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ABSTRACT 

Co-working, which first became a recognised working style in 2006, was a relatively 

recent trend in the workplace.  Co-working was the practise of sharing a physical 

workspace and office resources with people who were not affiliated with the same 

company.  It was one of many components of the new sharing economy and was a 

voluntary process.  Co-workspaces were points within a community where individuals 

from different backgrounds may came together and collaborate in closed quarters, 

strengthening the social network connections between them.  Social capital was 

correlated with an increase in social network links.  A large number of people with 

extensive social networks helps to increase a community's overall resilience.  

Numerous studied on the workplace examine how behaviours liked cooperation and 

information sharing were impacted by an employee's leveled of satisfaction with their 

employment.  due to the recent emergence of co-working.  It had been possible to 

develop co-workspace design by gaining a better understanding of how spatial factors 

in co-workspaces affect member satisfaction with the environment and the 

collaborative activities that took placed there.  This thesis examines a case studied on 

co-working office typologies, where to measured by how satisfied they was with the 

space's physical attributes and collaborative activities.  The space syntax simulation 

had been used to demonstrate the connectivity and integration in the design layout so 

that the final result could been understood more thoroughly.  Co-workspace elements 

could improved member satisfaction.  The following geographical factors was 

investigated: openness, proximity to others, flexibility, privacy, diversion, and 

territoriality.  During data collection, the availability of plants, sunlight, and window 

views also went up as crucial factors for the participants.  It had been demonstrated 

that openness, variety of locations, and auditory distractions all affect changes in 

coworkers' happiness with the collaborative environment.  A mixed of one large 

opened workspace, two private offices, and adjustable workstation positions and 

heights offered variety.  Additionally, there was gender-and role-based variations in 

satisfaction, showing that members' opinions of the spaces and their experiences there 

were impacted by their jobs and other personal characteristics.   
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           ABSTRAK 

 

Bekerja bersama merupakan satu trend yang agak baharu di tempat kerja, 

setelah muncul sebagai gaya kerja formal pada tahun 2006. Tindakan berkongsi ruang 

kerja fizikal dan sumber pejabat dengan orang yang bukan pekerja firma yang sama 

dikenali sebagai kerja bersama. Ia adalah prosedur sukarela yang merupakan salah satu 

daripada banyak aspek ekonomi perkongsian baharu. Ruang kerja bersama ialah nod 

dalam komuniti yang boleh meningkatkan hubungan rangkaian sosial ahli kerana ia 

membenarkan orang daripada pelbagai lapisan masyarakat untuk berkumpul dan 

bekerja secara berdekatan. Peningkatan dalam rangkaian rangkaian sosial dikaitkan 

dengan peningkatan dalam modal sosial. Ramai orang yang mempunyai hubungan 

modal sosial yang kukuh menyumbang untuk mengukuhkan daya tahan keseluruhan 

komuniti. Banyak kajian di tempat kerja melihat kesan kebahagiaan pekerja dengan 

persekitaran kerja mereka terhadap tingkah laku seperti kerja berpasukan dan 

perkongsian maklumat. Kerana kerja bersama adalah fenomena baru-baru ini. 

Memahami kesan pembolehubah spatial ruang kerja bersama terhadap kepuasan ahli 

terhadap persekitaran dan aktiviti kerjasama yang berlaku di sana akan memberikan 

pengetahuan baharu dan membolehkan kemajuan dalam reka bentuk ruang kerja 

bersama. Tesis ini melihat kajian kes mengenai tipologi pejabat kerja bersama yang 

kepuasan terhadap ciri spatial dan aktiviti kolaboratif digunakan untuk mengukur 

kebahagiaan pengguna. Untuk mendapatkan pemahaman yang lebih mendalam 

tentang hasilnya, simulasi sintaks ruang akan dijalankan untuk menunjukkan 

ketersambungan dan integrasi dalam susun atur reka bentuk. Komponen ruang kerja 

bersama boleh menyumbang kepada kepuasan ahli. Keterbukaan, kedekatan dengan 

orang lain, fleksibiliti, privasi, gangguan dan kewilayahan semuanya diterokai sebagai 

elemen spatial. Aspek lain yang muncul sebagai penting kepada ahli semasa temu bual 

ialah karya seni, ketersediaan tumbuhan, pencahayaan dan pemandangan tingkap. 

Perubahan dalam kepuasan dengan suasana kolaboratif dalam ruang kerja bersama 

ditunjukkan dipengaruhi oleh keterbukaan, pelbagai tetapan dan gangguan 

pendengaran. Kepelbagaian disediakan oleh gabungan satu kawasan kerja terbuka 

utama, dua tempat kerja persendirian, dan alternatif untuk kedudukan dan ketinggian 

stesen kerja. Terdapat juga perbezaan berdasarkan jantina dan berasaskan peranan 

dalam kepuasan, menunjukkan bahawa persepsi ahli terhadap ruang dan pengalaman 

mereka di dalamnya dipengaruhi oleh peranan dan sifat peribadi mereka. 
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CHAPTER 1  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 CO-WORKPLACE 

The significance of the physical surroundings to personnel has lengthy been 

recounted with the aid of using studies at the workplace. Employee retention 

(Sarmiento, Laschinger, & Iwasiw, 2004), happiness (Kerry & James, 2003), health 

(Fairbrother & Warn, 2003), and retention rates (Laschinger, Finegan, Shamian, & 

Wilk, 2004) are all concept to be encouraged with the aid of using modifications to the 

bodily structure of the workplace (Heerwagen, Heubach, Montgomery, & Weimer, 

1995). Although there's masses of studies on those effects, non-conventional paintings 

settings are hardly ever used to use them. Currently underutilised paintings 

environments consist of coworkspaces. The real placing wherein coworking happens 

is called a "coworkspace." The term "coworking" describes a shared concept in 

addition to a bodily workplace arrangement. In 1999, Bernie DeKoven coined the 

phrase to explain a kind of co-located, equal, but separate labour made feasible with 

the aid of using improvements in cell technology (Deskmag.com, 2015). Spiral Muse, 

in large part known as San Francisco's first proper coworking space, become set up 

with the aid of using Brad Neuberg (Deskmag.com, 2015).  

Coworking areas are amassing locations in which unbiased contractors and 

businesses can also additionally proportion workplace device and bodily space. Since 

they do now no longer should cowl the complete value of renting, outfitting, lighting, 

and heating a pc even as but taking part in the blessings of getting a proper workplace, 

that is value-powerful for freelancers and small enterprises. The sharing economy, a 

developing trend, is philosophically rooted in coworking (Kenline, n.d.; Jackson, 

2013). Along with the greater apparent economic blessings, coworking draws human 

beings due to the intangible blessings it offers, along with collaborative paintings, 

social interaction, and know-how sharing (Kelnline n.d.; Capdevila, 2013). 
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The number of people engaging in self-employment and freelancing is 

growing. Due to the fact that people who work from home are effectively working 

alone, there is a loss of social infrastructure, including personal connection, support, 

and healthy competition. Their attempts to maintain a work-life balance typically fail. 

The network of individuals, ideas, skills, and support that knowledge workers depend 

on is also diminished as a result of the loss of personal connections. 2008's Giuliano 

Simonelli Individual job productivity and health are also impacted by daylighting. 

Focus, as well as mental health and well-being, are negatively impacted by poor 

lighting in the workplace. in 2018 (Pragya Agarwal). Space and the coworking culture 

are indissolubly related in Kenline's (n.d.) perspective. According to her, the areas are 

like "ecosystems," constrained both on the inside and out by the individuals who work 

there. She calls for greater research into the possibility that aspects of the coworking 

culture might be actively developed and replicated, both inside coworking spaces and 

in settings other than coworking. This desire is addressed by my study, which looks at 

what aspects of coworking culture and space use may be replicated. 

A social interaction framework is composed of three current trends in the 

behaviour of independent knowledge workers. The first of these tendencies is the quick 

rise in "solo-self-employment" in highly skilled, quickly expanding, creative sectors. 

Independent knowledge workers is the term used to describe these players. The second 

trend is the quick growth of coworking spaces open-plan office settings where 

travelling knowledge workers pay a monthly fee to share workspaces. The third 

tendency is the widely made remark that most colleagues don't seem to need standard 

office facilities, despite the fact that most are independent knowledge workers who 

pay to utilise office space on a regular basis (Spinuzzi 2012, Gandini 2015). 

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT  

Since the first office buildings was constructed in the 16th century, the nature 

of the worked environment had altered in reaction to global socioeconomic trends.  

The process of space planning and management was developing, impacting the design, 

planning, implementation, and maintenance of workplace solutions, which in turn was 

driven by improvements in technology, culture, and lifestyle changes.  Businesses' 

workplace requirements would surely differ in terms of quantity, quality, location, 
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variety, and usefulness. The problem statement should be formulated before deciding 

on the study's objectives and objectives. Based on the current circumstances, I believe 

that has three big problems. The first problem is that office buildings lack spatial 

features and the social dimension's spatial organisation; a lack of social connection 

makes communication patterns at work less predictable. On the one hand, the 

comparatively constrained and hierarchical ways of discussing work have evolved into 

communication patterns in which employees must interact with a wide range of people 

in varied functional roles. (2006) Mahbub Rashid.  

The second problem is a lack of opportunities, information, and expertise. 

Because they lack experience and fieldwork exposure, young entrepreneurs must 

compete with more seasoned ones for a place in the business world. As a result, it will 

significantly affect employee productivity. It needs knowledge, skills, talents, and 

information to perform adequately. Mahbub Rashid (2006) The third concern is 

workplace stress, which is a common issue in all sorts of employment. In other words, 

a bad office environment is one of the main elements that will affect how much stress 

a person experiences (Radhika Kapur, 2015). 

1.3 RESEARCH AIM 

The research's objective, which is based on the aforementioned issue statement, 

is to identify the optimum co-working typology planning with a flexible workspace 

design that promotes pleasant social interaction inside the workplace and leads to a 

healthy workplace. To investigate the relation between physical space, social 

interactivity, and organizational of arrangement, this research aims is to express how 

co-workspaces' design features improve member satisfaction, social contact, and 

collaboration, therefore creating social interaction for both individuals and 

communities. In order to function as a community node, a co-working space has to 

draw in and maintain people who can engage in different types of social interactivity. 

Physical features including the variation and adaptability of the area, openness, access 

to other members, distractions, and a sense of territoriality in the workspace are all 

likely to support such partnerships. If there is a nice atmosphere and collaboration, 

members will strengthen their relationships with one another and, therefore, with their 
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co-workers. contrasting the co-working typologies used in a few chosen case studies 

in order to investigate connection and integration using a VGA space syntax 

simulation. 

I will deductively examine how spatial factors affect interpersonal 

communication and teamwork. I anticipate that there will be variations in how satisfied 

people are with diversity and how supportive they perceive collaborative activities to 

be based on variations in spatial elements in the chosen case study of co-workspaces. 

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTION 

The contact that inspires a coordinated workplace is the topic of our study. It 

focuses on office employees who work for the same companies. Below is a list of the 

research queries: 

 

i. How does configuration of spatial factor contribute through to the Co-working 

environment? 

ii. What is significant of design planning for co-working? 

iii. How can spatial qualities enhance social interaction and work efficiency in 

working spaces? 

 

 

1.5 RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 

We have studied comparable office activities and work in various office concepts as 

well as dissimilar activities and work in various office concepts in order to answer our 

research concerns. The following is a list of the study's three main goals: 

 

i. To study the office typologies which affecting spatial factor on workplaces.  

ii. To determine the effectiveness of spatial factor on workplaces for Co-

working office. 

iii. To determine the best spatial factors implementation for co-workspaces 

and collaborative activity. 
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Figure 1.5 : Flow Chart of Research Methodology 



 

89 

 

REFERENCES 

Acker, G. M. (2004). The effect of organizational conditions (role conflict, role 

ambiguity, opportunities for professional development, and social support) on 

job satisfaction and intention to leave among social workers in mental health 

care. Community Mental Health Journal, 40(1), 65-73. 

Agneessens, F., & Wittek, R. (2012). Where do intra-organizational advice relations 

come from? The role of informal status and social capital in social exchange. 

Social Networks, 34(3), 333-345. 

Allen, T. J. (1970). Communication Networks in R&D Laboratories. R&D 

Management, 1(1), 14-21. Allen, T. J., & Fusfeld, A. R. (1975). Research Laboratory 

Architecture and the Structuring of 

Communications. R&D Management, 5(2), 153-164. 

Altman, I. (1975). The Environment and Social Behavior: Privacy, Personal Space, 

Territory, and Crowding. Brooks/Cole Pub. 

Alvesson, M. (1998). Gender relations and identity at work: a case study of 

masculinities and femininities in an advertising agency. Human Relations, 

51(8), 969-1005. 

Arias, E. G., & Fischer, G. (2000). Boundary objects: their role in articulating the 

task at hand and making information relevant to it. Intelligent Systems and 

Applications, 1-8. 

Bagley, E., & Shaffer, D. W. (2012). Epistemic Mentoring in Virtual and Face-to-

Face Environments. 

Madison, WI: unpublished doctoral dissertation. 

Banbury, S. P., & Berry, D. C. (2005). Office noise and employee concentration: 

Identifying causes of disruption and potential improvements. Ergonomics, 

48(1), 25-37. 

Bearman, P., & Parigi, P. (2004). Cloning headless frogs and other important 

matters: Conversation topics and network structure. Social Forces, 83(2), 

535-557. 

Bennett, J., Owers, M., Pitt, M., & Tucker, M. (2010). Workplace impact of social 

networking. Property Management, 28(3), 138-148. 

Berman, M. G., Jonides, J., & Kaplan, S. (2008). The cognitive benefits of 

interacting with nature. Psychological Science, 19(12), 1207-1212. 

Boud, D., & Middleton, H. (2003). Learning from others at work: communities of 

practice and informal learning. Journal of Workplace Learning, 15(5), 194-

202. 



90 

Bouty, I. (2000). Interpersonal and interaction influences on informal resource 

exchanges between R&D researchers across organizational boundaries. 

Academy of Management Journal, 43(1), 50-65. 

Bozeman, B., & Corley, E. (2004). Scientists’ collaboration strategies: implications 

for scientific and technical human capital. Research Policy, 33(4), 599-616. 

Brown, G. (2009). Claiming a corner at work: Measuring employee territoriality in  

their workspaces. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 29, 44-52. 

 

Bunnell, T. G., & Coe, N. M. (2001). Spaces and scales of 

innovation. Progress in Human Geography, 25(4), 569-589. 

Capdevila, I. (2013). Knowledge dynamics in localized communities: Coworking 

spaces as microclusters.Social Science Research Network. doi:SSRN 2414121  

Chang, C. Y., & Chen, P. K. (2005). HortScience, 40(5), 1354-1359. 

CoLab Hive. (2015). CoLab Hive: About. Retrieved from CoLab Hive: 

http://colabhive.com/about/ 

Conti, N., & Doreian, P. (2010). Social network engineering and race in a 

police academy: a longitudianal analysis. Social Networks, 32(1), 

30-43. 

Coverman, S. (1989). Role overload, role conflict, and stress: 

Addressing consequences of multiple role demands. Social 

Forces, 67(4), 965-982. 

Crook, M. A., & Langdon, F. J. (1974). The effects of aircraft noise in schools 

around London Airport.Journal of Sound and Vibration, 34(2), 221-232. 

Davis, T. R. (1984). The influence of the physical environment in 

offices. Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 271-283. 

Deskmag.com. (2015, April 21). The History of Coworking in a 

Timeline. Retrieved from Deskmag: 

http://www.deskmag.com/en/the-history-of-coworking-

spaces-in-a-timeline 

Dinç, P. (2009). Gender (in)difference in private offices: A holistic 

approach for assessing satisfaction and personalization. Journal of 

Environmental Psychology, 29, 53-62. 

Eberhardt, J. L., Stråle, L. O., & Berlin, M. H. (1987). The influence of 

continuous and intermittent traffic noise on sleep. Journal of 

Sound and Vibration, 116(3), 455-464. 

Emberson, L. L., Lupyan, G., & Goldstein, M. H. (2010). Overheard 

cell-phone conversations: When less speech is more distracting. 

Psychological Science, 21(10), 1383-1388. 

http://colabhive.com/about/
http://www.deskmag.com/en/the-history-of-coworking-spaces-in-a-timeline
http://www.deskmag.com/en/the-history-of-coworking-spaces-in-a-timeline


 

91 

 

Evans, G. W., & Johnson, D. (2000). Stress and open-office noise. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(5), 779. 

Fairbrother, K., & Warn, J. (2003). Workplace dimensions, stress 

and job satisfaction. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 

18(1), 8-21. 

Fayard, A. L., & Weeks, J. (2007). Photocopiers and water-

coolers: The affordances of informal interaction. 

Organization Studies, 28(5), 605-634. 

Fraser, M. A., & Witman, J. M. (2010). Humantics: The science and design of 

sustainable collaboration. 

Philadelphia, PA: The University of the Arts. 

Hartjes-Gosselink, S. B. (2009). Personalization in non-territorial offices: 

a study of human need. Journal of Corporate Real Estate, 11(3), 

169-182. 

Hatch, M. J. (1987). Physical barriers, task characteristics, and interaction activity 

in research and development firms. Administrative Science Quarterly, 387-399 

 

Bafna, Sonit, and Renah Ramash. 2007. Designing the Spatial Syntax of Office Layouts. 

Proceedings, 6th International Space Syntax symposium, Istanbul, vol II, pp. 67.1- 

67.22. 

 

Blombergsson, Magnus, and Johanna Wiklander. 2006. Spatial support for key 

usability factors: spatial influence on interaction patterns for 800 office workers.  

 

Proceedings, CIB W70, European Facility Management Conference, Changing 

user demands on buildings, Trondheim, pp. 542-550. 

 

Grajewski, Tadeusz. 1993. The SAS Head Office – Spatial Configuration and Interaction 

Patterns. 

Nordic Journal of Architectural research, vol. 2, pp. 63-74. 

Hillier, Bill. 1996. Space is the Machine, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 

UK. 

Markhede, Henrik, and Daniel Koch. 2007. Positioning Analysis: social structure in 

configurative modelling. Proceedings, 6th International Space Syntax symposium, 

Istanbul, vol II, pp. 69.1- 69.14. 

 

Markhede, Henrik, and Pablo Miranda Carranza. 2007. Spatial Positioning Tool: a 

prototype software and some background correlation data. Proceedings, 6th 

International Space Syntax symposium, Istanbul, vol II, pp. 102.1- 102.11. 

 



92 

Markhede, Henrik, and Jesper Steen. 2006. Analysing Open Space Offices. 

Proceedings, CIB W70, European Facility Management Conference, 

Changing user demands on buildings, Trondheim, pp. 533-541. 

 

Penn, Alan, J Desyllas, Laura Vaughan. 1999. The Space of Innovation: Intertaction 

and Communication in the Work Environment. Environment and Planning (B), 

vol. 26, No 2, pp. 193- 218. 

 

Peponis, John, Sonit Bafna, Ritu Bjaj, Joyce Bromberg, Christine Congdom, 

Mahbub Rashid, Susan Warmels, Yan Zhang, Craig Zimring. 2007. 

Designing Space to Support Knowledge Work. Environment and 

Behaviour, vol. 39, No 6, pp. 815-840. 

 

Sailer, Kerstin. 2007. Movement in Workplace environments: configurational or 
programmed? 

Proceedings, 6th International Space Syntax symposium, Istanbul, vol II, pp. 68.1-

68.14. 

 

Steen, Jesper. 2001. The Office: Form and Space for Action. Proceedings, 3rd 

International Space Syntax Symposium, Atlanta, pp. 45.1- 45.12. 

 

Steen, Jesper, Magnus Blombergsson, Johanna Wiklander. 2003. Useful 

Buildings for Office Activities. Proceedings, CIB W70, European Facility 

Management Conference, vol. II, Rotterdam, pp. 14-17. Also available at 

www.emeraldinsight.com 

 

Steen, Jesper, and Henrik Markhede. 2008. Creativity demands New Office 

Designs. Proceedings, CIB W70, European Facility Management Conference, 

Healthy and Creative Facilities, Edinburgh, pp. 313-320 

 

Amabile, T. M., ‘‘A Model of Creativity and Innovation in Organizations’’, 

Reasearch in Organizational Behaviour, vol.10, 1998. 

Bouncken, R. B. - Reuschl, A. J., ‘‘ Coworking-spaces: how a phenomenon 

of the sharing economy builds a novel trend for the workplace and for entrepre- 

neurship’’, Review of Managerial Science, vol 12, issue 1, 2016. 

Duffy, F., ‘‘ Lumbering to Extinction in the Digital Field: The Taylorist Office 

Building’’, Harvard Design Magazine, no. 29, Fall Winter, 2008. 

Gillen, N. M., ‘‘The future workplace, opportunities, realities and myths: 

A practical approach to creating meaningful environments’’. Reinventing the 

Workplace, ed. In J. Worthington Ed., 2nd ed., Oxford, Architectural Press, 

2006. 

Harrison, A. - Wheeler, P. - Whitehead, C., The Distributed Workplace: Sus- 

tainable Work Environments, SponPress, 2004. 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/


 

93 

 

Hislop, D. - Axtell, C., “To infinity and beyond: workspace and the multi-lo- 

cation worker”, New Technology, Work and Employment, vol. 24, no. 1, 2009. 

Huwart, J. Y. - Dichter, G. - Vanrie, P., ‘‘Co-working: collaborative space for 

micro entrepreneurs’’, Technical Note #1, Brussels, European Business and Inno- 

vation Centre Network EBN, 2012. 

Johns, T. - Gratton, L., ‘‘The third wave of virtual work’’, Harvard Business 

Review, January-February, 2013. 

Kojo, I. - Nenonen , S., ‘‘Typologies for co-working spaces in Finland – what 

and how? ’’, Facilities, vol. 34 iss 5/6, 2016. 

Moriset, B., “Building new places of the creative economy. The rise of cowor- 

king spaces”, Proceedings of the 2nd Geography of Innovation, Utrecht University 

International Conference, 2014. 

Parrino, L., ‘‘Coworking: Assessing the role of proximity in knowledge exc- 

hange’’, Knowledge Management Research &Practice, 13, 2013. 

Pohler, N., ‘‘Neue arbeitsräume für neue arbeitsformen: coworking spaces 

[New workspaces for new forms of work: coworking spaces] ’’, Österr.Z.Sozio- 

logie. 37, 2012, doi:10.1007/s11614-012-0021-y. 

Spinuzzi, C., “Working alone together: co-working as emergent collaborati- 

ve activity”, Journal of Business and Technical Communication, vol. 26, no. 4, 

2012. 

 


