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L’autonomia della residenza privata combinata con i vantaggi di spazi, risorse e servizi collettivi. Anche se 
in Italia si tratta ancora di un fenomeno poco diffuso, il tema del cohousing rappresenta certamente uno dei 
più stimolanti e attuali ambiti di progettazione e ricerca.
Lo scenario è fortemente eterogeneo, a tratti persino incoerente, poiché molteplici sono le variabili in gioco 
e non esiste un modello predefinito di cohousing: tipologia di utenza (lavoratori, studenti, anziani, divorziati, 
comunità miste), desideri dei cohouser (spazi, risorse e servizi differenti), collocazione dell’edificato (grandi 
o piccoli centri urbani, campagna) e tipologia di intervento (nuova edificazione o recupero dell’esistente) 
sono soltanto alcuni dei fattori che contribuiscono a determinare realtà completamente differenti.
Uno degli obiettivi della ricerca in corso al Dipartimento di Architettura dell’Università di Roma Tre, condotta 
con un approccio multidisciplinare dovuto al coinvolgimento di ricercatori afferenti a diversi settori, è proprio 
quello di creare un quadro sinottico in grado di restituire un’immagine chiara di un panorama articolato.
Anche per questo motivo il gruppo di ricerca ha pubblicato una call (marzo 2014) sul tema del cohousing e 
degli interventi sul patrimonio edilizio esistente, argomento centrale nelle politiche mondiali del prossimo 
decennio.
La partecipazione a “Cohousing. Programmi e progetti per la riqualificazione del patrimonio esistente” è 
andata oltre le previsioni. Sono stati trasmessi più di cinquanta contributi di cui il 65% italiano (dal Trentino 
alla Sicilia) e il 35% proveniente da paesi europei (Croazia, Grecia, Macedonia, Olanda, Romania, Serbia, 
Spagna e Ungheria), americani (Canada, Perù e Stati Uniti) e asiatici (Pakistan).
A seguito del doppio esame valutativo, il primo dell’abstract (maggio 2014) e il secondo del paper (settembre 
2014), compiuto da referee qualificati, sono stati selezionati i 35 contributi raccolti nel presente volume.
I contributi di studiosi, professionisti e operatori del terzo settore sono stati organizzati in tre distinte 
sessioni: della prima fanno parte i contributi relativi alle strategie e agli strumenti di programmazione di 
cohousing; alla seconda appartengono i contributi concernenti la progettazione di spazi residenziali e di 
servizio; della terza fanno parte i contributi relativi al mantenimento e alla gestione degli spazi privati e 
comuni.
La qualità dei risultati della call e del workshop (ottobre 2014) forse non è sufficiente per arrivare a delle 
conclusioni ma certamente consente di fare il punto della situazione sulle tendenze più significative 
attualmente in atto. In sostanza si tratta di un documento ambivalente che può servire come punto di 
partenza per chi si accosta per la prima volta al tema del cohousing e come elemento di approfondimento 
per chi invece se ne occupa da tempo.

Gruppo di Ricerca 
Adolfo F. L. Baratta, Fabrizio Finucci, Stefano Gabriele, Annalisa Metta, Luca Montuori, Valerio Palmieri
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FOREWORD
________

All the freedom and autonomy of a private home together with the benefits of collective spaces, resources 
and services. Though not representing a common solution in Italy, cohousing is nevertheless one of the 
most stimulating and topical design and research areas.
The scenario is extremely heterogeneous, sometimes even inconsistent, because the variables involved 
are numerous and no predefined cohousing model exists: type of user (workers, students, senior citizens, 
divorced persons, mixed communities), cohousers’ requirements (spaces, resources and different 
amenities), position of building (large cities or small towns, country) and type of building job (new building 
or rehabilitation of existing ones) are just some of the factors which help determine completely different 
solutions. One of the goals of the research under way in the Department of Architecture of Roma Tre 
University, conducted with a multidisciplinary approach due to the involvement of researchers belonging to 
different sectors, is precisely to create a mimic panel able to provide a clear picture of what is an articulated 
scenario. For this reason as well, the research team has published a call for papers (March 2014) on the 
topic of cohousing and jobs done on the existing building heritage - a central issue within global politics 
over the coming decade.
Participation in “Cohousing. Programs and projects to recover heritage buildings” was better than expected. 
Over fifty contributions were received, 65% from Italy (from Trentino to Sicily) and 35% from other European 
countries (Croatia, Greece, Macedonia, Netherlands, Romania, Serbia, Spain and Hungary), America 
(Canada, Peru and USA) and Asia (Pakistan). 
Following the dual assessment examination, the first relating to the abstract (May 2014) and the second to 
the paper (September 2014), made by qualified referees, 35 contributions were selected which have been 
collected up in this book.
The contributions of scholars and third sector professionals and operators have been split into three distinct 
sessions: the first includes contributions relating to cohousing planning strategies and instruments; the 
second groups together the contributions concerning the planning of residential and service spaces; the 
third is dedicated to the maintenance and management of private and common areas.
The quality of call and workshop results (October 2014) is perhaps not enough to reach conclusions, but it 
definitely permits taking stock of the situation as regards the most significant trends currently under way. In 
point of fact, it is an ambivalent document that could well represent a starting point for anyone addressing 
the cohousing topic for the first time and a chance to delve deeper into the subject for anyone who has been 
acquainted with it over the longer period.

Research Team 
Adolfo F. L. Baratta, Fabrizio Finucci, Stefano Gabriele, Annalisa Metta, Luca Montuori, Valerio Palmieri
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La partecipazione a “Cohousing. 
Programmi e progetti per la 
riqualificazione del patrimonio 
esistente”.

Participation in “Cohousing. Programs 
and projects to recover heritage 
buildings”.
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PROGETTARE 
L’ABITAZIONE E 

LA CONDIVISIONE
HOW TO DESIGN 

HOUSES AND 
SPACE SHARING 

________

Aree, spazi, servizi per lo sviluppo della condivisione, con particolare riferimento a 
convivenza e socializzazione

Places and services to develop and advance sharing practices, with main focus on cohabitation 
and socialization



DA FORME A CASE 
COLLETTIVE. 
IL CASO 
DELL’”HOUSING 
POCkETS” DI 
SkOPjE
FROM COLLECTIVE 
FORM TO COLLECTIVE 
HOUSING. CASE 
STUDY OF SKOPJE 
HOUSING POCKETS 
________

Minas Bakalchev
Faculty of Architecture 
Ss. Cyril and Methodius University in 
Skopje
minasbakalcev@gmail.com

Sasha Tasic
Faculty of Architecture 
Ss. Cyril and Methodius University in 
Skopje
sasatasic@gmail.com

Between the traditional pattern of living and new postmodern society 
of individualization there are persistent housing pockets of transitional 
forms. Neither are they historic traditional models of living nor alien 
forms of contemporary lifestyles. They are pockets of once intense, 
socially connected communities from the city that vanishes. Exactly 
this transitional position gives possibility of upgrading an alternative 
form of collective housing. On the example of the city of Skopje, 
where the process of modernization produces different left-over’s, 
pockets of housing, once traditional form of living - today as hybrid 
informal assemblages, opportunity is created to develop different 
scenarios of re-working the collective form of the city. By connecting 
the idea of collective form from the 1960s, as linking the “objects that 
have a reason to get together”, with the idea of collective living with 
shared ways of living together, we will produce different tactics of 
transformation of the urban texture. Introduction of collective form as 
mega-form was strategy of post earthquake reconstruction of the city 
of Skopje (after the 1963). Our current reconsideration of the idea of 
collective form is connected with the tactic of transformation of urban 
fragments as persistent housing pockets. Both approaches use the 
same theoretical references but within different design paradigm, top 
down on the level of the city (1960s) and bottom up on the level of local 
housing contexts (2010s).
Through selected projects we will examine different tactics of 
transformation of urban fragments (upgrading, sequential linking, 
incision, acupuncture) as active coexistence between the existing and 
proposed housing typologies and between private and common realm.

Collective form
Collective houses
Housing pocket
Urban fragmentskE

YW
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INTRODUCTION 
Through the centuries cities in the Balkan were formed as a mosaic of various neighbourhoods, arising from 
the spatial and social human scale as correlatives of the individual and the collective. These neighbourhoods 
produced very complex social connected communities with recognisable spatial identities. Modernization 
of these cities marginalized their basic traditional ground and with that the local ways of living. The last 
phase of post-social transformation wiped out the last remains of once traditional neighbourhoods.  
Is there another way of development for these areas? Could we possibly renew them without disregarding 
informality of building and existing patterns of living? Can typologies and concepts that were to erase them, 
give us new ways of understanding the connection of local situations of the remaining housing pockets?
The example of Skopje offers new moments in the dialogue of the city and its housing. Its still unconsolidated 
state under one urban paradigm is a possibility to recognise different simulant conditions of the city as it 
goes through divergent transformations.

DISAPPERING CITY - THE CASE OF SKOPJE
The present state of the city of Skopje is a result of a number of successive and controversial waves of 
modernization in the course of the twentieth century that produced the incoherent, fragmentary basis of the 
city. What do we see in the city today? The view of the downtown Skopje area (2 x2 km) shows heterogeneity 
and diversity of its texture. On the satellite images of the surface of the city, we can feel the difference 
almost tactile. What is behind this inhomogeneous picture? That exactly was the reason for researching the 
city’s morphology through a series of analytical drawings and site specific projects. So within the frames of 
one scene, we decomposed an array of thematic layers (Fig. 1).
              

___

Figure 1: Skopje as city of fragments: Kenzo Tange, City Gate mega structure (1965) and Central city area within the frames of 2x2 
km, integral view and exploded view showing different urban fragments (morphological units).

PROGETTARE L’ABITAZIONE E LA CONDIVISIONE
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For a number of years, within the frames of the theme of residential/urban transformations, tactics of 
transformation of residential texture, we have been focused on those parts/fragments of the city that are 
anticipated or were anticipated to disappear in the different models of modernization of the city. These are 
types of places that are between the planned and the actual city, between the exclusive and inclusive city, 
those that should disappear. Representing the city in-between i.e., between the construction territories and 
construction periods.
Partly, these are fragments of the former traditional base of the city, but without conserved external 
traditional appearance, with multiply changed and assembled expression, and places representing post-
traditional informal situations.  The urban fragments of the city are connected primarily buy the way of living 
not by their chronology. We can agree that certain traditional patterns are characterised by substantiayl 
permanent, and in that regard basicaly non-chronological (Rapoport, 1969). Through centuries, in this 
process of development of these areas of the city, the spatial and living patterns were preserved.
The city that disappears is represented by a number of places as Madzir Maalo neighborhood, Novo Maalo 
neighborhood, from the central city area and also Momin Potok on the outskirts of the city, or Keramidnitsa 
in the cracks of the industrial zone. Although these have local narratives, they are unrecognized regarding 
their main physical and social properties. In that sense, the modernization of the city and the modern 
paradigm still provide a model of seeing of the existing situation. It was important for us to acknowledge 
the creation of not only the narrative, but also the spatial pluralistic image of the city: 

1. These suppressed places are parts of the social and territorial history of the city, city’s biography.
2. These places have a unique physical structure at urban and architectural level. They are proportioned to 

suit the human scale, and are characterized by individuality and unity of streets, houses and courtyards. 
3. In these places, the dominate is low-rise housing that has systematically been banned from our cities, 

although it has been the basis of the city life (Correa,1985). We believe that such housing is possible to 
be present nowadays, particularly in certain fragments of the city. 

We referred to approaches and methods of transformation as tactics unlike strategies that included 
complete systemic and superior approaches to the city. Tactics represent approaches arising from a local 
situation. However, they are not always limited to particular user tactics of the inhabitants, but are extended 
over the considered area as a whole.  
We will firstly refer to the idea of collective form as a model of transformation, presented by Fumihiko 
Maki (1964), and secondly to the idea of redefining of collective housing iniciated in the 1960 (Fromm, 
1991). According to Fumihiko Maki, a collective form is not a “collection of unrelated, separate buildings, 
but buildings that have reasons to be together” (Maki, 1964). Collective form as in regards to a strategy that 
was to redefine the historical appearance of distinct urban and natural reality. The Megaform is defined as a 
major frame that embraces all the functions of the city or majority of the city (Maki, 1964). In this way many 
different functions have an advantage in their combining and concentration in one place.  
According to the idea of collective housing and similar models of housing initiated in the 1960 (cohousing, 
collaborative housing), this way of living is related to a group of people that made a choice of living together 
in the name of mutual values or for some other mutual goal. In a similar way the traditional and post-
traditional communities can be seen as cetrains forms of collective housing, as “intentional communities” 
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that are connected through the need to preserve their mutual values and distinct life styles. In this research 
we will make a connection between the collective housing and the spatial and social patterns of housing 
that are generated in specific morphological configurations of the housing pockets. Is it possible to make a 
connection of all these levels? 
From collective form and collective housing, territorial level of the city or a part of the city, to particularly the 
level of home and neighbourhood.  
Most of the post-earthquake resurgence of Skopje was led by the idea of the collective form, the mega-form 
as the basis for the reconstruction of the city through the project of Kenzo Tange and the other proposals 
for the reconstruction of the central Skopje area, given by Van den Broek and Bakema or Edvard Ravnikar  
(UNDP, 1970). 
In understanding the concept of the megaform from the sixties, as a formal system that revises the 
hierarchal system of the city, we see a potential in the translation of it’s fundamental principles on a local 
level, on a level of urban fragments and housing pockets. Megaforms offer an alternative approach to 
modern urban phenomenon.  

___

Figure 2: Tactic of transformation: upgrading the streets 1, Kristian Mitrevski, master project 2013; sequential linking, Aurora 
Saidi, master project 2013.
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___

Figure 3: Incision, tactic of assembling the urban fragments, Aleksandar Petanovski, master project 2013.

However, our attitude toward this idea was such that we wanted to release it from the necessary historic 
reference and engagement and to use it as a mechanism that has a potential to give extraordinary results 
in the local contexts at different levels and intensities of transformation. Starting from the idea of collective 
form, through a series of hypothetical scenarios we developed various tactics for the transformation of the 
residential textures of marginal housing pockets.
What if we upgrade the streets in Novo Maalo neighborhood, and from the permanent void we obtain an urban 
artifact with permanent solid  that enters in further relationship with the existing houses and courtyards? 
In that way, one obtains a neighborhood as a mega-form arising from the inversion of solid and void in the 
structure of the Novo Maalo neighborhood (Fig. 2).  What if we select certain lots by consent of inhabitants, 
connect them according to certain criteria and extrude them to obtain a new additional residential area? 
In that case, there will appear a new rhizomatic mega-form in the neighborhood as a product of sequential 
linking, arising from the existing texture of the neighborhood in intensive relationship with the existing houses 
and courtyards (Fig. 2). What if we cut a heterogeneous area of an industrial zone with an installation, a 
communication infrastructure or perhaps a housing platform? In that way, the incision will cause transverse 
connection of the heterogeneous fragments of the formerly existing longitudinal city (Fig. 3).  
Through these and a series of other hypothetical questions, we not only wanted to give a concrete answer 
to the specific situations but also derive prototypes for the analogue situations in our cities. In that way, 
although a series of diffuse examples was considered, we conceived these as analogous and paradigmatic 
situations through which the city can be explored and practiced. Through these examples collective form 
is used as build up of the existing structure, type of braces that allows extension of the existing pattern of 
housing generated by the living communities in the dialogue of the individual and the collective.

     
CONCLUSION
Both collective form and collective housing originate from the same historical period, the sixties, from one 
critical position towards the modern paradigm but on different levels: collective form in relation to the 
separation and hierarchy of the urban phenomena, collective housing in relation to the separation and 
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hierarchy of the social phenomena and life domains. Despite their similar attentions the gap between the 
two remains. Is it possible to overcome this gap between the level of the city and the level of the particular 
and specific places in the city? Exactly through the model of collective form we can remake local places, 
remaining pockets of formerly city. From collective form to collective housing, describing the morphologic 
and social structure converging on a level of housing fragments of the city.   
Collective form as idea of reconstruction of the city 1964, gains new spatial and social role in the local 
context of the housing pockets of 2014.
The collective form is a rational base for colonisation of the divergent, complex and unformal conditions in 
the housing pockets, as a type of paranoid – critical method of rational invasion of the irrational (Dali, 1936).
Collective form is an open system for interpretation and exchange for its local inhabitants.
Collective form represents braces and continuity of the qualities of the local housing pockets that generates 
living communities: progressiveness, plurality, individuality, collective and human scale.
The collective form changes from a superior system of reconstruction and transformation of the city in the 
second half of the twentieth century, to part of its fragments and remains of the housing pockets from the 
beginning of the twenty-first century. With the example of today’s everyday places, we can re-examine the 
potential in the spontaneous correlation with the existing models of housing. This way the visions of the 
future are liberating the authenticity of today.
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