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Abstract 

This thesis aims to analyze how members of a coworking space create a Sense of Community 

through the different types of social interactions that occur. Furthermore, it is investigated how 

the Sense of Community contributes to Word of Mouth. The authors conducted a qualitative 

case study of Norrsken House where members and managers of the coworking space were 

interviewed. The results of the study reveal that a Sense of Community is created through 

various interactions and occurrences. Additionally, it is stated that the creation of a Sense of 

Community for members is complex, where different experiences trigger different social 

elements. Even though there are similarities identified among the interviewed members, the 

evidence shows that the reality of each individual is based on previous experiences. Moreover, 

the authors show that the perceived Sense of Community could result in both positive and 

negative Word of Mouth activities between members and peers outside of the community. 

Based on the results, the authors elucidate how managers can design strategies to make the 

product offering more attractive.  

Keywords: Coworking space; Coworkingscape; Sense of Community; Word of Mouth; Social 

Entrepreneurship  
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1.0 Introduction 

The following section will initially introduce a brief background of the current market and 

business environment which in turn has created the phenomenon of coworking spaces. Further, 

the phenomenon is problematized and hence, translated into the purpose and research 

questions of this thesis.  

1.1 Background 

By the end of 2019, individuals, and firms all around the world started to experience an 

extraordinary situation, due to the pandemic disease of Covid 19 (World Health Organization, 

2020). Suddenly, working from home through the digital tools available, became the new 

standard and a fundamental part of many firms’ daily operations. This unexpected occasion 

confirms that the world is continuously changing and so are customers’ expectations, 

requirements, and needs (Boland, De Smet, Palter, & Sanghvi, 2020). In addition to this, during 

the last decades, the rapidly growing phenomenon of digitalization and globalization, has 

resulted in both new opportunities and challenges for firms (Riain, 2000). Employees’ and 

entrepreneurs' possibilities to work from innovative office environments have expanded, which 

more precisely has resulted in a willingness to work from other sites than solely the traditional 

office environment (Vanichvatana, 2018). Nevertheless, even though the market’s needs and 

possibilities have shifted towards a new era, entrepreneurs and employees still demand an 

inspiring and contributing working environment (ibid.). According to a study conducted by 

Garrett, Spreitzer, and Bacevice (2017), the growing opportunities of working remotely from 

various locations have also created challenges. For instance, due to human nature, individuals 

still do have the necessity of interacting with other individuals and being part of a purposeful 

social environment (ibid.). Hence, one new way of working is to operate from a coworking 

space, where customers from different companies work alongside each other. Allowing 

professionals and companies to interact with each other to a greater extent than ever before 

(Garrett et al., 2017). 

 

Researchers such as Parrino (2015), Uda (2013), and Yang, Bisson and Sanborn (2019) credit 

the first coworking space to Brad Neuberg, who founded The Hat Factory in 2006 in San 

Francisco. After quitting his corporate job to work as a freelancing engineer, Mr. Neuberg felt 

lonely which resulted in him opening up the world’s first coworking space in an old hat factory 

to be able to invite his friends over (Uda, 2013). The phenomenon of people wanting a feeling 

of community where they work seems to not only apply to Mr. Neuberg and his friends. Since 

the founding of The Hat Factory, the coworking space industry has boomed with exponential 

growth, with new coworking spaces opening up all around the world (Mariotti, Pacchi & Di 
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Vita, 2017) and even more growth predicted post covid (Boland et al., 2020). However, 

attracting and retaining enough customers to operate profitably, has shown to be a challenging 

task. A telling example of this is the coworking space firm WeWork. A few days before the 

firm’s initial public offering, the company withdrew its application from the New York Stock 

Exchange (The Economist, 2016). Investors had gone through WeWork’s numbers and 

concluded that they did not believe the company would succeed in the long term (ibid.).  

1.2 Problematization 

The coworking space industry is relatively young, and according to Seo, Lysiankova, Ock, & 

Chun (2017) there is a divide between what coworking space managers assume that their 

customers (from now on referred to as members) desire and what the actual members truly 

want. Various researchers have shown that coworking space firms are dependent on not only 

the space itself but primarily the community that it creates (Seo et al., 2017; Garrett et al., 

2017). Accordingly, Balakrishnan, Bamini, Muthaly, and Leenders (2016) introduced the 

Coworkingscape framework which was a further development of Bitner’s (1992) traditional 

servicescape model. Balakrishnan et al. (2016) emphasize the fact that social elements are 

crucial to retaining members in the coworking environment. Even if the framework is a 

contributing tool for coworking space firms, there is a lack of research on how each element in 

the framework can be used and optimized in practice (ibid.). 

 

In addition, even though previous research has presented the importance of social interactions 

(Balakrishnan et al., 2016) and highlighted the critical factor of building community within the 

coworking space (Seo et al., 2017), there is a need to further study how a Sense of Community 

(SOC) is constructed within a coworking space. Previous research on communities has already 

been conducted, with McMillan and Chavis (1986) being one of the most cited. Furthermore, 

Garrett et al. (2017) has researched on a SOC on coworking spaces, establishing its existence. 

However, there is a lack of research on how SOC is created during the different types of social 

interactions that take place in a coworking space. 

 

Moreover, as concluded by several scholars (Bitner, 1990; Bloch, 1986; Oliver, 1980; 

Reichheld & Sasser, 1990) it is identified that satisfied customers have a higher willingness to 

engage in positive Word of Mouth (WOM) to its peers, favorable to the firm. Likewise, Dwyer 

(2007) argues that members of a community are more likely to talk about it with other people. 

As East, Hammond, and Wright (2007) further explain, WOM can therefore act as an effective 

marketing tool. More specifically in a service context, Bansal and Voier (2000) elaborate that 

WOM is one the most powerful forces in the purchase decision, due to it partly solving the 

intangible aspects of services. Additionally, since a coworking space belongs to a service, and 

a community is the most important aspect of a coworking space (Seo et al., 2017; Garrett et al; 
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2017) it, hence, becomes important to understand SOC’s impact on members’ WOM activities. 

Finally, previous research on WOM has been conducted on different types of service industries 

such as hotels (Kim, Kim & Kim, 2009), cinemas (Duan, Gu & Whinston, 2008), and 

restaurants (Jeong & Jang, 2011) but there is a lack of WOM research regarding coworking 

spaces. Hence, this lack of knowledge creates a problem for coworking space owners and 

marketers that are trying to attract and retain members. 

1.3 Purpose and Research Questions 

In this thesis, we investigate how members of the coworking space Norrsken House can create 

a SOC, through the Coworkingscape, and how it affects WOM. With a continuously growing 

demand and competition within the industry, greater knowledge can result in managerial, as 

well as academic contributions towards the future success of coworking space firms. By 

increasing the knowledge of how the phenomenon of a SOC is created by members, and how 

it affects WOM, coworking space firms can gain a competitive advantage in the market by 

attracting and retaining members more efficiently. Additionally, from an academic point of 

view, this thesis will contribute to a deeper understanding of how individuals can create a SOC, 

in a coworking space context, and how it could contribute to WOM activities. In the light of 

this, this thesis explores two research questions:  

● How do members of a coworking space create a Sense of Community through the 

Coworkingscape?  

● How does a Sense of Community affect Word of Mouth for a coworking space member? 

First of all, this thesis presents a theoretical background of the main theoretical concepts, more 

specifically SOC, the Coworkingscape, and WOM. The chapter ends with this thesis’s 

analytical framework. Secondly, the conducted methodology and strategies for this study are 

described in detail. Thirdly, the findings from the case of Norrsken House are presented through 

a thematic analysis approach, followed by an analysis and discussion. Finally, a brief 

conclusion is presented, emphasizing the main outcomes of the thesis, as well as discussing 

managerial implications, limitations, and how the thesis can be used for further academic 

research. 
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2.0 Theoretical Background 

The following chapter presents the main theoretical concepts of the thesis. It starts with a 

theoretical overview of SOC and continues with a theoretical background on coworking spaces 

as well as the Coworkingscape. Lastly, literature on WOM is presented. The chapter ends with 

this thesis’ analytical framework. 

2.1 Sense of Community 

The framework of SOC was developed by McMillan and Chavis (1986) and accordingly, SOC 

is defined as:  
 

“A feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one  

 another and to the group, and a shared faith that members' needs will be met through

 their commitment to be together.” (McMillan & Chavis, 1986, p. 9)  
 

Their conceptual framework includes four different social elements that will be examined, 

which all have been researched before and after McMillan and Chavis’s (1986) work. That is, 

membership, influence, integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional connection. 

 

In 1887, the German sociologist Ferdinand Tönnies introduced one of the earliest 

conceptualizations regarding communities (Tönnies, 2001). In his writings, social relationships 

were categorized into two parts, where one of the categories was named as a Gemeinschaft, or 

community in English. These communities are characterized by their members being united in 

similarity to medieval towns, through blood relations, physical locality and friendship 

(Tönnies, 2001). Moreover, the gemeinschaft community was defined as a social unity based 

on locale (ibid.). With the notion of Tönnies (2001) in mind, McMillan and Chavis (1986) 

coined the concept of SOC, more particularly the feeling of belonging to a community. Since 

then, the definition has further been developed by Bellah (1996) defining communities as a 

group of people who are socially interdependent, who participate together in discussion and 

decision making, and who share certain practices that both define the community and nurture 

it. Likewise, community has been one of the cornerstones for the coworking space and culture 

(Spinuzzi, Bodrožić, Scaratti & Ivaldi, 2019). 

2.1.1 Membership 

The feeling of membership is one of the social elements that make up the SOC (McMillan & 

Chavis, 1986). Researchers such as Furman (1998) have concluded that membership is the 

feeling of belonging and identification with a group. Furthermore, McMillan and Chavis (1986) 

argue that membership has boundaries where some belong, and some do not. This, in turn, 

means that members will behave and identify themselves differently compared to if they 
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considered themselves as an isolated individual (Charness, Rigotti & Rustichini, 2007). 

Resulting in different types of language, way of dressing, and rituals to differentiate and protect 

the group’s borders from outsiders (McMillan & Chavis, 1986).  

 

Furthermore, McMillan & Chavis (1986) emphasizes that part of the sense of belonging relates 

to personal investments, where members, through effort, feel that they deserve a place within 

the group. Personal investment also means that the sense of belonging contributes to a more 

valuable and meaningful membership. Additionally, members get a feeling of membership 

through the usage of a common symbol system (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). This notion goes 

in line with Nisbet and Perrin (1977) which further elaborates that a symbol system belongs to 

an initial stage of a community, and hence, a social world which in turn helps to distinguish 

between the community’s members and non-members. By understanding and using a common 

symbol system, for example through myths, symbols, rites, ceremonies, and holidays, it further 

strengthens the SOC (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). 

2.1.2 Influence 

Burroughs and Eby (1998) explain that the element of influence is a fundamental part of a 

community, where members are more attracted to a community in which they feel that they are 

influential (ibid.). Furthermore, McMillan and Chavis (1986) argue that members are more 

attracted to communities where they feel that they can influence the group. However, it is not 

only the member that influences the group, but the group also influences the member through 

conformity (ibid.). Moreover, both conformity and members' ability to influence the 

community strengthens the bond within the community (Sampson, 1991). According to 

McMillan and Chavis (1986), the reason why members conform to the community is that the 

members feel the need to have validation. The same applies to the community that needs 

validation, making it consensual. Conformity, thus, acts as a closeness catalyst and indicator 

of cohesiveness (ibid.). Finally, McMillan and Chavis (1986) bring up that members’ influence 

on the community operates in tandem with the community’s influence on the member. 

2.1.3 Integration and Fulfillment of Needs  

Another fundamental part of a SOC is integration and fulfillment of needs (McMillan & 

Chavis, 1986). Accordingly, this means that for an individual to want to be a part of a group, 

the individual must gain something from it (ibid). First of all, the status of being a member is 

something that brings the members closer to each other (Goette, Huffman, & Meier, 2006). 

Moreover, people tend to get close with people that they think they can benefit from and a 

community with competent members will, thus, form stronger bonds (Rappaport, 1977). 

Likewise, shared values are something that brings members of a community together (Chaskin, 

2001). When current members and potential members discover that they have, for example, the 
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same values and goals, it means that by coming together they can fulfill their needs. 

Consequently, a group with a strong SOC can identify a way where people can help other 

members fulfill their needs as well as fulfilling their own (ibid.). 

2.1.4 Shared Emotional Connection 

The last element for a SOC is shared emotional connection and is built on different principles 

(McMillan & Chavis, 1986). According to Paluck, Green, and Green (2019) a contact 

hypothesis, means that the more people interact, the probability of them becoming close 

increases. Furthermore, as described by Anderson (2009), the principle of quality of 

interaction, meaning that positivity in the relationship and experiences will increase the bond. 

Moreover, another aspect that affects shared emotional connection is an investment that 

touches upon many things (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). The basic principle is that the more a 

member puts in, the stronger the bond. These efforts can be done through time, energy, 

financial resources, or emotional investments (Saavedra & Van Dyne, 1999). In addition to 

this, McMillan and Chavis (1986) argue that communities that offer opportunities to honor 

their members increase the attractiveness of the group and strengthen the bond between the 

members. Further, it is explained that a spiritual bond is a principle where members in the 

community share an emotional or spiritual connection, that is based on the community (ibid.).  

2.2 The Coworkingscape 

2.2.1 Research on coworking spaces 

Coworking space firms belong to a complex industry where both tangible and intangible 

aspects are consumed by the customers. Spinuzzi (2012) was one of the early researchers 

aiming to define what a coworking space is, a study that resulted in the following definition:  
 

“Coworking is not a concrete product like furnishing a building, but a service - in fact, 

a service that proprietors provide indirectly, by providing a space where coworkers can 

network their other activities by engaging in peer-to-peer interactions.” (Spinuzzi, 

2012, p. 18) 
 

In line with Spinuzzi (2012), Hunt (2009) elaborates that the phenomenon of coworking is all 

about individuals sharing, not only the physical working environment but also other resources, 

such as knowledge. Consistently, the members usually pay a fee intending to belong to a social 

community through membership, and in return, gaining a productive, developing, and 

functional work environment (Davenport & Pearlson, 1998). Likewise, employees, 

entrepreneurs, and freelancers attract themselves to coworking spaces to get access to efficient 

tools, get access to infrastructure, and to involve in networks full of potential customers, 

suppliers and other human capabilities (Gerdenitsch, Scheel, Andorfer & Korunka, 2016; 
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Spinuzzi, 2012; Capdevila, 2014; Merkel, 2015). Different researchers emphasize that the 

fundamental aspect of the difference between a traditional office environment and a coworking 

space is the value-creating community. More specifically, it is explained that a coworking 

space has a knowledge-sharing focus, and hence, it is all about creating a community together 

(Capdevila, 2015). Also, Fuzi (2015) and Merkel (2015) states that coworking spaces are 

primarily collaborative and creative environments, while Parrino (2015) emphasizes that the 

relational aspects, and the belief of developing informal relations, similarly, are essential for 

long term success. In the light of this, it leads to the significance of building up communities 

within coworking spaces. 

2.2.2 Community Research on Coworking Spaces 

In a study conducted by Garrett et al. (2017), it was investigated how members in coworking 

spaces together manage to create a SOC. By using the framework of McMillan and Chavis 

(1986), Garrett et al. (2017) concluded that a SOC was established within the coworking space, 

through member-to-member social interaction. Furthermore, the findings show that a SOC is 

something that cannot be stored, instead, it is a performative accomplishment and process that 

happens every day (ibid.).  

 

In addition to this, Spinuzzi et al. (2019) conducted a study where they explored the structures 

and mechanics of the community in the coworking space context. They did this by applying 

Tönnie’s (2001) concept of Gemeinschaft, which is explained in section 2.1. The authors argue 

that based on their findings, coworking spaces should not be seen as Gemeinschaft, since they 

are not primarily dependent on relations and loyalty. Considering that Gemeinschaft 

communities require genuine friendships, Spinuzzi et al. (2019) goes against Garrett et al’s 

(2017) findings of an existing SOC in coworking spaces. This is due to a SOC requiring 

genuine friendships to exist to be constructed (Garrett et al, 2017). 

 

Lastly, even though Balakrishnan et al. (2016) argue that social interactions are important, they 

do not consider the concept of community concerning those social interactions. Nevertheless, 

the authors introduced the so-called Coworkingscape, a developed version of Bitner's (1992) 

servicescape model, that combines the social and physical elements specifically for the 

coworking space (Balakrishnan et al., 2016). In contrast to Balakrishnan et al. (2016), Seo et 

al. (2017) conducted a quantitative study establishing that one of the most important factors in 

the coworking space is relationship facilitation, while physical space and interior were instead 

of medium importance for the members. In line with Seo et al. (2017), Garrett et al. (2017) 

further emphasizes the importance of social aspects, showing that coworking spaces are way 

beyond the physical space and amenities. 
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2.2.3 The Coworkingscape Framework 

In 1992, Bitner introduced the paradigm of servicescapes, a conceptual framework that focuses 

on the physical aspects of the environment. As described by the author himself: “A clear 

implication of the model presented here is that the physical setting can aid or hinder the 

accomplishment of both internal organizational goals and external marketing goals.” (Bitner, 

1992, p. 58). However, for many service-oriented companies, the influence of the physical 

setting might be a minor part compared to the impact that social service elements have on the 

end user’s experience (Tombs & McKoll-Kennedy, 2003). In the light of this, Tombs and 

McKoll-Kennedy (2003) developed the social servicescape model which explains that 

customers’ decisions are primarily affected by social interactions. Furthermore, the authors 

elucidate that emotional aspects are important for the customers’ perceptions and hence, 

resulting in behavioral responses. It is, therefore, explained that emotional aspects can affect 

whether an actor repurchases or not in the service setting (ibid.). In addition to this, Rosenbaum 

(2008) emphasized the importance of different aspects in the social servicescape setting, such 

as customer-to-customer interactions and customer-to-employee interactions. 

 

Balakrishnan et al. (2016) enriched the social servicescape framework and introduced the 

Coworkingscape framework. The objective was to discuss the influence of particularly the 

service environment in a coworking space context. Similarly, other researchers, such as Groat 

and Stern (2002), also underlines that the service setting is more important than the physical 

environment. In turn, Garrett et al. (2017) elaborate that coworking is all about collaboration, 

where mutual trust and the values between the parties are fundamental elements behind success. 

In the light of this, the Coworkingscape framework of Balakrishnan et al. (2016) shows that 

the design of a social environment provides opportunities for members to engage in 

networking. In contrast, the physical environment only drives the dynamics of it (ibid.). 

Balakrishnan et al. (2016), further outline a few social indicators that improve the coworking 

experience, more particularly: Interactions among members, interactions between members 

and community managers, professional development activities, and coworking culture 

practices. 

 

According to Nicholls (2010), interactions among customers are a recurring phenomenon in 

business establishments that in turn can increase the customers’ overall experience. Further, 

Tombs and McColl-Kennedy (2003), elaborates that employees’ interactions with their 

customers are a fundamental element that affects the social environment, and thus, the 

customers’ approach and decisions. Professional development activities can be defined as 

formal training activities where participants, through seminars and workshops, attain new or 

updated knowledge (Gerken, Beausaert & Segers, 2016). Bouncken and Reuschl (2018) argue 

that a coworking space attracts a certain type of homogenous individuals that in turn develops 
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a shared set of values, norms, rules, and behaviors which creates a coworking culture and 

practices.  

2.3 Word of Mouth  

WOM can be defined as the act of one person informally telling another person about a 

particular brand or product (Anderson, 1998). Furthermore, Dwyer (2007) explains that people 

who feel part of a community will more likely talk about the group with other people. 

Moreover, WOM can be communicated in both a positive and negative reference to the 

company. Positive WOM can mean that the person mentions pleasant experiences and 

recommends the product or brand (ibid). Positive WOM results in enthusiasm, confidence, 

optimism and improves the opinion of the firm for the receiver, which in turn increases the 

willingness to buy (Sweeney, Soutar & Mazzarol, 2008). On the other hand, negative WOM 

means that a person tells another person about their own or someone else’s negative experience 

with a brand or product (East et al., 2007). This instead, leads to lowered credibility and 

damages the brand’s image, and leads to lower willingness to buy (Sweeney et al., 2008). 

Several researchers have researched on why people use WOM and its effect on the receiver 

(Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh & Gremler, 2004; Berger 2014; Anderson, 1998). Anderson 

(1998) argues that WOM is connected to customer satisfaction. The more extreme an 

experience is, both positive and negative, the more inclined the person is to share it with others 

(ibid.). Furthermore, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) instead argue that the reason people share 

their experiences is primarily based on concern for other customers and the need to help other 

people out. In contrast, Berger (2014) argues that the main reason people conduct WOM is out 

of self-interest based on different functions. The end goal for the person using WOM is to 

improve their own situation (ibid.). The functions of impression management, emotion 

regulation, and social bonding are presented below. 

2.3.1 Impression Management 

According to Goffman (1959), individuals tend to act in a specific manner to achieve an 

anticipated impression on the audience. In line with that, Berger (2014) elaborates that one 

reason actors are involved in WOM activities is to, more particularly, form how others perceive 

them. Such a personal impression management activity emphasizes on different components, 

such as self-enhancement and identity-signaling. Berger (2014) further underlines that the 

components have an impact on the content of what is shared. Self-enhancement, includes 

individuals’ motivation and willingness of being seen positively, hence, involving in activities 

that present them in such a manner (Lindenmeier, Olk, Tscheulin, & Zogaj, 2021). Similarly, 

due to human nature, individuals tend to share messages that connect them to something 

positive, rather than negative (ibid). In addition, identity-signaling, includes the fact that 

individuals are motivated to communicate in such a way that implies that they belong to a 
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specific character, but also to underline that they have a certain expertise in the subject of 

interest (Chung & Darke, 2006; Packard & Wooten, 2013).  

2.3.2 Emotion Regulation 

WOM is also about sharing and handling emotions, which emotion regulation refers to (Gross, 

1998; 2008). When experiencing something negative, or positive, individuals have a 

motivation to share the experience with their social surroundings, such as friends. This supports 

individuals with managing and regulating emotions in an efficient manner (Rimé, 2009). 

Furthermore, high excitement emotions increase the probability of sharing the information with 

the social surroundings (Berger & Milkman, 2012). That is, individuals tend to share emotions, 

such as anger and anxiety, more widely, while low excitement emotions, such as personal 

sadness, are shared less widely (ibid). To summarize, emotion regulation could drive 

individuals to share more emotional content, but also influence the emotional content that is 

shared (Berger, 2014) 

2.3.4 Social Bonding 

According to Dunbar (2004), talking and sharing information with others is an efficient way of 

involving in a social bonding activity. As further underlined by Baumeister & Leary (1995), 

humans have an essential need for social relationships, where social bonding actions help to 

fulfill this need (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). This also supports individuals to show that we 

care about others, which in turn brings people together and strengthens the ties (Wetzer, 

Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2007). In the light of this, people most likely decide to be a part of a 

particular community to be close to others with a similar mindset (Muniz & O'Guinn, 2001). 

Berger (2014) concludes that social bonding drives people to talk about things that are common 

ground or more emotional. The former drives people to communicate with others that have 

something in common with them (Clark, 1996). The reason behind this is that common ground 

subjects make people feel more socially linked, resulting in a stronger bond (Clark & Kashima, 

2007). Finally, social bonding also generates more emotional information being shared (ibid.).  

2.4 Analytical Framework 

The analytical framework introduced in Figure 1 describes how SOC (McMillan & Chavis, 

1986) is created through the Coworkingscape (Balakrishnan et al., 2016) and thus, how it leads 

to WOM activities (Berger, 2014). First, the SOC will be analyzed, using McMillan and 

Chavis’ (1986) four social elements: membership, influence, integration and fulfillment of 

needs and shared emotional connection. When the SOC has been established, further analysis 

will be conducted to establish where in the Coworkingscape the SOC has been created, using 

the four social elements of the Coworkingscape: interactions among members, interactions 

between members and community managers, professional development activities and 
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coworking culture practices (Balakrishnan et al., 2016). Lastly, the effects of a SOC on 

members’ WOM are analyzed, through three functions within WOM: impression management, 

emotion regulation, and social bonding (Berger, 2014). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: The SOC through the Coworkingscape and its impact on WOM 
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3.0 Methodology 

This chapter introduces how this thesis has been conducted. A methodological approach has 

restrictively been adopted to focus on the purpose of the study and to increase the quality of 

the research. The chapter starts with the conducted research philosophy, design and approach. 

Furthermore, with the thesis being a qualitative study the primary data have been collected 

through semi-structured interviews and analyzed using thematic analysis. Finally, the ethical 

considerations and limitations of the chosen approach are briefly elaborated. 

3.1 Research Philosophy  

According to Bell, Bryman, and Harley (2019), epistemology refers to what can and cannot be 

considered knowledge. It could be viewed as a spectrum where on the one hand there is 

positivism that stems from the natural sciences where the world is objective and can be 

measured (ibid.) Interpretivism could be considered at the other end of the spectrum. In 

contrast, followers of the interpretivist view argue that the social world cannot be studied with 

the methodological assumptions of the natural sciences (Bell et al., 2019). Accordingly, Bell et 

al. (2019) argues that through an interpretivist lens knowledge is generated by interpreting 

context-influenced social and subjective realities. Therefore, instead of focusing on predictions 

and explanations, the interpretivist view focuses on understanding human behavior and human 

reality (ibid.). SOC is something that is based on an individual's subjective experiences and 

feelings in the social context of a group (McMillan and Chavis, 1986). Likewise, the same facts 

apply to the reasons behind WOM (Berger 2014). Thus, to truly understand members’ SOC 

and WOM, their subjective and emotional realities must be taken into consideration. 

 

Moreover, Bell et al. (2019) elaborates that ontology, another branch within philosophy, deals 

with the question whether social entities can be recognized as objective and independent from 

social actors. More specifically, it investigates the notions of for instance reality, existence, and 

becoming, and if social entities are solely social constructions developed by the perceptions of 

actors (ibid.). Further, there are different categories within the philosophical notion of ontology 

(Patel & Davidsson, 2011). For example, objective ontology touches the idea that social 

occurrence is something outside of individuals. This means that individuals are affected by the 

external surroundings and pressure, which in turn have an impact on their presence (Bell et al., 

2019). In contrast, constructive ontology explains that social entities, primarily developed by 

individuals’ own experience and subjective perceptions, have an impact on the social reality of 

the individuals (ibid.). The latter, constructivism, is a common approach within qualitative 

research, where the objective is to understand a phenomenon in a subjective manner (Patel & 

Davidsson, 2011). In essence, this thesis has a constructive ontological philosophy to answer 

the research questions of how members create a SOC and how it affects WOM. 
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3.2 Research Design and Approach 

Researchers can either use a quantitative or qualitative design when conducting research. A 

quantitative research design is based on interpreting numerical data while the qualitative 

research design consists of interpreting words and subjective opinions (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2019). This study is conducted with a qualitative research design since it can be 

considered fitting with regard to the research question. Understanding the members’ SOC, and 

how it affects WOM could arguably be considered complex, thus, a qualitative design allows 

a deeper understanding of the research topic (Bell et al., 2019). Conducting a quantitative 

research design would not have been preferable since the focus of the research is not on 

numerical analysis but rather the feelings and thoughts of the members. Moreover, the chosen 

qualitative design is suitable in the case of studying individuals and organizations since it 

allows the researcher to gain a natural perspective on the phenomenon in a given setting 

(Ozanne, Strauss & Corbin, 1992). With this in mind, a qualitative research design enables a 

natural understanding of how a SOC is created and how it affects WOM for coworking space 

members. 

 

Furthermore, since members’ SOC and the reasons behind WOM could be considered 

complex, it was deemed suitable to not only study the phenomenon based on previous 

researchers' frameworks and knowledge. Thus, an inductive research approach was used to 

collect the data before building the contextual framework (Saunders et al., 2019). In addition, 

by using an inductive approach, flexibility for the researcher to make changes as the research 

goes on is provided and captures the reasoning for events in certain settings (ibid.). An 

inductive approach further adds flexibility by allowing consideration of new knowledge rather 

than complying with existing thoughts on the matter (Bell et al., 2019). Moreover, with SOC 

concerning coworking spaces and WOM lacking sufficient research, it was deemed unsuitable 

to answer the research questions through a deductive approach. This notion comes from the 

fact that a deductive approach means that a framework is formulated from already existing 

research and later gets used to analyze the accumulated data (Saunders et al., 2019).  

3.2.1 Case Study 

A researcher can use different types of strategies to collect data (Saunders et al., 2012). 

According to Yin (2003), the case study strategy is efficient to conduct when the desired 

outcome of the study is to gain an in-depth understanding of a phenomenon and its 

environment. In addition, using a case study, opens up the possibility of asking how and why 

questions, in this research related to a SOC, gaining further insight into the subject (Yin, 2009). 

Likewise, such a strategy has been used in a wide range of studies within the field of business 

research and as Bell et al. (2019) elaborates, the case study is efficient to use to gain an intensive 

analysis of the complexity of one, or several, cases.  



  

  
 
 

14 

As further explained by Bell et al. (2019), the objective of a case study is not to draw general 

conclusions which correspond to larger populations. Due to a coworking space being a real 

physical place, using a case study also brings clarity to the phenomenon and opens up the 

possibility for the researcher to discover what types of contexts might be of relevance (Yin, 

2003). Additionally, since the aim of this report was not to identify similarities, differences and 

to compare the findings from various cases, the decision was taken to focus on one single case. 

Thus, having this study’s research questions in mind, a single case study approach was 

implemented. 

3.3 Data Collection 

3.3.1 Semi-structured interviews 

In this study, a qualitative method was used, more specifically through ten semi-structured 

interviews. Such an unstructured methodology allowed us to collect qualitative information 

which could further be analyzed through an academic point of view, and hence, contribute to 

answering the research questions of interest (Bell et al., 2019). Furthermore, the pre-formulated 

questions were connected to the topics we wanted to investigate, according to the analytical 

framework presented. Additionally, this strategy made sure that all the topics were covered, 

even though there was flexibility included in the approach (ibid.). Thus, the questions asked 

were not always in line with the designed template, to make the conversations run as smoothly 

and naturally as possible. Moreover, the same structure and similar formulations were used 

towards the different interviewees. However, since all individuals are unique, the way the 

questions were asked and further developed were dependent on how the receiver understood 

and interpreted each subject (ibid.). Therefore, follow-up questions were used to make sure that 

the responses were as relevant as possible, which emphasizes that flexibility is a fundamental 

part of this approach (ibid.). Likewise, it was essential to not affect the individuals’ answers 

with our own opinions. In the light of the qualitative approach chosen, the objective was to 

primarily collect data that will keep the research interests in mind, by receiving exploratory 

answers that let us understand the interviewees in a deeper manner (ibid.). 

 

In addition to this, even though the strategy of open and relatively unstructured questions was 

used for the semi-structured interviews, it was important to consider the limited time horizon. 

The interviews were expected to be 30-45 minutes each and were either pre-arranged or 

spontaneously conducted at Norrsken House. Therefore, it was essential to be well prepared 

with both detailed primary questions, but also follow-up questions for each topic, to minimize 

the risks of involuntary and inefficiently entering into a silence (Bell et al., 2019). For instance, 

to explore the interviewed members' experiences we first asked the members to describe how 

their first month looked like at Norrsken House. Further, whether we were satisfied with the 
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answer or not, we had prepared follow-up questions, such as What did you do the first week? 

and What did Norrsken do to you as a new member? Additionally, to receive a better view of 

the members' emotional reflections, we also asked a question to understand their feelings from 

the first period at Norrsken House: What did you feel about the first period? These specific 

questions were in turn connected to the theories of interest regarding ceremonies and 

memberships. The full details of the interview guides can be found in Appendix A and Appendix 

B. 

Finally, it was directly communicated to each individual that the interview session was 

completely anonymous, which increases the chance of opening up the respondents and hence, 

not limiting the answers. Since some data could be sensitive, it was not sufficient to connect 

the individuals’ own experiences to the company’s brand. As Kanso (2000) emphasizes, it is a 

fundamental part of making the individuals feel confident in the conversation, which per se 

affects how honest and open the respondents are. 

3.3.2 Selection of Case 

To answer the research questions, an organization within the coworking space industry was 

required to be chosen. The selection of coworking space was decided on theoretical relevance 

instead of random sampling. In accordance with Saunders et al. (2019), the research questions 

were continuously considered during the selection process to make sure that the selected 

coworking space could help answer the research questions and purpose. The goal of the 

selection process was to choose a coworking space where a community likely existed and that 

gave the most access to members, staff, and the facilities. After evaluating the coworking 

spaces in close proximity to us, the process resulted in Norrsken House being deemed a suitable 

research setting. With Norrsken House having around 450 members, we found it probable that 

enough member interviews could be conducted and that a community existed to have a 

satisfying empirical foundation. Therefore, a request was sent to Norrsken’s management, 

followed up with a meeting where we presented the objective of the study and what type of 

data we aimed to collect. Resulting in Norrsken agreeing to give full access to the facilities as 

well as interviews with managers and members. 

3.3.3 Selection of Participants 

To ensure that the right individuals were interviewed at the coworking space, three initial 

questions were prepared and asked, before qualifying them for an in-depth interview session. 

As a result, the combination of these three initial questions stated below, made it simpler for 

us to pick the right participants for our study. We did not want to take for granted that solely 

because the individuals were on site, they were members of the community. In the light of this, 

to properly decide whether the individual was relevant or not, the following qualifying 

questions were asked: 
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• Are you a founder or employee of a formally registered organization? 

• Do you have an active membership within Norrsken House? 

• For how long have you been a member at Norrsken House? 

 

The first question emphasized that the individual belonged to a professional company. 

Additionally, the second question ensured that the individuals had an active membership, and 

thus, were part of the community. We suppose the answer here was fundamental to make sure 

they would provide us with accurate data that could be used for the analysis. The final question 

was a complementary question to the latter, to make sure the respondents had been part of the 

community for at least three months, giving them enough experiences to feel a SOC. 

 

Furthermore, to maximize the chances of attracting relevant members to join the interviews, 

we gained access to the communication channel of Norrsken House, named Slack. 

Additionally, in line with the notion of Batson (1987), individuals have a greater motivation of 

helping others if there is an altruistic variable included. In the light of this, we decided to 

implement Batson’s (1987) empathy-altruism theory and communicate to the members that we 

would personally donate 50 SEK for each contributing interview, for a sustainability purpose. 

Hence, the message presented in Appendix C was sent out on the communication channel of 

Norrsken House.  

 

In addition to the members being interviewed, there was also an interest in conducting 

interviews with Norrsken’s management. To select relevant individuals, there were primarily 

two requirements that needed to be fulfilled. First, the managers had to have member 

interaction as a significant part of their role description. The reason behind this was the belief 

that such individuals would have the most knowledge about how the members function and 

what they desire. The latter requirement was that the managers had decision-making authority. 

We supposed that such employees would have greater insights in the community strategies.  

3.3.4 Description of Participants 

For this study, ten interviews were conducted in total, more specifically eight interviews with 

members of Norrsken House, and two with Norrsken House’s staff. Looking at Table 1, it 

shows the details of the anonymous members of Norrsken House that have been interviewed 

for this study. Likewise, Table 2 presents the details of Norrsken House’s staff that have been 

interviewed, however, these participants were not anonymous. 

 

As previously described, the individuals that were interviewed for this research were staff of 

Norrsken House, but also members with a long-term focus and aspirations of building a 

company. The staff was fundamental to the study to gain a deeper understanding of how the 
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firm is currently working with the topics of interest, such as building a SOC. Regarding the 

members, we expected needs for both social interactions but also tools, to support them in 

achieving their goals. The interviewees spanned between a vast number of different industries 

and ages. Nevertheless, what brought the participating members together, was that almost all 

of them had a technology and sustainability focus, due to Norrsken House almost only 

admitting companies with this focus.  

 

Participating 

Member Gender Age Industry Business Title 

Time at 

Norrsken 

House  

Interview 

Location 

Length of 

Interview 

Date of 

Interview 

Eric Male 24 e-Commerce Founder 4 months Digital 31:56 2021-05-04 

David Male 29 Medtech Founder 12 months Face to face 30:59 2021-05-03 

Carl Male 24 Digital Health UX Designer 12 months Face to face 30:36 2021-05-03 

John Male 27 Digital Health Founder 4 months Face to face 30:20 2021-05-03 

Steven Male 40 Medtech Founder 18 months Face to face 34:21 2021-05-03 

Anna Female 67 Real Estate CEO 8 months Face to face 32:55 2021-05-03 

Katy Female 52 Education Founder 17 months Face to face 36:35 2021-05-03 

Mary Female 33 Fintech Founder 8 months Face to face 34:57 2021-05-03 

Table 1: Description of the Norrsken House members that have been interviewed. The members 

have acquired a nickname due to anonymity. 
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Participating 

staff Gender Age Business Title 

Time at 

Norrsken 

House 

Interview 

Location 

Length of 

Interview 

Date of 

Interview 

Anton Svensson Male 28 

Office and 

Operations 

Manager 17 months Digital 38:12 2021-05-04 

Oskar Malm 

Wiklund Male 27 

Community 

Manager 4 years Digital 41:30 2021-05-05 

Table 2: Description of the Norrsken House staff that have been interviewed. 

3.3.5 Secondary Data 

The main focus of the data collection has been on primary data due to the stated research 

questions. Secondary data, that has been gathered with other intentions in mind, can also help 

in answering a specific research question (Saunders et al., 2019). Consequently, to give some 

context to Norrsken House, secondary data has been collected from their website norrsken.org. 

To understand Norrsken’s origin, a podcast called Sommar & Vinter i P1 with Norrsken’s 

founder Niklas Adalberth as acting host, was used. A relatively small use of secondary sources 

was used, since the sufficient data was not available to answer our research questions, going in 

line with Saunders et al. (2019). For more details on the secondary sources collected, see Table 

3 below.   

 

Publisher Usage Media URL Date of collection 

Sveriges Radio Origin of Norrsken Foundation Podcast https://sverigesradio.se/avsnitt/15

18770 

2021-05-14 

Norrsken 

Foundation 

Information regarding Norrsken 

House 

Website https://www.norrsken.org/stockho

lm 

2021-05-14 

Norrsken 

Foundation 

Information regarding Impact Week Video https://www.youtube.com/watch?

v=nRxf4grBC-k 

2021-05-15 

Table 3: Details of the secondary data that has been used for this thesis 
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3.4 Data Analysis 

As described by Bell et al. (2019), to be able to efficiently analyze the data collected, different 

strategies can be implemented. In this thesis, as soon as the semi-structured interviews were 

completed, the material from the recordings was transcribed. Furthermore, to simplify the 

coding process, the transcribed data was further analyzed through a thematic analysis. This 

approach is common, particularly when the study has a qualitative data collection method. That 

is, a useful approach that facilitates for the researcher to find common themes and thereby, 

categorize the raw data that has been transcribed (Bell et al., 2019). As further described by 

Bell et al. (2019), commenting and interpreting the interview transcript makes it easier to 

develop codes, which in turn also can be used to find similarities and hence, recurring content 

(Braun and Clarke, 2012). In the light of this, relevant themes can be designed that are in line 

with the research’s objectives (ibid.) 

 

Moreover, Braun and Clarke (2012) describe that the aim of thematic analysis is primarily to 

identify patterns that contribute to answering the proposed research questions. As further 

suggested by the authors, the thematic analysis in this thesis has been organized with a six-

phase approach (ibid.). First, we familiarized ourselves with the data by reading through it. 

Secondly, we started to generate initial codes by searching for common patterns within the 

data. Thirdly, and as a result of the second phase, potential themes were identified, in relation 

to our research questions. Fourth, potential themes were carefully reviewed to ensure the 

relevance and quality. Fifth, the themes were defined and named, which is presented in Table 

4 below. Sixth, following Braun and Clarke (2012), the themes, including the data, were used 

to produce the report in the form of a story and case. Finally, the themes were analyzed to 

establish the social elements of SOC, allowing us to further analyze the SOC in relation to the 

Coworkingscape and WOM. For the compiled quotes, see Appendix D. 
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Theme 1. "The feeling of belonging to a Movement" 

Maps the participants' emotional feeling of being part of a 

group. Through their values and work, the participants express 

an idea of membership and belonging to Norrsken House. The 

theme also deals with the opposite, where members feel that 

they do not belong to the group. 

Theme 2. "Members and Norrsken shaping one another" 

Focuses on the fact that both the community and individual 

members influence each other and where both parties change 

due to the other party. 

Theme 3. "Significance of Relationships" 

Outlines the importance for members of forming relationships 

with one another. Partly, professional ones, where a 

relationship can result in a better business but also more social 

ones, where a friendship can result in social needs being met. 

Theme 4. "The Stamp of Approval" 

Deals with the fact that members use their membership of 

Norrsken as a way to legitimize themselves with outsiders that 

are not part of the community. Likewise, the members 

legitimize Norrsken by talking positively about the 

community with outsiders. 

Table 4: Definitions and labels for selected themes 

3.5 Ethical Considerations 

The matter of ethics was considered throughout both the design and execution of the data 

collection. Before interviewing, both members and staff were informed on the research topic 

conducted, following the ethical guidelines of two main components, honesty, and 

transparency (Saunders et al., 2019). Furthermore, interviewees were informed to ask questions 

if anything was hard to understand, to ensure safety and avoid misinterpretations. In addition, 

the interviewees were asked for consent to record the talk before the interview started. In 

accordance with Saunders et al. (2019), members were also informed that they would be given 

anonymity to feel safe. Nevertheless, the managers of Norrsken House were chosen to not be 

anonymous, after approval, since not presenting their titles could have affected the validity of 

the study. Furthermore, all participants were informed that the raw data gathered would be 

exclusively used for the thesis and later deleted. Transcripts of the interviews were later 

emailed to the participants for them to give any clarifications on their statements in the case of 

any misunderstandings.  

3.6 Limitations, Reliability, and Validity 

Bell et al. (2019) elaborates that there are limitations within all approaches, including a semi-

structured method. Therefore, it is important to compare different alternatives and to conduct 

the most efficient approach for each specific study of interest. For instance, during semi-
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structured interviews, a lot of data is collected that sometimes could be challenging to analyze 

through recordings, which also makes it hard and time-consuming to transcribe (ibid.).  

 

Furthermore, this thesis studies one coworking space in one country, through semi-structured 

interviews and with a single case being studied. These facts make the findings presented hard 

to generalize on a global level (Saunders et al., 2019). In addition, Norrsken’s rather unique 

sustainability focus and businesses outside of the coworking space, such as a venture capital 

fund and Norrsken founded startups might affect the members' view on the Norrsken 

coworking space community. Consequently, this could lower the levels of reliability and 

validity of the study. However, since the aim of a qualitative single case approach is not to 

generalize, this study will still generate knowledge regarding a SOC in a coworking space 

context, and its effects on WOM. 
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4.0 The Community of Norrsken House 

In the following section, a brief explanation of the case is presented, followed by the identified 

themes based on the empirical findings. The objective is to provide a clear view of Norrsken 

House and hence, what is going on inside the coworking space. The interviewed members have 

been given nicknames, due to the anonymous strategy which has previously been presented. 

The staff of Norrsken House have been presented with their true names after giving their 

consent. For the compiled quotes, see Appendix D. 

 

In 2016, Nicklas Adalberth, co-founder of the fintech unicorn Klarna, felt that his actual 

achievements and wealth did not give him purpose in life (Sveriges Radio, 2020). At the same 

time, Mr. Adalberth started becoming more and more aware of the inequalities in the world 

and felt that he could help. Thus, he sold the majority of his shares in Klarna and founded a 

non-profit organization with the goal of improving the world in an entrepreneurial and 

sustainable manner. In the light of this, the Norrsken Foundation was born. One year later, the 

foundation opened its coworking space Norrsken House in the inner city of Stockholm and as 

of 2021, it had 150 startups and 450 members within its walls (Norrsken, 2021). The coworking 

space almost exclusively accepts startups that have a business model that will improve the 

world, but also a few other companies, to create a self-sufficient ecosystem of companies 

(Norrsken, 2021).   

4.1 The Feeling of Belonging to a Movement 

The objective of Norrsken House is to become a place that is more than solely a physical 

working environment and to have a significant focus on impact. The organization assumes that 

by focusing on developing solutions that solve the societal and environmental challenges that 

occur, a profitable bottom line will arise naturally. Thus, Norrsken believes that a business 

should not solely focus on maximizing short-term profits but instead build a sustainable and 

impactful firm that will succeed in the long term. The Community Manager of Norrsken House, 

Oskar Malm Wiklund, clearly pointed out that these values are taken into consideration when 

potential members apply to become a part of the coworking space firm: 
 

“When submitting your application, we carefully examine that the company fits here. 

 It is important that our criteria are met and that the companies fit with our values. (...)

 It is important to want to be part of something bigger. Norrsken is indeed a cool 

 office space, but that’s not primary, it’s secondary.” – Oskar 
 

Furthermore, when following up his answer with a question regarding what the values and 

visions mean in practice, he further asserted that Norrsken particularly puts its effort on firms 

that focus on the right values, which are aligned with their objectives. He elaborated that 
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everyone has their interpretation and understanding of Norrsken, however, what still unites the 

members is the willingness of having an impact and doing something good for the world. 

Additionally, he also pointed out that the values in practice may look different from company 

to company but have the common denominator of creating long-term value for the planet and 

the society. 
 

In line with the Community Manager Oskar, Anton Svensson, Office, and Operations Manager 

at Norrsken House, further underlined that there is a power in the values, which is all about 

contributing and having a positive impact: 
 

“It is clear that the values and hence, requirements of Norrsken, are all about a 

 willingness and purpose of doing something good. That the people who are here with

 us and who have started their businesses have not done so only for monetary reasons,

 but they also have other values in their career that are important.” – Anton 

Oskar and Anton’s reasoning about the significance of values was confirmed by several 

members as well, such as the members Mary and Steven. Even if there were several coworking 

spaces to choose from in Stockholm, they had located themselves at Norrsken House, mainly 

due to the important aspect of Norrsken’s values. Mary, the founder of a Fintech startup, 

elucidated: 
 

“The reason why we located us right here is mainly the values. Otherwise, we could

 have sat in a library or a café. (...) Even if the people here work in different areas and 

 industries, there is a common focus that creates a sense of belonging.” – Mary 
 

In line with Mary’s reasoning, Steven, founder of a Steven Medtech startup, explained that he 

wanted to meet people who were not only developing their businesses to make money, but also 

to make a positive impact on the world. Further, he stated that he could relate to Norrsken’s 

values and that he felt accepted there, which was the primary reason he located himself there. 

Likewise, Norrsken’s strong focus on its values, which includes the notion of making the world 

a better place, seems to have attracted a lot of companies. The values are not only in focus for 

the coworking space firm itself but also for the members that continually emphasized that 

Norrsken’s values were the fundamental reason why they decided to become a part of the 

coworking space. The member and real estate CEO, Anna, described how the values of 

Norrsken attracted her: “This place is not a kindergarten. It is full of people who spend their 

lives and money on developing things. It is motivating and inspiring.” 
 

Nevertheless, some members elaborated that the values of Norrsken are not always in line with 

how it looks in practice. For instance, when asking Katy, a founder of a non-profit within the 

education sector, about her feelings towards Norrsken House, she explained that her view of 
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Norrsken has changed during the last year. The experienced reality had not always lived up to 

her expectations. That is, a lacking implementation of the values of the coworking space: 
 

“I thought that the values would be implemented in practice as well, but sometimes it 

feels like it's mostly on paper. (...) It would have been nice to have more focus on 

making an impact together. (...) Before I realized this, I felt part of this place but not 

really anymore.” – Katy 
 

Moreover, when further investigating UX designer Carl’s reflections regarding being a part of 

Norrsken House, he underlined that having a connection to one's values is a fundamental factor. 

Even though his firm is located there as entrepreneurs, intending to develop their business 

within the digital health industry, there are other values he finds motivating:  

“I can connect my values to Norrsken, which is important. (...) That they work so 

  much with human rights and the environment is inspiring. Also, entrepreneurship and

  future thinking. I like that.” – Carl 

Carl’s emphasis on identification with Norrsken’s values was something that also other 

members brought up. Two other participants, the Medtech and Digital health founders David 

and John elaborated that a sense of identification contributes to a willingness to not only apply 

to the coworking space but also leads to potentially greater networking. Consequently, the fact 

that the members have aligned values and can identify with Norrsken, seems to make the 

members feel that they are exclusively chosen to belong to the coworking space. David further 

asserted:  
 

“Not everyone is allowed to sit here either, it must be companies with the right 

  business ideas that can change the world. So, if you are accepted to sit here, you have

  somehow received a confirmation from them.” – David 
 

The feeling of belonging indicates, however, to be fluid where experiences can affect how 

included individuals perceive themselves. For instance, the Norrsken member Carl mentioned 

noticing events where he felt unsure if he was allowed to participate or not. Likewise, Eric, a 

founder of an E-commerce company, felt a loss of belonging after changes around the house: 

“There have been quite a few new members and people have left recently, so you have lost that 

family feeling a bit.” 

Finally, in the interview with Oskar, he mentioned that Norrsken actively tries to make the 

members feel part of something greater than themselves. One way of doing this has been 

through the Member Stories, where Norrsken highlights a particular startup in their social 
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media to inspire others. 67-year-old Anna, a CEO within the real estate sector, describes that 

being a part of Norrsken House makes her proud. She felt that she was part of something bigger:  
 

“It's like belonging to a movement. Being a little older, it also feels a bit fun to be among 

the kids who are breaking new ground. You feel a certain kind of pride.” – Anton 

4.2 Norrsken and Members shaping one another 

According to Office & Operations Manager, Anton, Norrsken has a system in place where 

members can give Norrsken House feedback, for the coworking space to improve. Surveys are 

sent out quarterly and annually. Furthermore, new members also get the opportunity to air their 

opinions after 2-3 weeks into their memberships. Norrsken then takes the information and 

decides if changes need to be implemented. Anton mentioned one example of feedback that 

with a bit of interpretation from the Norrsken staff resulted in a change of the coworking space:  
 

“People wanted more meeting rooms. But then we saw people sitting in the meeting 

rooms alone, on the phone. In that case, we fixed the problem by creating more 

telephone booths.” – Anton 
 

Norrsken staff’s considerations of the member feedback were confirmed by the member 

Anna’s own experience during her time at the coworking space. She explained that the staff of 

Norrsken seems to accept criticism and that they never ignore her feedback, whether it is a 

minor or a major problem. Further, the findings show that Anna’s reflections correspond to 

Norrsken’s strategies. As the Community Manager Oskar explained, the team at the coworking 

space always goes through the feedback that is collected from its members. In addition to this, 

to show that they do care about its members’ concerns, the measurements taken based on 

feedback, are published on their communication platform. According to Oskar, since 

transparency is the key, what is published is independent of whether any action is taken or not. 

He emphasizes that what is important is to explain the processes, but also to explain the 

thoughts behind the decisions. Besides Anna, David, Carl, and Eric also felt that Norrsken 

listened to them and could change things regarding the coworking space. Nevertheless, the 

knowledge about Norrsken’s approach to member feedback has not reached every member. 

Steven and Katy felt that they had no say in the coworking space, with Steven saying: 
 

“The process of sharing ideas is not clear though, we don’t know how we can do it,

 and we don’t know what happens with the end-to-end process. So why should I spend

 time on it?” – Steven 
 

Based on the comments, some members feel that they have the possibility to make changes at 

Norrsken. Likewise, it was indicated that the members were affected by Norrsken as well. This 
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statement was reinforced by the members Carl, Mary, and Eric who communicated that the 

environment, full of hard-working individuals, had motivated them. Carl pointed out that the 

coworking space had made him more entrepreneurial, while Eric underlined that he had a 

feeling of being part of something bigger. In the interview with member John, he went back to 

the first weeks of his time at Norrsken House:  
 

“I felt super motivated. I worked non-stop. I got energy from everyone else sitting here. 

It became like a competition. That other people work makes me want to work even 

harder.” – John 
 

Anna elaborated that even though she does not interact that much with other members at the 

moment due to the ongoing pandemic of Covid 19, the mere presence of other people while 

she is working lifts up her mood: “I feel so positive coming here. You feel good, even when 

you have a shitty day. There are good energies, everyone is doing their thing.”. When asking 

the member Mary if she had changed during her time at Norrsken, she stated that due to being 

on-site at Norrsken every day, her company had started to consider sustainability in 

additional areas. She underlined that the already known and essential aspects of being 

sustainable become even more expected by one due. This goes in line with Community 

Manager Oskar’s personal opinion that joining Norrsken House changes people's views:  
 

“Some companies have come back after they left Norrsken and told us that they have 

started to think in a different way and opened their eyes to impact and how to measure 

it, they had been inspired.” – Oskar 
 

In contrast to Oskar, his colleague Anton, had a more reserved position of Norrsken’s impact 

on its members: 
 

“Spontaneously, I would say that Norrsken does not change its members. It feels like

 taking a bit much credit for what we do. It is not our focus to develop every member.

 Although there are good reasons to be here.” – Anton 
 

Although Anton was more reserved, he still emphasized that they aim to encourage 

collaboration and knowledge sharing between the members. He clarified that they continuously 

try to facilitate for its members to share experiences and ideas and hence, making the members’ 

lives easier.  

4.3 The Significance of Relationships 

Norrsken House is not only a place with desks where members sit still by their computers and 

work. It is also a place for a wide-ranging selection of events for members, but sometimes also 

for the general public. For instance, in 2019 the established conference Impact Week invited 
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4000 participants from all over the world for one. The experience attracted not only startups, 

but also investors and students. What, however, made the participants come together was that 

they attended for one primary reason: to solve the greatest concerns such as the environmental 

challenges (Norrsken, 2019). 

 

Furthermore, the coworking space firm continuously arranges specific events exclusive for its 

members. The Community Manager Oskar brought up examples such as the New Member 

Breakfast, Friday Breakfast, Lunch & Learn, but also Graduation Ceremonies for members 

who have outgrown the coworking space model. He further described that Norrsken uses the 

events as a tool to make sure that the members come together and interact with each other: 

“There are some things we have focused on, including our Friday Breakfasts. This is recurring 

and people gather to get to know each other and make connections.” 
 

However, the coworking space’s well-appreciated events took a sharp turn once the Covid 19 

pandemic reached Stockholm. To ensure the safety of their members, all physical events, 

including Impact Week were canceled. Instead, Norrsken started focusing on how to get 

through the pandemic and attempted to cope with the new reality. As Anton explained: 
 

“We had a push quite early on in the pandemic to try to recreate our events in digital 

  form. It was not so popular and was not a priority among our members. (...) Based on

  that feedback, it never became a major focus area.” – Anton 

 

Once the dust had settled, Norrsken started conducting a few of their small-scale events again. 

The member Mary explained that when she was a new member, she attended the New Member 

Breakfast where all the new members had breakfast together, as well as being involved in 

bonding exercises. Although, she highlighted that during the Covid 19 pandemic, there have 

not been many physical events, hence, lacking opportunities of meeting others, something she 

misses. Likewise, the member David asserted that the individuals he met at the New Member 

Breakfast still are a part of his social life. Nevertheless, he also underlined his need of 

socializing with other individuals: 
 

“I would like to do it more. (...) I wish there were more forums where you could 

  socialize. (...) I would have liked to participate more in different events where 

  companies in the same industries meet. I think that would benefit us.” – David 
 

The need for social settings, where you can meet other people on both a professional and social 

level, was brought up by several members. Katy, for example, felt that due to the lack of 

networking opportunities, it was hard to find people to cooperate with. She believed such 

opportunities could benefit them since everyone has different valuable competencies. 
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Likewise, Anna mentioned that one of the main reasons for choosing Norrsken House was to 

find people with whom they could collaborate for their property development business. 

Consequently, this notion is reinforced by other participants, such as Steven expressing the 

wish of getting in touch with companies within the same industry. Carl, Mary, and Katy all felt 

that they wanted to network more but felt unsure how to do it outside of events. Katy elaborated 

her need: 
 

“One of the core ideas of sitting here is to network and I do not do that today. You 

 have to gather people together to open up for conversations (...) It is difficult to just

 ask others, you have to find common denominators first.” – Katy 
 

On the other hand, some members have successfully managed to network. John, for example, 

mentioned starting to collaborate with another startup at Norrsken House that worked within 

the same industry as his company, with the same goal but with different business models. In 

essence, he argued that this collaboration had created added value for both parties and had not 

been possible if they had not met at the coworking space. Also, when asking Steven about 

whether he interacts a lot with other members at Norrsken, he explained that he had entered 

partnerships and hired people from the coworking space. Eric further elucidated: 
 

“I can get in touch with people who can help me. For example, one guy who was very 

good with Facebook ads has helped me and my business. The network is everything 

and what makes it attractive to work from here.” – Eric 
 

Everything does not seem to be transactional for every member though. John, for instance, 

finds comfort in knowing that he is not alone in his startup challenges through his relationships 

at the coworking space. Likewise, he found it nice to be able to share and take part in other 

people's success: “You get a little emotionally affected by other people's work. You definitely 

become a bit joyful when other companies from this place get written about in the newspapers.” 
 

Moreover, when asking about Katy’s relationship with Norrsken, she expressed 

disappointment and argued that she had been overlooked. More particularly, she felt that the 

staff was hiding sometimes and thus, did not interact enough with her. David further asserted 

that Norrsken does not acknowledge its members’ achievements enough. According to him, 

due to Norrsken’s strong brand and reach, the coworking space firm should take the opportunity 

and highlight its members more. In contrast, several participating members provided additional 

evidence that there seem to not only be ongoing social interactions between members but also 

between members and the staff. According to the members Anna, Mary, and John, they use to 

interact with the community staff at Norrsken House, both regarding personal and professional 

subjects, with John and Mary expressing: 
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 “When you talk to the staff, you talk about everything there is. Personal things, plans,

  girlfriends, the company, everything” - John 

“When they ask questions, you always feel a little special haha!”  - Mary 

4.4 The Stamp of Approval  

Members do not solely feel special when the Norrsken staff asks them about the progress of 

their companies. In addition, when talking to people outside of the coworking space, the 

members mention how their association with Norrsken helps them improve their image with 

John saying: ”I mention Norrsken almost every meeting. To partners, investors, customers. (...) 

I get more legitimacy both personally and professionally.” 
 

Carl, Mary, and David all expressed the same feeling. With Carl bringing up the excitement he 

can see in people when he mentions the coworking space. In addition, both David and Mary 

admitted to knowingly mention the Norrsken name in conversations due to the status of the 

coworking space. Anna and Eric agree with this notion as well by saying: 
 

“There is a certain status and pride to sit here. It is a little bit posh.” - Anna 

“The joy is more about spreading my thoughts about the place, that you want to appear 

professional.” - Eric 
 

However, when talking about Norrsken House with other people, members do not only talk 

about it concerning themselves, but they also talk about the coworking space itself and why 

they think it is good or bad: 
 

“This is the place where your ideas could fit, since the impact aspect is a big part. The 

point is to help companies to grow, that’s why I like to recommend the place to others.” 

- Steven 

“I have recommended two people (...) I talked mainly about the strong bond to 

 sustainability” - Mary 
 

Likewise, John has previously talked to outsiders about the coworking space, mentioning the 

many companies related to the same industry as the person he talked to. He brought up that 

there is a lot of potential to find customers or partners and that the price for membership was 

not that high. Furthermore, the talks can be about the mere feelings the members have about 

Norrsken. David mentioned talking to his friends about Norrsken Foundation’s latest 

investments and how cool he thought that was, while Anna talked about her overall pleasant 

experiences at the coworking space. Although, she underlined that if she would have unpleasant 

experiences, she would talk about that too, even though that has not happened yet. Katy on the 

other hand first talked positively about Norrsken but has since then changed and now feels that 
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she talks more about her disappointment: “I have spread my disappointment to others. Last 

weekend I talked to a friend about how I feel that Norrsken does not live up to my 

expectations.” 
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5.0 Analysis and Discussion 

The purpose of this thesis has been to investigate how SOC is created within a coworking space 

context, and how the feeling further contributes to WOM with the outside world. The chapter 

begins with the data being analyzed in order to identify SOC. Furthermore, the context of the 

SOC is analyzed to identify the social elements of the Coworkingscape. Lastly, the WOM from 

the findings is analyzed and related to the members’ SOC. 

5.1 Sense of Community 

5.1.1 Membership 

In line with Furman (1998), the findings of this case revealed that Norrsken’s values were 

something that the members could identify with and instilled a sense of belonging. Anna’s 

feeling of being part of a movement, where she together with “the kids” break new ground in 

the name of impact, could be an example. This notion seems to partly have been the reason 

why she chose the coworking space to begin with but also something that makes them stay. 

Likewise, when not being able to identify with the values of the coworking space, members 

did not feel part of the community, like in the case of Katy who felt that the stated values of 

Norrsken did not match the practiced values. Consequently, this connects to the notion of 

McMillan and Chavis (1986), where it is described that a membership has boundaries where 

some individuals feel that they belong, and some do not. Furthermore, by Norrsken solely 

accepting members with business ideas and values connected to impact, a boundary, members 

feel that they have a common goal. The notion of Norrsken having an application process, 

where only a select few get to be a member, might indicate that the members put in a personal 

investment into their application. In agreement with McMillan and Chavis (1986), such an 

investment also might add to the sense of belonging and hence, add value and meaning to their 

membership. Additionally, the case shows that New Member Breakfast, Friday Breakfast, 

Lunch & Learn, and Graduation Ceremonies could all be considered as ceremonies, which in 

accordance with Nisbet and Perrin (1977) increases the SOC. Moreover, the recurrent use of 

the word impact could be considered a way for the community to distinguish themselves 

through language, which goes in line with McMillan and Chavis (1986). 

5.1.2 Influence 

Norrsken has actively worked with collecting and evaluating member feedback and then 

transparently presented if and what they will do about the problem. For the members who 

recognized this like Anna for example it could be considered that she felt that she could 

influence Norrsken House. The data overall seem to indicate that Anna in this case felt positive 

about the coworking space. On the other end, Katy felt that she could not influence Norrsken 
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and overall felt more negatively about Norrsken House, thus confirming the research of 

Burroughs and Eby (1998).  

 

Furthermore, in line with McMillan and Chavis (1986), the findings show that the members 

get influenced by the community. Members mention working harder, becoming more 

entrepreneurial, feeling happier, or even changing their way of operating their company since 

joining. This could be explained by McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) notion that members of a 

community conform to the group to gain validity. In addition, Norrsken’s feedback system 

goes well in line with McMillan and Chavis’s (1986) argumentation that also the community 

gets influenced by the member to gain validity. This interplay of influence between the 

members and the community indicates a confirmation of previous research conducted by 

Sampson (1991). 

5.1.3 Integration and Fulfillment of Needs 

The data shows that the reason why several members chose Norrsken House or the reason they 

like the coworking space was due to Norrsken’s values and the belief that like-minded people 

were to be found in the community, in agreement with Rappaport (1977). In addition, shared 

values seem to bring the members of Norrsken House together, going in line with Chaskin 

(2001) These facts should, according to theory (Rappaport, 1977; Chaskin; 2001) open up for 

members coming together and strengthen their bonds to fulfill their needs. However, several 

members mentioned that they found it hard to reach out to other members to socialize and 

cooperate. Furthermore, in several interviews members mentioned missing events and 

opportunities to meet other people. This urge for socializing is in line with Spinuzzi (2012) and 

Hunt (2009) who argue coworking spaces are a way for individuals to get access to a social 

community. Hence, the members at Norrsken House have a social need that currently is not 

met by the community. The data also shows that the members also have a professional need 

for networking. This is once again following Rappaport (1977) due to a greater network 

increases the chances of being able to develop the startup through partners, customers, or 

recruitments. 

 

According to Chaskin (2001), a group with a strong SOC can identify members who can help 

other members fulfill each other's needs. However, the fact that Norrsken closed down their 

events and context where people would meet due to limiting the spread of Covid 19, in turn, 

means that it becomes harder for the member and the community to identify other people who 

can help the member and themselves to satisfy their needs. Hence, for the members who miss 

social events and gatherings, the social and professional needs are not met and the level of SOC 

decreases. In contrast, some members, like Eric and Steven who have managed to find people 
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who can help them despite the restrictions should consequently have their needs met and thus 

create a SOC. 

5.1.4 Shared Emotional Connection  

Norrsken’s shutdown of social gatherings might have decreased the SOC in the coworking 

space. Since the members do not get opportunities to meet each other in social contexts it 

becomes harder for them to form a shared emotional connection through continuous social 

interaction, according to Paluck et al.’s (2019) research. 

 

However, in line with Anderson’s (2009) research on the quality of interactions, the events that 

Norrsken has conducted seem to have improved the shared emotional connection. Several 

members acknowledged that they had formed lasting connections with other people through 

their New Member Breakfast, a fact that might indicate that the members consider those types 

of interactions to be rewarding. In contrast, the fact that Norrsken’s digital events were not as 

popular could, according to Anderson’s (2009) theory, mean that the quality of those types of 

social interactions were not as high as the face-to-face ones. This could further explain why no 

member mentioned forming social connections through the digital events and why for example 

Mary wished there were more real-life social events. In addition, bad or lack of social 

connections can make the member feel left out and decrease the shared emotional connection, 

like in the case of Katy. On the other hand, the findings show that if the quality of the 

interactions has been good, the shared emotional connection might increase and the member 

might feel included and cared for, as in the case of Carl.   

 

In accordance with Saavedra and Van Dyne (1999), this thesis data indicates that members feel 

a sense of investment into the company, which in turn leads to shared emotional connection 

and consequently a higher level of SOC. John’s comment of feeling joyful when a fellow 

startup gets mentioned in the newspaper, for example, could be considered what Saavedra and 

Van Dyne (1999) define as emotional connection. John’s comment, hence, indicates that 

through his emotional investment in the other companies he feels a stronger bond to the other 

startups and the Norrsken community.  

 

Furthermore, by highlighting the members to possible investors and customers, through their 

Member Stories, Norrsken honors and rewards their members, which goes in line with 

McMillan and Chavis (1986). Nevertheless, David’s comments regarding Norrsken having the 

possibility of doing more than just Member Stories indicates that the amount and size of the 

honoring matters and affects the shared emotional connection and in turn SOC. Lastly, the 

shared idea among the members of the concept of impact could be considered in line with 

McMillan and Chavis’s (1986) concept of a spiritual bond. It seems that all members 
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interviewed whether they had positive, negative, or neutral opinions about Norrsken as an 

organization, shared a common belief that the world needs and can be improved by independent 

companies and NGOs. This indicates a spiritual bond that might lead to a stronger shared 

emotional connection between the members and community that strengthens the SOC.   

5.2 The Coworkingscape  

5.2.1 Interactions Among Members 

By using Balakrishnan et al.’s (2016) Coworkingscape, our data indicate that interactions 

among members can affect the SOC through membership.  Norrsken is using what McMillan 

& Chavis (1986) defines as ceremonies, such as New Member Breakfast and Friday Breakfast, 

where members get the opportunity to interact with each other. Consequently, it adds to the 

personal bonds and the feeling of belonging that can be seen in the findings. Furthermore, the 

data indicate that interactions among members add to the integration and fulfillment of needs. 

Several members wished for more events in order to meet other members, a sign that there is a 

social need, going in line with Davenport and Pearlson (1998). In addition, there were 

indications of a professional need where members felt that by meeting other members of the 

community they could find partners, customers, and recruits. Hence, by members interacting 

with each other, it can potentially fulfill both the social and professional needs the members 

experience. This further connects to the shared emotional connection in the community wherein 

according with Paluck et al. (2019) and Anderson (2009) the amount and quality of interactions 

among members affects the shared emotional connection. 

5.2.2 Interactions Between Members and Community Managers 

Based on the data, SOC is affected through the interactions between members and community 

managers through members’ feelings of influence. By interacting with the community 

managers, either through Norrsken’s feedback system or in person, the member gets the 

opportunity to express potential concerns regarding the community, increasing the SOC 

(McMillan & Chavis, 1986). However, for the feeling of influence to increase, the findings 

indicate that the member must know how the community managers will consider the feedback. 

Furthermore, Norrsken’s feedback system and thus, members' interaction with the members, 

becomes a way for Norrsken to integrate the members' needs into the community to solve them.  

5.2.3 Professional Development Activities 

In a similar manner to that of interactions among members, Norrsken’s professional 

development activities, such as Impact Week and Lunch & Learn, can following McMillan & 

Chavis (1986) be viewed as community ceremonies. Consequently, it strengthens the bond for 

the community members and instills a sense of belonging that in turn affects the SOC. 
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Likewise, in line with Rappaport (1977) professional development activities open up the 

possibility for members to gain something, this in turn strengthens. Since several members of 

Norrsken wished for more events, it indicates that also professional development activities can 

fulfill members’ professional and social needs. Lastly, in similarity with more social 

interactions among members, professional development activities open up for more and better 

interactions that in accordance with Paluck et al. (2019) and Anderson (2009) strengthens the 

shared emotional connection. 

5.2.4 Coworking Culture Practices 

Lastly, coworking culture practices seem to affect all of the social elements of a SOC. As 

previously stated, and following Bouncken and Reuschl (2018), the members at Norrsken seem 

to have developed a shared set of values, norms, rules and behaviors. The idea of impact and 

making the world a better place could be considered part of Norrsken House’s values. Through 

Balakrishnan et al.’s (2016) Coworkingscape, Norrsken’s values can be considered part of 

Norrsken’s coworking culture practices. Hence, in accordance with McMillan and Chavis 

(1986), the identification with Norrsken’s values indicates a sense of membership that in turn 

can increase the SOC. Furthermore, the data indicate that influence is affected through the 

coworking culture practices. The cultural practice of working hard and being positive were two 

examples of how members got influenced by the community, which in turn indicates SOC. In 

addition, the cultural practice of collaboration is something that caters to integration and 

fulfillment of needs, that in accordance with Rappaport (1977) indicates that people get close 

with other people to gain something, and in line with Chaskin (2001), the members collaborate 

to fulfill their needs. Lastly, the evidence regarding Norrsken’s shared vision and goal of 

making the world a better place could be connected to McMillan and Chavis’s (1986) notion 

of a spiritual bond that in turn increases the shared emotional connection which affects the 

SOC. 

5.3 Word of Mouth 

In line with Dwyer (2007), the empirical findings of this case provide evidence that members 

at Norrsken House talk about the coworking space with other individuals. In obedience to 

Anderson (1998), several members emphasized that they mention Norrsken in different settings 

when the possibility was given. The data collected confirms Anderson’s (1998) research that 

individuals have the need of communicating experiences in both positive and negative 

manners, more particularly with the outside world. For example, as in the case of Katy, and in 

accordance with East et al. (2007), dissatisfaction within the community could lead to negative 

words being spread to friends. Likewise, as John reveals, his positive experiences were also of 

interest to distribute to peers, which consequently is linked to East et al. (2007) that emphasizes 

that positive WOM is a result of having a satisfied customer. 
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5.3.1 Impression Management 

In agreement with Goffman (1959), several members mentioned that they brought up Norrsken 

in conversations with outsiders, to shape their perception of themselves. The participant John 

for example mentioned that by talking about his association with Norrsken he gained more 

legitimacy both personally and professionally. John’s and the other members' activities also go 

in line with Zogaj et al. (2021) who elaborates that due to a self-enhancement need, people are 

motivated to involve themselves in activities that positively present them. Further, John's 

comments indicate that he feels that he has something to gain from being a part of Norrsken 

House. This goes in line with McMillan & Chavis’ (1986) notion about boundaries where John 

demonstrates his feeling of membership of Norrsken House to outsiders to satisfy his needs. 

Hence, talking about the community seems to be both a result of SOC but can also improve his 

SOC. 

 

Furthermore, looking at the findings, it is clear that several participants, such as Eric, David, 

and Mary, like to communicate in such a way that connects their profile to the professional and 

sustainable stamp of Norrsken. These behaviors connect to the concept of identity-signaling, 

which explains that people want to imply that they belong to specific expertise and character 

(Chung & Darke, 2006 and Packard & Wooten, 2013). In line with Furman (1998), the 

members' feeling of belongingness, and ability to identify with Norrsken House, indicates that 

the membership of Norrsken is used as a way to express their own identity to outsiders. 

5.3.2 Emotion Regulation 

Berger (2014) elaborates that the different types of emotions being involved affect what type 

of content is being shared. In that regard, the findings of Anna’s, reveal that if the experience 

would have been positive, she would gladly talk positively about the coworking space. Also, if 

there would be any superior dissatisfaction, that would have been communicated as well. In 

the case of Katy, she mentioned that she previously had talked positively about the place with 

people, until the coworking space firm did not live up to her expectations and what was 

communicated to her. In line with Berger & Milkman (2012), Katy’s dissatisfaction could be 

interpreted and translated into a high excitement emotion, which in turn resulted in negative 

information sharing activities. In addition, the fact that Katy instead of airing her 

disappointments to the community went to her friend, could be an indication of her not feeling 

part of the community. Likewise, Charness et al. (2007) argue that individuals will act 

differently when part of a community. By Katy choosing to share information that damages the 

reputation of Norrsken House, it further seems that a low SOC can lead to members regulating 

their negative emotions to outsiders, which in turn can damage the reputation of the community.  
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5.3.3 Social Bonding 

The data seems to indicate that Norrsken House is used by the members as a social bonding 

tool. For example, in accordance with Dunbar (2004) and Berger (2014), Steven mentioned 

that he had recommended Norrsken due to his past experiences, concerning the other person's 

needs. In line with Wetzer et al. (2007), it indicates that Steven uses the community as a tool 

to show the other person that he cares, hence, strengthening his personal bonds. Talking about 

and recommending Norrsken House further seems to be a way to establish what Berger (2014) 

defines as common ground, to socially bond. In addition, Mary telling other people about 

Norrsken’s sustainability focus could, in line with Muniz and O'Guinn (2001), be an indicator 

of Mary wanting the other person to become part of Norrsken House, due to their similar 

mindsets. The SOC of the members seems to affect the social bonding process with outsiders 

by using the community’s values to connect with other people. Furthermore, the members seem 

to describe how their needs were met by the community, to show empathy and help outsiders, 

by recommending and motivating why they should become members.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



  

  
 
 

38 

6.0 Conclusion  

In the last chapter of this thesis, the main findings and insights are presented and summarized. 

In addition, managerial implications, as well as limitations and recommendations for future 

research, are presented. 

 

This thesis set out to explore how a SOC is created by members at a coworking space and what 

WOM effects a potential SOC might have on the members. Addressing that topic, we aimed to 

answer two interrelated research questions: How do members of a coworking space create a 

Sense of Community through the Coworkingscape and How does a Sense of Community affect 

Word of Mouth for a coworking space member? 

 

Coworking spaces are a relatively new phenomenon in both the market but also the academic 

world (Spinuzzi et al., 2019). In this thesis, we have shed some more light in general on the 

coworking space as an academic research field, by showing how members can create a SOC 

for themselves through different types of social and professional activities. Furthermore, we 

add to the community literature by showing how a SOC can have an impact on members' 

WOM, in a coworking space context. The main contributions of this thesis are the insight that 

a SOC is created through different types of interactions and occasions in a coworking space. 

Even though we find similarities among the members, our findings show that each individual 

is unique and creates their reality based on previous experiences. That is, one member feeling 

a strong SOC does not equate to all members feeling a strong SOC. Additionally, the findings 

show that a single type of interaction is not necessarily enough to create a SOC for members. 

Instead, and following Garrett et al. (2017), it is a continuous process where different types of 

experiences create and shape members’ SOC. In the light of this, the findings elucidate that the 

creation of SOC in a coworking space environment is complex. In particular, the social 

elements of the Coworkingscape affect several social elements within the SOC simultaneously, 

bringing a deeper understanding of McMillan and Chavis’s (1986) theories of SOC, in a 

coworking space context. Furthermore, it adds a deeper understanding of how SOC can be used 

in the product offering, something that adds depth to Balakrishnan et al’s (2016) social 

elements of the Coworkingscape. To summarize, our findings show that interactions among 

members can affect membership, integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional 

connection. Secondly, the interaction between members and community managers can affect 

influence, and integration and fulfillment of needs. Thirdly, professional development activities 

can affect membership, integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional connection. 

Lastly, coworking culture practices can affect all four of the social elements of SOC. 
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Finally, in line with Anderson (1998) and Dwyer (2007), our thesis shows that both positive 

and negative WOM activities are being used, more particularly between members and peers 

outside of the community. Negative WOM seems to be a result of disappointments in not 

having needs met and a lack of belongingness to the group. This can result in members, through 

emotion regulation, spreading negative WOM. On the other hand, positive WOM appears to 

be spread by members using their feeling of membership, to practice impression management, 

hence, spreading a positive view of the community and themselves. Furthermore, positive 

WOM can also be spread by members using the membership and values of the community, to 

socially bond with outsiders.  

6.1 Managerial Implications 

From a managerial point of view, the thesis contributes to more knowledge in how and why 

members create a SOC in a coworking space. With the community being the most important 

factor for potential coworking space members (Seo, 2017) the knowledge from this thesis can 

help managers design strategies to create or improve their members' SOC and thus, make their 

product offering more attractive. A managerial implication could be that the thesis shows the 

importance of physical, social, and professional events, to meet members' needs and to create 

a shared emotional connection with each other. Hence, managers need to keep in mind that to 

create and improve SOC, physical events are needed. Additionally, our findings show that in 

the case of Norrsken House, values and a common goal were something that united the 

members of the coworking space. This insight indicates that if executed correctly, focusing on 

values might help a coworking space firm attract and retain customers. Furthermore, this thesis 

shows managers how and why members talk about their community and coworking space, 

illustrating the importance of members feeling part of the group. Consequently, to get members 

to talk positively and not negatively about the coworking space to outsiders, who can be 

potential new customers. 

6.2 Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

This qualitative study has provided evidence which in turn could initiate a range of future 

studies within academia. First of all, our empirical findings show how WOM is used between 

actual members and individuals outside of the community. Although, due to our interview 

questions being formulated in such a manner that solely provided us evidence in how the 

participants communicated with the outside world, this could have limited our findings. During 

our investigation, we observed that there were also WOM interactions between the members 

themselves, where we believe peoples’ experiences and sharing of emotions could affect how 

existing members perceive the coworking space. Future research could for example dive more 

deeply into, particularly, how WOM activities between members could have an impact on the 

retention of current members within the community. We suppose an increased knowledge and 
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awareness of what is going on between the members inside the coworking space, could support 

marketing directors and business developers to proactively prevent negative WOM activities.  

Secondly, we would like to call for a multiple case study that compares a mission and value-

driven coworking space firm, such as Norrsken House, with a more neutral and traditional 

coworking space firm. The fact that Norrsken’s values and mission are so integrated into the 

coworking space, raises the question whether the SOC created at Norrsken House is 

representable for all coworking spaces. Proving or disproving that a value driven coworking 

space affects the SOC to a larger extent could have large repercussions to the industry. This, 

due to the fact the community of a coworking space is the most important selling point for 

potential members when choosing coworking spaces. If true, companies like Norrsken have a 

clear advantage on the market with a stronger SOC and coworking space firms without values 

need to identify what they stand for to survive. If proven wrong, it indicates that Norrsken and 

its purpose-driven peers, at least financially, might be wasting money on things that do not 

improve its business.  

Finally, we have shown through our conclusions that SOC seems to be a fluid process that 

changes all the time depending on different factors. With that said, the findings presented are 

accurate to describe the creation of SOC within Norrsken House at the moment. Nevertheless, 

it may be that our empirical findings could have looked different in normal circumstances, 

more specifically outside of an ongoing pandemic, since there eventually had been more social, 

physical interactions. 
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Appendix A - Interview Guide 

 

Interview questions to staff of Norrsken House 

● How old are you and for how long have you been working at Norrsken? 

● What are Norrsken’s values and what does that mean in practice? 

● Would you say that there are common myths, symbols, rites, ceremonies, or events? If yes, please 

tell us more about them. 

● What would say are the biggest selling points for becoming a member at Norrsken? 

● Do you have an onboarding process for new members? What does it look like? 

● What does the first month for a new member look like? Is there a feedback process regarding new 

members onboarding and starting at Norrsken? 

● Different members have different needs, how do you make sure that these needs are considered? 

● Are there any examples of member feedback resulting in Norrsken adding or changing for example 

a process, tool or resource? 

● Does Norrsken actively work to make members feel that they are part of a community? If yes, how? 

● Would you say that there are values that bring the members together? If yes, which ones and how 

do you think that affects the members? 

● Do you think being a member at Norrsken changes a person? If yes, how and why? 

● Do you actively work with making members interact with each other? How? 

● Some people think that coworking spaces are about working together even though you’re not in the 

same company, do you find this notion correct and if so, how is that expressed? 

● Do you conduct activities that might contribute to the members future success? If yes, could you 

bring up some examples?  

● Do you acknowledge your members' achievements somehow?  
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Appendix B - Interview Guide 

 

Interview questions to members of Norrsken House 

● How old are you? What industry would you say your company belongs to? For how long have you 

been at Norrsken? 

● What made you choose Norrsken House as your coworking place? 

● Did you have an onboarding? If yes, what did it look like? 

●  Describe your first month at Norrsken? What did you do? What did Norrsken do to you as a new 

member? What did you feel about the first period? 

● Now that you have been at Norrsken what do you in general like the most about it? 

● Do you feel that you can influence and change things at Norrsken if you wanted to?  

● Do you feel that you have changed after you joined Norrsken? In what way?  

● Do you interact a lot with other members at Norrsken, if yes, how?  

● Do you interact a lot with Norrsken staff, if yes, how?  

● Do you partake in Norrsken’s events? Wisch ones and what did you think about it?  

● Do you feel that you belong and can identify with Norrsken? Why/why not?  

● Would you say that there are values that bring the members together? If yes, which ones and how do 

you think that affects the members? 

● Do you think joining Norrsken is helping you reach your goals? In what way?   

● Have you developed new relationships during your time at Norrsken? Tell us a little bit about them. 

● Some people think that coworking spaces are about working together even though you’re not in the 

same company, do you find this notion correct and if so, how is that expressed? 

● Do you feel that Norrsken acknowledges your and other members' achievements somehow?  

● Do you ever mention to people that you have your office at Norrsken? If yes, why do you think you 

do that? 

● Have you recommended Norrsken to anyone? What did you say?  

● Do people ever ask you about Norrsken? What do they ask about?  

● Have ever expressed happiness or disappointment regarding Norrsken to anyone outside of 

Norrsken?  
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Appendix C - Message distributed to Norrsken House’s members 

Want to take a break, contribute to charity and help two Uppsala students finish their 

master’s thesis all in just 30-45 minutes? Today, me and my thesis partner will be 

conducting interviews the whole day to study members’ feeling of community at Norrsken. 

Also, for every interview conducted we will donate 50 SEK to WWF. So please DM me if 

you’re willing to help us out! 

Thanks in advance! 
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Appendix D: The four themes with respective interview quotes 

The feeling of 

belonging to a 

Movement 

Members and 

Norrsken shaping 

one another 

Significance of 

Relationships 

The Stamp of 

Approval 

 

It's like belonging to a movement. Being a 

little older, iAt also feels a bit fun to be 

among the kids who are breaking new 

ground. You feel a certain kind of pride.  

– Anna 

 

I wanted to meet people who not only want to 

make money, but also make an impact. (...) It 

feels like you are accepted here as an actor 

that wants to make an impact. (...) I can relate 

to Norrsken’s values, that’s why we are here. 

– Steven 

 

I have noticed a few events, but sometimes 

they feel a bit closed off? I do not know if I 

have the possibility join them, unfortunately. 

– Carl 

 

When submitting your application, we 

carefully examine that the company fits here. 

It is important that our criteria are met and 

that the companies fit with our values. That is 

what determines whether we approve the 

company or not. We put a lot of our weight 

into how we work and what values we have. It 

is important to want to be part of something 

bigger. Norrsken is indeed a cool office 

space, but that’s not primary, it’s secondary. 

– Oskar 

 

Not everyone is allowed to sit here either, it 

must be companies with the right business 

ideas that can change the world. So if you are 

accepted to sit here, you have somehow 

received a confirmation from them. – David 

 

I thought that the values would be 

implemented in practice as well, but 

sometimes it feels like it's mostly on paper. 

We should all collaborate and come together 

around different topics. It would have been 

nice to have more focus on making an impact 

together. (...) Before I realized this, I felt part 

of this place but not really anymore. – Katy 

 

I have always wanted to work with impact 

and sustainability and I feel like Norrsken has 

become the place for these kinds of startups. 

That was what made me apply to this place. – 

David 

 

There have been quite a few new members 

and people have left recently, so you have lost 

that family feeling a bit. – Eric 

 

I can identify myself with the impact drive 

that others have. (...) It creates network 

effects. – John 

 

Before joining here, I thought that the values 

would be implemented in practice as well, but 

sometimes it feels like it's mostly on the paper. 

We should all collaborate and come together 

around different topics. It would have been 

nice to have more focus on making an impact 

together. – Katy 

 

The reason why we located us right here is 

mainly the values. Otherwise, we could have 

sat in a library or a café. The values make us 

curious about others who sit here. Even if we 

work in different areas and industries, there is 

a common focus that creates a sense of 

belonging.  

 

I felt super motivated. I worked non-stop. I got 

energy from everyone else sitting here. It 

became like a competition. That other people 

work makes me want to work even harder.  

– John 

 

I think you become more "entrepreneurial". It's 

a bit like a catalyst to sit here. – Carl 

 

It's motivating to work along other companies, it 

becomes a bit like a competition – Carl 

 

I felt excited, it was such a motivating 

environment where people seemed to work hard. 

 – Mary 

 

I have not tried it but it feels like you can change 

things if you would like to. The staff seems to 

care. But as I said, most things have worked 

well so far so I haven’t had a reason. – David 

 

You feel better about working from a place 

where people think like yourself. So it feels more 

like you are part of something bigger when you 

are in this place. – Eric 

 

Spontaneously, I would say that Norrsken does 

not change its members. It feels like taking a bit 

much credit for what we do. It is not our focus to 

develop every member. Although there are good 

reasons to be here.  

– Anton 

 

Some companies have come back after they left 

Norrsken and told us that they have started to 

think in a different way and opened their eyes to 

impact and how to measure it, they had been 

inspired. – Oskar 

 

Then you feel that you have to live up to your 

brand and be sustainable in everything you do. 

It becomes expected of you at least. – Mary 

 

It is positive to come here. You feel good, even 

when you have a shitty day. There are good 

energies, everyone is doing their thing. – Anna 

 

Yes, absolutely, then I go to the staff and say 

what I think. It has happened. Either they solve 

the problem immediately, or if it is a major 

structural problem. (...) Management shows that 

they accept criticism. Then they give their view 

on the whole thing. But it is always treated, 

never ignored. – Anna 

 

I don’t really know how to do it. There is no 

transparency. It's like a regular office and not a 

coworking space. – Katy 

 

The process of sharing ideas is not clear though, 

we don’t know how we can do it, and we don’t 

know what happens with the end-to-end process. 

So why should I spend time on it? – Steven 

 

I think, yes, because it's quite an open climate 

here. If I ask for it, I believe the management 

cares. It feels like they want to satisfy their 

members. – Carl 

 

There is a Slack app, a hashtag "help". You can 

bring up things that you want to change there. It 

feels like they are considering the feedback. 

Everything from a fixing coffee machine does 

not work, or if you have opinions on whether 

 

There have not been many events during 

the corona pandemic, but I’ve participated 

in some digital events. I wish there were 

more events where you have a forum to 

meet in real life though. – Mary 

 

I have built several relationships here. We 

will, for example, start collaborating with 

another company that sits and works here. 

It turned out that we aim for the same goal, 

even though we have different business 

models. We will create added value for 

both through our collaboration. This would 

not have been possible if we had not been 

sitting here. – John 

 

Poor networking opportunities. It is 

difficult to cooperate, I hardly know what 

the others are doing. (...) I think that 

everyone has different kinds of valuable 

competences, and that you can share it with 

each other, but it does not happen. Lack of 

communication I think. – Katy 

 

They should strive for creating an 

environment where companies can interact 

with each other. For instance, connecting 

us with similar startups in the same 

industries, which then could contribute to 

each other’s business and make a superior 

impact. – Steven 

 

We had some partnerships with people 

here. I have also hired people from here. 

Sometimes we do sports with each other as 

well. – Steven 

 

I would like to do it more. But the ones I 

was with at the new members’ breakfast, I 

have still contact with. I wish there were 

more forums where you could socialize. 

(...) I would have liked to participate more 

in different events where companies in the 

same industries meet. I think that would 

benefit us. – David 

 

A lot is about the network, that I can get in 

touch with people who can help me. For 

example, one guy who was very good with 

Facebook ads that has helped me and my 

business. The network is everything and 

what makes it attractive to work from here. 

– Eric 

 

We focus a lot on R&D within real estate 

development, and our goal is to collaborate 

with other companies to develop the way 

we build, in a more environmentally 

friendly and energy efficient way. We knew 

what Norrsken were doing so that was 

what made them interesting to us – Anna 

 

I'm not much for networking myself, 

although I want to become better at it. – 

Carl 

 

We had a push quite early on in the 

pandemic to try to recreate our events in 

digital form. It was not so popular and was 

not a priority among our members. (...) 

Based on that feedback, it never became a 

major focus area. – Anton 

 

 

I describe where we have our office and why 

we sit here. (...) There is a certain status and 

pride to sit here. It is a little bit posh. – Anna 

 

I mention Norrsken almost every meeting. To 

partners, investors, customers. (...) I get more 

legitimacy both personally and professionally. 

– John 

 

People get excited when I talk about it (...) It's 

a bit exclusive to have your office here, it 

becomes a bit like a status symbol. – Carl 

 

Yes, but it's often me who starts talking about 

it. I feel a kind of pride in sitting in this place. 

(...) I am happy to tell people about it, 

because it looks good for our company. – 

Mary 

 

I feel some kind of pride to talk about it. As I 

said, it is a mark of quality to sit here. You 

are taken more seriously. – David 

 

I like it when Norrsken do something good. 

They do more than just coworking spaces, 

such as investing in various cool companies 

through their venture capital firm, which I 

like to talk about with my friends. – David 

 

It comes up naturally when people ask where 

you operate, but I like to name drop Norrsken 

because they have such a strong brand and 

many know what it is. – David 

 

It happens that I talk positively about it, 

because it is my primary experience. But if 

there had been any greater dissatisfaction, I 

would probably have talked about it as well. 

That has not happened yet though. – Anna 

 

I said it was a perfect place to work in 

because they are in the food-tech industry. 

That there were many other relevant 

companies that they could get in touch with at 

Norrsken. Potential customers and partners. 

For a not so high price. – John 

 

I have previously mentioned that it is a nice 

place to sit at. But that was when I still had 

hopes that they could change me and our 

business (...) I have spread my disappointment 

to others. Last weekend was, to a friend, that 

Norrsken does not live up to my expectations. 

– Katy 

 

This is the place where your ideas could fit, 

since the impact aspect is a big part. The 

point is to help companies to grow, that’s why 

I like to recommend the place to others. – 

Steven 

 

The joy is more about spreading my thoughts 

about the place, that you want to appear 

professional. – Eric 

 

I have recommended two people (...) I talked 

mainly about the strong bond to sustainability 

– Mary 
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– Mary 

 

It is clear that the values and hence, 

requirements of Norrsken, are all about a 

willingness and purpose of doing something 

good. That the people who are here with us 

and who have started their businesses have 

not done so only for monetary reasons, but 

they also have other values in their career 

that are important. 

 – Anton 

 

Everyone has their own interpretation and 

understanding of what we do at Norrsken, but 

what unites everyone is in some way the story 

of 'impact' and wanting to do something good 

for the world. And then, how to do it, in what 

form, what process it is, it varies from person 

to person and from company to company. It is 

more about creating value in the long term, 

both for the planet and society. – Oskar 

 

Definitely. It is a high level of ambition. 

People have concrete goals and focus on their 

businesses. (...) This place is not a 

kindergarten, it is full of people who spend 

their lives and money on developing things. It 

is motivating and inspiring. – Anna 

 

“I can connect my values to Norrsken, which 

is important (...) That they work so much with 

human rights and the environment is 

inspiring. Also entrepreneurship and future 

thinking. I like that. – Carl 

 

We want everyone to feel that they are part of 

something bigger. ‘Member stories’ is 

something we have recently started. We 

highlight what our members are working on 

and show it in our media channels. We want 

to show others how members work together, 

to inspire others. – Oskar 

 

 

 

 

 

 

certain tables should be replaced or whatever, 

the staff will help. – Eric 

 

We send out a survey quarterly, but also 

annually. Then we ask for feedback from new 

members after 2-3 weeks. Our actions are very 

often based on these answers. The different 

feedback we receive determines what needs 

there are. One example is that people wanted 

more meeting rooms. But then we saw people 

sitting in the meeting rooms alone, on the phone. 

In that case, we fixed the problem by creating 

more telephone booths. – Anton 

 

Our team always goes through the feedback we 

get. Then we publish what we do with the 

feedback, to show that we care. We even publish 

when we do not take action on something and 

explain the thought process behind our decision. 

The important thing is transparency. – Oskar 

 

Norrsken House is more about encouraging 

collaboration and knowledge sharing. Helping 

our members to share experiences and ideas 

with each other is something we focus on 

continuously. We want to make our member’s 

lives easier. – Anton 

 

 

I'm a bit critical, because there's a lack of 

collaboration. I feel like the staff is hiding 

sometimes, that they do not interact with us 

members – Katy 

One of the core ideas of sitting here is to 

network and I do not do that today. You 

have to gather people together to open up 

for conversations (...) It is difficult to just 

ask others, you have to find common 

denominators first – Katy 

 

I try to network as much as possible. At the 

same time, you do not want to disturb and 

take people's time when they work and 

focus on their companies. But when there 

are events it feels reasonable to interact 

with others. – Mary 

 

Well, it was like a new-member breakfast 

where all the new members could have 

breakfast with each other. And we also did 

some bonding exercises and got info on 

how things work in the house. - Mary 

 

We have some leading events, for example 

Impact week. We use these as a tool to 

raise our agenda and topic, which will then 

be passed on to society. Not for people to 

look at us, but mainly to influence. We want 

to highlight companies that do good for 

example. – Anton 

 

There are some things we have focused on, 

including our Friday breakfasts. This is 

recurring and people gather to get to know 

each other and make connections. Another 

example is our ‘lunch and learns’. We have 

also had other events, such as ‘graduation 

ceremonies’ which are about celebrating 

companies that are moving out. A bit like a 

thank you ceremony! – Oskar 

 

When you talk to management, you talk 

about everything there is. Personal things, 

plans, girlfriends, the company, everything. 

– John 

 

Sometimes it happens that you have a little 

small talk with the staff, when they wonder 

how things are going for the company. 

When they ask questions, you always feel a 

little special haha! – Mary 

 

I actually interact with them more than 

with other members. It's not always formal 

things we talk about, but also small talk. – 

Anna 

 

More or less. You get to experience the 

successes and setbacks of others. You get a 

little emotionally affected by other people's 

work. You definitely become a bit joyful 

when other companies from this place get 

written about in the newspapers. – John 

 

There is a Slack channel where it is 

noticed, but you could probably have done 

more on that front. I think that Norrsken 

has such a strong brand that even minor 

achievements could give wide publicity for 

the startups. – David 

 

Everyone else also has challenges and 

difficulties. It is interesting to hear that you 

are not alone. Everyone is respectful and 

here for a reason. - John 
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