questionnaire 

Cohousing community identification 

• Belterra Cohousing (Canada) 

• Kollektivhuset Dunderbacken (Sweden) 

• Kollektivhuset Färdknäppen (Sweden) 

• Cambridge Cohousing (USA) 

• Liberty Village (USA) 

• Dyssekilde (Denmark) 

• Frikøbing (Denmark) 

• Ibsgården (Denmark) 

• Lange Eng (Denmark) 

• Cambridge Cohousing Ltd - K1 (England) 

• Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood (New Zealand) 

Category 

• Resident  

• Founding resident 

Gender 

• Male 

• Female 

• I prefer not to reveal  

Age 

• 49 or less 

• 50-59 

• 60-69 

• 70-79 

• 80-89 

• 90-99 

• 100 or more 

Nationality 

• United States 

• Canadian 

• Danish 

• Swedish  

• British 

• German 

• New Zealander 

• Other  
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Education level  

• Elementary School 

• Middle School 

• High School 

• University 

• Master’s 

• Doctorate (PhD) 

Profession (short open question) 

Situation at work  

• Employee 

• Unemployed 

• Retired 

Marital status 

• Married 

• Single 

• Divorced 

• Widower 

Social class: Considering your average monthly salary/pension in the context of your country, 

consider yourself: 

• Low class 

• Middle class 

• High class 

Household: How many people live in the same private house with you, not counting you: 

• 0 

• 1 

• 2 

• 3 

• 4 

• 5 

• 6  

• 7 

• 8 

• 9 

• 10 or more 
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Appendix 4: Categories and Subcategories 

 
FOUDING MEMBERS 
 

Category: Biggest 

challenges 

Main challenges founding members faced during the process 

of creating their cohousing community. 

S
u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Bureaucracy 

Acquisition of necessary permissions, whether formal or informal; 

difficulty in having all documents ready, approved and/or signed 

from all parts involved. 

Construction 
Very hard and/or time-consuming construction work; the 

construction was not completed properly or has some defects. 

Finance 
Arranging and gather the necessary funding to create the 

community. 

Make group decisions 
Many meeting to discuss with all members, hear everyone's 

opinion and make a joint decision based on community examples. 

People 
Difficulty in finding people/members who want to live in 

cohousing; conflicts between people/group. 

Zoning and land 

All problems associated with zoning (permission acquisition, 

legalization, etc.) and all problems associated with land (search, 

purchase, etc.). 

 
 

Category: Legal terms 
Legal terms by which cohousing may be governed, based on 

them cohousing. 

S
u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Condominium or 

homeowner association 

Condominium association or Homeowner Association type 

contract. 

Cooperatives Cooperatives type contract. 

Strata/Unit title Strata or unit title ownership type contract. 

Non-profit company Company type contract specifically for the construction phase. 

Limited company Limited Company type contract. 

Limited Liability 

Partnership 
Limited Liability Partnership type contract. 

 
 

Category: Financial model How this cohousing community is financed. 

S
u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Fee 
Fee paid monthly or annually by all members of the community to 
the residents' association of which they must be a part, for the 
management of common areas. 

Rent Money paid to the owner for renting the house. 

Others 
Money donated to the community or obtained by other means 
than the monthly payment. 
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Category: Financial options 
Financial options are available in the country for the 

construction of cohousing. 
S

u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Community Land Trust Community land trust option. 

Cooperatives Cooperative owns the property and leases it to its members. 

Normal loan 

Building a cohousing has the same financial issues and options 

as building a traditional house; there are no specific financial 

options. 

Credit unions Joining two or more banking institutions to finance the project. 

Subsidies 
Whether or not there are subsidies for housing, whether 

collective, individual, rented or owned. 

 

Category: Banking 

institutions 

Knowledge and available of banking entities in accept loans 

for the creation of cohousing in each country, based on 

them cohousing. 

S
u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Better now 
It is now easier than when the community started, as banks are 

already more familiar. 

Depend on legal structure 
The legal structure of the community is an important factor for 

banks. 

Difficult but doable 
Difficult and time-consuming process due to lack of knowledge 

of cohousing, but agreement was reached. 

Not difficult It was not such a difficult process. 

Not yet 

Banking institutions still do not recognize this type of housing 

well; the current real estate situation is very complicated and 

difficult. 

 

Category: Political power  

Ways in which political power collaborates/facilitates the 

cohousing construction process in each country, based on 

them cohousing. 

S
u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Awareness 

Knowledge or not of this type of housing; knowledge gained 

about the concept allows for an easier creation process in the 

future. 

Funding 
Is there or is not funding available to create cohousing 

communities. 

Get weird and get mixed 

up 

Difficult process at the beginning, in which the municipality did 

not know the concept, but later they liked it and supported it 

more. 

Housing department 
There is or is not a specific department for housing; having a 

specific department for cohousing would facilitate the process. 

Initiative 
Take or not the initiative in creating cohousings; facilitates or not 

the process of who takes the initiative to build the community. 

Laws 
Whether or not there are laws that facilitate the cohousing 

creation process. 

Non-collaboration 
Not part of the political power and there are no strategies to 

facilitate the process. 

Zoning Whether or not it is easy to get approval. 
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Category: Physical 

organization  

Ways in which the community's spaces are organized, 

based on their cohousing. 
S

u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Organization of 

community spaces  
General structure of the community and houses/apartments. 

Physical location of the 

common house 

Place where the common house is located in relation to the rest 

of the community. 

Description of common 

house spaces 

Divisions that are part of the common house of each 

community. 

Outside spaces 
How the outside spaces and other commons spaces are 

organized. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
ALL RESIDENTS 
 

Category: Alternative housing 
Reasons why cohousing is or is not an alternative for 

people as they get older. 

S
u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Good for everybody It is good for the whole spread of ages. 

Good for children Perspective on children and them parents living in cohousing. 

Good for older people Perspective on older people living in cohousing. 

Good for teenagers Perspective on teenagers living in cohousing. 

Not for everyone 
The effort that is needed to create the community and/or the 

lifestyle that is lived there is not for everyone 

 
 

Category: Day-to-day 

management 

Important aspects the functioning of daily management, 

based on them communities. 

S
u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Decision-making process Type and forms of decision-making adopted. 

Meetings 
When, how and where do meetings take place; subjects and 

issues that are discussed at the meetings 

Working groups 
Ways in which residents organize themselves to ensure the 

proper functioning and life of the community. 

Common meals  Ways common meals are planned and organized. 

Impact on the external 

community 

Ways in which cohousing contributes and interacts with the 

rest of the community where it is integrated. 
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Category: Adaptation to real 

needs 

Ways this cohousing is or is not adapted to the needs of 

older residents. 
S

u
b
c
a
te

g
o
ri

e
s
 

Sense of community 
Have someone around in case something is needed; be part 

of a group; ways to build social relationships. 

Caregivers 

Are there caregivers in the community or not; were considered 

when building the community or not; different type of 

caregivers. 

Physical design 
How physical design of the community is adapted or not to the 

needs of its older residents. 

Personal housing and 

privacy 

The community was created by the residents themselves 

either taking their needs and interests into account, or not; 

ways in which privacy is guaranteed. 

Autonomy, independency, 

and safety 

All decisions are heard and considered, or not; be autonomous 

and be involved in community activities; ways in which security 

and independence are guaranteed. 

Learning experience 
Living in community allows people to learn more about 

themselves and how to deal with others. 

Ageing in place People may or may not age in place in the cohousing. 
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Appendix 5: Communities Creation Timeline 
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Appendix 6: Blueprint of Cohousing Communities 

 

Belterra Cohousing (Canada) 

 

 

Lange Eng (Denmark) 

 



101 
 

Frikøbing (Denmark) 
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K1 at Marmalade Lane (England) 

 

 

Färdknäppen (Sweden) 
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Earthsong Eco-neighbourhood (New Zealand) 
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Ibsgården (Denmark) 
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Liberty Village (US) 

)  


