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Abstract. Collaborative places nurture creativity and efficiency of cultural and creative industries. 
Research in collaborative places revealed they are essential for networking and cooperation in the 
creative ecosystem. The results of studies focusing on competitiveness of coworking spaces and 
their effect on boosting entrepreneurship are rather vague. Furthermore, an awareness of how 
coworking spaces stimulate coworkers to engage in urban regeneration through local community 
initiatives is limited. Hence, this study seeks to provide an insight into coworking spaces from the 
organizational perspective devoted to entrepreneurship and competitiveness. Simultaneously, the 
paper aims to reveal synergies between creative communities and local development. The method 
of data gathering consists of semi-structured in-depth interviews with managers and entrepreneurs 
from selected countries of the EU applying the grounded theory for their analysis. The results sug-
gest that coworking spaces indicate a boosting of the entrepreneurship of the creative class through 
collective projects. These activities tend to stimulate knowledge creation and open innovation in 
the creative ecosystem that benefit local development. Coworking spaces also represent a driving 
force to initiate and maintain a dialogue between the creative ecosystem and local authorities for 
culture-led urban development.
Key words: coworking spaces, coworking, creative ecosystem, creative industries, post-Fordist city.

1. INTRODUCTION TO CREATIVE INDUSTRIES AND COLLABORATIVE
PLACES

The notion of the cultural and creative industries (CCI) was firstly acknowledged 
by the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS, 1998) as a novelty concept 
based on individual creativity, skills, and talent. Furthermore, the CCI are considered 
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a driver for job creation, mainly through the exploitation of intellectual capital (Florida, 
2002). The development of digital media raised awareness of the CCI as they are 
linked with wider processes and sectors outside creative economy. Therefore, they 
occur in traditional sectors with the use of ICT, while many scholars (Chapain, 
2010; Plum and Hassink, 2014; Chapain et al ., 2014) believe that these links make 
the CCI more innovative than traditional industrial sectors. According to the EU 
(2010) the CCI and their innovativeness is associated with the creation, production, 
and distribution of creative products in non-creative sectors. Thus, innovativeness is 
also stimulated by utilisation of talent, creativity and unique ideas (Howkins, 2002). 
Concurrently, in the digital era, the CCI depend on the culture and arts as they are 
often integrated in the process of production (Jones et al ., 2015). From the economic 
perspective this phenomenon is associated with the changes in the relationship be-
tween supply and demand among individuals and companies. Consequently, these 
processes contribute to the shift of public policies towards an advancement of crea-
tive economy. Further, the development of the creative economy is also associated 
with the processes of de-industrialisation and the expansion of the service sector. 
As De Propris (2013) mentioned, the concept of the CCI is essential for restructur-
ing manufacturing activities mainly after negative events such as a financial crisis. 
Another aspect of emerging synergies between the CCI and the service sector leads 
to the process of output commercialization these industries generate (Martin-Rios 
and Parga-Dans, 2016). Furthermore, the essential part of output commercialization 
is its’ uniqueness and non-replicated nature (Jones et al ., 2016). This eventually 
corresponds to the process of cultural and creative education with the involvement 
of users/customers in the process of creation. Involvement of various agents create 
a favourable environment for crossover innovation that comprises both internal and 
external features (Cooke, 2018). Moreover, favourable an innovative and entrepre-
neurial environment nurtures economic growth with pre-conditions corresponding 
to creativity and interaction in time and place (Copercini, 2016; Farina et al ., 2018).

Collaborative places currently provide favourable conditions for the creative 
and cultural industries in certain areas. Coworking spaces are such a type of new 
working spaces that unite independent freelancers and micro-companies as they 
co-exist at the same place. Furthermore, they offer prospects for developing the 
creative economy and serve as an effective tool for creating and nurturing favour-
able conditions for the CCI with the focus on non-standardized production. Re-
garding the favourable conditions, there is a great variety of activities that support 
collective learning and education (Katz et al ., 2015). Mutual activities in collab-
orative places also rise public interest in active and passive participation in the 
creative economy on both the local and regional levels. Previously, studies were 
devoted primarily to conceptualising collaborative spaces with their taxonomy 
(Mariotti et al, 2017; Capdevila, 2017). 

Furthermore, research activities were focused mainly on the characteristics 
of co-workers as knowledge workers in the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Brown, 
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2017; Bouncken and Reuschl, 2018). The fact of facing ongoing challenges of 
local development entails the need for empirical contributions regarding cowork-
ing spaces as micro-clusters. Moreover, coworking spaces denote the idea of third 
places with different socio-spatial characteristics that might invent new ways of 
collaboration (Kojo and Nenonen, 2017). However, Mariotti et al . (2017) argued 
that the physical proximity does not necessarily lead to networking and collab-
oration. Thus, coworking spaces and other collaborative places often depend on 
competent managers and facilitators that contribute to the creative ecosystem. 

In addition, managers might develop synergic effects that stimulate new ways 
of cooperation within the creative class that represent trust-based community 
(Fuzi, 2015). Thus, the CCI and coworking spaces could enable open innova-
tion approaches that bring various actors to collaborate on mutual projects in the 
process of production. Nonetheless, a combination of actors changes a view on 
working and leisure. As Suire (2018) mentioned, this leads to an interplay of time, 
place and social settings in knowledge work. This might underline the need for 
a shift in governance not only from practitioners and managers but from policy 
makers and local authorities alike. 

Coworking spaces combine the CCI with places that have cultural and social set-
tings that develop a “local buzz” that is essential for non-standardised production in 
terms of styles and trends (DeFillippi, 2015). Nevertheless, a local buzz and non-stand-
ardised production that is specific for coworking spaces represent a local source that 
might contribute to global knowledge through global pipelines (Bathelt et al ., 2004). 
Hence, the paper is build on the previously-mentioned empirical contributions and 
aims to address a research gap regarding coworking spaces as permanent and tem-
porary work settings in boosting entrepreneurship in the sense of competitiveness 
(Capdevila, 2013; Suire, 2018). Additionally, the paper discusses the implications for 
local development through coworking centres, and their local communities and ini-
tiatives for micro-scale physical transformations (Mariotti et al ., 2017). Considering 
that, the paper is intended to contribute to an overview on coworking spaces as a part 
of collaborative spaces enhancing collaboration and knowledge interactions for policy 
implications in urban development and social participation in decision-making for 
smart urban regeneration (Parrino, 2015; Czupich, 2018; Babb et al . 2018).

2. COWORKING SPACES AND THE ROLE OF THE CREATIVE CLASS IN
LOCAL CREATIVE ECOSYSTEMS

Collaborative spaces are an alternative way to a second place where freelanc-
ers share flexible and part-time work placement (Kubátová, 2016). They are 
specific for their idea of sharing facilities and offices that bring strangers to 
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coexist. Nevertheless, the physical proximity and coexistence could be sum-
marised as the first stage of developing collaborative spaces. More importantly, 
they denote the idea of collaboration that is unique and essential for the creative 
economy in terms of the crossover of an innovation that utilises technologies 
and techniques from other related industries (Cooke, 2018). Hence, managers 
of coworking spaces face challenges of developing human capital in order to 
achieve sustainability and viability in the long run. Human capital refers to the 
accumulated value of investments in employee training, competence, and the 
future. Human capital can be further sub-classified as the employees’ compe-
tence, ability to build and maintain relations, and values (Kannan and Aulbur, 
2004). Furthermore, the relevancy of human capital among coworking spaces is 
considered most important for those that operate in complex and dynamic com-
petitive environments, where the ability to rapidly acquire and assimilate a new 
market and technological capabilities is the key to having enduring advantage 
over competitors (Hayton, 2003). 

However, human capital describes the value of the know-how and compe-
tences of an organization with competences, competence improvement, staff 
stability, and the improvement of the capacity of persons and groups (Mon-
tequín et al ., 2006). Particularly staff mobility is relevant for the creative in-
dustries that are associated with a wide range of theoretical streams. Richard 
Florida is considered a pioneer of the creative class with his book Rise of the 
Creative class (2002), where he considered creativity as a crucial competitive 
advantage. Florida distinguished professions with capacity to invent new and 
unique ideas (ibid.) Thus, the creative class is a critical mass for collaborative 
places, represented by individuals engaged in professions such as design, ar-
chitecture, software design, advertising, publishing, arts, crafts, fashion, film, 
music, theatre, research, TV, radio, and gaming. Florida (2002) argued that these 
professions form the “creative core”, while individuals employed in finance, 
trade, law, and healthcare are perceived as “creative professionals”. The crea-
tive class is considered more open-minded, flexible, and having higher levels 
of individuality (Kagan and Hahn, 2011; Florida et al., 2013). Communities 
in which the creative class is concentrated are more competitive and more in-
clined to adopt advanced technologies (McGranahan et al., 2010). These are 
essential feature of the creative class that are relevant for developing successful 
coworking centres with diversity and sustainability of communities and mu-
tual activities. The creative class concept is also a subject of critique mainly 
by economic geographers regarding the fuzziness of some of the concepts and 
definitions (Pratt, 2008; Clifton, 2008). Nevertheless, Florida (2002) argued that 
to attract the creative class, cities have to pursue “the three T’s” consisting of 
talent, tolerance and technology, along with a focus on details, such as diversity 
and individuality. The attraction of the creative class is simultaneously based on 
two different streams based on job motivated migration (Niedomysl and Clark, 
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2010), and the role of cultural amenities in cities (Lawton et al . , 2013). Addi-
tionally, Florida (2002) developed the Creativity index as a tool for describing 
how the creativity class is attracted to a city. The use of the Creativity index is 
still highly limited due to the difficulties in identifing some indexes (Kloudová 
and Chwaszcz, 2012). 

Nevertheless, the current debates among scholars regarding the creative 
class are not limited solely to attraction per se, but rather to its’ retention in 
cities, where coworking might play a vital role for the local ecosystems. Fac-
tors influencing the retention of the creative class are associated with pleasant 
neighbourhood characteristics, local cultural amenities, and the lifestyle in com-
munities (Van Heerden and Bontje, 2013). Then, the factors influencing their 
retention in small and rural places are community sense, outdoor amenities, 
and time with family, which are reflected in the nature of coworking centres 
(Verdich, 2010; Bereitschaft and Cammack, 2015). Hence, coworking centres 
might facilitate the structural changes of cities, especially in post-Fordist cit-
ies that are based on the knowledge economy with flexible production and hu-
man capital (Asheim, 2012). Furthermore, the links between the creative class 
and coworking centres could be further developed by a Neo-Schumpeterian 
Approach associated with the fifth wave cycle characterised by information 
technology and innovation in post-Fordist cities (Cooke and Schwartz, 2008). 
Sternberg (2000) argued that post-Fordism is characterised by flexible and 
specialised companies with new forms of working and technologies based on  
collaboration. 

Previous studies underline the eminence of creative cities, where the crea-
tive class shall contribute to openness, globalisation, and de-industrialisation 
through flexibility and specialisation (Scott, 2006). Hence, creative cities pro-
vide favourable conditions for collaboration and a flexible specialisation ap-
proach towards customised goods. Thereby, these principles underline the 
mutual interactions of various stakeholders that contribute to professional rela-
tionships and social networks for access to knowledge (Söpper, 2014; Vinodrai, 
2015). Consequently, we assume that knowledge-based competition requires 
more from freelancers and micro-companies than just the application of their 
knowledge to generate creative solutions within post-Fordism (Jackson et al ., 
2003; Amin, 2011). Thereby, they are required to identify the problems to be 
solved, and present them in meaningful and compelling ways, where cowork-
ing centres might play a vital role regarding exhibitions, workshops, and pres-
entations. This could be recognised as knowledge sharing that affects business 
environment in which coworking centres are located and operate. Generally, 
the ability to create new knowledge, which enables firms both to innovate and 
to outperform their rivals in dynamic environments, results from the collec-
tive ability of employees to exchange and combine knowledge (Collins and  
Smith, 2006). 
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3. THE RESEARCH GAP BETWEEN COLLABORATIVE PLACES,
THE CCI AND COMPETITIVENESS 

In previous sections, we elaborated on the fundamental underpinnings of cowork-
ing centres and their role in post-Fordist cities, mainly regarding socioeconomic 
transformations. These are being taken into consideration within the concept of 
the creative economy that develops economic and social activities in collabora-
tive places that overlap a creative ecosystem. Additionally, collaborative spaces 
are based on both competition and collaboration that create and develop a local 
creative ecosystem with challenges for enhancing competitiveness and achieving 
long-term sustainability. Nevertheless, the issue concerning how to create suita-
ble conditions for socioeconomic development through collaborative spaces in 
both central and peripheral cities remains unclear (Mariotti et al ., 2017). More-
over, there is a limited insight into what role do local and regional authorities 
have in local development towards collaborative places, and what initiatives do 
local communities take in order to contribute to micro-scale transformations. As 
a consequence, there is a research gap regarding addressing the role of permanent 
and temporary work settings in boosting entrepreneurship for which collaborative 
spaces arrange (Suire, 2018). 

Hence, the paper aims to answer the research question regarding how gov-
ernance in coworking centres develops, and address the current issues regarding 
entrepreneurship and what mechanisms are utilised in order to achieve competi-
tiveness of human capital. In addition, the paper seeks to clarify the specifics of 
collective learning and knowledge sharing in the creative ecosystem. The paper 
considers previous studies that addressed similar research questions and helped 
to specify the research gap, primarily regarding a) human capital development 
in coworking centres (Kubátová, 2016) with mobility of labour market; b) the 
knowledge transfers in the CCI and quadruple helix with institutional frameworks 
(Cruz et al ., 2019); and c) the economic diversity in coworking spaces regarding 
innovation and business development (Vidaillet and Bousalham, 2018, Farina et 
al ., 2018). Furthermore, the paper follows empirical research concerning emerg-
ing workspaces in post-functionalist cities (Di Marino and Lipantie, 2017) as 
a study to investigate human capital development and collaboration between key 
agents preferably in post-Fordist cities. Additionally, in order to address the re-
search gap, the paper focuses on collective activities to enhance competitiveness, 
and adaptive resilience in coworking centres and determinants to boost entrepre-
neurship (Durante and Turvani, 2018). In order to focus on the research question, 
the paper is based on qualitative research concerning the phenomena specific for 
conceptualising new working spaces in local creative ecosystems. Finally, the pa-
per provides an insight into the interplay of time, place and governance in differ-
ent socioeconomic settings with a key methodological advantage in the process 
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of gathering and analysis extensive primary data of coworking centres and their 
practical implications for entrepreneurs and policy makers in developing local 
creative ecosystems (O’Connor and Gu, 2014).

4. THE METHODOLOGY

The first step was based on a desk research to identify dynamic coworking centres in 
the EU. Thus, the selection of coworking centres was to highlight the similarities and 
differences in new working spaces. The research sample was designed to included 
new working spaces based on their specialisations, active periods, target groups, and 
socioeconomic activities (Patton, 2014). Subsequently, respondents were selected 
according to systematised efforts for proposal and implementation of public policies 
towards the creative economy as a source for competitiveness local development. 
Even though countries included in the sample were at different stages of policy im-
plementation, they shared a common goal of developing sustainable creative econo-
my as a driver for socioeconomic development. Purposeful sampling was employed 
with the aim to include coworking spaces with experience in human capital devel-
opment through collective learning and knowledge sharing. Hence, the respondents 
could share their opinions and expertise in different settings for boosting entrepre-
neurship. As a final point, the sample reflects on collaboration with public authorities 
in order to identify policy implications for urban development and regeneration. In 
order to address the research question regarding coworking centres in post-Fordist 
cities, the paper includes new working spaces located in both peripheral and central 
cities, where brownfields were recognised. A new element proposed by the paper 
could be the diversity of human capital involved in cultural and creative activities for 
enhancing competitiveness and developing the entrepreneurial spirit among the cre-
ative class. Subsequently, a key advantage of the methodology might be marked in 
structure and analysis-focused interviews in different cultural settings (Leavy, 2014).

Data collection was performed with extensive face-to-face semi-structured 
interviews that lasted 90 minutes each, with management in order to address 
top-down and bottom-up approaches in coworking centre development. The 
interviews were conducted in 2017–2018, with the total sample of 20 observa-
tions (see Table 1 for their list and selected structural indicators). The sample 
included post-Fordist cities, more specifically capital cities Berlin, Copenhagen, 
Stockholm, Helsinki, Tallinn, Riga, Warsaw, and peripheral cities Linz, Zlín and 
Trenčín. Moreover, it was designed to be gender balanced to avoid any bias in 
the creative class management and development. The respondents were selected 
based on their expertise in management of coworking centres along with best 
practices criteria in the creative class development, which was reflected in sustain-
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ability and viability of new working spaces. The best practices criteria were based 
on desk research of coworking centres, which were intended to support the devel-
opment of the CCI along with their activities to nurture the creative ecosystem. In 
addition, the selection respected the approaches of local governments towards the 
creative economy as a tool for local development and entrepreneurship. Hence, 
the paper employed purposive sampling concerning coworking centres and their 
characteristics, which was later enriched with the respondents causing a snowball 
effect to widen the perspective on competitiveness and entrepreneurship. 

Interviews were structured into three blocks in order to address the underpin-
nings of boosting entrepreneurship, knowledge sharing, and the participation in 
local development. The first block of questions was devoted to the involvement 
of local stakeholders in the creative ecosystem development and local develop-
ment in terms of changes in the scenery where coworking centres were situated. 
The second block was concerned about knowledge sharing and collective learning 
towards boosting entrepreneurship through mechanisms, mutual activities, and 
constrains/opportunities. The third block of interviews was devoted to the specific 
role of communities in local development through engagement of various stake-
holders in the process, along with an insight into the mutual interactions of cow-
orking centres and the local milieu. In order to address volunteer bias regarding 
the respondents in the sample, we had discussed the process in the research group 
with a focus on errors of judgement prior their selection. Nevertheless, the sample 
embraced differences in economic activities of the creative class, where respond-
ents were randomly selected by managers. Thus, this procedure was intended to 
avoid volunteer bias in the selection of entrepreneurs.

Table 1. Sample characteristics

Coworking centre Brownfield/ownership Previous purpose Financing
CWS1, Berlin No/private office building fees
CWS2, Berlin Yes/private wood factory fees/crowdfund
CWS3, Berlin Yes/private family house fees/crowdfund
CWS4, Copenhagen Yes/public hospital laundry public finance
CWS5, Stockholm Yes/public factory public finance
CWS6, Helsinki No/combination university building public finance
CWS7, Helsinki Yes/combination and public cable factory fees, grant
CWS8, Tallinn No/private fees
CWS9, Tallinn Yes/combination power station fees, public finance
CWS10, Tallinn Yes/private factory fees/crowdfund
CWS11, Riga Yes/private factory fees/crowdfund
CWS12, Riga Yes/private mill fees/crowdfund
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Coworking centre Brownfield/ownership Previous purpose Financing
CWS13, Riga No/private fees/crowdfund
CWS14, Warsaw Yes/private rubber factory fees/sponsorship
CWS15, Warsaw No/private family house fees/crowdfund
CWS16, Linz Yes/public tobacco factory public finance
CWS17, Linz No/public public finance
CWS18, Zlín No/public public finance
CWS19 Trenčín No/combination fees/crowdfund

Source: own work.

Considering the research gap mentioned above, the qualitative research design em-
ployed a critical incident technique in order to learn the perspective from the respond-
ents. Furthermore, this procedure was included to address positive or negative activ-
ities regarding permanent and temporary work settings in developing human capital 
towards entrepreneurship and competitiveness. In order to capture similarities and dif-
ferences among coworking centres, the survey entailed fifteen questions regarding es-
tablishing, managing, and developing coworking centres in post-Fordist cities, which 
were proposed and pre-tested in order to comprehend responses and issues regarding 
semi-structured interviews. Additionally, respondents were asked about the motiva-
tions to establish and develop coworking centres and the target groups they were fo-
cused on in the initial stage and later in the process. Subsequently, the questions were 
focused on the criteria of localisation, experience with collaboration outside of cen-
tres, and the opportunities in financing new working places. Regarding boosting en-
trepreneurship, the respondents could share their experiences with developing human 
capital, critical events, opportunities and barriers for collaboration, and local compe-
tition. Semi-structured interviews enabled them to share their views on the strengths 
and weaknesses of coworking centres, along with apparent benefits coworking centres 
generate for local creative ecosystems. Both managers and the creative class could 
share their insights and perspectives in the changes of the scenery by coworking cen-
tres regarding urban development. Hence, the paper employed the Grounded theory as 
the systematic qualitative methodology approach focused on qualitative data collected 
with semi-structured interviews. The systematic approach was dedicated to an induc-
tive process with an objective to reveal, understand and interpret critical incidents and 
circumstances in boosting entrepreneurship (Shen, 2014). 

The final stage of the methodology was devoted to thematic data analysis that re-
lied on a constant comparison of codes and categories to complete constructivist par-
adigm (Braun et al ., 2018). The critical incident technique and the grounded theory 
were selected to address different forms of links between management, entrepreneurs 
and communities with an explanatory approach and an interplay between data, cate-
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gories and concepts (Glaser et al ., 2013). Both these methods were applied to inves-
tigate and interpret critical events and meanings in different socioeconomic settings 
that new working spaces represent. Nevertheless, both could be affected by a misin-
terpretation of data and categories by authors, or even inconsistence in coding and 
categorisation. In order to avoid diminishing original significance of the phenomena, 
we utilised the process of coding and categorisation in a group (Birks et al ., 2013). 
Thereby, we applied the systematic methodology in investigate specifics of place, 
key actors and activities of coworking spaces in order to understand interactions of 
stakeholders, and their activities towards boosting entrepreneurship and competitive-
ness in local creative ecosystems. The methodological advantage of the procedure 
might be reflected in pattern coding regarding the reduction of large amounts of data 
into compact units that enable one to identify construct patterns in the data.

5. THE FINDINGS

5.1. An overview of findings 

Generally, the respondents agreed that the desire to change of the respective cities 
and its attitude towards the position of arts, culture and design in local creative 
ecosystem was the motivation to develop coworking centres. Furthermore, inter-
views revealed that new working spaces were an effective tool for promoting local 
young talent and providing quality environments for their development in terms 
of human capital. In the case of boosting entrepreneurship, centres promoted and 
linked the creative class with active communities that met at the workplace every 
day. The respondents emphasised that some aspects of freedom and variability of 
environment coworking centres provided stimulated creativity and networking, 
which resulted in new contacts regarding new market opportunities along with 
professional guidance to run sustainable business. 

‘Our centre allows members to experiment from prototypes to very specific events that help to 
stimulate local communities and individuals’.

Hence, the respondents highlighted the role of urban regeneration, especially 
places that were not attractive for longer periods of time that became vital and 
interesting for economic and leisure activities. We can summarise that most of 
coworking centres were established by more people cooperating in local networks 
or as small teams forming communities with shared goals, which supports so-
cial participation. Communities primarily included freelancers, new start-ups and 
graduates, who together with the local creative milieu created an opportunity for 
the creative class retention. This opportunity was also reflected in the positive 
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feature of coworking centres on the civic aspect in particular cities, due to estab-
lishing and developing creative coworking centres. Managers and representatives 
of the creative class experienced higher interest in educational activities within the 
cultural and creative industries due to various mutual events to promote the CCI 
and to bring the creative ecosystem into the spotlight. 

‘We have a long term vision to create an environment where people learn from each other and 
pursue their careers’.

Generally, managers identified the creative class as the target group, however, 
they stressed that a further development of the local creative ecosystem attracts 
related industries that might not be labelled as the CCI, for instance crafts and 
software development. However, creatives who are not typical businesspeople 
who generally manage coworking centres. Thus, the respondents emphasised 
the necessity to develop an entrepreneurial spirit through collective learning and 
knowledge sharing. Competences in management and creative economy form 
a favourable alternative or new working spaces that stimulate creativity, the en-
trepreneurial spirit, and combine both for the development of the community. The 
respondents highlighted the role of coworking centres as places for mutual com-
petition to some extent offering opportunities for collaboration on common goals 
together with building mutual trust among co-workers. 

In most cases, common goals were to promote cultural and creative industries 
and run sustainable and viable businesses. Despite that, the respondents noted the 
fact of there existing competition in new working spaces, they stressed the varia-
bility in spaces for work and free time allows for knowledge exchange based on 
mutual trust to work together and boost entrepreneurship among co-workers. Thus, 
successful management depends on trust building through continual networking and 
supporting mutual projects to stimulate innovation activities and generating new 
ideas. In addition, the respondents underlined that coworking centres helped build 
mutual trust with public authorities resulting in communication that is more effec-
tive, and relationships that are more cultured. This might be attributed to the pro-
cess of engagement in local development, where communities share a common goal 
with public authorities. Hence, the collaboration of coworking centres and public 
authorities might generate new opportunities for boosting local entrepreneurship 
and urban development through unambiguous public policies in post-Fordist cities.

5.2. The role of coworking centres in boosting entrepreneurship in post-Fordist cities

The respondents stressed that finances was the main barrier in the process of estab-
lishing centres and their further development. Thus, some centres were dependent 
on EU projects in the initial stage. That support was utilised for the infrastructure. 
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Also private finances were provided with the aim of boosting entrepreneurship in 
the local creative ecosystem. In case of development, certain difficulties were iden-
tified from the managerial perspective, especially with process of managing small 
groups with different scopes of economic activities. Those issues were based on 
the differences regarding knowledge and skillset among the creative class. Hence, 
managers faced challenges in bridging different branches and knowledge in order 
to facilitate collaboration. The central piece for addressing these challenges is 
trust building through mutual activities. Even though the CCI might be labelled as 
a fuzzy concept, there are certain rules to follow regarding intellectual property. 

The creative class is exposed to open environment and relationships in cowork-
ing spaces that reflect both strengths and weaknesses. The respondents mentioned 
creative people as the major strength, because they work and live in the commu-
nity and they create the overall atmosphere with intangible benefits for boosting 
entrepreneurship. Non-standardised shifts and free spirit gives the members the 
freedom and comfort to bring new ideas into the reality of business. Moreover, the 
respondents considered a well-organised management team and the right visual 
identity as additional strengths as coworking centre provide brand name that could 
be utilised for gaining access to new markets. The respondents highlighted the 
role of coworking centres as a bridge between “the artistic and the real” worlds, 
especially regarding the promotion of the creative economy to private and pub-
lic sectors. Thus, coworking centres provide an orchestrating role for promoting 
non-standardised production on both local and regional levels. The respondents 
indicated such promotion benefits as the brand name of coworking centres, and 
brought the CCI into the spotlight for potential consumers. Mutual events and 
activities engage the population in the process of the creation and presentation 
of creative outcomes that might stimulate new forms of collaboration. In order 
to develop a brand name that brings various branches together, the management 
faces the challenge of finding an effective way of marketing profit and non-profit 
activities together. The interviews revealed that marketing on social media is not 
enough to promote a brand name and the respondents indicated the importance of 
events as a tool for marketing in terms of presentations. 

Presentations and exhibitions of cultural and creative outputs were identified 
as a crucial factor for marketing the CCI and raising awareness of the creative 
economy in a broader sense. These efforts nurtured the cooperation with local 
organisations in the cultural or creative industries that were not part of the cow-
orking centres. Hence, coworking centres successfully engage other entrepreneurs 
in the local creative ecosystem in terms of developing entrepreneurship on tempo-
rary or permanent settings. The engagement is reflected mainly in entrepreneurial 
education with a focus on business skills, marketing and effective presentation in 
order to reach new markets and opportunities for collaboration. The development 
of business skills of the creative class is crucial for their sustainability and viabil-
ity that create synergies between the real and the artistic worlds. The respondents 
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also highlighted the need to collaborate with other centres in terms of sharing 
experience in development and seizing opportunities to address mutual objectives 
for developing sustainable and long-term socioeconomic activities. The sharing 
of knowledge in that sense is considered as knowledge or ideas behind coworking 
centres that are often difficult to define. Nonetheless, it similarly depends on the 
specifics of a place, people, environment, and the atmosphere in permanent and 
temporary workplaces. The interviews revealed that individuals were motivated 
to take part in coworking centres due to their image as a favourable environment 
that stimulates creativity and enhances entrepreneurial perspectives of the CCI. In 
terms of developing entrepreneurship, co-working centres aid to seize networking 
opportunities for accessing new potential markets. Sharing information about op-
portunities among co-workers was identified as one of the main benefits to support 
entrepreneurship among the creative class that might struggle with entrepreneur-
ial thinking and business skillset required to run sustainable economic activities. 
Hence, all the above-mentioned features leads to conceptualisation of CWS in 
boosting entrepreneurship (see Fig. 1).

Fig. 1. Conceptualisation of CWS in boosting entrepreneurship
Source: own work.

5.3. Specifics of coworking centres in post-Fordist cities

The localisation of coworking centres took place preferably in old industrial 
buildings identified as brownfields, while the main criterion was the potential for 
a culture-led urban regeneration in post-Fordist cities. However, the regeneration 
of brownfields and old industrial buildings requires long term participation and re-
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lies on public investment, which happens to be a constrain for developing a local 
creative ecosystem. Nonetheless, the respondents stressed it was not necessary to 
localise in large buildings, but rather smaller that are easier to maintain, mainly 
due to the fact that creatives were motivated to start with their economic activities 
as soon as possible. Localisation was also based on availability of public transport 
and nearby green places, parks, museums and galleries that might be summarised 
as cultural amenities with a potential for collaboration on various projects. The in-
terviews revealed that culture helped stimulate business environment by bringing 
the CCI into spotlight with the efforts of coworking centres. In terms of coworking 
centres and their contribution to regeneration, that is reflected in their operation 
and maintenance that are financed by membership fees. Additional financial re-
sources for developing new working spaces are generated by events, workshops, 
lectures, and conferences. These facilities are attractive due to their uniqueness of 
work and free time environment for both the CCI and related industries. 

‘Our centre serves as a platform to put local agents together to change a scenery in an effective way’.

In regards to the previous features, the respondents highlighted the role of 
communities and their links to different stakeholders. Exhibitions, seminars, lec-
tures, presentations, and workshops increase the attractiveness of coworking spac-
es for both the private and the public sectors. Additionally, various cultural and 
social events create an image and attractive environment in post-Fordist cities. 
In terms of the socioeconomic development of a local creative ecosystem, cow-
orking centres are responsible for creating a social motion in the districts they 
are located mainly through a variety of events and cultural initiatives to connect 
the artistic world with local communities. The respondents stressed the role of 
coworking centres as mediators in establishing and facilitating communication 
between the creative class and the public sector towards smart governance. The 
interviews revealed that coworking centres helped develop tourism in post-Ford-
ist cities as they increased people’s interest in the cultural and creative industries 
in local creative ecosystems. The respondents stated that the contribution also 
consisted of raising the awareness and relevance of design and architecture in 
the civic perspective as those branches were previously considered as redundant. 
Currently, coworking centres and the creative class contribute to entrepreneurship 
with spill-over effects in post-Fordist cities by dint of crossover innovations com-
bining various stakeholders in the process of production. 

‘The variety of events nurtures local creative communities and brings creative industries into 
the spotlight’.

Therefore, positive effects were not limited merely to certain districts and com-
munities in which they were located. The interviews revealed that they improved 
the cooperation between various branches of the CCI in terms of generating new 
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ideas for mutual projects through systematic knowledge sharing towards new so-
cial environments like the “fourth place”. Continual efforts to showcase the CCI 
enhances local creative ecosystems, since members agreed on increasing attention 
and participation on lectures and workshops, along with increasing attendance at 
exhibitions and sideshows presenting cultural and creative outcomes. This could 
be also interpreted as a better communication between the real world and the artis-
tic world in cities with developing human capital capable of implementing public 
policies towards smart governance and the CCI. 

‘Systematic joint activities and being visible raise interest in cultural and creative industries 
from local communities and public authorities’.

Interestingly, residents often support centres and members financially and 
with their engagement in public leisure activities that the centres organise. How-
ever, the capacity is limited. That also affects community development since 
there is a focus on quality rather than quantity in terms of their sustainability 
and viability. Furthermore, limited capacity also means a unique atmosphere 
for collaboration in coworking centres for creatives and artists. The respond-
ents expressed the role of cultural socialisation among the strengths of cowork-
ing centres that might attract the creative class to be a part of permanent and 
temporary work settings in post-Fordist cities. Hence, all the above-mentioned 
features lead to the conceptualisation of the role CWS represent in post-Fordist 
cities (see Fig. 2).

Fig. 2. Conceptualisation of the role CWS represent in post-Fordist cities
Source: own work.
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6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In general, the paper strengthens the notion of the coworking centres towards 
encouraging entrepreneurial spirit of the CCI. Furthermore, it provides empir-
ical evidence on how coworking centres develop human capital in the creative 
economy with opportunities for cross-over innovation in the local creative 
ecosystem. The paper supports the findings of Durante and Turvani (2018) 
regarding the sustainability and viability of coworking centres, which depend 
on internal factors related to entrepreneurial actions. Concerning the former 
idea, the results indicated that internal factors were crucial for human capital 
development through knowledge sharing and mutual events engaging various 
stakeholders. The analytical part extends findings by Farina et al . (2019) re-
garding coworking places and innovation activities that are based on mutual 
trust, tacit knowledge, and expertise in non-standardised production. Hence, 
as the respondents highlighted, learning from experience and sharing tacit 
knowledge in communities combining various stakeholders in the CCI is the 
key principle in boosting entrepreneurship in the local creative ecosystem (see 
Bouncken and Reuschl, 2018). These values reflected on different stakehold-
ers collaborating together on shared objectives regarding their economic di-
versity presented in a study by Vidaillet and Bousalham (2018). Furthermore, 
the creative class in coworking centres embraced social movement in commu-
nities that might be of both formal and informal nature. Moreover, the findings 
underlined the importance of engagement in events that serve as a showcase 
of outcomes in the CCI with an idea of developing a mutual brand name and 
identity of a place. Remarkably, social movement tends to be a catalyst for 
bridging the artistic and real world in post-Fordist cities as it triggers the inter-
est of both the private and public sectors in the creative economy. In regards to 
post-Fordist cities, coworking centres indicate the idea of a culture-led urban 
regeneration by creating cultural identity and developing sustainable commu-
nities that involve various stakeholders in the CCI as mentioned by Zeng and 
Chan (2014).

To summarise, coworking centres could be utilised as an effective tool for 
maintaining a dialogue between the creative economy and public authorities 
who might collaborate on developing policies to retain and attract the creative 
class in local creative ecosystems. Temporary and permanent settings boost en-
trepreneurship mainly via a systematic approach towards human capital devel-
opment and networking in order to support cross-over innovations. Hence, the 
paper presents a novelty view on entrepreneurship in coworking centres that are 
based on the creative economy, and the specifics associated with the communi-
ty-place interaction that results from the micro-scale physical transformations 
in post-Fordist cities as a contribution to Capdevila (2013). Coworking centres 
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and their creative class represent prospects for culture-led urban development 
through systematic planning concerning coworking centres as a driving force 
for socioeconomic development. Key findings indicate that the districts where 
coworking centres are located experienced changes of their scenery by dint of 
the social movements and synergies between cultural-creative activities. There-
fore, coworking centres boost entrepreneurship by linking different stakeholders 
and creative branches in collaboration on common ideas and projects in local 
creative ecosystems, while these link support innovative thinking in non-stand-
ardised production. In addition, these synergies stimulate the engagement and 
participation of communities in urban regeneration through profit and non-profit 
oriented projects. Hence, active coworking centres facilitate platforms for mi-
cro-scale transformations in post-Fordist cities through networking and social 
interactions, along with collaboration and competition in the sense of the “fourth 
place” (Morisson, 2018). 

The findings have certain implication for practitioners in order to develop 
competitive and entrepreneurial permanent and temporary collaborative spaces 
that create a liveable and vibrant environment. The paper provides an insight 
into policy making that could tap into the local creative ecosystem regarding 
the design and implementation of locally oriented policies and initiatives to-
wards smart governance in post-Fordist cities. Public policies and initiatives 
concerning culture-led urban development ought to be based on a systematic 
collaboration of coworking centres, cultural amenities, and local authorities in 
order to ensure policies which respect the local specifics and industrial herit-
age towards smart governance (see Babb et al ., 2018). Further research could 
be directed towards geographical differentiation, primarily considering the fact 
that there were no major differences identified in the study regarding the sam-
ple and its’ characteristics. Nevertheless, we need to address the limitations of 
the paper in regarding the sample and epistemological standpoint that enabled 
only an interpretation of the reality of coworking centres experience concerning 
the development of entrepreneurial spirit without the ability to generalise the 
phenomenon. Thus, further research will incorporate a survey in order to em-
ploy quantitative research design with modelling the role of coworking spaces 
towards boosting entrepreneurship. Moreover, there are certain prospects for 
investigating performance of coworking spaces and tackle drivers of enhancing 
their competitiveness.
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