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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to analyze correlations about the actual condition of coworking spaces in
Japan, based on a questionnaire survey. A way of working called “coworking” and a place for such work
called “coworking space” have been attracting attention in recent years because they may provide a more
flexible work style, diverse members to interact with, and open spaces than are experienced when
working in a specific company or corporate office. However, the understanding of this phenomenon is
insufficient. There is still hardly any empirical research that discusses the actual conditions of coworking
and coworking spaces especially in Japan, though we can find some implicative descriptive papers on this
phenomenon. Thus, we attempt to shed some light on the current status of coworking spaces in the
following steps. Firstly, we review previous studies about coworking, focusing primarily on the annual
Global Coworking Survey conducted around the world. Secondly, we show the result of correlation
analysis based on a questionnaire survey conducted among almost all coworking spaces operating in
Japan from six viewpoints: facility, management organization, business strategy, activity, space users, and

performance.
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1. Introduction

This paper aims to shed light on the current status of coworking space in Japan based on a
questionnaire survey. Specifically, we conduct an online survey, analyze the data obtained from 152
out of 365 spaces—nearly all the operating facilities in Japan (as of July 2014)—and show the
results of the correlation analysis relating to the current status of those spaces from six perspectives:
facility, management organization, business strategy, activity, space users, and performance.

The term *“coworking” refers to a “way of working in which individual workers gather in a place,
share information and wisdom through communication, and create value while cooperating as
needed” (Uda, 2013), and “coworking space” refers to a workspace physically shared by individuals
practicing coworking.

This way of working and its spaces have been attracting attention because they may be able to
provide a more flexible work style, diverse members to interact with, and open spaces than are
possible for those working in a company or corporate office. Coworking spaces have been
established one after another in many countries, running to approximately 7,800 worldwide and
more than 350 in Japan today. However, the current understanding of coworking and coworking
spaces is insufficient. Therefore, this paper shows the actual condition of coworking spaces in Japan
based on a questionnaire survey, in order to contribute researchers in related fields, space managers
of coworking spaces, and those attempting to enter the industry.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 reviews previous studies on coworking.
Section 3 explains the method used in this paper. Section 4 describes the results of a correlation
analysis of the data collected using the method described in Section 3. Section 5 summarizes the
discussion up to Section 4, presents the significance of this paper, and suggests future research

issues.

2. Previous Studies
2.1 Theoretical trends on coworking
It is said that the way of work called “coworking” and its work space, called “coworking space,”

began when Brad Neuberg, who was working as a freelance engineer, opened the space at Spiral

1 See the facebook page of Deskmag:
(https://www.facebook.com/deskmag.coworking/photos/a.208558519173827.61310.186275991402080/11669798966
65013/?type=3&theater). Deskmag, an online magazine about coworking, conducts the Global Coworking Survey
described later.
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Muse in San Francisco on August 9, 2005 and began working with his friends.? Afterwards, similar
attempts were made in the United States, primarily in large cities, as well as in Europe and other
regions. As a result, close to 7,800 spaces worldwide—mainly in the United States and Europe—are
in operation and are used by approximately 300,000 people?, as described earlier. More than 350
facilities have been offering the service in Japan since Tomio Ito opened Cahootz in Kobe in 2010,
merely five years ago.

Thus, the phenomenon of coworking and coworking space is steadily spreading not only in the
United States and Europe but also in Japan and other countries. As a result, various media are
discussing the history, current state, and outlook of coworking. However, very few studies have
empirically examined the actual condition of coworking or coworking space.

Needless to say, suggestive findings are being accumulated in Japan and overseas, albeit
gradually. For example, Spinuzzi (2012) focused on nine coworking spaces located in Austin, Texas
and attempted to explain the three research questions of “what is coworking,” “who coworks,” and
“why do people cowork” based on interviews with 16 space managers and 17 users. As a result, the
facts as follows were ascertained. Firstly, while space manager’s definition of “coworking” can be
summed up as “community work space,” “unoffice,” or “federated spaces,” the users’
definitions—such as “alternative office space” or “social hub”—tend to be diverse and differ from
those of space managers. Secondly, although space managers expected users who shared their own
backgrounds, the users actually worked in a various industries and capacities. Lastly, users expect to
get things like good locations and partnerships between users, and interaction.

Meanwhile, directing our attention to Japan, Arimoto, Matsumoto, Matsumoto, Kidosaki, and
Naka (2012), classified spaces in Japan based on secondary sources and summarized the work styles
of seven users based on a diary survey and interviews in an attempt to understand the current state of
coworking. The results indicated that the 54 coworking spaces verified at the time of the study could
be grouped into five categories—independent type (48%), cafe/bar type (17%), corporate in-house
type (5%), shared office type (17%), and other (13%)—based on their characteristics. The results
also showed tendencies such as “spaces are likely to be used from early afternoon to early evening.”

In addition, Watanabe, Matsumoto, Matsumoto, Kidosaki, and Naka (2012) used data collected

2 See the website on the history of coworking presented by Deskmag:
(http://www.tiki-toki.com/timeline/entry/156192/The-History-Of-Coworking-Presented-By-Deskmag/#vars!panel=15
05040! ). For details on the development of the phenomenon of coworking, see Uda (2013) and Hanibuchi (2014).

3 See Deskmag’s article of December 19, 2014:
(http://www.deskmag.com/en/these-major-coworking-conferences-events-barcamps-will-take-place-in-2015 ).
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from 40 users through an online survey and examined factors that influenced them when choosing a
space. The results showed that being available for use at all times as well as factors such as specialty
and personality of the owner affected the choice of space.

Furthermore, after summarizing and examining the status of 23 spaces in Japan, Nakamura
(2013) attempted to classify the spaces on two axes: the purpose of operation (specific
purpose-oriented vs. community-oriented) and the style of use (drop-in style vs. tenant style). The
results showed that coworking spaces are evolving from the drop-in/community-oriented type to the
tenant/specific purpose-oriented type. It also presented seven space operation issues, such as the
method of community formation in the space and the development of profit-generation systems.

Most of the research in Japan is being pursued in fields such as architecture and business
management. Particularly worth noting is Hanibuchi (2014), which systematically and empirically
examined coworking and coworking space. After clarifying the actual condition of coworking space
as a place to work together, Hanibuchi discusses the effect that those spaces have on people’s social
relationships as well as cities and regions. Specifically, he describes the current status of the
operation and usage of the spaces based on interviews with space managers as well as a survey and
interviews conducted among users, * discusses the analysis results, and makes policy
recommendations by citing social capital as well as the creative city theory. In terms of space
operation, the results showed that space managers value community formation and the diversity of
members, face more difficulties in operating a space than in opening a space, and are more conscious
of their relationship with the local government in rural areas than they are in urban areas. Meanwhile,
in terms of the usage of space, numerous suggestive findings have been presented, such as the fact
that primary users tend to be in their 30s (46.4%), male (82.8%), in professional or technical fields
(e.g., engineers, software developers; 51%), and freelancers (46.9%).

However, there might be a certain regional bias in the data Hanibuchi relied on, which were
collected mainly from spaces located in Nagoya and special districts in Tokyo as well as from their
users. Therefore, the findings are unlikely to be fully in line with the actual condition of coworking
and coworking spaces in Japan.

In addition, the other aforementioned Japanese studies are based on surveys with limited scopes

4 Specifically, interviews with 11 space managers (including five in Nagoya, three in special districts in Tokyo, and
three in other regional cities), a survey among users at five spaces (including two locations in Nagoya, one location in
a special district in Tokyo, and two locations in other regional cities), and interviews with five users (in Nagoya) were
conducted.
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or limited target populations and thus do not present a clear picture of this phenomenon.®
Under these circumstances, the Global Coworking Survey (GCS), conducted annually since 2010
by Deskmag, is a very valuable information source for understanding the overall picture and its

changes on a global scale. Therefore, we will review the findings of the GCS in the next section.

2.2 Global Coworking Survey

The GCS is an annual survey on coworking conducted globally by Deskmag. The purpose of this
survey is to describe the state of coworking spaces themselves, their users, space managers, and
potential users.

The first survey, conducted in December 2010, collected data from 661 individuals in 24
countries. The second survey was conducted from October to November 2011 and, though using
fewer questions than the first survey, collected data from more than 1,500 individuals in 52 countries.
The third survey was conducted between October and November 2012 and collected data from 2,007
individuals. The fourth survey, conducted from November to December 2013, collected data from
2,706 individuals. The fifth survey was completed in December 2014.

Here, we will focus on the first through third surveys, which published summary reports, and
discuss them from six perspectives: facility, management organization, business strategy, activity,
space users, and performance. By focusing on these, we should be able to comprehensively

understand the current state of coworking space.

Facility®

The average number of desks has been trending upwards from 38, to 40, and then to 41 from the
first survey to the third. While the number of desks is less than 19 at nearly one third of the spaces, it
is over 50 at one fourth of them. Looking at it by region, while the average number of desks at
spaces in Europe is 34, it is 43—almost 30% more—at spaces in the United States. Whereas two
thirds of the spaces in the United States have a capacity of over 30 people, comparable spaces

account for less than one third of spaces in Europe.

5 Other studies on coworking include studies such as Kobayashi (2011), which discussed the establishment of the
library as a coworking space (it mentions that people were practicing the idea before the concept of coworking
emerged) and Koizumi, Sasai, Ikeda, and Motoe (2012) and Koizumi, Ikeda, and Motoe (2013, 2014), which revealed
the current status of fabrication facilities typified by Fablab. However, since the former is a single case and the latter
is a series of case studies focused on fabrication facilities, they all have the same limitations as the aforementioned
studies.

& Here, refer to the first GCS unless otherwise noted.



In terms of facility usage, while one half of spaces in the United States use flexible desks, only
one third of spaces in Europe do. Notably, only 7% of all spaces provide private rooms as main
offerings.”

On average, it takes seven months to open a facility.

Management Organization®

The average number of staff members at the time of opening a space was 2.8. Looking at it by
facility size, while one third of small spaces with less than 10 members were opened by one
individual, 2.2 individuals were involved on average. For spaces that offer more than 50 seats, four
individuals are involved in opening. The survey also indicated that the number of space managers
tends not to increase as the number of members increase.

In terms of the entity that operates a space, 80% are private, 13% are NPO (Non-profit
Organization)s, and the remaining are government-related organizations. In addition, 74% of space
managers have a second job.

The average cost of opening a space is 46,500 euros in Europe and 58,000 dollars in the United
States; the levels of investment are thus quite similar, considering the foreign exchange rate. As for
the procurement of opening funds, two thirds used their own funds. Those who used bank loans and
funding from venture capital were in the minority, accounting for 13% and 5%, respectively. Only a
few spaces opened by using crowdfunding or government aid. Incidentally, cases of self-funding are
relatively rare among large spaces; in many cases, they use bank loans and private investments.

As for length of time the space has been in operation, although the average is 18, more than 50%
of the spaces have been in operation for less than 12 months. The results by region are not very

different: 16 months in Europe and 18 in the United States.

Business Strategy?®

Cowaorking space’s strongest competitor is the home office. Specifically, while most (58%) users
have switched their workplace from the home to a coworking space, those who transitioned from
corporate offices accounted for only 22%, and the rest accounted for even smaller percentages. The

survey also shows that about 5.3 coworking spaces were operating within the same city.

7 The second GCS.
8 1bid.
% Ibid.



Furthermore, the vast majority (83%) of the spaces interact with other spaces in the region or

local community; only a few (10%) spaces do not communicate at all with anyone else.

Activity

The average number of events held at a space per month is 4.5. However, while 21% of all spaces
hold two events on average, 15% hold 10 events or more. By region, spaces in the United States hold
events more frequently—seven times per month on average—than spaces in Europe, where an
average of five events are held per month. Regarding size, the GCS also reports that the event
participation rate is higher among spaces with a capacity of 50 people or more.°

Regarding the type of events, events for facilitating some kind of networking (e.g. common
meals), workshops (e.g. legal advice, intro to coding), and presentation/information sessions each

accounts for a large percentage: 75%, 72%, and 65%, respectively.!!

Space Users*

First, we will direct attention on the findings related to the attributes of users. The average age of
users is 34.1* Most (78%) users are under the age of 40, and those under 30 account for 41%. By
region, the average age is 34 in Europe and Canada and 33 in the United States, showing almost the
same results. Regarding the size of the city where spaces are located, the average age is 32 in cities
with a population of one million and 43 in cities with a population of less than 20,000 people,
showing a gap of about 10 years.

In terms of the employment status of users, 54% are freelancers, 20% are entrepreneurs who
employ others, and 20% work as a permanent employee (most working at a company with fewer
than five employees'4). By age group, while some coworking space users in the older segment (aged
50 to 64) are freelancers and some coworkers in the younger segment (aged 20 to 34) are employees
of large companies, there are also many small business entrepreneurs. By region, about two thirds of
the users are freelancers or small business owners in both Europe and the United States, which is

below the average. Usage by company employees is relatively high (35% in the United States, for

10 |bid.

11 The third GCS.

12 Refer to the first GCS unless otherwise noted.

13 The result in the second survey remained the same, at 34 years old. That said, it has been noted that the user base
is expanding to both older and younger segments.

14 Those who work for companies with more than 100 employees account for 8% of the users in the United States.
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example).

Regarding occupation, web development/design (44%) and public relations/marketing (13%) are
relatively common. Overall, most users are in technical professions. Looking at it by age group, 42%
of younger coworkers are web or IT developers. This figure drops to 25% among middle-aged users
and down to 12% among older users. Meanwhile, we can find more consultants, PR experts,
designers, and journalists in the older segment. By region, while in Europe there are slightly less
programmers in coworking spaces than in North America, and a few more people working as
architects and consultants in Europe.

The average number of members trends up from 38 to 44 between the second and third surveys.
By region, the average number of members is 30 and 44 per space in Europe and the United States,
respectively.’®> Two-thirds are male.

Next, we will focus on the findings about the behavior and attitude of users. Concerning the
meaning and value of coworking space, almost all (96%) users said that the community was valuable
for space members. In addition, interactions with other people (84%), flexibility of the hours of use
(83%), and the encouragement of serendipitous discoveries (82%) were mentioned as being
important elements for coworkers. 6

In fact, 81% of the users in the first survey expressed a desire for a strong community;!” three
quarters expressed a longing to share knowledge with others and look for the community in the
space in the second survey. This is associated with the fact that 51% want a relatively small space
with less than 20 people. In addition, many respondents prefer to use spaces with flexible hours of
work (use): only 30% want traditional hours of work (use). In Europe, 96% consider the flexible
working hours to be important. Regarding the use of facilities, 47% want permanent desks while
51% want flexible desks.

How are they using the spaces? Most choose a monthly plan, and only 10% choose a daily or
weekly plan.'® Most users choose a plan that allows them to use the space 24 hours a day, 365 days
a year; this is the same in both Europe and the United States (60%). In terms of the number of days
of space use, many users visit the space very frequently: one third use the space every day, and 60%

use the space more than three or four times a week.*® Regarding form of usage, flexible seating,

15 The second GCS.

16 1hid.

17 The figure remains 55% among space users in Europe.

18 The second GCS.

9 The majority (47%) uses the space regardless of time and day of week (24 hours a day, seven days a week).
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which accounts for two thirds, exceeded permanent seating (one quarter). In addition, two thirds
have used only their current space; only a few (4%) have used multiple spaces.?°

We will now direct attention on users’ activities at their spaces. In terms of the unit in which to
conduct an activity, 57% of all users said they often engage in work by forming a team.21 In terms
of age groups, users prefer team activities to individual activities; the younger users tends to want to
be involved in each project over a long period of time. In terms of space size, 74% of those who use
small spaces and 53% of those who use large spaces said they often have an opportunity to work in a
team.

What benefits do users gain by using a space? Of all users, 88% said they have been able to have
good interactions?® with others.?® Specifically, users at a space with fewer than 10 desks are
building beneficial relationships with 10 people. The figure drops to five at a space with 10 to 19
desks and then increases up to seven people at a space with 60 or more desks. This suggests that
there are many opportunities to make a new connection with others when the space is either small or
large. However, as the space size increases, the tendency to work as a team or enjoy good
interactions with others decreases. Younger coworkers have made an average of six valuable new
connections within two months of joining a space.?* Although the figure slightly declines among
middle-aged users, it increases to seven among older users. The second survey showed that there
were effects such as “The social circle was expanded through the use of the space” (92%), “The
sense of isolation was reduced” (86%), “The business network was expanded” (80%), and “The
productivity of work was increased” (75%). The third survey reported that the users saw changes in
ideas related to business (74%), creativity (71%), able to focus (68%), completing the tasks in given
time (64%), and standard of work (62%).

Finally, we will direct attention on how users rate the space. Almost all (more than 90%) users in
both Europe and the United States are satisfied with the space, and most of them (two thirds) do not

intend to leave the space. In the second survey, the average score for satisfaction with the space was

20 The second GCS.

2L However, according to the second survey, the majority (53%) is satisfied with working individually.

22 In the third survey, users said they engage in chitchat with other users (77%), talk about each other’s employer
(72%), and share knowledge and advice (62%).

23 In the second survey, the majority (74%) of users knows the names of all or many of their fellow users. The
majority (77%) of users also socialized with at least some of the other users after work or at the weekends. While
close to 30% (27%) socialize with almost all the users at least sometimes, only some (15%) users never interact with
other users outside of work.

24 In a related item, the second survey shows that on average, most users had met 3.6 useful new acquaintances in the
past two months.
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8.4 on a 10-point scale. Furthermore, the results showed that the users like aspects of the space such
as people (81%), location (61%), and price (46%), and most (68%) do not intend to switch spaces. In
the third survey, the average level of satisfaction stayed almost the same (8.3), a high score. By
region, the scores are 8.2, 8.4, 8.7, 8.5, and 8.5 in Europe, North America, Latin America, Asia, and

Africa, respectively, exhibiting no large differences.

Performance?

The average desk utilization rate trended upwards from 44% to 50% and 55% from the first
survey to the third. In the first survey, the rate is 54% in Europe and 43% in the United States and
Canada. There is no large difference in terms of the size of the city where the space is located, since
the rate is 48% among spaces in large cities and 44% among spaces in small cities. The survey also
shows that the utilization rate is inversely proportional to the number of seats.

The average desk occupancy rate trends downwards from 109% to 101% from the second survey
to the third. For spaces with 100 or more desks, the average rate is 172%, far exceeding the overall
average. The number of members who share each desk tends to increase as the space grows larger.

In terms of space business revenue, nearly half (40%) are making a profit. While most (56%)
spaces with fewer than 10 seats are incurring a loss and profitable spaces are the minority (25%), the
majority (70%) of spaces with 50 seats or more are making a profit, and only some (20%) of the
spaces are operating at a loss. On average, the number of members has increased by approximately
30% since the time of opening, and profits tend to increase as members increase. Concerning region,
whereas the incomes and expenses at half of the spaces in the United States are at either breakeven
or profitable, the figure is only 30% in Europe; quite a few spaces cannot make a profit.

Most (72%) spaces exceed the breakeven point and become profitable after two years in
operation. This figure increases to 87% when only private space is considered. Interestingly, a space
tends to become more profitable and reach the breakeven point faster when the number of spaces
operated in a given area is higher. By contrast, a monopolistic space in a given city is two times
more likely to become unprofitable than an average space, indicating that demand is higher and the
concept better known in areas with more spaces.

Concerning space manager’s income, many (64%) full-time space managers of a space with less

25 Here, the results are limited to those related to the space business. Unless otherwise noted, the descriptions refer to
the second CGS.

10



than 30 members are earning as much or more than the average income.

2.3 Research Question

We have reviewed previous studies on coworking and coworking space. The results confirmed
that studies attempting to describe and explain the phenomenon have gradually been accumulated in
Japan and overseas. However, with the exception of the GCS annual worldwide survey, most studies
are small and limited in scope and target population, thus failing to acquire an understanding of the
overall picture of the operation and utilization of coworking space. In addition, although the analysis
results of the GCS are certainly useful, it comprises a consolidation of data drawn from around the
world. Though it mentions regional differences in the analysis results, elements such as regional
characteristics, industry and employment structure, and the attitudes and behavior of working people
may differ by country. Therefore, it is necessary to accumulate suggestive findings on the operation
and utilization of spaces in each country concurrently with significant efforts like the GCS.

Therefore, this paper focuses on coworking spaces in Japan?® and empirically examines their

status.

3. Research Methods
3.1 Survey method

The dataset used in this paper is based on data obtained from a questionnaire survey we
conducted independently. The survey was conducted online over the 38 days from July 28 to
September 3, 2014 by using an online research company.

The sample population for the questionnaire survey was extracted through the following
procedure. First, we used the dataset uploaded on Coworking JP’s Facebook page.?” We used the
file dated January 28, 2014, which was the latest file as of the June 2014 period when we began
preparing for the survey. In addition, as the number of coworking spaces was trending up, we also
used other websites and updated the dataset.?® Responses were obtained from 191 spaces out of the
365 that represented almost all facilities in operation in Japan as of July 2014 (a 52.3% response

rate). We asked space managers to fill out the questionnaire. We also decided to limit the target

% \We focus on coworking spaces in this paper because they do not change over time as much as coworkers, allowing
us to obtain basic knowledge and helping us understand the overall picture of the phenomenon of coworking.
27 Coworking JP (https://www.facebook.com/groups/cow;jp/).
28 \We used websites such as coworking-space JP (http://coworking-space.jp/) and coworking.com
(http://co-work-ing.com/).
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population to the spaces that allow drop-in (i.e., temporary) usage because we believed that, as
shown in Uda (2013), the nature of coworking is best exemplified in spaces where an openness of
workspace and a diversity of members are expected. As a result, 152 responses were used in the

analysis.

3.2 Analysis method

To provide the current status of coworking space comprehensively, we asked space managers to
answer the questions divided into six parts: facility, management organization, business strategy,
activity, space users, and performance. The questions are listed in Table 12°. In this paper, we

performed a correlation analysis to explicate the relationships among the items.

Table 1 Items for analysis

Items

* Floor size (m?)
(1) Facility * Number of seats
* Number of partitioned seats

* Degree of specialization (1 = Space business only; 2 = Mainly space business but other
business also exists; 3 = Space business is a side job; reversed in the analysis below, with
degree of specialization indicated by (Reversed).

* Number of staff

* Space manager’s working hours (days/week)

* Space manager’s age

* Space manager’s management experience

(2) Management
Organization

* Management policies

3) Busi Strat i ici
(3) Business Strategy Cooperation policies

* Events (frequency, type)

(4) Activity N
* Space manager’s view on events

* Number of users (heavy users)

* Ratio of members/non-members

* User attributes (jobs, age)

* Amount of member/non-member usage time (days)

(5) Space Users

» Sales
(6) Performance * Ratio of member sales
* Space manager’s view on current state of space

29 See the questionnaire at the end of the paper for specific question items.
12



4. Results

The correlation analysis results are presented below in the order shown in Table 1.3 The
correlation analysis relative to all the other items is not always discussed for every item in each part.
Results are described selectively according to the discussion point.

4.1 Facility

As shown in Table 1, the items related to facilities in this paper are the space’s floor size and
number of seats (and partitioned seats). We will describe the correlation between these items.

As shown in Table 2, floor size and number of seats have a positive correlation (0.697).3! As
shown in Figure 1, however, once floor size reaches about 150 m?, the subsequent distribution
varies: the distribution up to 150 m? approaches a straight line, while the subsequent distribution
does not. This finding suggests that floor size and number of seats might not have a linear
relationship. Differences in how the numbers of seats increase in spaces may occur above a certain
floor size.

Similarly, a correlation was found between floor size and number of partitioned seats (0.388), as
shown in Figure 2. This relationship is not as clear as the relationship between floor size and number

of seats.

Table 2 Facility correlation matrix

number of

M SD floor size (m?)  number of seats partitioned seats
floor size (m?) 12395 14820 1000
Facility =~ number of seats 33.89 26.76 ggz; =~ 1.000
g:arlwsber of partitioned 575 1013 gzﬁﬁ > 823(2) *x 1.000

Note: N=152. *: p < 0.05, **: p <0.01.
Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.

30 This paper attempts to interpret analysis results assuming the occurrence of existing causal relationships. Naturally,
correlation analysis results cannot be used to discuss causality. The findings presented in this paper must therefore be
subjected to further analysis to provide a deeper discussion of causality. However, the aim of this paper is to present
hypotheses, and causality will be discussed in a subsequent paper.

31 Unless otherwise noted, the significance level of correlation values in all parentheses is 1%. Significance levels of
5% or 10% will be so noted.
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Figure 2 Relationship between floor size and number of partitioned seats

4.2 Management organization

As shown in Table 1, items on management organization are degree of specialization (R), number
of staff, space manager’s working hours (days/week), space manager’s age, and space manager’s
management experience. This section describes the relationships between these management
organization items and the facility-related items, as well as the relationships among management
organization items.

As shown in Table 3, we found no correlation between a space’s degree of specialization(R) and
its floor size. We found only a negative correlation (-0.140) between degree of specialization (R)

and number of seats at the 10% significance level. Space operation may need to be profitable when a
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space is a dedicated one; thus, if the floor size were increased, the number of seats might be
increased, and many users might be sought.3> However, this correlation doesn’t always exist. .

The average number of staff was 5.57.3° Staff size tends to increase as seats increase (0.211).%*
Figure 3 shows this relationship.

Space manager’s average working hours was 7.29 hours per day and 4.74 days per week. We
found no correlation between floor size/number of seats and working hours/days, suggesting that
increases or decreases in floor size or seats are not covariant with work hours/days.

Among the management organization items, we will focus on space manager’s average working
hours/days and staff size. As shown in Table 3, the correlation between work hours/days and staff
size suggests that, as the staff size increases, the number of space manager’s average working
hours/days decreases. Specifically, a negative correlation (—0.140) exists between space manager’s
working time hours and staff size, albeit only at the 10% significance level. As staff size increases,
the number of space manager’s working days decreases (-0.248). Even when the space manager is

absent, maintaining the number of business days may be possible by increasing the number of staff.

Table 3 Management organization correlation matrix

space manager’s

working hours working days number of

- y 5 5
M SD specialization (R) (day) (week) gmenence number of staff  floor size (m?)  number of seats partitioned seats
(in months)
o 1.000
specialization (R) 2.55 0.68
working hours (day) 7.29 368 -0.093 1000
0.256
M it . *x
SMAGEMEN yorking day's (week) 474 176 0115 0.667 1000
Organization 0.159 0.000
space manager’s 19.49 124 0.038 0.129 0.042 1.000
experience (in months) 0.640 0.114 0.608
number of staff 557 579 -0.092 -0.140 -0.248 0.037 1.000
0.261 0.085 0.002 0.655
0.046 0.090 0.124 0.020 0.100 1.000
floor size (mz) 123.95 148.20
0.576 0.272 0.127 0.804 0.221
Facility ~ number of seats 33.89 26.76 -0.140 0.112 0.151 0.008 0211 0697 1.000
0.086 0.168 0.064 0.974 0.009 0.000
number of partitioned 5.75 1013 -0.114 0.053 0.012 -0.025 0.149 0.388 ** 0582 ** 1.000
seats i 0.163 0.520 0.880 0.760 0.067 0.000 0.000

Note: N=152. *:p < 0.05, **: p <0.01.
Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.

32 Increasing the floor size would be expected to result in higher rent; thus, owners or space managers who prioritize
profitability might avoid establishing or operating large spaces. However, fixed costs other than rent include labor
costs for the space manager and staff. Labor costs may increase in proportion to hours of operation but likely less so
than floor size. Given these considerations, owners or space managers running dedicated spaces would increase floor
size.

33 Just under 70% of all the spaces were run with a staff of five or fewer (Uda and Abe, 2015b).

34 Such staff size growth in fixed proportion to seat growth is not necessarily an obvious relationship since, unlike in
the restaurant industry, where customers are served individually, reception duties are the main work of coworking
spaces, which may thus have little need to increase staff size when the seats increase.
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Figure 3 Relationship between number of seats and number of staff

4.3 Business Strategy

As shown in Table 1, the items related to strategy in this paper are space management policies
and cooperation policies. These are broken down into 10 items.® Specifically, we asked that the
following 10 items be rated on a five-point scale (1 = *disagree completely;” 5 = *agree
completely”): (1) “Coworking spaces in the neighborhood are business competitors”™ ( “compete
with neighboring spaces”; (2) “Focus on the profitability of the coworking space itself” (“focus on
profitability”); and (3) “Focus on community formation at the coworking space” (“focus on
community formation™); (4) “Cooperate with coworking spaces in the neighborhood” (“cooperate
with neighboring spaces”); (5) “Cooperate with coworking spaces outside the neighborhood”
(“cooperate with distant spaces™); (6) “Actively involved in the local community where the
coworking space is located” (“cooperate with the local community); (7) “Cooperate with other
companies” (“cooperate with other companies”); (8) “Cooperate with the local government”
(“cooperate with the local government™); (9) “Cooperate with NPOs” (*cooperate with NPOs”); (10)
“Cooperate with public institutions such as vocational schools, universities, and hospitals”
(“cooperate with public institutions”); These items can be roughly divided into those on the space
management policy (questions 1 through 3) and on the space cooperation policy (questions 4 to 10).

We will now discuss the relationship between these business strategy-related items and the items
of facility and management organization. Additionally, we will discuss the relationship among the

business strategy-related items.

35 Respondents evaluated these items on a five-point scale ranging from “Completely disagree” (1) to “Completely
agree” (5).
16



As shown in Table 4, a tendency to increase floor size was observed among spaces pursuing a
strategy of focusing on profitability, but a significant relationship exists between these items at only
the 10% level. A correlation was observed between “focus on profitability” and number of seats
(0.262), suggesting that coworking spaces which prioritize profits focus on numbers of seats (which
have a greater direct effect on business performance than floor size), establish spaces with large
numbers of seats, and seek large numbers of users.

Among the items pertaining to cooperation policies and staff size, we found that staff size tends
to increase along with a greater extent of cooperating with other companies (0.204, 5% significance
level) and with public institutions (0.213). By contrast, no correlation was observed between staff
size and degree of cooperating with neighboring/distant spaces, local community, local government,
or NPOs.

Table 4 suggests that spaces which view the neighboring spaces as competitors do not cooperate
with any other actors in the table. Spaces which view the neighboring spaces as competitors tend to
focus on profitability (0.352), suggesting that they are competing fiercely with other spaces and
seeking only profits. The more the space manager values community formation at the space, the
more the space will tend to have cooperate with the local community (0.422), local government
(0.309), distant spaces (0.276), neighboring spaces (0.261), and so forth. This finding suggests that
space managers who value community formation at the space work with the local community and
local government in an attempt to build a community more closely tied to the local community and
try to build communities with other spaces. Practices aiming to create partnerships among spaces
such as “Cowaorking Visa .jp” may have affected this trend.

We observed correlations among all items related to cooperation, albeit to varying degrees,
indicating that, when partnering takes place with other spaces, it also takes place with other actors.
We will mention only the notable correlations here. First, the more a space cooperates with another
neighboring space, the greater its tendency to cooperate also with a distant space (0.464), suggesting
that these spaces are playing a role of hubs linking many spaces. It is also likely that the more a
space cooperates with another neighboring space, the more it will tend to cooperate with the local
community (0.259), other companies (0.249), the local government (0.290), NPOs (0.324), or a
public institutions (0.188, 5% significance level). Spaces cooperating with any one type of actor (i.e.,
another company, the local government, an NPO, or public institution) tend to cooperate with the
other three types as well.
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Table 4 Business Strategy correlation matrix

3T

compete with focus on cooperate with . cooperate with . cooperate with y cooperate with . . space manager’s
. ) focus on ; : . cooperate with cooperate with cooperate with y N 5. number of N working hours working days .
M SD neighboring N community neighboring N the local the local public floor size (m®)  number of seats specialization (R) experience number of staff
profitability distant spaces . other companies NPOs P partitioned seats (day) (week) -
spaces formation spaces community government institutions (in months)
compete with neighboring 186 097 1.000
spaces
— 0.352 ** 1.000
focus on profitability 2.68 144
0.000
i -0.076 0.133 1.000
focus on community 426 095
formation 0.352 0.102
cooperate with 0.020 0.123 0.261 ** 1.000
y . 253 137
neighboring spaces 0.805 0.130 0.001
cooperate with distant 275 148 -0.089 0.158 0.276 ** 0.464 ** 1.000
Business  spaces ) 0.276 0.052 0.001 0.000
Strategy  “cooperate with the local a7 130 0.015 0.021 0422 ** 0.259 ** 0.306 ** 1,000
community i 0.856 0.798 0.000 0.001 0.000
cooperate with other 307 149 0.061 0.047 0.138 0.249 ** 0.372 ** 0.307 ** 1.000
companies i 0.452 0.564 0.091 0.002 0.000 0.000
cooperate with the local 263 150 -0.090 -0.020 0.309 ** 0.290 ** 0.295 ** 0.350 ** 0.398 ** 1.000
government i 0.268 0.811 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
cooperate with NPOs 244 142 -0.023 0.018 0.155 0.324 0.335 0.300 0.324 0.505 1.000
0.781 0.825 0.057 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
cooperate with public 224 129 -0.064 -0.087 0.161 * 0.188 * 0.355 ** 0.350 ** 0.547 ** 0510 ** 0423 ** 1.000
institutions i 0.434 0.285 0.048 0.020 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.089 0.142 0.072 0.052 0.131 0.068 0.274 ** 0210 ** 0.111 0216 ** 1.000
floor size (m?) 123.95 148.20
0.275 0.080 0.378 0.524 0.107 0.403 0.001 0.010 0.173 0.008
Facilty  number of seats 33.89 26.76 0.096 0.262 0.025 0.046 0.127 0.000 0.297 0.163 0.006 0.229 0.697 1.000
0.240 0.001 0.755 0.573 0.120 0.995 0.000 0.045 0.937 0.005 0.000
number of partitioned 575 1013 0.100 0.250 ** -0.015 -0.005 0.007 0.009 0.152 0.104 0.026 0.124 0.388 ** 0.582 ** 1.000
seats i 0.219 0.002 0.852 0.949 0.933 0.908 0.062 0.204 0.751 0.129 0.000 0.000
N -0.036 -0.367 ** -0.044 0.031 -0.074 -0.058 0.043 0.111 0.098 0.063 0.046 -0.140 -0.114 1.000
specialization (R) 2.55 0.68
0.664 0.000 0.591 0.707 0.364 0.475 0.600 0.172 0.227 0.439 0.576 0.086 0.163
. 0.056 0.195 * 0.113 0.025 0.074 -0.034 0.016 0.002 -0.048 0.009 0.090 0112 0.053 -0.093 1.000
working hours (day) 7.29 3.68
0.495 0.016 0.166 0.762 0.364 0.677 0.846 0.982 0.554 0.910 0.272 0.168 0.520 0.256
Management . 0.041 0.148 -0.063 -0.136 -0.040 -0.159 -0.044 -0.032 -0.108 -0.160 * 0.124 0.151 0.012 -0.115 0.667 ** 1.000
27" working days (week) 474 1.76
Organization 0.614 0.070 0.439 0.095 0.624 0.050 0.589 0.698 0.187 0.048 0.127 0.064 0.880 0.159 0.000
space manager’s 19.49 1224 -0.072 -0.077 -0.196 * 0.005 0.136 -0.146 0.129 0.017 0.004 0.126 0.020 0.003 -0.025 0.038 0.129 0.042 1.000
experience (in months) i i 0.380 0.348 0.015 0.952 0.095 0.073 0.113 0.832 0.960 0.121 0.804 0.974 0.760 0.640 0.114 0.608
number of staff 557 579 -0.059 0.092 0.128 0.091 0.135 0.100 0.204 * 0.119 0.097 0213 ** 0.100 0211 ** 0.149 -0.092 -0.140 -0.248 ** 0.037 1.000
| 0.471 0.259 0.116 0.264 0.097 0.220 0.012 0.145 0.236 0.008 0.221 0.009 0.067 0.261 0.085 0.002 0.655

Note: N=152. *:p < 0.05, **: p <0.01.
Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.



4.4 Activity

As shown in Table 1, the items related to a space’s operation activities are number of events,
event type, and space manager’s view on events. The last item is subdivided into ten items®: (1)
“Events are an important source of revenue (“events are revenue source” hereafter); (2) “Events help
facilitate interactions with people outside the space” (“events help facilitate external interaction”);
(3) “Events help facilitate interactions among users within the space” (“events help facilitate user
interaction”); (4) “The quality of events is an important issue in operating a space” (“events are
space operation issue”); (5) “Events are often planned personally by the space manager” (“events are
planned by the space manager”); (6) “Event plans are often proposed by users” (“events are
proposed by users”); (7) “The space manager often personally plays roles such as event lecturer”
(“the space manager works as event lecturer”); (8) “Users often play roles such as event lecturer”
(“users work as event lecturer”); (9) “Events help increase the number of users” (“events help
increase users”); and (10) “Events are important for the space” (“events are important”).

We will start with the discussion in Section 4.4.1 on the relationships between number of events
and the items in facility, management organization, business strategy, activity (items on space
manager’s view on events), space users, and performance (except sales-related items). Section 4.4.2
will then discuss the relationships between the items related to space manager’s view on events and
the items in management organization and business strategy, along with the relationships among the

items related to space manager’s view on events.

4.4.1 Event

The average number of events was 5.68 events per month, with a median value of four events per
month, implying that spaces hold events about once per week (Uda and Abe, 2015b).

As shown in Table 5-1,%” we observed no correlation between a space’s floor size and number of
events, but we observed a significantly positive correlation between number of seats and number of

events (0.261), suggesting that the more seats a space has, the more events it holds. =2

36 Respondents evaluated these items on a five-point scale ranging from “Completely disagree” (1) to “Completely
agree” (5).

37 Table 5-1 shows the variables thought to have a relationship to event frequency and their correlation coefficients.
See Table 5-2 for the correlation matrix with all the variables under discussion.

38 A space’s floor size and number of seats are correlated, but floor size and event frequency are not covariant, while
number of seats and event frequency are. Several interpretations of these relationships are possible. For example,
spaces with many seats may have users packed closely together; these spaces would therefore need to use events to
promote interaction and build relationships to the point where users could greet each other when using the space,
thereby increasing event frequency. This interpretation is also suggested by the lack of correlation between number of

19



A negative correlation was observed between a space’s degree of specialization (R) and its
number of events (-0.194, 5% significance level), perhaps indicating that the need to ensure profits
from space operation rises along with the degree of specialization to the space business and that
events are held frequently as a way to make a profit.

The more of their own time space managers spend on space operation, the more the number of
events tends to rise. This finding can be seen from the significantly positive relationships that space
manager’s working hours per day (0.284) and working days per week (0.246) have with number of
events. However, the opposite relationship could also exist: frequent events could result in longer
working hours; thus, care is needed in interpretation. We observed no correlation between space
manager’s management experience and number of events.

The more a strategy of focusing on profitability is pursued, the more event frequency rises
(0.261). Space managers might expect increases in event frequency to lead to greater profitability,
but we found no correlation between the degree to which community formation within the space is
valued and event frequency. We occasionally found some cases in which events were held to build a
community originating from the space.3® Accordingly, this finding may run counter to space
managers’ expectations.

Event frequency has a significantly positive correlation with each of the following items: “Events
are revenue source” (0.188, 5% significance level); “events are space operation issue” (0.172, 5%
significance level);” and “events help increase users” (0.230). Event frequency also has a positive
correlation with the items “the space manager works as event lecturer” (0.230) and “events are
proposed by users” (0.232). These findings suggest that users take part in planning and holding of
events in spaces frequently. Among the relationships with event frequency, the most noteworthy
finding is the lack of correlations between items related to event-driven interaction inside or outside
the space and event frequency. Such findings run counter to the expectations of space managers
seeking to use events to promote interaction.

We observed no correlation between the attributes of users (such as employees or freelancers)

and event frequency.*°

partitioned seats and event frequency.

% For example, pages 14 and 15 of Coworking Magazine (Volume 1) describe an event held for
community-formation.

40 A reverse causal relationship could also be considered for this assumption (that users of a specific type will
increase or decrease in response to increases or decreases in event frequency), but no correlation was observed in
either case.
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The items pertaining to performance (current state excluding sales) are characterized by the fact
that we observed correlations between items pertaining to interaction among users and event
frequency only at the 10% significance level. In other words, the more space managers work to
facilitate interaction among users (0.144, 10% significance level) or the more users facilitate

interaction by themselves (0.151, 10% significance level), the greater the event frequency.
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Table 5-1 Event frequency correlation

M SD number of events (month)
Activity  number of events (month) 5.68 6.30 1000
0.049
floor size (m?) 123.95 148.20
0.552
=
Facility ~ number of seats 33.89 26.76 0.261
0.001
0.077
number of partitioned seats 5.75 10.13
0.343
A -0.194 *
specialization (R) 2.55 0.68 0.19
0.017
working hours (day) 7.29 3.68 0.284
0.000
M it N 0.246 **
anagem.en working days (week) 4.74 1.76 —_—
Organization 0.002
spaoe manager’s experience 19.49 1204 0.116
(in months) 0.153
number of staff 557 5.79 0.121
0.136
compete with neighboring 186 097 0.076
spaces 0.351
focus on profitability 2.68 1.44 0.261
0.001
focus gn community 426 095 0.114
formation 0.161
cooperate with neighboring 253 137 -0.037
Spaces 0.651
. cooperate with distant spaces 2.75 1.48 0857
Business 0.023
Strats i
egy cooperat.e with the local 347 130 0.021
community 0.797
- =
coopsra?e with other 307 149 0.224
companies 0.006
cooperate with the local 263 150 0.236
government 0.003
N 173 *
cooperate with NPOs 2.44 1.42 0.178
0.033
.coog.)ere.ue with public 204 129 0.110
institutions 0.177
events are revenue source 334 137 0.188
0.020
gvents help facilitate external 405 108 0.144
interaction 0.077
?vents I?elp facilitate user 379 119 0.099
interaction 0.224
>
events are space operation 388 113 0.172
issue 0.034
Activil.y events are planned by the 329 113 oo
(excluding ~ Space manager 0.386
number of 0.232 **
events) events are proposed by users 3.13 1.03 W
the space manager works as 249 100 0.023
event lecturer 0.778
users work as event lecturer 3.18 1.04 0230
0.004
=
events help increase users 3.33 1.00 0250
0.004
events are important 4.26 0.94 0215
0.008
students (%) 10.59 15.36
employees (%) 29.71 23.17
Space Users freelancers (%) 42.80 27.49
housewives/husbands (%) 8.57 15.44
0.865
others (%) 8.34 19.53 0.070
0.391
the space mgnager facilitates 373 122 0.144
user interaction 0.076
users facilitate own interaction 341 120 0.151
0.063
the space is usefi for the 372 095 0.044
purpose of getting work done 0.594
users hope to interact with the 338 092 0.141
space manager 0.083
users hope to interact with 0.096
351 1.03 _—
Performénce other users 0240
new products and services are 0.124
sales 3 4 112 _—
) created through collaboration 343 0.128
new prudur?ts qu services are 332 100 0.091
created by individual users 0.262
want to increase users at the 443 085 0.083
space 0.311
satisfied with the space’s 296 108 0.119
current state 0.145
i i 0.234 **
the space |§prnf|tahl.e ona 228 130
non-consolidated basis 0.004

Note: N=152. *: p < 0.05, **: p <0.01.
Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.
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Table 5-2 Event frequency correlation matrix

number of events  number of event workinghours  workingdays  $PC¢ MeNEEN'S compete with focus on fouson - cooperate with oo gy P cooperate with " cooperatewith  “PEEEWIN guents are events help events help
o floor size (m?)  number of seats specialization (R) 9 0 day: experience  number of staff  neighboring community neighboring P the local P the local P public acilitate external  facilitate user
(month) types (month) partitioned seats (day) (week) profitability distant spaces other companies NPOs revenue source
(in months) spaces formation spaces community covernment institutions interaction interaction
number of events (month) 568 630 1000
Adtivity ber of event t 0808 1000
‘number of event types 268 258
(month) 0.000
0,049 0.056 1000
) 123.95 148.20
floor size (m?) 0552 0494
Facility  number of seats 3389 2676 0261 027 0897 L000
0.001 0,003 0,000
number of partitioned seats 575 1013 0077 0139 0388 0582 1000
0343 0.089 0,000 0,000
<pecilizaton (7) o5 008 0194 0222 0,046 0140 0114 1000
0017 0,006 0576 0.086 0.163
workinghours @2y) 2 28 0.284 0.109 0,090 0112 0,053 0093 1000
0,000 0.181 0272 0.168 0520 0.256
Manageent' e s 16 0.246 0.119 0.124 0.151 0.012 0115 0,667 1000
Organization 0.002 0145 0127 0.064 0.880 0.159 0.000
Space manager's experience 1940 o2t 0116 0.064 0,020 0,003 0025 0,038 0.129 0042 1000
(in months) 0.153 0.435 0.804 0974 0.760 0640 0.114 0608
amber of staff 557 . 0121 0135 0.100 0211 0.149 0092 0140 0248 0037 1000
0136 0,098 0.221 0,009 0.067 0.261 0,085 0,002 0655
compete with neighboring o6 097 0,076 0.145 0,089 0,09 0.100 -0036 0.056 0,041 0072 0,059 1000
spaces 0351 0,074 0275 0.240 0219 0,664 0.495 0614 0.380 0471
= = v o - YR v v =
ocus on profitafy 268 1 0.261 0293 0.142 0.262 0.250 036 0.195 0.148 0077 0092 0352 1000
0.001 0,000 0.080 0.001 0.002 0,000 0016 0070 0348 0.259 0,000
focus on community a2 005 0114 0.141 0072 0,025 0015 0044 0113 0,063 019 * 0.128 0076 0133 1000
formation 0.161 0.083 0.378 0.755 0.852 0591 0.166 0.439 0015 0116 0352 0.102
cooperate with neighboring 25 a7 0,037 0.022 0,052 0,046 -0.005 0,031 0,025 0136 0.005 0,091 0020 0.123 0261 ** 1000
spaces 0651 0792 0524 0573 0.949 0.707 0.762 0,095 0952 0.264 0.805 0.130 0.001
cooperate with cltant spaces. 275 a8 0185 0205 * 0131 0127 0,007 0074 0,074 0,040 013 0135 0,089 0158 0276 ** 0464 ** 1,000
Business 0.023 0011 0107 0120 0933 0.364 0.364 0624 0,095 0,097 0276 0,052 0.001 0.000
SRS ooperate with the local aar 0 0.021 0035 0.068 0,000 0,009 0058 0,034 0159 0146 0.100 0015 0021 0422 0250 ** 0306 1000
community 0797 0673 0.403 0995 0.908 0475 0677 0,050 0073 0220 0856 0798 0,000 0.001 0.000
Cooperate with other 207 0 0224 0210 0274 ** 0297 0152 0043 0016 0044 0120 0204 0,061 0047 0138 0249 0372 0307 1000
companies 0,006 0,009 0.001 0.000 0.062 0,600 0846 0589 0113 0012 0452 0564 0,091 0,002 0.000 0,000
cooperate with the local 263 150 023 0188 ~ 0210 0163 - 0.104 0111 0,002 0032 0017 0119 0,090 0020 0300 0290 0295 0350 0398 1000
covernment 0003 0,020 0010 0,045 0.204 0172 0.982 0698 0832 0.145 0268 0811 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0.000
0173 © 0.145 0111 0.006 0,026 0,098 0048 0108 0,004 0,097 0023 0018 0155 0324 0335 - 0300 0324 0505 1000
cooperate with NPOs 244 142
0033 0.074 0173 0.937 0751 0.227 0554 0.187 0.950 0236 0781 0825 0057 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
cooperate with public ot 12 0110 0122 0216 0229 0124 0,063 0,009 0160 * 0126 0213 0064 0,087 0161 - 0188 - 0355 - 0350 - 0547 0510 0423 1000
institutions 0177 0.134 0.008 0.005 0.129 0.439 0910 0048 0121 0,008 0434 0285 0048 0020 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
0188 - 0.147 0097 0122 0123 0117 0202 * 0102 0115 0,066 0,066 0.140 0135 0136 0,055 0211 0.031 0.072 0.125 0,085 1000
events are revenue source 334 137
0,020 0,070 0233 0.136 0131 0.153 0013 0.209 0158 0422 0422 0085 0097 0095 0497 0.009 0.703 0375 0.124 0.297
events help faciltate extermal o8 0.144 0,098 0114 0.028 -0102 0042 0125 0115 0114 0042 0164 ~ 0011 0329 0.165 ~ 0,046 0195 © 0.134 0307 ** 0.123 0.087 0377 1000
interaction 0.077 0.228 0.161 0.734 0212 0,608 0126 0.157 0.162 0,608 0044 0893 0,000 0042 0576 0016 0,099 0,000 0.133 0.289 0,000
events help facilitate user . 119 0,099 0,056 0118 0,025 0093 0,020 0118 0.103 0,066 0053 0,008 0030 0362 0157 0139 0218 ** 0.135 0218 ** 0179 * 0072 0364 0703 ** 1000
interaction 0224 0493 0.149 0.764 0.257 0.805 0.148 0.205 0.420 0514 0.921 0.717 0.000 0.053 0.088 0.007 0.098 0.007 0.027 0.381 0.000 0.000
events are space operation 2o 13 0172 * 0.085 0,056 0,025 0057 0034 0182 ~ 023 ** 0302 ** 0121 0053 0.119 0241 ** 0.024 0,020 0,069 0014 0.121 0.142 0033 0412 ** 0437 ™~
issue 0034 0297 049 0.757 0.483 0681 0,025 0,003 0,000 0.138 0520 0.143 0.003 0.768 0808 0399 0863 0.136 0,080 0,683 0,000 0,000
Activity  events are planned by the 32 13 0071 0118 0,009 -0033 0044 0,086 0,068 0,009 0165 0132 0139 0085 0227 ** 0042 0032 0165 * 0012 0.159 0073 0,020 0171 * 0408 **
(excluding ~_space manager 0.386 0.148 0910 0684 0589 0290 0.403 0912 0042 0.104 0,088 0298 0.005 0605 0697 0,042 0.880 0.051 0374 0,805 0035 0,000
e of e proposedby w313 s 0232 0298 0032 -0.069 0207 * 0,060 0.144 0.149 0,027 0013 0163 * 0161 * 0014 0.061 0,027 0024 0,05 0055 0002 0,067 0138 0214
events) 0.004 0.000 0692 039 0011 0.461 0077 0,066 0737 0872 0045 0047 0.861 0456 0.740 0.768 0500 0500 0.984 0.409 0,090 0,008
the space manager works as 249 oo 0023 0038 0060 0120 0096 0,095 0019 0003 0041 0109 0074 0102 0,090 0.089 0039 0153 0.074 0206 0181 0.145 0172 * 0187
event lecturer 0778 0640 0.460 0142 0239 0244 0817 0.967 0619 0182 0365 0210 0272 0274 0632 0.061 0362 0011 0.025 0075 0034 0021
0230 0204~ 0124 0134 0221 0.087 0117 0200 * 0016 0074 0097 0,001 0,067 0034 0010 0087 0012 0046 0,023 0131 0153 0140
users work as event lecturer 318 104
0.004 0012 0.128 0,099 0,006 0.286 0152 0014 0841 0362 0234 0.987 0415 0681 0.905 0288 0.884 0571 0.780 0.107 0,061 0,086
0230 0163 ~ 0.109 0048 0150 0114 0.087 0.108 0053 009 0069 0251 0,056 0.007 0115 0,030 0.149 0111 0032 02719 0493
events help increase users 333 100
0.004 0,045 0.182 0555 0.066 0.163 0.286 0184 0517 0239 039% 0002 0491 0935 0.157 0715 0.067 0173 0699 0,001 0000
0215 0227 0.129 0.088 0.129 0013 0,099 0032 0090 0019 0037 0415 0.085 0.008 0.266 - 0135 0295 0162 - 0114 0333 0530
events are important 426 094
0.008 0.005 0112 0.283 0112 0869 0.224 0695 0271 0816 0650 0,000 0299 0919 0.001 0,097 0,000 0,046 0.162 0,000 0,000
students (%) 105 5 0048 -0.068 0135 0013 0.084 0085 0132 0,068 0,087 0124 0093 0029 0165 ~ -0.065 0.069 0111 0106 0044 0,050 0,006 0145
0557 0.406 0,097 0871 0.304 0.299 0.106 0.403 0288 0.127 0253 0724 0042 0425 0.401 0174 0.194 0589 0541 0943 0075
0,034 0.061 0013 0015 0,097 0007 0010 0048 0176 ~ 0054 0091 0191 ~ 0038 0,049 0089 0.024 0052 0.007 0041 0031 0058
employees (%) 2071 217
0677 0453 0870 0853 0.233 0,935 0.905 0558 0030 0512 0.266 0018 0639 0545 0.274 0.765 0527 0.927 0619 0.708 0.480
Spite Usersfestancers () 20 2149 0044 0010 -0.005 0073 0146 0,016 0006 0108 0179 0.130 0094 0.153 0.180 0.007 0.081 0.022 0016 0.052 0004 0,085 0095
0592 0,900 0.948 0373 0,073 0846 0.937 0.187 0.027 0.110 0248 0059 0.027 0931 0323 0.787 0848 0528 0.964 0300 0.245
0014 0038 0091 0148 0012 0.066 0166 * 0,068 0,005 0188 * 0.145 0084 0053 0055 0029 -0.069 0,030 -0101 0,005 0032 0033
housewives/usbands (%) 857 15.44
0865 05640 0.263 0,069 0880 0417 0,041 0.408 0.949 0020 0074 0305 0520 0504 0724 0397 0718 0217 0952 0695 0,688
others %) o3 1053 0070 0,026 0170 * 0191 * 0034 0,000 0,025 0094 0020 0,000 0052 0.100 0127 0026 0039 0,082 0,099 0033 0010 0185 0023
0.391 0.755 0,036 0,018 0679 0,998 0.758 0.249 0.802 0.999 0522 0221 0120 0.751 0635 0316 0223 0,688 0.901 0,022 0.781
the space manager fecilitates i 2 0144 0.156 0178 * 0.081 0012 0,069 0144 0,060 0122 0125 0138 0.480 "~ 0283 0336 0318 0283 0262 ** 0179 0142 0162 * 0418
user interaction 0.076 0,055 0,029 0321 0884 0.401 0077 0.463 0134 0126 0,089 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0,001 0,028 0.081 0046 0,000
0151 0130 0,096 0079 0141 0,003 0175 ~ 0048 0,086 0032 0040 0324 ™~ 0140 0246 0245 0223 0172 * 0121 0194 * 0123 0331
users faciitate own interaction 341 120
0.063 0109 0238 0331 0.082 0.968 0031 0560 0293 05691 0629 0,000 0.084 0.002 0.002 0.006 0,034 0138 0017 0132 0,000
the space is used for the a2 005 0,044 0149 0012 0.005 0,090 0119 0,088 0,060 0127 0094 0181 * 0022 0019 0046 0016 0,046 0085 0,098 0,086 0,083 0128
purpose of getting work done 0594 0.067 0.880 0953 0270 0.145 0279 0.465 0120 0248 0026 0785 0820 0572 0.847 0571 0.300 0.230 0291 0308 0115
users hope to interact with the 0o 0141 0.148 0015 0176 * 0250 ** -0.001 0134 0039 0,080 0014 0027 039% 0.047 0181 ~ 0269 0161 © 0.151 0115 0137 0.160 0347
space manager 0,083 0070 0858 0,030 0002 0.987 0100 0630 0325 0865 0742 0000 0563 0025 0.001 0.047 0.064 0.157 0092 0049 0000
users hope Lo interact with 2o o3 0,09 0118 0,098 0088 0143 -0010 0048 0,026 0013 0,004 0097 0461 0157 0188 - 0367 0247 0.227 0122 0179 ~ 0116 0393
Pf;z‘m‘:‘e other users 0240 0147 0230 0278 0079 0904 0553 0746 0871 0.959 0232 0.000 0053 0.020 0.000 0,002 0.005 0134 0027 0156 0000
les) © Tewproducts and serviees e 2 0.124 0.168 ~ 0.168 - 0.084 0018 0,008 0054 0037 0021 0025 0009 0305 0,066 0162 ~ 0224~ 0353 0.165 - 0.074 0167 * 0041 0288
created through collzboration 0128 0,039 0,039 0.301 0828 0919 0505 0653 0.801 0759 0909 0,000 0420 0,046 0.005 0,000 0,043 0.363 0,039 0619 0,000
new products and servicesare Lo 0,091 0.082 0.203 ~ 0,090 0024 0,065 0,051 0019 0021 0099 0047 0162 ~ 0012 0.067 0.085 0318 0.087 0,095 0120 0,001 0194 ~
created by individual users 0.262 0314 0012 0273 0765 0.428 0533 0814 0797 0226 0563 0.046 0.880 0414 0.298 0.000 0.289 0.242 0.141 0.990 0017
Want 0 increase users at the s 088 0.083 0.119 0,049 0,042 0,016 0,075 0,036 0041 0,069 0225 ** 0265 0240~ 0,039 0041 0.076 0.067 0,033 0.018 0118 0084 0141
space 0311 0.144 0549 0,606 0842 0.361 0657 0614 0399 0.005 0.001 0.003 0637 0618 0353 0414 0,686 0823 0.149 0305 0.082
satisfied with the space’s 226 o8 0119 0113 0.128 0.116 0,094 0044 0018 0,065 0236 ** 0054 0021 0050 0081 0017 0.101 0.146 0,070 0.062 0.165 * 0075 0022
current state 0145 0.166 0116 0.155 0.249 0.592 0.829 0.423 0.003 0511 0.798 0542 0322 0839 0216 0072 0394 0.449 0.042 0.360 0.786
the space is profitable on a 228 150 0234 ** 0264 ** 0254 ** 0346 ** 029 0245 0131 0092 0.164 * 0.188 * 0397 ** 0.001 0075 0.002 0034 0179 * 0055 0,030 0.087 0101 0,004
non-consolidated basis 0.004 0.001 0,002 0,000 0,000 0,002 0.108 0.260 0043 0021 0,000 0988 0362 0983 0679 0,028 0500 0712 0.285 0214 0964

Note: N=152. *:p <0.05,**:p <0.0L

Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilites.
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the space

the space is used

new products and new products and

the space is

ovents aespace VOIS events are WESPER s workas  events help events are housewives manager users facltate for the purpose | US€1S N0PEL0 1 usershope 10 e T canvices are want toincrease ST WIS g on a
operation issue P\MeA LY the - proposed by - manager works 85 oy ecirer increaseusers  important students (%6) - employees (%) freeancers (6) - cpongs 0y O poates wser  own interaction of gettingwork 2 With the nteract with oo createdby  wsersat thespace. PRSI o concordareq
space manager users event lecturer space manager  other users state
interaction done collaboration  individual users basis
1.000
0401 ** 1000
0,000
0,046 0288 1000
0578 0.000
0171 * 0420 ** 0.003 1000
0,035 0,000 0.254
0.188 * 0192 * 0524 ** 0013 1000
0,020 0018 0,000 0877
0275 0168 ~ 0229 0156 0154 1000
0.001 0039 0.005 0055 0.058
0514 * 0287 * 0.076 0.078 0.150 0438 ** 1000
0,000 0,000 0351 0339 0,065 0,000
0012 0012 0135 0053 0054 0017 0.145 1000
0.881 0.882 0,098 0517 0512 0832 0.074
0.140 0,058 0041 0049 0058 0,004 0038 0097 1000
0.085 0477 0617 0548 0480 0965 0643 0236
0035 0079 0107 0.052 0113 0.006 0.056 0353 0484 1000
0671 0333 0.189 0522 0.166 0937 0492 0,000 0,000
-0.006 0.081 0123 0114 0.028 0.044 -0.003 0042 0200 * 0281 ** 1000
0939 0320 0130 0.161 0736 0587 0.969 0608 0013 0,000
0103 0012 0.004 0064 0070 -0.008 -0.007 0142 0270 0333 0124 1000
0207 0,880 0.960 0433 0301 0921 0928 0.081 0.001 0,000 0127
0343 0259 * 0.037 0174 * 0043 0240 * 0355 0177 * 0157 0.149 0016 0129 1000
0,000 0,001 0,647 0032 0597 0,003 0,000 0030 0053 0,067 0841 0114
0112 0038 0124 0,078 -0.006 0200 * 0187 * -0.150 0166 * 0,099 0023 0.157 0569 1000
0.168 0641 0128 0339 0938 0013 0.021 0.065 0041 0226 0775 0,053 0,000
0,070 0134 0159 -0.065 -0.009 -0.006 0,097 0049 0105 0167 * 0223 ** 0144 0072 0048 1000
0394 0099 0051 0426 0910 0942 0233 0547 0199 0,040 0,006 0.076 0377 0559
0102 0176 * 0076 0174 * 0.034 0182 * 0210 0195 * 0203 0112 0070 0181 - 0520 0633 0022 1000
0210 0.030 0.352 0.032 0679 0.025 0.009 0016 0012 0171 0.389 0.025 0,000 0.000 0.789
0.115 0.153 0.083 0.045 0017 0223 ** 0255 ** 0.286 ** -0.098 0.134 0.030 0129 0535 ~ 0645 ~ 0076 0680 ** 1000
0.158 0,060 0307 0586 0839 0,006 0.002 0,000 0.227 0,099 0712 0114 0,000 0.000 0350 0,000
0,070 0,020 0102 0.027 0053 0185 * 0202 * 0139 0203 * 0124 0035 0.203 0473 0605 0,086 0497 0555 1000
0.389 0802 0212 0.746 0517 0023 0013 0.088 0012 0127 0672 0012 0,000 0,000 0295 0,000 0,000
0.052 0.069 0141 0102 0.049 0218 * 0171 * 0150 0184 * 0102 -0.065 0244 0414 0541 0.108 0460 0414 * 0786 * 1000
0521 0397 0.084 0213 0552 0.007 0035 0.065 0.024 0212 0425 0.002 0.000 0,000 0.183 0,000 0.000 0.000
0209 ** 043 0112 0170 * 079 0145 0252 ** 0124 0033 0.145 0134 0,038 0322 0.195 0.160 * 0226 ** 0228 ** 0131 0200 * 1000
0010 0,601 0168 0037 033 0075 0.002 0.127 0.687 0.074 0.100 0,640 0.000 0016 0,049 0.005 0.005 0109 0013
0134 0140 0,083 0014 0090 0.060 0054 0038 0013 0.091 0113 0025 0011 0.151 0249 ** 0.127 0.064 0212 ** 0219 ** 0246 1000
0099 0,086 0307 0.864 0273 0460 0508 0644 0870 0.264 0166 0.756 0892 0064 0002 0119 0433 0,009 0.002 0.002
0110 0163 0043 0203 * 0135 0019 0053 0016 0028 0.028 0104 -0.003 0138 0.189 0118 0073 0048 0176 * 0193 * 0,030 0457 1000
0178 0.044 0598 0012 0.008 0813 0517 0842 0733 0.734 0.204 0.969 0.089 0,020 0.149 0370 0557 0.030 0017 0713 0,000




4.4.2 Space manager’s view on events

As shown in Table 6, we found the following relationships between space manager’s working
hours and space manager’s view on events. Each of the two items “Events are revenue source”
(0.202, 5% significance level) and “Events are a consideration for space operation” (0.182, 5%
significance level) has a positive correlation with space manager’s daily working hours. Although a
significant relationship was not observed for all 10 of the items pertaining to space manager’s view
on events, it can be inferred that the more space managers value events, the more time they will
spend on space operation. Overall, we observed negative correlations between space manager’s
management experience and space manager’s view on events, including items without a significant
relationship, indicating that the more management experience space managers have, the less they
tend to value events. This finding may indicate that, when a space manager has operated a space for
a long time, some type of community already exists among the users, producing less of a need to
create a new community through events. Moreover, given the previously described results for events,
another possible interpretation may be that the longer space manager’s management experience, the
less the importance of holding events is.

We will focus on the main findings for business strategy and space manager’s view on events. We
observed no correlation between the variables “focus on profitability” and “Events are important.”
However, the more space managers focus on community formation at the space, the more they
consider events to be important for the space (0.415), feel that events facilitate interaction among
people within the space (0.362), and feel that events facilitate interaction among people outside the
space (0.329). These findings can be interpreted that space managers feel that events are not linked
to space business profitability but lead to interaction and community-formation.

The more a space cooperates with the local community (0.266), local government (0.295), or
NPOs (0.162, 5% significance level), the more the space managers view events as important. We
observed no correlation between the degree of cooperating with neighboring or distant spaces and
these items, suggesting that the more a space pursues cooperation with actors except for other spaces,
the more it values events.

The correlations among the items related to space manager’s view on events suggest the

following. There is a positive correlation (0.703) between the two variables “events help facilitate

41 This finding may indicate a tendency to hold events cooperating with non-space organizations in order to provide
users with a variety of benefits.
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external interaction” and “events help facilitate user interaction.” Space managers likely feel that the
more they use events to promote interaction among users, the more interaction with outsiders will be
promoted (and vice-versa).

The more space managers consider that events help facilitate user interaction (0.501) or the more
they consider that events help facilitate external interaction (0.493), the more they consider that
events help increase users. Since we observed correlations for both these items, we expect that space
managers consider that the more events help facilitate user and external interaction, the more number
of users increases.

A significantly positive correlation is observed between “Events are important” and most other
items. This finding could indicate that space managers view events as important because events are
revenue source, help facilitate user and external interaction, help increase users, and are space

operation issues.
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Table 6 Correlation matrix for space manager’s view on events

events are events help events help events are space events are events are the space users work as events hell events are working hours working days
sD facilitate external ~ facilitate user y .p planned by the proposed by  manager works as B P . specialization (R) 9 9 cay
revenue source N . . ) operation issue event lecturer increase users important (day) (week)
interaction interaction Space manager users event lecturer
events are revenue source 3.34 137 1000
events h?lp facl!llale 405 108 0.377 1.000
external interaction 0.000
f.-venls r)elp facilitate user 379 119 0.364 0.703 1.000
interaction 0.000 0.000
?venls are space operation 384 113 0.412 0.437 0.516 1.000
Issue 0.000 0.000 0.000
events are planned by the 329 113 0.171 * 0.408 ** 0.331 ** 0.401 ** 1.000
Activity Space manager ) 0.035 0.000 0.000 0.000
events are proposed by 313 108 0.138 0.214 ** 0.145 0.046 -0.288 ** 1.000
users i 0.090 0.008 0.074 0578 0.000
the space manager works 249 100 0.172 * 0.187 * 0.233 ** 0.171 * 0420 ** 0.093 1.000
as event lecturer i 0.034 0.021 0.004 0.035 0.000 0.254
users work as event 218 104 0.153 0.140 0.228 ** 0.188 * 0192 * 0.524 ** -0.013 1.000
lecturer ) 0.061 0.086 0.005 0.020 0.018 0.000 0.877
. 0.279 ** 0493 ** 0501 ** 0.275 ** 0.168 * 0.229 ** 0.156 0.154 1.000
events help increase users 333 1.00
0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.039 0.005 0.055 0.058
0333 ** 0530 ** 0462 ** 0514 ** 0.287 ** 0.076 0.078 0.150 0438 ** 1.000
events are important 4.26 0.94
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.351 0.339 0.065 0.000
specialization (R) 255 068 -0.117 0.042 0.020 -0.034 0.086 -0.060 0.095 0.087 0.114 -0.013 1.000
0.153 0.608 0.805 0.681 0.290 0.461 0.244 0.286 0.163 0.869
working hours (day) 7.29 268 0.202 0.125 0.118 0.182 -0.068 0.144 -0.019 0.117 0.087 0.099 -0.093 1.000
0.013 0.126 0.148 0.025 0.403 0.077 0.817 0.152 0.286 0.224 0.256
Managem.enl working days (week) 474 176 0.102 0.115 0.103 0.236 -0.009 0.149 0.003 0.200 0.108 -0.032 -0.115 0.667 1.000
Organization 0.209 0.157 0.205 0.003 0.912 0.066 0.967 0.014 0.184 0.695 0.159 0.000
space manager’s 19.49 1204 -0.115 -0.114 -0.066 -0.302 ** -0.165 * -0.027 -0.041 -0.016 -0.152 -0.208 * 0.038 0.129 0.042
experience (in months) ) ) 0.158 0.162 0.420 0.000 0.042 0.737 0.619 0.841 0.062 0010 0.640 0.114 0.608
-0.066 -0.042 -0.053 -0.121 -0.132 -0.013 -0.109 -0.074 0.053 0.090 -0.092 -0.140 -0.248 **
number of staff 557 579
0.422 0.608 0.514 0.138 0.104 0.872 0.182 0.362 0.517 0.271 0.261 0.085 0.002
compete with neighboring 186 097 0.066 -0.164 * -0.008 0.053 -0.139 0.163 * -0.074 0.097 -0.096 -0.019 -0.036 0.056 0.041
spaces ) 0.422 0.044 0.921 0.520 0.088 0.045 0.365 0.234 0.239 0.816 0.664 0.495 0.614
focus on profitability 268 144 0.140 0.011 0.030 0.119 -0.085 0.161 -0.102 -0.001 0.069 0.037 -0.367 0.195 0.148
0.085 0.893 0.717 0.143 0.298 0.047 0.210 0.987 0.396 0.650 0.000 0.016 0.070
focus on community 426 095 0.135 0.329 ** 0.362 ** 0.241 ** 0.227 ** 0.014 0.090 -0.067 0.251 ** 0415 ** -0.044 0.113 -0.063
formation i 0.097 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.005 0.861 0.272 0.415 0.002 0.000 0.591 0.166 0.439
cooperate with 253 137 0.136 0.165 * 0.157 0.024 0.042 0.061 0.089 -0.034 0.056 0.085 0.031 0.025 -0.136
neighboring spaces i 0.095 0.042 0.053 0.768 0.605 0.456 0.274 0.681 0.491 0.299 0.707 0.762 0.095
cooperate with distant 275 148 0.055 0.046 0.139 0.020 0.032 -0.027 0.039 -0.010 0.007 0.008 -0.074 0.074 -0.040
Business _Spaces i 0.497 0.576 0.088 0.808 0.697 0.740 0.632 0.905 0.935 0.919 0.364 0.364 0.624
Strategqy  cooperate with the local 347 130 0211 ** 0.195 * 0218 ** 0.069 0.165 * -0.024 0.153 -0.087 0.115 0.266 ** -0.058 -0.034 -0.159
community ’ ) 0.009 0.016 0.007 0.399 0.042 0.768 0.061 0.288 0.157 0.001 0.475 0.677 0.050
cooperate with other 307 149 0.031 0.134 0.135 0.014 0.012 0.055 0.074 -0.012 0.030 0.135 0.043 0.016 -0.044
companies i 0.703 0.099 0.098 0.863 0.880 0.500 0.362 0.884 0.715 0.097 0.600 0.846 0.589
cooperate with the 263 150 0.072 0.307 ** 0.218 ** 0.121 0.159 -0.055 0.206 * -0.046 0.149 0.295 ** 0.111 0.002 -0.032
government i 0.375 0.000 0.007 0.136 0.051 0.500 0.011 0.571 0.067 0.000 0.172 0.982 0.698
cooperate with NPOs 244 142 0.125 0.123 0.179 0.142 0.073 -0.002 0.181 0.023 0.111 0.162 0.098 -0.048 -0.108
0.124 0.133 0.027 0.080 0.374 0.984 0.025 0.780 0.173 0.046 0.227 0.554 0.187
cooperate with public 224 129 0.085 0.087 0.072 -0.033 -0.020 -0.067 0.145 -0.131 0.032 0.114 0.063 0.009 -0.160 *
institutions i 0.297 0.289 0.381 0.683 0.805 0.409 0.075 0.107 0.699 0.162 0.439 0.910 0.048

Note: N=152. *:p <0.05, **:p <0.01.

Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities
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space manager’s compete with focus on cooperate with y cooperate with N cooperate with . cooperate with
N focus on i cooperate with cooperate with cooperate with
experience number of staff neighboring o community neighboring . the local . the local public
: profitability . distant spaces " other companies NPOs P
(in months) spaces formation spaces community government institutions
1.000
0.037 1.000
0.655
-0.072 -0.059 1.000
0.380 0.471
-0.077 0.092 0352 ** 1.000
0.348 0.259 0.000
-0.196 * 0.128 -0.076 0.133 1.000 *
0.015 0.116 0.352 0.102
0.005 0.091 0.020 0.123 0.261 ** 1.000
0.952 0.264 0.805 0.130 0.001
0.136 0.135 -0.089 0.158 0.276 ** 0.464 ** 1.000
0.095 0.097 0.276 0.052 0.001 0.000
-0.146 0.100 0.015 0.021 0422 ** 0.259 ** 0306 ** 1.000
0.073 0.220 0.856 0.798 0.000 0.001 0.000
0.129 0.204 * 0.061 0.047 0.138 0.249 ** 0372 ** 0.307 ** 1.000
0.113 0.012 0.452 0.564 0.091 0.002 0.000 0.000
0.017 0.119 -0.090 -0.020 0309 ** 0.290 ** 0.295 ** 0.350 ** 0.398 ** 1.000
0.832 0.145 0.268 0.811 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.004 0.097 -0.023 0.018 0.155 0.324 ** 0335 ** 0.300 ** 0.324 ** 0505 ** 1.000
0.960 0.236 0.781 0.825 0.057 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.126 0213 ** -0.064 -0.087 0.161 * 0.188 * 0.355 ** 0.350 ** 0.547 ** 0510 ** 0.423 ** 1.000
0.121 0.008 0.434 0.285 0.048 0.020 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000




4.5 Space Users

As shown in Table 1, the items related to users in this paper are number of users (and heavy
users), ratio of members/non-members, user attributes (jobs, age), and amount of
member/non-member usage time (day). Section 4.5.1 below discusses the relationships between
number of users and the items related to facility, management organization, business strategy,
activity, and space users (number of heavy users). Section 4.5.2 covers the relationships between
ratio of members/non-members and the items related to business strategy, activity, space users (user
attributes) and performance (except sales-related items). Section 4.5.3 discusses the relationships
among user job types. Finally, Section 4.5.4 covers the relationships between amount of
member/non-member usage time and the items related to facility, management organization, and

performance (except sales-related items).

4.5.1 Number of users

The average number of users per month was 265.92, with a median value of 70 (Uda and Abe,
2015b). As shown in Table 7, a correlation (0.162, 5% significance level) appears between floor size
and number of users. However, the data suggests a relationship between number of users and number
of seats (0.409), as Figures 4 and 5 show.

We found a positive correlation of 0.400 between number of users and staff size. Spaces may be
increasing their staff sizes to accommodate growing numbers of users.*> As shown in Figure 6,
however, it may not be possible to interpret the distribution of spaces with few users as linear. Each
of these spaces may exhibit differences in staff size.

We observed no correlation between space manager’s working time and number of users,
suggesting that an increase in space manager’s working time (hours or days) does not necessarily
indicate user growth.*®

The data for the relationships between business strategy items and number of users suggest that
spaces that cooperate with public institutions (0.209), other companies (0.205, 5% significance level),
or distant spaces (0.191, 5% significance level) tend to have more users. When considering all

relationships up to the 10% significance level, we found that spaces that cooperate with NPOs also

42 While this relationship seems obvious at first, staff workload does not increase linearly along with user growth
because, as mentioned in footnote 34, reception duties are the main work done by the staff of coworking spaces, and
they have very few opportunities to deal with all customers individually, as happens in the restaurant industry.

43 When considering only heavy users, however, we observed a correlation between space manager’s daily work
hours and number of users (0.205, 5% significance level).
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tend to have more users. There is also a significant relationship between space management policies
and number of users. We observed that the more a space focuses on profitability, the more users it
tends to have (0.205, 5% significance level). By contrast, we found no correlation between degree of
focusing on community formation and number of users, suggesting that pursuing community
formation at the space does not result in user growth.

Among the relationships between the items related to activities (events) and number of users,
data suggested that the more event frequency (0.401) or type (0.308) increases, the more number of
USers rises.

When the number of users increases, the number of heavy users also increases (0.639). This
finding may not be as obvious as intuitively expected when considering that drop-in users may

represent the majority in some spaces.
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Table 7 Correlation matrix for number of users

space manager's compete with focus on cooperate with cooperate with cooperate with cooperate with
© number of users number ofheavy Lo e rseats IO OT o ivaion vy WOTKinghours - working days oorience | number of staff  neighborin focus on communit ighboring | COOPerate with e local cooperate with Hhe local cooperate with blic number of events  number of event
(month) users (month) 1100 size (m) partitioned seats (week) " hboringp ofitability ity NDOMING gistant spaces 2L other companies NPOs _ Publk (month) types (month)
(in months) spaces formation spaces community government institutions
number of users (month) 265.92 612.35 1000
Space Users < ber of 0639 ** 1,000
number of heavy users 517 18382 I
(month) 0.000
0162 * 0,092 1,000
floor size (m?) 123.95 148.20
0046 0.261
Facility  number of seats 33.89 26.76 0409 0240 0697 1000
0.000 0,003 0000
number of partitioned seats  5.75 1013 0269 0068 0368 0582 1000
0.000 0416 0000 0.000
specialization (R) 255 068 -0.140 0.042 0046 -0.140 0114 1,000
0084 0.604 0576 0,086 0163
working hours (day) 229 268 0.100 0.205 0090 0112 0053 -0.093 1,000
0218 0011 0272 0.168 0520 0.256
Management | o week) w7 17 -0.002 0.128 0124 0151 0012 0115 0.667 1,000
Organization 0983 0117 0127 0.064 0880 0159 0.000
space manager’s experience o o 122 0184 * 0,096 0020 0,003 0025 0038 0.129 0042 1,000
(in months) 0023 0.238 0804 0974 0.760 0.640 0114 0608
umber of staff 57 570 0400 0127 0100 0.211 0149 -0.092 -0.140 -0.248 0,037 1,000
0.000 0.120 0221 0.009 0067 0.261 0.085 0002 0.655
compete with neighboring 186 097 -0.035 0.051 0.089 0,096 0100 -0.036 0.056 0041 -0.072 -0.059 1.000
spaces . 0670 0,531 0275 0.240 0219 0.664 0.495 0614 0.380 0471
focus on profitabilty 68 La 0.205 0.224 0142 0.262 0.250 -0.367 0.195 0.148 0077 0092 0.352 1,000
0011 0.005 0080 0.001 0002 0.000 0016 0070 0.348 0.259 0.000
focus on community 026 095 0,021 -0.071 0072 0,025 0015 0,044 0113 -0.063 -0.19 * 0128 -0.076 0133 1,000
formation . 0793 0.382 378 0.755 0852 0591 0.166 0439 0,015 0116 0352 0102
cooperate with neighboring 137 0045 0027 0052 0,046 0,005 0031 0025 0136 0,005 0091 0020 0123 0261 ** 1,000
spaces 0580 0.738 0524 0573 0949 0.707 0.762 0095 0.952 0264 0.805 0130 0001
cooperate with distant . Las 0191 * 0022 0131 0127 0007 0,074 0074 -0.040 0136 0135 -0.089 0158 0276 ** 0464 ** 1.000
Business spaces i 0019 0.792 0107 0.120 0933 0.364 0364 0624 0,095 0097 0.276 0052 0001 0.000
Strategy  cooperate with the local 247 130 0041 0.001 0.068 0,000 0009 -0.058 0034 -0.159 0146 0100 0015 0021 0422 ** 0.259 ** 0306 ** 1,000
community 0617 0.991 0403 0.995 0908 0475 0677 0050 0073 0220 0.856 0.798 0000 0.001 0.000
cooperate with other 307 Lo 0205 * 0125 0274 ** 0297 ** 0.152 0043 0016 0,044 0129 0204 * 0,061 0047 0138 0249 ** 0372 ** 0307 _** 1,000
companies i 0011 0124 0001 0,000 0062 0.600 0846 0589 0113 0012 0452 0564 0091 0.002 0.000 0,000
cooperate with the local 263 150 0.108 0.036 0210 ** 0.163 * 0.104 0.111 0.002 -0.032 0.017 0.119 -0.090 -0.020 0309 ** 0.290 ** 0295 ** 0.350 ** 0398 ** 1.000
government . 0183 0.660 0010 0,045 0204 0172 0982 0698 0.832 0145 0.268 0811 0.000 0.000 0.000 0,000 0000
0152 0144 0111 0.006 0026 0.098 0048 -0.108 0.004 0097 -0.023 0018 0.155 0324 ** 0335 ** 0300 ** 0324 ** 0505 ** 1,000
cooperate with NPOs 244 142
0061 0076 0173 0937 0.751 0.227 0554 0.187 0.960 0236 0.781 0825 0057 0.000 0000 0.000 0000 0.000
cooperate with public 22 12 0209 ** 0.087 0216 ** 0229 ** 0124 0.063 0009 0160 * 0.126 0213 ** -0.064 -0.087 0161 * 0188 * 0355 ** 0350 ** 0547 ** 0510 ** 0423 ** 1.000
institutions ' 0010 0.286 0.008 0.005 0129 0439 0910 0048 0.121 0008 0434 0285 0048 0.020 0.000 0,000 0000 0.000 0000
0401 ** 0313 ** 0.049 0261 ** 0077 0194 * 0284 ** 0246 ** 0116 0121 0076 0261 ** 0114 0037 0185 * 0,021 0224 ** 0236 ** 0173 * 0110 1,000
number of events (month) 568 6.30
Activit 0.000 0.000 0552 0,001 0343 0017 0000 0002 0153 0136 0.351 0001 0.161 0,651 0023 0.797 0006 0003 0033 0177
Y umber of event types 268 53 0308 ** 0.049 0056 0237 ** 0139 0222 ** 0109 0119 0.064 0135 0145 0203 ** 0141 0.022 0205 * 0,035 0210 ** 0188 * 0.145 0122 0808 ** 1,000
(month) i 0.000 0.547 0494 0,003 0.089 0.006 0181 0.145 0.435 0098 0.074 0.000 0,083 0.792 0011 0.673 0.009 0,020 0074 0.134 0.000

Note: N=152. *: p < 0.05, **: p < 0.0L.

Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lowr line contains probabiliies.
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4.5.2 Member ratio

The average member ratio of the spaces surveyed was 46.7% (Uda and Abe, 2015b). As shown in
Table 8-1, we found no significant relationship between any of the business strategy items
(management policies/cooperating policies) and the member ratio. When considering all
relationships up to the 10% significance level, however, we found that the data suggested that the
more spaces focus on community-formation, the higher ratios of members may be.

Among the items related to activities (events), the data suggest that event frequency and type
have no effect on the member ratio and that events do not help increase the ratio of users who utilize
the space frequently. Given the information presented in this paper’s previous discussion, the
interpretation that events do not help create the settlement of users is likely valid.

We will also discuss the relationship between member ratio and user types (job types). We
observed no correlation between specific user types and the member ratio. Similarly, no significant
correlation was observed between specific age brackets and the member ratio.

Finally, we will discuss the correlations between the member ratio and items related to space
manager’s view on the current state of space. The more the space manager facilitates user interaction,
the higher the member ratio tends to be (0.165, 5% significance level). The more users hope to
interact with the space manager (0.216) or the more users hope to interact with other users (0.206,
5%), the higher the member ratio. In addition, the more new products and services created through
collaboration (0.202, 5%) or the more new products and services created by individual users (0.177,
5% significance level), the higher the member ratio. These findings suggest that, the more some sort

of achievement by users is produced, the more the settlement of users tends to be.

4 Table 8-1 shows the correlation coefficients with variables thought to have a relationship with the member ratio.
See Table 8-3 for the correlation matrix of all the variables discussed.

33



Table 8-1 Member ratio correlations

M SD members (%)  non-members (%)
members (%) 46.66 38.91 1000
Space Users To00 To00
non-members (%) 53.34 38.91 — :
0.000
compete with neighboring 1.86 097 -0.015 0.015
spaces 0.850 0.850
focus on profitability 2.68 1.44 0.067 -0.067
0.414 0.414
focus on community formation 4.26 0.95 0.152 -0.152
0.061 0.061
cooperate with neighboring 253 137 -0.084 0.084
spaces 0.301 0.301
) cooperate with distant spaces 275 148 0.029 -0.029
Business 0.720 0.720
Stratt i -
egy cooperat_e with the local 347 130 0.015 0.015
community 0.854 0.854
coop era?e with other 307 149 0.093 -0.093
companies 0.256 0.256
cooperate with the local 263 150 0.070 -0.070
government 0.392 0.392
cooperate with NPOs 244 1.42 0.022 -0.022
0.791 0.791
.cooperante with public 204 129 0.112 -0.112
institutions 0.170 0.170
number of events (month) 5.68 6.30 0.065 -0.065
. 0.426 0.426
Activity ber of 0.038 0.038
number of event types 268 353 I -0.!
(month) 0.639 0.639
number of users (month) 265.92 612.35 -0.077 0.077
0.347 0.347
number of heavy users 55.17 183.82 -0.038 0.038
(month) 0.645 0.645
under 20s (%) 5.32 10.00 -0.134 0.134
0.099 0.099
20s (%) 21.15 15.33 0.051 -0.051
0.529 0.529
30s (%) 38.38 19.43 0.055 -0.055
0.502 0.502
40s (%) 2275 13.91 0.088 -0.088
Space Users 0.278 0.278
(excluding 505 (%) 863 918 -0.159 0.159
percentage of 0.050 0.050
members) .
over 60s (%) 3.78 6.88 0041 0.041
0.614 0.614
students (%) 1059 15.36 -0.040 0.040
0.628 0.628
-0.096 0.096
employees (%) 29.71 2317
0.238 0.238
freelancers (%) 42.80 27.49 0.127 -0.127
0.119 0.119
housewives/husbands (%) 8.57 15.44 -0.143 0.143
0.079 0.079
others (%) 8.34 19.53 0.080 -0.080
0.327 0.327
- > *
the space ma.nager facilitates 373 122 0.165 0.165
user interaction 0.042 0.042
users facilitate own interaction 341 1.20 0.116 -0.116
0.155 0.155
the space is use.d for the 372 0.95 0.066 -0.066
purpose of getting work done 0.418 0.418
- - s o
users hope to interact with the 338 092 0.216 -0.216
space manager 0.008 0.008
users hope to interact with 0.206 * -0.206 *
3.51 1.03
Perfu.mfnce other users 0.011 0.011
new products and services are 0.105 -0.105
sales . §
) created through collaboration 343 112 0.198 0.198
new products and services are 0.202 * -0.202 *
S 3.32 1.09
created by individual users 0.013 0.013
. > >
want to increase users at the 443 0.85 0.177 0.177
space 0.029 0.029
satisfied with the space’s 226 108 0.137 -0.137
current state 0.092 0.092
i i 0.101 -0.101
the space is profnablg ona 208 130
non-consolidated basis 0.214 0.214

Note: N=152. *:p < 0.05, **:p <0.01.
Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.
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4.5.3 User job types

We asked about the ratio of space users—student, employee (e.g., company employee), freelancer,
housewife/husband, and other—ensuring that the percentages added up to 100%. We now focus on
Table 8-2. The correlations between freelancers and all other users were negative. Specifically, we
found the following relationships: employees (-0.484), students (-0.353), others (-0.333), and
housewives/husbands (-0.281). Since we were asking about ratios, when the ratio of one type
increases, the ratios of the other types decrease; it is noteworthy, however, that freelancers had
negative correlations with all the other user types. Spaces used by freelancers tend to be used only by
freelancers. The same tendency was also observed for employees, housewives/husbands (-0.200, 5%
significance level), and others (-0.270). In other words, there is little user job type diversity among

the spaces surveyed.

Table 8-2 User job type correlation matrix

housewives

o o o o
M sD students (%) employees (%)  freelancers (%) Ihusbands (%) others (%)
students (%) 10.59 15.36 1.000
employees (%) 29.71 23.17 -0.007 1.000
0.236
-0. > -0.484 ** 1.
Space Users freelancers (%) 42.80 27.49 0.353 048 000
0.000 0.000
* )
housewives/husbands (%) 8.57 15.44 0.042 0.200 0.281 1000
0.608 0.013 0.000
-0.142 -0.270 ** -0.333 ** -0.124 1.000
others (%) 8.34 19.53
0.081 0.001 0.000 0.127

Note: N=152. *: p < 0.05, **:p <0.01.
Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.
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Table 8-3 Member ratio correlation matrix

compete with

focus on

cooperate with

cooperate with

cooperate with

cooperate with

© members (%) non-members (%) neighboring focus on community gborng cooveratevith - RITEI cooperatevitn - “CRIEIEY cooperate with oubli umber of events. number of event  number of users  number of heavy
profitability N distant spaces " other companies NPOs P (month) types (month) (month) users (month)
spaces formation spaces community government institutions
members (%) 46.66 3891 1000
Space Users 1000 To00
non-members (%) 53.34 38.91 . .
0.000
compete with neighboring L8 097 -0.015 0.015
spaces 0.850 0.850
focus on profitability 268 144 0067 0067 0352 1000
0.414 0.414 0.000
focus on community formation ~ 4.26 0.95 0.152 0152 -0.076 0133 1000
0.061 0.061 0.352 0.102
cooperate with neighboring 253 137 -0.084 0.084 0.020 0.123 0.261 **
spaces 0.301 0.301 0.805 0130 0.001
cooperate with distant spaces 275 148 0029 0029 -0.069 0.156 0276 0464
Business 0.720 0.720 0.276 0.052 0.001 0.000
Strategy  cooperate with the local 347 130 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.021 0422 ** 0.259 ** 0.306 ** 1.000
community ) ) 0.854 0.854 0.856 0.798 0.000 0.001 0.000
cooperate with other 207 4o 0,093 0,093 0.061 0.047 0138 0.249 ** 0372 ** 0307 ** 1.000
companies ) ) 0.256 0.256 0.452 0.564 0.091 0.002 0.000 0.000
cooperate with the local 263 150 0.070 0.070 -0.090 -0.020 0.309 ** 0.290 ** 0295 ** 0350 ** 0.398 ** 1.000
government 0392 0392 0.268 0811 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
cooperate with NPOs 244 142 0.022 0.022 -0.023 0.018 0.155 0.324 0.335 0.300 0.324 0.505 1.000
0.791 0.791 0.781 0.825 0.057 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
cooperate with public 224 129 0.112 0.112 -0.064 -0.087 0.161 * 0.188 * 0.355 ** 0.350 ** 0.547 ** 0510 ** 0423 ** 1.000
institutions ) ) 0.170 0.170 0.434 0.285 0.048 0.020 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
aumber of events (month) o8 630 0,065 0.065 0,076 0.261 0114 -0.037 0.185 0.021 0224 0.236 0173 0.110 1.000
Activity 0.426 0.426 0.351 0.001 0.161 0.651 0.023 0.797 0.006 0.003 0.033 0.177
number of event types 368 353 0.038 -0.038 0.145 0.293 ** 0.141 0.022 0.205 * 0.035 0210 ** 0188 * 0.145 0.122 0.808 ** 1.000
(month) 0.639 0.639 0.074 0.000 0.083 0.792 0.011 0.673 0.009 0.020 0.074 0.134 0.000
number of users (month) 26592 61235 -0.077 0.077 -0.035 0.205 -0.021 0.045 0.191 0.041 0.205 0.108 0.152 0.209 0.401 0.308 1.000
0.347 0.347 0670 0011 0.793 0,580 0019 0617 0011 0.183 0.061 0.010 0,000 0,000
number of heavy users 55.17 183.82 -0.038 0.038 0.051 0.224 ** 0.071 -0.027 -0.022 0.001 0.125 0.036 0.144 0.087 0313 ** 0.049 0.639 ** 1.000
(month) ) ) 0.645 0.645 0.531 0.005 0.382 0.738 0.792 0.991 0.124 0.660 0.076 0.286 0.000 0.547 0.000
ander 205 () s 1000 0134 0.134 0075 0.056 0076 0093 0.104 0025 0,099 0.018 0.138 0.036 0.056 0,051 0102 0.034
0.099 0.099 0.361 0.494 0.352 0.255 0.203 0.762 0.223 0.825 0.090 0.656 0.494 0.529 0.212 0.673
205 (%) 2115 1533 0.051 -0.051 -0.089 -0.089 0.011 -0.009 -0.039 0.048 0.098 -0.071 -0.025 0.109 0.019 -0.025 0.129 0.061
) ) 0.529 0.529 0.278 0.278 0.889 0.911 0.634 0.557 0.231 0.385 0.764 0.182 0.819 0.757 0.114 0.454
305 (%) 38.38 1943 0.055 -0.055 0194 * -0.011 0.049 0.058 0.059 -0.065 0.020 -0.097 -0.115 -0.078 -0.092 -0.057 -0.169 * -0.108
0502 0502 0,017 0897 0550 0.478 0473 0.429 0811 0235 0.159 0342 0.257 0.488 0,037 0.184
405 (%) 2275 1391 0.088 0.088 -0.001 0.051 0.018 0.026 -0.028 0.004 -0.106 0.040 -0.002 -0.141 0.058 0.012 -0.073 0.012
Space Users ) 0.278 0.278 0.994 0.529 0.822 0.750 0.734 0.958 0.196 0.625 0.976 0.083 0.474 0.884 0.375 0.888
(excluding 505 (%) 863 918 -0.159 0.159 -0.097 0.031 -0.104 -0.064 0.061 0.017 -0.045 0.043 0.037 0.008 -0.107 -0.072 0.022 0.035
percentage of ) ) 0.050 0.050 0.233 0.704 0.201 0.434 0.455 0.837 0.579 0.596 0.653 0.922 0.189 0.381 0.789 0.672
mOS) s 06) s . 0,041 0.041 0110 0163 * 0,049 0.025 0,047 0.080 0145 0.267 ** 0134 0.199 * 0163 * 0213 ** 0161 * 0.050
) ) 0.614 0.614 0.178 0.045 0.547 0.764 0.564 0.326 0.074 0.001 0.099 0.014 0.045 0.009 0.047 0.540
students (%) 1059 1536 -0.040 0.040 -0.124 -0.093 -0.029 -0.165 -0.065 0.069 -0.111 -0.106 -0.044 0.050 -0.048 -0.068 0.126 0.091
0628 0,628 0.127 0253 0.724 0,042 0425 0.401 0174 0.194 0589 0541 0557 0.406 0.121 0.264
-0.096 0.096 0.054 0.091 -0.191 * 0.038 0.049 -0.089 0.024 -0.052 0.007 -0.041 0.034 0.061 0.129 -0.021
employees (%) 2971 2317
0.238 0.238 0.512 0.266 0.018 0.639 0.545 0.274 0.765 0.527 0.927 0.619 0.677 0.453 0.115 0.795
freelancers (%) 42.80 27.49 0.127 -0.127 0.130 0.094 0.153 0.180 0.007 0.081 0.022 0.016 0.052 -0.004 -0.044 -0.010 -0.161 0.040
0.119 0.119 0.110 0.248 0.059 0.027 0.931 0.323 0.787 0.848 0.528 0.964 0.592 0.900 0.048 0.626
housewlveshusoands (36) o5 151 0143 0.143 -0.188 0145 -0.084 -0.053 -0.055 -0.029 -0.069 0,030 -0.101 0.005 0,014 0,038 0,023 0.000
0.079 0.079 0.020 0.074 0.305 0.520 0.504 0.724 0.397 0.718 0.217 0.952 0.865 0.640 0.777 0.999
0.080 -0.080 0.000 -0.052 0.100 -0.127 0.026 -0.039 0.082 0.099 0.033 0.010 0.070 0.026 -0.008 0.010
others (%) 834 1953
0.327 0.327 0.999 0.522 0.221 0.120 0.751 0.635 0.316 0.223 0.688 0.901 0.391 0.755 0.926 0.907
the space manager facilitates 373 122 0.165 * -0.165 * 0.125 0.138 0.480 ** 0.283 ** 0336 ** 0318 ** 0.283 ** 0.262 ** 0179 * 0.142 0.144 0.156 -0.120 0.039
user interaction 0042 0.042 0126 0,089 0.000 0,000 0.000 0,000 0,000 0.001 0,028 0.081 0,076 0,055 0142 0635
- N 0.116 -0.116 0.032 0.040 0.324 ** 0.140 0.246 ** 0.245 ** 0.223 ** 0172 * 0.121 0.194 * 0.151 0.130 -0.154 0.043
users facilitate own interaction 341 120
0.155 0.155 0.691 0.629 0.000 0.084 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.034 0.138 0.017 0.063 0.109 0.059 0.603
the space is used for the a2 095 0,066 0.6 0,094 0181 * 0.022 0,019 0,046 0016 0.046 0085 0,008 0086 0,044 0.149 0.081 0.105
purpose of getting work done B ) 0.418 0.418 0.248 0.026 0.785 0.820 0.572 0.847 0.571 0.300 0.230 0.291 0.594 0.067 0.324 0.198
users hope to interact with the 338 0.92 0216 ** -0.216 ** 0.014 0.027 0.3%6 ** 0.047 0.181 * 0.269 ** 0.161 * 0.151 0.115 0.137 0.141 0.148 -0.236 ** -0.073
space manager ) ) 0.008 0.008 0.865 0.742 0.000 0.563 0.025 0.001 0.047 0.064 0.157 0.092 0.083 0.070 0.003 0.368
users hope to interact with 351 103 0.206 * -0.206 * 0.004 0.097 0.461 ** 0.157 0.188 * 0.367 ** 0.247 ** 0.227 ** 0.122 0179 * 0.096 0.118 -0.117 -0.082
P;’:L’g‘ar’““ other users 0011 0.011 0.959 0232 0.000 0,053 0,020 0,000 0,002 0.005 0134 0.027 0.240 0147 0.150 0.318
sales) 9 new products and services are 343 112 0.105 -0.105 0.025 0.009 0305 ** 0.066 0.162 * 0.224 ** 0353 ** 0.165 * 0.074 0.167 * 0.124 0.168 * -0.036 0.018
created through collaboration 0.198 0.198 0.759 0.909 0.000 0.420 0.046 0.005 0.000 0.043 0.363 0.039 0.128 0.039 0.658 0.827
new products and services are 232 100 0202 * -0.202 * 0.099 -0.047 0.162 * -0.012 0.067 0.085 0318 ** 0.087 0.095 0.120 0.091 0.082 -0.111 0.049
created by individual users ) ) 0.013 0.013 0.226 0.563 0.046 0.880 0.414 0.298 0.000 0.289 0.242 0.141 0.262 0.314 0.175 0.550
want to increase users at the s 05 0177 * 0177 * 0225 ** 0.265 ** 0.240 ** 0,039 0,041 0,076 0.067 0,033 0018 -0.118 0.083 0119 0238 ** 0.010
space ) ) 0.029 0.029 0.005 0.001 0.003 0.637 0.618 0.353 0.414 0.686 0.823 0.149 0.311 0.144 0.003 0.902
satisfied with the space’s 226 108 0.137 -0.137 -0.054 0.021 0.050 -0.081 0.017 0.101 0.146 0.070 0.062 0.165 * 0.119 0.113 0221 ** 0.139
current state 0,092 0.092 0511 0798 0542 0322 0839 0216 0072 0394 0.449 0.042 0.145 0.166 0,006 0.088
the space is profitable on a 228 130 0.101 -0.101 0.188 * 0.397 ** 0.001 -0.075 0.002 -0.034 0179 * -0.055 0.030 0.087 0.234 ** 0.264 ** 0338 ** 0.268 **
non-consolidated basis ) ) 0.214 0.214 0.021 0.000 0.988 0.362 0.983 0.679 0.028 0.500 0.712 0.285 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.001

Note: N=152. *: p <0.05, **:p < 0.0L,

Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.
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the space

the space is used

users hope to
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new products and new products and

satisfied with the

the space is

under 20s (%) 205 (%) 305 (%) 405 (%) 505 (%) Over60s (%)  students (%)  employees (%) freelancers (%) m'\‘;‘;:g:’f;ﬂ) others (%) 'Mm“:ﬁw U‘f]‘;’fﬂ"aec"a"c':l'; S’;‘:IE;"W'?Z:: interact with the  interact with u:::‘;c‘fr:': " 5;2;"?: Zf u”::"‘s‘;""h'::;:a:; space's current ng;‘jz'u‘:"jlg;: ’
N space manager  other users state 2
interaction done collaboration  individual users basis
1.000
0.104 1.000
0208
0430 0270 1000
0,000 0.001
-0.259 ** -0.435 ** -0.326 ** 1.000
0.001 0.000 0.000
0033 0398 0424 ** 0220 ** 1000
0,686 0.000 0.000 0.006
0,098 0206 * 0373 0049 0353 1.000
0.231 0011 0,000 0549 0,000
0.659 ** 0.363 ** -0.375 ** -0.289 ** -0.105 0.018 1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.198 0828
0013 0.165 * 0166 * 0011 0.086 0.027 0097 1.000
0870 0,082 0.041 0.893 0291 0746 0.236
0334 0186 * 0199 * 0235~ 0,006 0130 0353 0484 1000
0,000 0.022 0014 0.004 0,943 0110 0,000 0.000
-0.035 -0.198 * -0.005 -0.031 0.215 ** 0.282 ** -0.042 -0.200 * -0.281 ** 1.000
0,665 0014 0.956 0.709 0.008 0.000 0,608 0013 0.000
-0.004 0062 0215 ** 0067 0181 * 0085 0142 0270 0333 0124 1000
0.957 0.447 0.008 0414 0.026 0.298 0.081 0.001 0.000 0127
0121 0056 0127 0048 0043 0,097 0177 * 0157 0.149 0016 0.120 1000
0136 0.493 0118 0554 0598 0236 0,030 0.053 0.067 0841 0114
-0.094 -0.007 0.096 0.011 -0.057 -0.066 -0.150 -0.166 * 0.099 0.023 0.157 0.569 ** 1.000
0.250 0931 0220 0.889 0.485 0.420 0.065 0041 0226 0775 0,053 0.000
0019 0010 -0.049 0007 0.023 0172 * 0049 0.105 0167 * 0223 “0144 0072 0048 1000
0814 0.904 0549 0933 0778 0.035 0547 0.199 0,040 0.006 0076 0377 0559
0112 0095 0.146 0,034 0,096 0.022 0195 * 0203 * 0112 0070 0.181 * 0520 0633 0022 000
0168 0246 0,074 0675 0280 0.790 0,016 0012 0171 0.389 0,025 0,000 0.000 0.789
-0.226 ** -0.050 0.217 ** 0.037 -0.125 -0.080 -0.286 ** -0.098 0.134 0.030 0.129 0.535 ** 0.645 ** -0.076 0.680 ** 1.000
0,005 0539 0.007 0650 0.126 0326 0.000 0221 0,099 0712 0114 0.000 0.000 0.350 0.000
0,099 0039 0200 ** 0071 0118 0,060 0139 0203 * 0.124 0035 0203 * 0473 ** 0605 0.086 0.497 0555 1.000
0.224 0634 0,010 0386 0.149 0.466 0.088 0012 0.127 0672 0012 0,000 0.000 0.295 0.000 0.000
0111 0028 0173 * 0055 0072 0058 0150 0184 * 0.102 -0.065 0244+ 0414 0541~ 0.108 0.460 *~ 0414 0786~ 1000
0174 0.736 0,033 0.498 0377 0475 0.065 0024 0212 0425 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.183 0.000 0,000 0.000
-0.067 -0.122 0.021 0.132 -0.010 0.058 -0.124 -0.033 0.145 -0.134 0.038 0.322 ** 0.195 * 0.160 * 0.226 ** 0.228 ** 0.131 0.200 * 1.000
0415 0.133 0.800 0.106 0.900 0475 0.127 0687 0.074 0.100 0,640 0.000 0016 0,049 0.005 0.005 0.109 0013
0,019 0.160 * 0179 * 0067 0117 0.101 “0.038 0013 0.091 0113 0025 001 0.151 0249 ** 0.127 0.064 0212 ** 0249 ** 0246 1000
0820 0,049 0.027 0411 0.151 0216 0644 0870 0264 0.166 0756 0892 0.064 0.002 0.119 0433 0.009 0.002 0.002
0,025 0.138 0121 0086 0.060 0.088 0,016 0.028 0.028 0104 0003 0138 0189 * 0118 0,073 0.048 0176 * 0.193 * 0030 0457 1000
0.757 0.089 0.139 0294 0.462 0.280 0842 0733 0734 0.204 0.969 0.089 0.020 0.149 0370 0557 0030 0017 0713 0.000




4.5.4 Usage time

The average member usage time was 4.56 hours per day (Uda and Abe, 2015b). As shown in
Table 9, we observed a correlation between a space’s floor size and member usage time (0.368).
Figure 7 shows this relationship. We also observed that number of seats (0.282) and number of
partitioned seats (0.212) each had a positive correlation with usage time.

Among the management organization items, we will focus on space manager’s working time and
age. A correlation appears between space manager’s working time (days) and member usage time
(0.343), perhaps indicating that space managers extend the space’s operation hours to meet user
demand or that usage time increases due to long operation hours. The older the space manager, the
shorter the member usage time tends to be (-0.180, 5% significance level). The average space
manager age was 38.91, and most users were in their thirties or forties. Thus, the more the age gap
between the space manager and users increases, the more the difficulty of interacting and sharing
information with users might increase.

The following findings on the relationships between items pertaining to space manager’s view of
the current state of the space and usage time were noteworthy. The more space managers facilitate
user interaction (0.220) or the more users facilitate own interaction (0.230), the longer the member
usage time tends to be. The more users hope to interact with the space manager (0.191, 5%
significance level) or the more they hope to interact with other users (0.251), the longer the usage
time tends to be. The more new products and services created through collaboration (0.229) or the
more new products and services created by individual users (0.279), the longer the usage time

becomes.
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Table 9 Usage time correlation matrix

usage time by

space manager’s

the space

the space is used

users hope to

users hope to

new products and new products and

satisfied with the

the space is

" © usagetimeby — F o number of seats moerof o tpation vy WOKinghours  workingdays LG NG space managers o manager users faciltate for thepurpose A2 VR LD Pl services are sevicesare  want toincrease > (S profiteble ona
members (day) oor size (m') partitioned seats *"" (week) " aget facilitates user  own interaction  of getting work created through  created by users at the space " non-consolidated
(day) months) space manager  other users state
interaction done collaboration  individual users basis
usage time by members (day) 456 302 1000
Space Users
usage time by non-members 0391 ** 1,000
314 205
(day) 0.000
0368 ** 0253 ** 1,000
floor size () 123.95 148.20
0000 0.002
Facility  number of seats 3389 26.76 0262 0166 0697 1000
0000 0042 0000
number of partitioned seats 575 1013 0212 0114 0388 0562 1000
0009 0163 0000 0000
specialization (R) 55 068 0014 0133 0046 -0.140 0114 1.000
0862 0102 0576 0086 0163
workinghours (dzy) 229 268 0343 0359 0090 0112 0053 0093 1,000
0000 0.000 0272 0.168 0520 0256
working days (week) w7 17 0131 0194 0124 0151 0012 0115 0.667 1.000
Management 0109 0017 0127 0064 0880 0159 0000
Organization ‘space manager’s experience (in o 1224 0087 0050 0020 0003 0025 0038 0129 0042 1,000
months) . ' 0.287 0538 0804 0974 0.760 0640 0114 0608
. 0180 * 0114 0001 -0.101 -0.055 0.109 0112 0064 0032 1,000
space manager's age T 3891 895
0027 0.162 0992 0215 0501 0.182 0171 0438 0694
umber of staff . 579 0.069 -0.098 0100 0211 0.149 0002 -0.140 -0.248 0037 0102 1,000
0401 0228 0221 0009 0067 0.261 0085 0002 0655 0212
the space manager facilitates 273 2 0220 ** 0050 0178 * 0081 0012 -0.069 0.144 0.060 0018 0.030 0122 1,000
user interaction 0006 0541 0029 0321 0884 0401 0077 0.463 0823 0715 0134
o 0230 ** 0118 0096 -0079 -0141 -0.003 0175 * 0048 0163 * 0.004 0.086 0569 ** 1.000
users facilitate own interaction ~ 3.41 1.20
0004 0147 0238 0331 0082 0968 0031 0560 0045 0959 0.293 0.000
the space is used for the 372 095 0111 0151 0012 0005 0090 -0119 0088 0060 0018 -0.004 0.127 0072 0048 1.000
purpose of getting work done 0172 0063 0880 0953 0270 0.145 0279 0.465 0821 0963 0.120 0377 0.559
users hope to nteract with the o 092 0191 * -0.036 -0.015 0176 * 0250 ** -0.001 0134 0039 0,029 0,020 -0.080 0520 ** 0633 ** -0.022 1,000
space manager 0018 0.660 0858 0030 0002 0987 0.100 0630 0.720 0.804 0.325 0.000 0.000 0.789
users hope to interact with 351 103 0251 ** 0031 0098 -0.088 0143 -0.010 0048 -0.026 0027 -0.087 0013 0535 ** 0645 ** 0,076 0680 ** 1,000
P:’“’I'";a"ce other users 0.002 0.706 0230 0278 0.079 0.904 0553 0.746 0.738 0290 0871 0.000 0.000 0350 0.000
excludin
sales) 9 "ew products and services are 243 112 0229 ** 0157 0168 * 0084 0018 0008 0054 0037 0122 0110 0,021 0473 ** 0605 ** 0.086 0497 ** 0555 ** 1.000
created through collaboration 0005 0054 0039 0301 0828 0919 0505 0653 0134 0.181 0.801 0.000 0.000 0.205 0.000 0.000
new products and servicesare o Loo 0279 ** 0174 * 0203 * 0090 0024 0065 0051 0,019 0131 0073 0021 0414 ** 0541 ** 0.108 0460 ** 0414 ** 0786 ** 1.000
created by individual users - i 0001 0032 0012 0273 0.765 0428 0533 0814 0.107 0.370 0.797 0.000 0.000 0.183 0.000 0.000 0.000
‘want to increase users at the 143 085 0182 * 0055 0049 0042 0016 0075 0036 0041 0211 ** 0122 -0.069 0322 ** 0195 * 0160 * 0226 ** 0228 ** 0131 0200 * 1.000
space i | 0025 0504 0549 0.606 0842 0361 0657 0.614 0.009 0134 0.399 0.000 0016 0.049 0.005 0.005 0.109 0013
satisfied with the space’s 226 Lo 0072 0111 0128 0116 0094 0044 0018 -0.065 0354 ** 0022 0236 ** 0011 0151 0249 ** 0127 0,064 0212 ** 0249 ** 0246 ** 1.000
current state - i 0375 0172 0.116 0155 0.249 0502 0829 0423 0.000 0.792 0.003 0.892 0.064 0.002 0.119 0433 0.009 0.002 0.002
the space is profitable on a 208 130 0211 ** 0096 0254 ** 0346 ** 0206 ** 0246 ** 0131 0,092 0424 ** 0129 0164 * 0138 0189 * 0118 0073 0048 0176 * 0193 * 0030 0457 ** 1.000
non-consolidated basis i i 0.009 0.238 0.002 0,000 0.000 0.002 0.108 0.260 0.000 0114 0.043 0.089 0.020 0.149 0370 0.557 0.030 0017 0.713 0,000
Note: N=152, T:N=151. *:p <005, **:p <0.0L
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Figure 7 Relationship between floor size and member usage time

4.6 Performance

As shown in Table 1, the items pertaining to performance are sales, member sales ratio, and space
manager’s view on the current state of the space. This last item is subdivided into 10 items:*® (1)
“The space manager works to facilitate interactions among users” (“the space manager facilitates
user interaction” hereafter); (2) “Users try to interact on their own by exchanging business cards, etc.”
(“users facilitate own interaction”); (3) “Users use the space because they can get work done” (“the
space is used for the purpose of getting work done™); (4) “Users use the space because they hope to
interact with the space manager” (“users hope to interact with the space manager”); (5) “Users use
the space because they hope to interact with other users™ (“users hope to interact with other users™);
(6) “New business and services are created through collaboration between users” (“new products and
services are created through collaboration”); (7) “New businesses and services are created by
individual users” (“new products and services are created by individual users”); (8) “I would like to
increase users at the space that | operate” (*want to increase users at the space”); (9) “I’m satisfied
with the current state of the space that | operate” (“satisfied with the space’s current state™); and (10)
“The space generates profits on a non-consolidated basis” (“the space is profitable on a
non-consolidated basis”)

Section 4.6.1 below discusses the relationships between sales and the items in facility to
performance (items related to member sales ratio and space manager’s view on the current state of

the space). Section 4.6.2 covers the relationships between the ten items comprising the view on the

4 Respondents evaluated these items on a five-point scale ranging from “Completely disagree” (1) to “Completely
agree” (5).
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current state of the space and the items pertaining to facility to space users, along with the
relationships among the 10 items comprising the space manager’s view on the current state of the

space.

4.6.1 Sales

The average monthly sales generated by space business was 512,420 yen“6. The median value
was 200,000 yen, and about 85% of the sales did not exceed 1 million yen (Uda and Abe, 2015b).

As shown in Table 10-1,%” the more a space’s floor size increases, the higher its sales (0.281).
Taking investment in fixed assets such as the space itself or equipment into consideration, few
owners or space managers might increase the floor size because sales have increased, suggesting that
owners or space managers who want to select a large space and increase sales right from the start of
operation tend to also have high sales as a result. The more the number of seats increases, the higher
the sales (0.500). Figures 8 and 9 show these relationships. Since it is difficult to significantly
increase the number of seats after opening a space (even if not as difficult as increasing the floor
size), the more a space manager tends to have opened a large space with a large number of seats, the
more its sales tend to be high.

We observed a negative correlation between degree of specialization (R) and sales (-0.272, 5%
significance level), suggesting that the more a space manager is dedicated to the space business, the
higher its sales.*® Moreover, the larger the staff size, the higher the sales (0.502). However, it is also
possible to infer that a space manager employs more because sales are high. We did not observe a
correlation between space manager’s working hours/days and sales, suggesting that, even with long
business hours, a space may not be able to increase sales. We did not observe a correlation between
space manager’s age or experience (in months) and sales. Given that both variables are proxies for
space manager’s experience, space manager’s experience may not be linked to space business

success.

46 1 Yen was approximately 0.00951 US Dollar or 0.00726 Euro as of September 3, 2014 when was the last day of
our questionnaire survey, according to the Bank of Japan’s statistical data about Foreign Exchange
(https://www.boj.or.jp/statistics/market/forex/fxdaily/2014/fx140903.pdf ).

47 Table 10-1 shows the correlation coefficients with variables thought to have a relationship with sales (monthly).
See Table 10-2 for the correlation matrix of all the variables discussed.

48 The responses for degree of specialization (R) were as follows: 14 respondents reported doing space operation
only, 37 reported mainly doing space operation, and 98 reported business other than space operation as their main
business. The spaces analyzed in this paper are thought to represent slightly more than 40% of all coworking spaces
in Japan. These findings imply that the sample is unlikely to have a normal distribution for degree of specialization.
The interpretations of the findings in this section therefore require caution.
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It is not necessarily true that the more a space manager focuses on profitability on a
non-consolidated basis, the higher its sales. Similarly, we did not observe a correlation between the
degree to which a space manager focuses on community formation in the space and sales (though
there was a correlation at the 10% significance level).

While we generally observed links between the degree of cooperating with other actors or the
local community and sales, they were not strong. We observed correlations between the degree of
cooperating with other companies (0.266, 5% significance level) or with public institutions (0.230,
5% significance level) and sales. However, we did not observe correlations between the degree of
cooperating with neighboring/distant spaces, the local community, or NPOs and sales. We found
many cases of cooperating, such as projects or spaces facilitating the mutual use of spaces like
“Coworking Visa .jp”, and events cohosted with local community or local government, but the data
suggest that cooperating does not, alone, result in sales increases.

We observed that higher the number of events (0.278, 5% significance level) or more diverse
event types (0.369) tended to result in higher sales.

The more the number of users increases, the higher the sales of a space (0.721). We observed no
correlation between the ratio of a specific user type (such as employee or freelancer) among all the
users and sales. We observed no correlation between the average daily usage time of members or
non-members (drop-ins) and sales. This finding suggests that, for both members and drop-ins,
increases in average usage time are not tied to sales. This finding may be partly explained by the
billing system of coworking spaces. For many spaces, fees do not increase as a linear function of
usage time: for members, a fixed monthly fee system is dominant. For drops-ins, the fee system is
based on number of times used (such as 1,000 yen per day) or time-based fees incrementally reduced
(such as 500 yen for two hours or 1,000 yen for a half-day).

We did not observe a correlation between the degree to which the space manager facilitates user
interaction or the degree to which users facilitate own interaction and sales. In other words, whether
user interaction is promoted or not makes no difference to the sales of the space. We did not observe
a correlation between the degree of the creation of new business or services by users either through
user collaboration or by individual users and sales, indicating that performance created through the
use of a space do not contribute directly to its business.

We did not observe a correlation between the member sales ratio and sales, suggesting that
increases in the relative proportion of members are not necessarily tied to sales increases.
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Table 10-1 Sales correlations

M sD sales (month)
1.000
sales (month) 51.42 117.16
performance paercsmage of member sales 146,66 38.91 0.035
%) 0.754
percentage of non-member 5334 3891 -0.035
sales (%) 0.754
0.281 **
floor size (m” 123.95 14820 ——————
™ 0.010
Facility  number of seats 33.89 26.76 0.500
0.000
number of partitioned seats 575 10.13 0.5%8
0.000
specialization (R) 2.55 0.68 -0272
0.012
N -0.097
working hours (day) 7.29 3.68
0.378
N -0.121
working days (week) 4.74 1.76 R U
Management 0.271
Organization v i i
Gal space managers’ experience (in 19.49 1204 0.131
months) 0.236
-0.261 *
space manager's age { 38.91 8.95
i RS age 0.017
=
number of staff 557 5.79 0502
0.000
compete with neighboring 186 097 -0.005
spaces 0.965
A 0.210
focus on profitability 2.68 1.44
0.056
focus on community formation 4.26 0.95 0.065
0.558
cooperate with neighboring 253 137 0.148
spaces 0.178
) cooperate with distant spaces 275 148 o2
Business 0.119
Stratt i
egy cooperal'e with the local 347 130 0.036
community 0.745
coopera?e with other 207 149 0.266
companies 0.015
cooperate with the local 263 150 0.211
government 0.054
cooperate with NPOs 244 142 0.106
0.336
Foopergte with public 204 129 0.230
institutions 0.035
number of events (month) 5.68 6.30 0.278
0.010
Ay b of ovent 0369
number of event types 3,68 353 .
(month) 0.001
I
number of users (month) 265.92 612.35 o 7
0.000
number of heavy users 5517 183.682 0.161
(month) 0.142
students (%) 1059 15.36 -0.058
0.729
0.159
employees (%, 29.71 23.17
ployees (%) 0.150
freelancers (%) 42.80 27.49 -0.165
0.135
. -0.062
Space Users housewives/husbands (%) 8.57 15.44 0578
others (%) 8.34 19.53 0.121
0.272
members (%) 46.66 3891 0.018
0.909
non-members (%) 53.34 38.91 -0.013
0.909
0.117
usage time by members (day 4.56 3.02
g Y (day) 0288
usage time by non-members 314 205 0.002
(day) 0.987
the space me}nager facilitates 373 122 -0.080
user interaction 0.469
users facilitate own interaction 341 120 0185
0.092
the space is ussfi for the 372 095 0.080
purpose of getting work done 0.470
users hope to interact with the 338 092 -0.270
space manager 0.013
users hope to interact with -0.045
Performance o per users 351 1.03 oo
new products and services are 0.025
sales Ny 343 112 _—
) created through collaboration 0.824
new products and services are -0.108
created by individual users 3.32 109 0.330
- I
want to increase users at the 443 085 0.335
Space 0.002
satisfied with the space’s 226 108 0.267
current state 0.014
the space is profitable on a 0.349 **
N - 2.2 1. —_—
non-consolidated basis i 30 0.001

Note: N=152, T: N =84, {: N=151 *:p <0.05, **:p < 0.01.
Each upper line contains Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients, and each lower line contains probabilities.
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Table 10-2 Sales correlation matrix

ercentageof  PONER of number of workinghours  workingdays P2 MBS e onagers competewith o5 on foeus on " cooperate with 01 cooperate with 01
sD sales (month) + - PEOME O on member saes  floor size (m)  number of seats specialization (R) 9 9V eperience (n S umber of saff  neighboring mmunity neighboring » the focal P the local
member sales (%) partitioned seats (day) (week) aet profitability distant spaces other companies
) months) spaces formation paces community government
sales (month) t 5142 1716 1000
performance PErCETIage of member sals . o1 0035 1000
%) 0.754
percentage of non-member o oL 0,035 1000 1,000
sales (%) 0754 0.000
0281~ 0197 ~ 0197 ~ 1000
floor size () 12395 14820
0010 0015 0,015
Facility  number of seats 3389 2676 0500 oL o116 0897 1000
0,000 0153 0153 0.000
number of partitioned seats 575 1013 05%8 0082 0082 0358 0582 1000
0,000 0318 0318 0.000 0.000
spechlzation (%) ss 0es 0272 0,045 0045 0,046 0140 0114 1000
0012 0579 0579 0576 0,086 0163
working hours (day) 120 . 0,097 0,005 0,005 0,090 0112 0053 0,093 1000
0378 0947 0947 0272 0168 0520 0256
working days (wesk) i s 0121 0034 0,034 0124 0151 0012 0115 0667 1000
Management 0271 0677 0677 0127 0.064 0.880 0159 0.000
Orgenization Space managers” experence (in 1o o 2o 0131 0.085 0,085 0,020 0,003 0025 0,038 0129 0042 1000
months) 0236 0208 0298 0804 0974 0.760 0640 0114 0,608
0261 * 0,002 0,002 0.001 0101 0,055 0109 0112 0.064 0032 1000
space manager's age § 3891 895
0017 0.984 0.984 0992 0215 0501 0182 0171 0438 0694
amberof saff o7 570 0502 0124 0124 0100 0211 0149 0,092 0140 0248 0,037 0102 1000
0.000 0129 0129 0.221 0,009 0.067 0.261 0.085 0,002 0655 0212
compete with neighboring o5 0a7 0,005 0,090 0,090 0.089 0.09% 0.100 0,036 0.056 0.041 0072 0021 0,059 1000
spaces 0.965 0269 0.269 0275 0240 0219 0664 0.495 0614 0.380 0802 0471
0210 0142 0142 0142 0262~ 0250 ** 0367 0195 * 0.148 0077 0,018 0092 0352 1000
focus on profitability 268 144
0.056 0,082 0.082 0.080 0.001 0,002 0.000 0,016 0,070 0348 0828 0259 0.000
0.065 0214 ** 0214+ 0072 0025 0015 0,044 0113 0,063 0196 * 0,098 0128 0076 0133 1000
focus on community formation .26 095
0558 0.008 0,008 0378 0.755 0852 0591 0.166 0439 0,015 0232 0116 0352 0102
cooperate with neighboring 53 Lo 0.148 0016 0,016 0,052 0,046 0.005 0.031 0,025 0136 0.005 0,085 0,091 0,020 0123 0261 ** 1000
spaces 0178 0847 0847 0524 0573 0.949 0.707 0.762 0,095 0952 0300 0.264 0.805 0.130 0.001
0172 0,093 0,093 0131 0.127 0.007 0,074 0.074 0040 0136 0.071 0135 0089 0.158 0276 ** 0.464 "~ 1000
cooperate with distant spaces 275 148
Business 0119 0254 0254 0.107 0120 0933 0364 0364 0624 0,095 0.386 0,097 0276 0052 0.001 0.000
Strategy  “cooperate with the local Iy 10 0,036 0074 0074 0.068 0.000 0,009 0.058 0034 0159 0146 0,030 0.100 0015 0.021 0422 ** 0259 ** 0306 "~ 1000
community 0745 0364 0364 0403 0.995 0.908 0475 0677 0.050 0.073 0714 0220 0856 0.798 0.000 0.001 0,000
ooperate with other 307 0 0266 * 0122 0122 0274~ 0297~ 0152 0,043 0,016 0044 0129 0032 0204 * 0.061 0.047 0138 0249 ** 0372 ** 0307 1000
companies 0015 0136 0136 0,001 0,000 0.062 0,600 0846 0589 0113 0697 0012 0452 0564 0,091 0,002 0,000 0.000
‘cooperate with the local 263 150 0211 0111 0111 0210 ** 0163 * 0104 0111 0.002 0032 0,017 0.160 0.119 0090 0020 0309 0290 0295 0350 "~ 039 1000
overnment 0054 0174 0174 0010 0,045 0204 0172 0.982 0698 0832 0.050 0.145 0.268 0811 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.106 0055 0,055 0111 0.006 0026 0,09 0048 0108 0.004 0.106 0.097 0023 0,018 0.155 0324 0335 "~ 0300 "~ 0324 0505
cooperate with NPOs 244 142
0336 0499 0499 0173 0937 0.751 0.227 0554 0.187 0.960 0.197 0236 0.781 0825 0.057 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ooperate with public 224 120 0230 * 0133 0133 0216 ** 0229 ** 0124 0.063 0,009 0160 * 0126 0.037 0213 ** 0064 0087 0.161 * 0.188 * 0355 "~ 0350 "~ 0547 0510 **
institutions 0035 0.103 0.103 0.008 0.005 0129 0439 0910 0,048 0.121 0654 0.008 0434 0.285 0,048 0,020 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0278 * 0.085 0.085 0049 0261~ 0,077 0194 * 0284~ 0246~ 0.116 0052 0.121 0.076 0261~ 0114 0037 0.185 * 0.021 0.224 0236
number of events (month) 568 630
Adtivity 0010 0298 0298 0552 0.001 0343 0017 0.000 0,002 0.153 0529 0.136 0351 0.001 0.161 0651 0,023 0.797 0.006 0.003
number of event types 368 35 0369 " 0.069 0.069 0.056 0237 % 0139 0222 ** 0.109 0.119 0.064 0111 0135 0.145 0293 0.141 0022 0205 * 0.035 0210 ** 0.188 *
(month) 0.001 0398 0398 0494 0.003 0.089 0.006 0181 0.145 0435 0174 0.098 0074 0.000 0.083 0792 0011 0673 0.009 0.020
0721 " 0076 0076 0162 * 0409 ** 0289 ** 0.140 0.100 0002 0.184 * 0.154 0400 ** 0035 0.205 * 0021 0,045 0191 * 0,041 0205 * 0.108
number of users (month) 265.92 61235
0.000 0351 0351 0.046 0.000 0.000 0.084 0218 0.983 0023 0.060 0.000 0670 0011 0.793 0560 0019 0617 0011 0.183
number of heavy users 517 18382 0.161 0.089 0.089 0.092 0240~ 0.066 0,042 0.205 ~ 0.128 0.09 0003 0.127 0.051 0.224 0.071 0027 0022 0.001 0.125 0.036
(month) 0142 0276 0276 0261 0003 0416 0604 0011 0117 0238 0971 0120 0531 0.005 0382 0738 0792 0991 0.124 0660
students (%) 1050 1536 0038 0079 0.079 0.135 0013 0.084 0.085 0132 0.068 0042 0191 * 0.087 0124 0093 0029 0165 * 0065 0.069 0111 -0.106
0.729 0335 0335 0.097 0871 0304 0.299 0.106 0.403 0.606 0019 0.268 0.127 0.253 0.724 0.042 0.425 0.401 0.174 0.194
0.159 0059 0.059 0013 0015 0.097 0.007 0010 0.048 0061 0082 0.176 ~ 0.054 0.091 0191 * 0.038 0.049 -0.089 0.024 0052
employees (%) 2971 2317
0150 0472 0472 0870 0853 0233 093 0905 0558 0453 0316 0030 0512 0266 0018 0639 0545 0274 0765 0527
0.165 0.155 0.5 0.005 0.073 0.145 0.016 0.006 0108 0066 0097 0179 ~ 0130 0054 0153 0180 - 0007 0081 0022 0016
freslancers (%) 4280 2749
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4.6.2 Space manager’s view on current state of space

As shown in Table 11-1, the larger floor size, the more profit a space generates on a
non-consolidated basis (0.254). Similarly, we observed a positive correlation with number of seats
(0.346), suggesting that the more seats a space has, the more it tends to generate profit.

The larger the staff size, the greater the tendency to be satisfied with the current state of the space
(0.236) and the more that profits on a non-consolidated basis tend to increase (0.164, 5%

significance level). This finding may indicate that the more the staff size increases, the more the

4% Table 11-1 shows the correlation coefficients with variables thought to have a relationship with the 10 items
comprising the space manager’s views on the current state of the space. See Table 11-2 for the correlation matrix of
all the variables discussed.
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profit on a non-consolidated basis increases, and the more the satisfaction level with space operation
rises. The inverse also holds, however: the generation of profits could also increase the satisfaction
level and increase the staff size. Care in interpretation is therefore required. We did not observe a
correlation between space manager’s working hours/days and the level of satisfaction with the
space’s current state or profit on a non-consolidated basis, suggesting that, even if space managers
work long hours, there is no direct connection to profits on a non-consolidated basis.

The findings suggested by the correlations with the items related to strategy are as follows. The
more a space views other neighboring spaces as competitors, the more profits it tends to generate on
a non-consolidated basis (0.188, 5% significance level). The more a space cooperates with other
actors, the more new business and services tends to be created through collaboration between users.

We also observed some notable tendency among space management policies. The more the space
manager focuses on profitability, the more he/she wants to increase users at the space (0.265) and the
more profits are actually generated on a non-consolidated basis (0.397). The more the space manager
focuses on community formation, the more the space manager facilitates user interaction (0.480) and
the more he/she considers that users hope to interact with him/her (0.396).

The noteworthy findings concerning the correlations with items related to activity are as follows.
The more events planned by space managers (-0.163, 5% significance level) increase or the more
space managers work as event lecturer (-0.203, 5% significance level), the less profit is generated on
a non-consolidated basis. This finding could indicate that events held by space managers are not tied
to profit or that space managers see events as a path to profitability when the space business is not
generating profits and thus hold them enthusiastically.

When the number of users increases, the space becomes profitable on a non-consolidated basis
(0.338). When examining the number of users, however, attention should also be paid to the
relationship of this item to other items. The more the number of space users increases, the less space
managers tend to consider that users hope to interact with the space manager (-0.236), indicating
that space managers consider that, as the number of users increases, interaction between the space
manager and users becomes increasingly difficult.>° We observed a tendency for space managers to
stop wanting to increase the number of users as their number increases (-0.238), suggesting that
space managers are trying to set a fixed upper limit on the number of users instead of wanting to

increase profits through unrestricted user growth. While user growth is indispensable for increasing

50 This finding could also indicate that not seeking to improve interaction results in user growth.
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profits, problems arise when user numbers rise, which may be why we observed no strong
relationship between number of users and satisfaction with the current state of the space (0.221).

The more the ratio of members increases, the more space managers tend to feel that users hope to
interact with the space manager (0.216) or the more they tend to feel that users hope to interact with
other users (0.206, 5% significance level). Thus, as the ratio of users who utilize the space frequently
increases, space managers feel that there is a greater expectation of interaction between the space
manager and users and among users. In other words, this finding may suggest that space managers
feel that it is difficult for users to interact with the space manager or with other users when there is
an increase in the ratio of users who use the space temporarily compared to the members like drop-in
users.

The longer the member usage time, the more new products and services are created through
collaboration among users (0.229) and by individual users (0.279). Increasing usage time also tends
to increase profits on a non-consolidated basis (0.211).

Among the items related to performance, we found that the higher the sales, the higher the profits
on a non-consolidated basis (0.349). Our findings on relationships among the 10 items related to
space manager’s view on the current state are as follows. There is a positive correlation between the
two variables “The space manager facilitates user interaction” and “Users facilitate own interaction”
(0.569), suggesting that space managers feel that their work to facilitate interaction in the space is
effective in creating interaction among users.

Space manager’s facilitation of user interaction is also tied to the creation of new business or
services. New business and services are created both by collaboration among users (0.473) and by
individual users (0.414).

These trends were also observed from interaction among users. Specifically, the more interaction
among users is facilitated, the more new business and services are created by collaboration among
users (0.605) or by individual users (0.541), suggesting that space managers feel that interaction
among users is tied to the creation of new services and business in the space.

Interaction among users also has a positive correlation with profits on a non-consolidated basis
(0.189, 5% significance level). We did not observe a correlation between the degree of space
manager’s facilitation to increase interaction among users and the degree of profits generated on a

non-consolidated basis.>!

51 There is a significantly positive correlation at the 10% significance level, however, with a coefficient of 0.138.
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The more new business and services are created through collaboration among users (0.212) or by
individual users (0.249), the more space managers are satisfied with the spaces’ current state. These
two items also have positive correlations with generating profits on a non-consolidated basis.
Specifically, the more new business and services are created through collaboration among users
(0.176, 5% significance level) or by individual users (0.193, 5% significance level), the more profits
tend to be generated on a non-consolidated basis. When these relationships are considered together,
the findings suggest that space managers feel that interaction among users and the creation of new

business and services in the space are tied to satisfaction with the current state and to profits.
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Table 11-1 Correlations of space manager’s view on current state of space
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Table 11-2 Correlation matrix of space manager’s view on current state of space
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5. Conclusion

Table 12 summarizes the major findings of this paper,5? which has presented the results of a
correlation analysis on the operational features of coworking space, divided into six parts. As
mentioned, few empirical studies on coworking spaces and coworking have been done. As studies
attempting to provide a whole picture of these phenomena are particularly scarce, we convince that
our study based on the data from 152 spaces in Japan has some theoretical and practical
contributions. Several challenges remain, however, concerning survey design and the way of
analyzing.

One of the survey design challenges is to conduct a user survey. Studies such as the GCS and
Hanibuchi (2014) have gathered and analyzed data on users. Along with space manager surveys, user
surveys are indispensable for gaining a comprehensive understanding of phenomenon on coworking.
It would also be beneficial to conduct a panel survey on space operation and compare the results
with the GCS findings.

Concerning the way of analyzing data, one problem is that this study consisted only of a
correlation analysis: it presented only hypotheses for future empirical studies. A regression analysis
is required to investigate whether causality can be found in the relationships presented in this paper.

These challenges need to be overcome to provide a comprehensive understanding of the

operation of the coworking space and a way of working called coworking.

52 We found no major differences after comparing the results of Uda and Abe (2015a) with the findings of this paper.
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Table 12 Major findings of this paper

Major findings

(1) Facility

The more floor size increases, the more the number of seats increases, but the data
suggest that the relationship between floor size and number of seats may be no longer
linear once floor space exceeds a certain size.

(2) Management
organization

The more staff size increases, the more space manager’s working hours/days decrease.
The more the number of users increases, the more staff size increases.

(3) Business Strategy

Spaces that cooperate with neighboring spaces also cooperate with distant spaces.

Spaces that cooperate with other actors (such as companies, local government, or NPOs)
have strong cooperation with all types of organizations.

Spaces that focus on profitability view neighboring spaces as competitors.

(4) Activity

The more events are proposed by users or the more users work as event lecturer, the
higher the number of events.

Space managers feel that events are not directly tied to space business profitability but
are tied to interaction and community-formation.

(5) Space Users

Increasing space manager’s working time does not increase the number of users.
Increasing event frequency does not increase the ratio of members relative to all users.
The more space managers facilitate user interaction, the more the ratio of members
increases.

Main members are freelancers in their forties.

When the number of freelance users increases, the number of corporate employee users
decreases (and vice-versa).

The diversity of space users’ job type is low in each individual space.

The more the space manager facilitates interaction or the more the users facilitate own
interaction, the more the usage time increases.

(6) Performance

The more the number of seats increases, the more sales increase.

We did not observe a correlation between space manager’s working hours/days and sales.
We did not observe a correlation between space manager’s experience (in months) and
sales.

We observed an overall connection between degree of cooperating with other actors or
the local community and sales, but the connection is not very strong.

The greater the event frequency or the more types of events there are, the higher the
sales.

Increases in the member sales ratio are not necessarily directly connected to sales
increases.

Space managers feel that interaction between space managers and users becomes difficult
as the number of users increases.

Space managers feel that interaction among users and the creation of new business and
services in the space are tied to satisfaction with the current state and to business profits.
We did not observe a correlation between space manager’s work hours/days and profits
on a non-consolidated basis.

The higher the sales, the higher the profits on a non-consolidated basis.
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Appendix
Questionnaire (Survey) on Actual Conditions of Coworking Space
RCoC; Research Community on Coworking, Hokkaido University

/ Universits

I . Questions regarding facility of your space

Q1 Please write down the floor size and number of seats in your space.

) The number of seat Among these, how many seats are sectioned-off,
Floor Size m

such as by partitions?

IT. Questions about business strategy pertaining to your space

Q2 Does the managing entity of your space (a company, for example) conduct other businesses besides managing the

said space?

1. Management of this coworking space is its only operation.
2. Its main operation is the management of this coworking space, but it carries out other operations as well.

3. Its main operation is one other than the management of this coworking space.

Q2-1 If you selected answer 2 or 3 for Q2, please write down the type(s) of business(es) conducted by the managing

entity (multiple answers are possible).

DIT-related @creative/design-related (®@manufacturing-related Dreal estate-related
®childcare/women’s support-related ®building/construction-related

(Dfood and beverage-related (®government-related @educational institutions (0other

Q3 Please circle the number you think best applies to the management policies of 281282z 8 | 8
£2 183 &2 1 |2

your space. g2 g % 32 % 2

< 7L 81z <

812 &

3| ® |8

1. Coworking spaces in the neighborhood are business competitors. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Focus on the profitability of the coworking space itself. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Focus on community formation at the coworking space. 1 2 3 4 5
4.  Cooperate with coworking spaces in the neighborhood. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Cooperate with coworking spaces outside the neighborhood. 1 2 3 4 5
6.  Actively involved in the local community where the coworking space is located. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Cooperate with the other companies. 1 2 3 4 5
8.  Cooperate with the local government. 1 2 3 4 5
9.  Cooperate with NPOs. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Cooperate with public institutions such as vocational schools, universities, and hospitals. 1 2 3 4 5
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Q3-1 If you answered 4 or 5 for 5 to 10 in Q3, please give specific answers as to any cooperation or relations.

Q4 As a coworking space in general, what do you consider to be the competitors? Please circle all that apply.

(Dcafe/casual restaurant @internet cafe Brental office/shared office
®home/SOHO (®corporate office ®incubation facility (Dvideo conference system

®other @no particular competitors

I Questions regarding your space users

Q5 Who did you expect the main users to be before your space was established? Please select all that apply.

DIT-related @creator/designer-related (@manufacturing-related @©community development-related

(®childcare/women’s support-related ®building/construction-related @literary/writer-related

(®sales/marketing-related @clerical-related 0other

Q6 Who are your main users? Please select all that apply.

DIT-related (@creator/designer-related (@manufacturing-related @®community development-related
®childcare/women’s support-related ®building/construction-related @literary/writer-related

(®sales/marketing-related @clerical-related 0other

Q7 Please write down the approximate percentages regarding user attributes of your space (please answer so that the
total equals 100%).

students: % employees: % freelancers: % housewives/husbands: %

other: %=>please specify

Q8 Approximately how many users do you have per month?

Approximately users

L

Among these, there are about high-frequency users.
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Q9 Among your space users, what are the approximate percentages of members and non-members (drop-in users)?

Members % -+ Non-members % = Total 100%

Q10 What is the average usage time per day by members and non-members (drop-in users)?

Members hours Non-members hours

Q11 Please write down the approximate percentages of age ranges applicable to your space users (please answer so

that the total equals 100%).

(DUnder 20: % ©@20s: % @ 30s: %
®40s: % ®50s: % ®O0ver 60: %

Q12 Please indicate the approximate percentage of each gender represented by your space users (please answer

so that the total equals 100%).

(DFemale: % @male: %

IV Questions regarding sales of your space

Q13 What percentage of your total sales are attributed to food and beverage sales?

Approximately %

Q14 Of your space’s sales, approximately what percentages are from members and non-members (drop-in users)?

(Please answer so that the total equals 100%.)

@D Members: % @Non-members: %

Q15 Please provide your approximate monthly sales, if you have no objections to doing so.

Approximately yen
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V' Questions regarding events of your space

Q16 How many events do you hold per month on average and what types of events are they?

Approximately events Types:

=) D S D ©
Q17 Please circle the number that you think is most applicable regarding events held 3 E Z S |5
T 2 22 '3
- g = % = $
in your space. < “g’ g8 § <
e & 3% %%
Q = @® 3
g% 3
1.  Events are an important source of revenue. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Events help facilitate interactions with people outside the space. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Events help facilitate interactions among users within the space. 1 2 3 4 5
4. The quality of events is an important issue in operating a space. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Events are often planned personally by the space manager. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Event plans are often proposed by users. 1 2 3 4 5
7.  The space manager often personally plays roles such as event lecturer. 1 2 3 4 5
8.  Users often play roles such as event lecturer. 1 2 3 4 5
9.  Events help increase the number of users. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Events are important for the space. 1 2 3 4 5
VI Questions about management organization of your space
Q18 Please write down how many people are engaged in the operation of your space.
Full-time ) )
Part-time User volunteers interns
(including space manager)
Q19 About how many hours does the space manager spend at your space?
Working hours per day: about hours,  Working days per week : about days

there has

L

(Please circle the answer that best applies.)

(Dbecome longer

@not changed

(@become shorter

In comparison to when the above-mentioned space was initially established, the amount of time he/she spends
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VI Questions regarding current status and future issues of your space

Q20 Please circle the number that you think best applies to your space’s current state. é % % % g
8 ® =
1. The space manager works to facilitate interactions among users. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Users try to interact on their own by exchanging business cards, etc. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Users use the space because they can get work done. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Users use the space because they hope to interact with the space manager. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Users use the space because they hope to interact with other users. 1 2 3 4 5
6.  New business and services are created through collaboration between users. 1 2 3 4 5
7. New businesses and services are created by individual users. 1 2 3 4 5
8. I'would like to increase users at the space that | operate. 1 2 3 4 5
9.  I’msatisfied with the current state of the space that | operate. 1 2 3 4 5
10. The space generates profits on a non-consolidated basis. 1 2 3 4 5

Q21 Please describe any issues your space currently has.

Q22 Please rank three coworking spaces that are strongly connected to yours.

Name of space 1:

Name of space 2:

Name of space 3:

Q23 If you know of any ideal coworking spaces, or spaces which could be a model for your space, please provide that

information below.

Name of space:

Reason:
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VIl Questions regarding space manager’s attributes

Q24 Which of the following is your (space manager’s) type of job (or specialization)?

DIT-related @creator/designer-related (®Manufacturing-related @community development-related
®childcare/women’s support-related ®building/construction-related @literary/writer-related

(®sales/marketing-related @clerical-related other

Q25 Please indicate your (space manager’s) gender and age.

Gender: MMale @Female

Age: years old

Q26 How long have you (your space manager) been engaged in the management of your space?

years and months

IX Additional Questions

Q27 Do you consent to your space’s name appearing in a list of participants in the study once the results of this study

are published?

(DConsent to appearing (@Do not consent to appearing

Q28 Do you consent to an interview at a later date? Please answer yes or no.

DYes @No

Q29 Open space for correspondence (please write whatever you like here.)

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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