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ABSTRACT
Coworking became very popular alternative to traditional 
working places. This place is based on values such as 
community, openness, collaboration, accessibility and sus-
tainability and it creates alternative working place for net-
working and entrepreneurship. The objective of the study 
was to analyse and contrast the main services offered by 
each centre in relation to the networking potential and de-
velopment of services for cross-border cooperation. The 
added value of the paper can be seen in the original sug-
gestions for cooperation between centres in different forms 
of networking in a type of cross-border cooperation in the 
Czech-Polish area.
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Recent competitive business space has 
opened up alternative ways of networking 
which are more informal and largely open 
to the needs of the community. Open and 
shared space is considered as the foun-
dation and the platform for everything that 
happens in the local community. On the 
other hand, the community develops as 
people occupy the space and form rela-
tionships within the conditions which were 
set by business policy. As a result of these 
activities, innovation emerges from the 
connections that people form in the space 
and in the community. 

Coworking as an alternative to flexible 
and part-time work placement was intro-
duced by Brad Neuberg, a computer tech-
nician, who in 2005 founded the first cow-
orking space in San Francisco. It brought 
about the possibility of an ‘alternative way’ 
of working, halfway between the ‘standard’ 
work life within a traditional workplace and 
the independent work life of a freelancer, 
characteristic of freedom and independ-
ence, where the worker is in home isolation 
(Gandini 2015; Frąckowiak, 2015).

Coworking centres are primarily con-
nected with the idea of sharing offices. This 
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first phase was to be followed by deeper 
cooperation within coworking centre own-
ers and service users. Coworking centres 
not only offer the possibility of sharing 
space, but also provide an opportunity 
to participate in local events and present 
ideas to a wider audience. The growth of 
this modern trend was confirmed by the 
Global Coworking Survey (2017), when it 
envisaged nearly 1.2 million people world-
wide working in a coworking space, who 
are motivated by active membership (86%), 
higher income (81%), more events (71%), 
and a greater sense of community (84%). 
Unfortunately, only 40% of all coworking 
spaces worldwide are profitable. Most of 
them are still dependent on community 
support, donations and subsidies. Be-
cause of these current findings it could be 
said that coworking is closely connected 
with public entrepreneurship activities, ac-
ademic entrepreneurship and social inno-
vations. The article will not only provide a 
brief overview of coworking centres in the 
Moravian-Silesian Region as an example 
of a border region, but also suggest pos-
sible forms of cooperation, which are not 
yet in use. The paper presents a qualitative 
evaluation of 10 existing centres, based 
on standardized interviews with cowork-
ing centre providers. A variety of services 
and different locations in the region offer 
the possibility of cooperation support. The 
objective of this paper is to compare and 
contrast coworking activities in Poland 
with recent conditions in the cross-border 
region of the Moravian-Silesian Region as 
a potential partner for international network 
activities. Finally, networking activities are 
suggested according to the current phase 
of coworking centre development, defined 
by Capdevila (2013).

1. Coworking philosophy 
and uniqueness in the 
knowledge economy

Today ś requirement for human resources 
in the 21st century, living in the knowledge 
economy based on the digital economy 
(Moriset 2013), has dramatically changed. 
These skills cover creativity, critical think-
ing, problem solving, communication and 
collaboration. Given these facts, no wonder 
that recruitment of human resources is so 
important to achieve competitive organiza-
tion (Androniceanu 2014). Several of these 
skills are easier to learn by-doing and so-
cial interaction rather than from books (Bi-
landzic et al. 2013). 

There are many ideas on solving this 
problem of learning when two main themes 
are combined – collaboration and innova-
tion. One concept of this collaborative 
learning and creative space is coworking. 
This concept differs from casual business 
centres, innovation centres or business 
incubators in many ways – coworking us-
ers do not behave as strangers and invite 
communication with others, so it is not  
a typical third place for work (Oldenburg 
2001) when it offers a free and informal 
atmosphere. These places present a “hy-
brid” type of working place (Moriset 2013) 
(Figure 1).

Figure 1. Coworking and its definition   

         
Source: Moriset 2013: 7.
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Moriset (2013) mentioned significant 
differences between coworking and other 
business models, supporting start-ups 
or innovations. Business centres, incuba-
tors or telecentres play a role in the area 
of sharing space regarding technology or 

support start-ups with counselling. In con-
trast to this there is coworking, the role of 
which is to bridge the gap in communica-
tion and collaboration and provide a core 
of entrepreneurial teams in a space as 
shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Different business centres model comparison
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Source: Based on Weijs-Perrée et al 2016: 4.

Coworking is being used by companies 
to express their “support of the wider stra-
tegic agenda around collaboration, inno-
vation, flexibility as well as attracting talent 
and retention” (JLL 2016). According to this 
definition the main goal of coworking is to 
build a sustainable network of innovation, 
particularly used in creative industries like 
music or writing and for social entrepre-
neurs, or even spaces that combine child-
care facilities with coworking for women 
(Bain 2013; Schatzki 2014; Merkel 2015; 
Siemieniak, Łuczka 2016). The previous 
definition (JLL 2016) stresses “a ‘move-
ment’ or a ‘philosophy’ characterized by 
four common values: collaboration, open-
ness, community and sustainability “(Reed 
2007), which showed the main principles 

of a coworking community, which have an 
influence on the motivation to start up a 
coworking centre. This motivation has an 
influence on the promotion of the work-
ing style suggested by Satani et al. (2012), 
where coworking space offers a unique 
working style for people across their jobs 
and occupation “to share the same work-
place and improve each other through 
actively communicating and sharing wis-
dom and information.” This informal com-
munication could be seen as the first step 
to the future network activity, especially in 
small businesses (Šebestová et al. 2016; 
Małecka 2016; Kaszuba, Łuczka 2013). 

Partnerships based on previous cowork-
ing activities are mentioned by Capdevila 
(2013), who offers a theory of coworking 



Forum Scientiae Oeconomia • Volume 5 (2017) • No. 4

26

spaces as ‘microclusters’ that could trans-
fer knowledge and innovations among 
members from a coworking network. On 
the other hand, an important factor exists 
in order to be successful in networking ac-
tivity – good-neighbours and good-part-
ners configurations as well as other pos-
sible configurations that similarly apply to 
network activities within a given coworking 
space (Spinuzzi 2012).

Coworking could be examined as a new 
way of organising labour and it finds support 
amongst freelancers and self-employed 
persons worldwide. Coworking spaces are 
seen as flexibly rentable, cost-effective and 
community-oriented workplaces which of-
fer interaction and an exchange between 
diverse work, practice, community and cul-

ture. This relates to cultural, economic, po-
litical and social transformation in munici-
palities by the innovative solution of creat-
ing office space for start-up professionals 
to provide an area for the implementation 
of their ideas (Merkel 2015; Spinuzzi 2012; 
Moriset 2013; Lees et al. 2008; Bain 2013).

Coworking spaces bring an innovative 
solution to the structural and recession 
linked changes in local labour markets, they 
are also related to current attempts at rene-
gotiating urban problems in the process of 
negotiating shared spaces, resources and 
values (Ferguson, 2014; Gandini 2015).

There were four models of coworking 
collaboration identified by literature (JLL 
2016) based on types of collaboration and 
membership (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Four models of coworking collaboration

Source: JLL (2016).

The first stage of coworking activity, 
named internal collaboration is created 
within an internal business “umbrella” to 
support creative activities and innovative 
space. This project is open for employees 
in order to enrich their working activity and 
to improve their networking skills in human 
capital development at a specific depart-
ment (research and development, market-
ing etc.). This model represents an innova-

tive approach to human resource develop-
ment with the option of flexible working 
space projects. 

When the project of “creative space” is 
successful, coworking space moves into 
the next stage – internal coworking space, 
where creative ideas are brought to the 
company through external start-ups or 
employees – “companies”. These mem-
bers are selected via an interview proc-
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ess and companies offer them mentoring 
and cooperation in their business projects. 
These relationships are more open than in 
the previous model, but the company still 
has the main control over the space and 
creative projects. The development of this 
model leads to another option – cowork-
ing memberships, where a company seeks 
fresh, open space without the influence of 
maternal working space. This factor leads 
to the modification of the coworking area, 
mainly outside of the company location to 
gain new impulses from the external busi-
ness environment and to “isolate” people 
from internal problems and stress in order 
to support an increase of creative ideas 
and outputs. External coworking space is 
the final model of coworking space, when 
the influence of the maternal company is 
very low. There is cooperation with the 

external provider of the coworking space 
and companies benefit from two types of 
innovation sources – external and internal, 
without any influence on their internal be-
haviour and values made by external sub-
jects. Coworking spaces situated in urban 
areas motivate professionals from outside 
the city to gain access to local custom-
ers, suppliers and colleagues. Setting up 
the coworking space may cause many fu-
ture problems – how to establish relation-
ships in order to be successful and profit-
able. These variables – relationships and 
profitability are dependent on the current 
stage of the coworking centre, which was 
discussed by Capdevila (2013 as follows 
(Figure 3): (a) Phase I: Start up – reduc-
ing costs, (b) Phase II: Growth – a need 
to share more resources and (c) Phase III: 
Stagnation: a need for innovation.

Figure 3. Identification of the three stages of coworking spaces during their life cycle

Source: Capdevila 2013.

In the cost-related collaboration, cow-
orkers are motivated by reducing their op-
erational costs or transaction costs related 
to collaboration. This type of collaboration 
is performed based on attaining the lowest 
cost of renting business space. The main 
effect is sharing space on a “roommate” 
basis.

The progress of collaboration is meas-
urable when coworkers actively seek ac-
tivities and events to search resources in 
order to learn from each other or simply in-
tegrate them into their own resources in or-
der to expand their business opportunities. 
In the development stage of the coworking 
space life cycle not only knowledge-shar-
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ing events and coaching or mentoring are 
provided, community aspects are also driv-
ers for business activities. Networks, which 
are based on coworking centre member-
ship are stable and more formal and they 
could bring other possible outputs such as 
responsible entrepreneurship or social in-
novations needed by the local community.

LaRochelle-Cote (2010) summarized 
coworking activities and their advantages  
as: (1) being able to address the isolation 
issue that workers had felt with telework-
ing; (2) being helpful for entrepreneurs 
who were trying to keep costs down; (3) 
providing a new place for businesses to 
network; (4) being an incubator alternative; 
(5) being community oriented; (6) being 
technology focused; (7) supporting a mo-
bile workforce; (8) being sustainable; (9) 
being women centric; and (10) being the 
future of work.

According to this, there is no obligation 
to participate in coworking centre activities 
by its members, so some of them could 
share the place without any networking. 
On the other hand, some of them have 
no skills relating to team work and joint 
activities, which may cause some barriers 
for networking support and coworking as 
a whole, such as security, privacy, culture 
and motivation (JLL 2016). Security is relat-
ed to personal devices, often used in cow-
orking spaces and containing members’ 
confidential data. Privacy means the fear 
of the loss of ideas and information con-
nected with confidential data. Some private 
spaces are needed for sharing these types 
of information to protect coworking mem-
bers. The cultural factor has an influence 
on the behaviour of each member so rules 
are needed to avoid a clash of cultures. 
Motivation as the last element presents 
value added to participation in coworking 
projects and this “innovative” workplace 
solution. Among the things coworking  

affects are the impacts on the local econ-
omy and the possibility of causing a rise in 
the number of micro entrepreneurs (Laro-
chelle-Cote 2010; Kwiatkowski 2012).

2. Co-working cross-border 
cooperation: case study  
of the Moravian-Silesian 
region

Previous studies (Šebestová et al. 2016; 
Małecka 2016; Kaszuba, Łuczka 2013) 
showed the undeveloped potential of 
Czech and Polish cooperation in small busi-
nesses, so authors were inspired by the 
study of Larochelle-Cote (2010) who con-
cluded that due to being laid-off after the 
2008 financial crisis many people became 
self-employed. He found that this did not 
apply to a number of resource industries 
(mining, oil and gas, etc.), where the newly 
unemployed were not becoming entrepre-
neurs. Therefore, coworking sites could 
contribute to the rise of entrepreneurship 
in that region in terms of this group. This 
situation is mostly the same in the Mora-
vian-Silesian Region, where mining and 
heavy industry has declined. On the other 
hand, Kwiatkowski (2012) explored the im-
pacts of coworking on the local economy 
and stated that coworking helps people 
to stay in smaller towns, which preserves 
their money and talent for use in the local 
economy. She has also stated that cowork-
ing spaces provide a safe environment for 
local entrepreneurs to try something new, 
which will eventually benefit the local econ-
omy. These factors were examined using 
the location of coworking centres.

The main motivation to set up a qualita-
tive case study in the Moravian-Silesian 
Region is the location of the region within 
Czechia. Being a border region with Po-
land (Silesian and Opole Voivodship) and 
Slovakia (Žilina Region), member of three 
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Euro-regions with Polish cooperation: 
Praděd (Pradziad), Silesia and Těšínské 
Slezsko (Śląsk Cieszyński) and one with 
Slovak cooperation named Beskydy, raises 

the question of how to deepen cross-bor-
der cooperation in the area of knowledge 
sharing (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Area of interest in the case study

Source: http://www.cz-pl.eu/zakladni-informace-o-programu

This research was based on qualitative 
methodology. A qualitative approach can 
help explain how theoretical principles are 
enacted in particular cases (Van Maanen 
1998) and were most suitable for the cow-
orking phenomena that is novel and that 
has not been previously theorized (Eisen-
hardt 1989). This case study is based on 
two main data sources: 

1.	 Primary data collection based on 10 
semi-structured interviews, and direct 
observation (all officially introduced 
coworking centres in the Moravian 
Silesian Region). This data collection 
was connected with a personal visit 
to a coworking centre, an interview 
with a coworking centre provider and 
the direct observation of “coworking 
life”. We took notes which helped us 

to complete the main description of 
the centre, atmosphere, services and 
values to be able to classify it into the 
model of Capdevilla (2013). The main 
questions of the qualitative interview 
were based on previous studies of Bi-
landzic et al. (2013) and  Weijs-Perrée 
et al. (2016):

–	 main motivation to start-up cow-
orking,

–	 identification of lifecycle of cow-
orking centre – start up, growing or 
stagnating? 

–	 specification of main coworking 
centre users - individuals or start-
up companies.

–	 forms of marketing communication.
–	 financial portfolio.
–	 coworking events.
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–	 cooperation – cross-border coop-
eration, other types of cooperation 
or coworking without borders.

2.	 Secondary data based on the content 
of the spaces’ web pages, online fo-
rums (source of Polish experience, co-
operation with AIP network – Akadem-
ickie Inkubatory Przedsiębiorczości 

– Academic Business Incubators).
The data analysis was based on an in-

ductive approach (Strauss, Corbin, 1990). 
The data analysis began with commentar-
ies on (1) secondary data analysis and (2) 
each interview and observations, noting 
emerging themes. Interviews were tran-

scribed the same day of the interview or the 
day after. In the second step, we explored 
four types of collaboration approaches 
characterizing types of coworking spaces 
(Figure 2).

3. Main results of the study 
This case study discusses the research 

question: How is collaboration enhanced 
in coworking spaces? The results are di-
vided into two groups of findings. Firstly,  
a comparison between the coworking en-
vironment in Poland and Czechia has been 
made (Table 2).

Table 2. Basic comparison between coworking initiatives in the Czech Republic and Poland

Czech Republic Poland
History 2009 Coffice, Prague’s first coworking 

space
2011 Business Link office space in Warsaw

Level of cooperation Phase II, a few in Phase III Phase II and III
Main motivation to provide 
coworking space

Sharing space Cooperation, networks of academic incuba-
tors

 Database of contacts Voluntary platform, not centralized http://
navolnenoze.cz/blog/coworkingy/

http://www.coworkingpoland.pl/mapa-cow-
orkingu-w-polsce/

Focus groups Mostly freelancers Freelancers, young people, women
Number of Spaces Approx. 60 More than 200 places

Access Office hours Mostly 24/7

Source: Own elaboration.

As seen in the table above, Poland has 
a shorter history of coworking centre start-
ups, but there has been a quick dissemi-
nation of the coworking idea in within the 
community, not only in cities but also within 
the academic environment. Relationships 
in coworking centres are more open to co-
operation; coworking places are suitable 
for women with babies or people with dis-
abilities. These types of coworking centres 
in the Czech Republic are quite rare. The 
database of coworking places is on the 
official coworking web site, seen mostly in 
the Czech Republic as a voluntary activ-
ity. A more important issue for coworking 
centre users in Poland is that they could, in 

many cases, use the spaces 24 hours per 
day all week (as they need).

Secondly, the collected field data reveals 
three sets of distinct but complementary 
collaborative approaches that lead to dif-
ferent collaborative dynamics and types of 
coworking spaces according to Capdevila 
(2013) to select potential partners of cross-
border cooperation (Table 3). The main dif-
ference on the Polish part is that the main 
concentration of coworking spaces is in 
regional capital cities, not in rural areas 
as was presented as the main idea of rela-
tional coworking.
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Table 3. Classification of potential partners from the Moravia-Silesian Region

Name Coworking 2.0 Impact Hub Regus Kovork ViVA
Location Ostrava Ostrava Ostrava Ostrava Ostrava
Purpose Sharing space Creative and  

Supportive space
Creative space Part of business 

incubator of Tech-
nical University

Accelerating start-
ups IT mentoring

Reasons  
for joining

Sharing  
knowledge

Relaxing, sharing 
knowledge

Video-conferenc-
ing

Mentoring
counselling

TECHKLUBATOR 
Inklubator

Model Cost related Relational  
collaboration

Relational collabo-
ration

Relational collabo-
ration

Resource-based 
collaboration

Name Business  
Gate

Merkur 
Coworking Coworking COWO-NOVO Coworking

Location Karviná Havířov Krnov Nový Jičín Příbor
Purpose Counselling, Uni-

versity support
Community 
impacts

Migration from 
region

Community 
impacts

Start-up, motiva-
tion

Reasons  
for joining

Business Gate 
Academy 
Business Gate 
Benefit 
Business Gate 
Coworking 

Coworking, relax-
ing socializing

Workshops, 
coworking

Workshops, cow-
orking, Incubator

Synergy, coopera-
tion, support

Model Resource-based 
collaboration

Resource-based 
collaboration

Relational  
collaboration

Resource-based 
collaboration

Relational  
collaboration

Source: Own elaboration.

Results from qualitative research has 
shown that 50 % of coworking centres 
are situated in the capitals of the regions, 
only two of them are connected with the 
academic environment (Ostrava-ViVa and 
Karvina), three of them have an impact on 
the community (solving local migration, 
unemployment – Havířov, Krnov and Nový 
Jičín).

The models can be summarized as follows, 
based on interviews, personal observation 
and comparison with previous studies (e.g. 
Moriset 2013; Holienka, Racek 2015):

–	 cost-based collaboration: The 
main goal of the collaboration is 
based on the reduction of opera-
tional or transaction costs of shar-
ing space (Coworking 2.0). There is 
no motivation to open the space for  
a higher level of cooperation;

–	 resource-based collaboration: Pro-
viders collaborate driven by the 
need to learn or to have access 
to new knowledge and resources. 
They support creative space and 

innovations, but they are typi-
cally at the start of their activities, 
so there could be a lack of skills 
for cross-border cooperation, al-
though a high level of motivation;

–	 relational collaboration: Providers 
of coworking centres engage in 
collaboration seeking synergistic 
results, investing actively in the 
community building dynamics. 
They are members of worldwide 
coworking networks so they do not 
seek other types of cooperation 
(e.g. Regus, Impact Hub).

In accordance with these findings we 
suggest the following activities to support 
and open the space for cross-border co-
operation (based on previous findings and 
secondary data evaluation) because these 
concepts were not used in the studied 
coworking centres and could push their 
openness into the next stage of coopera-
tion activity:

–	 free coworking days in above men-
tioned coworking centres to attract 
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Polish partners (http://www.free-
coworking.org/). This activity is 
provided only in the Prague Hub 
and Warsaw (Cowork Centralny) 
and Strefa Startup (Gdynia). This 
activity is suitable for the resource 
based coworking model based 
centres. It could support knowl-
edge exchange and networking in 
the most informal way;

–	 coworking activities “on the border” 
(e.g. the Cieszyn coworking centre 

“Na granicy”) to present a location 
suitable for cross-border coopera-
tion, possibility of expanding the lo-
cal market, small language barrier. 
Also, suitable for coworking cen-
tres based on sharing resources;

–	 coworking Cross-Border Visa: 
Firstly introduced in the US in 
2008 (JLL, 2016, p.3). Suggestion 
of Network Card with discounts on 
mentoring and other services, free 
use of space for network members 
in order to support freelancers and 
the migration of the labour force 
to gain more experience within 
the network. There is a need to 
establish a coordinating body and 
have a formal agreement between 
the networks of coworking spaces. 
Possibility of using funds from In-
terreg Funds; 

–	 sharing of coworking concepts 
(crafts, creative industry support). 
Most coworking centres in the 
Moravian-Silesian region are inter-
ested in IT and media, so an ex-
tension of specialization is needed 
due to the demand from the labour 
market.

Conclusions and limitations 
of the study

Finally, the limitation of our study de-
rives from the level of the analysis based 
on regional data and cross-border region 
conditions. Coworkers are still individuals 
that interact among themselves in the per-
sonal sphere but that at the same time are 
representatives of small businesses. This 
fact confirms the importance of collabora-
tion. Our research has focused on the col-
laborative potential of coworking centres in 
selected regions. However, the generaliza-
tion of our results in other regional contexts 
might be limited. Nevertheless, our results 
show the importance of the competitive 
advantage which coworking centres have 
in cross-border regions.

Coworking in cross-border regions 
could support cooperation and export ori-
entation of start-ups by sharing knowledge 
and sharing resources. There is a signifi-
cant advantage of a small language barrier 
which may enrich the level of cooperation. 
Unfortunately the studied coworking cen-
tres are not prepared for this type of co-
operation in the considered regions. This 
was the reason why the initial action was 
suggested as open days, joint activities 
or joint projects to encourage coworking 
centre providers to support cross-border 
cooperation and adopt this value into the 
coworking culture in the Czech-Polish bor-
der area.
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