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ABSTRACT  

Co-living is a place where culture meets talent, isolation is not an option and strangers become 

family. It challenges the traditional rental system to sharing the most intimate parts of life, 

food, space, and services. This study analyses co-living business models in Sweden with a focus 

on value creation, value configuration, value capture, market trends and regulations. The 

study utilises business model perspective as the theoretical and analytical framework and with 

the use of qualitative research as the main research design, the study conducts semi-structured 

interviews and webpage analysis for data collection that was analysed through thematic and 

cross -case analysis. The results collected from eight Swedish co-living companies indicate 

that co-living companies frame their value proposition according to the population segment 

they work with, and the company’s main target group shapes the business model of co-living 

companies. This study finds that the type of ownership model utilised, shapes and determines 

the co-living revenue stream and cost drivers. Also, empirical data shows that digitalizing 

management systems in co-living serves two primary purposes, one to enhance the safety and 

security in the house and two to enhance the level of efficient communication between tenant 

and landlord. However, the study finds that the degree of technology implementation varies 

between companies, mostly influenced by the target group chosen. The study highlights the 

most challenging regulations co-living companies are facing is navigating building 

specifications. Furthermore, the study makes recommendations on collaboration and dialogues 

with all involved parties to facilitate solutions on the how best co-living companies can 

navigate building specifications while learning and unlearning how they conduct their business. 
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1. Introduction  

Co-living, a shared housing model that has gained attraction and popularity as a sustainable 

and innovative modern housing system is greatly known for addressing loneliness, affordable 

housing, and community building. Shared housing itself has been expressed by Vestbro (2014), 

as an established form of housing in western countries Sweden inclusive that is showing great 

signs of market growth and demand. The real estate market, housing in particular is seemingly 

evolving to meet the growing demands of affordable housing and as a response to these 

demands, shared Housing models have re-emerged into the market aiming to create more value 

in the housing system.  

 

Co-living as one of the shared housing models re-emerging in the industry is not a fairly new 

trend but has merely been re-envisioned (Unger & Tan, 2019). According to Vestbro (2014), 

co-living is greatly related to the term co-housing that has existed for decades. The author 

continues by stating that renewed recognition of co-living  models in Stockholm, Sweden is no 

accident as the interest in collective housing has their pioneers, researchers and activist residing 

in Scandinavia, (ibid). Previously, shared living arrangements of tenants sharing spaces and 

services in exchange for lower costs and cultural exchange among socially minded people 

existed back in the 1960s. According to Hafström (2021), the idea of co-living in Sweden 

started appearing in newspapers around 2011 and 2012 though it took an extra five years to 

gain attention.  

 

What the industry is witnessing is that companies are becoming more service oriented by 

providing more than just a building or room but with extra service innovative ideas wrapped in 

the type of business model they implement. The housing real estate market currently faces an 

imbalance of house seekers to providers hence calls for innovative ways of land and property 

utilisation. Some of these innovative ways have included what is known as shared housing in 

form of various types such as co-living models. Its increasing demand, adaption and acceptance 

in the housing market shows its way to a new trend in housing adopted by many. This explains 

the knowledge gap that needs to be filled to understand this phenomenon adequately. Since 

2018, the Swedish housing market has experienced a substantial growth of co-living companies 

and hubs (Grundström & Lazoroska, 2023). This brings us to the focus of this paper co-living, 

seen as an innovative way to utilise space through sharing common spaces and facilities in a 

home. The concept of co-living has been introduced in urban areas as an innovative and 
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sustainable housing model that aims to provide an alternative for all population segments to 

reduce scarcity of housing and loneliness as well as initiate city integration and collaborations 

in society.  

 

With the growing need for affordable housing, co-living business models continue to be in 

demand in cities and various cities have shown its contribution to urban housing. This type of 

housing model is interpreted differently by companies, users and countries which results in 

variations in management and service delivery. With what literature presents, there is a 

noticeable difference and similarity in how co-living models are initiated, designed, managed, 

main target group and n selection criteria that differs from typology to typology. This study 

therefore aims to map eight co-living companies and projects in Sweden to provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of co-living business model and provide future reference for 

specific tailored solutions. With the use of a global perspective on co-living, the paper explores 

co-living initiatives in urban areas through the business model lens of value creation, value 

configuration, value capture, market trends and regulatory measures that affect the running of 

a successful co-living company.  

 

1.1. Problem statement  

It is not a surprising factor that the housing market faces a crisis globally and various countries 

have employed measures to reduce this challenge. Research has shown potential benefits and 

detriments of co-living as a solution to housing crisis for students, young adults, elderly, and 

young couples. Additionally, Grundström & Lazoroska (2023), state that previous research has 

analysed financialization, changes in market as well as the role of real estate actors. 

Nonetheless, co-living business models as an emerging housing form is still relatively limited, 

(ibid). With the understanding formed that as of the year 2022, co-living models have evolved 

into the third most promising sector for real estate investment in Europe (Casier, 2023).  For 

this reason and many others, co-living business models need to be studied upon for it be utilised 

appropriately and unfold it expanding extent. 

 

As will be seen in the literature chapter, there has been various analysis on the benefits and 

detriments of co-living in an urban set-up. Research has shown how these models have emerged 

and why they have. In addition to what previous studies have presented, this study’s purpose 

is on how the value is been created, configured, and captured for the benefit of all involved 
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parties. Co-living and rental housing together constitute a new and lucrative asset class in the 

rental market (Ronald, Schijf & Donovan, 2023). The fact that it has a reputation for being 

excessively pricey, which negates the purpose of co-living models, it necessitates an analysis 

into how these investments and business models are transformed into an asset. By addressing 

these research gaps, scholars and policymakers can gain a more lucrative understanding of co-

living as a potential solution to the housing crisis and develop targeted strategies to promote 

affordable and sustainable housing options for diverse populations as well as potentially open 

new opportunities to promote more co-living Hubs in urban cities. 

 

1.2. Research purpose.  

 The paper aims to achieve its purpose through a cross-case analysis of the business models of 

Swedish co-living companies. The primary focus is to provide an adequate analysis on various 

business models been employed by the eight studied companies in this paper. It includes 

analysing the similarities, differences, and unique activities of how the companies are creating 

value, for whom they are creating it for, how they are capturing this value and configuring this 

value into an asset for themselves, how market trends are influencing them and what kind 

regulations are affecting their daily operations. 

 

1.3. Research question 

What Business models do Swedish co-living companies apply to thrive in the housing market? 

To answer the research question, the following questions are used as a point of analysis. 

 

- How are Swedish co-living companies creating value for tenants?  

 

- What distinguishes co-living business management and operations from others 

housing? 

 

- How are co-living companies capturing financial sustainability in their business? 

 

- What housing market trends are they implementing? 
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- What is their experience with regulations when operating with co-living models?  

 

This thesis will start with reviewing literature on co-living background, its components, and 

the global view on co-living models as well as the Swedish co-living housing trend in Chap 2. 

The paper will then in Chap 3 discuss the theoretical framework to be utilised and then after 

the Chap 4 methodology will be shown in terms of what tools and procedures were taken during 

data collection and analysis. The empirical findings and analysis in Chap 5 will highlight the 

results as well as the cross-case analysis on the eight studied companies. Thereafter, a 

discussion will be made following a conclusion and recommendations as the end of the paper. 

2. Literature Review  

This Chapter initiates the deepening of the co-living concept by providing, its background, 

shared housing and contextualise the concept of co-living through its components. Aside that, 

this chapter highlights the benefits and detriments of co-living as an emerging housing model 

in urban areas and it further highlights a global perspective of co-living by drawing examples 

from other countries. It ends with highlighting co-living as a housing trend in Sweden. 

 

2.1. Background  

Co-living history dates to the 1960s of various communal living experiments and intentional 

communities, United States Co-housing, (2024). These intentional communities were phrased 

in different ways. In the current shared housing trend, the intentional communities are being 

referred to as co-living models. The modern co-living arrangement is rooted in the Danish 1960 

co-housing movement with its first establishment of the saettedammen community in 

Helsingor.  In Europe the diffusion varies greatly from country to country, but, in any case, 

even in those countries where co-living is much more frequent, it constitutes a tiny fraction of 

the total residents (Vestbro & Horelli, 2012). For instance, in Denmark, the country where co-

living is most found, the amount of total population living in co-living is about 1% (ibid). In 

Sweden there are 42 functioning co-living settlements (Vestbro 2012), hosting 0.05% of the 

national population; Ache and Fedrowitz (2012), report 500 projects (about 20,000 

inhabitants). 
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In the 1980s, co-living models which were then referred to as intentional communities began 

to spread to North America. Upon been inspired by the Danish architect Jan Gudman -Hoyer, 

2 American architects Charles Durrett and Kathryn McCamant introduced co-housing and in 

1991 they established the Muir commons community in Davis California hence this marks the 

start of the modern co-living movement in the United States, (McCamant & Durrett ,2011). 

Today, in the United States, according to Cohousing Association of the United States, (2024) 

there are 120 completed cohousing communities (around 3000 housing units in total) and 85 

projects in various stages of formation and construction– the total number of US cohousing 

residents is currently around 6000–7000.  

 

From the 21st century co-living has continued to gain attention and acceptance as a viable 

housing alternative model in urban areas. Co-living principles have influenced broader 

discussions on community-led development, sustainable living, and the future of housing. This 

booming growth in co-living according to Wood (2018), can be explained by housing market 

challenges such as high cost of living, growing urbanisation and the difficulties faced in home 

ownership. These have led to apartments becoming smaller hence people are seeking for 

alternative housing models in urban areas. 

 

2.2. Shared housing  

Shared housing is explained as an arrangement or scenario is which multiple unrelated 

individuals live together to reduce living costs and foster a community through sharing services 

and amenities. Different people participant in either living in one single dwelling or prefer to 

live in smaller private homes / apartments while sharing outside amenities and services. This 

housing model has been viewed and defined differently by many which has resulted into the 

different types of shared housing co-housing, and co-living. The figure below is a visual 

representation of what co-living looks like.  
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FIGURE 1 CO-LIVING FLOOR PLAN, UNIVERSITY X (2018). 

  

2.2.1. Co-living as a form of shared housing  

Co-living, as an emerging business model in shared housing in Bergan, et.al (2021), view is a 

type of housing that challenges privacy in significant ways by reframing an imagined home to 

induce social behaviour and professional networking. This has included resizing the bed space 

size and increasing the size of shared spaces as seen in figure 1. In these types of housing 

arrangements, tenants usually have access to a small studio with various services included such 

as food and electricity, Deschamps (2018).  

According to Grander (2021), co-living is a contemporary housing idea in which a small group 

of people live together in shared areas, like an apartment or house, to promote a feeling of 

community building and cooperation. Community Building as a component is achieved 

through organised social actives and events such as shared dinners, movie nights games, or 

trips. Workshops and learning opportunities are also created through skill sharing and 

knowledge sharing activities.  

In Jarvis (2011) view, co-living involves non-hierarchical consensus management by allowing 

residents to participate in decision making processes. It emphasises on shared activities and 

spaces fostering a sense of belonging to a community and collective duty among residents to 

contribute to the overall wellbeing of the house. According to Baum (2017), economic crises, 

austerities and increasing housing prices have changed the behaviour of households regarding 

their choice of living arrangements hence, co-living is seen as a significant growing trend in 

the housing industry. The traditional ownership is expensive and often poses risk, leading to 

many millennials choosing rental apartments. JLL defined the co-living concept as follows: 

“All-inclusive communal living, where tenants enter into individual lease agreements in 
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exchange for private bedrooms, shared community spaces and building amenities” (JLL 2019). 

As the housing shortage in many western countries is becoming more acute in addition to land 

prices reaching record high levels, the co living concept could be one tool to adopt. 

Modern housing models such as co-living are differenced from traditional boarding homes by 

targeting a more established working group (Ehrenberg & Keinonen, 2021). The authors 

believe that co-living models are targeting an audience that has a disposable income with a 

wide expectation on services. Cleaver (2015), shares a similar view of co-living target group 

by stating that co-living facilities are sometimes perceived as catering to young adults who 

have recently moved out of their families and are not yet autonomous or certain of where they 

want to settle. This audience has high expectations of what services they need.  

Ehrenberg & Keinonen (2021), state that smart technologies are integrated into the co-living 

systems to make it easier and more efficient to match service expectations. These technologies 

have included music, lighting, security cameras, smart locks, and smart meters. Additionally, 

this technology can help with tenant security, safety, and surveillance. The co-living houses 

have integrated many technological features, including mobile booking systems, community 

apps for communication, and keyless entrance into the property. As a result, there is now better 

communication between the management team and other residents. 

Numerous demographic shifts, along with shifting lifestyle goals, cause the balance between 

living space and urban location to evolve in a way that better suits preferred living identities 

(Dopper & Geuting, 2017). Due to their lack of fixed employment and location, the millennial 

or young adult group has a strong preference for rental housing (Nibud, 2018). Additionally, 

the number of millennials living alone is rising, which is driving up demand for single-person 

homes. Because co-living models are aimed at young adults, Ehrenberg & Keinonen (2021) 

say that this has contributed to their decision to be in metropolitan locations.  

One would wonder why choose co-living as a model to study. The fact is co-living investment 

as noted in the introduction is seemingly growing in the residential real estate market which 

makes it an interesting research point. It raises questions of why companies are investing in 

this type of housing and what kind of business models are they employing to ensure relevancy 

and value creation in their businesses. From what the text presents in co-living as a form of 

shared housing, a summary is that co-living spaces offer both private and shared spaces and 

extra services and amenities. It also offers a sense of community building, great technology 

implementation which ensures safety and security as well as good communication between the 
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tenants and management. It also shows co-living great sense to locate in cities that make it 

earlier for accessibility. Figure 2 before summarizes what this study will refer to as 

characteristics of co-living model.  

 

 

 

 

Characteristics of a Co-living model 

 

FIGURE 2 CHARACTERISTICS OF CO-LIVING (CREATED BY AUTHOR) 

 

2.3. Benefits and Detriments of Co-living as an emerging Trend in Housing 

market  

Corfe (2019), regards co- living as a financial saving for households through the sharing 

economy concept in which individuals rent or borrow items such as cars power tools, bicycles, 

cooking equipment and crockery. This is seen as a significant financial saving for various 

population groups. The author also regards co- living to ease pressure in the housing market 

and to efficiently use the UK´s housing stock. There are several benefits of co -living such as 

tackling loneliness, offering high quality communal services, and encouraging sharing which 

makes it a unique proposition among other affordable housing models such as shared 
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ownership and “pocket living”, therefore making co-living a compelling alternative or addition, 

(Ibid). 

However, Corfe (2019), also provides a different view on the viability of co-living 

developments been limited by affordable housing and minimum space requirements. Some 

property owners have expressed that the large land requirements for co-living projects have 

limited interest in building co living spaces. However, others indicate that they would consider 

such a housing model as part of a “campus” style development. Another factor mentioned was 

the financial uncertainty of co-living. Challenges may occur in creating a functioning co-living 

space and the financing model may require the organization to provide an initial proof of 

concept, demonstrating that it can function as a viable homeownership model for certain 

segments of society, such as young professionals. Government may also have a role in 

providing or supporting this initial proof-of-concept development.For example, releasing 

unused government land or buildings to support co -living projects.  

This is also noticed in Ache & Fedrowitz (2012) ,  who states that co-living projects in Germany 

were mostly initiated 'bottom-up’, and many initiatives failed because of the complex planning 

process. However, the increasing demand for this housing model has been acknowledged at 

the political level, and municipalities have set up specific support structures for co-housing. 

This suggests that some of the challenges faced by co-housing communities in Germany may 

include navigating the planning and regulatory processes, securing financing, and finding 

suitable land or buildings for their projects. 

 The stability challenge is addressed by Byun & Shon (2022), as a lack of rootedness in shared 

housing. The authors highlighted the characteristics of short-term or temporary residence in 

shared housing rather than a stable and continuous stay for individuals. In their view, young 

adults in South Korea see co-living arrangements as a cost-effective temporal home while 

getting their life together hence there is lack of stability on relations and networks. Grander, 

(2012), aligns with the stability challenge as a setback in co living models as residents come 

and go, leading to changes in the dynamics and social connections within the living 

environment. Maintaining a sense of stability and continuity in co-living spaces can be 

challenging as residents transition in and out of the community. 

Nonetheless, the paper does not disregard the benefits expressed by Grander (2021), that co-

living offers several advantages for individuals seeking a more communal and collaborative 

living experience such as affordability as a more cost-effective housing option compared to 
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renting or owning a traditional apartment or house in urban areas. In such a set-up, individuals 

share living spaces and amenities with others while splitting costs making living expenses more 

affordable. Networking opportunities are also part of co-living benefits as individuals from 

diverse backgrounds and professions collaborate, share skills, and learn from each other, 

leading to personal and professional growth. The author further states that co-living spaces 

offer flexibility and convenience allowing residents to move in without the hassle of setting up 

utilities or buying furniture and it presents a supportive environment for individuals facing life 

transitions, such as moving to a new city, starting a new job, or pursuing further education.  

The co-living model is associated with privacy and boundary concerns to balance the need for 

personal space and communal living hence it becomes a challenge for various population 

groups. Also, differences in personalities, habits, and communication styles and shared 

responsibility among co-living models can sometimes lead to conflicts and resolving these 

conflicts requires skills that not all individuals have. Jarvis (2011), shares a similar opinion on 

the challenges faced in co-living models. The author states that as much as the model presents 

various benefits, detriments such as time consuming on decision making as it is based on total 

consensus takes time. The disagreements among residents and the maintenance of the shared 

facilities can be a challenge to coordinate and fund. Overall, financing, community dynamics 

and limited privacy are seen as detriments of co-living models in housing literature. 

 

2.4.  Co-living: A Global view  

When exploring a new phenomenon, it is vital to have it analysed through a global lense to 

create a generalisable explanation. By providing a global view of the typologies of Co-living 

models, this paper outlines examples from Germany, Denmark, Italy, South Korea, and North 

America. The point is to gain knowledge of how the co-living models are initiated, managed, 

and utilised which is what a business model highlights. The examples were chosen due to their 

reputation of implemented co-living projects and companies. The examples are further 

explained below. 

Housing Initiatives of co-living in Germany  

According to Ache & Fedrowitz (2012), co-living initiatives in Germany (known as 

Wohngemeinschaft) have been changing, expanding, and being supplemented over time. The 
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pioneers of the co-housing (co-living) movement in Germany were often former squatters, and 

they are concentrated in the urban area of Hamburg, Berlin, Munich, the Rhine-Ruhr area, 

Freiburg and Rhine-Main. Today, there are clusters of co-housing projects in these regions, as 

well as in other parts of Germany. The number of co-housing projects in Germany has been 

increasing, and there are now about 500 projects with more than 20,000 inhabitants. The legal 

forms and financing models used for implementation of co-living projects in Germany are 

diverse, ranging from rental to owner-occupation, with public or private developers building 

the projects. This indicates that the start of co-living structures was initiated in a bottom -up 

structure from former squatters till both the public and private developers engaged.  

Additionally, Christiane Droste (2015) who identified co-living in Germany as an opportunity 

for municipalities to foster socially inclusive urban development states that although there is 

some evidence about the external roles’ municipalities can play, there is less evidence on how 

they promote co-living in their internal working structures and planning procedures. Having 

investigated the capacity of 25 German municipalities to actively facilitate co housing, Schütter 

(2010,) observed that cross-departmental approaches in form of stakeholder involvement were 

often successful. Fedrowitz and Gailing discuss co-housing as a strategy to promote economic 

and social urban development. 

With a change in models, there is an increasing attractiveness of co-living projects, which may 

indicate a broader appeal to various age groups, including young adults. This proposes that 

there is a potential for a renaissance of inner-city living, driven by both older and younger 

segments of society returning to central locations in cities and city regions. Ache & Fedrowitz 

(2012),  states that there is need for more research in reviewing several strands of critical urban 

analysis on everyday life in co -housing. 

The Port -15 project, collaborations and community building in Italy.  

Italy has initiated co-living projects at a large scale. With its strategy been collaboration 

between the people, cooperations, private and public stakeholders, the Porto 15 initiative in 

Bologna, Italy, 2015 is regarded as a new way of living inside the home and the city while 

experimenting on new housing models of collaborative living for young people up to 35 years 

old. It was adopted to help the young adults in their transitioning period. The project, which is 

the first public co-housing in Italy, was made possible by the cooperation of public and private 

organizations who decided to join forces despite having conflicting interests while sharing the 
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financial and managerial obligations, they saw the need to encourage young people's 

independence, creative and value use of public spaces, repurposing of public property, and 

establishment of areas with more social significance (Krstic, 2020).  

The community's profile is diverse with students, young professionals, workers, young families 

with or without children, single parents with children, couples, and small co-living groups are 

among the professional and social categories that make up this group. They all share the desire 

to take care of one another, their living space, themselves, and their everyday activities, (ibid. 

The aim is to find new possibilities and solutions to the problems that occur in a certain life 

age such as separation from native family, affirmation of individual independence. 

Additionally, contracts are signed for the period of 6 years with the possibility of 2 years of 

extension. Because co-living is appropriate for several social groups who are somewhat unique 

or fragile in relation to society at large, including young adults, students, young professionals, 

and the elderly, research and policy makers should encourage the investigation of co-living as 

a sustainable housing model and what value it holds. Even though each of the categories has a 

different set of interests, co-living is thought of as a concept that involves sharing daily living 

in addition to spaces, which when combined can lead to overall contentment and a decrease in 

loneliness (Krstic, 2020). 

Co-living in North America  

Jarvis (2011), ethnographic study of collaborative communities in the North American model 

of co-housing such as the McCamant and Durrett's cohousing model emphasizes on 

participatory co-design between architects, developers, and residents to collaborate and create 

a joint venture construction with a sense of community through shared spaces and participatory 

decision-making. The Fellowship of Intentional Communities (FIC) and The Federation of 

Egalitarian Communities (FEC) are both organizations that promotes intentional communities 

and provides resources for those interested in co- living. It offers support, training programs, 

and publications on topics such as conflict resolution and consensus decision-making, which 

is very important for co-living models to flourish. 

Co-living, growing concept for young adults in South Korea  

Byun & Shon (2022) has made interesting discoveries of co-living in South Korea. In their 

research, the principle that operates shared housing in South Korea is an organisation that 

specializes in the operation and management of shared housing. Despite the industry not been 
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specified accurately, there has been a noticeable difference in the increase of relevant operating 

organisation such as limited companies, housing cooperatives, social cooperatives as well as 

rental business operators who operate on an individual basis. According to the authors, young 

adults in south Korea find co-living cost effective as it allows them to share living expenses 

such as rent, utilities and maintenance costs.  

This has resulted in the acceptance population share to lean more on young adults in their 20s. 

For south Korea, the age factor has presented a huge generational difference and value systems. 

The justification is that shared house residents want to live with similar age groups because 

with the same generation peer group as the cultural and social background is understood, (Ibid). 

This is a very different view from how other countries treat the co-living concept and the 

authors agree with this statement as they state that this has been a principal difference from 

cases abroad and defeats the intended value and purpose of co-living which is to build and 

promote human networks through collaborations and living values (Clark et al., 2019). 

Additionally, the results from their research indicated that shared housing provide physical 

attachment features but are limited to developing place attachment like a home due to 

uncertainty of long term or short-term stays. There is also a concern of shared housing high 

residential costs. The business model does not see to align with the value proposed to the value 

attained as the young adult’s areas are met with conflicting attitude between a housing demand 

and real-life demands (Byun & Shon, 2022).  

Danish developments on Co-living  

 Co-living (Known as Bofællesskab) is greatly rooted in the Danish 1960 co-housing 

movement and over the years the model has grown and gained attention to both the Danish 

policy makers and the housing providers. According to Winther (2021), there has been an 

increase in dialogues on small sized densely populated housing structures possibility to ease 

urban housing shortage and the country has seen a light of interest from municipalities such as 

the Copenhagen municipality who has been aiming to create a diverse housing type and 

environment for the people, as can be seen in the 2019 Copenhagen municipal plan. 

One of the biggest co-living complexes in Copenhagen is the Base camp Lyngby built recently 

between 2017-2021 in a small town called Lyngby, designed by Larz Gitz and Kragh Berglund. 

The complex is aimed to create a sustainable living community and is occupied by 900 

students, PhDs, and senior citizens to increase diversity and integration. The management is 



Nelly Bwalya Musonda                                                                                                    Malmo University  

 

20 

 

done by Base camp real estate, (Base camp Lyngby ,2023). One of its biggest value assets is 

its location which is naturally oriented in the near site of the Lyngby Lake, and the UNESCO 

preserved park DeHaven, this creates a calm and eco friendly atmosphere suitable for walking, 

sailing, biking, and many other activities. Another collective living complex is the Lange Eng 

Collective Living located in Albertslund in the west part of Copenhagen, Denmark. It was 

designed by Dorte Mandrup Arkitekter, and constructed in 2007-2009, "Lange Eng Cohousing 

Community, (2023). It has a social structure of a community multigenerational though mainly 

occupied by young couples with children. the residents of this community organise different 

social activities and events for other residents to venture into hence creating a possibility for 

socializing while maintaining a high-level privacy. 

 

2.5. Co-living as a housing trend in Sweden  

 The Swedish word Kollektivhus which means collective housing is frequently used for homes 

with shared facilities, (Kollektivhus Nu, 2023) For the sake of this paper, co-living in the 

Swedish context is expressed as collective organisation of housing but not to neighbourly 

collaboration. It is important to note that the Swedish National Association: Co-housing Now 

is a politically and religiously independent non-governmental organisation. Meaning it has no 

political affiliation and acts independently. The association also funds itself through 

membership fees and, donations and products sales made by organisations. Sweden has a long 

history of cohousing and the association Kollektivhus Nu (“Cohousing Now”) promotes the 

idea across the country (Kollektivhus Nu, 2023). 

 It aims to promote collaborative housing and provide alternative ways of living. The current 

association supports existing co-living and housing developments and groups or entrepreneurs 

that intend to create new housing projects. Currently, it´s prime purpose has been to inform the 

public about the value of co-living /housing and influence public authorities to facilitate the 

creation and running of such projects. Additionally, Kollektivhus NU has 49 members of which 

42 are already co-housing developments while 7 are organisations working to promote 

collaborative housing. The country has 40 co-housing units which are mainly as a results of 

civil society campaigns and private companies, additionally, Sweden has seen a positive 

response from public housing authorities in co-living housing models, (Kollektivhus Nu, 

2023). 
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With that said, the country has experienced a massive growth in co-living projects from both 

the public and private organisations. According to Grander (2021), co -living in Malmö and 

Stockholm has offered residents a modern and community-oriented housing option that aligns 

with the cities' progressive and inclusive urban lifestyles. With a focus on affordability, 

community building, and convenience, co-living spaces in Malmö and Stockholm cater to 

diverse resident needs and preferences, contributing to vibrant and connected living 

communities in the Swedish cities. To provide a Swedish co-living business perspective, this 

study engaged eight co-living companies that are currently operating on the Swedish Housing 

market to be analysed though the business model components of value creation, configuration, 

and capture, which will be later explained in the methodology parts. 

3. Theoretical Framework 

To build a comprehensive theoretical study, this paper utilises the business model perspective 

and value creation as a theoretical lens to answer the research question. According to 

management scholars such as Pitelis (2009), research in business models is streamed in 

management theories that explain how core business processes are created, configured, and 

captured. When it comes to co-living, business model theories such as management and value 

creation are what these co-living companies are aiming to offer beyond the scope of a building. 

The business model theoretical framework was deliberately chosen in the context of this study 

due to the rising housing research in the organisational strategies and management vision 

companies are taking to remain viable in the housing market, Raynor & Coenen (2022). When 

an industry evolves, the organisation working in a competitive market uses a business model 

to create, deliver and capture value, whether they are aware of it or not. 

 Researchers such as Pagani (2013), view research in business models as involving information 

systems that create and capture value in digital environments. When studying a business model 

of a company, understanding how the company system operates is important. Also, its 

governance system that assists it to appropriate value, makes up the whole business mechanism 

to function accordingly. The business model is further explained below.  

3.1. Business model Perspective 

Questions may arise as to why this research is studying business models of co-living 

companies. The fair response by Zott and Amit (2010), would be that generally, gaps on 

business model knowledge exits which creates difficulties to employ any type of business 
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model effectively. The two business model researchers state that business model studies are 

still in infancy stage in both academic knowledge and usage. Past references are made from 

Chesbrough and Rosenbloom (2002), study on business model search term and they found 

107,000 general uses to it while in academic literature search, only three references were made 

to the term business model as of 2000. This shows the knowledge gap that generally exists in 

business model studies for industries, hence the need to fill in that knowledge gap. 

Additionally, Zott & Amit (2010), agrees with this notion to fill the knowledge gap of business 

models as this will give managers and researchers tools and business frameworks that can foster 

and promote common understanding of business models designs to employ in their business 

area of interest. Studies pertaining to business models in the housing market draw on the notion 

of social business models and business model innovation to unpack the ways in which 

affordable housing projects are delivered, constrained and potentially scaled up (Foss & Saebi, 

2017).  

The ways in delivering, constraining, and scaling up these business activities and innovations 

is according to Johnson, et.al (2017) diverse and modified from era to era creating dynamics 

and competition. This is exactly what we are witnessing in the housing market from the 

traditional housing set up to shared housing models such as co-living models that have 

seemingly gained attention even in Sweden inclusive. According to Boons and Lüdeke-Freund 

(2013), business models literature emerges when firms sought for new ways to commercialise 

and capture value. It is concerned with ways in which businesses organise itself to create and 

appropriate value from its activities.  

According to Johnson, et.al (2017), a business model describes value proposition for customers 

and other participants. It is a set of activities meant to produce value, revenue, and cost 

structure. Similarly, Teece (2010,) defines a business model as a way companies deliver value 

to customers, entices customers to pay for value, and converts those payments to profit. In 

business studies, Zott & Amit (2010), have highlighted that business models are designed to 

answer essential questions of business such as who the customers are ,what does value mean 

for them, how is this value delivered to the customer by the supplier and at what cost is this 

value delivered as well as how the supplier deploys assets from this process. 

Additionally, studies made by Fisken and Rutherfold (2002), state that business theories draw 

attention to system of activities performed by companies in collaboration with partners, 
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suppliers, and customers. Like other authors above, business models outline how a company 

generates revenue with reference to Value chain system. For co-living companies, the role of 

business models is to provide a set of generic descriptions of how a company organises itself 

to create value, how it organises itself to distribute this value in a profitable manner, (Baden-

Fuller & Morgan, 2010). In today’s business language, business models are often discussed in 

relation to business strategy and management theories. The understanding formed is that it can 

be used to explain complex business interrelationships that generate value and profits.  

After Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, (2002) study on business model search term, researchers 

such as Alex Osterwalder began to study business models thoroughly and he worked on the 

nine building blocks of a successful business model. According to Osterwalder, (2005) A 

business model is defined as a conceptual tool that contains a set of elements and their 

relationships and allows expressing the business logic of a specific firm. It describes the value 

a company offers to the customers. Casually, business model is simply the way a company 

conducts their business. In complex expressions by Osterwalder, (2005), a business model 

describes the value a company offers to one or several segments of customers and of the 

architecture of the firm, its network of partners for creating, marketing, and delivering this 

value and relationship capital, to generate profitable and sustainable revenue streams. In 

relation to these activities, Zott & Amit (2010) ,  has highlighted that the business model 

activities mentioned above are all applied fundamentally different by companies, it implies 

different set of activities, various resources, and capability to perform these activities as well 

as the potential partners or customers that influence the outcome of their proposed value. 

Referring to Osterwalder´s (2005), work, a company, firm, or organisation utilises the 

components in figure three below to run a successful and functioning system. The value 

proposition explains what the company has to offer on the market. It is usually explained by 

what market target customer they have, the company’s communication and distribution 

channels to reach customers and offer their proposed value and how these relationships are 

formed. Value Configuration comes in as the activities implemented to achieve the value 

proposition made. It explains the management system, ownership type and involved partners. 

Furthermore, for a company to achieve these propositions that were implemented, core 

capabilities or value capture is analysed through their revenue streams, financial capacities, 

and their cost structure. Below is figure 3 that shows the nine building blocks of a successful 

business model.  
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FIGURE 3 BUSINESS MODEL FRAMEWORK, ALEX OSTERWALDER, (2005) 

 

As value proposition is at that centre of the business model framework, understanding what value is 

been proposed in any business is important, as it helps to shape which value propositions work best for 

which target group. Below is an explanation of what value means, what value creation, capture and 

configuration means for a business system?  

3.2. What is value?  

Value is casually defined as anything of worth, usefulness or benefit to the user and provider 

of a service or product. Historically, Baier (1969), defines value as the capacity of a good, 

service and activity to meet and satisfy a need to benefit a person or an entity. On the other 

hand, (Porter, 1985) defines value as simply what buyers are willing to pay. In today’s business 

terms, Value according to Haksever et.al (2004), emphasises the size of value derived from 

activities, policies, and practices that a company offers. These offers may include lower prices 

than competitors to equal benefits offered by other players in the industry or offers of providing 

unique benefits more than the price set. In addition, Haksever et.al (2004), stressed that value 

means various things to customers, it can be tangible in form of products or intangible in form 

of services that satisfy a need or contribute to the quality of life, knowledge, prestige, safety, 

physical, financial security, nutrition, or shelter.  

As stated earlier, co-living has a reputation of been highly pricy, however the investment in 

this type of business model is increasing as seen in Grundström & Lazoroska, (2023) analysis 

on the Swedish housing market experiencing a substantial growth of co-living companies and 

hubs. This takes us back to Porter´s (1985) definition of what are buyers willing to pay for 

these activities, policies and practices that are been offered by the supplier. Dogge, & Smeets 

(2004), in housing literature state that value is created when property owners find a balance 
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between offering housing products and services that best meet customer needs, wants, and 

desires for the lowest possible price in the most pleasant way. 

 Additionally, when a landlord finds the right balance, he creates value for his customers which 

often results in satisfied customers. Value in housing research is concentrated on the value for 

the customer and landlords have to offer an aggregated product. The product housing is a very 

complex one and includes the core dwelling, the building as well as the environment of these 

buildings. Hence, the landlord must find ways of how to improve all these spaces and increase 

the value that it provides. Increasing value itself requires continuous value creation which is a 

major objective of business firms by many management researchers, (Haksever et.al ,2004). 

Value creation in itself is defined by porter (1990) as the logic the value chain is applied to any 

industry. 

Systems in a business such as marketing and operations are important in a value chain as they 

are what differentiates each company from each other. In a business model, the total value 

creation for all parties involved lays the foundations for the focal firm’s value capture by co-

defining the overall ‘size of the value pie,’ or the total value created in transactions, which can 

be considered the upper limit of the firm’s value capture potential. Zott & Amit (2010) has also 

noted that value creation in business models determines the firms bargaining power, according 

to the two authors, the greater the value is created the greater the firms bargaining power and 

the greater the value a firm can appropriate profits from it. 

Traditionally, landlords only offered basic core services which was supplying housing. In the 

current housing market, most landlords are facilitating more service-oriented products such as 

additional services, this has been achieved by investing in improvements of service delivery 

and additional services to the housing product. In this way, more value is created for the tenants 

and more profit is generated for the landlords. With that said, the process of value been created, 

configured, and captured is studied in the model shown below.  

With literature knowledge, on business models and co-living characteristics, this study has 

modified the business model building blocks to best fit the co-living components expressed in 

figure 2. In that sense, this recreated model has included more points of analysis on each 

component and has added two extra components which are market trends and regulations that 

are a necessity to co-living. This was a necessary step to make the model more applicable and 

align it with the purpose of the study. It was also modified to create a better questionnaire that 

will produce comprehensive responses. As seen in figure 4, the model has a combination of the 
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co-living components from figure 2 and the business model building blocks from figure 3. The 

figure below shows what each components entails and as can be seen it is interrelated hence 

necessarily to understand how each component is attained and related to each other. The 

components are further explained below and how they relate to this paper. 

 

  

FIGURE 4 CO-LIVING BUSINESS MODEL, (CREATED BY AUTHOR) 

 

3.2.1. Value creation  

For every business, value creation starts from proposing value to the customers in form of 

activities and services that will satisfy their needs. As was stated by Haksever et.al (2004), 

Value proposition emphasises the size of value derived from activities, policies, and practices 

that a company offers. Value proposition creation addresses specific customers’ needs and 

activities. As a key part of any business model, this part describes what is been offered and 

how the value is created for each participating member. Its main purpose are the targeted 

segments and how their needs are fulfilled as well as how their problems are solved , 

Chesbrough and Rosenbloom (2002) ,agrees with the statement above by supporting the notion 

that value proposition involves the target market a company choses which in turn determines 

the pricing choice of the product been offered as well as which services to be offered that best 

fit the target market chosen .   
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With the value proposition component, any business needs to be able to create value for only 

customers but all involved parties. In Relation to this paper, the aim is to analyse how co-living 

business are creating value for each involved segment and find out which segments are 

involved and necessary for the success of the co-living business in urban areas. As an analytical 

tool for value creation, the paper uses this component in figure 4 to analyse the services and 

amenities that co-living business are offering to tenants, the social activities available and who 

comes up with these activities. It also analyses the selection criteria for their target market and 

location and how they access the co-living spaces. 

3.2.2. Value configuration (Business Management and Operation) 

For a company to propose a value and create it, resources and activities are put in place. This 

is what is referred to as value configuration in form of business management and operations. 

Casadesus, Masanell & Zhu (2013),  as researchers in strategic management state that 

disparities occur in the any industries resource capacity and capability, which lead to variations 

in value creation logic and value capturing mechanisms. In that thought, the value configuration 

component is discussed in relation to resources and activities that produce value. This part 

explains how various interdependent resources and activities in the value chain underlie the 

value proposition. Meaning that it communicates the unique benefits and value of a service or 

product that is been offered and communicates its differentiation value on the market. 

 Johnson, et.al (2017) states that the value configuration components highlight who performs 

the activities either in the organisation or the customers and other involved parties. This is an 

important component for this research to highlight what activities and resources are involved. 

who is performing these activities and bringing in the resources. In addition to that, this paper 

analyses the variation in management for companies that operate more than one building, the 

type of ownership it poses and if there are possible partners and collaborators. This enables the 

paper to highlight how co-living companies or arrangements differ from each other in terms of 

who performs which duties, how resources are formed, what makes them unique on the market 

and how all these activities are linked to each other. 

3.2.3. Value capture (Financial Sustainability)  

As the paper has discussed the value proposition and which resources and activities are needed 

to meet the value proposed, analysing the revenue streams and cost structure of how these 

activities are financed and how companies are benefiting from it is vital. According to Amit 
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and Zott (2002), the revenue is concerned with how the firm charges for its products in such a 

way that it appropriates value .This component of a co-living business model in figure 4 , the 

value capture elaborates the company’s revenue streams and cost structure that creates a 

beneficial gain for both the company and involved stakeholders such as tenants and partners to 

share the total generated value. This component is said to be different from company to 

company depending on how it is run, private, public, or nonprofit organisation which may not 

need to share profits. Nonetheless, this component highlights the revenue stream and cost 

structure for the activities and resources in the value configuration. Additionally, bowman and 

Ambrosinie, (2000) cited by Pagani, (2013) states that Value capture in business models is 

viewed as the differential benefit or lose between the cost incurred by the firm to create the 

value and the revenue retained by the firm. 

This component remains vital for this paper to get a full understating of what co-living 

companies revenue streams are as well as their cost structure for the activities. Additionally 

analysing what the rental price determination and what financial challenges they face is vital. 

Finding out what type of business model pattern these companies are build on either private, 

public, or nonprofit will be a good assessment start for responding to revenue streams.  

3.2.4. Market Trends  

As stated earlier, shared housing models have witnessed changes in how it is phrased from 

collective housing to co-living. These changes in market trends in the housing industry has 

been changing depending on the time and space. As seen above, one of the re-emerging housing 

trends has been Co-living which challenges past and present housing models by minimising 

privacy and increasing socialisation with utilises a lot of digital technologies in their service 

and product delivery. According to (Kazan et al., 2015), value creation in the context of digital 

implementation encompasses the activities undertaken by companies to provide digital 

products and services. As the paper highlighted in the components of Co-living Technology 

implantation is an important component as it sets co-living apart from traditional rental 

markets. For this component, Technology use and adoption is analysed as well as the demand 

scale the Co-living housing market is projected to have to provide an insight of what the co-

living suppliers have experienced in tends of co-living market trend growth. 
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3.2.5. Regulations  

The last analysed component is regulations that study the Safety and security component under 

the co-living components. It was phrased Regulations to create a broader theme that will 

analyse both the safety and security code and the legal challenges co-living spaces have 

experienced. According to studies found , there were little or no academic papers that directly 

concentred on the legal difficulties co-living companies experience when operating hence ,the 

study hopes to produce new knowledge and set a starting point for further research that might 

enable Prospects and current actors on the market to be more informed . For every new business 

entering an already existing market with well structured laws and regulations, it can be 

challenging to adopt the rigid regulations to fit the incoming models. Therefore, the regulatory 

part of Co-living was studied to show how adopting legal regulations measures.  

By analysing all these components, the paper will conduct a cross-case analysis to highlight 

how unique, similar, or different the 8 studied companies are operating and how their business 

is operating on the housing market. Aside the Co-living business model created this study also 

analyses the ownerships type for each company. According to Michelini, (2012) & Yunus 

et al., (2010), there are multiple reasons as to why business models evolve, this could be due 

to consideration of value propositions, target markets, governance arrangements, business 

ecosystems, management of revenue surplus and economic and social value equations. With 

the new change adopted in the housing industry, various companies are adopting business 

models and strategies that better fit their objectives and structure. Co-living business models 

have been studied in various parts of the world such as the United States by Pepper and Manji, 

(2019). The paper refers to two business models ownerships highlighted in Pepper and Manji, 

(2019) study such as Owner operator and Operator. Below is a detailed version of the business 

models ownership type utilised by co-living companies. 

3.3. Co-living Business model Ownership type  

Co-living companies according to Pepper and Manji, (2019) tend to function in various 

ownership types. Some companies chose the owner operator to both own and operate their co-

living facilities. Others chose the Operator model which is either management fee model in 

which they only manage the Co-living facility without benefiting from the rent or the master 

lease model in which the property maintenance and management is left to the Co-living 

providers to manage everything. 
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3.3.1. Owner operator  

According to Pepper and Manji, (2019) co-living companies operates as both the developer 

,owner and operator of the business .This way companies generate profit from managing every 

part of the value chain , however, the challenge is capital required .An example given is that of 

the US co-living called The Collective founded by Reza Merchant who took £1.8 million loan 

on his family’s house to finance one of his early acquisitions which was a small apartment 

building in London and transformed into co-living space. This can be a lot of money for one 

person to raise alone, nonetheless, having an owner operator business model such as The 

Collective allows Reza to control the product starting from the design, management, and the 

living experience. 

3.3.2. The operator 

According to the housing research, the operator model is more common than the owner 

operator co-living business model. This is due to financial requirements the owner operator 

needs. The operator functions in two distinct systems, the management fee model, and the 

Master lease model, (Pepper and Manji, 2019). 

The management fee model  

In Pepper and Manji, (2019) view, in management fee model, co/living companies sign a 

management agreement with various property owners to operate the buildings for a fixed 

percentage of the gross revenue while the property owner benefits most from the increase in 

rent. The function of the co-living company in this scenario is to re-engineer the leasing 

structure of the building or contract to rent individual bedrooms instead of units ,to furnish the 

apartments and change the marketing approach .This approach is similar to hotel industry 

where the management company receives a flat rate management fee until a return threshold is 

met .In the same way co-living companies enters into long-term property management 

agreements with building owners . An example of this model is the Roomrs co-living company 

founded in New York City in 2017. While utilising a platform, the company partners with 

property owners to manage individual or groups of apartments within buildings rather than the 

entire building, allowing them to scale very quickly. Funding is provided by a private equity 

firm that specializes in real estate service companies, as well as a series of active investors.  
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Master lease model 

The master lease models work with a product type that generates consistent cash flow such as 

apartments or retail store. For co-living companies operating with this model, they gain 

equitable title to the property, hence, gaining most of the profit and tax benefits. When the 

building owners lease the building to co-living companies, the owner benefits through lease 

payments from the operator. Additionally, the owner is no longer in control of the property 

management, maintenance, utilities, and taxes but they remain the sole owner, though the 

operator can purchase the building after an agreed duration. Master lease agreements give the 

co-living company a lot of control over the physical asset, allowing them to arrange apartments 

how they see fit. However, the main benefit for the co living operator is the ability to retain all 

excess cash flow. After the monthly lease payment and operational expenses are paid, the 

operator receives all the profit, (Pepper and Manji, 2019). 

In summary, the two business models discussed above operate differently depending on the 

company objectives and structure. For instance, the owner-operator model defines the product 

type as well as benefiting from all the value created, while the operator-only models establish 

a customer base quickly and focus on providing customers with a more convenient, reliable, 

and polished product through partnerships with conventional developers. Using these two 

models, this study will map which of the Swedish co-living companies are operating with either 

of the models. It will utilize the 3 interrelated components of business models which are Value 

creation, Value Configuration and Value Capture and as mentioned earlier, with two additional 

components market trend and regulatory measures. To answer the research questions above, 

the study developed it own structure which was to create a co-living business model from the 

co-living components and business me and as can be noticed component is connected from the 

value proposition to the value configuration to the value capture. 

4. Methodology  

This chapter describes the process the study utilised in gathering both secondary and empirical 

data. It gives an explanation to why specific research methods where chosen, how the data was 

collected and how it was analysed. More, this section displays the selected respondents.  
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4.1. Research Design  

For this paper to provide a complex understanding of co-living business models, both primary 

and secondary research was conducted. Qualitative research was chosen as the main research 

design through 8 case studies that are been referred to as case companies. Qualitative research 

as a method is used to gain an in-depth understanding of a phenomenon and social concerns. 

Bryman and Bell, (2007) views qualitative research as a method that provides rich insights, 

feelings, attitudes, and thoughts. It allows the study to better understand and collect personal 

experience from the respondents. Using qualitative research is more relevant in providing in-

depth knowledge and add to the body of knowledge.  

Qualitative research was chosen for this study as it aligns well with the study to provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of business models been implemented by various co-living 

companies. The design enabled the researcher to collect data based on personal experience and 

expertise knowledge in the company business applied models hence qualitative research was 

more profound to be used for this study. 

4.2. Research Approach.  

For the research approach, the paper uses what is called the Eisenhardt method. This method 

is famously related to yin´s 1984 study on cases studies and Glaser & Strauss (1967), study on 

iterative process and constant comparison of data and theory. However, this study utilises one 

unique contribution of the Eisenhardt method which is theory building from multiple cases. It 

is a design effective for multiple cases analysis. According to Eisenhardt, (2021) when a 

researcher uses the Eisenhardt method they frequently use the case design with common 

antecedents that are likely to influence the focal outcome and produce intervening outcomes. 

Since this study will be interviewing multiple companies, this design was deliberately chosen 

to fulfil the multiple case company analysis.  

Additionally, the study draws inspiration from cohen et.al (2019) study on eight major 

companies by studying their collaborations, design controls, focal interests, and businesses. 

The pioneer of the Eisenhardt method emphasis that it is not a method about specific number 

of cases however, 4 to 10 cases are common and often work well, (Eisenhardt, 1989). This is 

usually done to produce generalisable data by producing a better coverage and creating a space 

for cross company knowledge and experience. It is for this reason that the study utilises 8 co-

living companies to analyse the business models they are implementing in the current housing 
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market in relation the company’s capability to create value addition to their business operation 

and deliverance. 

4.3. Data Collection  

 This study collected data on eight case companies for primary and secondary sources .Before 

approaching the companies ,a web page analysis was conducted to acquire background 

information on the companies and to get familiar with each of the companies .The main 

information searched on was the location of the company ,its profile and background .Once the 

company fit the criteria of which companies the study wanted to engage such as ,the company 

needed to actively be involved in co-living business models . After that respondents were 

selected according to their company profile and background and involvement with co-living. 

Companies were contacted to set interviews that would verify the information found on their 

websites and deepen the studies raw data through interviews. 

It is particularly important to note that the researcher for this study had prior knowledge of 2 

companies as they lived in one of the co-living spaces provided by one of the companies 

(Company E) as a student and did an internship at Company B. With Such interaction and 

experience with co-living facilities, interest arose to know more about the concept and what it 

entails. 

4.3.1. Secondary Data Collection  

To ensure the validity and reliability of secondary data, this study took into consideration the 

factors that supported the sources such as the type of document, the author, when the article 

was written as well as if the paper has an academic structure and basis. As a way to compliment 

the primary raw data collected, this study also utilised the Scholarly sources, books, and 

company official websites to provide a comprehensive overview of the co-living business 

models. To find reliable sources, the following platforms were used such as libsearch, Libris, 

Google Scholar and company websites. Also, keywords were used to strim down the search 

and be more specific and find the right and useful material. The following search used were, 

shared housing, co-living-models, collective living, co-housing, value, business models and 

urban housing. 



Nelly Bwalya Musonda                                                                                                    Malmo University  

 

34 

 

4.3.2. Primary Data Collection  

For the study to capture valid in-depth insights, purposive sampling was used to select Co-

living companies that are currently operating in this housing models. This was chosen in line 

with Eisenhardt, (2021) case design with common antecedents that are likely to influence the 

focal outcome and produce intervening outcomes. Despite the researcher having prior 

knowledge of two companies, the two company websites as well the other six were studied 

upon intensively to allow the study to carefully select which players in the housing industry 

share a common activity or model in this case which players are providing Co-living spaces. 

This was done to specify and distinguish between traditional housing models and Co-living 

housing models. 

 Furthermore, Purposive sampling is mostly used by researchers when they aim to provide a 

better match of the sample group with the aims and objectives of their study which improves 

the accuracy and trustworthiness of the data collected and the findings, (Campbell.et.al ,2020). 

In line to Campbell.et.al ´s statement, this study used purposive sampling on Co-living 

companies as they are the main area of focus. Therefore, using any time of housing company 

not related to Co-living was going to forfeit the purpose of the study. 

The study makes use of (Huang et al., 2021) views on purposive sampling as he has uploaded 

the use of purposive sampling to increase the chances of capturing valid in-depth information, 

hence it was important to gain a detailed understanding of the business models in their 

companies. As previously explained, this paper is specifically studying shared housing models, 

in particular Co-living, hence it was vital to purposively select companies that are in this line 

of business rather than overall rental systems or residential real estate.  

Additionally, the privilege of having prior knowledge on two co-living companies and 

accessible contacts, Snowball sampling also took place in finding the other participants. The 

researcher received a lot of referrals to contact. This guaranteed the researcher of having a 

workable and genuine sample group from highly commendable co-living players on the market. 

The process that took place is called snowball sampling by Parker.et.al (2019) who defines 

snowball sampling as a popular qualitative research method central to characteristics of 

networking and referrals. This holds true as the first interviews, produced recommendations of 

other existing co-living companies hence two sampling methods were utilised snowball 

sampling and purposive Sampling method.  
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Semi Structured Interviews  

After the selection and contacting respondents was done, interviews were conducted. As a form 

of qualitative research, interviews according to Kvale (2007), is a research instrument that 

widens the scope of knowledge about a studied phenomenon. With that said, semi structured 

interviews in particular were conducted for collecting empirical data while secondary data was 

collected through previous literature and the participating company websites. Semi structured 

interviews were a better fit for this study as they are flexible and structured allowing to stay on 

the path of the topic while been open to diverse conversations to let the respondent express 

themselves freely. Drawing notes from Silverman (2021), Semi structured interviews create a 

possibility for follow up questions and producing new threads of conversations as it is versatile.  

Similarly, Kvale (2007) agrees that semi structured interviews are interactive in nature and 

enables new topics and questions to emerge during the interview. The study, hence, chose semi 

-structured interviews as it guarantees and ensures that all necessary topics are covered, and 

allows for gaining additional knowledge. It gave the researcher freedom for follow up questions 

and deeper conversations while staying on track with the use of the interview guide. When 

conducting semi-structured interviews, the interviewer prepares questions relevant to the 

research, while the rest of the interview questions are not planned which creates an open-ended 

question.  

 The interview guide formulation.  

As stated by Bryman and Bell, (2011) on preparation of an interview, an interview guide (see 

appendix) was prepared to keep the researcher on course. The structure of the interview guide 

was divided into 6 themes, all inspired by the Co-living business model components showed 

in figure 3. The interview guide was designed in line with the theoretical framework that was 

modified in this study which was the 5 components of a business model. The model was altered 

and customised to fit the research purpose hence the interview guide was divided into 6 themes 

which are company information to extract the nature and background of the company and 

relate it to what was on their websites more like a confirmation as well as extract special details 

that might not have been on the website. business management and operations, Tenant 

experience, financial sustainability, market trends and Regulations were interviewed on to 

respond to the research questions. Each of theme’s components were aimed at reviewing how 
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these companies are creating, configuring, and capturing value for their business as well as 

their tenants.  

The other tool used during the interview was a dicta phone that allowed for clear audible 

sounds. The dicta phone is a very portable and less complicated tool when transmitting data for 

transcribing. Most respondents were pleased to be recorded with it as it provides security as to 

mobile phones whose information can be accessed easily. 

 Selection of respondents  

Four of the respondents were found on https://coliving.com/companies/sweden website. As 

stated earlier, this researcher had prior knowledge of two companies due to previous internship 

program at the co-living facility and living at a Co-living facility provided by the company. 

The last two came through snowball as they were referrals from the conducted interviews. This 

guaranteed a great sample group. When selecting the respondents the following factors were 

considered 

1. Location -was aiming for cities both large and small to generate generalisable results. 

The study interviewed companies from, Stockholm, Helsingborg, Malmo and 

Väckelsång 

2. Public and private owned -it was important to interview actors in both the public and 

private to make the findings applicable to both sectors.  

3. Expert in the topic -This was very vital to get someone who knows the practicalities of 

co-living in their company such as the founder, project co-ordinator, administrator, or 

management team to obtain accurate and rich information.  

 

4.3.3. Profiles of the Respondents  

After the selection of results, data was collected from eight co-living companies and Table I 

below highlights the sample group used for this study. The year of establishment was left open 

in selection factors as the study did not want to filter it, nonetheless, was hoping to see the 

acting years for each company how recent or early they have been in the housing market. As 

can be seen in Table I the company names were withheld and kept anonymous to remove all 

personal identifiers from the data by replacing them with placeholder values Company A-H, 

this process is referred to as pseudonymization.  

https://coliving.com/companies/sweden
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The study ended up with 5 Private Companies, one University /state housing and one public 

housing company and one private organisation that did not refer to themselves as a company 

as the residents are also property owners. Each of the interviews lasted 30-75 minutes and it 

was a combination of both virtual and physical interviews to provide convenience for the 

participants. Location difference was also one of the reasons they interviews were conducted 

online as the study has been carried out in Malmo and had companies from Stockholm, 

Väckelsång and Helsingborg.  

 

TABLE 1 LIST OF INTERVIEWEES, THEIR POSITIONS, WHICH TYPE OF COMPANY OWNERSHIP 

THEY REPRESENT AND THE LOCATION OF OPERATION. 

 

INTERVIEWEE  POSITION  COMPANY 

OWNERSHIP 

ESTABLISHMENT 

YEAR 

LOCATION  

COMPANY A Youth Project Co-

ordinator  

Private company  2018 Stockholm, Gothenburg, Lund  

COMPANY B  Social Project Manager  Public Housing 

company  

2022 Helsingborg  

COMPANY C Co-founder  Online platform  

private company  

2021 Stockholm, Copenhagen, Smaller 

bases in Malmo, Lund, and 

Gothenburg  

COMPANY D Property Co-ordinator  Private company  2015-2016 Malmo, Copenhagen, Poland, and 

Germany  

COMPANY E Housing Administrator  University /state  

public housing  

Reference made from 

2018-now 

Malmo 

COMPANY F Co-Initiator  Private company  2016 Stockholm  

COMPANY G  Founder  Private company  2017 Väckelsång, Tingsryd municipality 

COMPANY H  Resident /management 

team  

Private organisation  2023 Malmo  

 

Company A  

Company A was founded in 2018 by 2 people that wanted to connect housing communities 

across Sweden. They are business partners that met within this idea that they wanted to change 

the way of living and to add something new in the Swedish housing market and to prevent 

loneliness to give another opportunity for young adults to find friends. According to youth 

project coordinator from company A, when you're new to town, or in a new country, it is always 

hard to find friends. As at now the concept works in the US and in Europe, so why wouldn't it 

https://sv.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tingsryds_kommun
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work here in Sweden as well. This was seen as a concept that helps to find solution for young 

adults that faced challenges in Sweden to find a home. 

 One of their focal points is to reduce the isolation and loneliness among young adults as well 

as provide a contemporary form of Swedish housing market to solve part of the housing crisis 

in young adults between 20-40 years of age, Company A, (2023). The company has their first 

co-living hub in Södermalm in Stockholm with the Housing Authority's support for innovative 

and sustainable housing construction. They have since then opened more co-living hubs in 

Gothenburg and a new project to open in Lund and other Swedish cities is underway. 

Additionally, the company works actively to change the regulations in such a way to influence 

the politics and decision makers by demonstrating to the real estate sector on how to build and 

operate differently, in short to shift norms on how to live more sustainably for the present and 

future, (ibid). 

Company B  

This one is a unique project that’s has caught the attention of organisations and individuals 

around the world. The project is implemented by a public housing company as a social housing 

concept with integration purposes located in Fredrisksdal Helsingborg. It is part of the many 

project that the Public Housing company has undertaken to improve housing in the city. 

According to the website information, this information holds true as the researcher had the 

opportunity to intern under this company and they have a lot of knowledge on the co-living 

project that was visited and toured. 

According to Company B (2023), the project is a new way of living in which younger people 

and older people live together and integrates generations, cultures, and social life at its core. 

The residents have their own private apartments though under one building, and they have 

access to common spaces as kitchen, living room, exercise room, artist's studio, game room 

and library. This allows for the tenants to meet and socialise. It is important to learn that out of 

the 51 apartments they have, half are rented to 70-year-olds and the rest is to young adults 

between 18-25, (ibid). This statement henceforth gives a glimpse of how serious the company 

is about multigenerational living and integration.  

Company C  

Company C is a housing platform promoting and initiating co-living and shared 

accommodations initiated in 2021. It specializes in matching possible tenants with compatible 
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roommates through algorithms for a harmonious living experience. According to Company C 

(2023), Its main aim is to provide access, security and peace of mind when experiencing co-

living set-ups. It provides detailed profile of property owners and matches roommates based 

on lifestyle and personality. Additionally, it ensures a safe and secure transaction while offering 

a free digital lease agreement as added safety net. 

According to the founder of company C ,the inspiration comes from as an international student 

in Lund with no experience and knowledge on the accessibility to the housing market or , 

knowing anything about how to find student accommodation .When you move to a new country 

or city on a student budget, You mostly live in shared accommodation and the whole shared 

accommodation market or the co- living market in Sweden at that time was very scattered, very 

uninformative to people. This prompted the founder of company C to create this online 

platform that helps students and young adults to navigate this market and how to find the best 

option without being scammed. The company is vested in providing secure, safe, and smooth 

transfer between landlord and tenant. It is important to know that Company C is not a co-living 

provider, however they are mainly only a marketplace platform basically facilitating the co-

living process between landlords renting out a spare room with tenants looking for co-living or 

shared accommodation. 

Additionally, according to Company C, (2024) the company is the first and only shared 

accommodation or Co living marketplace in Sweden and Scandinavia operating with 100% co-

living accommodation. They do not offer apartments or houses or anything besides shared 

accommodation.  

Company D  

The business model of company D is wrapped in the concept of incorporating community into 

student housing. To offer more than just a place to stay but rather to offer a real home. It aims 

to provide a different standard of living mostly referred to as Premium student housing that 

offers more of a hybrid alternative to a lot of the existing supply on the Market. The company 

provides an all-inclusive experience, focusing on safety and Comfortability by making sure 

tenants benefit from all external services provided. Not to be confused with a motel, it is like 

an all-inclusive view compared to a vacation. According to Company D (2023), the company 

opened their first property seven years ago in 2016 in Copenhagen to try and create something 

new on the market. Currently they now have their first ever camp in Sweden located in Malmo. 
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Company E 

This can safety be referred to as a public university service offered to its students. The 

university Housing is a place where academics become socially minded, traditions become new 

experiences, and students learn about cultural diversity in the comfort of their space , 

University Housing X, (2023). The accommodation is offered only to international students at 

university X and it hosts about 141 students in a what is referred to as a dorm setting feeling. 

As an international student at university X, the researcher had the opportunity to live at the Co-

living space for 10 months hence they hold great experience and knowledge as a tenant, 

however, it was important to learn more from the supplier side. 

Each student has their own small sized apartments with a bathroom, and they have access to a 

communal kitchen as well as other shared facilities such as laundry. It is interesting to note that 

the building was previously a hospital and one can trace its past through the wide corridors. 

Currently the place is a student housing facility waiting to host new crowds. It will be 

remarkably interesting to find out how it operates in terms of its business model and 

management. Does it function independently, or it has collaborations with other cooperations 

will be know at the end of this study. This kind of information is given from the supplier side 

hence despite the researcher been a tenant at this company, lack of knowledge exists in the 

company business model. 

Company F  

The idea of Company F is originally inspired by a combination of things. It lies in the notion 

that if you live with people who are motivated to help you along your journey and you are 

motivated to help them, then you get a lot of synergies and help from that. The First inspiration 

comes from the company’s sister House called House 24 in Old Town in Stockholm, which is 

a smaller house, for twelve entrepreneurs living together. From House 24, in 2016, it takes the 

concepts for entrepreneurs and trying to scale that to the current building that they have access 

to several years ago, which was formally an old overnight hotel for specifically doctors staying 

in Stockholm. The addition in company F is its ability to provide support for personal 

development of people living tother broadly whether entrepreneurial, cultural, arts or outside 

the box.  

The focus is a lot on fostering a culture of Co- creation where people feel that they can help 

shape the place that they want to live in, and people can create or refurnish a room somewhere 

or add to this sort of decoration of the space or something. What is more fascinating is that 
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company F tries to provide everyone moving in with help and support through their project, or 

own development through the time that they reside there as it is a long stay home with minimum 

stay of 1 year and average 2 years with possible negotiations.  

Company G  

Company G is one of the most fascinating co-living facilities in Sweden as it hosts a community 

of about 55 to 60 game developers from all over the world. The founder of company G stated 

that the main aim is to supply game developers with the basics, making sure that they have 

food, electricity, Internet, and furniture. But they are the ones organizing all the fun activities 

and just making the best out of their Own lives. According to the founder of company G, while 

getting tremendous support from its municipality, Company G aims to grow even bigger by 

creating a group of entrepreneurs that can create their own companies that will be run from 

there, Company G (2019). The co-living attracts game developers from various innovative 

skills in game development. This has created an increasing attraction to game developers all 

around the world. 

Company H  

Company H is famously referred to as to a collective house. Nonetheless it qualifies as a co-

living house as the residents reside under one roof sharing services and amenities. It is located 

in the old Sege Park Hospital area in Malmo. According to Company H (2023), the collective 

house itself was Mental hospital that was later converted into 13 apartments ,7 student’s rooms, 

a large kitchen and of course many other shared spaces. The house is also known for its ability 

to be construction community, the residents and owners take part in building projects. After 

years of searching for a perfect building to live together, in 2023 they found their dream 

collective house. The house initial inspiration comes from a group of people that had an idea 

of creating and being part of a better society in which people use the household as a platform 

for doing things which that will inspire other people to do good. 

With that, the paper expresses the richness of information that will be gathered from these 

companies. Each company or project holds a unique model, and they complement each other 

so well. In that sense, the results of what kind of business models they each implement was 

analysed later in chapter 5 and 6. Before that, below is an explanation of what data analysis 
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methods was used to correctly analyse the collected information from both company websites 

and interviews conducted. 

4.4. Data Analysis  

The data analysis for this study is twofold, first a thematic analysis was conducted then a cross 

case analyse was conducted. In the thematic analysis process after the interviews took place, 

the audio voice memos were transferred to a laptop where the audio was transcribed using 

google transcribe to text to remove any chance of identity recognition. After the transcribing 

took place, the study used Kvale, (2007) coding and thematising approach in qualitative 

research. The themes were created according to the categories in the theoretical framework 

chosen and were set to respond to the research aim and questions. This also set the flow for 

how the interview guide was structured. Under the Co-living business model, this paper 

modified, the five categories tenant value creation, business management and operation, 

financial sustainability, market trends and regulations as can be seen in chap three on 

theoretical framework that also used as the analytical framework. 

With that said, the study utilised the thematic analysis defined by Braun.et.al (2006) as an 

analysis that puts emphasis in identifying, analysing, and interpreting patterns of themes and 

meaning. The research went on to place each theme according to the categories in the co-living 

business model. The study used manual colour coding that was assigned to each theme. Under 

each theme, codes were elected still in line to respond to the research aim and questions. The 

codes were meant to highlight the similarities, differences, and uniqueness of each co-living 

company therefore the codes that responded to a particular theme were placed in the same 

colour theme to create a better pile of data than analysing them randomly. This method, 

according to Denscombe, (2018) makes the analysis more systematic and rigorous, enabling 

the researcher to trace similar and different insights in the themes. Each theme is summarised 

in a table which increases visualization of results as opposed to only text presentation, using 

these table also enabled the researcher to clearly notice similarities and differences and 

uniqueness of each company as one would do using only text. 

The aim of thematic analysis was to make sense of the amount of qualitative data that was 

collected by simply checking, sorting, and grouping the similar colours codes under their 

themes. Despite it been a time-consuming procedure, it enabled the researcher to become 

remarkably familiar with the data set as it was worked on many times. The same colour codes 

were grouped together to form tables and these themes of similar responses were extracted as 
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findings. From there, the results were concluded on as will be seen below in the interpretation 

of results in chap 5. The table below highlights which theme of co-living business model has 

been analysed by which code. the X sign is used as a symbol for the codes to fall under a theme.  

 

TABLE 2 : A SUMMARY OF THE THEMES AND CODES THAT WERE USED DURING THE 

ANALYSIS. 

 

Analysed theme.  

Component  

Tenant 

Value 

creation  

Business 

management  

and 

Operations  

Financial 

Sustainability  

Market 

Trends  

Regulations  

Analytical code 

assigned.  

 

     

Target market or 

Group  

X     

Services and amenities  X     

Social activities  X     

Selection Criteria, age, 

and location  

X     

Management system   X    

Ownership type   X    

Property maintenance 

and responsibility  

 X    

Partnerships or 

Collaborations  

 X    

Rental Price 

determination  

  X   

Revenue stream    X   

Cost drivers    X   

Financial 

Challenges/Solutions 

  X   

Market trend influence     X  

Technology use     X  

Demand Scale    X  

Legal challenges      X 

Safety and Security     X 
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After the thematic analysis of the data, a cross- case analysis was conducted as it has more 

than one company to analyse. When all codes were under their assigned themes, The responses 

were compared and constructed between companies to find similarities, differences, and 

uniqueness in a table form. This type of analysis is associated with Merriam, (1998) who 

identifies it as a process of collecting and analysing data from multiple selected cases to answer 

a particular research question of interest. With inspiration from Borman et.al. (2006), the 

justification for the choice of this type of analysis is that having multiple cases allows for 

greater generalisation opportunities across several representations of phenomenon. In these 

studies, case, utilising a Cross-case analysis, gives it the opportunity to generalise the finding 

from the results and as a newly trending model, having more than one point of analysis is vital 

for understanding various business models used in these co-living companies. Additionally, 

the choice of a Cross -case analysis as a method was made due to its strength to provide an in-

depth exploration of similarities and difference across cases with a view of supporting both 

empirical and theoretical findings.  

4.5. Ethics Considerations  

Ethical considerations are essential for every research to be carried out. This section outlines 

the ethical considerations and procedure that were implemented to protect the participants 

welfare and uphold all protocol needed throughout the research process. To begin with, an 

informed consent was obtained from each interviewee before moving forward. As can be seen 

in the interview guide in the appendix, the first section of the interview was to explain to the 

interviewee what this study was about, so that they have a full understanding of what was been 

asked. Upon explaining, the participants were asked if they were comfortable to be recorded 

for transcribing and analysis purposes. Thereafter, the participants were informed that they 

could stop at any point they did not feel comfortable to respond and assured them that the data 

collected was purely for academic purposes.  

The second part that was initiated to up -hold research ethics was to assure participants 

protection with the data they provided, this is referred to as confidentiality and anonymity. All 

co-living companies’ names were withheld to protect personal identifying information as the 

company positions were disclosed withholding company names was vital to keep the discretion 

hence the company are denoted as A to H  
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When it came to data collection and storage, for interviews that were conducted in person, a 

dicta phone was used. All types of personal mobile phones were avoided as a recording tool to 

ensure data protection in case of unforeseen data exposure. For interviews that were conducted 

online, only the Mau Zoom was used which is a Malmo university Zoom used by registered 

students. With this chain of communication, it allowed for safe recording where no one random 

has access to it. After all recordings were done, the data was transcribed into text to eliminate 

the voice recognition risk. Concerning Conflict of interest, the researcher did not experience 

any that could potentially influence the research process and findings.  

Limitations of the study  

The study has some limitations which may affect the replicability and results hence need to be 

taken into complete consideration. This study utilised semi structured interviews which could 

lead to biasness from both the respondent and the researcher interpreting the results. Large sets 

of data can be time consuming to analyse hence the researcher may slack and miss- interpret, 

or the respondent may miss-inform as qualitative research involves, thoughts and feelings.  

5. Empirical findings and Analysis  

Under this chapter, the findings are presented in tables 3,4,5 and 6. The choice to present the 

results in table form was as stated in chap 4 to increases visualization of results as opposed to 

only text presentation, using these table also enabled the researcher to clearly notice similarities 

and differences and uniqueness of each company as one would do using only text. Each Table 

is formulated according to the themes analysed in the study. At the end of the data collection, 

eight companies participated in this study, and the respondents were distributed as follows, two 

public housing or state projects, 4 private companies, 1 was a platform private company and 

the last one was a private organisation.   

The tables below present the results obtained from the interviews conducted to analyse the co-

living business models in Sweden. A cross-company analysis was done to present similarities 

and differences of business models by discussing in between companies. The text in the cross-

case analysis uses phrases in quotes to highlight what each respondent said in relation to the 

themes. Thereafter, a comprehensive discussion is made with the backing from literature and 

theoretical framework as a base of investigation. 
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5.1. Presentation of Results 

When presenting results in a scientific academic paper, results are merely described than 

explained till the analysis section, nonetheless, doses of analysis for such studies are also found 

in the presentation of results and cannot be avoided 100 %. With that said, this paper chose to 

present merely the results while shifting the analysis to the cross-case analysis section, however 

the paper accepts doses of analysis that might be found in the results section as it in inevitable. 

A more comprehensive analysis of the results presented is discussed between co-living 

companies in the cross -case analysis after this section. Under this section, the five co-living 

business models Modified from co-living companies and business model’s framework in Chap 

3 is described under each theme, tenant value creation, business management and operations, 

financial sustainability, market trends and regulations and summarised in table format for easy 

visualisation and comparison in similarity, difference, and uniqueness.  

 Tenant value Creation  

As was stated in chapter 3 on the theoretical framework, Tenant value proposition explains the 

value been proposed and whom it is been proposed to. Its main purpose is the targeted segments 

and how their needs are fulfilled as well as how their problems are solved .To answer the 

questions raised , Table 3 below explains which target group each co-living company works 

with as well as the service and amenities they offer to their tenants. According to the data 

collected, Company A works with only young adults in the age range of 20-40 years old while 

Company B´s main target group is a mix of young adults between the age of 18-25 and the 

elderly who are 65 plus. A similar mix was noticed in Company H of Young adults, elderly, 

children couples and students without a specified age group. It was interesting to learn that 

company C´s main target group varies from city to city while Company G concentrates solely 

on game developers. Also, what was interesting was that the data presented Company D and E 

as both working with students. However, Company D showed that it works with students both 

European and International while Company E only works with Non-European Students 

enrolled at University X. 

The provision of services and amenities for most companies presented similar results in basic 

services such as bedspace, electricity, WIFI, shared kitchen, shared living room, gym, laundry 

services, bikes, and cleaning services. Nonetheless, the data revealed that some companies 
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provide unique services and amenities such as Company A provides home insurance rent 

inclusive while Company B requires mandatory 2 hours of socialising in a week and Company 

G Provides 3 meals a day for its tenants and Company H residents share a mean together 4 

times a week. Same Location choice of close proximity to transport system and city centre was 

found in Company A, D and E. A summary of this data is presented in table 3. 

 

TABLE 3 : PRESENTATION OF COMPANIES MAIN TARGET MARKET AND SERVICES / 

AMENITIES OFFERED TO TENANTS 

RESPONDENTS  TARGET MARKET  SERVICES & AMENITIES  

COMPANY A 

  

Young adults in their 20-40s all shared spaces, cleaning services, furniture, 

fully equipped kitchen, house insurance, close 

proximity to transport system & city centre.  

  

COMPANY B Mix of 65 plus and 18-25 old  At least two hours a week socializing with your 

neighbours, four shared kitchens, living room, a 

library, sewing room, studio with artist materials 

and shared garden. 

COMPANY C Different from city to city   Main service is secure matching between 

landlord and tenant, ensure money transfer 

security. 

COMPANY D International & EU students  

 

 Fully equipped gym and kitchen, party room, 

cinema room, lobby, electricity, Wi-Fi, laundry 

not included in rent, indoor bike parking,24/7 

call line, bar and restaurant operated externally 

but with discounts. six events a year, 

close proximity to transport system & city centre  

COMPANY E International students at University X 

only 

Free social activities twice a month, laundry 

services included in rent, indoor bike parking, 

free city tours, Career talks and close proximity 

to transport system & city centre  

COMPANY F 20-50 years old Entrepreneurs  Furnished kitchen, open shared spaces, gym, 

meeting room 

COMPANY G Game developers.  

 

 

 

 3 meals included daily, WIFI, electricity, water, 

laundry and detergent, free bikes, Jacuzzi, 

sauna, Board games, office space, free gym. 



Nelly Bwalya Musonda                                                                                                    Malmo University  

 

48 

 

COMPANY H Mixed group: young adults, elderly, 

children, couples, and students. 

  

share a meal together four times a week, share 

the kitchen, shared basement, garden tools and 

machinery. 

 

Business management and operations, (Value configuration) 

From chapter 3 the study highlighted that for a company to propose a value and create it, 

resources and activities are put in place which is referred to as Value configuration in form of 

business management and operations discussed in relation to resources and activities that 

produce value. In response to this components, Table 4 below presents what kind of ownership 

model each company operates under and how their management system works as well as the 

partners and collaborators they engage with. According to the data collected, Company E, F 

and G operate on a Master lease model while Companies B, C, D and H operate under the 

owner operator model. Company A was the only one found to operate on a management fee 

model. 

For the management system and operations, Companies A, B D, E, F, G all out- source the 

cleaning services for shared spaces and tenants are involved in most activities. Company C was 

seen not to participate in the property management and maintenance as they are an online 

operating platform that is only a mediator hence it is left to the landlord and tenant. For 

Company H, the residents who are also property owners handle all operations. According to 

the results formed, except company C, planning of activities and daily management in most 

companies was found to be the same as both tenants and property owners or operators work 

together to create a great community. Nonetheless, they phrased their hired stuff differently 

such as Service host for company A, Base duddie for company D, Resident assistance for 

company E. 

In terms of Partners and collaborators, the results collected were as follows, for company A, 

main partners are construction companies and municipalities. Company B also partners with a 

municipality as they are a municipal housing company but operate independently. Similarly, 

Company E partners with the municipality as they are a state-owned university, and they 

partner with private real estate companies. For Company H, they as well partner with the 

municipality in the area as well as a Highschool and sports team. Company F and H have not 

yet partnered with anyone, While Company D has partnered with restaurants, supermarkets, 

gyms, and urban development association in close area. Company C has partnered with service 
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providers such as Wi-Fi and gym membership providers. A summarised version of these results 

in presented in table 4 below.  

 

TABLE 4 : PRESENTATION OF COMPANIES OWNERSHIP MODEL, MANAGEMENT SYSTEM & 

PARTNERS 

RESPONDENT  OWNERSHIP 

MODEL  

MANAGEMENT SYSTEM  PARTNERS& 

COLLABORATORS  

COMPANY A Management fee 

model  

Hired service host in all 

properties for daily 

management, Tenant 

participation  

private real estate construction 

companies, municipalities 

COMPANY B Owner operator 

model  

Maintenance & management is 

shared between tenants and 

property owner  

Area Municipality  

COMPANY C Owner operator 

model (online 

platform) 

Left between landlord and 

tenant  

Service providers such as Wi-Fi 

and gym membership  

COMPANY D Owner operator 

model  

Management system is kept the 

same in all properties to keep 

the culture and standard the 

same, in-house management 

with Buddies external cleaning 

services. 

Restaurants e.g. subway, 

supermarkets, gyms, and urban 

development association in close 

area 

COMPANY E Master lease model  

 

Tenant participation in 

maintenance & cleaning, hired 

Resident assistance in each 

building for management  

property owners for the facility 

management and cleaning 

companies, Municipality  

COMPANY F Master lease model Property owner & Tenant 

participation in maintenance and 

hired cleaning service including 

tents rooms once every two 

weeks  

None yet  

COMPANY G Master lease model Full tenant participation & 

Hired Cleaning services and 

chef  

 Municipality , a high school in 

the area, sports club. 

COMPANY H Owner operator 

model  

Maintenance & management is 

in-house by all residents, only 

outsourced when needed 

None yet  

https://sv.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tingsryds_kommun
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Financial sustainability  

As seen in Chap 3, the financial sustainability component involves the Value capture that 

elaborates the company’s revenue streams and cost structure that creates a beneficial gain for 

both the company and involved stakeholders such as tenants and partners to share the total 

generated value. The information presented below in Table five responds to this component. 

The table shows the financial sustainability of co-living companies in form of their main 

revenue stream, the main operational cost and challenges faced, and the proposed solutions. 

 According to the data collected, Company A was found to be the only company that generates 

revenue through the service fee only and non from the ren as it is on a management fee model. 

Companies B and F main revenue stream is solely Rent while Companies D generates it from 

both rent and the service fee .It was interesting to know that Company Cs revenue stream was 

only 40% of the first month rent and a once off service fee paid by tenants .Company E showed 

that the service fee and additional fund from university X was their revenue stream .It is 

important to note that Company H´s main revenue stream is from a few rooms rented while the 

rest is generated among the residents themselves . Company G was found to also generate 

revenue from the rent paid and payment for teaching game development at a Highschool. 

The operational cost and challenges results were similar in most companies. Companies A, E, 

F showed that their main operational costs and challenges were the Lease agreement rent fees 

to property owners. Cleaning services and salary for hired staff was found in Companies G, F, 

B and A. Companies D and E both showed that Lack of full occupancy rate affects revenue 

budgeting. It was interesting to learn that Company C s, main operational costs were 

technology development & improvements of platform while Company H expressed that 

purchase of building material, construction and renovation of property is costly as they do it 

themselves as residents. 

On proposed solutions, the results showed that Company B and F just began their discussions 

while Company A proposed that an introduction of a different agreement system with property 

owner and share risk of low occupancy rate would help while Company D expressed that 

reducing rental prices would Increase occupancy rate. Company G proposed solutions is to 

create a new source of income through publishing games and induce more in-house 

maintenance. According to the data collected, Company E proposes that obtaining more 
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funding from university X would help while Company H highlighted that Residents / owners 

generate more revenue in various ways such as bank loans. Company C aims to increase its 

advertising rate as a proposed solution. Below is a summary of the results on financial 

sustainability. 

TABLE 5 : PRESENTATION OF COMPANIES’ REVENUE STREAM, MAIN OPERATIONAL COST, 

AND FUTURE SOLUTIONS 

RESPONDENT   REVENUE 

STREAM  

OPERATIONAL 

COSTS/CHALLENGES 

PROPOSED 

SOLUTIONS 

COMPANY A  Service fee paid 

by tenants Non 

from rent 

1.mangemnt fees to property 

owners 

2. service host salary 

1.Introduce different 

agreement system 

with property owner 

2. share risk of low 

occupancy rate 

COMPANY B  Rent Paid by 

tenants 

1.Employee salary, 2. 

Cleaning services 

Discussions are 

ongoing 

COMPANY C  1.Once off 40% 

first month rent 

2. Service fee 

from tenants 

1.Technology development 

& improvements of platform 

& Tech team salary 

2. low platform user rate in 

the beginning 

Increase advertising 

rate 

COMPANY D  Rent and service 

fee paid by 

tenants 

Lack of full occupancy rate 

affects revenue budgeting 

Increase occupancy 

rate by reducing 

rental prices 

COMPANY E  1.Part of rent 

and minimal 

service fee 

2. Extra 

university X 

funding 

1.Vacancies due to restricted 

target market 

2. Lease agreement rent fees 

 

Obtain more funding 

from university X 

COMPANY F  Rent paid by 

tenants 

1.Lease agreement rent fees 

2. Cleaning service 

Discussions are on 

going 

COMPANY G  1 Rent by 

tenants. 

2. Payment for 

teaching game 

development at 

the Highschool 

1. Salaries of restaurant chef 

2. Cleaning companies fees 

1. New source of 

income through 

publishing games 

2. More in-house 

maintenance 
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COMPANY H  1.Rent by 

tenants 

2. Financed by 

residents who 

are property 

owners 

1. Purchase of building 

material 

2. Construction and 

renovation of property 

Residents / owners 

generate more 

revenue in various 

ways such as bank 

loans 

 

Market Trends and Regulations  

The market trend results and regulations were designed under one table because during the 

interviews the participants seemed to interchangeably relate the two topics in terms of 

technology and safety measures implementation, hence it was more practice to address them 

together. As stated earlier, shared housing models have witnessed changes in how it is phrased 

from collective housing to co-living. The value creation in the context of digital 

implementation encompasses the activities undertaken by companies to provide digital 

products and services. To answer this, Table 6 below represents the market trend influence, 

and the regulations influence on the co-living operations through analysing the technology 

implementation, legal challenges, safety and security measures and the demand scale.  

According to the data collected, technology implementation in most companies was through 

digital communication. some unique results were found such as Company H that is currently 

collaborating with a private company on recycling water for laundry and toilets use on the 

property. Also, it was very interesting to learn that Company G is building its own laundry 

booking system while Company C utilised digital home tours, digital interviews, digital 

contracts, personality matching tools for compatibility and Company A uses mobile phone 

digital locks. Company F uses an operating system called Slack for communication while 

Company D has installed large screens and a mobile laundry booking. 

From the data collected, Company A, D and F expressed that the most legal challenges faced 

by co-living operations is navigating standard building regulations in various cities and 

navigating new policies & regulations. Similarly, Company G and H shared that meeting 

building specifications and navigating housing regulations around co-living is challenging 

additionally Company G shared that locating regally accepted building for co-living operation 

is a challenging. According to the data collected, various safety and security measures are put 

in place to ensure tenants are safe. For Company A, tenants Sign a code of conduct, the 

company does a background check, identification check, installation of cameras in hallways. 
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Similarly, Company B also does a background check, identification check. It was fascinating 

to learn that Company C sends Company representative through throughout the interviews and 

home tours between landlord and tenant and the first rent is held till tenants confirms quality 

of the house. For Company D the choice of safe neighbourhood location is key to safety 

measures and key tag system only available to residents, this key tag system was also found in 

Company E as a safety measure. Company F and H shared similar thoughts as they highlighted 

that fire system upgrades and testing, good conflict resolution net and creation of safety net 

among residents presents a safety and secure place, while Company G and B expressed that the 

tenants are each other keeper. 

The results indicate that most companies predict that the demand scale of co-living spaces will 

increase for a number of reasons. Company A expressed that the trend is increasing in young 

adults while company B sees it as a 50/ 50 of demand scale. Company C and F highlighted that 

the size of the co-living market is growing as well as the industry and Company E agrees by 

stating that this model has not reached its peak yet. Company G views it as a novelty idea 

increasing in demand. Company H agrees with others by stating that it will increase due to 

likelihood to reduce loneliness and increase community building. A summary of these results 

in shown below in table 6. 

TABLE 6 : PRESENTATION OF COMPANIES TECHNOLOGY IMPLEMENTATION, LEGAL 

CHALLENGES, SAFETY & SECURITY MEASURES, AND DEMAND SCALE VIEW 

 

RESPONDENT  TECHNOLOGY 

IMPLEMENTATION 

LEGAL 

CHALLENGES  

SAFETY & SECURITY 

MEASURES  

DEMAND 

SCALE  

COMPANY A  Provision of digital locks on 

mobile phones, digital 

communication  

Navigating 

Standard building 

regulations in 

various cities 

Signing of code of 

conduct, background 

check, identification 

check, installation of 

cameras in hallways  

Increase seen in 

young adults  

COMPANY B Digital communication 

through text and email 

None at the 

moment  

Background check, 

Identification check, 

Tenants watch out for each 

other 

50 / 50 of 

demand rate  

COMPANY C Digital home tours, Digital 

interviews, digital contracts, 

None at the 

moment  

Company representative 

present through interview 

and home tours between 

Size of the Co-

living market is 

seen growing 
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personality matching tools 

for compatibility  

landlord and tenant. First 

rent is held till tenants 

confirms quality of the 

house  

as well as the 

industry  

COMPANY D Large screen installation, 

Mobile laundry booking, 

digital communication 

Navigating 

Standard building 

regulations in 

various cities 

Choice of safe 

neighbourhood location, 

Key tag system only 

available to residents  

Great increase 

as people wants 

more services 

than just a 

house  

COMPANY E Digital communication 

through text and email 

None at the 

moment  

Key tag system only 

available to residents 

Seen to 

increase as the 

model hasn’t 

reached its 

peak yet 

COMPANY F Operating system called 

Slack for communication 

Navigating new 

policies & 

regulations  

Fire system updates and 

testing, good conflict 

resolution net  

Seen to be 

increase as a 

trend  

COMPANY G Building own system such 

as laundry booking. 

Locating legally 

accepted building 

for co-living 

operation  

Tenants watch out for each 

other  

Seen to 

increase as a 

novelty idea  

COMPANY H Collaboration with private 

company on recycling water 

for laundry and toilets use 

on the property  

Building 

specifications and 

navigating housing 

regulations  

Creation of safety net 

among residents, ungraded 

fire protection system  

Seen to 

increase due to 

possibility of 

reduced 

loneliness and 

increased 

community 

building  

 

 

5.2. Cross -Case analysis on empirical Findings  

After the results were presented and summarised in table format, a cross-case analysis was 

conducted on the companies to capture the important similarities, differences, and unique 

models of each company. All statements in quotes are examples of direct expressions made by 

the respondents in this study. Each theme has been analysed in relation to its codes discussed 

in the methodology chap 4.  
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5.2.1. Tenant Value Creation  

Under this theme, this study was analysing the target group each company has and what kind 

of services and amenities are similar unique or different in the way companies are creating 

value for their tenants. According to what the results present in table 3, Company A, which is 

a private company, mostly targets young adults between the age of 20-40 years old that reside 

in the capital and growth centres, and they require proof of income as the main selection 

criteria. The company´s Youth project Co-ordinator narrated that in order to enhance value and 

experience for our tenants we provide shared spaces, cleaning services, furniture, fully 

equipped kitchen, and house insurance which can be a horror to obtain at times. To Clarify the 

house insurance part, the company said,  

“We help out with such things and instead of them dealing with that forever, it is included in 

the contract, and tenants do not have to think about it”. This is something seen as high value 

for most tenants”, (Company A). 

 Additionally, Location choice was highly commended as it was stated that: 

“For our company A, the choice of location is influenced by student’s cities where a lot of 

young adults live, and work and we aim for buildings that are at a maximum of 20 minutes with 

the public transport. We want to be nearby the working space system and university areas 

hence Commuting is key to our concept and most residents appreciate our choice of location”, 

(Company A). 

This study does notice a similar location decision made by Company D also a private housing 

company whose target market is University cities with both European and international 

students. Company A holds location and travel time as a crucial choice of business location 

same as Company D that aims to locate in growth cities were most students reside, the Property 

co-ordinator of Company D during the interview highlighted that: 

“We place big weight on location. I'd say we're very thorough when scouting for new projects, 

not just the city, but also the location. So, we have high criteria for our plots”, (Company D). 

 

A similarity is drawn between Company D and E (state-owned university) in their target group 

choice, which is students. However, as can be seen, the major difference between the two is 

that Company D tenants are both international and European students while Company D is 

restricted to only international students admitted at University X. Also, Company Ds major 

selection criteria is that for one to be eligible to apply you must be 18 years and above and a 
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student taking 15 credits and above per semester whether physical or online, while Company 

E students must be enrolled at University X only. This can be seen as a large fall back for 

Company E as they both operate in Malmo city (refer to Table 2) and are rooting for the same 

target group, but they are restricted to one particular group. As a result, the company 

experiences continuous vacancies (refer to table 5) that distorts their annual budgeting, and the 

proposed solution would be to obtain extra funding from University X. 

Moving on, a fascinating case of Company C was found as it presented itself to be the only 

online platform or marketplace company among the participating companies. It’s does not own, 

rent, or manage any co-living operation but acts as mediators between the tenant and landlords 

that want to share their homes. The company was immediately questioned how then they create 

value, if they do not own rent or manage any of the operations and this is what the Co-founder 

had to say that.  

“One of the ways we create value for our tenants is by providing them with everything from 

the beginning to the end when they sign up, and when the application gets accepted, they get 

invited to interviews and home viewing. From our side as a company, we make sure we are in 

every single video. We as a company send the representative through video interviews to make 

sure that place is safe, everything is good, the cost transaction goes smoothly”, (Company C). 

Still in the spirit of fascinating cases is Company G, who solely concentrates on game 

developers around the world as the main target group. One of the main facts stated out was that 

there is a lot of knowledge spill over among the tenants and the entire place is nestled in 

community building. The founder lighted that. 

“We have about 55 to 60 game developers living there from all over the world and they together 

to Create a very good community, so I’m just supplying them the basics, making sure they have 

food, electricity, internet and all the essentials. All in all, Value is created by everyone living 

in the house and they are the ones organizing all the fun activities and just making the best out 

of their Own lives”, (Company G). 

In the study, Company G´s, view of community building presented a similar finding in 

Company B. The co-living project in Company B does not only share Community building 

view but also the knowledge spill over among the tenants due to the mix of 18-25 years and 65 

plus. These tenants are all talented in various way and they tend to teach each other different 

skills. According to Company B, the tenants go beyond the mandatory two hours a week 
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socializing with your neighbours hence the house has become one big family in which they 

share four kitchens, living room, a library, sewing room, studio, and garden. 

Similarly, Company H which was referred to as the house by the resident /management team 

member has a mixed target group of young adults, elderly couples, students, and children. This 

company was set apart from the other participants as the residents are also the property owners 

and management team. Each resident plays an important role in making the house function. An 

interesting point to note from the study is that Company D dismisses the assumption that co-

living spaces are expensive by stating that they offer a lot of services and amenities such as  

“A fully equipped gym, bed space and kitchen, discounts from partnered restaurants, a party 

room, cinema room, lobby, electricity, Wi-Fi, laundry indoor bike parking, 24/7 call line, bar 

and restaurant operated externally but with discounts such as subway located within the area 

and six events a year. All these services are of course at a price, but the number of offers 

justifies the amount been paid for”, (Company D) 

Take away Notes!  

According to all the results formed from the tenant value creation, it can be stated that 

similarities and differences are drawn among the co-living companies. It seems there is a 

relation between the choice of target group and location choice. For instance, company A, D 

and E that work with young adults and students all prefer to locate in close proximity to 

transport system and city centre. Also, the paper highlighted a significant difference of 

restrictions when a company is private or public. Also, what was most common was the sense 

of community building and integration of co-living spaces among the tenants. The provision 

of external services seems to be appreciated by the tenants that have no problem paying a little 

extra than the usual rental house. 

 

5.2.2. Business management and Operations  

 

Ownership Model  

It was very interesting to learn that only company A operates on a management fee model, the 

company´s Youth project Co-ordinator narrated that:  
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“As a co-living company, we are not investing in any housing but are renting the houses and 

partnering up with the related partners that build or refurbish new houses according to our 

concept”, (Company A) 

The study noticed similarities between company B, C, D and H in their owner operator 

ownership model. This means that they each own and operate the companies. It is however 

important to distinguish that Company C been an online platform does not necessarily operate 

the daily system between the landlord and tenant, they own the co-living platform and manage 

the operations before the tenant moves in. The rest of the operations and management is left to 

the landlord and tenants. 

Company D who operates on a complete owner operator model narrated that.  

“In each city, we own, develop, and manage our properties which I think is part of our success 

story”, property co-ordinator (Company D).  

Company B shares a very similar line of thought as they too operate on a complete owner 

operator model. It gives them an opportunity to deeply root in the culture and organise and run 

the place the best way they see fit. On a different angle, Company E, F and G operate on a 

Master Lease model, meaning they ate leasing the properties from property owners and paying 

them a master lease rent for using their buildings to operate. 

Management system  

With what the data presented, the management system in the co-living companies were similar 

in hiring someone to oversee the maintenance who is usually a tenant as well. Except Company 

C as they are only mediators, hence do not participate in the property management. Company 

C does take part in any of it as it is left between the landlord and the tenant. Nonetheless the 

Company advises on which type of Wi-Fi and gym can be explored for the tenants as Company 

C has collaborators and partners in these services. Also, the study found that companies such 

as B, D, H and G utilise a lot of in-house management. Nonetheless difference was found in 

how they do it.  

Company B stated, since the co-living model is part of the many other projects the company 

has, the management system is kept in-house and when it comes to internal management and 

activities the tenants are well organised and participate fully in both the activities and cleaning. 

In the same sense, Company D narrated that.  
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“Most of the management is in- house. We have our own property technician instead of 

outsourcing another company, all admin and the whole rental process is also managed by us 

in House. We have hired an external cleaning company which is common I'd say. However, we 

do have our own person”, (Company D). 

Company H also narrated that.  

 “We have two parallel structures the ownership structure and the share ownership rights. 

However, we make a collective decision to share the tasks of keeping the spaces clean, buying 

the food we share. We try to do much In-house as possible as can be”, (Company H).  

Company G also utilise In-house management as the company currently has the same one 

founder and operating manager hence all the responsibility is to the founder, but he has hired, 

two cleaners and a chef for the restaurant. Company F similarly stated that, the company has 

complete management of the property they occupy, and they have hired a cleaning company 

that comes to clean the shared spaces and the rooms of the residents once every two weeks. 

The study however, found that Company A has a different management system as they are on 

a management fee model the Company narrated that: 

“When it comes to the property management, there is actually a shared responsibility. We do 

some of it and the property owners do their part. They are responsible for the technical 

management and their plan management, and we do other parts such as hiring a service host 

that is on site during working hours and is responsible for the daily management”, (Company 

A.) 

For Company E, the study found that they have two management system due to operating into 

different building with two different owners who are private and public. In their words 

“The management system varies depending on our lease. For the property we rent from the 

municipal housing, we as University X are responsible for all the internal maintenance. And 

at property we rent from the private housing company we purchase services from the property 

owner themselves. The student also participates in in the weekly cleaning of their shared 

spaces”, (Company E) 

Partners and Collaborators  

According to table 4, each company partners with specific partners. 3 companies were found 

to closely partner with the area municipality such as company B, G and E. This was not very 

surprising as Companies B is a public housing company while Company E is a state-owned 
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university hence the partnership is evident. Company G narrated that their partnership with the 

municipality came through the growing interest of the co-living house in the area that draw a 

lot of attention globally, the area municipality has continued to show them tremendous support 

including helping them secure the property they currently operate on. 

Additionally, Company A has also partnered with municipalities in the operating cities. They 

also partner with real estate construction companies and property owners to build in a manner 

that is suitable for sharing. Company Ds main partners and collaborators are Restaurants e.g. 

subway, supermarkets, gyms, and urban development association in the close area. This has 

helped them to add value in the area they locate by participating in development activities of 

keeping the city clean and functioning. 

Companies F and H have not yet partnered with any one and they are hoping to create more 

collaborations in the future. Company C has partnered with Service providers such as gyms 

and Wi-Fi to be able to recommend great services and enhance tenant experience. 

 

5.2.3. Financial Sustainability 

 

Revenue Stream  

According to the results collected, Company A generates its income through the service fee 

while property owners collect the rent from the tenants. The company´s youth project Co-

ordinator clarified this statement by stating that:  

 “The tenant pays the rent which is about 2/3 of the monthly fees and then they pay the service 

fee that’s 1/3 of its total monthly fees. And if we are doing a great job, and deliver great service, 

then we have our margin on the service fee”, (Company A). 

A different scenario is seen in Company C. As can be seen in table 5, Company, Cs revenue 

accumulation has nothing to do with the rent. The main revenue stream for company C is the 

one off 40% they charge above the first month’s rent when they book with the company and 

the service fee from tenants. The co-founder narrated that, 

 “We only provide advice and obviously they're free to not take advice, but we provide 

landlords with feedback on the prices and how it's going to be able to help them rent their 

places hence the entire rent after the first transaction belongs to them and we are not the 

deciding factor of what the room price is”, (Company C)  
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The study finds similarities in Company D, E and G because they all generate their revenue 

from both the service fee and the rent. Nonetheless, differences are seen in other streams of 

revenue. For instance, Company E has an extra revenue stream from University X while 

Company G generates extra revenue from the teaching programme in game development at a 

high school. Company H residents who also happen to be property owners are in full control 

of all revenue stream hence they come up with ways to provide excess fund such as bank loans.  

Company B as a public housing project only charges a minimal service fee hence their main 

revenue stream in from the rents collected. Company B and D both own and operate their 

buildings however, the difference is that Company D is a private company that can charge both 

a substantial service fee and rent while Company B is a public housing project that cannot go 

beyond a certain threshold. Company Ds main revenue stream is both from the rent paid 

students as well as the service fee as they own and operate the property themselves. 

Operational cost and Challenges  

From the operational cost and financial challenges results, the most common operational cost 

from Company A, E and F is the lease agreement rent fees to the property owners. This can be 

attributed to the type of ownership they have which is a Master lease model as seen in table 4. 

Company G also has a master lease agreement, but they did not express the lease agreement 

rent fees to the property owners as an operational cost because they have partnered with the 

municipality in the area that has continued to show excessive support to the house and helped 

them to acquire the building as well. 

Operational Costs such as salaries and acquiring cleaning services appeared in most companies 

such as A, B, C D E, F G. Companies H did not express the same because it utilises more in -

house management hence most activities and operations are conducted by the residents 

themselves. However, Company H did express that purchasing building materials, construction 

and renovation of the property is their main operational cost and financial obstacle. An 

operational cost similarity of vacant room was found between Company D and E. Company D 

narrated that their most faced financial difficulty is that they haven’t reached full occupancy 

rate which affects the revenue prediction and distorts annual budgeting. The solution is to 

increase occupancy rent which will be done by reducing the rental price to attract more students 

to apply.  
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Additionally, Company E narrated that the vacancies are due to the newly adopted 2018 policy 

that they could not host European students, this has limited their target group to only 

international students. While they still need to pay rent to property owners, having vacancies 

distorts their annual budgeting as they end up redirecting funds to pay property owners. 

According to what the results indicate, Company C has their own unique operational cost such 

as introduced development and improvements of the platform as well as the salary for the tech 

team. The main financial challenge faced is in the beginning when a new platform is introduced 

into the market.  

 Proposed Solutions  

As a solution to this financial challenge narrated by Company A, the company´s Youth project 

Co-ordinator deeply expressed that,  

“We should introduce another model of the agreements with property owners. It's not that we 

need to own the buildings, but we should introduce property management agreement where we 

share the risk. That is something we aim to do but it's not that common. Its best if the master 

lease is good on both terms”, (Company A) 

Company E shares a similar thought of solution as Company and they processed that another 

solution for tailored for them is to obtain more funding from university X as they are state 

owned, they cannot charge above a particular threshold like company B. Company C aims to 

increase its advertising streams to increase the number of users for the platform while Company 

D has planned to reduce the rental price to decrease the vacancy rates. Company plans to 

implement more in-house management to reduce the salary wages and they are planning to 

publish some of the games developed to open a new revenue stream for the company.  

Take away Notes!  

As can be seen, each proposed solution is attributed to the specific company challenges. Each 

company has narrated how best the operational costs can be reduced and worked on. It may not 

be easy to produce generalisable solutions to co-living companies as they are all facing unique 

challenges that need specific tailored solutions.  

5.2.4. Market Trends and Regulation Influence on Operations  
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Technology Implementation  

On the market trend cross case analysis, the study found that most co-living companies are 

implementing a lot of digital technologies in their operations and service provision. It was not 

surprising that most companies if not all, use digital communication through text, email or 

slack as Company F stated. Nonetheless, Companies like Company A are using mobile phones 

digital locks instead of key tags like Company E. Company C is the most digital operating 

company as most of its work is conducted online through the digital interviews, the house tours, 

and the matching tools for compatibility. Then Company H who is collaborating with a private 

company in recycling water. Company H is more of an organisation and the residents are the 

property owners hence they adopt ways and means of how to make their lives cheaper and 

sustainable. 

This study realised that most of the companies are applying the technology at different rates. 

With what the results have shown, the different rates can be explained by the target group they 

have. For example, Company G is currently developing their own laundry system, and this isn’t 

surprising as the target is game developers who are well equipped and are technologically 

advanced. Company D has installed large screens for students to use during conference calls. 

Again, the study realised that the target group in this case influences the choice of technology 

implemented.  

 Legal Challenges  

Moving on, the study has presented very similar findings of the type of legal challenges been 

faced by co-living companies. The most common challenge has been navigating the building 

specifications, rules and regulations that differ from city to city. This is what company A had 

to say.  

 “Building regulations are not made for Co- living apartment or they have not taken co-living 

in mind when they are making the building regulations. So sometimes it differs from 

municipality to municipality. What you are allowed to build and what you are not allowed to 

build. It can make it a bit hard to calculate when you don't know what they will accept. In some 

parts we are allowed to make, for instance that room in one size, in another part, you have to 

make them bigger. The building regulations need to be updated”, (Company A). 

Company D and G shares a similar dismay on the building regulations as the stated that,  
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“Though they do not face legal challenges when operating, the starting point of building 

process tends to be hard to navigate”, (Company D). 

“Locating legally accepted buildings for co-living operations tend to be difficult and most of 

the already existing buildings are not structured for co-living and the construction path is 

rather too expensive”, (Company G). 

Safety and Security Measures  

When more than 10 unrelated people live together and share spaces, safety and security 

measures need to be put in place to ensure sanity and good environment for the residents. 

According to the results collected, Company D uses location as both a target mechanism as 

well as a safety valve. They stressed a lot on the importance to locate in a very safe 

neighbourhood as the first step to ensure safety and security of the tenants. 

When it comes to the Safety and security of Tenants in company A, the Youth project Co-

ordinator highlighted that.  

“We work with a code of conduct. Something that everyone must do when they sign the 

contract. And we are also doing our background checkup to make sure that we know who is 

moving in and we are also doing identification check before tenants move in. We have also two 

sites where we use camera in shared area, not in the living area but in the hallways, it is newly 

adopted, and we are hoping to get positive feedback on the cameras otherwise we will take 

them down”, (Company A). 

The social project manager of Company B shares a similar thought of doing an identification 

check and a background check before the tenant moves in. It has seemed as a way to avoid 

future risks that can be avoided and as a way to know who exactly is in the house. On the safety 

and security topic, it was interesting to discover the tenant’s money is kept by the company till 

confirmation of the place, the co-founder for company C narrated that.  

“We help them with the booking and making sure they do not can get scanned. We keep the 

money till they move in then we transfer it to the landlord and if the place is misrepresented, 

the tenant gets the money back fully that is basically the whole safety process that we do”, 

(Company B).  

A similarity on the view on upgrading fire protection system was seen between company G 

and H. From these statements, this study realises that co-living companies’ emphasis a lot on 
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the safety and security of all tenants. The aim is to keep the tenants physically, mentally, and 

emotionally safe .and the results indicate that, these companies are thriving in this field.  

Co-living demand Scale  

 The results indicated that for Company A, the recent housing market trends in co-living such 

as companies working with young adults, students only or the elderly influences them to widen 

the target and create more diversity to. Additionally, in company A´s opinion, co-living models 

will increase in demand because.  

 “This model will increase as the housing industry needs more shared houses and especially 

for young adults whose demand is different from what we've seen earlier, and they want to be 

part of something bigger and not just a flat where they are alone but a place they can share 

with others”, (Company A)  

Company C and D shares a similar thought in the increase on the demand of co-living as they 

both narrate that. 

 “Now there has been an increase. Investors from all over the world are pouring money into 

Co-living and it has become the third invested in segment in the real estate sector for the last 

few years. So, the co-living industries obviously growing on yearly basis and the market size 

of the industry is following the same trend”, (Company C).  

“People are getting more and more comfortable and used to a certain quality of life. We have 

a population, the young adults that just live school. It seems like they might also be jumping 

into this kind of co-living spaces because it's much easier to live into a space where you don't 

have to start from scratch to buy the house equipment”, (Company D). 

Company B shares their thought as the demand to be a 50/50 chance of growth as people take 

time to adjust to new models in industries. Others are free to try out new models while others 

are a bit more reluctant. Company E, F, G and H seemed very sure of the increase in demand 

as according to a Company E, co-living has not yet reached its peak and is seen as an innovative 

model in the housing industry (Company G) that is presenting possibilities of reducing 

loneliness while increasing community building and integration, (Company H). 

Take away Notes! 

With what has been discussed, Co-living might and might not increase in demand, however 

judging from the expertise point of view, young adults are keen to try out new models and the 

point at which this model is increasing is presentive good signs of progress.  
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6. Discussion 

 

To address the primary research question and arrive at the final conclusions, this section 

examines the findings and analysis chapter in the context of the five sub-questions. The study 

attempted to be as diverse as possible in terms of participant selection, location, and company 

type; therefore, the author hopes that the discussion of Swedish co-living companies will 

provide some generalizable results for other co-living companies to expand their knowledge as 

it will give insight into the status of eight studied co-living companies and the types of business 

models they operate on. It is important to note that this discussion may not be a full 

representative of the Swedish co-living business models operating on the market. For this study 

to adequately analyze the business models of the eight co-living companies, the business model 

perspective itself was used as the theoretical and analytical tool. Therefore, the research 

question which was, what Business models do Swedish co-living companies apply to thrive in 

the housing market? was formed in that line of thought as there the sub questions were 

constructed to respond to that research question as will be discussed below. 

6.1. How are Swedish Co-living companies creating value for tenants?  

Value as was discussed earlier is derived from the service and amenities been offered and which 

target group it is been offered to. Researchers such as cleaver ,(2015) stated that co-living 

facilities attract more young adults , this hold true as according to table 3 , four out of eight , 

work with ages 18-50 while the rest have a mixed shared age -group and professions .The study 

interprets this as tenants or people are becoming more welcoming of new housing models as 

we see different age groups engaging in co-living facilities . Value creation means differently 

to each one of the companies though the proposal of fully furnished kitchens ,living room and 

other shared spaces holds true to the characteristics of co-living as discussed earlier .The way 

in which the companies propose value and to whom they are proposing it to differs in relation 

to their business model .For example companies that have students as their target group such 

as Company D and E propose value in terms of free social activities ,laundry services, bike 

parking ,large screens and locating in close proximity to the city centre and transport system . 

Their main business model been vested in students means the type of value they are proposing 

should meet the expectations of what the students want in exchange for what they are willing 

to pay for. The close proximity value to city centres and transport systems creates an added 
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advantage and value addition to student’s lifestyle and satisfies their needs which to be able to 

get around the city and get to the university on time. 

 The close proximity to city centres value proposition was also found in Company A .This was 

related to earlier discussion of how young adults are relocating to cities hence the study did not 

find it surprising that Company A choses young adults in their 20s to 40s as their main target 

group .Considering that they locate in the heart of the Stockholm city as well as company F 

whose main target group (20-50 years old ) is in a similar range to Company A ,this could be 

interpreted as a pre-planned value proposition that pre sales the idea to the tenants .Aside that 

value ,the company A goes beyond to create a not so common value which is to handle the 

home insurance on behalf of the tenants .This definitely sets them apart and different from 

traditional house renting. As stated in the chap 4, value is interpreted differently by people. For 

company B whose main aim to strengthen integration and reduce loneliness in the city of 

Helsingborg , their way of creating value is through the re-occurring socialising that each 

tenants is required to two hours a week .When their target group was assessed , the age mix of 

18-25 and 65 plus directly explains that value is created through the skill and knowledge 

exchange from the two groups , While the elderly are talking to each other and the younger 

generations the level of loneliness lessens as they engage together in the many activities offered 

by the company such as baking ,sewing ,painting , gardening and other art activities . Because 

it has such a mixed group of both natives and international group, cultural knowledge has also 

played a huge role in shaping the atmosphere in the house. Value for game developers means 

living in a place with like-minded people who can grow their skill and learn from them as they 

change the gaming industry. As seen in Company G, the owner who highlights that he creates 

value for tenants through providing 3 meals a day, a place to say, some good company with 

fellow game developers sees it necessary that he provides food for his tenants as the location 

itself is not close to the city centre. As a game developer himself, he also understands that most 

game developers find it hard to create a good cooking schedule hence he proposes this value 

to tenants, and they are willing to pay extra. Because he understands the type of target group 

he is working with, he proposes a value that will meets the tenants needs.  

For companies such as Company H or organisation as they refer to it, having residents as 

property owners means creating value amongst themselves. Since the nature of the house began 

with people interested to live together, they have found ways to keep the place happy by sharing 

a meal 4 times a week. With that, the nature of their target group a mix of young adult, the 
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elderly, couples, and students create a good sense of community building for each resident 

living there. Companies that are operating very different form the usual Co-living companies 

such as Company C creates value through assured security during tenant, landlord engagement 

and transactions. Since they are only mediators in the co-living business market, they are 

creating value by holding the tenant by the hand to guide them through each process. Though 

the decision is left to the landlords, the tenant is well protected by Company C in making sure 

they are not scammed and find the perfect person to co -live with through their matching 

algorithm system. Since they do not specify who their main target group is, it gives them an 

opportunity to provide this service on a wider scale and any target group. 

With all the value that the Co-living companies creates for the tenants, it dismisses the 

assumptions that Co-living companies are unnecessary pricy. This conclusion is made due to 

the value of the rent they are paying for meeting every need proposed to them. According to 

this discussion tenants get value for their money that wouldn’t exist in a traditional rental house. 

6.2. What distinguishes co-living business management and operations from 

others housing?   

 

Business management and operations in any business model highlights what the key resources 

and activities companies implement to meet the value proposed to customers. As was discussed 

earlier in Chap 3 theoretical framework, the value configuration is vested in the operations 

companies apply and how their management system is carried out. Pepper and Manji, (2019), 

highlights the operator model is more common than the owner operator model in the US. 

However, this study in Sweden showed that out of the Eight participants 4 operate under the 

owner operator model. Nonetheless, the companies agreed with Pepper and Manji on the 

financial challenges of owning and operating your own co- living company. The management 

fee model was not so common as it only appeared in one company. The notion this study draws 

is that any company wants to be able to make profit which the management fee does not 

guarantee hence most companies prefer owner operator or master lease model.  

The management system was found to be similar in majority of the companies (7/8). The study 

finds that’s despite the companies having different target groups and ownership types, Co-

living companies conduct business in the same manner. They all aim to increase tenant 

participation hence the management and operations are between tenants and management team 
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and majority hire external cleaning companies. From this study results and analysis, the main 

partners and collaborators in the co-living business world are constructions companies, private 

real estate companies, service providers and the municipalities. For up-coming co-living 

companies this study gives assurance and evidence of how various sectors have been supportive 

of the model. As seen earlier in the Swedin co-living view, collective Hus Nu has been running 

as an independent organisation, this study nonetheless has shown that public /state bodies have 

showed great interest in the co-living initiative by supporting them and partnering with the 

companies. 

6.3. How are co-living companies capturing Financial Sustainability in their 

business? 

 

According to the analysis , financial sustainability in co-living businesses is still in its infancy 

stage as there is more to learn on how best to continue providing the extra services to tenants 

at an affordable price .from the results , the main revenue stream for co-living companies is the 

service fee and rent paid by tenants ,in rare cases the study found that some companies such as 

the game developers have extra revenue from teaching game development and company E has 

funding from university X .As the results showed Company A only generates its revenue 

through the service fee. The study related this finding to the fact that it has a management fee 

model that allows it to only collect service fee while the rent to the property owner. Most of 

the companies narrated that the service fee is not sufficient to run the house hence are still 

looking for ways to be more financially sustainable in the future. 

The main co-living cost drivers were found to be the lease payment to property owners for 

companies that operate on master lease model and management fee model. From what the study 

found, the companies may be working at a 10+ 10- bases as the service charge is used to cater 

for the activities in the co-living facilities and pay the hired administrators. Also, the property 

owners need to be whether there is fully occupancy rate or not. As the study wanted to highlight 

how co-living companies capture value for themselves Aswell, this study has found that the 

value capturing for co-living companies need more research and initiatives to wider the revenue 

streams to avoid running at low profit. For companies that operate on owner operator model, 

they benefit from both the rent and service fee though the study find that they face challenges 

in starting and maintaining the co-living facilities. This study therefore finds that the type of 

ownership model utilised shapes and determines the co-living revenue stream and cost drivers. 
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6.4.  What housing market trends are they implementing? 

The major housing trend been implemented in co-living companies is digitalising management 

system both is communication and practical use. The paper in the beginning shared what the 

characteristics of co-living are of which technology implementation is part of. From the data 

analysed, the study finds that co-living companies have digitalised various systems 

management for efficiency and value addition. Digitalising management systems serves two 

primary purposes one to enhance the safety in the house and two to enhance the level of 

efficiency communication between tenant and landlord. However, the study found that the 

degree of technology implementation varies between companies, mostly influenced by the 

target group they have. Companies that work with young adults and students intensify the 

digitalisation while companies with mix or older generation ought for gradual technology 

implementation as adoption levels differ and take time.  

6.5. What is their experience with Regulations when operating with Co-

living models?  

Analyzing, this study finds that the most challenging regulations co-living companies are 

facing are the building specifications of what a standard apartment should be. As this paper has 

highlighted, co-living reduces private space and increases the sharing spaces. This is well 

understood as the point of living together is to share more space and time, however this does 

not fit in with the already structured rules and regulations of a co-living dwelling. Companies 

expressed the need to revise the housing rule to embrace new models in housing as it makes 

the industry early to navigate the standard building regulations in various cities.  

This will require continuous dialogues among various stakeholders, to find a solution to make 

the real estate industry more accepting of emerging or re-emerging Housing models and 

encourage more Entrepreneurs to invest and provide alternatives in a world where Housing 

prices are skyrocketing. The safety and security regulation in co-living spaces is extensively 

applied. Though the tenants are each other’s gate keepers, the providers are very intentional in 

making sure the tenants are safe. The upgrading of fire alarms and system, signing of code of 

conduct, financial security. key locks, background checks provided evidence of how intentional 

and serious companies are about keeping tenants safe. 
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7. Conclusion  

The main purpose of this study was to analyse the business models of Swedish co-living 

companies. While attempting to answer the research question, the study analysed the following, 

how the Swedish co-living companies are creating value for tenants, what the key business 

management and operations that sets them apart from the rest in the housing game are and how 

co-living companies are capturing financial sustainability in their business. It also analysed 

what digital housing market trends are been implementing and what their experience with 

regulations are when operating with co-living models. For this study, the business model 

perspective was used as the theoretical and analytical framework to answer the research 

question. With the use of qualitative research as the main research design, the study conducted 

semi-structured interviews and webpage analysis for data collection that was analysed through 

thematic and cross -case analysis.  

From the data collected and analysed, the results indicated that most co-living companies frame 

their value proposition according to the population segment they are working with, and the 

company’s main target group shapes the business model of co-living companies. The study 

interpreted the difference in age groups engaging in co-living facilities as tenants or people 

becoming more welcoming of new housing models. This study also found that the type of 

ownership model utilised, shapes and determines the co-living revenue stream and cost drivers 

and there has been an increase in co-living facilities as we see a rise in the partners and 

collaborators such as the various municipalities, private real estate companies and construction 

as well as service providers. Also, the study found that the management system is similar in 

majority of the companies interviewed (7/8) and digitalising management systems in co-living 

serves two primary purposes, one to enhance the safety and security in the house and two to 

enhance the level of efficient communication between tenant and landlord. However, the study 

found that the degree of technology implementation varies between companies, mostly 

influenced by the target group they have. Additionally, the most challenging regulations Co-

living companies are facing are the building specifications of what a standard apartment should 

be.  

The findings produce a comprehensive analysis on co-living business models and these results 

can be used as an informative to regulatory bodies and policy makers on engaging with 

providers of alternative housing such as co-living facilitators. To co-living providers, this study 

provides a good market analysis to obtain and exchange knowledge of the various models been 
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used by the respondents of this study to either enhance the way the current ones are operating 

or remove what is hindering the success. With that said, this paper underscores the important 

of understanding the business model each company is operating with as it set the tone on what 

value will be proposed, who they will be proposing it to and how they will be delivering this 

value and at what expense. The urge for each company to fully recognize which is been utilized 

from their own set should not be taken for granted because the success of any business model 

lies in it. 

7.1. Delimitation 

The study further admits the delimitation of the study to concentrate on the supplier side of co-

living models. The decision was based on the aim of the study and the best respondents of the 

type of business model utilized was the supply side. Nonetheless, the study recommends that 

for future research, the consumer side, which is tenants, be studied upon as well to provide a 

well-balanced understanding.  

7.2. Recommendations 

The major research recommendations made from the participating companies was that the 

building rules and regulations that govern the construction of residential real estate need to 

meet the emerging housing models in order to make the industry flexible and adaptable. Having 

to work around building specification that do not meet the operational need of co-living proves 

to be a challenge as was seen in the operational cost and challenges. while other companies are 

able to meet the building demands, other companies are unable to due to high cost of 

construction services and building materials. 

From this study, the recommendations made are that more awareness is needed on the different 

models of shared housing. Co-living as a housing model not only promotes community 

building or reduce loneliness, but it also brings different rich values and culture and from this 

study its major advantages such as knowledge spill over and well as massive social networks. 

Also, co-living should be viewed as an option in the housing industry in society rather than a 

high cost of living model. This recommendation stems from the external services and amenities 

offered to tenants that present themselves as value for the money. A collaboration between 

academics, real estate industry, entrepreneurs and policy makers can strengthen the success of 

co-living business model in the housing industry.   
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9. Appendix: Interview guide  

 

Protocols  

. Introduction  

. Purpose of the interview. 

. Assure confidentiality to respondents.  

. Overview of the interview structure and duration. 

 

Company Information  

1. What inspired the initiation of your co-living company or project?  

2. Can you give an overview of your co-living business model in the current housing 

market? 

3. How does your company or project differ from traditional real estate or rental models? 

4. Can you explain where your co-living spaces are located? And why you chose those 

locations? 

 

Business management and operations  

5. Is there a variation in management for the co-living spaces in different locations or are 

they managed the same way? If yes explain the variations 

6. Do you own or rent the building of the co-living spaces? or are you a mediator of the 

co-living operation? 

7.  If you rent, how do you identify suitable properties for co-living spaces? 

8. Who is responsible for the property maintenance and upkeep in your co-living spaces?  

9. Do you have any specific partnerships or collaborations that support your operations 

or enhance the efficiency of your company or projects? 

10. How do they benefit from been a part of your co-living Operations? 

 

Tenant Value Creation  

11. What amenities or services do you provide to enhance tenant experience? 

12. Do you organise Specific activities for tenants to engage in? 

13. Which population segment do you primarily target with your co-living spaces? 

14. Can you explain the selection criteria of tenants that rent your co-living spaces? 

15. How do tenants access your co-living rent spaces? 

16. Can you share any feedback from your previous or current tenants regarding their 

experience with co-living spaces? 

17. How do you ensure the safety and security of your tenants within you co-living 

properties? 

 

Financial sustainability  

18.  What factors do you consider when determining rental prices for your co-living 

spaces? 

19.  Can you elaborate on how you generate revenue within the co-living business? 

20.  What are the primary cost drivers within your business operation? 
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21.  Have you faced any financial challenges or obstacles in sustaining your business 

model? 

22. If yes in, what ways have you addressed them? 

23. How do you see your company evolving to ensure long term financial viability in a 

changing housing market? 

 

Market Trends  

24. What trends or developments do you observe in the co-living industry withing the 

housing market? 

25. How do you anticipate these trends influencing your business model in the future? 

26. Are there any emerging technologies or innovations that you are considering 

integrating into your co-living spaces to stay competitive?  

27. From your experience with co-living operations, do you think this type of housing 

demand will increase or decrease overtime? 

 

Regulations  

28. Have you encountered any legal challenges when operating co-living spaces? if yes 

how have you addressed them? 

29. What Regulations do you have to adhere to when operating in Co-living businesses? 

 

Conclusion  

Is there any additional information or insights you would like to share regarding your co-living 

company or project? 

 

 

Thank you for so much for your time and participation. 


