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Abstract
Coworking spaces have become a central component of new work environments, 
with large international chains. The purpose of this study is to investigate whether 
user preferences for the physical workspace design are consistent across countries, 
which the uniformity of such chains seems to suggest. A comparison between the 
user preferences of coworking spaces between the Netherlands (n = 219), Germany 
(n = 98) and the Czech Republic (n = 79) is performed using a mixed multinomial 
logic model for each country. Besides statistical utility of attributes, also motiva-
tions for working in coworking spaces are analysed. The findings show that there 
are some consistencies in preferences across countries. Typical real estate character-
istics like accessibility and contract options came forward to be the most important 
attributes in choosing which coworking space to work at in all three countries. How-
ever, significant differences in the desired quality levels of specifically these attrib-
utes were found between the countries as well, and only the less important attributes 
showed similar preferences internationally. This suggests that identical world-wide 
implementations of the same concept, might serve multi-nationals but possibly will 
not attract local users. The identified differences in preferences can help to position 
more specific, dedicated coworking spaces within local markets.
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1  Introduction

For the last two decades, work practices have changed due to the collaborative 
economy and new forms of collaboration (Mitev et  al. 2019). One of the con-
sequences is the continuing rise of coworking spaces. While the contemporary 
versions of these collaborative and shared workplaces started to gain visibility 
around the year 2005 in San Francisco (The Spiral Muse) and London (The Hub) 
(Merkel 2015; Waters-Lynch et  al. 2016), their existence can be tracked to the 
mid-90 s (Orel and Dvouletý 2020). Nonetheless, Deskmag’s yearly global cow-
orking survey (Deskmag 2018) showed that 29% of all coworking spaces avail-
able in 2018 were opened over the last year. Up until 2022, the number of cow-
orking spaces is expected to grow at an annual rate of 6% in the U.S. and 13% 
elsewhere (pre-Covid-19 expectations).

This new model of working alone-together (Spinuzzi 2012) is not only elu-
sive to practitioners but also increasingly an intrigue of academics (Waters-Lynch 
et al. 2016). Based on the concept of the urban sociologist Ray Oldenburg who 
coined the term third places (Oldenburg 1989), several authors deal with the 
classification of coworking spaces (Bouncken et  al. 2018; Merkel 2015). Cow-
orking spaces have been studied extensively in the USA (Spinuzzi 2012), differ-
ent European countries (Bouncken et al. 2018; Gerdenitsch et al. 2016; Rus and 
Orel 2015; Thierstein and Marx 2016; Weijs-Perrée et al. 2019), Asia (Bouncken 
et  al. 2016; Soerjoatmodjo et  al. 2015), and Australia (Butcher 2013; Waters-
Lynch and Potts 2017). These studies are related to many different theories and 
extant literature, mainly based on the disciplines of management, psychology/
sociology and economics. However, they generally lack a clear insight in the user 
preferences for the physical workspace design and especially whether this differs 
between countries, because of their single country focus. Bouncken et al. (2016; 
p319-320) state that: “So far it is unclear how such spaces should be set up, […] 
and which business models suit the users and providers of coworking-spaces”. 
Even if the decision of using coworking spaces is done by the management of 
a company, the extent to which coworking space benefits suit end-users heavily 
relies on their expectations and preferences. The workplace support of end-users 
influences several organizational outcomes such as productivity and collaboration 
(Appel-Meulenbroek et al. 2018).

From an operator’s view, user preferences can serve as a foundation for value 
propositions of coworking business models (Clauss et al. 2019). Attracting new 
members has been and remains the number one challenge for operators (Deskmag 
2018). However, as Bouncken et  al. (2016) mentioned, there is limited under-
standing of how coworking space operators can design their business models for 
differing user demands. As Yang et al. (2019) state, coworking space users prefer 
different services and spaces. Local, small coworking operators are specializing in 
specific local user groups and show a high diversity in terms of strategy, location 
and set-up (Bouncken et al. 2020a). At the same time, several coworking opera-
tors have started providing nearly identical looking coworking spaces worldwide 
(e.g. WeWork, Impacthub, Spaces) to cater multi-nationals. As a result, Bouncken 
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et  al. (2020a) call for the identification of global success factors of coworking 
spaces. As research has not yet identified whether user preferences for coworking 
spaces are consistent across countries (Bueno et  al. 2018; Mitev et  al. 2019), it 
remains unclear whether the international models are able to cater multi-national 
and local needs. Therefore, this paper aims to answer the research question: Are 
user preferences consistent among coworking space users across different coun-
tries? The main contribution of this paper is its international comparison of user 
preferences and motivations, identifying which are consistent and which change 
regionally. Data were gathered among users of several coworking spaces in three 
different countries, namely the Netherlands (Western Europe), Germany (Western 
Europe) and the Czech Republic (Eastern Europe), to test hypotheses on assumed 
consistency in preferences across these countries.

After a literature review of the coworking phenomenon and its users, the most 
important space characteristics were drawn from literature for a stated choice exper-
iment. A stated choice based questionnaire among 219 coworkers from the Nether-
lands, 98 coworkers from Germany and 78 coworkers from the Czech Republic (396 
coworkers in total) was performed to identify preferences for hypothetical cowork-
ing spaces described by their most relevant characteristics. Multinomial logit model-
ling was used to analyse the preferences for coworking space characteristics and to 
see whether the countries show differences in user preferences regarding accessibil-
ity, atmosphere, layout, diversity of spaces and of tenants, services and contracts. 
The research has practical implications for corporates, individual user and opera-
tors and enhances theoretical understanding of coworking spaces as institutions in 
an entrepreneurial ecosystem.

2 � Theoretical background

Every operational activity requires not only a distribution of tasks to the person-
nel resources, but always also a spatial organisation of the task completion in work-
places, rooms, buildings and locations (Krüger 1984). Whereas in larger compa-
nies the task of the spatial organisation of work is usually performed by a separate 
department known as corporate real estate management (Brown et  al. 1994), in 
smaller organisations this task is performed by the management itself. The core task 
in both cases is to manage the planning, provision, use, operation and exploitation 
of workspace. The provision of office space is a secondary process that optimally 
supports the core process of a company. Kämpf-Dern and Pfnür (2014) show that 
in corporate practice there is no one-best model, but there is a best fit. Coworking 
spaces are an innovative alternative form of space provision to the traditional provi-
sion forms of office space. From the point of view of the organisation, the use of 
coworking spaces is a sourcing decision. Companies must consider whether it makes 
more sense and is more efficient to provide internal services or to use external ser-
vices for their spatial organisation of work.

Nowadays, the users of coworking spaces include a wide range of actors as pre-
dicted by Sargent et al. (2018). Larger companies show increased propensity to sup-
port their employees and their tendencies for work on a dislocated, telework basis 



2028	 R. Appel‑Meulenbroek et al.

1 3

(Walden 2019) to blend in with independent workers and their networks (Leclercq-
Vandelannoitte and Isaac 2016). Gauger et  al. (2020) analysed that particularly in 
mature coworking markets, start-ups are almost being crowded out by users from 
large enterprises. Small-to-mid sized enterprises pursue the usage of coworking 
spaces to allow cost savings through the use of shared office facilities, and to inter-
connect their employees in various collaborative networks (Arora 2017). Other users 
include independent workers such as freelancing individuals, seniors, unemployed 
and others (Mitev et al. 2019).

2.1 � Benefits of coworking

By bundling all real estate services into a space-as-a-service package, coworking 
providers offer external service provision. In the entrepreneurship literature, this 
space-as-a-service concept is considered as one component of an entrepreneurial 
ecosystem. Coworking spaces as the spatial entity of an entrepreneurial ecosystem 
can add value by knowledge management and networking opportunities. Bouncken 
et  al. (2018) term coworking spaces within the framework of institutional theory. 
Coworking spaces can be regarded as (prototype) institutions for entrepreneurship 
and innovation, that not only create and appropriate value, but also give space for 
tensions (Bouncken et al. 2018, 2020a). Fuzi (2015) describes these spaces as envi-
ronments that facilitate social support, innovation, creativity, knowledge sharing 
and collaboration. Besides attracting people with different profiles and social inter-
actions being central to the concept, coworking spaces also enhance productivity 
(Bueno et al. 2018), stimulate knowledge transfer among coworkers (Kopplin 2020), 
and create a working community (Weijs-Perrée et al. 2016) that can be perceived as 
a source of social support for coworking space users leading to higher quality and 
satisfaction of work (Gerdenitsch et al. 2016).

Not all end-users have the same motivations for choosing a coworking space 
though. Spinuzzi (2012) found that coworkers seek many benefits from using a 
coworking space related to interaction, feedback, trust, learning, partnerships, 
encouragement and referrals. The gathering of users in coworking spaces strategi-
cally increases the likelihood of unpredictable encounters and offers the possibil-
ity of "social learning". Fabbri (2015) adds that belonging to a coworking space 
can also increase credibility and access to partners through a ‘labelling’ and ‘win-
dow’ effect. Bouncken et al. (2016) divided the sought benefits of coworking users 
in two business models, namely those seeking for efficiency and those seeking for 
novelty. Regarding efficiency, existing studies have mentioned motivations to use 
a coworking space such as affordable accommodation (Fuzi 2015; Merkel 2015), 
the professional appearance for the company (Fabbri 2015), a professional support-
ive work environment (Spreitzer et  al. 2015), looking for a workplace outside the 
home/separating work and private life (Fuzi 2015) and flexibility regarding rental 
period and number of square meters (Sykes 2014). Regarding novelty, motivations 
that come forward from existing studies are the feeling of being part of a community 
(Spreitzer et al. 2015), the vibrant and creative atmosphere in the coworking space 
(Merkel 2015), the opportunity to network with coworkers (Fuzi 2015) and to have 



2029

1 3

User preferences for coworking spaces; a comparison between…

social- (Merkel 2015) and work-related interactions (Fuzi 2015). But the main added 
value of a coworking space is suggested not to be a favorable rent or a more pleasant 
working environment than home, but the possibility of collaborating with other cow-
orkers when ideas, resources and necessary information are lacking (Waters-Lynch 
and Potts 2017). Therefore, we pose the following hypothesis:

H1: Novelty based motivations to work at a coworking space are more impor-
tant than those based on efficiency.

As there is no previous research comparing such motivations across countries, the 
apparently successful ‘uniformity approach’ by large international coworking chains 
is used to pose the next hypothesis:

H2: The ranking of motivations to work at a coworking space is consistent 
across countries.

2.2 � Coworking space attributes

To study preferences of users, it is important to identify the most important attrib-
utes of coworking spaces that can satisfy or frustrate certain user preferences. 
Although many hybrids between coworking spaces and other business centre con-
cepts are increasingly present, Waters-Lynch et al. (2016) point out differences from 
other shared office concepts in the aesthetic design of coworking spaces. Weijs-
Perrée et al. (2016) also showed a clear difference with serviced offices, which are 
all located in modern office spaces, while coworking spaces can also be located in 
former industrial era warehouses or factories (Deskmag 2016) and are thus more 
diverse in outside and inside appearance (Bouncken et al. 2020b).

First, like many offices, most coworking spaces are positioned in highly acces-
sible locations, but more ‘remote’ spaces exist as well (Bouncken et  al. 2020a). 
Generally, accessibility by car and/or by public transport can be distinguished as 
relevant attribute levels. Regardless of their location, as a second distinguishing 
attribute coworking spaces can be located in new, modern offices but also in former 
industrial era warehouses (Deskmag 2016) with more complex structural elements 
(Gertner and Mack 2017). Early coworking spaces made use of practical furniture 
when setting-up typical home-like environments with couches, kitchen desks and 
other home-based furniture (Brown 2017; Neuberg 2005). In regard to that, it could 
be emancipated that early coworking environments have had a very different atmos-
phere and aesthetics in contrast to modern coworking centres that tended to incor-
porate social and emotional meanings within the spatial design of the workspace 
that could positively affect users (Bouncken et  al. 2020c). A third attribute is the 
layout of the space, as openness has been shown to influence face-to-face interac-
tions in offices (Rashid et al. 2006) and thus possibly how the social component is 
experienced (Bouncken et al. 2020a). Generally, coworking spaces have an open lay-
out (Gertner and Mack 2017), as this is likely to stimulate interaction between cow-
orkers as intended, but a half-open layout can also be present and even individual, 
closed spaces are offered in some coworking spaces (Deskmag 2016) to cater all 
possible preferences (Wright 2018).
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Besides the regular workspace, the majority of coworking spaces are com-
bined with private meeting rooms and a kitchenette. However, the trend is pro-
gressively shifting in a way that many contemporary buildings offer additional 
types of spaces, such as informal break out zones and spaces for specific events 
(Deskmag 2016; Kojo and Nenonen 2016) and provide their users additional lei-
sure and well-being services such as recreational facilities (e.g., gym, spa, etc.) 
and guided sport activities (e.g., yoga, meditation classes, etc.) (Cabral and van 
Winden 2020; Spinuzzi 2012). Coworking space providers principally tend to 
construct value capturing strategies and shape various offerings to introduce effi-
ciency-centred, development-centred and user-centred coworking environments 
(Bouncken et  al., 2020d). Especially the latter, user-centred form of a cowork-
ing space commonly integrates the position of a mediator or community manager 
who curates the interpersonal interactions and interconnects regular users in sup-
portive networks (Merkel 2015; Rus and Orel 2015; Spinuzzi et  al. 2019) with 
the aim of establishing collective action amongst coworking space users (Blagoev 
et  al., 2019). Mediation activities are integrated through either spatial mecha-
nisms (Bouncken and Aslam 2019), digital tools (Kopplin 2020), or actively used 
in the forms of communal events that promote interaction and participation in 
selected undertakings (Cheah and Ho 2019; Parrino 2015; Waters-Lynch and 
Potts 2017). According to Irving et  al. (2020), the expected benefits of spatial 
interventions frequently fail to materialize, making human intervention a consid-
erable factor when accelerating the rate of formal or informal interactions and 
knitting collaborative relationships. By that, community managers regularly play 
an essential role in coworking space development and positioning on the market 
(Bouncken et  al. 2018; Gauger et  al. 2020; Gregg and Lodato 2018). Depend-
ing on the business model behind the selected coworking spaces as well as the 
capacity of mediation mechanisms, Kojo and Nenonen (2016) separate coworking 
spaces in the category of third places, public offices, collaboration hubs, cowork-
ing hotels, incubators and shared studios. Despite the classification, all coworking 
spaces are characterised by array of diverse user-base with individuals having dif-
ferent professional and personal backgrounds.

With that in mind, the last two attributes concern the diversity of tenants and 
the lease contract. The description of coworking spaces by Parrino (2015) empha-
sized a diversity of users regarding their sector, although some coworking spaces 
focus on a specific sector. According to multiple studies (Fuzi 2015; Spinuzzi 
2012; Sykes 2014), a short contract is also a typical coworking space characteris-
tic. Some even have no contract at all, but longer contracts can also be an option 
(Durante and Turvani 2018). The following hypothesis is posed:

H3: Accessibility, atmosphere, layout, diversity in spaces, hospitality, 
events, diversity in tenants and the lease contract are significant attributes 
when choosing between different coworking space options.

As there is no previous research comparing user preferences for these attrib-
utes across countries, the apparently successful ‘uniformity approach’ by large 
international coworking chains is used to pose the last hypothesis:
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H4: User preferences for coworking space attributes are consistent across dif-
ferent countries.

3 � Methodology

3.1 � Data collection

Data were collected with an online questionnaire consisting of two parts. First, 
respondents were asked to indicate their top 3 of motivations to work at a cowork-
ing space from a pre-determined list (to test H1 and H2). They also had to answer 
personal questions (gender, age, education level) and indicate work-related charac-
teristics (user group, position within the organization, sector of the organization, and 
number of hours working at the coworking space). The second part of the question-
naire was setup as a stated-choice experiment (see Hensher et al. 2015) to be able to 
test H3-H4 on preferences for the coworking space attributes. In stated choice exper-
iments, respondents chose between hypothetical alternatives, which are described by 
the quality levels for a list of relevant attributes for the offer that is studied. In this 
case, that ‘offer’ was a coworking space. Respondents were asked to choose between 
3 different alternatives, plus they were offered the option to choose to rather work 
from home or at another location/coworking space than those alternatives that were 
presented. The alternatives varied based on the possible quality levels of the iden-
tified coworking space attributes from literature (see Table  1). Figure  1 shows an 
example of such a choice set.

As each attribute has three levels, asking respondents to choose between each 
potential configuration of the attributes’ quality levels would result in (38 =) 6561 
possible alternatives. Therefore, an orthogonal fraction of this design was con-
structed (Hensher et  al. 2015), consisting of 27 alternatives. These alternative 
spaces were randomly divided over 9 choice sets, with each 3 alternatives. So, each 
respondent thus evaluated all hypothetical workspaces (meaning a complete design) 
in only 9 questions.

The survey was spread in the Netherlands, Germany and the Czech Republic, 
within a period of three years (2016–2019). Throughout Germany and the Nether-
lands, the samples were collected in many different regions/cities and coworking 
spaces to provide a spatial heterogeneity of the participants. In Berlin, for example, 
there is a very mature coworking space market, which attracts many users from the 
IT sector, while in Frankfurt many users come from the financial sector. Further-
more, the survey was conducted in small and medium-sized cities, so that a cross-
section of coworking spaces was achieved.

In Czech Republic, data was collected only in the main capital Prague. The city 
of Prague has been selected due to its geographic position and current situation of 
the coworking industry. Centrally positioned and with a midsized urban area, Prague 
has seen a swift growth of coworking spaces and users in recent years (Šindelářová 
and Kubikova 2018). In order to have a diverse sample, five different coworking 
spaces were selected, ranging from student-style coworking cafes to corporate cow-
orking spaces.
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The coworking spaces in all countries were visited personally to achieve a high 
response rate. In the Netherlands, a total of 219 respondents successfully com-
pleted the questionnaire, in Germany 98 respondents, and in Czech Republic 79 
respondents.

Table 1   Atrributes and their levels

Attribute Attribute level

Accessibility Level 0: By car and public transport
Level 1: By car
Level 2: By public transport

Atmosphere and interior aesthetics Level 0: Industrial
Level 1: Modern
Level 2: Homey

Layout of the space Level 0: Open layout
Level 1: Half open layout
Level 2: Closed layout

Diversity in supply spaces Level 0: Basic coworking space
Level 1: Standard coworking space
Level 2: Premium coworking space

Reception and hospitality Level 0: No reception and no host
Level 1: Reception but no host
Level 2: Reception and active host

Events Level 0: None
Level 1: Sometimes
Level 2: Often

Diversity of tenants Level 0: No diversity of tenants
Level 1: Moderate diversity of tenants
Level 2: Strong diversity of tenants

Lease contract Level 0: No contract
Level 1: Short-term contract
Level 2: Long-term contract

Fig. 1   Example of a choice set in the stated choice part of the questionnaire
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3.2 � Analytic strategy

To study the assumptions on motivations (H1 and H2), first the rankings were 
studied themselves, after which the top 3 choices were added for each possible 
motivation per country to test H2 with a Chi-square analysis.

To study user preferences (H3) and their consistency across countries (H4), 
a mixed multinomial logit model (MMNL) for each country was estimated. A 
MMNL is a very efficient and flexible discrete choice model (Hensher et al. 2015; 
McFadden and Train 2000) for analysing data with a panel structure (i.e. multiple 
choices by the same respondent). Furthermore, using this approach, it is possible 
to capture unobserved heterogeneity (Train 2009). It estimates a constant utility 
parameter that reflects the alternative ‘none of these options’ in which a respond-
ent rather would work at home or somewhere else than in one of the three hypo-
thetical coworking spaces. The equation for the utility for user i for coworking 
space j on choice occasion t is:

where Xijt represents all attributes of the coworking space with relative weights 
(parameters β) to be estimated. The error term, εijt, represents unobserved hetero-
geneity. This equation assumes that all the estimated parameters are equal for all 
users. Since the parameters relating to different levels of the same attribute are 
conceptually interrelated, a random parameter is estimated for only one of the 
parameters related to the same attribute to capture possible heterogeneity related 
to that attribute. As a somewhat arbitrary choice, the random parameters in the 
model relate to the significant, first levels of the attributes. A normal distribution 
is assumed for each random parameter. The non-random parameters in the model 
represent the second levels, plus non-significant first levels of the attributes. To 
estimate the parameters of the model, 1000 Halton draws were used (Bhat 2001).

4 � Results

4.1 � Sample description

Table 2 shows the characteristics of the samples from the Netherlands, Germany 
and the Czech Republic. The samples consist of a larger share of men with 52% in 
the Czech Republic, 57% in Germany and even 68% in the Netherlands, compara-
ble to Deskmag’s (2018) worldwide statistics. The average age in the countries is 
29 (SD = 6.8) in Czech Republic, 33 (SD = 9.4) in Germany and 35 (SD = 11.2) in 
the Netherlands, so a bit younger than Deskmag’s average of 36 years. The higher 
share of students (38%) in the Czech Republic sample explains the lower average 
age in this sample. Education levels of the users are generally high. On average 
the respondents worked 22 h per week in a coworking space.

Uijt = ���ijt + �ijt
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In all countries, many coworkers are self-employed workers (ranging from 
31–54%). In Germany, many respondents (33%) work for a company with more 
than 11 employees and over half is a regular employee, while in the Netherlands 
42% is owner/board member of their organisation. This could also be related 
to the fact that the hours spent in a coworking space is the highest in Germany 
(approximately 24 h, versus 21 in the Netherlands and 19 in the Czech Republic). 
With regard to sector, in the sample of the Netherlands coworkers are more fre-
quently working in the consultancy sector compared to coworkers from Germany 
or the Czech Republic.

4.2 � Main motivations

Figure  2 shows the main motivations per country to work at a coworking space. 
The percentages show the total share of choosing three main motivations to work 
at a coworking space. Overall, most respondents mentioned the vibrant and creative 
atmosphere as one of their main three motivations, which is a novelty-focused moti-
vation. However, this was followed by several efficiency-focused motivations, such 
as separating work-and private life, affordable accommodation, and flexibility. Then, 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Professional supportive work environment
(support services)

Professional appearance for the company

The opportunity to network with co-workers
(possible new projects)

Social interaction with co-workers

The possibility for work related conversations
with other co-workers (knowledge sharing)

The feeling of being part of a community

Flexibility (rental period, number of square
meters)

Affordable accommodation

I was looking for a workplace outside the
home (separating work and private life)

Vibrant and creative atmosphere in the co-
working

Netherlands Germany Czech Republic

Fig. 2   Main motivations per country to work at a coworking space
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again novelty-focused motivations came forward regarding community and interac-
tions. The bottom of the list also showed efficiency-focused motivations, regarding 
a professional, supportive work environment and appearance. So H1 (novelty based 
motivations to work at a coworking space are more important than those based on 
efficiency) is not very clearly confirmed. Although a vibrant/creative atmosphere is 
top of the list, it is immediately followed by several efficiency-focused motivations.

As can be seen in Fig. 2, there are differences between countries. For example, 
respondents from the Netherlands, choose “I was looking for a workplace outside 
the home” as the most crucial motivation to work at a coworking space, while in 
Germany and the Czech Republic this was the novelty-focused “vibrant and crea-
tive atmosphere”. A chi-square test shows that differences in the top 3 of motiva-
tions are significant (F(20,1172) = 69.935, p ≤ 0.000), so H2 (The ranking of motiva-
tions to work at a coworking space is consistent across countries) must be rejected. 
Both some novelty-focused motivations and some efficiency-focused motivations 
show particularly large differences between the observed and expected values. 
Regarding efficiency-focused motivations, respondents from the Netherlands more 
often chose flexibility (in rental period and/or number of square meters) in their top 
3 motivations than in Germany and the Czech Republic. German coworkers par-
ticularly seemed to select professional appearance for the company and affordable 
accommodation more often, while in the Czech Republic the supportive services 
of a professional supportive work environment were selected relatively more often. 
Regarding novelty-focused motivations, the coworkers from the Netherlands rela-
tively less often put social interaction with coworkers in their top 3, while Germans 
selected this relatively more often. Those from the Czech Republic relatively more 
often mentioned the opportunity to network with coworkers towards possible new 
projects.

4.3 � User preferences of the countries

Table 3 shows the results from the three MMNL models of the different countries. 
As can be seen, based on the samples of the three countries, one or more levels of 
all attributes were found to be significant. This finding suggests that all attributes are 
important for choosing a coworking space and thus H3 (Accessibility, atmosphere, 
layout, diversity in spaces, hospitality, events, diversity in tenants and the lease con-
tract are significant attributes when choosing between different coworking space 
options) is accepted.

Figure 3 shows the utility impacts of all attributes per country, which are com-
puted using the difference between the lowest and highest part-worth utility of the 
attribute levels. These utilities refer to the importance of each attribute when choos-
ing a coworking space to work at. As can be seen, the accessibility of the location 
is the most important coworking space attribute for coworkers in the Czech Repub-
lic and Germany. For coworkers in the Netherlands, the type of lease contract is 
more important. When these two main attributes meet one’s preferences, layout and 
diversity of tenants are also important for choosing between alternatives. Events, 
reception and hospitality, atmosphere and interior aesthetics and diversity of supply 
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spaces were found to be the least important when choosing between alternative cow-
orking spaces.

Not only the importance of different attributes but also the preferred ‘quality’ 
level for 3 of the 8 attributes differs between the countries. As 2 of these 3 attributes 
are at the top of the importance ranking when choosing a specific coworking space, 
H4 (User preferences for coworking space attributes are consistent across different 
countries) must be rejected. Concerning accessibility, the MMNL models showed 
that the part-worth utility of the level accessibility by car and public transport is the 
highest for the Netherlands and Germany, while in the Czech Republic the prob-
ability that coworkers choose a coworking space that is accessible only by public 
transport is higher. Also, coworkers in the Netherlands and the Czech Republic pre-
fer a homey atmosphere and interior, while coworkers in Germany prefer a more 
modern interior. An industrial interior is the least preferred by coworkers from the 
Netherlands and Germany, while a modern interior is the least preferred by cowork-
ers from the Czech Republic. And last, regarding the lease contract, differences were 
found between the countries as well. Coworkers from the Netherlands and the Czech 
Republic prefer no lease contract, while coworkers from Germany prefer a short-
term lease contract.

No differences were found in preferences related to the other 5 attributes: lay-
out of the space, diversity in supply of spaces, reception and hospitality, events, and 
diversity of tenants. Coworkers from all the three countries prefer a coworking space 
with a half-open layout, which consists of open workspaces in combination with 
spaces for concentration and for formal meetings. Also, no differences were found 
with regard to the diversity in supply of spaces. Coworkers from all countries prefer 
a standard coworking space that offers office space with informal meeting areas and 
event spaces. Moreover, coworkers from all three countries mostly prefer a reception 

Diversity in supply spaces

Atmosphere and interior aesthetics

Reception and hospitality

Events

Diversity of tenants

Layout of the space

Type of leasecontract

Accessibility

Czech Republic Germany Netherlands

Fig. 3   Total utility of attributes per country
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but no host, only sometimes an event (not too often) and a moderate diversity of 
tenants.

The standard deviations of the random parameters from Table  3 are visible in 
Table 4. These show that there also still exists unobserved heterogeneity in prefer-
ences between coworkers from a specific country for these attributes. High stand-
ard deviations imply that even within the country groups, preferences are quite 
heterogeneous.

5 � Discussion

The analyses have shown several significant differences in preferences and motiva-
tions of coworking space users in the three countries that were included in this study. 
However, regarding motivations, the main attractiveness of coworking spaces in all 
countries appears to be the vibrant atmosphere and separating work from private 
life. A bit surprisingly, the novelty-focused motivation of a vibrant, creative atmos-
phere was followed by typical efficiency-focused real estate arguments of affordabil-
ity and flexibility, instead of other novelty-focused motivations such as being part 
of a community, networking and interacting. Regarding efficiency, the Dutch seem 
to care more about flexibility, the Germans about affordability and the professional 
appearance for the company, and the Czech about the supportive services of a pro-
fessional supportive work environment. As Cabral and van Winden (2020) showed 
with a content analysis of coworking operator websites, operators are well aware of 
these more individual-level benefits that are sought after. The combination of physi-
cal space and co-location is claimed by operators to have an activating effect that 
pushes workers to bring out the best in themselves, while these operators less often 
claim to actually create a connection with other people with their spaces (Cabral and 
van Winden 2020). Nonetheless, the same study showed that they do claim that the 
community would stimulate individual productivity and growth. These new findings 
now add that apparently networking and interacting are also a less important moti-
vation to use a coworking space for many users. Both social and work-related inter-
actions and networking are located at the bottom half of the motivation list, only 
above the professional image gained by using a coworking space. In this sample, the 
German coworkers did put social interaction with coworkers more often in their top 
3 and the Czech coworkers the opportunity to network. As community formation 
and networking is what distinguishes coworking spaces from other business centres 
(Weijs-Perrée et al. 2016), the first contribution of this article is that its data raise the 
question whether the younger, more independent coworking users are really seeking 
something different than those established companies using regular serviced offices 
for decades or not.

The second contribution is that the significant differences found in preferences 
for specific coworking space attributes seem to imply that international chains with 
uniform coworking space offerings might not satisfy local preferences to the full 
extent. This suggestion is particularly supported by the fact that especially those 
attributes coming forward as most important when choosing between different cow-
orking space alternatives, showed significant differences in preferences between 
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countries, namely accessibility and the type of lease contract. The main consistency 
across countries that came forward is that these two generally important (corporate) 
real estate choice attributes are indeed the most important ones in all three coun-
tries, followed by layout and the diversity of tenants in the coworking space. Only 
when these aspects are to one’s liking, the more typical coworking space charac-
teristics (events, host, atmosphere, and diversity of spaces) potentially determine 
the preference for one alternative over the other. Interestingly, for these more typi-
cal coworking space attributes, coworkers from all three countries did show simi-
lar preferences (atmosphere excluded). They generally seem to prefer a coworking 
space with a half-open layout, which consists of open workspaces in combination 
with spaces for concentration and formal meetings. A standard space that offers such 
spaces, plus a reception, some informal meeting areas and some event space appears 
to be preferred over a more premium alternative with a host and many events. Also, 
the diversity of tenants is appreciated, but only at the ‘moderate diversity’ level. 
Apparently, there is also something as too much diversity in tenants. So, regard-
ing the design/service offer it seems that coworking spaces could be uniform across 
countries, while for accessibility, contracts and the atmosphere/aesthetics it would 
be wise to follow more local ‘habits’. This sample suggests that the Czech Republic 
coworkers care less about accessibility by car and the German coworkers prefer a 
more modern work environment than the ‘homey’ alternative preferred by the other 
two countries’ samples. It could however be, that the higher share of students in the 
Czech sample caused the first difference and the higher share of users from large 
enterprise in Germany the second one. The sample size did not allow to control for 
such interaction effects.

The overall consistent preference for the ‘average/standard’ quality levels of these 
typical coworking space attributes might be explained by the fact that this sample 
often chose ‘to find affordable accommodation’ as a motivation for using coworking 
spaces in general. Additional offerings in the higher quality levels could be expected 
to (and most likely will) be more expensive. Repeating the study with larger samples 
needs to check whether this is the case for all coworking users or that this sample 
was specific in that. It does become clear that regarding the top ranked motivation 
for using coworking spaces—their vibrant and creative atmosphere—the physical 
support of such an atmosphere (the interior design either being modern, industrial 
of more like a living room at home) might show different preferences across the 
countries but is not influencing the choice for a specific coworking space much (see 
Fig. 3). So, international uniformity in design should not hurt satisfaction of prefer-
ences that much. It is especially the accessibility and the contract, that deserve a 
local flavour to coworking spaces’ offer.

In all three countries the coworking spaces seem to attract young, highly educated 
users, with a balance between male and female. Coworking spaces do not seem to be 
a place for full-time work, as the average hours spend there during the week in each 
country was about 20  h, which is consistent with other research (Kopplin 2020). 
This sample showed an evident attractiveness to students in the Czech Republic 
and less so in the Netherlands and Germany, although this could be due to the sam-
pling in the three countries. The trend of more corporates allowing their employ-
ees to work in coworking spaces, seems most visible in the German sample, while 
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self-employed workers dominate the Dutch sample. This might be caused by the 
limitation of this research that the Dutch sample was gathered first (2016) and the 
German sample later (2018), although the Czech Republic sample which was gath-
ered last (2019) does not show increased corporate use like in Germany. Another 
explanation could be, that in the Netherlands several large corporates are opening up 
the ground floor of their own offices for independent workers to create a coworking 
community, instead of sending their workers to existing coworking spaces.

Overall, the main contribution of this paper is that its findings imply that cowork-
ing space user preferences are not that different from those using other office types 
as assumed, with accessibility and contract being the most important attributes to 
choose between coworking spaces. It seems that they go through similar decision-
making processes.

5.1 � Limitations and recommendations for future research

This study did not aim to draw representative samples from coworking spaces in 
each country and was not able to do so (due to time limits and a limited willingness 
to participate among coworking providers). Rather, this paper wanted to analyse 
whether assumptions about internationally consistent user preferences are true, even 
when looking at a relatively small sample of coworking spaces in only a few coun-
tries. Future research should identify significant differences between more coun-
tries and based on representative samples, to identify successful coworking space 
alternatives for more ‘local’ situations. It would be interesting to look at differences 
between and within continents, as this paper only contains data from within Europe. 
Larger samples also allow for using more than 8 attributes, because one could ran-
domly show a selection of attributes to respondents instead of showing all respond-
ents all quality levels of all attributes. Additionally, larger samples would allow test-
ing interaction variables in an overall model for all involved countries. Last, large 
samples would make it possible to do additional analyses in the form of latent class 
modelling, where groups of respondents with highly similar preferences are identi-
fied, and then tested on their individual demographics and other user characteristics 
to describe more clear target groups for certain coworking space business models.

Future research should also identify why the identified differences exist and 
whether they are based on nationality, culture or other individual or group charac-
teristics. The standard deviations for the standard utility parameters show that there 
is still more unobserved heterogeneity within the groups and thus that socio-demo-
graphic and other characteristics of individuals need to be included to help explain 
the choice decisions in more detail. Although some of these were included in this 
dataset already, the sample size did not allow for testing their prediction of certain 
preferences.

It would be interesting to include rental prices in future research and do willing-
ness to pay analyses for all attributes, including those that were not that high in the 
ranking of importance (e.g. a host). This gives providers insights in potential cost 
savings, that could be invested in more important attributes to attract their target 
group. In that sense, the clear interest in coworking spaces amongst Czech students 
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suggests to study whether/how students can be an attractive population for cowork-
ing operators in other countries, given their limited budget to pay a fee. Besides 
costs, future research could study the decision-making processes of different types 
and sizes of companies/entrepreneurs in more detail as well, to provide more insight 
in sought benefits and compromises that are made in seeking goals.

From a macro-organizational view, Bouncken et  al. (2020a) argue that institu-
tional patterns in a coworking space like participation, autonomy and sense of com-
munity affect work satisfaction. Future studies should link the underlying space 
attributes with institutional patterns to show how they rely on the spatial attributes. 
Additionally, they could make further comparisons on combinations of business 
models, especially as an increased merge of serviced offices and coworking offices 
is visible in practice and a rise of new types of corporate coworking initiatives in 
corporate offices.

Finally, the empirical part of this study was conducted before the beginning of the 
current Covid 19 pandemic. It cannot be ruled out that user preferences in the coun-
tries studied have changed permanently due to the pandemic. However, this question 
can only be answered by further empirical analyses after the current situation has 
ended.

6 � Conclusion and recommendations for practice

This study has shed light on preferences for coworking spaces in different countries. 
The gathered user preferences can be used as precedents for value propositions of 
coworking business models that can lead to a higher loyalty of coworking users 
(Clauss et al. 2019). From a corporate real estate management perspective, the pref-
erences identified can form the basis for sourcing decisions, facilitate location deci-
sions and provide information on which employees feel most comfortable in which 
form of workplace. For some of the aspects the preferences seem to be consistent 
and perhaps not that different from preferences for more traditional office types (e.g. 
a combination of openness and places to concentrate and meet; high importance of 
accessibility and type of rental contract). Nonetheless, the coworking population is 
very different from the regular office population, because it is much more diverse. 
This diversity of users, the variety of facilities and the space design might be addi-
tional benefits for corporates through the use of coworking spaces.

Coworking spaces are one of the unique work arrangements that can be used by 
users all over the world. Large operators are increasingly offering coworking space 
with a generic standard in their offices worldwide, which however might not serve 
users from all countries to a similar extent because of the findings here. They pro-
vide conformity in standards worldwide for large corporates using these coworking 
spaces but might not attract local users in all countries this way. Coworking operators 
can use the identified preferences as guidance on their path from a product-centered 
to a user-centric environment and help them to find their competitive advantage. 
Irrespective of country and user type, operators benefit from a good accessibility 
and can determine the success of their spaces through variable contract periods and 
a design with half-open layouts. The early, smaller coworking space providers are 
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perhaps still serving a more locally and culturally determined need, which caused 
the rise of these spaces. The future will tell which users they will continue to attract 
versus the large global serviced office providers and corporates opening up cowork-
ing spaces inside their buildings as well. All will have to meet user preferences in 
order to compete in this fast-growing, competitive market. The decision to focus on 
a specific target group can be guided by the results of the study.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission 
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creat​iveco​mmons​.org/licen​
ses/by/4.0/.

References

Appel-Meulenbroek R, Clippard M, Pfnür A (2018) The effectiveness of physical office environments 
for employee outcomes. J Corp Real Estate 20:56–80. https​://doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-04-2017-0012

Arora S (2017) Changing dynamics of corporate real estate: the rise of coworking spaces. Corp Real 
Estate J 7:127–136

Bhat CR (2001) Quasi-random maximum simulated likelihood estimation of the mixed multinomial logit 
model. Trans Res Part B Methodol 35:677–693. https​://doi.org/10.1016/S0191​-2615(00)00014​-X

Blagoev B, Costas J, Kärreman D (2019) ‘We are all herd animals’: community and organizationality in 
coworking spaces. Organization 26(6):894–916. https​://doi.org/10.1177/13505​08418​82100​8

Bouncken R, Aslam MM (2019) Understanding knowledge exchange processes among diverse users of 
coworking-spaces. JKM 23:2067–2085. https​://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2018-0316

Bouncken RB, Aslam, MM & Yixin, Q. (2020c) Coworking-Spaces: Managing Sociomateriality for 
Companies’ Revitalizing (forthcoming).

Bouncken RB, Clauss T, Reuschl AJ (2016) Coworking-spaces in Asia: A business model design 
perspective.

Bouncken RB, Kraus S, Martínez-Pérez JF (2020b) Entrepreneurship of an institutional field: the emer-
gence of coworking spaces for digital business models. Int Entrep Manag J. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s1136​5-020-00689​-4

Bouncken RB, Laudien SM, Fredrich V, Görmar L (2018) Coopetition in coworking-spaces: value crea-
tion and appropriation tensions in an entrepreneurial space. Rev Manag Sci 12:385–410

Bouncken R, Ratzmann M, Barwinski R, Kraus S (2020a) Coworking spaces: Empowerment for entre-
preneurship and innovation in the digital and sharing economy. Journal of Business Research 
114:102–110. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusr​es.2020.03.033

Bouncken RB, Qiu Y, Clauss T (2020d) Coworking-Space Business Models: Micro-Rcosystems and 
Platforms – Insights from China. International Journal of Innovation & Technology Management 
(forthcoming).

Brown J (2017) Curating the “Third Place”? Coworking and the mediation of creativity. Geoforum 
82:112–126. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.geofo​rum.2017.04.006

Brown RK, Lapides PD, Rondeau EP (1994) Managing corporate real estate: Forms and procedures. Real 
estate practice library. John Wiley & Sons, New York

Bueno S, Rodríguez-Baltanás G, Gallego D (2018) Coworking spaces: a new way of achieving productiv-
ity. J Facil Manag 16:452–466. https​://doi.org/10.1108/JFM-01-2018-0006

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-04-2017-0012
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-2615(00)00014-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508418821008
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2018-0316
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00689-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00689-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.03.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFM-01-2018-0006


2047

1 3

User preferences for coworking spaces; a comparison between…

Butcher T (2013) Coworking: locating community at work. In: Grimmer M, Hecker R (eds) 27th Aus-
tralian and New Zealand Academy of Management Conference 2013: Managing on the edge, 4–6 
December 2013, Hobart, Tasmania. ANZAM, Hobart, pp 1–13

Cabral V, Winden WV (2020) The promise of coworking environments: a content analysis of the posi-
tioning of collaborative workspaces in Amsterdam. Int J Entrep Small Bus 40:399–423. https​://doi.
org/10.1504/IJESB​.2020.10780​4

Cheah S, Ho Y-P (2019) Coworking and sustainable business model innovation in young firms. Sustain-
ability 11:2959. https​://doi.org/10.3390/su111​02959​

Clauss T, Harengel P, Hock M (2019) The perception of value of platform-based business models in the 
sharing economy: determining the drivers of user loyalty. Rev Manag Sci 13:605–634. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s1184​6-018-0313-0

Deskmag (2016) Results of the Global Coworking Survey. http://www.deskm​ag.com/en/2016-forec​ast-
globa​l-cowor​king-surve​y-resul​ts. Accessed 4 Sep 2018

Deskmag (2018) Die 2018er Global Coworking Survey. https​://bit.ly/2CBgE​NR. Accessed 4 September 
2018

Durante G, Turvani M (2018) Coworking, the sharing economy, and the city: which role for the ‘cowork-
ing entrepreneur’? Urban Sci 2:83. https​://doi.org/10.3390/urban​sci20​30083​

Fabbri J (2015) LES ESPACES DE COWORKING POUR ENTREPRENEURS Nouveaux espaces de 
travail et dynamiques interorganisationnelles collaboratives, Unpublished

Fuzi A (2015) Co-working spaces for promoting entrepreneurship in sparse regions: the case of South 
Wales. Reg Stud Reg Sci 2:462–469. https​://doi.org/10.1080/21681​376.2015.10720​53

Gauger F, Pfnür A, Strych J-O (2020) Start-Ups and coworking spaces: empirical evidence from founding 
and funding activities. SSRN J. https​://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.35212​96

Gerdenitsch C, Scheel TE, Andorfer J, Korunka C (2016) Coworking spaces: a source of social support 
for independent professionals. Front Psychol 7:1012. https​://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg​.2016.00581​

Gertner D, Mack E (2017) The Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) of incubators, accelerators, and co-work-
ing spaces. IJRD 4:1. https​://doi.org/10.5296/ijrd.v4i2.10210​

Gregg M, Lodato T (2018) Managing community: Coworking, hospitality and the future of work. In: 
Röttger-Rössler B, Slaby J (eds) Affect in Relation: Families, Places, Technologies. Routledge, Lon-
don, pp 175–196

Hensher DA, Rose JM, Greene WH (2015) Applied choice analysis, 2nd edn. Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge

Irving GL, Ayoko OB, Ashkanasy NM (2020) Collaboration, physical proximity and serendipitous 
encounters: avoiding collaboration in a collaborative building. Organ Studies 41(8):1123–1146. 
https​://doi.org/10.1177/01708​40619​85691​3

Kämpf-Dern A, Pfnür A (2014) Best practice, best model, best fit. J Corp Real Estate 16:97–125. https​://
doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-09-2013-0027

Kojo I, Nenonen S (2016) Typologies for co-working spaces in Finland—what and how? Facilities 
34:302–313. https​://doi.org/10.1108/F-08-2014-0066

Kopplin CS (2020) Two heads are better than one: matchmaking tools in coworking spaces. Rev Manag 
Sci. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1184​6-020-00382​-4

Krüger W (1984) Organisation der Unternehmung. Kohlhammer Lehrbuchreihe Betriebswirtschaft. 
Kohlhammer, Stuttgart

Leclercq-Vandelannoitte A, Isaac H (2016) The new office: how coworking changes the work concept. J 
Bus Strategy 37:3–9. https​://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-10-2015-0105

McFadden D, Train K (2000) Mixed MNL models for discrete response. J Appl Econ 15:447–470. https​
://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1255(20000​9/10)15:5<447:AID-JAE57​0>3.0.CO;2-1

Merkel J (2015) Coworking in the city. Ephemera Theory Politics Organ 15:121–139
Mitev N, de Vaujany F-X, Laniray P, Bohas A, Fabbri J (2019) Co-working spaces, collaborative prac-

tices and entrepreneurship. In: Riemer K, Schellhammer S, Meinert M (eds) Collaboration in the 
digital age. Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp 15–43

Neuberg B (2005) Coworking - Community for Developers Who Work From Home. https​://codin​ginpa​
radis​e.org/weblo​g/2005/08/cowor​king-commu​nity-for-devel​opers​-who.html

Oldenburg R (1989) The great good place: Café, coffee shops, community centers, beauty parlors, gen-
eral stores, bars, hangouts, and how they get you through the day. Paragon House Publishers, Vad-
nais Heights

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2020.107804
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2020.107804
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11102959
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0313-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0313-0
http://www.deskmag.com/en/2016-forecast-global-coworking-survey-results
http://www.deskmag.com/en/2016-forecast-global-coworking-survey-results
http://bit.ly/2CBgENR
https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci2030083
https://doi.org/10.1080/21681376.2015.1072053
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3521296
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00581
https://doi.org/10.5296/ijrd.v4i2.10210
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840619856913
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-09-2013-0027
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-09-2013-0027
https://doi.org/10.1108/F-08-2014-0066
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-020-00382-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-10-2015-0105
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1255(200009/10)15:5<447:AID-JAE570>3.0.CO;2-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1255(200009/10)15:5<447:AID-JAE570>3.0.CO;2-1
http://codinginparadise.org/weblog/2005/08/coworking-community-for-developers-who.html
http://codinginparadise.org/weblog/2005/08/coworking-community-for-developers-who.html


2048	 R. Appel‑Meulenbroek et al.

1 3

Orel M, Dvouletý O (2020) Transformative changes and developments of the coworking model: a nar-
rative review. In: Ratten V (ed) Technological progress, inequality and entrepreneurship. Springer 
International Publishing, Cham, pp 9–27

Parrino L (2015) Coworking: assessing the role of proximity in knowledge exchange. Knowl Manag Res 
Pract 13:261–271. https​://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2013.47

Rashid M, Kampschroer K, Wineman J, Zimring C (2006) Spatial layout and face-to-face interaction in 
offices—a study of the mechanisms of spatial effects on face-to-face interaction. Environ Plann B 
Plann Des 33:825–844. https​://doi.org/10.1068/b3112​3

Rus A, Orel M (2015) Coworking: a community of work. Teorija Praksa 52:1017–1038
Sargent K, Cooper J, Mellwig B, McDonald M (2018) Coworking and the disruption of the current cor-

porate real estate model. Corp Real Estate J 7:267–276
Šindelářová, L, Kubíková, P (2018) Coworking in the Czech Republic. BNP Paribas Real Estate. https​://

www.reale​state​.bnppa​ribas​.cz/uploa​d/docs/appli​catio​n/pdf/2018-09/cowor​king_in_the_czech​_repub​
lic_septe​mber_2018.pdf?id=p_17032​65. Accessed 20 July 2020

Soerjoatmodjo GWL, Bagasworo DW, Joshua G, Kalesaran T, van den Broek KF (2015) Sharing work-
space, sharing knowledge: knowledge sharing amongst entrepreneurs in jakarta coworking spaces. 
In: International Conference on Intellectual Capital and Knowledge Management and Organisa-
tional Learning, p. 259

Spinuzzi C (2012) Working alone together. J Bus Tech Commun 26:399–441. https​://doi.
org/10.1177/10506​51912​44407​0

Spinuzzi C, Bodrožić Z, Scaratti G, Ivaldi S (2019) “Coworking is about community”: but what is “com-
munity” in coworking? J Bus Tech Commun 33:112–140. https​://doi.org/10.1177/10506​51918​
81635​7

Spreitzer G, Bacevice P, Garrett L (2015) Why people thrive in coworking spaces. Harv Bus Rev 
93:28–35

Sykes K (2014) Coworking: a workplace paradigm shift. Contract 55:140–145
Thierstein A, Marx A (2016) the ecosystem of urban high-tech entrepreneurs in munich: coworking 

spaces and their spatial configuration. Technische Universität München, Masterarbeit
Train K (2009) Discrete choice methods with simulation, 2nd edn. Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge
Walden J (2019) Communicating role expectations in a coworking office. JCOM 23:316–330. https​://doi.

org/10.1108/JCOM-09-2018-0097
Waters-Lynch J, Potts J (2017) The social economy of coworking spaces: a focal point model of coordina-

tion. Rev Soc Econ 75:417–433. https​://doi.org/10.1080/00346​764.2016.12699​38
Waters-Lynch JM, Potts J, Butcher T, Dodson J, Hurley J (2016) Coworking: a transdisciplinary over-

view. SSRN J. https​://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.27122​17
Weijs-Perrée M, Appel-Meulenbroek R, de Vries B, Romme G (2016) Differences between busi-

ness center concepts in The Netherlands. Prop Manag 34:100–119. https​://doi.org/10.1108/
PM-04-2015-0015

Weijs-Perrée M, van de Koevering J, Appel-Meulenbroek R, Arentze T (2019) Analysing user prefer-
ences for coworking space characteristics. Build Res Inf 47:534–548

Wright D (2018) Match made in heaven: Investment benefits of coworking spaces in historic sacred 
places. Cornell Real Estate Rev 16:17

Yang E, Bisson C, Sanborn BE (2019) Coworking space as a third-fourth place: changing models of 
a hybrid space in corporate real estate. J Corp Real Estate 21:324–345. https​://doi.org/10.1108/
JCRE-12-2018-0051

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published 
maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2013.47
https://doi.org/10.1068/b31123
https://www.realestate.bnpparibas.cz/upload/docs/application/pdf/2018-09/coworking_in_the_czech_republic_september_2018.pdf?id=p_1703265
https://www.realestate.bnpparibas.cz/upload/docs/application/pdf/2018-09/coworking_in_the_czech_republic_september_2018.pdf?id=p_1703265
https://www.realestate.bnpparibas.cz/upload/docs/application/pdf/2018-09/coworking_in_the_czech_republic_september_2018.pdf?id=p_1703265
https://doi.org/10.1177/1050651912444070
https://doi.org/10.1177/1050651912444070
https://doi.org/10.1177/1050651918816357
https://doi.org/10.1177/1050651918816357
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCOM-09-2018-0097
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCOM-09-2018-0097
https://doi.org/10.1080/00346764.2016.1269938
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2712217
https://doi.org/10.1108/PM-04-2015-0015
https://doi.org/10.1108/PM-04-2015-0015
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-12-2018-0051
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-12-2018-0051

	User preferences for coworking spaces; a comparison between the Netherlands, Germany and the Czech Republic
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical background
	2.1 Benefits of coworking
	2.2 Coworking space attributes

	3 Methodology
	3.1 Data collection
	3.2 Analytic strategy

	4 Results
	4.1 Sample description
	4.2 Main motivations
	4.3 User preferences of the countries

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Limitations and recommendations for future research

	6 Conclusion and recommendations for practice
	References




