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What Is Quality in Coworking Spaces?
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Summary
Coworking spaces are receiving increased attention from scholars and property own-
ers. This study aims to provide a first overview of customer needs in a coworking
setting using a quality management perspective. A mixed method multiple case
study approach was taken. A structured literature was carried out illuminating
what coworking is, who coworks and motivations for use. Interviews and partici-
pant observations were carried out at three coworking spaces in Gothenburg (Swe-
den) highlighting 24 customer needs. A framework based on self-determination
theory (SDT) was proposed to analyze qualitative findings. A web-based survey
was conducted, designed and analyzed in accordance with the Kano model. The
results provides three customer segments and three main recommendations in ac-
cordance with Kano-classifications. First, it stresses the importance of a productive
work environment and an ability to safely manage confidential information. Sec-
ondly, coworking spaces can stand out amongst competitors with a high provision of
front-end service and a professional work environment. The coworking customer is
delighted by opportunities for collaboration, access to networks, knowledge sharing
and wellness. The findings provide understanding of customer needs, particularly
useful for owners and managers. The study lays a foundation for future research
into customer needs in coworking spaces.

Keywords: coworking, customer needs, quality management, Kano-model, self de-
termination theory, affordance theory.
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1
Introduction

1.1 Problem statement
Coworking spaces is a relatively new service and a serious contender to the traditional
office as the setting in which work takes place. The number of coworking spaces has
increased worldwide from 8’900 in 2015 to 18’700 in 2018 and the number of members
has increased by 300 percent during the same period (Deskmag, 2019). The Covid
19 pandemic, has exposed a drawback with normal offices on an unprecedented scale:
Why do companies need all this space?

Johns and Gratton (2013) uses a curious analogy trying to capture the essence of
coworking.

Coworking spaces are to knowledge work what bike-share programs are
to transportation: a community-based, low-cost, convenient, and eco-
friendly solution.(p.71)

In short a coworking space is a shared office where workers from various fields and
companies are co-located through a membership fee.

Since the beginning of coworking in San Francisco in 2005 (Gandini, 2015) there has
been a number of notable undertakings to understand the phenomenon (Bilandzic &
Foth, 2013; Capdevila, 2013; Gandini, 2015). Many benefits are proposed in research
such as providing a sense of community (Parrino, 2015), collaboration (Capdevila,
2014), innovation (Yang, Bisson, & Sanborn, 2019) and productivity (Salvador, Gon-
zalo, & Dolores, 2018). Several studies are also conducted relating to the users of
coworking spaces and their motivations for using the service.

1.1.1 What is missing?
Although the body of research has been growing, there is still an ambiguity and
confusion regarding many aspects of the phenomenon (Gandini, 2015; Clifton, Füzi,
& Loudon, 2019) and few quantitative studies have emerged. Given the many efforts
made to understand the coworking users and their motivations it is surprising that
little attention has been directed to customer needs. There is a growing interest
from providers and property owners to understand their customers and how to cater
to their needs.

Few scientific inquiries have been undertaken from the field of quality manage-
ment. A key aspect of modern quality management theory is its focus on customers

1



1. Introduction

(Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010), yet focusing on the customers is by no means an easy
task. The number of potential customers are finite; their attention and money is not
easily won. It is of great importance for a business to uncover and classify customer
needs and direct its resources to where it matters for the customer.

1.2 Aim
Firstly, the aim is to review and structure the extant literature about coworking.
More specifically to understand what coworking is, who coworks, and reasons for
using coworking. Secondly, the aim is to uncover and classify customer needs in
coworking.

1.3 Research questions
We intend to reach our aim through trying to answer the following research ques-
tions:

1. What is the current state of coworking literature?
2. What are the needs of the coworking customer?
3. How can these needs be classified according to the Kano model?

1.4 Scope & delimitation’s
The review of the state of the coworking literature is done at a specific point in
time and will reflect the research at that particular moment. The scope of the
customer and user perspective will primarily be that of the quality management field,
with a helping hand from self-determination theory and affordance theory. Several
methods of classifying customer needs exist within the Quality Management field,
yet our focus will be on the Kano model. Furthermore the study is situated at three
coworking spaces in the city of Gothenburg, Sweden, covering the demographics of
those coworking spaces. Moreover, business models and ecological implications of
coworking is not within the scope of the study.

1.5 Disposition of the thesis
1. Introduction

Sets the scene and introduces the reader to the research questions and what
they aim to answer

2. Theoretical Framework
Describes the theoretical background that is used throughout the study. In-
troduces the reader to the theoretical framework to be used in the analysis.

2
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3. Methods
Describes the research approach, data collection and analysis. Also discusses
the validity and ethics of the research.

4. Literature Review
Summarises the coworking literature, specifically regarding what coworking is,
insights into motivations for coworking and who the coworking customer is.

5. Qualitative Results & Discussion
Highlights the qualitative findings using a proposed framework.

6. Quantitative Results & Discussion
Highlights the quantitative results using the Kano-model and S/DS-diagrams.
The responses from United Spaces is treated as a whole and as three separate
customer segments. A Working Lab is treated as its own segment.

7. Synthesis and propositions
The qualitative and quantitative findings are discussed together. Three per-
sonas based on the identified customer segments are presented. Some identified
tensions and implications are outlined as well.

8. Conclusion
Concluding remarks that portrays our research contribution and key take-
aways.

3
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2
Theoretical framework

The following chapter introduces the reader to the theory that will be used in de-
velopment of methods and in discussion of findings.

2.1 Quality management
The concept of quality and what it is plays a central role in the quality management
field. We will begin by explaining what quality entails, historical definitions and
more recent ones. Then, quality management theory is explained, followed by the
Kano model.

2.1.1 What is quality?
The concept of quality has been around for several millennia: from building the
pyramids of Egypt to rifle manufacturing in the 19th century (Bergman & Klefsjö,
2010; Juran, 1951). Walter A. Shewart is by many seen as one of the fathers
of the quality management field. In his book "Economic Control of Quality of
Manufactured Product", Shewhart (1931) define quality as follows:

...there are two common aspects of quality. One of these has to do with
the consideration of the quality of a thing as an objective reality indepen-
dent of the existence of man. The other has to do with what we think,
feel or sense as a result of the objective reality. In other words, there is
a subjective side of quality. (Shewhart, 1931, p. 53)

Furthermore, Shewhart (1931) explains that the goal of a production system is to
cater for the needs of humans, the customers. It is the customer who judges the
subjective qualities of a product or service. Crosby (1980) uses a more compact
definition of quality:

All through this book, whenever you see the word ’quality,’ read ’confor-
mance to requirements’. (Crosby, 1980, p. 15)

He thereby leaves out the subjective part of quality in his definition, though he still
emphasizes the importance of satisfying the customer needs throughout his writings
(Crosby, 1980). The customers judgement of quality has always played a central
role in the quality management field, as Deming (1982) put it:

5



2. Theoretical framework

The customer is the most important part of the production line. Qual-
ity should be aimed at the needs of the customer, present and future.
(Deming, 1982, p. 4)

The customer is the raison d’être for the whole organization, and without them
there would be no one to purchase the product or service. The importance of the
customer relationship should not be underestimated. The definition of quality made
by Harry, Mann, De Hodgins, Hulbert, and Lacke (2011) entails this symbiotic
relationship between organization and customer:

"Quality is a state in which value entitlement is realized for the customer
and provider in every aspect of the relationship". (Harry et al., 2011, p. 5)

All of the aforementioned definitions are explaining what quality is. Taguchi and
Wu (1979) do the opposite, and define quality by what it is not:

The lack of quality is the losses a product imparts to the society from the
time the product is shipped (Taguchi & Wu, 1979, p. 76)

As has been noted above, the concept of quality and definition of the term has been
developed over the years. The definition that will be used throughout the thesis is
that by Bergman and Klefsjö (2010) where they emphasise the aspect of exceeding
what is expected by the customers:

The quality of a product [article or service] is its ability to satisfy or
preferably exceed the needs and expectations of the customers.
(Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010, p. 23)

2.1.2 Quality management theory
As with most management theories since Taylor (1911), one of the key proposed
benefits of quality management is an increased productivity. Bergman and Klefsjö
(2010) mention several other promises of quality management such as:

• more satisfied and loyal customers
• lower employee turnover and sick leave rates
• a stronger market position
• shorter lead times
• opportunities for capital release
• reduced waste and rework

(Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010, p. 54)

Quality management aims at fulfilling these promises by utilizing a set of values,
techniques and tools (Hellsten & Klefsjö, 2000). Bergman and Klefsjö (2010) call
these set of values guiding principles which are the foundation, or the cornerstone
of the quality management field. The central role of focusing on one’s customers
is a key aspect in quality management theory (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010; Dean Jr
& Bowen, 1994; Grönroos, 1984). Yet, focusing on the customers is by no means
an easy task. The number of potential customers are finite, and their attention
and money is not easily won in today’s global competitive market. How does one
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find out what existing and potential customers need in order to develop product
or service attributes that cater to those needs? By identifying the so called voice
of the customer, a service or product provider can learn what the customer needs.
Bergman and Klefsjö (2010) highlights the difficulties in doing just that:

Focusing on customers implies finding out what they want and need,
and then to systematically try to fulfil these needs and expectations when
developing and manufacturing the product. It is not always easy to as-
certain what the customers want, using, for example, market surveys.
often the customers themselves are not able to state their needs, and it
takes considerable empathy to understand what they really need.

(Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010, p. 38)

Several methods exist within the Quality Management field, and one way to tackle
this challenge is to use the methods of Noriaki Kano.

2.1.3 The Kano model

The Kano model was introduced in the paper "Attractive quality and must-be qual-
ity" by Kano (1984). The model has been used extensively within the quality man-
agement field. Kano (1984) argue that there are different types of customer require-
ments which can be grouped into distinct categories. Each category contributes
in a different way to the level of customer satisfaction (Kano, 1984). The original
categories are the following:

1. Attractive
An attractive quality is one that while present leads to customer satisfaction,
but won’t lead to dissatisfaction if not present in the product or service.

2. One-dimensional
For one-dimensional product qualities, the level of satisfaction is proportional
to the level of provision. A higher level of provision translates to higher sat-
isfaction. A poor provision of one-dimensional qualities leads to customer
dissatisfaction.

3. Must-be
Must-be qualities are those that when left unprovided leads to customer dis-
satisfaction, but when provided does not lead to satisfaction.

4. Indifferent
A customer can be indifferent towards an attribute which will not affect the
overall impression of the product or service. An indifferent quality corresponds
to the horizontal line in Figure 2.1.

(Berger, Blauth, & Boger, 1993)
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Low

High

High

Provision

One-dimensional

Must-be

Attractive

Low

Customer satisfaction

Indifferent

Figure 2.1 The Kano model, adapted from Berger et al. (1993)

There is also the possibility of a reverse quality where a high provision leads to
low satisfaction. This can be the case when a company has mistaken what their
customers need (Berger et al., 1993). What type of product or service attribute
that belongs to which category differs between customers. A distinct cluster of
customers with similar sentiments to the categories can be thought of as a market
segment (Berger et al., 1993). Kano (1984) developed a questionnaire with the
purpose of categorizing different product and service attributes into the different
categories. In a Kano questionnaire the questions are asked in pairs, the first in the
pair is called the functional form (F) and asks about how the customer would feel if
an attribute were to be provided. The second in the pair is called the dysfunctional
form (D) and asks how the customer would feel if the same attribute were not
provided. Each pairwise answer will then be categorized into one of the categories
of the Kano model.

Matzler, Hinterhuber, Bailom, and Sauerwein (1996) proposes a way to measure to
what extent a product- or service attribute leads to satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
To get an overview of the importance of an attribute, Matzler et al. (1996) proposes
a figure where satisfaction is plotted on the y-axis and dissatisfaction on the x-axis.
Satisfaction and dissatisfaction is measured using the relative importance of each
Kano category from the questionnaire. This provides an understanding of variation
regarding customer preferences. The value for satisfaction (S) goes from zero to one
while the dissatisfaction (DS) value goes from zero to minus one and are calculated
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using the following formulas:

S = A + O

A + O + M + I
(2.1)

DS = − O + M

A + O + M + I
(2.2)

The letters in the formulas above correspond to the number of respondents vieweing
a specific quality as attractive (A), one-dimensional (O), must-be (M) or indifferent
(I).

An important aspect of Kano’s theories is that customer sentiment towards a cat-
egory changes over time (Berger et al., 1993). Attractive qualities become one-
dimensional, one-dimensional qualities become must-be qualities. One example be-
ing air conditioning in cars that when introduced was seen as an attractive quality.
But today most people have come to expect air conditioning in their cars, meaning
it has gone from an attractive to a must-be quality. As mentioned by Berger et al.
(1993), the Kano model is mostly used to measure the importance of product or
service features, but it can also be used to directly measure customer needs. A fea-
ture or affordance corresponding to a certain need can have a different classification
than the need itself. Different features and affordances can contribute differently
to the corresponding need. Since its introduction the Kano model has been used
in academia and by practitioners in marketing, product development and research
& development to create and deliver product and service offerings that are aligned
with customer needs.

2.2 Psychological theory
Up to this point many studies have focused on why people choose to cowork, pro-
viding findings on motivations tied to specific settings. However, as time changes,
so does people’s motivations. Therefore it is relevant to ground motives in deeper
psychological needs. Self-determination theory will be introduced as a means to un-
derstand the underlying needs of the coworking customers. Thereafter, affordance
theory is introduced as a way to understand how coworking can realise these needs
and to formulate the questions for the Kano-questionnaire.

2.2.1 Self-determination theory
Self-determination theory (SDT) was introduced by E. L. Deci and Ryan (1985).
There are three basic psychological needs that form the basis of intrinsic motivation
in humans: autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2017). The
theory suggests when these needs are fulfilled results in intrinsic motivation and leads
to thriving for individuals, psychological growth, general well-being and content
(E. L. Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). When unfulfilled, it causes psychological distress
and lack of well being. Furthermore these needs are universal and objective to
humans, as Ryan and Deci (2017) puts it:
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This assertion is analogous that whether or not one subjectively val-
ues, desires, or prefers vitamin C, extended deprivation of it will lead
to scurvy (Ryan & Deci, 2017, p. 10)

The theories of Deci and Ryan have been, and still are, applied in numerous areas.
One area in which it has been proven useful is in management and work place moti-
vation by organizational psychologists (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 1985; E. Deci, Olafsen,
& Ryan, 2017).

...all human beings have three fundamental psychological needs—for com-
petence, autonomy, and relatedness—which when satisfied promote au-
tonomous motivation, wellness, and effective performance. Thus, SDT
has been centrally concerned with promoting the need-supportive con-
ditions across domains that facilitate people motivating themselves au-
tonomously and in turn working well and feeling good.
(E. Deci et al., 2017, p.39)

Relatedness
The need for relatedness is about the reciprocal caring and concern between indi-
viduals and groups of people (Ryan & Deci, 2017; E. L. Deci & Ryan, 2000); "To
love and care, and to be loved and cared for" (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 231).
There can be trade-offs between the need for relatedness and the need for autonomy.
Relatedness within a group or between individuals usually triumphs at the expense
of a person’s need for autonomy (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Autonomy
Autonomy is the need to be in control of one’s situation and actions (Ryan & Deci,
2017). The need for autonomy is deeply ingrained in human beings and creates
a tendency to take actions that are aligned with one’s personal goals and needs.
To feel as if one’s actions are the results of free will, and not forced upon oneself
by others or the current situation (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). Furthermore
E. Deci et al. (2017) explain that in a workplace context "...when employees have
a sense of autonomy they themselves find ways to get the other needs satisfied" (p.
23).

Competence
Competence is the need to use one’s skills, knowledge, and overall capacity to inter-
act with the physical and social environment in the most effective way (E. L. Deci
& Ryan, 1985, 2000). The need for competence creates an urge to develop one’s
skills and apply them on tasks that are challenging but possible to complete. As
a person’s skills and knowledge develops, he or she will seek out new challenges in
order to further improve those skills (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 2000).

"Where individuals are prevented from developing skills, understanding,
or mastery, the competence need will be unmet."
(Ryan & Deci, 2017, p. 86)
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2.2.2 Affordance theory
The concept of affordances has its origin in the field of Ecological Psychology and
was introduced in the 1960s by the psychologist James J. Gibson. In his book "The
Ecological Approach to Visual Perception" from 1979, Gibson made the following
definition of affordances:

The affordances of the environment are what it offers the animal, what
it provides or furnishes, either for good or ill. (Gibson, 1979, p. 127)

Gibson (1979) states that the perception of affordances are dependent on culture,
previous experience, and needs. A hungry person would perceive the affordances of
an apple differently than he or she would had that person already eaten. The percep-
tion is different but the affordance "to be eaten" is there in both cases. Furthermore,
Gibson (1979) argues that the perception of an object or an environments affordance
is unique to each organism, although at many times a set of affordances of an object
is perceived similarly by many, but not all. For example, many would agree that one
of the affordances of a pen is to write, but a person not knowing about the concept
of writing would not be able perceive the same affordances (Gibson, 1979).

Affordance theory has been used in numerous fields since its inception, most notably
in product- and interaction design, where Norman (1988) introduced the concept
in his work "The Design Of Everyday Things". Norman (1988) means that an af-
fordance is a property of the object or environment, whereas Gibson (1979) argued
that an affordance is a relational property between the organism and the object or
environment. Gaver (1991) highlights the usefulness of affordance theory when he
applies it in the context of understanding user behaviour in interface design. Gaver
(1991) uses the following definition of affordances:

Affordances are properties of the world that are compatible with and rel-
evant for people’s interactions (Gaver, 1991, p. 79).

Gaver (1996) uses the concept of affordances to explore the role the built environ-
ment plays in the interaction between individuals:

Interior decoration relies on designing affordances: The ways tables are
laid out in restaurants, for instance - whether they are small and well
spaced, or arranged in long rows - will determine whether the space offers
an intimate encounter or a convivial celebration. (Gaver, 1996, p. 121)

Furthermore Gaver (1996) argues that the perception of "affordances for social in-
teraction" can differ between societies, which is in line with the cultural aspect of
affordances proposed by Gibson (1979).

Affordance theory is to this day used as a way to understand how humans interact
with the environment and newer phenomena such as the use of social media platforms
has been viewed through its lens (Bucher & Helmond, 2017). Karahanna, Xu, Xu,
and Zhang (2018) combine affordance theory with SDT and psychological ownership
theory to create a lens thorough which they view social media:
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The paper develops a needs–affordances–features (NAF) perspective on
social media use which posits that individuals’ psychological needs moti-
vate their use of social media applications to the extent to which these
applications provide affordances that satisfy these needs.
(Karahanna et al., 2018, p. 737)

2.3 Framework
The following framework has been developed from SDT. The identified needs will be
placed in the most closely related SDT dimension. Kano-classifications are indicated
with colors.

Relatedness Autonomy CompetenceAttractive

One-dimensional

Must-be

Indifferent

Kano classification

Figure 2.2 Framework
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The study took place at three different coworking spaces in the city of Gothenburg,
the second largest city of Sweden. The researchers were granted access as members
of the coworking spaces and spent over 900 hours immersed. During the course of
the project, the research team had weekly meetings to discuss the observations and
findings, and to guide further data collection.

3.1 Research design
Choices regarding research design and methods, need to harmonize with the research
questions (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The first research question is a prerequisite for
the second, meaning that the initial inquiry becomes to find what customer needs
exists in coworking. Qualitative studies are a first step in quantitative studies where
relevant factors are identified to later be measured (Wallén, 1996). Since very few
studies have been made with inquiry regarding customer needs in coworking a qual-
itative study need to take place in order to find these needs. These needs can then
be measured quantitatively. Uncovering customer needs entails understanding not
only explicit aspects of the coworking phenomenon, but implicit one’s as well such
as members subjective perspectives and various social aspects such as relations be-
tween actors. Wallén (1996) argues that qualitative studies are necessary for things
that are vague, ambiguous and subjective like experiences and feelings that are hard
to quantify. In this sense our inquiry is of a quite exploratory character in that we
try to view the coworking phenomenon through a new lens, through interviews and
observations, and build theory through generalizations made from observations, in
line with an inductive approach (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Wallén, 1996).

Wallén (1996) proposes the case study as a method enabling one to see what hap-
pens under real circumstances and from these observations generate deep knowledge
about these events. The case study approach is also a common avenue for scientific
inquiry in various fields, including management research (Yin, 2009). Customer
needs cannot be isolated from the product or service they relate to, rather these
needs are instead often intimately tied to the related product or service. Therefore
a case study approach is needed and it also works well with coworking since these
spaces easily can be identified as demarcated systems (Merriam, 1994). To be able
to contrast findings and not be to dependent on one case, a multiple case study
approach is used.
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No research takes place in a vacuum. Even though very few studies had explic-
itly looked at customer needs in coworking many inquiries have been done in the
phenomenon. Therefore a structured literature review was done in order to get a
picture of the contributions in the field, specifically relating to what coworking is,
who uses this service and why these people cowork. Yin (2009) views thorough
literature reviews as a natural starting point when employing a case study method.
This theory was used in discussion in order to see whether the identified needs could
be verified or contrasted to prior research as well as if our endeavor had uncovered
new aspects or missed existing ones.

Yin (2009) argues case studies follow linear but iterative path and Bryman and Bell
(2011) also notes that many inductive studies have iterative patterns of going back
and forth between theory and data. Some scholars reshape this view slightly and
refers to this process as abductive (Dubois Gadde, 2002). As our method below
will clarify our initial qualitative endeavor was to a high extent inductive.

To test the generated theory and to be able to answer the second research question
a quantitative study took place in the form of a self-completion questionnaire. This
part is deductive since the uncovered customer needs are "subjected to empirical
scrutiny" (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 11).

In this sense our research design can be said to have to follow a mixed methods,
multiple case study research approach. An inductive endeavor builds theory about
customer needs from findings. This theory is thereafter tested quantitatively. The
data is gathered from multiple coworking spaces in both instances.

3.2 Literature review

A structured literature was initialized by searching on web of science using the
keywords: coworking, cowork, co-working, co-work, co working, co work. In the
first screening the identified literature was screened for articles that were about
coworking. For the second step, articles with an SJR of one or two were kept and
the content of the articles were examined more closely. It consisted of reading the
abstracts and conclusions in order to identify if the article answered who coworks
what coworking is, and why people cowork. Before the third and last screening,
as suggested by (Randolph, 2009), a snowball search from several was performed
as a way to find more relevant literature and reach saturation. The third and last
screening was done according to the judgement of the researchers.The literature
review took place between February 6, 2020 and February 17, 2020. An overview of
the process is illustrated in figure 3.1.

3.3 Setting

United Spaces has over 1’300 members in Sweden. They opened in Gothenburg in
2017 and is located in the city centre with roughly 300 members. Anyone is allowed
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Articles found in database 
searches

164

97

72

63

67
First screening:

coworking

40
Second screening:

SJR and “who, what or why”

9
Third screening:

researchers judgement

15Articles found from snowballing

Figure 3.1 Flowchart of the structured literature review

to join and become a member of the coworking space and partake in their activi-
ties, such as seminars, breakfasts, members lunch. Three different memberships are
available: a lounge membership which grants access to an area similar to a hotel
lobby, a flex membership giving access to a area with ergonomic chairs and desks
and private offices, which can be customized to suit tenant’s needs. Amenities and
service functions are included in all three memberships.

A Working Lab opened during late fall of 2019 and is located outside the city centre
in a science hub dedicated to civil engineering and urban planning. A Working
Lab’s approach is to function as an interface between industry and academia. A
Working Lab is selective regarding members in order to ensure that users fit their
intended theme. A Working Lab has two types of memberships, a flex membership
which gives access to an area with various work spaces where the member chooses a
work area dependent on the current work needs. The other type of membership are
private offices which are part of the same area as the flex membership. The offices
differ in size to suit different company sizes. Members with a private office have
access to the open area in the same way those with a flex membership have.

Arena Nordstan opened in march of 2020 located in the city centre. The aim with
this space is to function as a pilot test for future coworking spaces. Arena Nordstan
is owned by the property owner Vasakronan and the idea is to offer coworking
memberships to Vasakronans existing tenants. Arena Nordstan has the same type
of memberships as A Working Lab.

All three coworking spaces are owned by large property owners. The similarity
in ownership could have some implication on how representative the findings are
relating to the coworking spaces phenomenon as a whole. This might be remedied
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somewhat by the spaces different focus and since the three spaces were in different
stages of operation (United Spaces experienced, A Working Lab and Arena Nordstan
newly opened), it gave access to individuals with different amount of experience of
coworking spaces.

3.4 Qualitative methods

3.4.1 Participant observation
One part of understanding the needs of someone else is to try to see things from
this persons perspective. Given our aim to uncover customer needs in coworking,
participant observation was therefore one chosen method. Participant observation
can be defined as:

...a way to collect data in naturalistic settings by ethnographers who ob-
serve and/or take part in the common and uncommon activities of the
people being studied. (Dewalt Dewalt 2011, p.2)

The method has often been used in studies situated in organizational settings
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Clancey (2006) argues that being able to actually un-
derstand work practice and inherent conflicts of work settings can be hard for an
outsider, yet these tensions creates constraints. These constraints can also be a
promising source of information in a process to uncover customer needs, when not
only straightforward aspects are of interest. DeWalt and DeWalt (2011) argues that
the method can help to form a holistic and deeper understanding of phenomenon.
It can also give researchers an intuition about how people relate to one another,
facilitate the research process as well as provide experiences that can be discussed
with other members (Schensul & LeCompte, 2012). Clancey (2006) also mentions
visual analysis and its ability to appreciate more straightforward aspects such as pos-
tures and gestures, but also more elaborate things such as preferences for privacy or
indirect involvement.

During a period of six months, the researchers spent their time as members at the
three coworking spaces, performing participant observations. Both researchers were
present most days of the week, usually through normal office hours. Occasionally the
researchers were there during early mornings, late evenings and weekends to contrast
previous experiences. Similarly an effort was made to experience as many rooms
and seating areas of the settings as possible. The researchers attended events such
as weekly member breakfasts, physical and remote seminars and remote workouts.
This resulted in over 900 hours between the two spent researchers at coworking
spaces during the time of research. Guba, Lincoln, and others (1994) argues that
trustworthiness of a study increases if considerable time is spent in the setting.

An overt ethnographic approach was taken. At A Working Lab and United Spaces
community managers introduced the researchers and the research to other members
when given the opportunity, thereby providing access and legitimacy of inquiry
well in line with Clancey (2006). At A Working Lab the information about the
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researchers presence was also sent out in a member slack channel.

Field notes were taken in a project diary. Novel experiences, thoughts, and obser-
vations were written down and recorded with setting, date and time following the
suggestions of Clancey (2006) and Schensul and LeCompte (2012). Furthermore an
effort was made to keep notes descriptive, separating own thought or experiences
from observations.

An important aspect made possible by observation was experiencing the settings by
working there as members. The role of the researchers could be situated somewhere
in between participant as observer and observer as participants according to Gold’s
(1958) nomenclature, since they were full members, yet with a focus on data collec-
tion and understanding user needs. The ethnographic approach allowed not only for
direct findings, but for a greater understanding of interviewees and their accounts.

One limitation of the ethnographic inquiry might be that both researchers were male
possibly influencing accessibility to some avenues of information (DeWalt & DeWalt,
2011).

3.4.2 Interviews
Thirteen semi-structured member interviews were held throughout the study. The
main purpose of the interviews was to identify the customer needs which would
serve as the input for a Kano questionnaire. A purposive sampling was done in
order to cover a diverse group of interviewees with respect to some characteristics
(Bryman & Bell, 2011) such as age, gender, occupation, employment type and time
as a members. Several of the interviewees had previous experiences from other
coworking spaces or cafes which enabled them to contrast their experiences.

Table 3.1 Interviewees m=male, f=female

Code CS Age Profession Employment
M001 Arena 25-34 Sales Manager Permanent
M002 US 25-34 Entrepreneur - Business Developer Self Employed
M003 Arena 25-34 Corporate Development Manager Permanent
F004 AWL 35-44 Business Developer - HR Permanent
M005 AWL 25-34 Data Engineer Permanent
F006 US 25-34 Solution Engineer Permanent
F007 AWL 35-44 Entrepreneur - Process Leader Self Employed
M008 US 45-54 Manager - Business Developer Permanent
M009 US 45-54 Entrepreneur - Business Developer Self Employed
M010 US 55-64 Entrepreneur - Business Developer Self Employed
F011 US 25-34 Management Consultant Permanent
F012 US 55-64 Entrepreneur - HR Self Employed
F013 US 45-54 Regional Manager Permanent

Most interviews were partaken by both researchers, making it possible for one to
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focus more on being present in the conversation, whereas the other could focus on
taking notes and sometimes intervene with follow-up questions. This way specific
emotions could be captured in the moment and used as specific points of interest
during transcription.

In the beginning of each interview the interviewee was asked to map his or her
energy levels throughout their day and explain why it rose or fell (Appendix A).
The purpose with this exercise was to get a basic understanding for how a normal
day looks like in their life. The mapping was removed from later interviews due to
saturation and in some cases time-constraints. Photo-elicitation was used as a way
to uncover more information than with regular interview-questions alone (Harper,
2002; Clark-IbáÑez, 2004). The interviewees were asked to pick three pictures out
of 22 that they associated with something that made their work easier by being
at a coworking space (Appendix B). They were also asked to chose one picture
that they associated with something frustrating regarding coworking. By asking
what’s frustrating about one’s job or task, potential product or service solutions
can be uncovered (Ulwick & Bettencourt, 2008). The photo elicitation combined
with follow-up questions proved to be the most useful method to uncover information
related to our research.

After the photo-elicitation the rest of the interview was done in a semi-structured
manner. In semi-structured interviews questions are of more general character com-
pared with structured ones and the researcher has room to pursue new questions
sparked from replies (Bryman & Bell, 2011). At the beginning of the study this
part had a more exploratory character in the sense that interviewees were asked
to elaborate on many aspects. Interviewees were allowed to take off on tangents
providing indications of aspects of importance to the interviewee (Bryman & Bell,
2011). Later when some aspects had been confirmed multiple times, less follow-up
questions were asked, instead focus shifted to new information. Follow-up questions
were often just asked to make the interviewee clarify certain points or aspects, but
sometimes also to ask how often something occurred.

Sometimes during interviews the interviewees would get more emotional regarding a
certain issue. It turned out that findings from these moments often could be coupled
with a need.

A few interviews were carried out with video conference solutions as a result of the
Covid-19 pandemic. The journey mapping was excluded from these interviews, but
the photo exercise was kept, through digitally sending a file with the photos to the
interviewees. The video interviews worked well and the researchers did not perceive
any barriers in extracting information.

All interviews were recorded and transcribed. This proved to be a good practice
enabling repeated examination of the material and rigorous analysis (Bryman &
Bell, 2011). A fourteenth interview was held with a member from a fourth coworking
space “Entreprenörsgatan”, in order to contrast previous findings. More interviews
were intended to be held with members at this place, but this became difficult due
to the Covid-19 pandemic. At this point saturation was already reached at the other
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coworking spaces.

During one of the weekly meetings with the research group, a discussion arose related
to what kind of social theory could be appropriate discussing the findings. What
could explain how people use and interact in these spaces?

Self-determination theory (SDT) came up as a potential candidate and it was de-
cided to incorporate some interview questions relating to SDT. Questions previously
used for this purpose (Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, Soenens, & Lens,
2010; E. L. Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000) were slightly tailored to a coworking setting.
It turned out that the answers showed to be consistent in the sense that no con-
tradictions were found between negative and positive statements. Some questions
did however only result in yes or no answers in some cases. Perhaps more interest-
ingly the answers were not always relating to the aspect of SDT being asked about.
The questions however showed to provide new insights on customer needs and were
therefore kept and developed to some degree.

3.4.3 Documents and digital traces

Documents and digital traces are not produced as part of research inquiry, yet can
be used by researchers in analysis of phenomenon (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The
researchers naturally had access to the websites of the coworking spaces, providing
material regarding history, membership plans, prices and so forth. Beside these
straightforward sources some additional ones were encountered. These data gave an
additional lens of information for the process of uncovering customer needs.

United Spaces
At United Spaces a member survey was made accessible for the researchers. This
survey was done by a third party providing United Spaces with net promoter scores
on various features of the service. It also gave members the option to freely write
reactions as well as desires connected to the service. As all members at United Spaces
the researchers got access to an internal mobile application where one can connect
with others, book meeting rooms and purchase various products and services. Due
to the Covid-19 pandemic United Spaces organized various digital events for their
members. Some of these were attended by the researchers, such as seminars and
remote workouts led by an instructor. These events also featured a chat-function
for members to use.

A Working Lab
Slack is used as an internal communication channel for members of A Working Lab.
The researchers were included in this channel. As with United Spaces, A Working
Lab hosted digital events following the Covid-19 pandemic. This took the form
of a company presentation done by one of the members with a following round of
questions.
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3.4.4 Data analysis
The field notes and diary were discussed during the weekly research group meet-
ings to highlight, theorize, and contrast findings with existing literature, our own
experiences and observations.
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Observations were coded into nodes in NVivo to give an overview of what had been
observed and experienced. Similarly all of the interviews were coded in NVivo. The
nodes from the observations and interviews were grouped in similar parent nodes
and themes. Different types of categorization were tried in order to reach new
insights. This was done in several iterations as more themes emerged. Themes were
grouped according to similarities and higher categories emerged. PowerPoint was
used as a tool for visual presentation and development of the analysis of findings from
observations and interviews. Articles included in the literature review were coded
in NVivo to create an understanding for common themes and findings relevant to
the research purpose.

3.4.5 Trustworthiness
Credibility is mainly achieved through triangulation, namely the study of various
sources of information to uncover customer needs (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The
combination of interviews and participant observation proved specifically useful;
Own experiences could be confirmed by other’s accounts and vice versa. Other
times, the literature provided additional perspectives on found themes.

One main challenge for the researchers was to maintain a focus on customer needs
and not be distracted by various operational aspects and features. Another reflection
is that being open in observation is a balancing act when concurrently studying liter-
ature about the phenomena under study. It is helpful to get help or inspiration from
theory, yet one need to be open and not using theoretically preconceived categories.
Being two researchers was a strength since it enabled an ability to continuously
provide awareness of these issues.

3.4.6 Ethics
Participant observation
As previously mentioned the researchers were introduced to other members by the
community managers when possible which provided access and legitimacy (Clancey,
2006). Another ethical consideration in the relationship to other members was that
the researchers made sure to present themselves as researchers in line with Kawulich
(2005). As suggested by Schensul and LeCompte (2012) all notes that included
people were written using pseudonyms to ensure their anonymity and confidentiality.

Interviews
All interviewees were informed about the purpose of the study and how the results
were being published. Bryman and Bell (2011) state that a credible rationale for
participating in research should be provided to prospective informants. Furthermore
the interviewees were assured confidentiality and informed about their right to exit
at any time. Wallén (1996) stresses the importance of letting informants give their
consent and freedom to exit a study if the wish to. All participants were asked for
approval before recording the interviews. The recordings were shared between the
researchers and stored safely; the files were kept out of online storage to minimise
the risk of being attained by outsiders. When transcribing the interviews, names of

21



3. Methods

persons and companies were anonymized to ensure confidentiality.

3.5 Quantitative methods

3.5.1 Kano-questionnaire
The instrument used to measure identified needs was a self-completion questionnaire
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). A Kano-questionnaire which can be found in Appendix C
was designed from the voice of the customer and the participant observations. The
paper by Berger et al. (1993) was used as guidance in designing the questionnaire,
while affordance theory and the lens provided by Karahanna et al. (2018) was used
to formulate the questions. More specifically the questions were phrased as affor-
dances that could cater to the previously identified needs. A number of iterations
of the questionnaire were designed and tested within the research team and oth-
ers until a satisfactory design was reached. After that a pilot-questionnaire was
sent out to the interviewees, asking for their feedback. As a result of the Covid-19
pandemic no on-site pilot-testing was done as was initially planned, yet some re-
spondents were able to provide some feedback in person. The feedback was used to
rephrase unclear questions, clarify the introduction and the answers. Several strate-
gies were also employed to decrease the risk of a low response rate, such as making
the survey relatively short, providing a clear rationale for participating, guarantee-
ing confidentiality, clear instructions and attractive layout (Bryman & Bell, 2011).
The respondents at A Working Lab were also provided with an incentive in form of
a free lunch in the building’s restaurant.

The survey was sent out to all members at United Spaces and A Working Lab
in the form of a web link via email. The respondents had the option to choose
whether to answer the survey in English or Swedish. The measured needs and their
corresponding questions form the Kano-questionnaire can be found in Appendix C.

Several trade-offs were present in the creation of the survey. The most apparent
one relates to number and detail of questions versus respondent fatigue on the part
of respondents. This fatigue refers to when a respondent becomes tired of answer-
ing questions and therefore terminate the survey (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The aim
becomes to capture as much as possible with a sensible number of questions and
still maintain high validity. Therefore some aspects described clearly and coherently
among interviewees and in literature was not included in the survey. This issue is
present in the number of demographic questions asked as well. Since one aim was to
detect possible segments asking the right demographic questions was of importance.
Yet it is impossible to know beforehand what types of categorization is relevant for
the given population resulting in a guessing game. Other studies and our findings
were used as inspiration and material for discussion in the research group. The re-
searchers believed that type of employment and one’s primary view of the coworking
space might be a good predictor after some analysis of interviews and observations.
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Another aspect turning out to be quite troublesome was the wording of the possible
alternatives of answers. Earlier research (Berger et al., 1993) as well as own early
testing revealed some confusion regarding the alternatives. Therefore meticulous
efforts were made to make the survey easy to follow and answer (Bryman & Bell,
2011) and the chosen answers can be found in table 3.2.

Table 3.2 Wording of answers

Original form Form used
1 I like it that way. I would really like it.
2 It must be that way. I would like it and expect it.
3 I am neutral. I would be neutral.
4 I can live with it that way. I would dislike it, but could tolerate it.
5 I dislike it that way. I would really dislike it.

3.5.2 Response rate
United Spaces
1287 members were reached by the email containing the survey. After two reminders,
a total of 94 persons had clicked the link to the survey and 86 persons had began
answering the survey. After data cleaning, 55 complete responses remained.

6.7% = 86
1287 (3.1)

A Working Lab
23 members were reached by the email containing the survey. After two reminders
15 persons had started answering the survey. After data cleaning, 12 complete
responses remained.

67.2% = 15
23 (3.2)

3.5.3 Data cleaning and data analysis
The survey responses were exported to an excel file and then transformed to fit the
statistical analysis software JMP. The data was cleaned from respondents whose
answers were exactly the same for almost every question. Those that had a faster
response time than deemed possible to give a fair answer and persons that did
not finish the survey were also removed before the analysis. Contingency tables
within JMP were used as a way to explore potential explanatory factors from the
demographic data. Furthermore, JMP was used to do a hierarchical clustering on the
Kano-category response was done using Ward’s method. Both Excel and JMP was
used to plot diagrams and charts as ways to explore the data. The Kano results were
displayed as tables with the percentage of each Kano category for each respective
question, for United Spaces as a whole, and each respective customer segment. A
Working Lab was treated as a separate customer segment. As suggested by Matzler
et al. (1996), S/DS-diagrams were used as a way to understand the customer needs.
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3.5.4 Validity
While designing the questionnaire a lot of thought was spent on the issue of validity
often provoked by the aspect of respondent fatigue, mentioned above. Questions
were tested and reformulated to be able to capture the identified need or a part of
it. The iterations of testing the survey provided feedback on clarity of questions
and alternatives for answers as well. Yet individual respondents might interpret
questions in new ways and answer differently than the same person would have if
the question would have been understood as intended. There is also always an issue
with surveys in that individuals might provide answers that contradicts how they
would feel about something if experiencing the same thing in real life.

Another issue relates to how the combinations of answers are supposed to be inter-
preted as classifications according to the Kano evaluation table (table 3.3). Specif-
ically two combinations have provoked our thoughts. The first one is where a re-
spondent gives the first alternative as an answer to the functional question and the
second alternative to the dysfunctional one (F1-D2). This is classified as an at-
tractive quality, yet to answer must-be for a dysfunctional formed question is not
entirely logical. This might be a minor issue, since this combination seldom occurs.

Table 3.3 Original Kano evaluation table, reproduced from Berger et al. (1993)

Customer Requirements

Dysfunctional

1 2 3 4 5

like must-be neutral live with dislike

Functional

1 like Q A A A O

2 must-be R I I I M

3 neutral R I I I M

4 live with R I I I M

5 dislike R R R R Q

A more problematic issue is the combination F2-D4. Building on the theory behind
the questionnaire this could also be interpreted as a one-dimensional quality. The
respondent answers that it is a must-be that a certain aspect is provided and he
or she can live with a situation where it is not provided, yet this is not optimal.
This is consistent with a satisfaction proportional to the level of provision, yet not
as clearly as in the combination F1-D5. In our pilot study we noticed that the
combination F2-D4 was quite popular yet the results showed no needs classified
as one-dimensional. We saw this as a sign that the combination F2-D4 should be
evaluated as one-dimensional and changed the original one (table 3.3) to the one
that can be seen in table 3.4
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Table 3.4 Developed Kano evaluation table, developed from Berger et al. (1993)

Customer Requirements

Dysfunctional

1 2 3 4 5

like must-be neutral live with dislike

Functional

1 like Q A A A O

2 must-be R I I O M

3 neutral R I I I M

4 live with R I I I M

5 dislike R R R R Q

3.5.5 Ethics
Kano-questionnaire
When it came to the questionnaire the respondents were informed that the data
would be handled in accordance with GDPR, that their responses would be anony-
mous, and that they had to give their consent before being able to proceed. Fur-
thermore the respondents were informed that the research team were the only ones
who would have access to the data. In the end of the survey the respondents were
given the option to provide their email address if they wanted to have a copy of the
final report. Before providing their email address they were informed that by doing
so, the survey would no longer be anonymous.
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Literature review

Scholars have now for almost a decade tried to understand the coworking phe-
nomenon through various perspectives. Albeit many notable contributions, the body
of literature surrounding the phenomenon is not a particularly distinct one. With
this note, we here outline some main themes found in the literature and answer the
first research question.

4.1 What is coworking?
Aside the attempts to find short and descriptive definitions of coworking, the phe-
nomenon is portrayed in terms of features or service attributes, forms and typologies
as well as proposed benefits. Some authors also develop novel theories in pursuits
to capture new perspectives.

4.1.1 Definitions
The one thing that clearly unites scholarly definitions of coworking is the aspect of
co-location, the sharing of space (Bilandzic & Foth, 2013; Capdevila, 2013; Gan-
dini, 2015; Parrino, 2015). The spaces are characterized as localized (Capdevila,
2013), open-plan office environments (Spinuzzi, 2012) and its users are described as
unaffiliated (Spinuzzi, 2012), independent (Capdevila, 2013), knowledge profession-
als (Gandini, 2015). Definitions of coworking incorporates various ideas about the
phenomenon as well: social learning, peer collaboration and creativity (Bilandzic
& Foth, 2013), knowledge sharing (Capdevila, 2013) and even an atmosphere or a
lifestyle (Moriset, 2013).

Scholars note that defining the phenomenon is not an easy task. Spinuzzi (2012)
made an early effort, by collecting and analyzing the definitions of proprietors and
users, showing a great variety of definitions :

...beyond saying that they worked in the presence of other people, they
provided definitions that were far from unanimous (p. 418).

Parrino (2015) notices a continuum in where you may place coworking spaces in
terms of allowing for interaction and collaboration. This aspect is incorporated into
a quite comprehensive definition of coworking:

1. the co-localisation of various coworkers within the same work envi-
ronment;
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2. the presence of workers heterogeneous by occupation and/or sector
in which they operate and/or organisational status and affiliation (free-
lancers in the strict sense, microbusiness, employees or self-employed
workers)
3. the presence (or not) of activities and tools designed to stimulate the
emergence of relationships and collaboration among coworkers.
(Parrino, 2015, p. 265)

Later, newer perspectives are offered; Bouncken and Reuschl (2018) shed light on the
aspect of autonomy offered by coworking spaces in terms of utilization possibilities
of space and infrastructure as well as communication.

4.1.2 Typologies
Apparent from the short journey into definitions above, the coworking phenomenon
seem to encompass heterogeneous views. This point becomes more vivid when
regarding the various classifications of coworking spaces the literature.

Spinuzzi (2012) employs an activity theory perspective and finds two configurations
of coworking spaces: the good-neighbors configuration and the good-partners configu-
ration. The former comprises of actors working in parallel with a collaborative focus
on how best support everyone’s individual work, whereas the latter is the habitat
of actors cooperating as partners (Spinuzzi, 2012). Kojo and Nenonen (2016) iden-
tify coworking spaces in Finland using business model and level of user access to
identify six typologies. Bouncken, Laudien, Fredrich, and Görmar (2018) classifies
coworking spaces into four types and finds among them tensions regarding value
creation and value appropriation relating to coopetition. Ivaldi and Scaratti (2019)
focusing on the concept of sharing find four types of coworking spaces with different
activities and views on sharing: infrastructure coworking, relational coworking, net-
work coworking and welfare coworking. Fiorentino (2019) develops three typologies
based on coworking spaces role in the socio-economic ecosystem: social incubators,
start-up incubators and real-estate incubators.

Apart from pure typologies, scholars identify various aspects that could differentiate
coworking spaces from each other. Clifton et al. (2019) quantitatively investigate
inputs, outputs and outcomes of coworking spaces. Ross and Ressia (2015) find var-
ious characteristics: length of membership, type of ownership, hybrid space or not,
degree of collaboration and similarity of members. Bouncken and Reuschl (2018)
develop six dimensions of coworking: coworking users, social intensity, institution
of the coworking space provider, physical assets, availability and professional focus
and competition. Vidaillet and Bousalham (2018) find three dimensions of coworking
spaces based on economic forms, relations and practices: the involvement, relational
and exchange dimensions.

Others views the phenomenon through a more political lens. Gandini and Cossu
(2019) divide the emergence of coworking into three historical phases; they start
with an avant-garde phase leading into amainstream "neo-corporate" phase to finally
address a new "resilient" phase.
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4.1.3 Features

When regarding features it is hard to overlook the aspect of co-location; it is a core
feature of coworking. It is also being connected to various proposed benefits such as
easing the process of socialization (Bouncken & Aslam, 2019), reducing transaction
costs for collaboration (Capdevila, 2014) and generating organizationality (Blagoev,
Costas, & Kärreman, 2019). There are other aspects that distinguishes coworking
from other forms of shared offices than just the sharing of space. For example a focus
on community and knowledge sharing (Capdevila, 2014) or collaborative activities
(Waters-Lynch, Potts, Butcher, Dodson, & Hurley, 2016). Cabral and Winden
(2016) even argue that co-location does not automatically lead to interaction or
innovation; instead it requires applying appropriate strategic tools to emerge.

How, then, is the space that is being shared designed? There is plenty of case
studies reporting of space characteristics of their studied coworking spaces. Space
design relates to other aspects of coworking: it can influence how encounters happens
(Jakonen, Kivinen, Salovaara, & Hirkman, 2017), it can affect people’s attitudes to-
wards a place and its users (Orel & Alonso Almeida, 2019) and it can stimulate user’s
creativity (Yang et al., 2019). Cheah and Ho (2019) found that space creativity was
positively related to the business model innovation outcome of member firms. In
their study, respondents answered to what extent their work space design encour-
aged creative thinking, playfulness and generated ideas of higher quality (Cheah &
Ho, 2019). Spinuzzi (2012) makes a distinction between inward and outward facing
space designs:

...the space design was inward facing, focused on facilitating comfort
and relationships within the coworking site. ...the site was designed to
be outward facing, to facilitate professional contacts with outsiders, to
impress rather than to comfort. (Spinuzzi, 2012, p. 422-423)

Location is another feature of coworking examined in many studies (Fiorentino, 2019;
Wang & Loo, 2017; Lilja, 2019). Fiorentino (2019) found concentrations of cowork-
ing spaces in Rome around the main infrastructure such as metro lines. Location is
determined by aspects such as ideological mission and origin but accessibility unites
all types of coworking spaces (Fiorentino, 2019). Both hosts and users of cowork-
ing regard location close to city center or metro stations as very important (Wang
& Loo, 2017) and accessibility is even regarded as the most important reason for
choosing a coworking space (Weijs-Perrée, van de Koevering, Appel-Meulenbroek,
& Arentze, 2019; Capdevila, 2013).

Last but not least we will shortly mention the aspect of provided services. Often
mentioned in this instance is wifi connection (Bilandzic & Foth, 2013; Spinuzzi,
2012), printer (de Peuter, Cohen, & Saraco, 2017; Ivaldi & Scaratti, 2019) and
various forms of events (Brown, 2017; Cabral & Winden, 2016; Capdevila, 2014;
van Dijk, 2019). Mariotti, Pacchi, and Di Vita (2017) make a distinction between
traditional services (administrative offices and meeting rooms) and digital services
(wifi connection and printers).
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4.1.4 Proposed benefits
The arguments for coworking are many, ranging from providing a sense of community
and collaboration to increasing productivity and knowledge sharing. For a fuller
picture, see table 4.1. These proposed benefits are in various ways interdependent,
but we display them as more distinct entities.

Through coworking, sociality can be provided to its’ users creating relationships
leading to a concept of community (Parrino, 2015). Spinuzzi, Bodrožić, Scaratti,
and Ivaldi (2019) develop two concepts of community within coworking, namely
gesellschaft communities and collaborative communities. In the former, relationships
between users are institutional or transactional, while they are networked relating to
common project objectives in the latter (Spinuzzi et al., 2019). Garrett, Spreitzer,
and Bacevice (2017) develop three types of collective actions that can build a sense
of community in coworking spaces: endorsing, encountering, and engaging. Users
collectively endorse a vision of community while leaving room for everyone to shape
the vision to one’s individual needs (Garrett et al., 2017). Users can both passively
encounter a sense of community or actively engage in co-constructing the sense of
community (Garrett et al., 2017). Rus and Orel (2015) add to the discussion by
claiming community building as a process in need of careful management and time.

Collaboration is another aspect often connected to coworking (Butcher, 2018; de
Peuter et al., 2017; Justin, 2019; Yang et al., 2019) and Salvador et al. (2018)
view coworking spaces as excellent for collaboration. Capdevila (2014) develops
three collaborative approaches: cost-based collaboration with the goal of reducing
operational or transaction costs, resource-based collaboration where users aim to
access new knowledge and resources and relational collaboration relating to a search
for synergies and building the community. Castilho and Quandt (2017) find four
dimensions available to founders and managers to build collaborative capability in
coworking: knowledge sharing, enhancing a creative field, supporting individual
actions for collective results and supporting collective action towards an effective
execution. This seems to indicate what Ross and Ressia (2015) argue, namely that
collaborative behaviour does not appear automatically by co-location and indeed
Parrino (2015) stresses the importance of facilitators of collaboration and being
part of networks outside coworking.

Some benefits are more closely linked to entrepreneurs and freelancers such as sup-
port, status and managing the boundary between work and leisure. De Peuter et al.
(2017) claim "coworking spaces function as infrastructure for mutual aid" (p. 700)
and relate it to having support similar to individuals in organizations. Support is
related to giving feedback and exchanging help in struggles (de Peuter et al., 2017),
events and activities offered by proprietors (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018) and sharing
knowledge and develop business skills (Butcher, 2018). Gerdenitsch, Scheel, Andor-
fer, and Korunka (2016) stress the importance of social support and find a positive
relation between this support and performance satisfaction. Coworking spaces pro-
vide organizationality, meaning that they can help managing the boundary between
work and leisure (Blagoev et al., 2019) and give structure to work and work-hours
(Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018). Spinuzzi (2012) notices that many coworkers had
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problems with distractions, self-motivation and isolation when working from home.
Bouncken and Reuschl (2018) summarize some of these aspects:

The social and material resources of coworking-spaces can support en-
trepreneurs and micro-companies in their decisions. Coworking can...
offer solutions for their problem of isolation, which impacts psyche, physique,
and professional performance.
(Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018, p. 328-329)

Van Dijk (2019) also brings in the aspect of coworking spaces’ ability to provide
status for its users.

Coworking is also argued to provide co-discipline (Blagoev et al., 2019), increase
performance (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018) and productivity (Blagoev et al., 2019;
Clifton et al., 2019; Salvador et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2019). Bouncken and Reuschl
(2018) specifically find that performance "improves by the learning processes among
coworking-users that take upon the individual efcacy, trust and community among
coworking-users." (p.317). Salvador et al. (2018) find that improvement of produc-
tivity is related to social interactions and the coworking spaces environment.

Innovation is another proposed benefit of coworking (Yang et al., 2019) and Clifton
et al. (2019) find enhanced level of innovation reported from users. Cheah and Ho
(2019) see a positive relation between space creativity and business model inno-
vation outcome. Cabral and Winden (2016) describe how four strategies can be
employed by coworking spaces to encourage interaction and innovation: coworking
space management as a connector, regulating the mix of workers, interior design for
interaction and tools for networking. Bouncken et al. (2018) argue that coworking
spaces can utilize a positive tension between collaboration and competition to build
the core of innovation ecosystems.

As noticed above, social interactions are mentioned and connected to other proposed
benefits, for example to productivity (Salvador et al., 2018) and innovation (Cabral
& Winden, 2016). Bouncken and Reuschl (2018) see increasing social interaction
as a central function to the phenomenon and relate it to community. Jakonen
et al. (2017) even argue that encounters, intended and unintended, are a form of
production. However encounters do not necessarily take place in spite of intentions
to increase serendipitous encounters (Jakonen et al., 2017).

Other benefits mentioned are creativity (van Dijk, 2019; Yang et al., 2019), knowl-
edge sharing (Bouncken & Aslam, 2019; Salvador et al., 2018; Parrino, 2015) and
social well-being (Yang et al., 2019).

4.2 Who is the user?
Coworking is early described as an alternative to home-based work (Ross & Ressia,
2015). It is therefore often related to freelancers, entrepreneurs, knowledge workers,
nomadic workers and self-employed workers (Waters-Lynch & Potts, 2017; Vidaillet
& Bousalham, 2018; van Dijk, 2019; Merkel, 2019). Early statistics confirms this
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Table 4.1 Proposed benefits of coworking
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Blagoev et al. (2019) x x x

Bouncken & Reuschl (2018) x x x x

Bouncken et al. (2018) x x

Bouncken & Aslam (2019) x

Brown (2017) x x

Butcher (2018) x x x

Cabral & Winden (2016) x x

Capdevila (2014) x

Castilho et al. (2017) x

Cheah & Ho (2019) x

Clifton et al. (2019) x x

de Peuter et al. (2017) x x

Garret et al. (2017) x

Gerdenitsch et al. (2016) x

Merkel (2019) x

Orel et al. (2019) x

Parrino (2015) x x

Ross & Ressia (2015) x

Rus et al. (2014) x

Salvador et al. (2018) x x x x

Spinuzzi (2012) x x x x x

Spinuzzi et al. (2019) x

van Dijk (2019) x x

Walden (2019) x

Yang et al. (2019) x x x x x x
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with 55 percent of coworkers being freelancers in 2012, a share that shrinks to 42
percent in 2019 (Deskmag, 2019). Clifton et al. (2019) mention that employees of
larger organizations might increasingly be motivated to cowork, and uses the term
"location-independent work" to describe the potential users of coworking. Parrino
(2015, p.265) organizes coworkers into three groups:

1. freelancers in the strict sense;
2. microbusinesses that are based in the coworking spaces;
3. employees or self-employed workers, whose activity is done on behalf
of a company based outside the coworking spaces.

Parrino (2015) speculates that the reason for the third group could be related to
strategic and management needs of organizations or the needs of their workers.

Brown (2017) distinguishes and gives detailed descriptions of 4 groups of coworkers:
mentees, networkers, motivators and reluctant soloists.

4.3 Why cowork?
Numerous efforts have been made to capture the reasons why people use coworking
spaces and while the results vary in breadth and depth they hopefully paint a quite
comprehensive picture together. Interaction and social support are mentioned by
many (Butcher, 2018; Clifton et al., 2019; Ross & Ressia, 2015; Spinuzzi, 2012;
Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019). Brown (2017) sees strong support for a need to interact
with "like-minded" professional and Jakonen et al. (2017) found the main motivation
for joining was to be part of a social context. A closely related wish is to be part of a
community (Garrett et al., 2017; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019). Another common theme
is to escape isolation in one’s current work situation (Clifton et al., 2019; Gandini,
2015; Garrett et al., 2017; Grazian, 2019; Jakonen et al., 2017) or as Brown (2017)
describes it: "...an antidote to professional isolation" (p.120). There is a number of
studies finding an expressed need for a more professional work environment (Brown,
2017; Robelski, Keller, Harth, & Mache, 2019; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019). This can
be in form of hopes of acquiring a professional status associated with a certain space
(van Dijk, 2019; Gandini, 2015) and to impress outsiders (Spinuzzi, 2012). Many of
the aforementioned aspects can also be related to a need for a separation of home
and work life (Brown, 2017; Ross & Ressia, 2015; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019; Clifton
et al., 2019). Among other more frequently mentioned motivations are collaboration
(Ross & Ressia, 2015; Rus & Orel, 2015; Spinuzzi, 2012), access to a network (Clifton
et al., 2019; van Dijk, 2019; Gandini, 2015; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019), professional
support (Brown, 2017; Butcher, 2018; Spinuzzi, 2012; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019)
affordable accommodation (Butcher, 2018; Clifton et al., 2019; Ross & Ressia, 2015;
Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019) and flexibility (Ross & Ressia, 2015; Spinuzzi, 2012; Weijs-
Perrée et al., 2019). These aspects and some additional ones can be viewed more
clearly in table 4.2.

Most studies are qualitative and few make strong statements regarding relative im-
portance of motivations, yet Clifton et al. (2019) measure this aspect quantitatively
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in a questionnaire with 76 respondents at two coworking spaces in Wales, UK.
Overcoming isolation is the most common of negative aspects (40%), while posi-
tive aspects receive higher agreement: creative environment (45%), cheap business
solution (45%), network (50%) and interaction (50%). Weijs-Perrée et al. (2019)
(see figure 4.1) receive 219 responses to a survey sent out to 25 coworking spaces
in the Netherlands where looking for a place outside home (65%) and vibrant and
creative atmosphere (55%) where the most important motivations with affordable
accommodation (37%) and social interaction (32%) at third and fourth place.

Motivat ions  to  work  at  a  cowork in g  space (N=219)

The possibility for work related conversations with other co-workers

I was looking for a workplace outside my home

Vibrant and creative atmosphere in the co-working

Affordable accommodation

Social interaction with co-workers

The opportunity to network with co-workers

Feeling of being part of community

Flexibility

Professional supportive work environment

Professional appearance for the company

1st motivation

2nd motivation

3rd motivation

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Survey done in the Netherlands

Number of respondents

Figure 4.1 Motivations to work at a coworking space, reproduced from Weijs-perrée
et al. 2019
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Table 4.2 Motivations for coworking

Brown 
(2017)

Butcher 
(2018)

Clifton
et al.

(2019)
Gandini 
(2015)

Garret et al. 
(2017)

Grazian 
(2019)

Jakonen
et al.

(2017)

Robelski
et al.

(2019)

Ross & 
Ressia 
(2015)

Rus et al. 
(2014)

Spinuzzi 
(2012)

van Dijk 
(2019)

Weijs-Perrée 
et al.

(2019)

Access to network x x x x x

Affordable 
accommodation

x x x x

Avoid isolation x x x x x x

Being part of community x x

Collaboration x x x x

Flexibility x x x

Inspiring and creative 
atmosphere

x x x

Interaction and social 
support

x x x x x x x

Location x

Nature of precarious 
work

x

Productive work 
environment

x x x x x

Professional support x x x x

Professional work 
environment

x x x x x x

Sense of ownership x

Separate home form 
work

x x x x

Sharing ideas and 
knowledge

x x
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4.4 What aspects are important?
Clifton et al. (2019) (see figure 4.2), when asking respondents why they chose their
specific coworking space, report around 50 percent of coworkers selecting commu-
nity and interaction, while the most common responses were social and enjoyable
atmosphere and good office infrastructure (both around 60%). Weijs-Perrée et al.
(2019) report accessibility by car and public transport being the most important
attribute followed by atmosphere and interior aesthetics. Older coworkers (>35
years) and managers rates a higher importance in accessibility by car while younger
seem to have a higher tendency towards public transportation (Weijs-Perrée et al.,
2019). Another notable aspect in the results are that coworkers on average pre-
fer a homelike environment over a more modern one, but individuals with higher
education shows higher preference for modern interior (Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019).
Seo, Lysiankova, Ock, and Chun (2017) received 56 responses from coworkers in
South Korea which showed that users thought relationship facilitation was the most
important aspect, meaning being able to naturally encounter other coworkers when
one wants to. Other important aspects were service diversity, price plan, networking
event and party in descending order (Seo et al., 2017).

Why did  you choose your  current  cowork ing  space?  (N=76)

Possibility to work in groups

Random discoveries and opportunities

Flexible work times

Knowledge sharing

A close distance to my home

Good value for money

It is a community

Interaction with others

A social or enjoyable atmosphere

Good office infrastructure

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

(% of respondets selecting)

Survey done in Wales, UK

Figure 4.2 Why did you choose your current coworking space? reproduced from
Clifton et al. 2019

4.5 Negative aspects
The literature portrays a quite positive picture of coworking, yet some negative
aspects are mentioned.

Ambivalence from conflicts arising from shared work, specifically regarding capture
and commodification of shared resources and fair acknowledgement of work (Waters-
Lynch & Duff, 2019). Tensions relating to separating contributions in shared value
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creation, as well as tactics concerning ideas and knowledge are related to coopetition
(Bouncken & Aslam, 2019). Unintended leakage of ideas and knowledge is argued
to impair learning and entrepreneurial performance, causing reduction of trust and
community building (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018).

Bilandzic and Foth (2013) finds barriers for social learning since users find it hard
to identify or approach other unknown users and remain unaware of each other’s
expertise. Jakonen et al. (2017) also note that users avoid or neglects encounters
due to a primary focus on their own work. Another issue for coworkers is to not
be distracted from work activities due to time and energy spent on networking
(Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018).

Capdevila (2013) mentions a difficulty for coworkers to separate their private and
professional spheres, noting that coworkers often act concurrently as individuals and
the firms they represent. Spinuzzi (2012) argues that tensions can emerge in cowork-
ing spaces since contradicting configurations (described above) are superimposed in
the same space.
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In this section we outline the customer needs found in the collected data and ground
them in the SDT framework and previous research. It is Worth noting that cowork-
ing spaces are shared not only by freelancers and entrepreneurs. Members are em-
ployed by companies of various sizes, ranging from less than ten employees to more
than 250.

5.1 Framework
When relating SDT in the coworking setting it became evident that the needs could
not only be explained in relation to the self. Therefore, four different levels were
added to the framework as a way to discuss and relate the identified needs.

Self
Needs relating to the self are those that are found in SDT literature. It is about the
individual’s personal needs.

Peers
The needs relating the peers of the coworking space are those that exist in the
interface between members. It is about business relations, but also between members
as individuals.

Host
Some of the identified needs are in relation between the hosts and members.

Space
The fourth level is in relation to the coworking space, the spatial design, number of
rooms, and its location for example.
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Table 5.1 Label and the corresponding need

Label Need
A1 To know which other companies are members and what they do
A2 To be able to market one’s business
A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area
a31 Access to whiteboard
a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms

A4 To be transparent when meeting others
A5 To be able to scale one’s business
A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others
A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely
A8 To feel in control of social interactions
A9 To be able to focus on work activities

C1 To learn new things from peers and events
C2 To be healthy
C3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities
C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors
C5 To be able to receive help or input from others
C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy
C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions
C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence
C9 To be able to focus on the core business
C10 To feel an increased productivity from one’s workplace

R1 To belong to a community
r11 Meet new friends
r12 Have small chats with members

R2 To feel like a prioritized customer
R3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace
R4 That one’s workplace leaves a good impression on guests
R5 To have a workplace at a fixed location
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5.2 Relatedness
Relatedness is about the reciprocal caring and concern between individuals and
groups of people (Ryan & Deci, 2017); "To love and care, and to be loved and cared
for" (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 231).

5.2.1 To belong to a community (R1)

To belong to a community has emerged as a need among interviewees. Some express
a wish to be part of a community, yet remain passive. Others take it upon themselves
to make community belonging emerge. Immersion and interviews indicate that a
sense of community will not emerge from co-location and sharing of space alone. It
appears that it has to be facilitated.

On some mornings I tell those that I bump into that I would like to get
to know new people, and that those who feel the same are welcome to
join me at a table later (Self-employed)

Some people do not have the need to be a part of a community at their coworking
space but appreciate if the possibility exist, while some seem to be indifferent all
together.

Within a sense of community there is an inherent need to relate to other people,
but the expression of this need varies between individuals. Some interviewees see
social relationships as a goal in itself and tries to satisfy the need by having social
interactions with other members.

I could have chosen to work from home, but I felt that I wanted to be a
part of a community. Otherwise you’ll easily become quite lonely when
self-employed... (Self-employed)

Some members get their social interaction from hosts. This was confirmed from
observations as well. Members would often stop and chat with a host while grabbing
a coffee and multiple members expressed enjoying small chats with people in the
reception.

Sometimes, instead of using the app to book a meeting room, I go to the
reception and ask them to help me book a room, because it’s nice to have
a small chat. (Employed by organization)

Others get their social interactions from their colleagues at the coworking space,
and some meet friends during lunch. There are members that want deeper social
relationships with their coworking peers. As one member puts it, being asked what
relationship that member hoped to achieve:

Friendship - that’s the maximum you can achieve. Exchange numbers
and hang after work. (Employed by organization)
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To relate to others has a strong connection to the relatedness dimension of SDT. It
is also a common theme in previous literature where several authors put it in the
category of being part of a community. For example, Jakonen et al. (2017) found
that the main motivation for joining a coworking space was to be a part of a social
context. As noted in previous research the need for social support and interaction
is one of the main reasons for joining a coworking space (Spinuzzi, 2012; Brown,
2017).

Our findings illuminated that the need to relate to others at work varied between
individuals. Consequently they might prefer different affordances that satisfies this
need. Some wanted deep and meaningful relationships such as friendship, while
others felt content with a small chat with the hosts.

In line with the findings of Cabral and Winden (2016), a sense of community will not
emerge by co-location alone; it has to be facilitated by other methods. Our study
and previous studies note that such interactions might not take place in spite of
intentions to do just that (Jakonen et al., 2017). Members employed by companies
with multiple members at a coworking spaces usually got their social interaction
from their colleagues. Self-employed entrepreneurs, on the other hand, had to get
their interactions from other members or hosts. At first glance, the need to relate
to others seems straightforward. But the different attitudes towards the need and
ways of satisfying it, might create tensions and dynamics. Those who crave deeper
relationships could end up disappointed by the lack of need-fulfillment, while those
who only want to have a small chat might end up annoyed when feeling pressured
to interact.

5.2.2 To feel like a prioritized customer (R2)
Several members expressed a need to feel like a prioritized customer. Some phrased
it as the hosts attention to detail, by doing the right thing at the right time, or doing
the right thing proactively. Another member voiced that it provided the concept
with a feeling of premium quality.

...sometimes when the community manager doesn’t have much to do, he
or she comes out with a tray of espressos and asks if someone wants one.
It’s that little extra - they are very good at it. (Self-employed)

They really understand how to serve the customer, that it’s much more
than just providing a place to work at. (Employed by organization)

The observations have shown that this relationship might not be reciprocal, but
more of a service provider to customer relationship. In general, the relation to the
hosts seems to be an important aspect in feeling like a prioritized customer and for
overall satisfaction. Several interviewees showed various degrees of frustration (from
slightly to very frustrated) when referring to experiences where the felt this need
not being met.

As with the previous need, the connection to SDT was not fully clear, but fits best
within relatedness. Our ambiguity regarding this is connected to a potential lack of
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reciprocality in relatedness. Being a customer adds an expectancy of being treated
in a certain way: that service providers shows care and responsiveness. Yet it does
not by default entail an expectancy to return this care more then perhaps common
courtesy. This might differ between individuals.

5.2.3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace (R3)
A sense of community is not just about the social aspects, it’s also about the relation
to the space and hosts. Some said a feeling of community can be realized by feeling
welcomed and greeted by the hosts, while others said that the space itself or a
combination of space and hosts created the feeling of community.

I get the feeling that the hosts want us to feel like a family, and I think
they’re successful in that. It makes us members feel like we’re involved
in some sort of community. (Self-employed)

In the relation to hosts and space there is need to feel welcomed at one’s workplace.
It is a result of the combination of the design of the space, the atmosphere, and the
way the hosts greet and take care of you.

I immediately felt that I wanted to sit here because it felt welcoming. The
reception is placed at the correct spot; as soon as you open the door you
are greeted by the host who welcomes you and asks what they can help
you with. There’s also a large open space that signals that everyone is
welcome. (Self-employed)

This need can be connected to relatedness in our framework. Fulfillment of this
need is usually achieved through affordances of the physical space itself and in the
way the hosts treat their members. These findings are in line with those of Orel
and Alonso Almeida (2019) where they show that mediation mechanism together
with the design of the physical space can be leveraged to elicit different moods in
the members of the coworking space.

5.2.4 That one’s workplace makes a good impression on
guests (R4)

Guests of members can be clients, potential employees or business partners. All of
the interviewees that mentioned this aspect said that it entailed the physical space
and the attitude of the hosts. At several occasions the researchers observed that
members showed their guests around the coworking space before or after the meeting.
Their guests usually seemed impressed and asked several questions related to the
coworking space. Several members said that they got such a good and welcoming
first impression that they knew that their own customers and guests would be treated
the same way.
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It’s a nice environment to invite potential investors and partners to, it
affects how we present ourselves to customers and partners. (Employed
by organization)

This need has a clear connection to relatedness in SDT. It is related to both the
space and in the way the hosts treats you, thereby being somewhat connected to
the previous needs of feeling welcomed and like a prioritized customer. The need
of having a workplace that leaves a good impression on one’s guests is an identified
phenomena; a coworking space can bring status to its members (van Dijk, 2019;
Gandini, 2015) and impress outsiders (Spinuzzi, 2012). A common denominator to
the characteristic of the member who has this need is, naturally, whether they have
guests or not.

5.2.5 To have a workplace at a fixed location (R5)
To have a workplace at a fixed location emerged as a need in one of the interviews.
As an entrepreneur put it when asked about how it was to sit and work at a cafe
with his newly founded company:

We only did it for the first couple of days when trying to figure out how
we were going to work. We came to the conclusion that we wanted to
have a place, a fixed location. (Self-employed)

The link to SDT is not that clear but could be connected to relatedness and the
physical space. One example of a similar feature of the coworking space is the
ability to separate work from home (Blagoev et al., 2019; Bouncken & Reuschl,
2018). Although previous literature does not state the need to have a workplace
at a fixed location as an explicit need, it is closely related to location as a feature.
However, a fixed location is something that coworking spaces provides by default.
It is therefore not an interesting point for differentiation, yet could be used when
targeting first-time users.

5.3 Autonomy
Autonomy is the need to be in control of one’s situation and actions (Ryan & Deci,
2017). To feel as if one’s actions are the results of free will, and not forced upon
oneself by others or the current situation (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000).

5.3.1 To know which other compaines are members and
what they do (A1)

A prerequisite for collaboration or cooperation with someone is to know that this
person exists. Therefore it is not surprising that another identified need is to know
what other companies reside at one’s own coworking space and what they do. For
some it is directly linked to business relations, while other’s interest seem to stem
from curiosity and wanting to meet people.
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[I hope to have] business relations via contacts that exist in the coworking
space. I want to get an understanding for the people that are members at
coworking [spaces]: somewhere to read what a company does, a presen-
tation once a month about what they do. (Employed by organization)

No one knows who works here. There’s a sign down in the entrance on
the outside. There’s names like this [hand gesture]. And there’s nothing
like one company is being presented once a week. These small kinds of
things. A new company puts up a roll-up and talks. There is nothing. So
you don’t have any idea if someone has moved in or out. It’s completely
anonymous. I think it’s a huge weakness if you as me are interested to
meet and to know. (Self-employed)

The desire to connect with others can be hampered if no affordances for this need
exists. The desire seems to be connected to increasing knowledge about other compa-
nies to achieve business outcomes, increase the business network, feed one’s curiosity
or simply to relate to others. Seemingly desires for relatedness and competence is
hampered when affordances giving a sense of control over these things are missing.

There seems to be several reasons why people want to know which other companies
are present at one’s coworking space. Gerdenitsch et al. (2016) relates it to the social
aspect, or rather social support and how displays with this kind of information might
establish interaction as a norm:

Starting conversations may even be easier when such displays include
information about coworkers’ backgrounds, skills, or availability.
(Gerdenitsch et al., 2016, p. 10)

We could add that these kind of displays would not only make conversations easier,
but quite logically also increase coworkers knowledge about their peers. Bilandzic,
Schroeter, and Foth (2013) describe a specific type of display and relate it to in-
creasing awareness of other coworkers and social learning.

5.3.2 To be able to market one’s business and get exposure
(A2)

Some explain that they came in to the coworking space and took every opportunity
to connect with others and be seen. Others want to be seen to a larger extent and
in various ways, from a logo in the entrance to presenting their company in some
forum at the coworking space.

I tried to get to know as many people as I could so I didn’t work as
hard in the beginning. I presented myself and who I am to as many as
I could. Then I started to work at full speed. But in the beginning I
took part of the common activities a lot, which I maybe don’t do now.
You just showed up and said hi to someone. A lot of that: to be seen.
(Self-employed)
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Visibility is a tough aspect. You think about that especially when you are
at these types of places, in a building like this, how can I get a higher
visibility towards the surrounding world? (Self-employed)

Every company likes to talk about themselves; you can speed up the pro-
cess for business relations through a forum maybe... A good possibility
for people to understand what you are doing, more than just seeing a
logo. (Employed by organization)

This need has perhaps a slightly weaker link to SDT. It involves a desire for visibility
that is not being met by the service, thereby inhibiting the interviewees. Some
individuals take it upon themselves to make their presence known by taking part
in activities. The activities is in this instance the affordance for visibility. Forums
and company logos are also mentioned as possible affordances for this need. It is
therefore possible that there exists an inherent desire to control one’s visibility where
possibilities for marketing the business could act as affordances satisfying this need.

An aspect mentioned by van Dijk (2019) is that a coworking space in itself can
become a brand generating exterior visibility for the group and individual members.
Capdevila (2013) argues that external events can enable this. Visibility in the
literature is on the other hand often directed inwards, with various features designed
for interaction and networking (Cabral & Winden, 2016). Justin (2019) mentions
individuals strategies for being visible, such as sitting in open seating areas and
being active in shared digital channels.

If this need is satisfied it can become an enabler of interactions in many ways leading
to business opportunities in the form of transactions, collaboration or cooperation.

5.3.3 To be able to choose a suitable work area depending
on one’s current needs (A3)

This identified need can take the form of needing a room for a meeting, a large desk
or a whiteboard to map out a particularly complex issue. It can also be related to
the desire to be able to focus uninterrupted by others.

We can use areas in a different way... It’s really good, even if I’m not
moving around enough there is the possibility to sit at various places...
You can have more sunlight if you want that or a bigger desk if you need
that. (Self-employed)

When you’re trying to solve something like that [refers to a complex
problem] you often go to a room and "whiteboard" it out and try to solve
it. I wasn’t able to do that here. (Employed by organization)

It is frustrating with the issue of a monitor to your laptop. It is very
limiting to not have a [large] screen and if you don’t rent your own office
it doesn’t fit it in a locker. (Employed by organization)
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I need a conference room sometimes: 2-3 times a week. Probably this
need will increase... I need to hide in a quiet place sometimes. (Self-
employed)

Coworking spaces differs in office infrastructure, yet as Kojo and Nenonen (2016)
notes, they usually include various spaces intended for different uses, as they relates
it to activity-based workplaces. Our findings are in line with this as well and in-
dividuals seem quite attracted to the affordances provided by their space, even if
they do not take full advantage of them. On the other hand it can also be quite
frustrating when one is inhibited by the space or its infrastructure, e.g. a lack of a
whiteboard when needed. This need is connected to autonomy: when catered to it
provides control relating where to perform work tasks, yet an office infrastructure
lacking options can be inhibiting.

We argue that this need and aspects of if might differ between users. Therefore
three different questions in the questionnaire to measure the need is proposed: one
overarching one and two specific ones capturing different features.

5.3.4 To be transparent when meeting others without neg-
ative consequences for my business (A4)

Another tension was only mentioned by one interviewee yet is seemingly tied to
entrepreneurship. It could be expressed as a need to confide in others without
negative consequences for one’s business. It is described as being rooted in a tension
between an entrepreneurial "fake it till you make it" mentality and a need to be
transparent with others.

I think this is an aspect that has an effect in these kind of places; the
culture of "fake it till you make it" is maintained even between en-
trepreneurs... What would have happened instead if you could create
a space where you could breathe out and in a way be more like humans
to each others? But i think that is difficult in these kind of places since
you never know: "Whats your agenda? Can we have business together?".
In that case I don’t want to be completely transparent, because you don’t
say to a customer: "Business sucks at the moment". Then all chances
are gone. You only say that if you feel: I can trust you. (Self-employed)

On the one hand individuals long for connection and being able to be transparent
about one’s business yet on the other hand a business mindset is present, viewing
others as potential customers or partners. This therefore inhibits one’s ability to
autonomously "be open in job-related issues" (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018, p. 320).
Yet the "fake it till you make it"-attitude is present and one could argue that self-
branding is an inevitable feature of entrepreneurship. It is claimed that this "crafting
of self" is not only theatre but part of a process of self-improvement:

Self-branding is always also a hermeneutic of the self: a process of in-
vention and production of the self. (Bandinelli, 2019, p. 13)

Seemingly there might be trade-offs to the entrepreneur, hard to overcome com-
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pletely in this aspect. Explicitly mentioned by the interviewee in our case was that
this tension can be bridged where there is trust, thus indicating that affordances
maybe should be focused towards that.

We are aware that this kind of tension might be present in various forms of relation-
ships, e.g. between an employee and his or her manager. In that scenario one might
be inhibited to be transparent due to insecurities regarding future employment, pro-
motions and so on. Nevertheless, we have chosen to stay within the entrepreneurial
realm with this need, partly because that was the context in which it was found,
but also due to the strong link between coworking spaces and entrepreneurs.

5.3.5 To be able to scale one’s business (A5)

Another need has to do with an ability to scale or shrink one’s business in terms of
number of employees while staying in the same place. The ability to easily cancel
a membership is also mentioned as a positive aspect as well as the sustainable
implication of only using what you need.

Flexible price model - if we are five people here now and maybe ten next
month. Here we can buy more spots quickly. (Employed by organization)

You can probably be 4-5 people in the lounge, after that you probably need
a room. The combination of a private office and a lounge could be good.
One room for five, then those who want their own place can create their
little corner. I think that flexibility is very good, to be able to combine,
then you can accept a slightly higher price per square meter for that room.
Another big advantage is the flexibility of the contracts, you don’t have
to be tied down. (Self-employed)

It’s quite flexible as well. You can try this [service] and if it doesn’t work
you can cancel relatively quickly. (Employed by organization)

This need can be linked to SDT and autonomy, since when catered to it gives control
to the individual relating to business scaling. In this sense it opens up possibilities
that might have otherwise been thwarted due to uncertainties about the future,
possibilities which for entrepreneurs and small businesses might be particularly at-
tractive. It also creates a setting in which you are not forced to stay due to long
contracts. There is evidence of the view that coworkers are attracted by the open-
ness and not having to get stuck in a long commitment (de Peuter et al., 2017).
However flexibility in terms of rental period and number of square meters was found
to not be an important motivation for most people, yet a small group (16%) thought
it was important (Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019).

By now, short contracts are almost a basic feature of coworking spaces and therefore
it is not a point for differentiation, although capabilities regarding flexibility in
adding new members might differ.
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5.3.6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturb-
ing others (A6)

Some of these tensions are a consequence of physically sharing an open office or
lounge environment. Sharing an open office with others is not unique to coworking,
but the aspect of sharing the same space with individuals from other companies is
not common in a traditional work setting. At the sites studied this is the reality
for almost everyone, excluded are the few renting a private office for themselves
only. One identified need is to be able to take a phone call or have a conversation
in the moment without disturbing others. This is often connected to phone calls
where many feel troubled to have these conversations either because they know that
others are disturbed, or that they themselves normally gets disturbed when they
can overhear others. It can also be hard in an open office space because a customer
might overhear other conversations held there. Involved is also that phone calls
many times takes place in specific moments in time unexpected of the receiver. This
creates a sudden need to move to a place where the phone call can be held without
disturbing anyone. One solutions to this need is smaller rooms or phone-rooms
available to users, which are mentioned in interviews as well. Depending on the
number of members in the space at any specific time the rooms can be a scarce
resource.

...these open landscapes, if you are a loud speaker like me who has very
many phone calls, it creates a possibility for conflict with other cowork-
ers: people you really are supposed to be friends with. They get disturbed
when you talk on the phone. Often you don’t have access to an office and
then you have nowhere to go. (Employed by organization)

There is a lot of people here now, and I’m in phone calls a lot in my
job, and the phone booths are great but there aren’t enough. Sometimes,
you have to walk around the whole office before you find a [vacant] booth.
(Employed by organization)

Our findings suggest that some coworkers inhibit an ambivalence between what
their work tasks requires and keeping up a good relationship with others. In this
case it is specifically tied to phone calls and conversations. Phone calls seem to be
particularly distracting to humans (Emberson, Lupyan, Goldstein, & Spivey, 2010),
which might explain why individuals experience this as such a big problem. We
have before mentioned the aspect of not wanting to be disturbed, but in this case
individuals empathize with others being forced to choose between work tasks and
not disturbing others. The most often mentioned affordance for this need is the
small phone room, also found in literature (Garrett et al., 2017; Jakonen et al.,
2017; Grazian, 2019). Observed is therefore a problem linked to operations in being
able to predict and balance the number of phone booths needed. This also suggests
innovation possibilities for other forms of affordances.
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5.3.7 To be able to manage confidential information safely
(A7)

As some users of coworking spaces are employed by publicly traded corporations,
confidentiality can become an issue. Some members are inhibited in their desire
to freely discuss work relating to customers with colleagues. They feel hindered by
the shared space in these instances. Receiving phone calls from clients in an open
landscape can be troublesome for the same reason.

[When explaining what is frustrating about coworking:] If I receive a
phone call I have to run out and say: "Wait a moment". Then I have to
check if there is a vacant phone booth. The private part of the conversa-
tion - we talk with companies about their future strategies and regardless
we can’t sit here and spread that if someone starts to understand which
company we are talking to. So we have to sit separately. That is prob-
ably the hardest part. You run out all the time, back and forth, to find
somewhere to take a phone call. (Employed by organization)

...rather it is a little uncomfortable since we can’t talk about our cus-
tomers: we don’t talk about our customers anywhere else than in our
office. Otherwise there’s a risk that others could hear what we are talk-
ing about. (Employed by organization)

As our findings suggest some individuals feel inhibited by not being able to freely
talk about confidential information due to the risk of being overheard. This can be
linked to autonomy in SDT in a similar way as the need to focus in that a need arises
in specific moments and are inhibited by other’s presence. As we’ve seen the privacy
aspect is mentioned by some researchers (Robelski et al., 2019; Spinuzzi, 2012; Weijs-
Perrée et al., 2019), but confidentiality explicitly is not a common theme. Yang et
al. (2019) brings up the aspect of privacy concerns linked to intellectual property
or sensitive topics. This issue stand in stark contrast to proposed benefits of trust
(Spinuzzi, 2012) and collaboration (Salvador et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2019). In our
data this issue is mentioned by individuals working in larger corporations. It is not
unlikely that this is tied to the increased influx of larger corporations into coworking
spaces.

5.3.8 To feel in control of social interactions (A8)
Another need is to be able to feel in control of social interactions. It can also be
expressed as being able to show whether one is willing to interact socially or not
in specific moments. Some are explicitly mentioning various affordances for social
interaction, such as participating in events or ping-pong tables and social areas
(features of the space). Yet some feel torn between work tasks and various forms
of pressure to partake in social activities or events. Others feel that sometimes it is
hard to be alone in the space when there is no natural way to talk to others. This is
further complicated for lone entrepreneurs when coworkers from the same company
hang out together. The researchers also felt it was hard to connect with others at
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some activities due to this reason.

They knocked on my door all the time and I love that, but then I joined
and time passed by and then I didn’t have enough time [to finish work]...
Sometimes you just want to be invisible. You want to put on these glasses
[refers to a picture] and don’t see anything or pretend as if you’re not
being seen... Of course it is fun with the community, but I believe the
negative side is that you’re not in control of it. (Self-employed)

This is even more apparent in the eating area when hordes of people from
other companies arrive. They might not have enough time to talk to each
other during their work day. Of course they sit together and eat and then
as a small business or like many people here, you get even more lonely,
which is not a problem most of the time, but some days I can feel like
this... (Self-employed)

One interviewee makes a distinction between feeling forced to attend a certain event
versus hanging out with others in a more "natural" way:

I received some emails: "There’s a fika here at this time". But that is
not the same thing, because it’s different when someone is organizing a
social event and you feel forced to attend versus when you do it out of
those things [refers to spontaneously taking a coffee with someone]. But
I don’t think everyone has this mentality of: "Let’s go and relax a bit on
the couch". (Employed by organization)

A central aspect of autonomy in SDT is not being forced to act in certain ways
but to be in control (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). This relates in a clear way
to the identified need to be in control of social interactions. As we have seen the
issue with control is explicitly mentioned as well as a feeling of pressure to part
take in social activities. The ability to show whether one is willing to interact
is an affordance that is being mentioned together with features such as ping-pong
tables and social areas. Pressure can come from peers or hosts, and interestingly one
interviewee explicitly mentions others mentality regarding spontaneous interactions.
In this way the attitudes of the members can inhibit this need or act as affordances
catering to this need.

This need can also be contrasted to previous findings, specifically Bouncken and
Reuschl (2018) note:

...coworking-users have the autonomy of working and communicating
where, when, with whom, how long, and to which intensity and open-
ness. Coworking-users decide autonomously to take the opportunity—not
the necessity— to interact with others on loose terms or very intense...
(Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018, p. 320)

Our findings suggests in line with Bouncken and Reuschl (2018) that social inter-
actions can be linked to autonomy, yet we can nuance the picture they paint with
accounts from individuals feeling pressured to interact with others. Garrett et al.
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(2017) found that coworkers were able to design a social experience matching their
personal needs due to autonomy and a flexible, or loose, structure.

There are several tensions present in this need. People want to experience commu-
nity and get opportunities for social interactions, yet they want to be in control.
Therefore this need, when present in multiple individuals, will lead to tensions and
possibly reinforce the need to be in control even more. For one participant this
became one of the reasons to switch from one coworking space to another. As men-
tioned there is also a tension between the need for social interaction and community
on one side and the need to focus on work activities on the other. Justin (2019)
finds that people use headphones to show that they are not open for unnecessary
conversation.

5.3.9 To be able to focus on work activities (A9)
This is related to disturbing noises often in the form of phone calls or conversations,
but it also occur when other coworkers interrupts with questions. Some mention
that they work from home when they need to be productive.

A lot of disturbing noise - there needs to be a possibility to get away from
it. Common areas easily result in disturbance from noise. Sales calls.
(Employed by organization)

Productivity - if there is too much noise somewhere so you’re not able to
focus it can ruin a whole day. (Employed by organization)

If I have to do a lot of documentation, I would rather work from home:
just because of the open landscape and if there is a phone call and stuff
like that... often someone throws out a question. So if I’m here I’m not
as productive as I am at home. (Employed by organization)

Some individuals also mention that a low level of noise is better than complete
silence, even though the same individuals do not want too loud noise from others.
Some solve the issue themselves by arriving early to get a couple productive hours in
before most people show up. During one interview another coworker started talking
loud on the phone close to us right when we were talking about this issue:

Now we hear someone talking on the phone. You can hear it quite clearly.
All of a sudden our conversation starts to sort of lag a bit. That person
doesn’t hear how loud it is, being focused on the conversation. This is
the negative side in a nutshell. The level of noise is a little over normal
murmur now. (Self-employed)

To be able to focus on one’s work could be linked to autonomy in SDT. Present
here is a desire to be in control over how to conduct one’s work, specifically to be
able to focus when needed. These needs are as we have seen more related to specific
moments in time and frustration can arise when this desire is inhibited by others
present in a shared space. Therefore one can say that individuals have a desire to
work efficiently, yet this desire is inhibited by others being to loud in the vicinity or
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demanding attention.

Clifton et al. (2019) finds that respondents indicate a need for more space for pri-
vacy and self-reflection and Weijs-Perrée et al. (2019) note that noise, privacy and
concentration problems seems to be an issue in coworking spaces. However Robelski
et al. (2019), rejects their own hypothesis that home offices would be favorable for
coworkers regarding noise and privacy based on their findings. They state that this
might be a result of coworker’s desire for social interactions leading to expectations
of limited privacy and background noise (Robelski et al., 2019).

Other research areas have looked in to this aspect. Emberson et al. (2010) finds
evidence for decreased performance of cognitive tasks as a result from overhearing
phone calls. Kim and De Dear (2013) identifies distractions due to noise and loss
of privacy as the major cause of workplace dissatisfaction in open-plan offices. An
interesting perspective is offered by Evans and Johnson (2000) finding evidence
that it is the uncontrollability of noise in open-office environments that negatively
impacts individuals motivation and causes stress rather than sound intensity. The
latter point gives increased support to link this need to autonomy.

5.4 Competence
Competence is the need to use one’s skills, knowledge, and overall capacity to inter-
act with the physical and social environment in the most effective way (E. L. Deci
& Ryan, 1985, 2000). Many interviewees have explicitly stated that they wish to
use their time effectively and efficiently. As we will see, several of the needs within
the competence dimension are related to that wish.

5.4.1 To learn new things from peers and events (C1)
Some people distinguish these novel insights from building their own professional
competence, while others talk about these aspects together. This learning often
takes place in interaction with other coworkers as well in various events such as
seminars.

And this is what you wish to find: to find the surprise. I mean, through
being present downtown, through being present here, through sitting here
I hope that I regularly can find this: "Wow, how cool. I didn’t know that."
(Self-employed)

People who work in areas that I have no clue about, but then when you
sit down and talk you feel: "This is exciting, I would have never known
that". Maybe you really don’t need to know it either, but it’s interesting;
if you are curious you want to learn things. (Self-employed)

I’ve met many consultants who work in recruitment. This is not some-
thing I primarily work with, but sometimes I get thrown in to it and
then I can get some support about how to use new platforms... a lot
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has happened the last 5-10 years and then I can get help to learn that.
(Self-employed)

This need can be linked to competence in SDT, since it is connected to being effective
in one’s social environment, specifically relating to learning. Bilandzic and Foth
(2013) argues that spaces can lack affordances for direct or indirect learning from
other unknown members. They further stress the opportunity to overcome this issue
through smart space technologies (Bilandzic & Foth, 2013).

5.4.2 To be a healthy (C2)
This need became clear first after a while in our inquiry. We noticed early on that
some individuals went running together and some information about various wellness
activities. Some interviewees explicitly mentioned gym as an attractive feature. It
was also connected to the aspect of saving time not having to travel extra to meet
the need to work out. Another aspect of wellness is keeping a healthy life style in
order to be proactive against sickness, or as a source of energy to run a business.
One coworking space also cooperated with a third party providing digital workouts
promoting mobility in order to decrease the risk of various health related issues
related to office work. This happened at the same time as the covid 19 outbreak
and as a response to people working from home and potentially not being able
to have the same ergonomic work situation. Participation in this service gave the
researchers an energy kick and left them with a good feeling.

My gym is close. It would be great if there was one in this building.
(Employed by organization)

...they had a gym which was a huge asset: to be able to combine the gym
with working hours. (Employed by organization)

5.4.3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities
(C3)

This section is comprised of a need relating to users’ businesses and business net-
works. These aspects are to some extend related to being part of a community since
these networks in themselves becomes a community, yet all aspects here can not be
included as a subset to community belonging.

Interviewees stated that they hoped to be able to use new social contacts as a way
to gain business opportunities, or as a way to access people and their networks and
thereby finding business opportunities. Some said that they had already had done
this.

The real purpose here is to meet other people, people who can lead to
business opportunities. I’ve done it a lot here. (Self-employed)

I’ve gotten potential leads; one example is when I got in contact with a
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person that works with purchasing here. This is a potential lead for us.
(Employed by organization)

We found the placement of this need in our framework to be somewhat unclear,
but mostly connected to competence. We argue that the relatedness to other peers
is a means-to-an-end approach. Where the end is to get business opportunities by
meeting new people and thereby accessing their networks. 26.5 percent of respon-
dents in a study stated that new business opportunities had been an outcome from
joining a coworking space (Clifton et al., 2019). Furthermore Clifton et al. (2019)
show that a sense of community is one of the prerequisites for new business oppor-
tunities to occur, in line with our findings. The need to meet people that can lead to
business opportunities has been identified among self-employed members as well as
others. Nevertheless, the need might be stronger among self-employed individuals.
The sharing of space between these two groups can, as with the need to relate to
others, lead to dynamics, "need conflicts" and tensions.

[After being asked what had changed during his/her membership] The
biggest difference is that these large companies, or parts of large com-
panies have become members. And you notice a big difference... ...You
have this company that are five people already, and this other one that’s
about 10-15 people, you have these large ones - they have no need to net-
work. They think it’s nice to have a small chat, but they don’t need to
network. (Self-employed)

In line with our own findings and for example Cabral and Winden (2016), co-location
does not in itself provide a strong enough affordance for this need to be fulfilled for
everyone.

5.4.4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors (C4)
Another need is not so much about getting potential business leads, but to create
things together with others. It can be expressed as a need to cooperate or collab-
orate with relevant actors. Some hope for connections that are more cooperative:
discussing ideas and exchanging knowledge. Others clearly has a more collaborative
focus, where they want to create things together, whereas some seek both aspects.
For some this need is inhibited to some extent by the absence of relevant actors; one
interviewee mentions that more international members would suit their company
well.

A sort of collaborative (cooperative) thing. Some are working with diag-
nosing cancer; I like applications, solutions, services. Then you interact
with others and get ideas for business concepts. To me it’s a lot about
networks and business concepts - to help each other. (Self-employed)

The idea of these types of places is to connect people and create coop-
eration. It creates a big discrepancy if my need is to experience cooper-
ation and it’s explicitly being offered, but it still doesn’t happen. (Self-
employed)
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...I have an agreement of cooperation with a small company here... Per-
fect for me. I got to know the person, thought this was good, good timing
and then we signed an agreement of cooperation. (Self-employed)

This need is quite clearly linked to competence given the desire to achieve certain
important outcomes such as ideate on business models or do business together col-
laboratively. Waters-Lynch and Potts (2017) incorporate cooperation as a central
theme of coworking spaces:

coworking spaces become entrepreneurially constructed focal points of
tacit coordination between niche actors who anticipate finding each other
at these locations in order to cooperate on joint projects.
(Waters-Lynch & Potts, 2017, p. 430)

This need is related to meeting others that can enable business opportunities, but it
is specifically tied to doing something together or helping each other out and not just
a focus on leads or transactional relationships. That being said, affordances catering
to one need might cater to the other one as well, as interaction and networking is
central to both.

5.4.5 To be able to receive help or input from others in a
simple way (C5)

When being at the receiving end of knowledge exchange the need is to be able to
receive help from others in a simple way. This was often mentioned in relation to
the aspect of easily being able to get a hold of someone else for help.

...we prioritize each other just because we are neighbours. I can get
an assessment for free sometimes. It’s only a matter of knocking on
someone’s door: "What do you think about this? I thought to buy this
for this price, can we chat for an hour?" They say: "Don’t do that" or
"Do this" or "You’ve actually thought this through. Buy it, is it that price
then it is really good." (Self-employed)

There is an advantage with sitting together with people you can receive
help from: colleagues... Even if I always can reach them, there are some
issues where you can tap on someone’s shoulder, but that aren’t worth
taking up the phone or have a digital meeting for. (Employed by orga-
nization)

This need is also a part of the competence dimension. Notably it seems like co-
location lowers the threshold for such exchanges, which was also experienced by the
researchers when they asked a person for help in designing a workshop.

5.4.6 To have a workplace that gives you energy (C6)
Many interviewees mentions the aspect of getting energy from their workplace. It
is highly subjective but nonetheless seems to be a quite universal need judging from
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the findings. Various aspects of the different spaces are mentioned to exemplify what
gives energy, for example light, colors, plants, modern, new, fresh, art, movement
of people. Another thing that gives energy is having interactions with others and
being close to where things happens. One self-employed interviewee also lifts up the
necessity to get energy in order to be able to run a business.

I’m a person that gets energy when things happen around me: life and
movement. I don’t necessarily need to work with them, but need to work
next to where things are happening. (Employed by organization)

I’m a person that needs nice environments around me: visually, creative
surroundings, nice and clean. It wasn’t the same where we were before.
We were quite lonely, a serviced office. We didn’t have any exchanges
with other organizations, but here that’s the whole idea. To exchange
experiences and knowledge with each other. (Employed by organization)

I experience this as very fresh and a sound work environment. Everyone
who works here feels that it’s a good feeling to arrive at work: a little
nutrition, a vitamin kick. (Employed by organization)

5.4.7 To be able to work smoothly without disruptions (C7)
This often relates to various practical and technical aspects such as for printer to
work and be easy to use and to have a fast and reliable WiFi-connection. It can also
be exemplified through small moments of irritation when practical aspects are not
thought-through. The interviewees experienced such frustrations when the printer
service didn’t work properly or when they had to switch place as the WiFi signal
wasn’t strong enough.

It’s not something I think so much about every day, but when it comes to
practical things: for example that the printer is still not working properly.
(Self-employed)

All those small things that make you think: "Wow what a nice experience"
or "It doesn’t work"... that’s what makes or breaks it. It’s not about the
premise. (Self-employed)

The features with the affordances to satisfy this need is often mentioned in literature
as the service provision of WiFi-connection and printers (Bilandzic & Foth, 2013;
Spinuzzi, 2012; de Peuter et al., 2017; Ivaldi & Scaratti, 2019) To be able to work
smoothly without disruptions is related to the need focus on one’s core business, and
to use one’s time effectively and efficiently. If the infrastructure, i.e. the affordance-
features, isn’t working as promised the need has to be taken care of by the hosts,
for example by fixing the WiFi or printer. Another dimension that could affect
this need is the price of the membership. It might be the case that the higher the
membership price, the higher the expectation of being able to work smoothly. A
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lack of provision, being unable to work smoothly would hinder the ability to interact
with the physical and social environment in the most effective way as explained by
(E. L. Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000).

5.4.8 To be able to share my knowledge and competence
(C8)

Some individuals have a need to share their knowledge and competence with oth-
ers. This can be related to helping others developing their business or various
aspects of it, bringing people together or sharing knowledge and helping out even
with relatively small practical things. Sometimes it is also mentioned together with
cooperative and collaborative aspects of coworking.

To develop people and organizations in sustainability - I think there is a
possibility to do that here with coworking. (Employed by organization)

I can contribute with something that I know because they had a problem
with their computer. Then I enter their room and fix some issues with
their computer and they think I’m awesome. (Self-employed)

The relation of this need to the competence dimension of SDT is straightforward, as
it entails an ability to effectively interact with the social environment. Knowledge
exchanges are frequently mentioned in the literature (Capdevila, 2013) and is often
connected to physical proximity (Bouncken et al., 2018; Bouncken & Aslam, 2019;
Parrino, 2015). Examples of features with affordances that could satisfy this need
are social activities and events facilitated by the hosts.

5.4.9 To be able to focus on the core business (C9)
A smooth work experience combined with the provision of various services often
carried out by in-house personnel, such as making coffee, cleaning and the reception
service, cater to the need to be able to focus on the core business. This is a strong
theme from the interviews and observations. By "outsourcing" mainly service tasks
to the hosts, the members can focus on the activities that add value to their business.
This type of host-member relationship is similar to that of a service contract as
described by Spinuzzi et al. (2019) and seems to be common within main-stream
"neo-corporate" coworking space (Gandini & Cossu, 2019). The hosts take care of
everything from greeting guests in the reception to brewing coffee and filling in the
dishwasher.

It simplifies everything I don’t want to do, or have time to do, if you’re
going to be able to live the life I’m living. (Self-employed)

The service - to not have to deal with all those practical things. I thought
a little about this before [working at a coworking space], but not that it
would be so positive. It frees up a lot of time. (Employed by organization)
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Reception, practical things, which we didn’t have before. We used to do
everything ourselves... so we save a lot of time... Now we don’t have to
think about making coffee when we have guests. It’s nice that it’s always
available. (Employed by organization)

5.4.10 To feel an increased productivity from one’s work-
place (C10)

From our findings it is evident that the need to feel an increased productivity from
your workplace is shared by many. Several previous studies have state that an in-
creased productivity is a proposed benefit of coworking (Blagoev et al., 2019; Clifton
et al., 2019; Salvador et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2019). Salvador et al. (2018) finds
that the increased productivity is a result of the combination of social and physical
aspects of the coworking space. Our findings suggest that it is the physical space
itself and various features of it that gives the members the feeling of productivity.
For example the already mentioned aspect about a good level of background noise.

I like the working environment; I feel an increase in terms of productivity.
In terms of productivity, it’s an upgrade [from previous place] because it
feels more like a working place. I wouldn’t say working in an open area is
ideal, but you feel like you belong. You are part of the building which feels
like a working place... It’s about the space. This building gives me the
feeling that you are working here. When you enter this building you have
the mentality that now you’re working... One hour working here, you can
deliver more than maybe at home or at a different office. (Employed by
organization)

Specifically, this area is clean and minimalist: I like it. I feel like I get a
better focus - very pleasant to work in. (Employed by organization)

Inspiring interior design. I feel inspired to work in the creative settings
which are common at coworking spaces. (Employed by organization)

It is worth to note that the need is only in regards to the perception of being more
productive, which could be something different than actual productivity. In terms
of SDT the aspect of feeling an increase in productivity is about competence, to
interact with the environment in the most efficient way. Another important aspect
that might play a part in a persons perception of productivity in the space is that
persons previous workplace experience.

5.5 Summary of uncovered customer needs
The study identified 24 customer needs which were positioned in the proposed frame-
work, see figure 5.1. These customer needs are here summarized in the structure of
SDT.
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5.5.1 Relatedness
Several identified needs relate to a desire for community belonging which confirms
previous findings (Spinuzzi, 2012; Brown, 2017; Jakonen et al., 2017). In this sense,
coworking spaces provide not only a physical work place for its members, but affor-
dances for meaningful relationships in business and in personal life. A notable point
is that even though community belonging is a universal life need and a prerequisite
for business opportunities (Clifton et al., 2019), it does not seem to be fulfilled by
co-location alone (Cabral & Winden, 2016).

5.5.2 Autonomy
Other identified needs can be connected to autonomy which is proposed as a cen-
tral benefit of coworking spaces (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018). Some of these are
related to autonomy in work-related tasks, while others relate to various aspects of
running a business. Some portrayed needs express tensions rising within coworkers
as a consequence of the shared space. Prior research also seem to suggest that ex-
pectations regarding this issue might be tied to how much individuals desire social
interaction (Robelski et al., 2019). This in turn might be dependent upon whether
networking, collaboration or cooperation is essential to one’s work or business. Nev-
ertheless, coworking spaces can provide affordances for companies of various size in
their efforts towards autonomous work and business strategy.

5.5.3 Competence
The findings suggest that many identified desires are related to competence, namely
a need to interact with one’s environment effectively as well as achieving valued
outcomes (E. L. Deci & Ryan, 2000). This is in essence related to being effective
in work and interactions. The former can be tied to being able to focus on one’s
core business and productivity (Clifton et al., 2019; Salvador et al., 2018), while the
latter is related to various forms of knowledge exchanges (Butcher, 2018; Parrino,
2015).

5.5.4 Implications
The overall strong fit between SDT and uncovered customer needs indicates the
following: when an identified customer need is met, its related latent need in SDT
is simultaneously met to some extent. This results in a concurrent promotion of
autonomous motivation, general well-being and effective performance (E. L. Deci &
Ryan, 2000). Meeting the needs of the customer is central to coworking and users
are themselves also part of the service offering. Previous studies have promoted
coworking spaces’ ability to help the precarious worker escape isolation and get
access to various forms of support. We argue that coworking spaces are not only
providing shared offices with for example network opportunities and various added
services, but also have the potential of helping their members thrive in business as
well as personally.
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6
Quantitative results & discussion

In this section the results from the Kano-questionnaire are displayed, discussed and
to some extent compared to the qualitative findings. We will discuss the overall
results from United Spaces as well as three identified customer segments within
United Spaces. A Working Lab will be treated separately as its own customer
segment.

Table 6.1 Abbreviations reminder

A Attractive
O One-dimensional
M Must-be
I Indifferent
S Satisfaction
DS Dissatisfaction

For the tables of this chapter the values below each Kano-category (A, O, M, I)
correspond to the percentage of respondents picking that category. As previously
mentioned S and DS is calculated according to formula 2.1 and 2.2. Note that the
negative sign in front of DS has been removed for visualization purposes.

6.1 Kano results

With 55 complete respondents from United Spaces and 12 from A Working Lab our
results can give an indication of how our identified customer needs can be classified
according to the Kano model. Note that some of the demographic questions had the
option "prefer not to answer", therefore n might differ from 55 or 12 in some cases.
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Table 6.2 United Spaces results, n=55

Label Need A O M I S DS
A1 To know which other compaines are members and what they do 0.49 0.15 0.04 0.33 0.64 0.18
A2 To be able to market one’s business 0.44 0.15 0.02 0.40 0.58 0.16
A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area 0.38 0.42 0.13 0.07 0.80 0.55
a31 Access to whiteboard 0.20 0.24 0.11 0.45 0.44 0.35
a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms 0.09 0.36 0.44 0.11 0.45 0.80
A4 To be transparent when meeting others 0.27 0.35 0.11 0.27 0.62 0.45
A5 To be able to scale one’s business 0.27 0.35 0.05 0.33 0.62 0.40
A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others 0.11 0.36 0.53 0.00 0.47 0.89
A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely 0.25 0.29 0.38 0.07 0.55 0.67
A8 To feel in control of social interactions 0.42 0.07 0.02 0.49 0.49 0.09

C1 To learn new things from peers and events 0.58 0.11 0.05 0.25 0.69 0.16
C2 To be healthy 0.55 0.13 0.02 0.31 0.67 0.15
C3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities 0.51 0.13 0.02 0.35 0.64 0.15
C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors 0.51 0.13 0.02 0.35 0.64 0.15
C5 To be able to receive help or input from others 0.49 0.05 0.02 0.44 0.55 0.07
C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy 0.29 0.35 0.20 0.16 0.64 0.55
C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions 0.09 0.33 0.55 0.04 0.42 0.87
C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence 0.40 0.13 0.04 0.44 0.53 0.16

R1 To belong to a community 0.40 0.18 0.04 0.38 0.58 0.22
r11 Meet new friends 0.36 0.11 0.04 0.49 0.47 0.15
r12 Have small chats with members 0.29 0.33 0.05 0.31 0.63 0.39
R2 To feel like a prioritized customer 0.04 0.55 0.42 0.00 0.58 0.96
R3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace 0.18 0.44 0.38 0.00 0.62 0.82
R4 That one’s workplace makes a good impression on guests 0.11 0.44 0.40 0.05 0.55 0.84
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Figure 6.1 Overall S/DS for United Spaces
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Table 6.3 United Spaces survey response
Demographics n %
Gender (n=54) Male 27 50

Female 27 50

Age (n=55) <25 1 2
25-34 6 11
35-44 8 15
45-54 22 40
55-64 18 33

Relationship status (n=54) Married 32 59
In a relationship (not married) 15 28
Single 7 13

Kids under the age of 15 at home (n=54) Yes 20 37
No 34 63

Number of people in the household (n=54) 1 6 11
2 16 30
3 10 19
4 19 35
>5 3 6

Profession* (n=55) Business development 18 33
*Respondents were asked to pick one or two alternatives Accounting and office administration 7 13

Design (Graphics, web, products, games) 2 4
Management position 6 11
IT (programming, software development) 8 15
Consultant 23 42
PR (marketing, sales, advertising, communication) 7 13
Project management (event, community, culture) 2 4
Education (coaching, training, tutoring) 3 5
Other 4 7

Work related characteristics n %
Primary view of United Spaces (n=55) A place to work at 45 82

A place to be social at 3 5
A place for collaboration 2 4
A place for business opportunities 2 4
Other 3 5

Type of membership (n=55) Not applicable 2 4
Business lounge 13 24
Flex office 19 35
Private office 21 38

Time as member (n=55) <4 months 7 13
4-12 months 15 27
1-2 years 12 22
>2 years 21 38

Days per week spent working at United Spaces before covid-19 (n=55) 0 2 4
1-2 12 22
3-4 22 40
5-6 17 31
I don’t know 2 4

Hours per day spent working at United Spaces before covid-19 (n=55) <5 11 20
5-8 35 64
>8 7 13
I don’t know 2 4

Employment status (n=55) Self employed 16 29
Freelancer 1 2
Small size company (<50 people) 19 35
Medium size company (50-200 people) 9 16
Large size company (>250 people) 10 18

How many persons from your organization are members of United Spaces (n=55) I am the only one 12 22
2-4 19 35
5-10 12 22
>11 12 22

Covid-19 n %
Influence on business from covid-19 (n=55) None 0 0

A little bit 2 4
Somewhat 12 22
A lot 17 31
Extreme 24 44

Days per week spent working at United Spaces during covid-19 (n=55) 0 31 56
1-2 12 22
3-4 8 15
5-6 4 7

Hours per day spent working at United Spaces during covid-19 (n=55) <5 33 60
5-8 16 29
>8 2 4
I don’t know 4 7 65
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Table 6.4 A Working Lab survey response
Demographics n %
Gender (n=12) Male 5 42

Female 7 58

Age (n=12) 25-34 2 17
35-44 7 58
45-54 1 8
55-64 2 17

Relationship status (n=12) Married 6 50
In a relationship (not married) 3 25
Single 3 25

Kids under 15 at home (n=12) Yes 6 50
No 6 50

Number of people in the household (n=12) 1 3 25
2 1 8
3 3 25
4 4 33
>5 1 8

Profession* (n=12) Business development 3 25
*Respondents were asked to pick one or two alternatives Accounting and office administration 1 8

Design (Graphics, web, products, games) 1 8
Management position 1 8
IT (programming, software development) 2 17
Consultant 4 33
Research (science, data, analytics) 3 25

Work related characteristics n %
Primary view of A Working Lab (n=12) A place to work at 10 83

A place for collaboration 1 8
Other 1 8

Type of membership (n=12) Flex membership 5 42
Private office 7 58

Time as member (n=12) <4 months 2 17
4-12 months 10 83

Days per week spent working at A Working Lab during normal circumstances (n=12) 1-2 2 17
3-4 8 67
5-6 2 17

Hours per day spent working at A Working Lab during normal circumstances (n=12) <5 1 8
5-8 10 83
>8 1 8

Employment status (n=12) Self employed 4 33
Freelancer 1 8
Small size company (<50 people) 6 50
Large size company (>250 people) 1 8

How many persons from your organization are members of A Working Lab (n=12) I am the only one 5 42
2-4 4 33
5-10 2 17
>11 1 8
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6.2 General discussion of Kano results

There is in general a low agreement regarding classifications of the uncovered cus-
tomer needs among respondents. However, some tendencies can be found on an
aggregate level. To learn new things from peers and events (C1) seem to be a rel-
atively clear attractive need. This need belongs to a group to the left in figure
6.1, that coworkers find attractive or are indifferent towards. Meeting these needs
can therefore delight customers, but failing to meet them will likely not result in
dissatisfaction.
The ability to work smoothly without technical issues (C7) and to have phone calls
without disturbing others (A6) are regarded as must-be needs, as seen in table
6.2. If these needs are not met the coworking customer is left dissatisfied, yet little
satisfaction is felt when they are met. These results are in line with the qualitative
findings where feelings of frustration was related to situations of unmet needs. These
needs belongs to a group to the right in figure 6.1, that coworkers to a large extent
view as must-be or one-dimensional. These needs are important to meet since failing
might result in losing customers. Coworkers also seem satisfied to some degree when
they feel welcomed and like prioritized customers (R2-R4). This is in line with our
qualitative findings, where interviewees were impressed with the hosts attention to
detail in their service. Having great front-end service can therefore be a point of
differentiation towards competitors.

Another need that is notable on the aggregate level is the ability to choose a suitable
work area. This need is classified as one-dimensional, with a fairly high proportion
of respondents viewing it as attractive. The coworking customer is satisfied when
means to choose a work area corresponding to current needs are provided, but
dissatisfied if that is not the case. This need relates to space design and our result
indicates that it is a key aspect to consider. The two features measured linked to this
need received different classifications. Access to whiteboard is overall classified as
indifferent, yet with low agreement among respondents. The provision of conference
and meeting rooms for rent is regarded as must-be by 44 percent of respondents (36%
one-dimensional). This shows that a basic need can have a different classification
than various features that satisfies the need.

The low agreement regarding classifications on an aggregate level calls for looking
into possible customer segments.

6.3 In-depth discussion of Kano results

Using Ward’s method hierarchical clustering in JMP, three distinct customer seg-
ments were found. The demographic questions used in our survey did not prove to
be particularly useful in understanding these segments, which in itself is surprising,
yet some tendencies can be observed.
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Figure 6.2 Gender of United Spaces respondents by customer segments and in
total.
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Figure 6.4 Type of membership of United Spaces respondents by customer segment
and in total.

6.3.1 US - Segment 1

Looking at the first cluster (figure 6.5) there are two clear groups of needs with
some needs scattered between them. The four needs in the upper left corner in
figure 6.5 are clear attractive needs. These four needs lead to relatively high levels
of satisfaction when met, but when unmet they do not lead to dissatisfaction. This
segment are highly satisfied when provided with means to collaborate, cooperate
(C4) and find people that can lead to business opportunities (C3). They are also
satisfied if they can easily receive help and input from others (C5) and if they can
get help to sustain a healthy lifestyle.

The other group of needs which are located in the bottom right corner (see figure
6.5) leads to relatively high levels of dissatisfaction when unmet, making them must-
be needs. If the must-be needs are met, they do not lead to meaningful levels of
satisfaction. In order to keep the customers from the first cluster, it is of vital
importance to making customers felt prioritized and welcomed (R2-R4), making sure
they can work without disruptions (C7) and work without disturbing others (A6).
This segment also finds it important to be able to manage confidential information
in a safe way (A7).

While the ability to choose a suitable work area (A3) can give both satisfaction or
dissatisfaction depending on the level of provision, conference and meeting rooms
don not provide any satisfaction for this segment. This might indicate that meeting
rooms available on demand is business critical for this segment.
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Table 6.5 United Spaces segment 1, n=16

Label Need A O M I S DS
A1 To know which other companies are members and what they do 0.56 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.69 0.25
A2 To be able to market one’s business 0.44 0.19 0.06 0.31 0.63 0.25
A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area 0.13 0.56 0.25 0.06 0.69 0.81
a31 Access to whiteboard 0.25 0.31 0.00 0.44 0.56 0.31
a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms 0.00 0.06 0.88 0.06 0.06 0.94
A4 To be transparent when meeting others 0.13 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.38 0.63
A5 To be able to scale one’s business 0.23 0.38 0.15 0.23 0.62 0.54
A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others 0.00 0.08 0.92 0.00 0.08 1.00
A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely 0.19 0.06 0.75 0.00 0.25 0.81
A8 To feel in control of social interactions 0.38 0.06 0.06 0.50 0.44 0.13

C1 To learn new things from peers and events 0.69 0.06 0.13 0.13 0.75 0.19
C2 To be healthy 0.75 0.06 0.06 0.13 0.81 0.13
C3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities 0.63 0.06 0.06 0.25 0.69 0.13
C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors 0.69 0.13 0.06 0.13 0.81 0.19
C5 To be able to receive help or input from others 0.69 0.06 0.06 0.19 0.75 0.13
C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy 0.44 0.13 0.44 0.00 0.56 0.56
C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions 0.00 0.19 0.81 0.00 0.19 1.00
C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence 0.44 0.19 0.13 0.25 0.63 0.31

R1 To belong to a community 0.50 0.19 0.13 0.19 0.69 0.31
r11 Meet new friends 0.56 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.69 0.25
r12 Have small chats with members 0.38 0.38 0.19 0.06 0.75 0.56
R2 To feel like a prioritized customer 0.00 0.06 0.94 0.00 0.06 1.00
R3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace 0.13 0.00 0.88 0.00 0.13 0.88
R4 That one’s workplace makes a good impression on guests 0.06 0.13 0.81 0.00 0.19 0.94
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Figure 6.5 S/DS United Spaces segment 1
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6.3.2 US - Segment 2
When looking at the second customer segment there is a large group of needs lo-
cated in the upper left corner (see figure 6.6). Two of these attractive needs are
meeting people that can lead to business opportunities (C3) and to cooperate and
collaborate with relevant actors (C4). Furthermore, the second segment find the
ability to market one’s business (A2) an attractive need. These preferences indicate
that the second customer segment find the needs relating to business relations at-
tractive. What stands out from the other segments is that to feel in control of social
interactions (A8) is rated as an attractive need.

For the second cluster, some needs in the upper right corner (see figure 6.6) relate to
front-end service aspects. In other words, they rate feeling like a prioritized customer
(R2), having a workplace that is welcoming (R3) and makes a good impression on
one’s guests (R4) as one-dimensional needs. They also rate to have a workplace that
gives you energy (C6) and to have phone calls or conversations without disturbing
others (A6) as a one-dimensional need. For this cluster there is therefore a lot
of potential for proprietors to differentiate themselves with efforts to make their
members feel prioritized by showing responsiveness, willingness to help and providing
a welcoming feeling through hosts and space.

It is notable that the second customer segment only has one must-be need, namely
to be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions (C7). By the logic of
the Kano model the one-dimensional needs of today will eventually become must-be
needs in the future.

Table 6.6 United Spaces segment 2, n=22

Label Need A O M I S DS
A1 To know which other companies are members and what they do 0.55 0.18 0.00 0.27 0.73 0.18
A2 To be able to market one’s business 0.64 0.18 0.00 0.18 0.82 0.18
A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area 0.59 0.27 0.09 0.05 0.86 0.36
a31 Access to whiteboard 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.32 0.45 0.45
a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms 0.14 0.59 0.18 0.09 0.73 0.77
A4 To be transparent when meeting others 0.36 0.55 0.00 0.09 0.91 0.55
A5 To be able to scale one’s business 0.45 0.32 0.00 0.23 0.77 0.32
A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others 0.09 0.64 0.27 0.00 0.73 0.91
A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely 0.32 0.36 0.23 0.09 0.68 0.59
A8 To feel in control of social interactions 0.68 0.14 0.00 0.18 0.82 0.14

C1 To learn new things from peers and events 0.68 0.18 0.05 0.09 0.86 0.23
C2 To be healthy 0.77 0.09 0.00 0.14 0.86 0.09
C3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities 0.73 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.86 0.14
C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors 0.73 0.18 0.00 0.09 0.91 0.18
C5 To be able to receive help or input from others 0.68 0.05 0.00 0.27 0.73 0.05
C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy 0.32 0.64 0.05 0.00 0.95 0.68
C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions 0.18 0.23 0.50 0.09 0.41 0.73
C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence 0.59 0.14 0.00 0.27 0.73 0.14

R1 To belong to a community 0.55 0.27 0.00 0.18 0.82 0.27
r11 Meet new friends 0.45 0.14 0.00 0.41 0.59 0.14
r12 Have small chats with members 0.41 0.45 0.00 0.14 0.86 0.45
R2 To feel like a prioritized customer 0.05 0.86 0.09 0.00 0.91 0.95
R3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace 0.23 0.73 0.05 0.00 0.95 0.77
R4 That one’s workplace makes a good impression on guests 0.18 0.64 0.18 0.00 0.82 0.82
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Figure 6.6 S/DS United Spaces segment 2

6.3.3 US - Segment 3

For the third cluster most needs are located in the bottom left corner (see figure 6.7).
Provision or lack of affordances catering to these needs does not lead to satisfaction
or dissatisfaction. This indicates that the third cluster is indifferent towards many
of the identified customer needs. It is striking that this segment seem to have no
interest towards building business relations or being part of a community.

Another group of needs are located on the upper right corner, indicating a level of
satisfaction proportional to the level of provision. What sticks out compared to the
other segments is that the ability to work without technical disruptions (C7) seem
to give a relatively high level of satisfaction if provided. The ability to choose a
suitable work area (A3), once again gives a high level of satisfaction if provided.

This segment is quite different from the other two. Segment 3 might be most con-
cerned with getting their work done, having access to good service and a workplace
that leaves a good impression on their guests.
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Table 6.7 United Spaces segment 3, n=17

Label Need A O M I S DS
A1 To know which other companies are members and what they do 0.35 0.12 0.00 0.53 0.47 0.12
A2 To be able to market one’s business 0.18 0.06 0.00 0.76 0.24 0.06
A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area 0.35 0.47 0.06 0.12 0.82 0.53
a31 Access to whiteboard 0.12 0.18 0.06 0.65 0.29 0.24
a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms 0.12 0.35 0.35 0.18 0.47 0.71
A4 To be transparent when meeting others 0.29 0.18 0.00 0.53 0.47 0.18
A5 To be able to scale one’s business 0.06 0.35 0.00 0.59 0.41 0.35
A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others 0.24 0.29 0.47 0.00 0.53 0.76
A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely 0.24 0.41 0.24 0.12 0.65 0.65
A8 To feel in control of social interactions 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.12 0.00

C1 To learn new things from peers and events 0.35 0.06 0.00 0.59 0.41 0.06
C2 To be healthy 0.06 0.24 0.00 0.71 0.29 0.24
C3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities 0.12 0.18 0.00 0.71 0.29 0.18
C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.88 0.12 0.06
C5 To be able to receive help or input from others 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.88 0.12 0.06
C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy 0.12 0.18 0.18 0.53 0.29 0.35
C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions 0.06 0.59 0.35 0.00 0.65 0.94
C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence 0.12 0.06 0.00 0.82 0.18 0.06

R1 To belong to a community 0.12 0.06 0.00 0.82 0.18 0.06
r11 Meet new friends 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.88 0.12 0.06
r12 Have small chats with members 0.06 0.12 0.00 0.76 0.19 0.13
R2 To feel like a prioritized customer 0.06 0.59 0.35 0.00 0.65 0.94
R3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace 0.18 0.47 0.35 0.00 0.65 0.82
R4 That one’s workplace makes a good impression on guests 0.06 0.47 0.29 0.18 0.53 0.76
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Figure 6.7 S/DS United Spaces segment 3
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6.3.4 A Working Lab

The members of A Working Lab are unanimously dissatisfied if not being able to
work smoothly without technical issues (C7). This is indicated by a DS-value of
(-)1 in table 6.8. It is also important that members feels like prioritized customers
(R2), are able to be transparent with others (A4) and can receive phone calls without
distracting others (A6). Members satisfaction from the ability to choose various work
areas (A3) is proportional to the level of provision. A Working Lab’s members are
satisfied if provided with ways to meet people that can lead to business opportunities
and if their workplace makes a good impression on their guests. Other needs that are
attractive are to learn new things (C1) and being able to cooperate or collaborate
with relevant actors (C4). Members at A Working Lab are quite indifferent towards
the ability to feel in control of social interactions.

Table 6.8 A Working Lab, n=12

Label Need A O M I S DS
A1 To know which other companies are members and what they do 0.50 0.33 0.00 0.17 0.83 0.33
A2 To be able to market one’s business 0.25 0.50 0.08 0.17 0.75 0.58
A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area 0.33 0.58 0.00 0.08 0.92 0.58
a31 Access to whiteboard 0.33 0.17 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.42
a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms 0.17 0.42 0.42 0.00 0.58 0.83
A4 To be transparent when meeting others 0.08 0.42 0.42 0.08 0.50 0.83
A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others 0.08 0.42 0.42 0.08 0.50 0.83
A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely 0.17 0.25 0.33 0.25 0.42 0.58
A8 To feel in control of social interactions 0.25 0.08 0.17 0.50 0.33 0.25

C1 To learn new things from peers and events 0.58 0.33 0.00 0.08 0.92 0.33
C2 To be healthy 0.42 0.25 0.00 0.33 0.67 0.25
C3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities 0.58 0.42 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.42
C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors 0.58 0.25 0.08 0.08 0.83 0.33
C5 To be able to receive help or input from others 0.50 0.00 0.08 0.42 0.50 0.08
C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy 0.25 0.42 0.25 0.08 0.67 0.67
C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions 0.00 0.42 0.58 0.00 0.42 1.00
C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence 0.17 0.50 0.00 0.33 0.67 0.50

R1 To belong to a community 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.67 0.33
r11 Meet new friends 0.33 0.17 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.17
r12 Have small chats with members 0.25 0.25 0.17 0.33 0.50 0.42
R2 To feel like a prioritized customer 0.17 0.50 0.33 0.00 0.67 0.83
R3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace 0.08 0.42 0.33 0.17 0.50 0.75
R4 That one’s workplace makes a good impression on guests 0.42 0.58 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.58
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Figure 6.8 S/DS A Working Lab

6.3.5 Comparing United Spaces and A Working Lab
Respondents from United Spaces and A Working Lab have quite similar response
patterns, yet a few identified needs differ by a noticeable amount (more than 25%
for some categories). It is worth to note the difference in respondents and response
rate between these two places.

Members at A Working Lab are noticeably more satisfied if they can meet people
that could lead to business opportunities (C3) and if their workplace makes a good
impression on guests (R4), compared with members at United Spaces. A similar
pattern can be observed regarding a provision of opportunities for cooperation and
collaboration (C4). A failure to provide means for cooperation and business oppor-
tunities is also related to a slight level of dissatisfaction. This could be explained by
a more outspoken cooperative profile of the service offering at A Working Lab.

The ability to be transparent with others (A4) and to market one’s business (A2)
is more important for A Working Lab’s members compared to members at United
Spaces. The same tendency is present in members ability to share knowledge and
competence (C8).
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7
Synthesis and propositions

In this section the qualitative and quantitative findings are discussed together. Three
personas based on the identified customer segments are presented. Some identified
tensions and implications are outlined as well.

7.1 General recommendations
Our results indicate, in line with previous findings, that coworking is not a phe-
nomenon that is easy to understand and make sense of. However, by combining
insights from this study and previous research some general recommendations can
be made. This will help proprietors and owners to prioritize their management as
well as improvement efforts. In table 7.2 the uncovered customer needs are grouped
into overarching dimensions from the literature. Three new dimensions was added:
confidentiality, front-end service and wellness. Our general recommendations are
summarized in table 7.1.

Two overarching dimensions stand out in our results: the need for a productive and
professional work environment. These are important in literature, our qualitative
findings and for all identified customer segments, see table 7.2. In previous litera-
ture, these aspects are often grounded in a comparison between working home or in
coffee shops versus working in a coworking space (Brown, 2017; Clifton et al., 2019;
Spinuzzi, 2012). This comparison is not evident in our qualitative findings. Instead
interviewees mentions frustrations connected to technical issues, being disturbed or
disturbing others. Coworking spaces are also part of how members present them-
selves to customers and partners. Owners and managers of coworking spaces need to
make sure that their members can work in a productive environment. It is likely that
members will be dissatisfied if not provided with a professional work environment,
however a provision can be a point of differentiation against competitors.

Two other important aspects are confidentiality and front-end service. These as-
pects are not common themes in the literature, yet privacy concerns are mentioned
by some (Robelski et al., 2019; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019). Our qualitative findings
suggest that confidentiality in coworking spaces is a cumbersome issue for some.
The need for confidentiality is additionally confirmed by a must-be classification,
although with quite low agreement among respondents (a must-be for segment one,
yet less clear results from segments two and three). There is more agreement regard-
ing front-end service, classified as a one-dimensional aspect. Our qualitative findings
confirms the importance; individuals are both delighted when provided with good
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service, yet frustrated when not being treated as customers. Theses results imply
that owners and managers of coworking spaces need to make sure their members
can work without confidentiality issues. They also need to be responsive and help-
ful towards coworkers. However coworking spaces can also differentiate themselves
against competitors with a high provision of front-end service.

Among attractive aspects, access to networks stand out as a relatively promising
dimension of the service offering. Accessing networks is argued to be an important
motivation for coworking (Brown, 2017; Clifton et al., 2019; Weijs-Perrée et al.,
2019) and interviewees are attracted to the possibility of finding leads by meeting
others. The needs related to network access are attractive to segments one and two.
It can therefore be regarded as a promising dimension for delighting customers and
future differentiation.

Community belonging as well as interaction and social support are common themes
in the literature. Community is a central aspect in previous inquiries (Garrett et
al., 2017; Spinuzzi et al., 2019) and an important theme from our interviews and
observations. However, inconclusive results are provided by the Kano-questionnaire.
One explanation might be that this aspect is harder to measure through this method.
Inconclusive results are also obtained for needs relating to interaction and social
support. Our qualitative findings highlights ambivalence regarding lack of control
of social interactions sometimes leading to dissatisfaction. More inquiries are needed
in these areas.

Flexibility is a quite broad category in the literature, relating to rental contracts,
work spaces, working hours and locations. Our quantitative results are in general
inconclusive, yet the ability for flexibility in choice of work area seem to be either
attractive or one-dimensional. What is clear in this case is that members will be
relatively dissatisfied if they are not provided with the ability to rent conference
or meeting rooms. The relatively vague results regarding flexibility calls for more
research.

Three themes that are common in literature are collaboration (Waters-Lynch &
Potts, 2017), knowledge sharing (Bouncken & Aslam, 2019; Clifton et al., 2019;
Parrino, 2015) and coworking spaces’ ability to provide an inspiring and creative
atmosphere (Clifton et al., 2019; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2019). These dimensions might
become important in the future. Members express various degrees of delight con-
cerning a provision of these aspects and few air frustration over a lack of provision.
Segments one and two classifies collaboration and knowledge sharing as quite clear
attractive dimensions, while segment three is indifferent. Respondents are not in
agreement regarding how to classify an inspiring and creative atmosphere, yet seg-
ment two views it as one-dimensional. Our results therefore implies potential for
coworking spaces to delight customers through affordances for collaboration and
knowledge sharing.

One additional novel dimension is presented related to wellness. This aspect is
absent in literature, yet present in our qualitative findings. The results from our
survey indicates this as an attractive dimension. For segments one and two this
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need is a clear attractive need, yet indifferent for segment three. This indicates that
wellness is an aspect to have in mind as a way to delight customers that can become
increasingly more important in the future.

Table 7.1 Managerial Implications

Overarching dimension Managerial implication
Productive work environment Need to be provided
Confidentiality Need to be provided
Professional work environment Provide equal to or better than competitors
Front-end service Provide equal to or better than competitors
Access to network Opportunity to delight most customers
Collaboration Opportunity to delight most customers
Knowledge sharing Opportunity to delight most customers
Wellness Opportunity to delight most customers
Inspiring and creative atmosphere High provision can satisfy some customers
Flexibility* High provision can satisfy/delight some customers
Community* Opportunity to delight some customers
Interaction & social support* Opportunity to delight some customers
*More research is needed

Our results show that affordances and features catering to needs can be classified dif-
ferently than the needs themselves. This means that an affordance for uninterrupted
work might be attractive to a member, while failing to provide any affordances for
this need will lead to dissatisfaction.
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Table 7.2 Relative importance of uncovered customer needs

Overarching dimension Label Need
Kano-

classification SD Kano**
Important in 

literature (yes/no)

Important in 
qualitative findings 

(yes/no)
Important to all 

segments (yes/no)

A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others M 0,24

A9 To be able to focus on work activities Not measured Not measured

C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions M 0,23

C9 To be able to focus on the core business Not measured Not measured

C10 To feel an increased productivity from one's workplace Not measured Not measured

Professional work environment R4 That one's workplace makes a good impression on guests O 0,20 Yes Yes Yes

Confidentiality* A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely M 0,13 No Yes Yes

R2 To feel like a prioritized customer O 0,27

R3 To feel welcomed at one's workplace O 0,20

A1 To know which other compaines are members and what they do A 0,20

A2 To be able to market one's business A 0,20

C3 To meet people that can lead to bussines opportunities A 0,22

R1 To belong to a community A 0,17

r11 Meet new friends I 0,21

r12 Have small chats with members O 0,13

A4 To be transparent when meeting others O 0,10

A8 To feel in control of social interactions I 0,24

A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area O 0,18

a31 Access to whiteboard I 0,15

a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms M 0,18

A5 To be able to scale one's business O 0,13

collaboration C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors A 0,22 Yes No No

C1 To learn new things from peers and events A 0,24

C5 To be able to receive help or input from others A 0,25

C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence I 0,20

Inspiring and creative atmosphere C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy O 0,08 Yes No No

Wellness* C2 To be healthy A 0,23 No No No

* Categories absent in literature

** Standard deviation measured from fractions of respondents choosing various Kano classifications

Knowledge sharing

Flexibility

Productive work environment

Front-end service*

Access to network

Community

Interaction & social support

Yes Yes

Yes No No

No

Yes Yes

Yes Yes No

No

Yes Yes No

No Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes
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7.2 Personas
Previous research has tried to paint a picture of the coworking phenomenon through
developing various typologies of coworking spaces (Bouncken et al., 2018; Fiorentino,
2019). Others find heterogeneous users within single coworking spaces (Spinuzzi,
2012). We propose that there exist distinct customer segments relating to the
coworking offering. United Spaces seem to cater to three customer segments in
their current service offering. We present these segments here as personas based on
their more distinct preferences.

7.2.1 Professional Penny

• Self employed

• Works in private 
office

• Female

she could meet people that could lead to business 
opportunities or cooperation

she can not rent meeting or conference rooms

She doesn’t feel welcomed or her guests don’t get a 
good impression from her workplace 

personnel is not responsive or willing to help

It’s hard to manage confidential information in a 
safe way

she can’t take a phone call without disturbing others

there is technical issues from wifi or printer

W i l l  b e  d e l i g h t e d  i f : W i l l  b e  d i s s a t i s f i e d  i f :

she can get help to increase or sustain a healthy life
style

she would to be able to easily receive help and input 
from others

Attractive

One-dimensional

Must-be

Kano-classification

Figure 7.1 Professional Penny

Professional Penny is an ambitious woman running her own company. She finds
many promises of the coworking offering alluring, yet she also has high expectations.
Penny wants to be treated as a prioritized customer; she expect that personnel is
responsive, willing to help and checks in if she needs anything. Everything needs
to be in order and she has little patience for slow service or technical issues, for
example with WiFi-connection or printer. She needs to be able to rent meeting
rooms on demand and it is important that her workplace makes a good impression
on her guests. Penny provides services for many publicly listed companies so it is
very important to her that confidential information can be managed in a safe way.

Being an entrepreneur, Penny is quite attracted by the possibility to meet people
that could results in leads or perhaps joint cooperative efforts. She is equally inter-
ested in being able to receive help and advice in a simple way from other coworkers.
As a self employed business woman, Penny is a little worried about being sick, since
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no one can replace her. She is therefore very attracted to the possibility of getting
help to increase or sustain a healthy lifestyle. She hopes this would also increase her
energy levels, thereby helping her run her business.

7.2.2 Networking Nicole

provided with a welcoming feeling from personnel 
and space

personell is responsive and willing to help

her workplace makes a good impression on guests

she can get energy from being at workplace

W i l l  b e  d e l i g h t e d  i f : W i l l  b e  d i s s a t i s f i e d  i f :

personell is not responsive and willing to help

she could meet people that could lead to business 
opportunities or cooperation

she can get help to increase or sustain a healthy life
style

not provided with a welcoming feeling from 
personnel and space

she cannot get energy from being at workplace

her workplace don’t make a good impression on 
guests

she is provided with a way to show wheter he is 
willing to interact socially

• Employed by 
small firm

Attractive

One-dimensional

Must-be

Kano-classification

Figure 7.2 Networking Nicole

Networking Nicole is employed in a small company and loves when there is movement
around her. It is important for her to get energy from her workplace. She feels
energized and inspired if her coworking space promotes interaction, is fresh-looking
and well designed with a lot of greenery. On the other hand she will be quite
dissatisfied with the service if it does not deliver these aspects according to her
liking.

Nicole is interested in being able market her own business and to see what other
companies are present in her coworking space as well as what they do. She would
be delighted if this could lead to cooperation and collaboration with others.

Working in a fast-paced environment and simultaneously being interested in social
interactions and networking is a pain point for Nicole. She loves the community,
but would love to have a way to feel in control of social interactions, to have a way
to show whether she is willing to interact with others without being perceived as a
dull person.
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Similar to Penny, Nicole would be quite dissatisfied if not treated as a prioritized
customer and provided with a welcoming feeling at work. However, in contrast to
Penny, Nicole is delighted when she has this feeling. She receives a lot of energy
from hosts in the space and is impressed by their attention to detail.

7.2.3 Efficient Edmund

he is able to work smoothly with no technical issues

his workplace makes a good impression on guests

provided with an ability to choose a room or work 
area based on current needs

W i l l  b e  d e l i g h t e d  i f : W i l l  b e  d i s s a t i s f i e d  i f :

not provided with an ability to choose a room or 
work area based on current needs

his workplace don’t make a good impression on 
guests

there is technical issues from wifi or printer

personell is responsive and willing to help personell is not responsive and willing to help

• Employed by 
medium firm

• Works in flex 
office

• Male

Attractive

One-dimensional

Must-be

Kano-classification

Figure 7.3 Efficient Edmund

Efficient Edmund is employed by a firm with more than 50 employees. He is pri-
marily at his coworking space to get his work done as efficient as possible. Edmund
is quite indifferent to belonging to a community, developing business relations or ex-
changing information with other coworkers (besides those from his own company).

Edmund need to be efficient in his work. He has no patience for technical issues,
but is quite satisfied when things run smoothly without disruptions. Edmund’s work
entails a broad range of activities. He therefore is increasingly satisfied as his ability
to choose a work area based on current needs improves, yet he can be frustrated if
inhibited.
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7.3 Implications

7.3.1 Identified tensions and their implications

Some needs can contradict each other and create trade-offs in the realm of coworking.
Specifically tensions have been observed between relatedness and competence result-
ing in decreased autonomy due to encountered trade-offs. Members want to keep
good relations to their peers yet their work sometimes demands a focus where social
encounters and exchanges are disturbing. Immersion, interviews and the Kano-
questionnaire indicates that a focus on work activities and not disturbing others
are must-be qualities. It is also clear that many members want social connections.
Bouncken and Reuschl (2018) argues that coworkers have autonomy to work and
communicate to the extent and intensity they want, yet our findings contrast this
view. Jakonen et al. (2017) note that encounters are avoided and neglected since
members prioritize their work. Therefore there seems to be a trade-off between
individuals need for relatedness and their need for competence. This results in a
trade-off situation where individuals have to sacrifice some degree of autonomy and
competence, or not fulfil the need for relatedness. Our hypothesis based on our ob-
servations is that empathy often trumps control in these instances, yet individuals
are left feeling dissatisfied with the service. Future research endeavors can try to
understand various negative aspects and trade-offs within coworking and perhaps
shed more light on this issue.

In some situations, needs of various individuals are in conflict, e.g. someone needs
to take an urgent phone call or is in need of help or social interaction, resulting in a
disturbance for those in need of focus. This conflict can be thought of a dissonance
among needs. One can also think of situations where individuals’ needs are in
harmony with each other. One member has been working intensely and is in need of
social interaction. At the same time another member is in need of some help that the
first person is able to provide. The interesting question for providers becomes how
to create affordances that cater to members’ needs while simultaneously increasing
the chances for need harmony and decreasing the risks for need dissonance.

7.3.2 Implications of Kano-classifications

Coworking spaces have been argued to improve profits and performance for owners
and customers. Property owners and corporations are increasingly interested in
the phenomenon. This study provides an overview of customer needs and their
classification according to the Kano model. It also proposes three distinct customer
segments, presented as personas. This study therefore illuminates possibilities for
innovation of affordances and features catering to needs of customers. Owners and
managers can with more confidence prioritize spending, improvement and innovation
efforts and create a service more tailored toward customers. This in turn leads to
better possibilities for profits for owners and customers.
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7.3.3 Implications for future research
The customer needs has an overall good fit with SDT. However some ambiguities
are present and some aspects cannot be incorporated in our framework with ease.
Nevertheless we argue that SDT is a promising lens for a deeper understanding of
the coworking phenomenon.

This study is, to our knowledge, the first trying to uncover customer needs relating
to coworking spaces and classify them according to the Kano model. This study
therefore provides a first overview of customer needs that can be both developed
and tested, for example through more case studies. Developments can be made
primarily on two ways: first through discovery of new customer needs, and secondly
by developing, contradicting or delving deeper into already uncovered ones. The
Kano model is usually employed for measurement of product or service features.
We argue that the Kano model, although with inherent validity issues, work well for
classification of customer needs.

The customer needs portrayed in this study are moreover a good starting point for
further research on customer needs. It is also a good starting point for research on
innovations with features that can provide affordances catering to the needs of the
coworking customer. This is a next logical step of inquiry which will provide man-
agers and owners with more straightforward help in their efforts to create meaningful
and sustainable services.

A surprising finding was that demographics in general, and employment status in
particular had a small effect on response pattern. The literature often frames various
proposed benefits as particularly useful for the freelancer or entrepreneur. However,
except the results already presented by our identified segments in combination with
figure 6.3, we saw no remarkable differences in response patterns between different
employment status.

Our findings might, as we have mentioned, have a bias towards customers with a
preference towards those coworking spaces provided by big property owners. This
study can be repeated in different settings to contrast our findings, or in similar
settings to provide a test of the generalizeability of our results.

Another possibility for future studies is trying to understand how the influx of units
from large corporations has changed the coworking phenomenon. Has it changed it,
and if so, how? Does it benefit or become an obstacle for entrepreneurs and small
businesses?
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8
Conclusion

This study has explored the coworking phenomenon through a quality management
perspective, specifically providing a first overview of customer needs with four main
implications. First a structured literature review illuminates the current state of
coworking literature. Secondly, it provides a deep understanding of customer needs.
Thirdly, Kano-classifications of uncovered customer needs gives proprietors and own-
ers guidance in how to prioritize their spending and improvement efforts. Finally, it
lays a foundation for further research endeavors into customer needs in coworking.
Additionally, our proposed framework linking customer needs to self-determination
theory (SDT) proved successful in the context of coworking spaces.

The Kano-classifications of uncovered customer needs implies that coworking spaces
need to provide a productive work environment and a way for members to safely
manage their confidential information. Coworking spaces can differentiate them-
selves towards competitors by providing a higher level of provision in terms of front-
end service and professional work environment. There are several ways for owners
and managers to delight the coworking customers. This can be done through af-
fordances and features providing opportunities for network access, collaboration,
knowledge sharing and wellness.

Implications for future research efforts could be directed towards additional testing
of the proposed framework, proposed personas as well as deeper inquiries into the
coworking phenomenon aided by quality management theory and SDT. A logical
next step would be to research possible features that might provide affordances for
identified customer needs, for example by using quality function deployment. We
hope our inquiry inspires new research towards customer needs, as well as innovation
efforts of features and practices that fulfill them.
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A
Interview template

I



Del 1 
Kort uppvärmning - 3 minuter 
Individen mappar upp hur en (vanlig?) dag ser ut? Tänk dig det här som en tidsaxel från att du 
vaknar tills du somnar. 
Markera ut några viktiga milstolpar med ett ord. 
Använd grafen till att rita ut hur din energinivå förändras under dagen och berätta. 

 
 
 
 
Välj tre bilder som bäst beskriver hur ditt arbete blir enklare genom att sitta på coworkingställe 
nn - varför? (Available in appendix B) 
Välj en bild som är tvärtom du associerar med något som är frustrerande med att sitta på 
coworkingställe nn. 
 
Har du en långsiktig dröm med ditt företag/med ditt arbete/personligen? 
 
Demografi 
Ålder 
Yrke 
Anställningstyp 
Tid som medlem  
Ca Antal anställda 
Hur tar du dig till jobbet? Restid?  
 
 



 

Del 2 
Vad gjorde du när du kom hit första gången? 
Hur kändes det att komma hit första gången? 
 
Beskriv ditt företag. Beskriv vad ​du​ gör? ​(Saker med coworking som gör ditt arbete 
enklare/smidigare? Något med coworking som är frustrerande?) 
Vad tycker du mest om med ditt arbete?  
 
Vad ​motiverar ​dig? 
 
Vad är svårt i ditt arbete? 
 
Vad upplever du som frustrerande i ditt arbete? 
Laddering: Varför är det frustrerande för dig? 
 
Finns det några utmaningar i ditt arbete? 
Vad är enkelt? 
 
Är det några aspekter som du upplever som tidsödande? 
Följdfråga: Hur påverkar det dig? 
 
Finns det något​ digitalt forum ​som du är med i här? 
Använder du appen? Varför? Varför inte? Vad tycker du om den? 
 
Vad gör ditt arbete enklare/bättre/smidigare… med att sitta här? 
Följdfråga: Varför gör X ditt arbete enklare/bättre/smidigare? 
 
 
Beskriva din ​relation​ du har till andra medlemmar. 
Vilken relation ​hoppas​ du kunna ha? 
 
Känner du en tillhörighet till (NN)? 
 
Var/Hur jobbade du tidigare? Hur framstod coworking jämfört med detta? 
Hur ser du på coworking nu? 
(finns det någon på din gamla arbetsplats du tycker vi borde/kan intervjua) 
 
Vilka ​tjänster​ använder du här? (Mötesrum, mat, etc.) 
Upplever du att det fungerar bra? 
 



Berätta en historia som du är stolt över i ditt jobb. 
Har din syn på coworkingställe förändrats sedan du började? 
 
Vem borde vi intervjua? 
 
Tack för din medverkan! 
Skulle vi kunna ta din epost så att vi kan nå dig och att du kan få del av rapporten när det 
är klart? 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Frågor relaterade till SDT, använd några för varje intervju.  
 
Autonomi 
Känner du att du kan vara dig själv på nn? 
Känner du dig ibland tvungen att vara någon annan än dig själv här? (R) 
Känner du att du inte kan uttrycka vad du tycker och tänker här? (R) 
Känner du att du får gehör för dina åsikter och idéer här? 
 
Idéer för att koppla till coworking: 
Upplever du att du kan bestämma över hur du/ditt företag exponeras här? 
Upplever du en frihet i hur du kan sköta ditt arbete här? 
Känner du ibland att något här negativt påverkar valfrihet i ditt arbete? (R) 
Känner du att du skulle ändra på mycket här om du själv fick bestämma? (R) 
 
Kompetens 
Känner du att du får möjlighet att stärka din kompetens här? 
Känner du att du kan vara produktiv här? ​Hur känns det? 
Känner du att coworking påverkar din effektivitet negativt? (R) 
 
Anknytning 
Känner du att det är svårt att anknyta till andra här? (R) 
Känner du att det finns en samhörighet som grupp här? 
Söker du kontakt med andra här? 
Känner du dig ofta ensam när du arbetar här? (R) 
Upplever du att du är nära vän med en eller flera här? 
Känner du att det är svårt att hitta någon att dela dina tankar med här? (R) 
Känner du att andra bryr sig om dig här? (R) 
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Table C.1 Customer needs and their corresponding question from the Kano-questionnaire
Label Need Survey Question (functional form)
A1 To know which other companies are members and what they do How do you feel: if you are provided with a way to see which companies are members at A Working Lab/United Spaces and their competencies?
A2 To be able to market one’s business How do you feel: if you can market your business at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
A3 To be able to choose a suitable work area How do you feel: if you are able to choose a room or work-area based on your current needs at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
a31 Access to whiteboard How do you feel: if you can have access to a whiteboard at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
a32 Rent conference/meeting rooms How do you feel: if you can rent a conference or meeting room at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
A4 To be transparent when meeting others How do you feel: if you can be genuine when meeting others without thinking about consequences for your business at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
A5 To be able to scale one’s business How do you feel: if you can add a membership to your office solution at United Spaces in a flexible way?
A6 To have phone calls or conversations, without disturbing others How do you feel: if you can answer a call or have a conversation without disturbing others at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
A7 To be able to manage confidential information safely How do you feel: if you can manage and talk about confidential information in a safe way at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
A8 To feel in control of social interactions How do you feel: if you are provided with a way to show whether you are willing to socially interact at A Working Lab/United Spaces?

C1 To learn new things from peers and events How do you feel: if you are able to learn new things at A Working Lab/United Spaces (e.g. from events or other members)?
C2 To be healthy How do you feel: if you can get help to increase or sustain a healthy lifestyle at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
C3 To meet people that can lead to business opportunities How do you feel: if you can get the opportunity to meet people that might lead to business opportunities at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
C4 To cooperate/collaborate with relevant actors How do you feel: if you are able to cooperate with individuals relevant to your work or business at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
C5 To be able to receive help or input from others How do you feel: if you can get help or input from other members at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
C6 To have a workplace that gives you energy How do you feel: if you can get energy from being at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
C7 To be able to work smoothly without technical disruptions How do you feel: if you are able to work smoothly at A Working Lab/United Spaces (without disruptions from e.g. wifi connection, printer, projector)?
C8 To be able to share knowledge/ competence How do you feel: if you can share your knowledge and competence at A Working Lab/United Spaces?

R1 To belong to a community How do you feel: if you can be a part of a community at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
r11 Meet new friends How do you feel: if you are able to make new friends at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
r12 Have small chats with members How do you feel: if you can small talk with other members at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
R2 To feel like a prioritized customer How do you feel: if the personnel are responsive and willing to help you at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
R3 To feel welcomed at one’s workplace How do you feel: if the space and the personnel provide you with a welcoming feeling at A Working Lab/United Spaces?
R4 That one’s workplace makes a good impression on guests How do you feel: if A Working Lab/United Spaces can make a good impression on your guests?
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