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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to analyze and compare three dimensions of coworking space (CS) usage: user 
characteristics, motivations and workplace preferences, comparing the literature on urban vs non-urban CSs. 
Design/methodology/approach – The methodological approach follows the Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses, known as PRISMA. Following the PRISMA checklist items, this 
study presents aspects from cross-sectional studies published over 13 years (2010–2023). 
Findings – The research reveals user characteristics, motivations for choosing a CS and workplace 
preferences of users of urban and non-urban CSs. Even though user characteristics in urban and non-urban CSs 
appear similar, the literature highlights differences: studies on urban CSs often emphasize increased 
productivity as a motivator to rent a workplace in a CS. In contrast, literature on non-urban CSs focuses on the 
reduced time spent commuting. Furthermore, literature on urban CSs prioritizes affordability and neighborhood 
image, while users of non-urban CSs focus on service offerings and proximity to nature. These findings suggest 
that CS operators should tailor their value propositions based on location, with urban CSs emphasizing cost- 
effectiveness and non-urban CSs focusing on comprehensive services and natural settings. 
Practical implications – The study’s findings provide a practical lens for understanding the differences 
between CS in urban and non-urban areas from a user perspective. The insights from this research could 
inform the evolution of workplace requirements and strategy adaptations, with particular relevance for CS 
providers and organizations with CSs as part of their Corporate Real Estate Management (CREM) portfolio. 
Originality/value – The existing body of literature has yet to explore the workplace preferences of CSs in 
non-urban locations. As CSs grow in non-urban areas and their characteristics may differ from their urban 
counterparts, this study sheds light on an under-researched area. Furthermore, no study has investigated the 
literature on CS user preferences systematically and compared the perspectives of urban and non-urban CS 
users. 

Keywords User preferences, Urban areas, PRISMA, User characteristics, Coworking space,  
Non-urban areas

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
Coworking spaces (CSs) are collaborative and flexible working spaces with a community 
character (Avdikos and Merkel, 2020; Orel and Bennis, 2021). Since the mid-2000s, the 
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coworking model has gained popularity as an alternative to traditional office spaces and rigid 
working hours, first appearing in large metropolitan cities with concentrations of urban 
amenities, proximity to high-skilled workers, business hubs and public transportation 
(Mariotti et al., 2017). Although empirical studies confirm that coworking is primarily an 
urban phenomenon (Merkel, 2019), CSs have increasingly emerged in non-urban areas, 
including peripheral, peri-urban and rural locations (Mariotti et al., 2021; Vogl and Micek, 
2022). Understanding CS adoption requires examining three interconnected dimensions. 
First, user characteristics encompass demographic and professional profiles, including age, 
gender, profession, industry sector and educational background. Second, motivations refer to 
the underlying drivers that lead individuals to choose coworking over alternative work 
arrangements such as home offices, traditional offices or other third places. Third, workplace 
preferences include specific location aspects (accessibility, affordability, neighborhood 
characteristics) and physical workspace attributes (layout, facilities, infrastructure) that 
influence CS selection.

Since Bouncken et al. (2016) identified limited understanding of how CS operators can 
design workspaces to meet varying user demands, researchers have investigated user 
motivations for choosing CSs (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2021; Gauger et al., 2020; Weijs- 
Perrée et al., 2018) and identified commonalities and differences in workplace preferences 
among users of urban CSs (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2021).

However, although recent studies indicate marked discrepancies between urban and non- 
urban CS characteristics (Vogl et al., 2024a; Hölzel et al., 2022), a significant knowledge gap 
remains regarding non-urban CS contexts. The majority of previous research has 
investigated CSs within urban districts (Nagy and Lindsay, 2018; Merkel, 2019; Gauger, 
2021), with limited studies examining non-urban areas (Gabrielli and Fiorentino, 2022; 
Bosworth et al., 2023). While Vogl and Akhavan (2022) systematically reviewed the 
scientific literature on economic and socio-cultural effects of CSs on non-urban areas, and 
Vogl and Orel (2024) systematically reviewed the scientific literature on CS impacts on 
residential areas, no study has systematically investigated the scientific literature on user 
characteristics, motivations, and workplace preferences while comparing users of urban vs 
non-urban CSs. This gap is particularly significant given that non-urban CSs demonstrate 
high organizational diversity in strategy, location, organizational forms, and functions 
(Bouncken et al., 2020b; Vogl et al., 2024a; Vogl and Micek, 2023; Migliore et al., 2021).

Hence, this research contributes to the growing body of literature on non-urban CSs by 
systematically identifying differences between urban and non-urban CS users and, therefore, 
differs substantially from investigations with a general focus on workplace preference of CS 
users (among others Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2021; Weijs-Perrée et al., 2018).

To address this research gap, this study uses a systematic literature review following the 
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
methodology (Liberati et al., 2009) to differentiate urban and non-urban CS users’ 
perspectives and answer three research questions:

RQ1. What are the characteristics of the users of urban and non-urban CSs, and how do 
they differ?

RQ2. What are the motivations of the users of urban and non-urban CSs for choosing to 
work in a CS, and how do they differ?

RQ3. What are the workplace preferences of the users of urban and non-urban CSs users, 
and how do they differ?
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The theoretical contributions of this research are threefold: first, the PRISMA approach 
enables systematic integration of globally significant studies to illuminate CS users 
characteristics, motivations and workplace preferences while identifying research gaps; 
second, this study provides the first systematic comparison between literature on urban and 
non-urban CSs, identifying which aspects remain consistent and which vary by spatial 
classification; and third, given that attracting members remains a key challenge for CS 
operators (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2021; Deskmag.com, 2018), particularly in non-urban 
areas (Vogl et al., 2024a; Bosworth et al., 2023), enhanced understanding of spatial 
differences could inform value propositions for CS business models (Vogl, 2024).

2. Research method and data sources
To ensure compliance and increase the research value, this article follows the 27-item 
defined protocol developed by the PRISMA method to perform a qualitative literature review 
(Prisma History, 2022).

The aim was to systematically investigate the academic community’s research on CSs, 
explicitly focusing on the workplace preferences of CS users in urban and non-urban 
locations to ascertain whether the spatial classifications demonstrate differences. The term 
“coworking space” has become a popular umbrella term and is frequently misused by media 
and related businesses, such as the serviced office industry, to label their products as modern 
workplace concepts, even when key features of CSs are missing, such as an actively 
managed community (Orel and Bennis, 2021; Vogl and Micek, 2023). Hence, the search 
terms “co-working” and “coworking” were deliberately chosen to be narrower. At the 
beginning, a scoping search was conducted in Google Scholar using the keywords 
“coworking OR co-working AND workplace AND (peripheral OR rural)” to identify 
scientific databases for the screening process. As a result, databases such as Emerald and 
Scopus were identified as containing a sufficient number of relevant academic records.

To develop an appropriate search string for identifying relevant records in these 
databases, a set of deductive English-language terms was derived from the existing literature. 
Beyond the core terms “coworking (space)” and “co-working (space),” additional terms 
related to occupants and spatial categories were selected and implemented in the search 
string. This study differentiates between two spatial categories: urban and non-urban. Non- 
urban locations encompass all rural, suburban and peripheral areas as well as small towns, 
while urban locations include medium-sized and large cities, central business districts 
(CBDs), urban centers and metropolises. Figure 1 provides an overview of the search terms 
extracted from the literature and their combination within the search strings. Wildcards 
(asterisks) were integrated to retrieve variations of individual search terms, while Boolean 
operators (AND and OR) were used to logically link the terms into search strings that 
facilitate the research objective. Finally, two master search strings were developed and 
adjusted according to the specific search requirements of each database (see Figure 1).

This study examines representations of CS users in academic literature rather than 
observing CS user populations directly. The analysis focuses on how CS users in urban and 
non-urban locations are characterized, what motivations are discussed and which workplace 
preferences are emphasized across different studies. The final 20 articles were analyzed 
using thematic coding to identify user characteristics, motivations and workplace 
preferences, with frequency analysis used to quantify how often different aspects were 
mentioned in literature on urban vs non-urban CSs. The thematic coding was based on 27 
individual codes representing relevant user characteristics, motivations and workplace 
aspects, which were deductively derived from literature, as shown in Table 1.
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Figure 1. Search strategies for urban vs non-urban CSs 
Source: Authors’ own work 

Table 2 shows the details of the selected articles and their urban categorization, which 
were analyzed further in this work.

Several filters were applied within the databases to refine the data selection:
• the timeframe was restricted to 2010–2023;
• the terms had to appear in the title or abstract or, in the case of Scopus database, in 

the keywords;
• the written language had to be English.
• search was limited to research or reviewed articles as well as EarlyCite publications.

Two search strings were applied to the databases on January 15, 2024, and the 
identified records were then exported to individual .ris files. Afterward, these .ris files 
were transferred to the reference manager Citavi and combined into a summary file, 
which was exported to an Excel workbook. The results for urban CSs and non-urban 
CSs were imported into two separate workbooks (one for urban and one for non-urban 
CSs) and evaluated accordingly to better differentiate the results in the further course 
of the work. Inside these separate files, the identified articles for each database were 
cleaned up from duplication and subsequently transferred into one list for urban and 
non-urban literature. The final data list included 224 articles, from which 32 belong to 
non-urban and 192 to urban literature. Among these publications, the authors could 
identify 17 duplicates, for a final total of 206 articles at the beginning of the screening 
process.

For the screening process, a set of eligibility criteria were defined along with the research 
questions. Studies were included if they:

(1) reported on workplace preferences of CS users in urban and non-urban locations;
(2) investigated CS users’ perspectives, especially when they measured a specific 

outcome from a workplace perspective; and
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(3) investigated user and location aspects, as most users’ preferences (Weijs-Perrée 
et al., 2018) are also location factors. Studies were excluded if they:

• reported on the effects of CSs on the users;
• investigated exclusively location factors;
• analyzed workplace aspects from a CS operator or organizational perspective; and
• the distinction between urban and non-urban study areas is not made clearly.

Table 1. Overview of coding scheme

Research  
question Group Deductive code Source

RQ1 Characteristics Age Gender Profession Industry 
sector Educational level

Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2021)

RQ2 Motivation Social interaction Knowledge 
exchange Spatial differentiation 
Productivity Inspiration/creativity 
Clients (B2B) Well-being 
Flexible contract Reduced 
commuting

Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2021)
Vogl and Akhavan (2022)
Hölzel and de Vries (2021)

RQ3 Location preferences Affordability Accessibility Image 
of location Services offered 
Proximity to home Availability 
Proximity to nature

Tomaz et al. (2023) Vogl et al. 
(2024b) Hölzel et al. (2022)

RQ3 Workplace preferences Workplace infrastructure 
Facilities Acoustics Workplace 
layout Catering Workplace 
policies

Bouncken et al. (2020b)
Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2021)

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Two independent reviewers screened the identified articles (Figure 2). Disagreements between 
the reviewers were resolved by consensus. In the first phase of the screening process, the titles of 
the identified articles were examined to ascertain their thematic fit with the defined eligibility 
criteria. Thus, the number of articles was reduced to 22 investigations dealing with non-urban 
CSs and 71 with their urban counterparts. In the second phase of the search process, the 
abstracts were screened and checked for thematic fit with the eligibility criteria, whereby a total 
of 39 articles were excluded. Thus, in the third phase of the search process, the full texts of the 
remaining 54 (13 non-urban and 41 urban) articles were screened and checked for their thematic 
eligibility, the use of the English language throughout them and their availability. As a result, 34 
articles were excluded due to a lack of thematic fit or the unavailability of their full-text 
documents. Finally, a total of 20 relevant articles were included; of which, 5 belong to the non- 
urban and 15 belong to urban literature. It should be noted that one of the articles counts twice, 
as it contains both content for urban and non-urban CSs. Figure 2 summarizes the findings of 
each phase.

3. Results
First, the overview of frequencies of the investigated characteristics will be given 
(Section 3.1), followed by the characteristics of the CS users (Section 3.2), their motivations 
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to rent a workspace in a CS (Section 3.3) and, finally, their location and workplace 
preferences (Section 3.4).

Identification of studies via databases and registers

Records identified:
Non-urban (n = 32)

Emerald (n = 2)
Scopus (n = 30)

Urban (n = 192)
Emerald (n = 24)
Scopus (n = 168)

Records removed before
screening:

Duplicate non-urban (n = 2)
Duplicate urban (n = 15)

Title screening:
Non-urban (n = 30)
Urban (n = 177) 

Records excluded:
Missing thematic fit title

Non-urban (n = 8)
Urban (n = 106)

Abstract screening:
Non-urban (n = 22)
Urban (n = 71) 

Reports excluded:
Missing thematic fit abstract

Non-urban (n = 9)
Urban (n = 30)

Full text screening:
Non-urban (n = 13)
Urban (n = 41) 

Reports excluded:
Missing thematic fit full text or not
available

Non-urban (n = 8)
Urban (n = 26) 

Studies included in review:
Non-urban (n = 5)
Urban (n = 15) 

Id
en

ti
fi

ca
ti

o
n

S
cr

ee
n

in
g

In
cl

u
d

ed

Figure 2. PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process 
Source: Authors’ own work 

3.1 Overview of frequencies of investigated studies
The results of the PRISMA analysis display a growing interest in user preferences of CSs in 
recent years as most articles were found between 2020 and 2023. Based on the frequency 
analysis of the publication years, it shows that little research has been conducted toward the 
user preferences of non-urban CSs (see Figure 3). These insights correspond with the 
findings of Vogl and Akhavan (2022) on the limited availability of research on CSs in 
peripheral locations.
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Figure 3. Frequency of years of publication 
Source: Authors’ own work 

The graph shows that research on workplace factors of CSs remained non-existent until 
2017 and just came into motion recently. The 19 studies were published in 18 different 
journals, particularly those concentrating on urban planning (8) and management and 
economics studies (6). The latter type can be further differentiated in journals focusing on 
sociology (3) and real estate management (2). Of the articles identified, 37% used a 
quantitative approach based on surveys; 32% used a qualitative approach, mainly in the form 
of interviews or narrative literature analysis; 31% used a mixed-methods approach. 
Geographically, the majority of the 19 studies were published by scientists from Western 
countries. The countries with the most research activities in the user preferences of CSs are 
the UK (4), followed by the USA, Germany, with three articles each, and France, Sweden, 
Spain, Portugal, Israel, Australia, Canada, and Nigeria with one. Furthermore, two articles 
were published by an international group of researchers.

3.2 Characteristics of CS users
Thematic analysis of the 19 studies identified 5 categories of user characteristics 
examined in the CS literature. These categories encompass demographic attributes (1) age 
groups, (2) gender distribution, (3) professional characteristics (occupation types 
including freelancers, startups, employees of organizations, unemployed, retired, students 
and digital nomads), (4) industry sectors (management and business services, information 
technology, creative industry, construction and architecture, education and science, 
tourism and hospitality) and (5) educational level (graduation levels, post-graduation 
qualifications and vocational training). This categorization framework enables systematic 
analysis of the characteristics of CS users in urban and non-urban locations and whether 
the spatial classification demonstrates differences.

Figure 4 shows the frequency of the five categories addressed in the studies.
The frequencies of both urban and non-urban perspectives show similar patterns. 

However, the age, gender and industry sectors of the CS users are investigated less by the 
literature on non-urban CSs. Thirty-three percentage of the studies on urban CSs dealt with 
the level of education of the CS users, which was not mentioned in the studies on non-urban 
CSs. This shows a research focus on urban CSs and implicates research potential regarding 
users of non-urban CSs.
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Figure 4. Frequency of user characteristics 
Source: Authors’ own work 

3.2.1 Age. A total of 13 studies make statements about the age of the users of urban CSs, 
as shown in Table 3. Of these studies, 11 make precise statements about age. Calculating the 
mean value of the five articles providing the average age of their respondents, an urban CS 
user is 32.6 years old. Other articles describe age ranges that can be summed up to 
25–40 years. Only Ayodele et al. (2022) report a narrow age group of 20–29 years, which 
may indicate cultural differences between Western and African countries.

Only two sources provide statements about the age of users of non-urban CSs. Hölzel and 
de Vries (2021, p. 12) stated that “the age distribution [in non-urban CSs] is broader than in 
coworking spaces in an urban environment,” and Flipo et al. (2022) found in their study 
among 17 CSs located in rural areas in France that 96% of the respondents were between 26 
and 55 years old. In summary, it can be concluded that the age demographics of users of 
urban and non-urban CSs are comparable.

3.2.2 Gender. The gender balance of users of urban CSs was derived from 10 articles, 
and the majority show a higher male ratio. The calculated average is an overall ratio of 53.9% 
male and 46.1% female CS users. Eliminating an outlier from a study focusing on female 
employees only (Rodríguez-Modroño, 2021), the figures show that, on average, urban CSs 
have a higher proportion of male users (59.3%).

One paper mentioned the gender of users of non-urban CSs, which found a balanced 
relation between male (51%) and female (49%) users. This means that users of non-urban 
CSs are more balanced in gender than users of urban CSs.

3.2.3 Profession. Overall, 14 articles mentioned the professions of users of urban CSs. 
Ten identified employees and remote workers from corporations, freelancers and 
entrepreneurs as CS users. Additionally, 6 articles reported on startups, and 5 articles 
mentioned small and midsize enterprises as users of urban CSs.

The available evidence about the profession of users of non-urban CSs was unequivocal 
and derived from four studies. Three studies identified entrepreneurs and employees of 
corporations as user groups– furthermore, freelancers and small and midsized local 
organizations, startups and digital nomads. Consequently, the occupational profiles of users 
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of non-urban and urban CSs are analogous, with urban areas exhibiting a higher propensity 
for establishing startups and special user groups like students, retired or unemployed people. 
In contrast, non-urban areas tend to be more populated by employees from small to medium- 
sized companies.

3.2.4 Industry. Nine studies were identified with statements related to the industry sector 
of users of urban CSs. The most mentioned industries of CS users were the management and 
business sector, followed by the IT sector, creative industry and marketing and sales, 
education and architecture.

As demonstrated in two articles, these non-urban users were used in the information and 
technology (IT) sector or as management or business consultants. Furthermore, one paper 
also mentions creative industries, tourism, architecture, marketing and scientific fields. It can 
thus be concluded that the majority of users of both urban and non-urban CSs are working in 
the IT and management and business sectors. However, it is evident that users in the creative 
industry and marketing and sales are also significant user groups in urban CSs.

3.2.5 Education. As illustrated in Table 3, four articles from the literature on urban CSs 
provide information about the level of education in numbers. One article mentioned a general 
high level of education. Calculating the average, 85.7% of the users of urban CSs are 
university graduates, which indicates a high level of knowledge-intensive work activities.

At the same time, none of the studies on non-urban CSs mentioned the education levels, 
implicating research potential.

As shown in Table 3, research on urban CSs has examined user education levels more 
thoroughly (33% of studies) compared to research on non-urban CSs (0%), representing a 
significant knowledge gap. It can thus be concluded that the literature on both spatial 
categories shows largely similar patterns in terms of user demographics.

3.3 User motivations
A thematic analysis of 19 studies identified nine categories reflecting the motivations of CS 
users in choosing to work in such environments: (1) social interaction, (2) knowledge 
exchange, (3) spatial differentiation from work or private life, (4) increased productivity, (5) 
inspiration and creativity, (6) client impressions, (7) flexible contract terms, (8) enhanced 
well-being and (9) reduced commuting time.

Figure 5 shows the frequency of the aspects that have been addressed in the studies for 
each of the nine categories.

As shown in Figure 5, studies on urban CSs reveal a greater range of distinct motivational 
aspects (n = 9) than studies on non-urban CSs (n = 5).

In the literature on urban CSs, overall, the most frequent statements found were the 
search for a social network and knowledge exchange between CS users, which were 
addressed by 12 articles. The studies found that most participants were seeking a sense of 
belonging to a localized community through the use of a CS to have more social interactions 
(Zhao et al., 2020; Grazian, 2020; Brown, 2017) and to avoid loneliness or social isolation 
(Ayodele et al., 2022; Cruz et al., 2021) brought about by working at home (Rodríguez- 
Modroño, 2021).

Startups and young professionals in particular have a great demand for developing a 
professional network to have access to knowledge (Rese et al., 2020; Walden, 2019) and 
professional support (Ayodele et al., 2022; Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2021). Another reason 
for using an urban CS identified by seven articles was the spatial differentiation between 
work and private life. The studies found that CS users value the variety of work 
environments in different locations (Clifton and Reuschke, 2022; Cruz et al., 2021). Users of 
urban CSs see CSs as a professional alternative to home or other third places (Grazian, 2020; 
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Brown, 2017), which helps them to separate work and private life (Appel-Meulenbroek, 
2021). Moreover, Rodríguez-Modroño (2021) found that young employed women use CSs 
to differentiate the workspace from the domestic space and avoid reinforcing traditional 
gender roles. Six studies addressed the hope for a positive impact on the user’s productivity. 
As shown in Table 4, further drivers influencing the choice to use a CS mentioned in the 
identified studies on urban CSs, were the inspiring and creative work atmosphere and its 
perceived impact on the users’ creativity or their mental well-being, having a professional 
space to create a more business-like image to potential clients and business partners as well 
as the short-term and uncomplicated leasing conditions.

Figure 5. Frequency of identified motivation factors 
Source: Authors’ own work 

As shown in Table 4, three studies show statements about social interaction as a 
motivating aspect for users of non-urban CSs. All these articles agree that corporate 
employees use non-urban CSs to maintain everyday social interaction and avoid isolation 
(Flipo et al., 2022). This is particularly relevant for users living in non-urban areas, where 
social structures are often limited and commuting for work is common. As a result, users of 
non-urban CSs desire social networks (Hölzel and de Vries, 2021) and a deeper relationship 
with other CS members (Konecka-Szydłowska and Czupich, 2022). The importance of 
knowledge exchange for users of non-urban CSs was derived from three studies. Konecka- 
Szydłowska and Czupich (2022) conclude that users of non-urban CSs are more willing to 
cooperate in CSs and benefit from the existing business networks (Merrell et al., 2021).
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The available evidence about the importance of the spatial differentiation provided by using 
non-urban CSs was derived from two studies. Both studies indicated that users of non-urban 
CSs choose to work in a CS to separate their private and professional lives, which is particularly 
relevant for CS users with young children (Flipo et al., 2022). What is more, the flexible lease 
terms and the reduced commuting time are mentioned by one study. Hence, Merrell et al. 
(2021) stated that the short and flexible lease terms eased user’s anxieties around expensive 
overheads, especially for those with fluctuating income or who were newly established.

It can thus be concluded that the literature on urban and non-urban CSs reveals similar 
motivations for users of urban and non-urban CSs. Table 4 shows that while social 
interaction is identified in the literature of both spatial classifications as a motivator for 
choosing to work in a CS, studies on urban CSs tend to emphasize productivity outcomes, 
whereas studies on non-urban CSs more frequently highlight reduced commuting time as 
motivating. This suggests differences between the two spatial classifications.

3.4 Preferences of CS users
A thematic analysis of 19 studies identified two main categories reflecting the preferences of 
CS users:

(1) location preferences, which consist of the following aspects: affordability, accessibility, 
image of the area, services offered, proximity to home, space availability and proximity 
to nature; and

(2) workplace preferences, which include the following aspects: infrastructure, 
available facilities, acoustics, layout, catering and governance.

Figure 6 shows the frequency of the aspects that have been addressed in the studies for each 
of the two main categories.

As shown in Figure 6, the location preferences represent the most significant differences 
between urban and non-urban CS literature, whereas the frequencies of workplace 
preferences are relatively similar across both spatial categories.

3.4.1 Location preferences of CS users. The category of “location preferences” is built 
on seven aspects. The most frequently stated location aspect for choosing a CS in the 
literature on urban CSs was affordability, identified by eight articles. Users of urban CSs 
perceive renting a workspace in a CS as significantly more affordable than leasing traditional 
office spaces in metropolitan areas (Rodríguez-Modroño, 2021; Zhao et al., 2020), thereby 
reducing overall office overhead costs (Ayodele et al., 2022). Given that users of urban CSs 
primarily commute by public transportation, good connectivity to public transportation 
infrastructure emerges as an important location aspect of urban CSs (Ayodele et al., 2022), 
alongside accessibility and parking opportunities (Zhao et al., 2020). The serenity of the 
neighborhood (Ayodele et al., 2022) and the desire to work in representative city districts that 
are “close to the action without having to ‘waste their time’ on transportation” (Buchnik and 
Frenkel, 2021, p. 12) were top-rated aspects in four studies that investigated urban CSs. 
Additionally, users from urban CSs value opportunities to participate in networking events, 
workshops, business-related training, mentoring and ancillary services such as business 
mailing, fitness centers or hairdressers.

As shown in Table 5, only five of the seven location aspects are addressed in the 
identified studies on non-urban CSs. Three studies mentioned that non-urban CS users 
prefer CSs with good accessibility and connectivity. Flipo et al. (2022) found that most non- 
urban CSs are located along main local roads, close to shops and services and, therefore, 
conclude that connectivity remains an important aspect for users of non-urban CSs. 
Furthermore, the relation to a major city was seen as relevant for users of non-urban CSs 
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(Hölzel and de Vries, 2021). The majority of studies on non-urban CSs addressed the 
relevance of social events and services offered by non-urban CSs. Two studies on non-urban 
CSs identified 24/7 access as a beneficial feature for attracting users, while a similar number 
of studies stated proximity to nature as a location preference among non-urban CS users.

Figure 6. Frequency of identified user preferences 
Source: Authors’ own work 

Consequently, the frequencies and nature of location preferences in the identified literature 
reveal a divergence between studies on urban and non-urban CS users, as shown in Table 5. 
Specifically, studies on urban CSs tend to emphasize cost-effectiveness and the image of the 
location, whereas those on non-urban CSs more frequently highlighted comprehensive service 
offerings and accessibility as decisive location aspects in the choice to work in a non-urban CS.

3.4.2 Workplace preferences of CS users. As illustrated in Table 6, the category of 
“workplace preferences” is built on six aspects. Most frequently mentioned aspects in the 
selected articles on urban CSs were the quality of the workplace infrastructure and the 
facilities. The former was generally described by good quality of the office facilities (Clifton 
and Reuschke, 2022; Lashani and Zacher, 2021), IT infrastructure (Rese et al., 2020), 
uninterrupted power supply or internet connectivity (Ayodele et al., 2022), but also by 
comfortable and ergonomic furniture (Cruz et al., 2021).

In terms of facilities, the analyzed studies on urban CSs indicate that urban CS users 
prefer environments that offer spaces for both formal and informal meetings (Clifton and 
Reuschke, 2022; Zhao et al., 2020; Cruz et al., 2021; Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2021). 
Additionally, recreational or meditation areas, and functional amenities, such as receptions 
(Rådman et al., 2023), changing rooms or shower facilities (Zhao et al., 2020), were also 
valued. Furthermore, three studies on urban CSs stated the importance of facilities that 
support concentration work and minimize disturbances to other users (Cruz et al., 2021; 
Lashani and Zacher, 2021; Rådman et al., 2023).
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Table 6. Overview of workplace preferences of CS users, breakdown by selected articles

Spatial 
category Year Author

Workplace
Infrastruc-ture Facilities Acoustics layout Catering Governance

Urban 2023 Pan et al. - - - x - -
2023 Rådman et al. x x x - - -
2022 Ayodele et al. x - x - - -
2022 Clifton and 

Reuschke
x x - - x -

2022 Konecka- 
Szydłowska and 
Czupich

- - - - - -

2021 Appel- 
Meulenbroek et al.

- x - x - -

2021 Buchnik and 
Frenkel

- - - - - -

2021 Cruz et al. x x x x - -
2021 Lashani and 

Zacher
x x - - - -

2021 Rodríguez- 
Modroño

- - - - - -

2020 Grazian - - - - - -
2020 Rese et al. x - - - - -
2020 Zhao et al. - x x - - -
2019 Walden - - - - - -
2017 Brown - - - - - -

Total (#) urban - 6 6 4 3 1 0
Non- 
urban

2022 Flipo et al. - - - x - -
2022 Konecka- 

Szydłowska and 
Czupich

- - - - - -

2021 Hölzel and de 
Vries

x x x x - x

2021 Merrell et al. x - - - - x
2020 Tremblay and 

Scaillerez
- - - - - -

Total (#) non- 
urban

- 2 1 1 2 0 2

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Acoustic comfort was mentioned in four articles and was seen as a significant challenge 
for urban CS users. Of particular concern is the feeling of being constrained in one’s ability 
to communicate freely about confidential information (Rådman et al., 2023). Three papers 
investigated user preferences regarding the layout of the CS. Cruz et al. (2021) found that a 
layout with a balance between open and closed spaces that creates functional pathways and 
allows people to interact is preferred by users of urban CSs. Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2021)
confirmed this finding, who found that CS users preferred CSs with a semi-open layout.

As shown in Table 6, five of the six workplace aspects were mentioned in the identified 
literature on non-urban CSs. Two studies identified professional workplace infrastructure as 
an important attribute for users of non-urban CSs. Regarding facilities, Hölzel and de Vries 
(2021) reported that 70% of the surveyed users of non-urban CSs preferred conference rooms 
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for meetings and telephone booths for undisturbed calls. Two studies addressed the layout of 
non-urban CSs, noting preferences for small shared workspaces (Flipo et al., 2022) as well as 
open-plan layouts that still provide opportunities for focused work (Hölzel and de Vries, 
2021). One study stated the importance of a kitchen area for facilitating informal interactions 
among CS users. Finally, two studies addressed workplace governance, finding that while 
most users of non-urban CSs appreciate flexibility, they still prefer having a fixed desk.

In summary, both literature on urban and non-urban CSs emphasize the importance of 
high-quality infrastructure, semi-open workspace layouts and facilities that support 
undisturbed work. These findings suggest that certain workplace preferences are shared 
across the two spatial classifications, despite other location-specific differences. Table 6
summarizes the findings of the literature on urban and non-urban CSs.

4. Discussion
The systematic analysis of the identified academic literature on urban and non-urban CSs over 
the past decade reveals that the literature on urban CSs is more extensive (n = 15) than that on 
non-urban CSs (n = 5). Most studies were conducted in Western countries and published in 
Journals with a particular focus on urban planning or management and economics.

The literature analysis reveals that representations of urban and non-urban CS user 
characteristics appear largely similar, contrary to initial expectations. However, literature on non- 
urban CSs suggests broader age distributions than literature on urban CSs. Across both contexts, 
literature identifies freelancers, startups and employees of small and medium-sized enterprises 
focusing on management consulting, IT or creative industries as primary CS user groups. These 
patterns align with existing literature assumptions, although previous research emphasized the IT 
sector (Deskmag.com, 2018; Bouncken et al., 2020a) rather than the management and business 
sectors. This shift may indicate growing corporate user demand (Nagy and Lindsay, 2018), 
representing movement from traditional freelancer-focused CSs toward more corporate-centric 
models (Vogl et al., 2024a). Furthermore, digital nomads appear to represent a secondary user 
group in both spatial classifications, which aligns with existing literature that positions CSs as 
important hubs for the growing number of digital nomads (Vogl and Micek, 2023).

The motivations for renting a CS is relatively balanced across literature on urban and non- 
urban CSs, although the literature on urban CSs considers a greater number of aspects (8) 
compared to the literature on non-urban CSs (5). Thus, CS literature from both spatial 
classifications mentioned the need for social interaction as a motivation for renting a CS. 
Furthermore, the exchange of knowledge among CS users and the spatial separation between 
home and work were frequently stated in the selected studies as reasons for choosing to 
working in a CSs. Interestingly, the literature on urban CS users frequently mentioned 
perceived improvements in productivity, creativity or well-being as motivator. In contrast, 
none of the studies on non-urban CSs stated these aspects, instead emphasizing reduced 
commuting time as reason for choosing to work in a CS. This phenomenon may be 
attributable to the limited availability of living space and noise pollution in urban locations, 
particularly in metropolitan regions, which could have negative effects on work performance 
at home. Consequently, users of urban CSs who normally work from home seek work 
environments that stimulate output factors such as productivity, creativity and well-being. 
Conversely, the preferences of users of non-urban CSs may be more influenced by 
segregation and inadequate connectivity of peripheral regions, which particularly affects 
corporate employees living in non-urban areas. This fosters their aspiration for professional 
workplaces near their residences, thereby reducing their commuting times.

In terms of the location preferences, the selected studies on urban CSs frequently 
identified the affordability of membership and the image of the neighborhood as crucial 
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aspects in choosing a CS. In contrast, studies on non-urban CSs highlighted preferences for 
CSs that offer services and social events, are open 24 h a day and are located in proximity to 
nature. This leads to the assumption that the high real estate costs characteristic of 
metropolitan regions give rise to an increased demand for affordable workspace in urban 
areas. Conversely, the paucity of local supply and social networks in non-urban areas gives 
rise to an augmented need for social events and services. Due to their peripheral location, the 
proximity to nature could indicate that non-urban CSs have a similar effect on users as 
biophilic design in offices and support physical health and psychological well-being and may 
attract users with a specific profile (Barton and Le, 2023). It can thus be posited that non- 
urban CSs not only serve as a complement to the flexibilization of the corporate real estate 
portfolio (Vogl et al., 2024a), but can also be used as a retreat by individuals and corporate 
teams (Vogl and Micek, 2023) to capitalize on the favorable effects of biophilia on the mental 
health and productivity of the users (Bergefurt et al., 2022).

Interestingly, workplace preferences of non-urban CSs appear to be explored in greater 
detail within the literature, encompassing six aspects compared to four aspects discussed in the 
identified literature on urban CSs. While the studies on non-urban CSs focus more extensively 
on spatial layout, catering availability and workplace policies, literature on both urban and non- 
urban CSs indicates a convergence in user preferences toward open-space layouts that provide 
facilities for communication and undisturbed work. The latter preference, particularly regarding 
constraints on discussing confidential information freely (Rådman et al., 2023), may also 
indicate the anticipated increase of corporate employees working in both urban and non-urban 
CSs, as documented in recent literature (Nagy and Lindsay, 2018; Vogl et al., 2024a).

5. Conclusion
This systematic literature review analyzed academic representations of urban vs non-urban 
CS users across 20 studies spanning 13 years (2010–2023). The analysis reveals that while 
the selected literature shows largely similar patterns across both spatial categories in terms of 
user demographics, to some extent in motivations for choosing to work in a CS, and in 
workplace preferences, the studies emphasize partially different motivational factors and 
location preferences. Three key patterns emerge from the literature:

(1) besides a common sense across the urban and non-urban literature on CSs for social 
interaction, knowledge exchange and spatial differentiation, studies on urban CSs 
emphasize individual performance factors, such as productivity, inspiration or 
creativity and well-being as motivators to choose working in a CS;

(2) literature on urban CS users prioritizes affordability and location prestige while 
literature on non-urban CSs focuses on comprehensive service offerings and the 
accessibility of the location; and

(3) literature from both spatial categories show convergence on workplace infrastructure, 
facilities and layout, suggesting potential for standardized physical design approaches 
while requiring location-specific service strategies.

The limitations of this study are related to the methodology applied. Accordingly, the identified 
patterns reflect the research emphases found in selected literature rather than direct empirical 
observations of user populations. The frequency analysis indicates which aspects have been 
most commonly investigated in studies of urban vs non-urban CSs contexts and shows potential 
research gaps. Furthermore, a limited availability of relevant studies on the user characteristics 
of non-urban workers, in general, and their workplace preferences, in particular. The latter 
makes it difficult to draw firm conclusions from the studies reviewed in this paper. The number 
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of scientific studies is limited to 2023, and most of the literature comes from Western countries 
and a handful of other countries, so generalizability across cultures is limited. Thereby, the very 
unbalanced gender ratio (75% male and 35% female) of a study from Africa suggests cultural 
differences. Another issue is that most studies are based on urban and regional perspectives, and 
there is little information on the workplace management of non-urban CSs.

However, it is evident that there are significant research gaps that require further investigation, 
particularly concerning the limited availability of non-urban literature that investigates workplace 
preferences. The results confirm assumptions from literature that CS members have different 
needs for their work (Bouncken et al., 2020b; Rådman et al., 2023) and point to the differences 
between users of urban and non-urban CSs regarding their motivations and location preferences. 
Researchers could benefit from the systematization of the existing literature as it provides a 
detailed overview of the motivations, location and workplace preferences of users of urban and 
non-urban CSs and displays research gaps that could be addressed. Besides the theoretical 
contributions, the findings of this study can offer insights to non-urban CS providers regarding 
potential workplace design and location characteristics that may have been previously overlooked 
or based on urban literature. As Bosworth et al. (2023) posited, the future of rural coworking 
should consider this spatial diversity. To maintain competitiveness in the current economic 
climate, decision-makers must adapt to these shifts in the global landscape. Consequently, a 
growing demand from corporates is predicted (Vogl et al., 2024a) and will potentially become of 
decisive relevance for CS providers to attract the growing target group and gain a 
competitive advantage. Whilst major CS chains are predominantly located in urban 
areas and benefit from substantial financial resources, privately owned CSs with limited 
liquidity are more common in non-urban regions. These smaller CSs are exploring 
innovative strategies to attract enough users to sustain economically viable operations. 
Hence, this work could assist project developers and non-urban CS providers in making 
informed decisions regarding the location and the workplace design to attract a 
sufficient number of users to address the challenge of retaining a critical mass of users to 
remain economically viable (Vogl et al., 2024a) and help those planning to incorporate 
CSs into their corporate real estate portfolio in creating a user-centric workplace design.
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