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ATICTPAKT

Mpobnem ucTpaxuBarba je NpocTopHa oprausaunja coliving
KOHLieNTa CTaHOBatba 11 ynora TepuTopujanHoCcTyh Y HiXoBOM
Tunonowkom  odpehery.  [Jlocajawma  UCTpaxmBarba
coliving KoHuenaTa HUCy pe3ynTupana HUXOBOM jacHOM
cucTematu3aumjom.  KomnapaTuHOM aHanu3oM  KapakTe-
PUCTUUHUX TpUMEpa MOXe e KOHCTaTOBaTM Ja Cy Y
npakm 3acTynibeHe (Be Moryhe penaumje  m3mely
OCHOBHUX (YHKUMOHANHUX rpyna (3ajeSHNUKUX, Je/beHuX U
WHAMBUAYaNHUX NPOCTOPa), Koje MelycobHMM NoBe3uBatbem
reHepuwy pasnuuute TunoBe coliving KoHuenata. OCHOBHa
Te3a paja je fa MpUMapHM MapameTap W3 Kora MpoucTuuy
Pa3NuuUTIA KOHLENTI KOEersucTeHuuje y fe/beHoM NpocTopy
UMHN ,[OXIBIbA) TEPUTOPUjAHOCTI”, Tj. HMBO TONepaHLmje
KOPUCHUKA 1 CMPeMHOCT 33 [ebetse WCTUX MpocTopa
caJpxaja ca Heno3HaTM ocobama. OCHOBHYM JoNpUHOC paja
je heduHucame wecT KapakTepucTuuHux Tunosa coliving
3ajeHNLa. 3Hauaj 0BOT pajia Ce ornefa, He Camo Y MHULMpakby
MOryRHOCTU Jarbux TEOpUjckUX WUCTpauBamba y obnactu
(TaHOBatba, BeN 1 y HeroBoj NPakTUUYHOj MPUMeHUBOCTU
y MPOCTOPHOj U QYHKLMOHANHO] opranu3auuju coliving w
cohousing npoctopa. puKasanu KoHLenT! 1 Knacudpukaumja
MOTY Aa MOCNYXe W Kao OCHOB 33 [AeduHMCatbe HOBUX
nporpama 1 npojekToBate coliving objekara.

KibyuHe peun: apxuTekTypa, CTaHoBatbe, coliving, cohousing,
TeputopujanHoct

YBOA

TepmuH coliving' ce ofHoCM Ha 06MMK KoersucTeHuuje Y
(TaM0EHOj 3ajeAHMLM KOA KOra KOPUCHULM KOjU HUCY Y
MOPOANYHOj Be3u, [OOPOBOILHO [ene KMBOTHU MpOCTOp
UMajyfin NpUTOM UCTe UAN CIUYHE UHTEpeCe, HaMepe 1 CUCTeM
BpeaHoCTI.Y onwtem cmucny, coliving 3ajefHuLanogpasymesa

1 Tepmunu coliving v cohousing ie y HefoCTaTKy CPNCKOT €KBUBaNEHTa Y falbem
TeKcTy 6utn kopuwwhenn y usopHom o6anky. Mpedukc co- ucnpen obe peun
ce Hajuewwne Tymaum kao ckpahienn obnuk TepmuHa ,capagma” (collaborative),
,KoMmyHanHu" (communal) unu ,3ajeaHnukn” (collective), y 3asucHoctn op
KOHTeKCTa y Kome ce TepmMuH npumersyje (Vestbro & Horelli, 2012:315).
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ABSTRACT

The issue that the research focuses on is spatial organization of
the coliving housing concept and the role that territoriality plays
in their typological determination. Past research of co-living
concept did not result in a clear systematization of the concept.
By comparative analyses of characteristic examples it can be
confirmed that in practice, a wide variety of relations between
the main functional groups is present (common, shared and
individual spaces) and that through links between all of them,
different types of the coliving concept are generated. The main
thesis of this paper is that the primary parameter, serving as
the base of different concepts of coexisting in a shared space,
is the “experience of territoriality” i.e. the level of tolerance that
space users have in their readiness to share the same space and
content with unknown individuals. The main contribution of the
paper lies in determination of six characteristic types of coliving
communities. Theimportance of this paper s reinforced not only
by the fact that it initiates the possibility of further theoretical
research in the housing sphere, but also in its practical usage
in spatial and functional organisation of coliving and cohousing
spaces. The presented concepts and classifications can serve as
the basis for the definition of new programmes and the design
of coliving objects.

Key words: architecture, housing, coliving, cohousing,
territoriality

INTRODUCTION

The term coliving' refers to a form of coexistence in a living
space, where the users are not members of the same family
and voluntarily share the same living space, having the same
or similar interests, intentions and the value system. Overall,
coliving community stands for any form of shared living
space that contributes to the quality of life of individuals.
From the theoretical point of view, there is still no typological
determination of the coliving space structure and this is why

1 The term coliving and cohousing, for lack of Serbian equivalent, will in further
text be used in their original meaning. The prefix co- in front of both words is
most often interpreted as a short form of the term collaborative, communal or
collective, depending on the context in which they are used (Vestbro & Horelli,
2012:315).



01N0 Koju 061K ieTbeHOT XUBOTHOT NPOCTOPA KOj1 AONPUHOCK
KBanuTeTy XmBOTa MehycobHO Hemo3HaTux KopucHuka. C
TEOPUjCKe CTpaHe, oLl yBeK He MOCTOjU jaCHO TUMOMOLLKO
ofpeherbe NpocTopHe CTpyKType coliving 3ajefHuLe, Te OHa
YrNaBHOM NOpa3ymeBa pasfuuuTe BUAOBE KOeraucTeHuuje
[iBe WnM BULLE 0c06a y UCTOM MPOCTOPY, Tj. Ha HUBOY cobe,
(TaHa, Kyhe unn JomahuHcTBa (y Bugy rpynauuje objekara).
Wako ce oBa uaeja y nuTepaTypy YecTo MpuKasyje Kao HOBa,
(TaHOBatbe Y PasnuunTUM 06nMLKMMa KoNneKTUBITETA je buno
MPUCYTHO Y BPOjHUM KyNTYPHUM 1 [PYLUTBEHUM KOHTEKCTUMA
BeKOBMMA YHa3ad’. MehyTum, y opHocy Ha apyre obnuke
KONEKTMBHOT CTaHOBatba, Pa3inumMTy Cy MOTUBM KOjU yTUYY Ha
dopmupatbe coliving 3ajeaHunua. YCnewHocT GyHKLMOHUCarba
coliving 3ajepHuue 3aBucu op 6pojHMx dakTopa, Npe CBera oA:
WUCMYHEHOCTU UHLMjASHAX MOTMBA KOj1 CY OB [0 HeHor
dopmuparba, MHTepnepcoHanHe Koxesuje u3mely KOpucHUKa,
coLmjanHe 1 CTapocHe CTpykType u ap. Kao Hajuewhn moTueu y
nutepatypu ce nomutby (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen,
2018; Vestbro, 2010):

1. ocTBapuBarbe MNpuUCTynayHor
MBOTHOT NPOCTOPA U TPOLLKOBA,

2. ocTBapuBare Befier MBOTHOr MnpocTopa W 60/bUX
CaJipXaja 3a Matbe HoBLa,

3. MmoryhHocT  Apyxetba
KOPUCHUKA,

4. nomoh cTapujum ocobama ja JonpuHoce 3ajesHuLN U
npoayxe nepuog Gusnuke u MeHTaHe akTUBHOCTH,

5. MoryhHOCT fJa KOPUCHULM YuecTBYjy W JoOnpuHOCe
3ajefHALM Y CKnajy ca CBOjUM »Ke/bama Wi (BOjUM
YCNoBUMA UTA.

(TaHOBdba [JieJbetbeM

n  mehycobHor yno3HaBarba

3a pa3nuky Of TepmiHa cohousing Koju mnoapasymeBa
UHTEHLMOHANHY 3ajedHuLy MpUBATHUX JOMOBA OKYMIbEeHMX
oKo 3ajefHuukor npoctopa (Carswell, 2012:664), coliving
3ajedHnLa je onwTuju TepmuH Koju obyxsata u cohousing
KOHLeNTe U OAHOCA Ce Ha pasNuuuTe HUBOE Jefbeta
(TambeHux npoctopa v canpxaja (Steding, 2017:3). (Tab. 1)

2 Bupgetn npumepe ytonujckux npojekata ,danancrepuje” Iapna Oypujea
(Charles Fourier), ,damunuctepuje” Xaw batuct fogena (Jean-Baptiste Godin),
TPaAuuMoHanHe obnuke ctaHoBarwa Tynoy (fulou) y Kuku, [lom-komywe y
CCCP-y, kubyue (kibbutz) y U3paeny u ap. (Schmid, Eberle, Hugentobler, 2019;
Baji¢, 2010; Vanazzi, 2019:110).

Ta6ena 1. KapakTepucrnuna Tymauetba Tepmuna coliving u cohousing

it mainly includes different forms of coexistence of two or
more individuals in the same space, i.e. a room, an apartment,
a house or a household (in terms of grouping the objects).
Although this idea is often presented in bibliography as novel,
living in different forms of collective communities has been
present for centuries in numerous cultural and social contexts.?
However, in comparison to other forms of collective housing,
the motives influencing the formation of coliving communities
are different. The success of a coliving community depends on
numerous factors, primarily on whether the initial motives of
its creators were fulfilled, on the interpersonal cohesion of the
users, social and age structure, etc. Bibliography mentions,
as the most frequent motives the following (Pagh, Williams,
Braskov, Christensen, 2018; Vestbro, 2010):

1. Achieving affordable living by sharing the living space and
the expenses,

2. Achieving more spacious living space and better content at
a cheaper price,

3. The possibility for users to socialise and get to know each
other better,

4. As a form of motivation for the elderly to contribute to
the community, thus enjoying a long physical and mental
activity,

5. The possibility for users to participate and contribute to
the community in accordance with their wishes or financial
status, etc.

Unlike the term cohousing, which stands for intentional
community of private homes, gathered around common space
(Carswell, 2012:664), coliving community is a more general
term which includes cohousing concepts, too, and refers to
different levels of sharing the living space and its contents.
(Steding, 2017:3). (Tab. 1)

Numerous researchers, who were involved in clarifying
the coliving phenomenon, directed their interests towards
analysing: a) similarities and differences between the terms

2 See examples of utopian projects "Phalanstére” by Charles Fourier and
“Familisterio” by Jean-Baptiste Godin), traditional forms of living in tulou in
China, communal apartments in USSR, kibbutz in lIsrael, etc. (Schmid, Eberle,
Hugentobler, 2019; Baji¢, 2010; Vanazzi, 2019:110).

Coliving

Cohousing

... OTILUTY TEPMUH Koju 06yxBaTa pasnnuute Tunose cohousing KoHLenaTa
KOji Cy MHALMPAHV CMOSLHUM aKTePOM NOMYT NPeAy3eTHNKA in
ausenonepa (Wood, 2017; Steding, 2017:3).

... TOApa3yMeBa CTaHOBakbe (a 3ajeAHUYKIM NPOCTOPUMA U AeSbeHNM
cappxajuma (Vestbro, 2010:29).

... IO/ pa3yMeBa XUBOT Jbyau Kojuu HUCY Y 61IUCKO] penauuju y uctom
anapTMaHy, rae caka damunuja (138. ,Hykneyc”) nocepyje He3aBucHy
CONCTBEHY jeANHNLY, NOBE3aHY Ca BENINKIAM 3aje fHUYKMM NPOCTOPOM (a
Je/beHnm caapxajuma (Vanazzi, 2019:6).

... KOMOWHYje ayTOHOMHOCT MPUBATHOT CMeLLTaja (a NPeAHOCTMA
(TaHoBatba Y 3ajeHuLy. (acTojui ce ofy NPUBATHUX jeAUHMLA,
MoNyNpuBaTHUX MPOCTOPA U YHYTPALLHIAX UM COTbALLbMUX
3ajeaHnukux npoctopa (Williams, 2005:200).

... KOPUCTY ce 3 NojeaMHauHe 06jeKTe ca ie/beHIM Caapikajuma Koju ¢y
HametbeH yp6atoj nonynaunju (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen,
2018:48).

... HAMepaBaHa 3ajeHuLa NpUBATHUX Kyha rpynucaxux oko
3ajepHinukor npoctopa (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen, 2018:48).
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BpojHu nCTpaxuBaun Koju Cy ce aHraxoBanu Ha pacBeTibaBatby
coliving GeHomeHa ycmepunn Cy CBoja WHTepecoBaka Ha
aHanu3mpame: a) CIMYHOCTU U pasnnuka u3mehy TepmiHa
coliving w cohousing (Vestbro & Horelli, 2012:315; Vestbro,
2010:29; Hoppenbrouwer, 2019:6); 6) moTiBa Koju moAcTUdy
dopmupare coliving 3ajepHuua (Pagh, Williams, Braskov,
Christensen, 2018); B) KoHuUenaTa 3ajeAHUYKOr XMBOTA 3a
(TyAeHTe, CTapuje 0cobe unu nuUa ca nocebHum notpebama
(Spencer, Banerji, 1985; Thomsen, 2008; Bamford, 2005, 2004;
Hudson, 2017; Mathisen, Kofod-Petersen, Olalde, 2012); r)
pervoHanHux kapaktepuctuka coliving 3ajeaHmua (Ache,
Fedrowitz, 2012) w ap. Benukm 6poj HayuHux pafoBa je nocgefien
UCTPaXUBatby acnekata MPUBATHOCTU W TepUTOPUjAHOCTU
y XKMBOTHOM NPOCTOPY, OF KOjUX CY 32 OBY TeMy 0f} U3BeCHOr
3Havaja CTyauje 0 NCMXOOLUKIM U COLMONOLLKIM acnekTuma
JLeTbeHNX XMBOTHUX NPOCTOPa NOMYT CTYAEHTCKOT CTaHOBatba
(Altman, 1975; Mercer, Benjamin, 1979; Taylor, Fergusson, 1980).

lImajyhinn y BuAY ToKOBe A0CafaLLbUX UCTPAXKKMBALA, Y OBOM
pagy he Ut pa3maTpaH acneKT JOXMBIbaja TePUTOPUjaHOCTI
Koju je jedaH O eceHUMjanHUX QaKTopa Koju yTAuy Ha
OAPXUBOCT coliving 3ajefHuLe. 3Hauaj TepUTOPMjANHOCTU
y MpOCTOpHOj OpraHu3aumju ctambeHor npocTopa je
HaroBeLUTeH y UcTpaxkuBarby Spatial Organization Concepts for
Living Spaces with Two Centres Ha Koje ce 0Baj pag AeNMMUUHO
Hagose3yje (Alfirevi¢, Simonovi¢ Alfirevi¢, 2019). Lium papa
je ha ce cnpoBefe aHanu3a NpOCTOPHUX U QYHKLMOHANHUX
KOHLieNuMja KapakTepucTuuHux coliving 3ajenHnua u aa ce
NpeucnuTa CTaHoBULLTE MO KOME je MPUMApHU napamertap
W3 KOra MpOUCTUYY Pa3NUUUTIA KOHLENTU KOersucTeHuuje
y [e/beHOM MpocTopy T3B. ,A0XMUB/baj TeputopujanHoctin”
(HMBO TONEpaHLMje KOPUCHMKA 1 CIPEMHOCT 3a fiebetbe CTIX
NpOCTOpa 1 CajipXaja ca Heno3HaTuM 0cobama).

MTPOCTOPHA OPTAHU3ALIMJA COLIVING 3AJEQHULIE

Mpema [Janujeny Creamnry (Daniel Steding), dyHKumoHanHy
OpraHu3auujy npocropa coliving 3ajeHuLe YnHe TpU LEANHE:
NpUMapHK, CeKYHAApH W TepuMjapH NPOCTOPM, OF KOjux
Ce CBaKN OHOCU HA PA3NMUMT HUBO MPUBATHOCTU OFHOCHO
3ajepHuwTBa. CNUuHy Knacudukaumjy npepnaxe u Pejuen
0360pH (Rachel Osborne) koja nomube npuMapHe, cekyHaapHe
utepumjapHe Teputopuje (Osborne, 2018). lpumapHe npoctope

Table 1. Characteristic interpretations of coliving and cohousing terms

coliving and cohousing (Vestbro & Horelli, 2012:315; Vestbro,
2010:29; Hoppenbrouwer, 2019:6); b) the motives encouraging
coliving communities (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen,
2018); <) the concepts of communal living for students, elderly
people or persons with special needs (Spencer, Banerji, 1985;
Thomsen, 2008; Bamford, 2005, 2004; Hudson, 2017; Mathisen,
Kofod-Petersen, Olalde, 2012); d) regional characteristics of
coliving communities (Ache, Fedrowitz, 2012), etc. A lot of
scientific papers were dedicated to the research of the aspects
of privacy and territoriality in the living space, and those
significant for our topic are the studies on psychological and
sociological aspects of shared living spaces, such as student
housing. (Altman, 1975; Mercer, Benjamin, 1979; Taylor,
Fergusson, 1980).

Taking into account the direction of past research, this paper
will focus on the aspect of the sense of territoriality, as one
of the essential factors affecting the sustainability of the
coliving community. The importance of territoriality in spatial
organization of the living space was indicated in the research
“Spatial Organization Concepts for Living Spaces with Two
Centres” that this paper is partially the sequence of (Alfirevic,
Simonovic Alfirevi¢, 2019).

The aim of the paper is to carry out the analyses of spatial and
functional concepts of characteristic coliving communities and
to examine the viewpoint claiming that the primary parameter
for formation of different concepts of coexistence in shared
spaces is the so-called “sense of territoriality” (the level of users’
tolerance and willingness to share the same space and content
with unknown people).

SPATIAL ORGANISATION OF THE COLIVING COMMUNITY

According to Daniel Steding, functional organization of the
space in a coliving community is made of three units: primary,
secondary and tertiary spaces, each of which refers to a different
level of privacy, i.e. unity, a similar classification is proposed by
Rachel Osborne, who mentions primary, secondary and tertiary
territories (Osborne, 2018). Primary spaces are made of rooms
such as the living room, the kitchen, the dining room, etc.
that the occupants use together. Secondary spaces are shared
spaces, such as the hall, the bathroom, the toilet, etc. and they

(oliving

Cohousing

...an overall term including various types of cohousing concepts, initiat-
ed by an external agent, such as entrepreneur or developer (Wood, 2017;
Steding, 2017:3).

... refers to living in a shared space with shared contents (Vestbro,
2010:29).

... refers to people, not closely related, in the same apartment, where
each family (the so-called “nucleus”) has an independent unit, connect-
ed to a larger, common space through shared content (Vanazzi, 2019:6).

... combines autonomy of private living space with the advantages of
living in a community. It comprises private units, semi-private spaces
and interior or exterior common spaces. (Williams, 2005:200).

...is used for individual objects with shared content intended for urban
population (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen, 2018:48).

... intended community of private houses grouped around communal
space (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen, 2018:48).
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YiHe NPOCTOpUje MoMyT JAHEBHe obe, KyXutbe, Tpnesapuje u
Ap., Y KojuMa KopucHuum 3ajesHuukn 6opase. (ekyHaapHu
Cy [e/beHi MPOCTOpM, MOMYT XOAHWMKA, KynatiAna, Toaneta
N 1., HaMeHEHU Cy (BUMA, ann ce Hajuelufie He Kopucte
jeaHoBpemeHo. TepuujapHy rpyny uuHe NpuBaTHU NPOCTOPY
(@ HajBULIMM HWBOOM WHTUMHOCTW W curypHocti (Steding,
2019:12).

Henoctatak oBe knacudukauuje je y Tome Wwto Kopuwhetbe
KyXutbe M Tpre3apuje YMHW CMeunduuaH HauuH fesberba
Ha Koje oppeleHM KOPUCHULM HUCY CTIDEMHM jep ce Tuuy
XUTMjEHCKIX HaBuUKa. Takohe, YrMaBHOM Ce He KOpUCTE TPYMHO,
Beh nojeHaYHO U y pa3nnuUTUM UHTEPBANNMa, 360T Yera je
MONEMIYHO J1a 1 0BY NPOCTOPY MPUNAZJajy NpBOj, @ He Apyroj
rpynu. Ca pyre CTpaHe, XOAHWK He MPUNaja rpynu MHTUMHUX
npoctopa, Beh Apyroj rpynu Kojy KOPUCHMLM MOBPEMEHO
3ajeHNUKIA KOPUCTE.

Y KoHTekcTy oBor paga fie 6utm npeanoxeHa ppyraunja
nogena GYHKLMOHaNHIX TPyna, - Ha [iBe 0CHOBHE LieNMHe Koje
Cy 3aCTyN/beHe y penaTuBHOM OFHOCY: a) ,counjanty 30Hy”
Hajuewnhe Befiux AUMeH3Mja, Ca 3ajeHNYKUM W [e/beHUM
npoctopujama u 6) ,MHANBMAYaNHY 30HY” Y KOjoj ce 0pBMjajy
UHTUMHE aKTMBHOCTM KOPUCHUKA. 3ajefiHAuKe MpocTopuje
(common space) cy oHe Koje ce Hajuelfie rpynHo Kopucte 3a
coumjanu3aumjy, okynibarbe 1 6opaBak (ZHeBHa coba, Tepaca,
noha, pagHa coba, TepetaHa u cn.). [e/beHe npoctopuje
(shared space) ce Kopucte MHAMBUAYANHO (NOHEKAZ rPYNHO) U
y oapeleHnM KMBOTHUM PUTMOBMMA (Tpne3apuja, Kyxutba,
XOHMK, 0CTaBa I ¢n.). UHTUMHe npocTopuje (intimate space) ce
KOpUCTe MHAMBUAYANHO (MMM Ce MOBPEMEHO fiefe) 1 Cyxe 3a
0ZIBMjatbe MHTUMHIX aKTBHOCTM (Cobe 3a cnaBarbe, KynaTuno,
T0aneT u Cn.).

AHanu3om 6pojHux npumepa coliving NpocTopa eBUAEHTHO je
[ He Mory B 0bpacLy Ha afieKBaTaH HaulH a 0AroBope Ha
KMBOTHE NOTpebe KOPUCHNUKA, jep je Yy MHOTUM ClyJajeBuMa
FbUX0BA MPUBATHOCT YrPOXeHa, UM UM HefocTaje oapeheHn
MPOCTOPHN KomMop, LITO M 33 MOCNeAuly HeajekBaTHe
yoioBe 3a (TaHoBarwe. Y ycnosuma Befier nosHaBarba
KOpUCHIKa, Kao 1 MehycobHor noBepetba, Aerberbe NpocTopa
W CafpKaja npatu 3HauajHo Mmarbe npobnema (Williams,
2002:69).

Pasmatpajyh yTuuaj npoctopHe opraHu3auuje Ha HUBOY
couMjanHe MHTepaKLuje KOpUCHIUKA Y cohousing npumepuma,
Llo Bunujamc (Jo Williams) HaBon Aa npojekToBatbe fesbeHor
npoctopa Mopa Aa Oyde TakBo Ja MOACTAYE BULIN HUMBO
COLMjaNHe WHTepaKLuje KOpUCHMKA, 300r uera 3ajefHUUKM
aapxaju Tpeba na Oyay LEHTpanHO MO3ULMOHUPaHM,
[OK npuBaTHe npoctope Tpeba cmaruT. Pepykumjom
UHOVBMAYASHUX NPOCTOPA KOPUCHULM Ce MOACTMYY Aa BuLle
kopucte 3ajepHudke npoctope (Williams, 2005:199). Takobe,
npumehyje fa Cy KOPUCHULM KOjU Cy M3[BOjeHU Y OAHOCY Ha
3ajeIHNYKe NPOCTOpe N NOTeHLMjaNHa MecTa cycpeTa (nudToBe,
(TEMeHWLITa, BPTOBE, BepaHZe W (1) Mate YKIbyueHu Y
counjanu3aumjy 3ajesHuLe, anu 1 a je HeonxogHo aa uamehy
3ajedHMYKNX 1 WHOMBMAYANHUX MOCTOje MONynpuBaTHN

10

are reserved for all occupants, but are most often not used at
the same time. The tertiary group includes private spaces with
the highest level of intimacy and safety (Steding, 2019:12).

The downside of this classification is that the use of the
kitchen and the dining room means a specific form of sharing
that certain users are not willing to engage in, as it is closely
related to hygienic habits. Furthermore, these spaces are used
individually and at different intervals, which makes us wonder
whether these spaces belong to the first or the second group.
On the other hand, the hall is not classified as the intimate
space, but rather as belonging to the second group of spaces
used by all occupants occasionally.

In the context of this paper, a different classification of
functional groups will be proposed. A classification into two
basic units, present in a relative correlation: a) “social zone”,
most often of larger dimensions, with common and shared
rooms and b) “individual zone”, where intimate activities of
users take place. Common space rooms are those most often
used by all occupants for socialization and gathering purposes
(living room, balcony, loggia, study, gym, etc.). Shared space
is used individually (sometimes as part of a group) or as part
of a certain life rhythms (dining room, kitchen, pantry, etc.).
Intimate space is used individually (or occasionally as shared
spaces) and serve the purpose of engaging in individual
activities (bedrooms, bathroom, toilet, etc.).

By analysing numerous examples of coliving spaces, it is evident
that not all patters can adequately meet the living needs of the
users, as in many cases their privacy is endangered or they
experience the lack of space comfort, resulting in inadequate
living conditions as a consequence. When users are closer
and trust each other more, sharing spaces and contents is
accompanied by significantly fewer problems (Williams,
2002:69).

In considering the influence of spatial organization on the level
of social interaction of users in cohousing examples, Jo Williams
states that the design of shared space must be such that it
encourages a higher level of social interaction of users, which
is why common contents should be centrally positioned, while
private space needs to be reduced. By reducing the individual
space, the users are encouraged to use common space more
(Williams, 2005:199).

Furthermore, it can be noticed that the users separated from
common space and potential meeting spots (lifts, staircases,
gardens, terraces, etc) are less involved in community
socialisation, but also that it is necessary to have semi-private
spaces, along with common and individual ones. These spaces
serve the purpose of “buffer zones”, reducing excessive exposure
of individual spaces to the community. What Williams finds
equally important for community sustainability is achieving the
potential of social interaction by directing the users towards
each other, dislocating the parking area outside the living
zone and by designing the pathways that connect the space
dedicated to common activities. (Williams, 2005:198).

50-2020 AY
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Cn. 1 [louBrbaj TeputopujantocTii: 1) Koa nuuHoCcTM 1 2) y coliving npoctopy
(M3Bop: apxuBa ayTopa)

npoctopu (semi-private space) wan ,TamnoH 3oHe” (buffer
Zones), unja je ynora ja ymarbe npeTepaHy W3N0XeHOCT
WHAMBUZYANHUX NPOCTOPA 3ajefHULM. JeHAKO 3HauajHuM
3a OfPXKMBOCT 3ajedHuLe Bunujamc cmatpa 1 ocTBapuBarbe
noTeHUMjana 3a CouujasHy WHTEpaKLMj)y YyCMepaBarbem
KOPUCHWKA jefiHe Ha pyre, U3MeLUTarbem NapKUHra BaH 30He
(TaHOBaba 1 0OCMULLIbaBatbEM (Ta3a Koje MOBe3yjy npoctope
3a 3ajepHuuke aktueHocTi (Williams, 2005:198).

TEPUTOPWIATTHOCT Y COLIVING POCTOPY

OcHoBHM npobnem koju ofpehyje Kapaktep cBake coliving
3ajefHuLe je penaumja usmehy 3ajeZHMUKMX W NPUBATHMX
npoctopa. (Baku 061K NPUBATHOCTM Y CTaMBEHOM NpocTopy je
y U3BECHOM CMUCNTY ofipelieH A0XKMBIbajeM TepUTopujanHocT’
W edemepHMM TpaHMLAMa Koje pasrpaHiuaBajy 30He
,NPUBATHOr” (MOPOAMYHOT U WHTUMHOT) O 30He ,jaBHOr”
(coumjanHor) aena. ,IpaHuua TeputopujanHocTi” je JOMeH A0
Kora ce Hekome omoryhaBa unu ce ouekyje ja MOXe Ja CTynu
y KUBOTHI NPOCTOP, MPe HEro LUTO KOPUCHUK CTeKHe ocehaj
yrpoxene npuatHoctu (Alfirevi¢, Simonovi¢ Alfirevi¢, 2019:2).
Kapa je rpaHuua jacHo Gu3nuku feduHncaHa, oHa ce y BefinHu
(flyyajeBa MoKnana ca MOJeNoM Ha MPUBATHY W COLMjanHy
30HY, MehyTIM, MOXe 61UTI 1 MPOMEHTbIBA U NPUNAroA/bIBa
paznuuuTiAM moTpebama KOpMCHUKA, Kao Kop mpumepa (a
dnekcubunHum kopuhierem Un febetoem npocTopa.

MocTojatbe rpaHuue TeputopujanHocTh y coliving npoctopy
y BuUAYy ,coumjanHor ¢untepa’ NPOUCTUYE U3 UNHbEHMLE
Ja y (BakOM MpoCTopy MOMe Ja (e jaBU [0XUBIbaj
TepuTOpUjanHocTh, Koju ocoba oceha npema Apyrum
0c06ama 1 TO Ha Pa3NMUUTUM HUBOUMA, Y BUAY WHTUMHOT
npoctopa (intimate space), nuuHor npoctopa (personal space)
N ApywTBeHor npoctopa (social space).* (Cn. 1.1) MomeHyTe

3 Tlon TepMMHOM ,TepUTOPUjaNHOCT” Ce Y OCHOBHOM 3Hauetby nojpasymesa
0bpa3al| noHaara 0cobe uav rpyne Koju je 3acHOBaH Ha noTpebu KoHTpone
nocefoBaHor Qu3nukor npoctopa (noHekap objekta unu ugeje) (Edney,
1974:959).

4 WumumHo pacmojarve peduunwe paspamuHy fo 45 cm, pesepsucaHy 3a
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Fig. 1 Sense of territoriality: 1) in people and 2) in a coliving space (Source: author’s
archive)

TERRITORIALITY IN A COLIVING SPACE

The main problem determining the character of each coliving
community is the relation between common and private
spaces. Every form of privacy within a living space is in a way
determined by the sense of territoriality’ and ephemeral
boundaries separating the zones of “private” (family and
intimate space) from the zones of “public” (social). “The
boundary of territoriality” is a domain up to which a user is
allowing or expecting others to access his living space, before he
experiences the feeling of privacy violation (Alfirevi¢, Simonovi¢
Alfirevi¢, 2019:2). When the boundary is physically defined, in
most cases it is identical to the division into a private and a
social zone, however, it can also be changeable and adaptable
to suit different needs of users, as is the case in examples with
flexible usage or space sharing.

The existence of the territoriality boundary in a coliving space
in the form of “social filter” is the result of the fact that each
space can create the feeling of territoriality that a person can
direct to other people and on different levels, in the form
of intimate space, personal space or social space.* (Fig. 1.1)
The zones mentioned previously represent different zones of
feeling comfortable or anxious in relation to other people in
the same space. Their values are relative as they depend on
the cultural characteristics and personality traits (Sorokowska,
Sorokowski, Hilpert, 2017; Strube, Werner, 1982; Gifford, 1983).
It is important to stress that along with individual territoriality,
there is also group territoriality, which, in the coliving space

3 The term “territoriality”, in its core meaning, stands for the pattern of behavior
of a person or a group, based on the need to control owned physical space
(sometimes an object or an idea) (Edney, 1974:959).

4 Intimate distance defines the distance of up to 45cm reserved for extremely close
people, family members, partners, i.e. persons that we can trust. Not keeping
this distance with a person we are not close to can be a discomforting feeling.
Personal distance defines the distance of 45-120cm that we usually keep when
speaking to friends, shake hands and are able to follow their body language or
eye movement. Social distance stands for the distance of 120-360cm present
in communication between less close or unknown people. On this occasion,
the people involved usually speak louder and eye contact is not required (Hall,
1966:13; Efran, Cheyne, 1973:203).
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30He MpejcTaB/bajy pasnuuute 30He ocehaja nmpujaTHOCTM
UMW QHKCMO3HOCTM Y 0ZHOCY Ha Apyre ocobe Koje ce Hanase y
CTOM NpoCTOpy. FbuxoBe BpeAHOCTI Cy penaTuBHe jep 3aBuce
Of, KYNTYPONOLUKNX KapaKkTepucTuka v KapakTepa AMYHOCTU
(Sorokowska, Sorokowski, Hilpert, 2017; Strube, Werner, 1982;
Gifford, 1983). BaHo je HanoMeHyTW Aa Kao LUTO MOCTOju
UHAMBUZYaNHA TEPUTOPUjANHOCT, MOXe Ce TOBOPUTU M 0
FPYNHOj TePUTOPUjATHOCTH, LUTO Ce Y coliving npocTopy OfHOH
Ha HUBO 3ajefiHNLIE Kao rpyne KopucHuka npoctopa (Alfirevic,
Simonovic Alfirevi¢, 2019; Kopec, 2010).

Y coliving  npoctopy  nmocToje  pa3nMuMTA  HUBOW
TEPUTOPUjANIHOCTY, KOju Cy (A jeaHe cTpaHe oapeheHn
rpaHuLama, oK Cy a Aipyre CTpaHe YCIIOB/bEHN penauijama
u3mehy kopucHuka 1 mpoctopa. [pBu 1 HajonmwTjn
HUBO je ofpefeH Qu3nukom rpaHuLom coliving mpocTopa
fpemMa OKOSIHOM jaBHOM MPOCTOPY 1 O3HauaBa ,rpaHuLly
npunagHocTi” 3ajegnuum (Hoppenbrouwer, 2019:42). Jpyru
HUBO je MPUCYTaH y CUTyaLujama Kaja nocToju jacHa nogena Ha
coumjanHe n NpuUBaTHe NPOCTOPe 11 03HauaBa NPeTnoCTaB/beHy
,TPaHNLy neibersa” 3a KopucHuke. Tpehim HUBO je oapeheH
dU3MUKUM rpaHuLamMa u3meDy WHTUMHUX W 3ajeSHUYKMX
wnn fesbeHnx npoctopa i oapehyje ,rpaxuLy npusatHoctn”
n3mehy unatosa coliving 3ajeguue.’ (Cn. 1.2)

KAPAKTEPUCTUYHN TUNOBW COLIVING 3AJEAHWLIA

Tun ca 06jeputbeHUM 3ajefHUYKUM NPOCTOPUMA

Konuent coliving 3ajeaHuue ca objeantbeHUM 3ajeHUYKIM
NpocTopuMa je 3aCHOBaH Ha MOBe3MBaHY UHTUMHUX
npocTopuja NpeKo AHeBHOT HopaBKa Koju KopucTe CBU CTaHapi

U3y3eTHO 6anCKe Jbyde, YnaHoBe MopoguLe, napTHepe, Tj. ocobe Kojuma
Bepyjemo. lpunasak oBonuko 6au3y ocobu ¢ Kojom HUCMO 6AMCKM MoXe
fa 6yne Beoma ysHemupyjyh. JluyHo pacmojarbe neduHuwe pazparuHy
45-120 cm, Ha Kojoj Hajuelufie pa3roBapamo ¢ npujatesbuma, pykyjemo ce uy
MoryRHOCTM CMO i@ NPaTMMO HUXOB FOBOP Tena u KpeTarbe ounjy. Jpywmesero
pacmojaree feduuwe pasgamuHy 120-360 cm, Koja je 3acTynibeHa TOKOM
KOMYHUKaLuje u3mely Marbe Mo3HaTUX UM HeNO3HaTMX SbyAn. ToM NPUAMKOM
Ce 06114HO rOBOPY rMacHUje N KOHTAKT 0unMma je HeonxopaH (Hall, 1966:13; Efran,
Cheyne, 1973:203).

5 TloMeHyTe rpaHuLe U bIXOBM HA3WBY CY XUNOTETUYKN NOCTABIbEHN 3a NOTpebe
0BOr paja. [loXuB/baj tUXOBUX no3uumja 6u TpeGano npoBepuTU Kpo3
eMIUPUCKO UCTPAXMBaLbE Y 06/1ACTUMA NICUXOMOTHjE U COLMjaNIHE ICAXONOTUje.

Cn. 2 Coliving koHuenTu ca objeantbeHum 3ajegHnukum npoctopuma: Co-Dwell
concept (KTGY Architecture & Planning, 2019) (neBo), Harrison Coliving, San
Francisco (Macy Architecture, 2013) (necto) (/138op: npusaTHa apxuBa ayTopa)

refers to the level of community as the group users of space
(Alfirevi¢, Simonovic Alfirevi¢, 2019; Kopec, 2010).

In a coliving space, there are different levels of territoriality,
which on the one hand are determined by boundaries, while on
the other hand, they are conditioned by relations between users
and space. The first and the most general level is determined by
physical boundaries of the coliving space with the surrounding
public space and marks the “boundary of belonging” to the
community (Hoppenbrouwer, 2019:42). The second level is
visible in situations when there is a clear separation into social
and private spaces and stands for the supposed “boundary
of sharing”. The third level is defined by physical boundaries
between intimate and common or shared spaces and
determines “the boundary of privacy” between the members
of a coliving community.’ (Fig. 1.2)

CHARACERISTICTYPES OF COLIVING COMMUNITIES

The type with conjoint common space

The concept of a coliving community with conjoint common
space is based on connecting the intimate rooms via the living
room used by all occupants and which can be an autonomous
unit or space linked with the kitchen and the dining room in
the form of an open plan space. Depending on the number of
entrances (most often used are one or two), the level of privacy
in the community can be different. In a Co-Dwell concept (KTGY
Architecture & Planning, 2019) the balance between the private
and common space has been achieved by introduction of an
additional entrance. The centre of the apartment is made of the
common space with the living room, the dining room and the
kitchen, which can be reached through individual zones (with
two rooms and a shared bathroom), with each zone having its

5 The boundaries mentioned above and their names are hypothetically used for
the purposes of this paper. The experience of their positions should be confirmed
in empirical research and in the areas of psychology and social psychology.

Fig. 2 Coliving concepts with conjoint common spaces: Co-Dwell concept (KTGY
Architecture & Planning, 2019) (left), Harrison Coliving, San Francisco (Macy
Architecture, 2013) (right) (Source: author’s private archive)
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1 KOj1 MOXe B1TN ayTOHOMHa LienvHa uim objefutbeH npocTtop
(a KyXMHbOM 1 TpNe3apujom no NpUHLMNY OTBOPEHOT MAaHa.
Y 3aBucHocTv oa 6poja ynasza (Hajuewhe cy y npumenn
jenaH wnu ABa), HUBO MPWBATHOCTU Y 3ajefHMLM MOXe
outn pasnuumt. Kop Co-Dwell koHuenta (KTGY Architecture
& Planning, 2019) octBapeH je 6anaHc u3mely npuaTHor
W 3ajefHuukor mpoctopa yBohewem jodaTHor ynasa.
(CpeauLuTe anapTmaHa YnHY 3ajeJHAYKN MPOCTOP (A HEBHUM
bopaBKkoM, Tpne3apujoM U KyXutom, [0 KOjux ce CTUxe
Npeko WHAMBMAYaNHUX 30HA (ca mo ABe cobe 1 JebeHuM
Kynatunom), Of Kojux cBaka Mma 3acebad ymas. (Cn. 2.1)
(CnuyaH npuHLKN je 0CTBapeH Kop coliving 3ajeaHuue XapucoH
(Harrison CoLiving) y Can ®panuncky (Macy Architecture, 2013),
y CMucny AndepeHuujaumje 3ajeAHNUKMX U UHAMBUAYASHUX
npocTopa, anM (amo (a jefHUM AUPEKTHUM Ynasom Y
COLMjanHy 30HY, LUTO KOHLIeNT NPOCTOPHE OpraHu3aLmje YuHM
eKkcTpasepTHUjuM. (Cn. 2.2) lo1BIbaj TePUTOPUjANHOCTH KOA
HaBeZleHUX Npumepa je jacHo oapeheH GU3MUKOM rpaHnLIOM
(MHTUMHOCTH)  M3MeDy WHAMBMAYANHUX W 3aje[HUYKMX
npocTopa, [0K je rpaHuLa Aebetba (13mehy 3ajeAHNUKMX U
LeTbeHnx NpocTopuja) Y 30HM OTBOPEHOr MAiaHa edemepHa.
KoHuenT ca 06jeantbeHnMm 3ajeAHUYKMM MPOCTOPUMA Ce MOXe
NPUMEHNTM KOA Pa3NAuUTUX HaMeHa, MOMYT CTYAEHTCKOr
(TaHOBaba, CTAHOBAba CTapIX 0C00a, YrpOXeHIX COLMjanHuX
rpyna, uau auua ca nocebHum notpebama, jep omoryhasa
BUWIA HWBO MPUBATHOCTM KOjU OAFOBapa LUMpeM oOmcery
KOPMCHUKa.

Tun ca 06jegutbeHNM fiefbeHUM NpoCTopUMa

ObjeanmaBaroe  e/beHUx NpocTopuja, MOMYT — KyXure
unn Tpnesapuje, Hajuewhe je y npuUMeHM Kop CMelLTaja
CTY[ieHaTa UK CTaHoBakba CTapujux ocoba. Kao Ko npumepa
(a objeanteHMM 3ajeSHUYKUM npocTopujama, Moryhe cy
[Be pa3nuuuTe BapujaHTe - eKCTpaBepTHa W UHTPOBEPTHa,
Tj. Ca HenocpesHUM Ynasom Yy [efbeHy npocTopujy (ca
MarbiM HMBOOM MPUBATHOCTW), AN Ca ABa OfiBOjeHa ynasa

Cn. 3 Coliving KoHuenTN ca 06jeanrbeHUM fesbeHm npoctopuma: Student housing,
Stanford (Legorreta, 2016) (neBo), Donald Kennedy Graduate Residences, Stanford
(Kenneth Rodrigues & Partners, 2013) (aecHo) (13Bop: npuaTHa apxusa aytopa)

own entrance (Fig. 2.1) A similar principle has been achieved
in Harrison Coliving in San Francisco (Macy Architecture,
2013), in terms of differentiation of common and individual
spaces, but with just one direct entrance in the social zone,
which makes the concept of spatial organisation extroverted
(Fig. 2.2). The experience of territoriality in the above stated
examples is clearly defined by physical boundary of intimacy
between individual and common spaces, while the boundary of
separation (between common and shared spaces) is ephemeral
in the zone of open plan space. The concept of conjoint common
space can be applied for various purposes, such as student
housing, elderly people residences, housing for vulnerable
social groups or groups with special needs, as it enables a higher
level of privacy adequate for a wider range of users.

The type with conjoint shared space

Integration of shared spaces, such as the kitchen or the dining
room, is most often used in student housing or residences for
the elderly. As in the case of conjoint common rooms, two
different options are possible-extroverted and introverted,
i.e. with direct entrance to the shared space (with lower
privacy level) or with two separate entrances to individual
rooms (higher privacy level) or with two separate entrance to
individual rooms (higher privacy level), through which one can
access the shared space (Fig. 3). Both examples achieve a higher
intimacy level then the conjoint common space concept, as the
frequency of usage of shared spaces is lower, contributing to
the more pronounced sense of intimacy, On the other hand, an
evident problem with this concept is the need for disciplined
use and maintenance of the shared space, especially since these
are spaces reserved for preparation or consumption of food. The
boundary of territoriality (intimacy) in most cases is identical to
physical separation between the individual and shared space.
This type of organization belongs to the group of basic coliving
concepts. By grouping them around external common spaces,
complex coliving communities are formed.

Fig 3 Coliving concepts with conjoint shared spaces: Student housing, Stanford
(Legorreta, 2016) (left), Donald Kennedy Graduate Residences, Stanford (Kenneth
Rodrigues & Partners, 2013) (right) (Source: author’s private archive)
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Cn. 4 Coliving koHuenTy ca
00jentbeHM MHAMBIUAYANHIM
npoctopuma: Georgian

College Student Residence,
Orillia (Strasman Architects,
2010) (neBo), Casas del Rio,
Albuguerque (Todd & Associates,
2015) (pecHo) (M3Bop: npuBaTHa
apxuBa ayTopa)

Fig. 4 Coliving concepts with
conjoint individual spaces:
Georgian College Student
Residence, Orillia (Strasman
Architects, 2010) (left), Casas
del Rio, Albuquerque (Todd &
Associates, 2015) (right) (Source:
author’s private archive)

Cn. 5 Coliving koHuenTy ca
06jefintbeHNM 3ajeIHUYKUM
11 ie/bEHIUM NPOCTOPUMA:
Bonaventure Waystop
Housing, Chicago (Bertrand
Goldberg, 1992) (neBo),
Cluster House, Zurich (Duplex
Architekten, 2015) (necHo)
(M3Bop: npuBaTHa apxuBa
ayTopa)

Fig. 5 Coliving concepts with
conjoint common and shared
spaces: Bonaventure Waystop
Housing, Chicago (Bertrand
Goldberg, 1992) (left),
Cluster House, Zurich (Duplex
Architekten, 2015) (right)
(Source: author’s private
archive)

Cn. 6 Coliving koHuenTy ca
06jesntbeHNM fiefbeHUM

W MHAMBUAYANHUM
npoctopuma: Student
Housing Poljane, Ljubljana
(Bevk Perovic, 2006) (necHo),
Gap House, Seoul (Archihood
WXY, 2015) (neBo) (U3Bop:
NpuUBaTHa apxuBa ayTopa)

Fig. 6 Coliving concepts with
conjoint shared and individual
spaces: Student Housing
Poljane, Ljubljana (Bevk
Perovic, 2006) (right), Gap
House, Seoul (Archihood WXY,
2015) (left) (Source: author’s
private archive)
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y WHAuBMAYanHe npoctopuje (Befim HUBO NpUBATHOCTM),
npeko Kojux ce npuctyna aesbeHoj npoctopuju. (Cn. 3) Koa
06a npumepa ce NOCTVXe BULIN HUBO MHTUMHOCTI HEro Ko
KOHLienTa ca 06jeANbeHNM 3ajeJHUYKMM NPOCTOpIjaMa, jep je
yuecTanoct putmoBa Kopuwhera AerbeHux npoctopa Matba,
na je caMmum TUM 1 J0XKMBIbaj MHTUMHOCTI u3paxeHuju. (a
[Lpyre CTpaHe, Npobnem Koju je eBUAEHTaH KOZ 0BOT KOHLeNTa
je HeONXOAHOCT ANCLMNNMHOBAHOT KopULLTierba 1 0fipXKaBakba
LebeHOr MpocTopa, MOCeOHO WTO Cy Yy MUTaky NpoCTOpU
33 npunpemy WnM KOH3ymuparme HamupHuua. [paHuua
TEPUTOPUjANHOCTU (MHTUMHOCTI) ce Y BefmHn CnyyajeBa
noKnana ca QuU3NYKUM pasrpaHiuer-em UHAUBUAYANHOr U
JerbeHor npoctopa. OBaj Tvn opraHu3auuje npunaga rpynu
6a3nuHux colivng KoHuenata. FbUXoBUM rpynucatem OKo
eKCTepHUX 3ajefHNYKMX mpocTopa dopmupajy ce CloxeHe
coliving 3ajeaHuue.

Tun ca o6jeantbeHMM UHAMBUAYANHUM NPOCTOPUMA

KoHuenT coliving 3ajeanuue ca 06jeAntbeHnM MHANBUAYaNHIM
NpoCTOPUMA je enemeHTapaH 0611k NoBe3nBatba CTaMOeHMX
OYHKLMja, Koju ce yecTo KomOUHYyje y CoXeHuje cucteme.
KapakTtepucTiuaH je, NpBeHCTBEHO, 3a CMELLTaj CTyAeHaTa u
cTapujux ocoba. Kako HenocpefiaH ynasak y 30Hy CaHUTapHUX
npocTopuja roToBO Ja Huje MpUCYTaH Yy Mpakcu, Kog 0BOr
KoHuenTa coliving 3ajeHuLe ce KOMOUHYjy fiBa 0fBOjeHa yna3a
y MHAMBUAYANHe NpoCTOpuje, MPEKO Kojux je ycnoctaB/beHa
penauvja ca AerbeHUM (MHTUMHUM) npoctopujama. (Cn.
4) TlpumeHa O0BaKBOT HauMHa OpraHu3auuje npocTopa
noapasymesa ANCLUMMANHOBAHO Kopullfierse U ofpxaBatbe
JeJbeHOr MpocTopa, Koje, YKONMKO He (YHKLMOHWLLE, MOXe
JOBECTM [0 WHTEpnepCoHanHuX KoHgnukata. [paHuua
TEPUTOPMjaNHOCTU KOA OBOr TWMA je MPOMeH/bUBA U Huje
y uenoct jacHo oapeheHa 36or nepuoguuHor Aesbetba
WHTUMHOT NpoCTopa.

Tun ca 06jepubeHNM 3aje AHUYKUM U fieTbeHUM
npocTopuma

[pynucarbem MNOMEHYTUX efemMeHTapHUX KoHUenata M
bUXOBUM HaJ0BE3NBAbEM Ha eKcTepHe 3ajefHuuke i/
UNA  fielbeHe MPOCTOpe HaCTajy KOMMJEKCHe CTpyKType
coliving 3ajefHuua, Koje e 360r GYHKLMOHANHMX CTNYHOCTM
yecto nouctoehyjy ca cohousing koHuenTuma. peaHocTH
0BaKBIX Ipynaumja ornefajy ce, npe cgera, y MoryhHoctuma
WHTEH3MBHUje COLMjanu3aumje KOpUCHUKA, 36or uera cy
3ajeJHMYKM NpOCTOpM Hajuewfie LLeHTPANHO NO3MLMOHUPaHN
11 aZ1eKBATHO ANMEH3UOHICAHN KaKo 611 CB KOPUCHULIA MOTAIK
uctoBpemeHo Aa ux kopucte. (Cn. 5) 3a pasnuky og cohousing
KOHLienaTa Koj WUMajy NyHy ayTOHOMHOCT U WHTUMHOCT
WHAMBUAYaNHUX NPOCTOPA, Y3 MOryhHOCT Aerbetba JOAATHUX
cajpxaja, cnoxeHe coliving 3ajegHuue cy HenocpesHuje
opujeHTHCaHe Ha kopuwherbe 3ajeJHUUKMX CAfipKaja 0 Kojux

AY 50-2020

The type with conjoint individual spaces

The concept of a coliving community with conjoint individual
spaces is an elementary form of connecting housing functions
and combining them into a more complex systems. It is
characteristic primarily for student housing and residences
for the elderly. As direct entrance into the sanitary space zone
is almost not existent in practice, this concept of a coliving
community combines two separate entrance to individual
spaces, through which a relation with shared (intimate) spaces
is established. (Fig. 4) The application of this type of space
organisation requires disciplined use and maintenance of
shared space, otherwise it can lead to interpersonal conflicts.
The boundary of territoriality in this type of space organization
is changeable and is not entirely defined, due to periodical
sharing of intimate space.

The type with conjoint common and shared spaces

By grouping the mentioned elementary concepts and adding
them to external common and/or shared spaces, complex
structures of coliving communities are created. Due to their
functional similarities, they are often considered identical
to cohousing concepts. The advantages of these groupings
are mainly seen in enabling the option of more intensive
socialization of users, which is why the common spaces are most
often centrally positioned and adequately dimensioned so that
all occupants could use them simultaneously (Fig. 5). Unlike
cohousing concepts, which have full autonomy and intimacy
of individual spaces, with the option of further separation of
additional contents, complex coliving communities are more
directly oriented towards the use of common contents that they
depend on. In the shown examples, common and shared spaces
are either physically separated or spatially distant, which, in
a way contributes to a better sense of intimacy, particularly
important in the initial phase when the coliving community is
firstly constituted, i.e. when users are still not very close. The
boundary of territoriality in this type of organization is most
often clearly defined and determined by physical separation of
common and shared individual spaces.

The type with conjoint shared and individual spaces

This organizational concept of a coliving community is based on
the idea that the secondary housing contents (the kitchen, the
dining room, the bathroom, the toilet, etc.), used occasionally,
should be connected in a unit and shared commonly. The
coliving space is accessed through shared rooms, most often the
hall, or through the dining room linked to the kitchen and by
rule, there is just one entrance to such a space. Sanitary spaces
are most frequently positioned close to the entrance if there
are fewer individual spaces or are distributed equally if there
are more individual spaces. (Fig. 6) The disadvantage of this
concept is that the lack of common spaces that would be used
for socialising results in rooms such as dining room or individual
spaces being used for socializing, which in some sense can
endanger the level of privacy should the individual space be
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3aBuce. Koa npukasaHux npumepa, 3ajeSHUYKN W JebeHn
npocTopu cy, Unn QU3MUKA pa3aBojeHi, UAN NPOCTOPHO
ANCTAHUMPaHK, WTO Y U3BECHOM CMUCTY AonpuHOcA Befiem
ocehajy MHTUMHOCTM, Koju je MOCeBHO 3HauajaH y MHULMjasHOj
da3u KOHCTUTYUCakba coliving 3ajeHuLe, Tj. LOK Ce KOPUCHULK
jow yBeK He Mo3Hajy [OBO/BHO. [paHuLa TepuTopujanHoCTL
je Kop oBOr TMMa opraHu3aunje Hajuewwhie jacHo aeduHmMcaHa
n oppeheHa QU3NYKUM pasrpaHnyerbeM 3ajefHUUKUX
[eTbeHuX 04 UHAUBUAYaNHIX NPOCTopa.

Tun ca 06jegubeHUM ferbeHUM U UHAUBUAYANHUM
npocTopuma

OBaj KoHUenT opraHu3aumje coliving 3ajefHuLe je 3aCHOBaH
Ha uieju Ja ce cekyHAapHu cTambeHu cappaju (Kyxuma,
Tpne3apuja, Kynatuno, ToaneT u Ci.), Koju ce MoBpemMeHo
KOpUCTe, MOBEXY Y LeNMHY U 3ajeSHNuKK fene. Yna3y coliving
MpocTop Ce 0CTBapyje MpeKo AefbeHux Npoctopuja, Hajuewhe
XOAHMKA, WA NpeKo Tpne3apuje objeautbeHe ca KyXutbom i
roTOBO M0 MPaBHIY je y NPUMEHM CaMo jefaH yna3. (aHuTapHu
NpOCTOpK Cy Hajuewwshe NO3ULMOHUPAHI MY YNasy, YKOMUKO
je Marbe WHAMBUAYaNHWX MPOCTOPa, WAM CY PaBHOMEpHO
pacnopefenu, yKONMKO je BULLE MHANBUAYanHUX npocTopa. (Cn.
6) HepoctaTak oBe KoHLenwuuje je y Tome LTo ce 360r 0ACYCTBA
3ajeiHIYKNX MPOCTOpa 3a OKyM/batbe, 3a coumjanusaumjy
KOpWCTe U1 Tpne3apuja, uin MHANBUAYANHA NPOCTOPK, LUTO Y
WU3BECHOM CMUCITY MOXE f1a YTPO31 HUBO NMPUBATHOCTY YKOIUKO
UHAMBUZYaNHN NPOCTOP KOPUCTH Bue 0coba. 0Baj KoHLenT
opraHusauuje je Hajuewhe y npuMeHN 3a CMeLUTaj CTYAeHaTa,
UK CPefHbOBEYHNX (aMala KOjuMa je Aerberbe CaHUTapHUX
npocTopa, KyXutbe W Tpnesapuje npuxsambuso. [paHuua
TePUTOPUjaNHOCTM je 1 KOZ OBOT TUMa opraHu3aLmje Hajuelhe
jacHo peduHucaHa n oapeheHa dU3NUKUM pasrpaHiyerbem
[eTbeHuX 04 UHANBUAYaNHUX NPoCTopa.

Tun ca o6jegubeHNM 3ajeAHUYKUM U MIHAUBUAYANTHUM
npocropuma

KoHuenT ca objefntbeHum 3ajefHUYKAM 1 UHAVBUAYANHIM
NpocTopvMma nofpasymeBa Hajueluhe 3ajeAHMUKo KopuLufierbe
aapxaja nonyT fHeBHOr OOpaBKa M Jena MHAMBUAYaNHUX
npoctopa (Kymatuna w Toaneta). Y Benukom  6pojy
(NyyajeBa, Kyxutba u Tpnesapuja (Mako npunagajy AefbeHnm
MpocTopuma) MNoBe3aHe €y (a [HEBHUM 6opaBKoM Mo
MpUHLMMY OTBOPEHOT NfaHa, Kako bu ce omoryhino agexkBaraH
komdop (BUM KopucHMuMma u nosehana JuMeH3uja
npoctopa 3a counjanu3aumjy. (Cn. 7) OBaka npuctyn
OpraHusoBawy coliving 3ajefHuLE je KapakTepucTUyaH no
npeauMeH3NOHNCaHUM NIPOCTOPUMA 33 Coumjann3auujy w
eNeMeHTapHUM YCNIOBUMA 3a OCTBapUBatbe MPUBATHOCTM.
[paHuLia TepUTOPUjaNHOCTY je jacHO AePuHNCaHa 1N YTNaBHOM
CyeHa Ha KOHTYpY UHANBUAYaNHOr NPOCTOpa.
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used by more than one person. This concept of organization is
most often used in student housing or housing for middle-aged
single people, who find sharing sanitary rooms, the kitchen or
the dining room acceptable. The boundary of territoriality in
this type of spatial organization is most often clearly defined
and determined by physical separation of shared and individual
space.

The type with conjoint common and individual spaces

The concept of conjoint common and individual spaces most
often includes common use of contents such as the living room
and part of individual space (the bathroom and the toilet).
In a large number of cases, the kitchen and the dining room
(even though they do belong to shared spaces) are connected
with the living room following the principle of the open plan,
in order to achieve adequate comfort for all users and enlarge
the dimension of space for socialization. (Fig. 7) This approach
to coliving community organization is characterized by overly
dimensioned space for socialization and elementary conditions
to secure privacy. The boundary of territoriality is clearly defined
and mainly reduced to the contour of individual space.

DISCUSSION

Comparative analysis of the above shown examples leads to
the conclusion that in practice, all relations between the basic
functional groups are possible, and the way they are connected
generates different types of coliving concepts. The difference in
percentages of representation of individual and social spaces,
whose relation indicates the presence of coliving concepts with
different levels of achieved privacy. What is significant is the
observation that by introducing the additional entrance in some
concepts a higher level of privacy is achieved, as individual
spaces gain their own autonomy, which is adequate for use by a
wider range of users.

According to research by Rachel Osborn, the users of coliving
space are most willing to share contents from primary space,
such as the salon, common kitchen, media rooms, recreation
rooms, etc. and are less willing to share the contents of
secondary spaces, such as studies, fitness rooms, laundries,
shared kitchens or bathrooms. They are mostly opposed to
sharing bedrooms and private bathrooms (Osborne, 2018:76). If
we look back at the results of internet research conducted by
teams Space 10and Urgent Agency entitled Imagine: Exploring the
brave new world of shared living, which relate to different levels
of users and what the users are absolutely not willing to share,
it can be stressed that a large number of respondents perceive
as a disadvantage sharing individual space (34%) and the
mess left by other users (21%), while they assess as significant
advantages the option to socialize (37%) and to share living
expenses (21%) (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen, 2018).
Both studies indicate that there is a form of territorial behaviour
of users and different extents to which they are willing or would
be willing to accept life in a coliving community.
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ANCKYCUIA

KomnapaTuBHOM aHanW30M MpuKasaHux npumepa Moxe
(e KOH(TaToBaTW Ja Cy y MpaKcu 3acTynibeHe cBe moryhe
penaumje u3mehy OCHOBHUX GYHKLMOHANHUX rpyna, Koje
MehycobHUM noBe3MBateM TeHepully pa3nnuMTe TUMOBE
coliving koHuenata. QuurnedHa je pasnuka y NpoLeHTyasHoj
3aCTYM/bEHOCT MHAMBUAYANHUX M COLMjaNHUX NpoCTopa,
ymja penaumja ykasyje Ha To Aa noctoje coliving KoHuenTn ca
Pa3nNYMTAM HUBOMMA OCTBApEHe MPUBATHOCTU. 3HauajHO je
3anaxarbe fa ce yBoherem JOAATHOT ynasa Koj nojeauHux
KOHLenata O0CTBapyje BWWW HMBO MPUBATHOCTY, jep
WHAMBUAYaNHW NpoOCTOpU Ao6ujajy CONCTBEHY ayTOHOMMUJY,
LUTO 0/ATOBapa KopuLLfiekby LWmper oncera KOpUCHMKA.

Mpema uctpaxmBarby Pejuen 0360pH, KopucHuun coliving
npocTopa Cy Hajulle CNpeMHU [a [ene cagpxaje u3
MPUMapHUX MpoCTOpa NMONYT CAnoHa, 3ajefHUUKE KYXUbe,
cobe ca megnjuma, cobe 3a pekpeauujy u ap., pe3epBucaHi cy
11 Marbe BOSbHU f1a JeNe cajpaje U3 ceKyHAapHUX npoctopa
nomyT pafHor npoctopa, GUTHEC Cane, MPaoHuLe, febeHe
KyXikbe 1 Kynatuna, ok ce BehiHOM He ciaxy ca fefberbem
cnagafie cobe u npusatHor Kynatuna (Osborne, 2018:76). Ako
Ce 0CBPHEMO 11 Ha pe3ynTaTe WHTEPHET MCTPaXMBatba Koje
cy cnposenu TumoBu Space 10 n Urgent Agency nof Hazusom
Hempaxusarbe Xpabpoe Hogoz ceema OefbeHoz (MAHOBArA
(Imagine: Exploring the brave new world of shared living), koju
roBOpe 0 Pa3NuuUTUM HIBOUMA [esberba u3Mehy KopucHuka
11 0 TOMe LUTa KOPUCHULIA He Xene HUKAKo [a Aene, Moxe ce
nctahn fa Bennku 6poj mcnuTaHMKa BUAN Kao HefocTaTke
Lebetbe UHAMBMAYanHux npoctopa (34%) 1 Hepes Koju npase
Apyru KopucHuuy (21%), BOK Kao 3HauajHe NpegHoCTU BUge
moryhHocTi 3a counjanu3auujy (37%) 1 Aerberbe TPOLLKOBA
XuBoTa (21%) (Pagh, Williams, Braskov, Christensen, 2018).
0ba ucTpaxmMBarba YKasyjy Ha MocTojatbe TepuTOpUjanHOr
MoHaLlaba KOPUCHUKA W Ha MOCTOjakbe Pa3NNuMTUX HMBOA
[0 KOjUX CY BO/bHY Un 61 6unu BO/bHM [1a NPUXBaTe XUBOT Y
coliving 3ajegHuuu.

(tora, ykonuko Yy3memo Yy 003Mp f[a je AOXKMBI/baj
TEPUTOPUjaNHOCTU jefaH Of MpUMapHUX QakTopa Koju
oapehyje KoHLeNT 1 oapPXKUBOCT Coliving 3ajenHnLE, MOXe ce
3aKIbyunTy 12 HAYMH NOBE3Baba OCHOBHUX QYHKLIMOHANHUX
rpyna y coliving 3ajesHuun ofipehyje pasnuumte moryfiHocTI
Aemberba caapiaja (Cn. 8), a camum TUM yTiYe 1 Ha CNPeMHOCT
33 [le/berbe UCTUX MPOCTOpa M (aApXaja (a Hemo3HaTum
ocobama.

3AK/bYYAK

YKONMKO Ce OCBPHEMO Ha MOMa3Hy NMPeTnocTaBKy Mo Kojoj
je npumapHM napameTap M3 Kora MpOUCTAYY PasnuyuTy
KOHLeNTW  KoersucTeHunje Yy [Je/beHomM MpocTopy T3B.
,00XKUBIbAj TepuTOpUjanHOCTU” WAM HUBO ToNepaHLmje
KOPUCHUKA W CNPEeMHOCT 33 Je/betbe WCTUX NnpocTopa U
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Cn. 7 Coliving KoHuenTu ca o6jentbeHUM 3ajeHUUKUM W WUHAUBUAYANHIM
npoctopuma: Casa dell’Accademia, Mendrisio (Carola Barchi, Jachen Konz & Ludovica
Molo, 2006) (rope), Heima Iceland Trekking Cabins, Vatnajokull National Park (Trias,
2016) (cpeauna), Co-living House, project (Studio Alfirevic, 2017) (aone) (M3Bop:
np1BaTHa apXuBa ayTopa)

Fig. 7 Coliving concepts with conjoint common and individual spaces: Casa
dell’Accademia, Mendrisio (Carola Barchi, Jachen Konz & Ludovica Molo, 2006)
(above), Heima Iceland Trekking Cabins, Vatnajokull National Park (Trias, 2016)
(middle), Co-living House, project (Studio Alfirevic, 2017) (below) (Source: author’s
private archive)
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Cn. 8 (xemaTcku npuka3 ocHoBHUX KoHuenuuja coliving 3ajepHmua: 1) Tun ca
06jefntbeHUM 3ajeSHUYKMM npocTopuma, 2) Tun ca o6jeaukteHnM AesbeHnm
npoctopuma, 3) Tun ca objeantseHm MHAMBUAYaNnHUM npoctopuma, 4) Tun ca
06jeAnHeHUM 3ajeHNUKUM U JelbeHum npoctopuma, 5) Tun ca objeautbennm
LeSbEHUM M UHAVBUAYANHUM NPOCTOPUMA, 6) TUN Ca 06jentbeHM 3ajeHUUKIM
1 MHANBMAYaNnHUM npocTopuma (nerenga: (S (common space) - 3ajesHuuKM
npoctopy, IS (individual space) - nHauBugyantu npoctopu, SS (shared space) -
JLesbeHN NpocTopy) (U3BOP: CKMLA ayTopa)

(aJpXaja a Hemo3HaTUM 0cobama, MOXe Ce KOHCTaToBaTy
[a je nonasHo ctaHoBuwTe notBpheHo. Takohe, ucnyreH je
W UL paja, Tj. CNpoBejeHe Cy aHanu3a U cuTematu3aumja
MPOCTOPHUX U GYHKLMOHANHNX KOHLIeNLIMja KapaKTepuCTUYHMX
coliving 3ajeaHnua.

3Hauaj 0BOr pajia ce ornefa He CAMO Yy MHMLMPatby MoryfiHoCTy
[a’bUX TEOPUjCKUX WMCTPaXmBara y 06MacTu (TaHOBatba,
Be 1y HeroBoj NPakTUUHOj MPUMEHUBOCTY Y NPOCTOPHOj U
dYHKLMOHANHOj opranu3aumju coliving n cohousing npoctopa.
MpuUKa3aHn KOHLeNTH 1 Knacudukaumja mory a nocyxe u
Kao OCHOB 3a AeduHICarbe HOBIX MPOrpaMa 1 MPojeKToBakbe
coliving objekara.

BaxHo je HarnacuTy da je uctpaxusatbe coliving u cohousing
KOHLlenaTa jolu yBek Mnafia rpaHa y obnactn uctpaxusara
cTambeHe apxuTeKType U nopes BenuKkor 6poja pagosa Koju
Cy HanUCaHu y NOCIeSHIX HEKONUKO AeLieHnja. Ynpaso 360r
TOra LUTO je Tema WHTEpecaHTHa W Mo MHOrUM ayTopuma
yuHn moryhy 6ynyhHoCT cTaHoBatba, Tpebano 6u cnpoBecTy
BULLE MCUXOMOLIKNX M COLMONOLLKIAX eKcnepuMeHata, Koju
6u npogybunu Temy Mmehy3aBucHocTn u3mehy rpaHuua
TEPUTOPUjANIHOCT 11 OpraHm3aumje coliving n cohousing
KOHLlenara.

3AXBATTHULA

0OBaj pan je pe3ynTaT UCTPaXKMBatba y OKBUPY HAYUHO NpojeKTa
TP 36035 [lpocmopHU, eKonowKy, eHepeemcku U OpyuwmeeHu
acnekmu paseoja Hacesvd U KuMamcke npomexe — melycobHu
ymuyaju, koju ¢uHaHcpa MUHUCTapCTBO NpOCBETE, HayKe
TexHonoLwKor passoja Peny6nuke Cpbuje.
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Fig. 8 Schematic presentation of basic concepts of coliving community: 1) the type
with conjoined common spaces, 2) the type with conjoined shared spaces, 3) the
type with conjoined individual spaces, 4) the type with conjoined common and shard
spaces, 5) the type with conjoined shared and individual spaces, 6) the type with
conjoined common and individual spaces (legend: CS (common space), IS (individual
space), SS (shared space) (Source: author’s sketch)

Thus, if we consider that the sense of territoriality is one of the
primary factors determining the concept and sustainability of
the coliving community, it can be concluded that the way in
which primary functional groups in a coliving community are
linked determines different options of content sharing (Fig. 8),
and at the same time this influences the willingness to share
these spaces and contents with unknown persons.

CONCLUSION

If we look back at the starting premise which supposes that the
primary parameter serving as the basis for different concepts
of coexistence in a shared space, the so-called “sense of
territoriality” or the level of users tolerance and their willingness
to share the same spaces and contents with unknown people,
it can be concluded that the starting point of view has been
confirmed. Furthermore, the aim of the paper has been
achieved, i.e. it carried out the analysis and systematization
of spatial and functional concepts of characteristic coliving
communities.

The importance of this paper is reflected not only in initiation
of options for further theoretical research in the housing area,
but also in its practical application in spatial and functional
organisation of coliving and cohousing spaces. The presented
concepts and classifications can also serve as the foundation for
defining new programmes and new design of coliving objects.

It is important to emphasise that research into coliving and
cohousing concepts is still a novel branch of researching housing
architecture, notwithstanding a large number of papers written
in the past several decades. Since this topic is extremely
interesting and according to many authors represents the
future of the housing, there should be more psychological and
sociological experiments that would deepen the topic of inter-
relation between boundaries of territoriality and organisation
of coliving and cohousing concepts.
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