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Abstract. This paper analyzes the self-organizing network Hoffice – a merger 
between the words home and office – that brings together people who wish to co-
create temporary workplaces. The Hoffice concept entails a co-working 
methodology, and a set of practices inherent in opening up one’s home as a 
temporary, shared workplace, with the help of existing social media platforms, 
particularly Facebook. We discuss both the practices of co-creating temporary 
workplaces, particularly for workers who lack a stable office and orchestrate 
flexible work arrangements, and the values and rhetoric enshrined in Hoffice. We 
collected our research materials through interviews, participant observation, and 
workshops. Our findings draw attention to i) the practical arrangement of Hoffice 
events, ii) the participatory efforts to get individual work done, and 3) the co-
creation of an alternative social model that encourages trust, self-actualization, and 
openness. To conclude, we discuss how Hoffice is already making change for its 
members, and how this is indicative of a politics of care. We contribute to research 
on computer-supported collaborative work (CSCW) by highlighting grassroots 
efforts to create alternative ways of organizing nomadic work and navigating non-
traditional employment arrangements. 
 
Keywords: Ethnography, Workplace, Mobile Work, Flexibility, Network 
Hospitality; Politics of Care 

1. Introduction 
Vignette. It is 9.00 AM on a Wednesday morning and I’ve come to [south of 

downtown] to work. As I look around trying to navigate the neighborhood and find 
the address I’m supposed to go to, I wonder how my today’s workplace will look 
like, what my host is like, and who else will be at his apartment. This is the first time 
I go to a Hoffice, that is someone’s home that is being used for the day as a shared 
office by a number of people who do not necessarily know each other. As I get closer 
to the apartment, I realize that I’m experiencing mixed feelings. I’m excited about 
gaining a first-hand experience of this co-working practice, I’m curious about the 
possibly interesting new people I’ll encounter today, but to be honest, I’m also a bit 
concerned about going to a stranger’s home. I ring the bell, John opens the door 
and warmly welcomes me. When the other two guests arrive, they help themselves 
to the coffee John has made for us. I sit at the table, while Emma and Karl prefer 
to make themselves comfortable on the sofa: it feels like we are all ready for the 
working day ahead of us. 

 
Hoffice – a merger of the words home and office – is a self-organizing network 

that brings together people who wish to co-create temporary workplaces. The 
network members’ arrangements to come together and work in a collocated fashion 
are coordinated with the help of existing social media platforms, particularly 
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Facebook. The Hoffice concept relates to a specific co-working methodology (often 
referred to as the structure) and to the set of practices inherent in opening up one’s 
home as a shared workplace. The co-working methodology – providing a rhythm 
of silent work sessions and social breaks – along with the practices, norms, and 
values that underlie the facilitation of Hoffice events characterize the workplaces 
that Hoffice participants co-create. Hoffice is an attempt to recreate a supportive 
social setting to make isolated professional lives more bearable, and even enjoyable. 
It can serve both as an alternative and a complement to “traditional” workplaces 
and office arrangements, as well as to the home offices of remote workers. 

We examine the socio-technical practices that constitute – but also stem from – 
Hoffice as an emerging phenomenon, as well as the values and rhetoric enshrined 
in it. This contributes to research on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work 
(CSCW) by highlighting grassroots efforts to create alternative ways of organizing 
nomadic work and navigating non-traditional employment arrangements. Our 
analysis of Hoffice reveals both visions about desirable conditions for work, and 
the challenges of maintaining such initiatives without sustained structural or 
organizational support. This resonates with calls to reinvigorate CSCW research 
with a practice-oriented agenda (Bjørn et al., 2016) and closer engagement with 
contemporary theoretical developments within the social sciences (Ackerman and 
Kaziunas, 2017), particularly by drawing attention to the situated experience of the 
underlying politics and issues an enterprise like Hoffice seeks to address. 

CSCW research has had a long-term commitment to investigating workplaces 
and their technological development through the inclusion of workers’ concerns 
and points of view (e.g. Hughes et al., 1992; Luff et al., 2000; Normark and Randall. 
2005; Suchman 2005; Schmidt, 2000; Bossen et al., 2016). However, as recently 
noted (Holten Møller et al., 2017), scholarship needs to revisit this commitment in 
a changing world of work. CSCW research has a history of contending with the 
problems of managerial structures and the digitalization of the workplace. For 
instance, in his analysis of early group calendar systems, Grudin (1988) illustrated 
the tensions that might emerge from the different interests that managers and other 
workers might have about new technologies (Grudin’s paradox). Nevertheless, 
shifting the focus towards a grassroots initiative, like Hoffice, opens up a new set 
of issues related to workplaces where work relations and the enterprise of work are 
guided by values such as trust, support and mutual care, rather than being organized 
under narratives of production. The lack of a managerial and hierarchical 
organization of work that is characteristic of Hoffice foregrounds an analytical 
focus on how people make change for themselves and others. This is in contrast 
with the traditional focus on how work unfolds within a more consolidated network 
of obligations and interdependencies. 

By discussing Hoffice, we illustrate how narratives of “flexible” forms of 
knowledge work (Barley and Kunda, 2006; Bourne et al., 2013; Carvalho et al., 
2017; Gregg 2013; Liegl, 2014; Gray et al., 2017), detached from the here and now 



4 

of office spaces (Gordon, 2002), call for taking on a broader – and partially different 
– set of research issues. While flexible work arrangements (e.g. “work from home” 
policies) and short-term employments (e.g. freelance work and independent 
contracting) have become a common reality in the global job market (Gregg, 2013; 
Gray et al., 2017), many of the associated challenges have received little attention 
within CSCW. Hoffice is significant, in this respect, as it provides a novel example 
of socio-technical infrastructure that enables participatory and collective efforts to 
carry out flexible and individual forms of work. The set of socio-cultural values and 
norms inherent in the Hoffice concept, together with the practical and procedural 
enactments that make it happen, provide CSCW with a vision of a workplace that 
does not focus on the efficiency of collaborative work per se, but rather on well-
being, self-care and care for other people. Hoffice depicts an alternative social 
model for a workplace where trust and openness towards others are paramount, 
instead of profit, competition, or managerial structures. This is achieved through 
transforming the purported home office into a self-organized co-working space that 
comes about when individuals (hosts) decide to share it with other people (guests), 
including acquaintances, or even strangers. In this respect Hoffice presents 
similarities with network hospitality arrangements where technology facilitates 
encounters in domestic spaces (e.g. Bialski, 2012; Lampinen, 2016; Molz, 2012). 

Computers fade into the background in everyday accounts of Hoffice events. 
The circulation of working resources, and other issues concerning the mobilization 
of work (Perry et al., 2001; Brown et al., 2003; Luff and Heath, 1998; Rossitto et 
al., 2007 and 2014; Su et al., 2008) appear easily manageable within this setting. In 
Hoffice, the role of technology, especially social media platforms, is primarily 
central to creating favorable conditions for people to come together in a co-located 
manner, and to co-work according to a shared rhythm. 

Through an ethnographic study, conducted over a period of sixteen months, we 
have gained an understanding of the reasons for organizing Hoffice events and 
attending them, as well as of how the resulting practices can be interpreted as a 
sustainable alternative to contemporary forms of flexible work. In presenting our 
analysis, we, first, describe the practical arrangements of Hoffice days (e.g. how the 
work structure is applied, the technology involved, and how physical places are 
used). We, then, discuss the nature of participatory efforts that enable individual 
work, and illustrate how the experience of partaking in Hoffice contributes to an 
alternative social model that encourages trust, self-actualization, and openness 
towards others.  

How can CSCW research benefit from analyzing Hoffice? Our investigation 
illustrates how Hoffice is already making change for its participants. Partaking 
marks a shift from the individual (Barley and Kunda, 2006; Gregg, 2013; Nippert-
Eng, 1995) to participatory efforts to co-create an effective and supportive context 
to orchestrate flexible work arrangements. Hoffice envisions a way to act 
collectively and to come together by focusing on the quality and meanings of 
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interactions between people, rather than merely on technological design. As care 
for oneself (e.g. self-actualization and well-being) and for others (e.g. togetherness, 
reciprocal support, trust, and mutuality) is central to its situated practices, Hoffice 
offers a model for exploring a vision of the workplace based on politics of care 
(Light and Akama, 2014; 2017), rather than merely on values such as connectivity, 
profit, productivity, and efficiency. Ultimately, this paper speaks to how CSCW 
might conceive of its role in co-creating more desirable conditions for work, 
balancing critique of precarious work conditions with pragmatic approaches to 
action (as suggested by Holten Møller et al., 2017). 

2. Background 
We draw on two broad lines of prior work to contextualize our study. Firstly, 
considering research on nomadic work practices and flexible work arrangements 
positions Hoffice as a new chapter in a well-established body of literature on the 
changing workplace, as well as on work practices on the move, rather than stably 
situated in familiar office arrangements. Secondly, research on the sharing 
economy, and practices of network hospitality in particular, illustrates that Hoffice 
is not without precedent in that face-to-face encounters in domestic spaces have 
been facilitated with the help of online systems for well over a decade. 

2.1 Nomadic work practices and critical perspectives on working 
“anytime”, “anywhere” 

The promise of providing connectivity anytime anywhere, through the development 
of mobile devices and services (Kleinrock, 1995; 1996), introduced the vision of 
the nomadic knowledge worker as a professional who is enabled to work anytime 
and independently of physical locations. Critiquing this naïve, technology-centered 
approach to mobile work was at the core of early CSCW investigations of nomadic 
work practices. 

Research on nomadicity and collaboration focused, for instance, on the variety 
of technology-mediated practices that workers enact in order to mobilize their work 
(Weilenmann, 2003; Su and Mark, 2008; Perry at al., 2001; Luff and Heath, 1998). 
Investigations drew attention to the situated nature of nomadic practices, and to how 
place and work mutually shape each other as people move work across locations 
(Brown and O’Hara, 2003; Rossitto et al, 2007; de Carvalho, 2014). These studies 
(Rossitto et al., 2017) emphasized the practical achievements involved in making it 
possible to work at several places by drawing attention to issues such as: i) place-
making (Brown et al., 2003; Perry at al., 2001; Rossitto et al, 2007; Rossitto et al., 
2014), that is the range of practices enacted to create the conditions to work, 
including micro-mobility and the mobility of artefacts (Luff and Heath, 1998); ii) 
planful opportunism (Perry et al., 2001), that is the planning undertaken to make 
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sure that working resources are available while on the move; iii) technological 
discontinuities (Bogdan et al., 2006), that is the changes occurring in the 
technologies used as collaborative practices are moved across locations; iv) the 
negotiation of the constellations of technologies to be used (Rossitto et al., 2014) 
as an essential aspect of nomadic practices in collaborative work; and v) the 
infrastructure of nomadic work (Su and Mark, 2008), that is, the range of situated 
practices to recreate the mobile office. This included, for instance, efforts to 
assemble human and non-human actants, to seek resources, and to remain 
connected to the main office. 

Over the years, mobile computing has developed at a fast pace, and working 
“anytime, anywhere” (Kleinrock, 1996) has become an everyday practice for many 
workers in western countries, rather than merely a computational vision. The broad 
variety of mobile apps and devices, along with the pervasiveness of cloud services 
has normalized the nomadic practices encompassed in moving resources across 
locations. While we do not argue that the challenges of mobile work have been 
“solved” in any comprehensive way, the case of Hoffice suggests that they have 
become easily manageable for some groups of knowledge workers. This point is 
corroborated by accounts of freelancers working regularly at coffee shops (Liegl, 
2014), as well as by the growing number of dedicated co-working places (e.g. 
McLaren and Agyeman, 2015), such as office hotels and airport lounges. 

Issues of how technology-mediated nomadicity (Carvalho et al., 2017) and 
always-on connectivity shape the desired boundaries between work and personal 
life (Gordon, 2002) have so far been left with lesser attention within CSCW. 
Glamorous narratives of being able to work anywhere (Czarniawska, 2014), often 
associated with promises of individual empowerment and flexibility are now 
increasingly questioned (Gray et al., 2017). Recent investigations have illustrated 
how current politics around flexible work arrangements (e.g. freelance work, 
independent contracting, and working from home policies) may nurture a tendency 
to put work at the center, sometimes at the expense of other types of personal 
fulfilment (Bourne et al., 2013; Gregg, 2013). Relatedly, Barley and Kunda (2006) 
have examined various forms of flexible work, illustrating that its reality often 
differs substantially from its promise. In their ethnographic account of modern 
knowledge economy, Barley and Kunda show, for instance, how contractors are 
often left alone in promoting their careers, managing their “market value”, and 
strategizing about how to allocate time, upgrade their skills, and maintain essential 
contacts. 

The widespread adoption of mobile technologies that allow people to access 
work beyond traditional physical constraints has taken place in sync with 
restructuring and streamlining knowledge work processes so as to increase 
efficiency and maximize profits (e.g. Gray et al., 2017; James, 2014). Workers are 
often offered the possibility to work full-time from home (Gregg, 2013), but 
flexibility is not equally desirable for all, and may be an unwanted burden for some. 
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For instance, a recent experimental study in the field of economics (Pallais and Mas, 
2016) illustrates that workers vary in how much they value different forms of 
worker-driven flexibility (that is, arrangements that increase their freedom to 
organize their work in a way that suits them) but uniformly detest flexibility in the 
form of employer discretion (such as zero-hour contracts or being on call). 

In this paper, we build on this body of work to discuss Hoffice as an example of 
a self-organized, temporary workplace conceived as an answer to the challenges of 
self-employment and flexible work (e.g. the solitude and the difficulty of managing 
work that may come with working from home). We will illustrate Hoffice as an 
attempt to co-create an alternative workplace that nurtures self-actualization and the 
social dimension of work for individuals who, similarly to the nomadic workers 
studied in prior research, can work at several locations or have made the choice to 
forego a regular job in a traditional work organization. 

2.2 Network hospitality and care in the sharing economy 

Whenever we have discussed this study, or even just described the idea of Hoffice, 
we have often encountered disbelief that something like the Hoffice network exists 
and manages to attract participation. Given these reactions, it is worth noting that 
Hoffice is not without precedent. Over the past decade, social scientists in 
hospitality and mobility studies, most importantly Molz (2012) and Bialski (2012), 
have examined the emergence and increasing popularity of systems that encourage 
the arrangement of face-to-face encounters in domestic spaces. Germann Molz 
(2014) refers to the kind of sociality that emerges around these mobile, peer–to–
peer, and online–to–off–line social networks as network hospitality. While network 
hospitality itself is a relatively new phenomenon, Molz (2012) rightfully points out 
that, in a more general sense, practices of hosting, guesting, and extending 
hospitality to strangers have, of course, a much longer history, for instance, in pre-
Internet efforts to arrange homestays around the world with the help of telephone 
calls, letters, and postcards (Molz, 2012). 

The two most common examples of network hospitality in prior literature within 
HCI have been Couchsurfing and Airbnb. As summarized in Lampinen and Brown 
(2017), Couchsurfing and Airbnb both facilitate connections between guests and 
hosts who are willing to make private spaces available, with the key distinction that 
Airbnb supports a well-defined (and often less personable) monetary exchange, 
while Couchsurfing hosts offer guests a place to stay with the expectation of 
generalized reciprocity. In so far as hosting takes place in the hosts’ primary home, 
questions of social and spatial boundaries are at stake, and (re)configurations of 
these boundaries between shared and private spaces vary depending mostly on the 
hosts’ preferences (Lampinen, 2016). For instance, most of the Couchsurfing hosts 
that Lampinen (2016) interviewed saw no reason for their guests to enter some areas 
in their homes (e.g. the host’s bedroom), but they were willing to allow guests to 
use such spaces if there was a need to do so – for example in order to make a private 
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phone call. These boundary rules can be communicated in online profiles as well as 
voiced in instant messages and in-person conversations between hosts and guests 
(e.g. Lampinen, 2014; Lampinen, 2016). However, it seems common for network 
hospitality to rely somewhat on the courtesy of the guests and on shared 
understandings of how one should behave when visiting a home as a guest, rather 
than explicit rules. 

Expectations of intense, sociable encounters have been noted as characteristic of 
network hospitality especially in the case of Couchsurfing (e.g., Bialski, 2012; 
Germann Molz, 2014). Further work has highlighted the importance of trust in 
motivating both hosts and guests to participate in this activity that involves both 
risk and uncertainty (Parigi and State, 2014; Lauterbach, Truong, Shah, and 
Adamic, 2009; Rosen, Lafontaine, and Hendrickson, 2011; Tan, 2010). These two 
social dynamics are relevant in the context of Hoffice, too. Nevertheless, the sense 
of vulnerability and the importance placed on interacting with likeminded people 
are likely to be less pronounced when getting together for a day of work at Hoffice, 
than when sleeping the night in the hosts’ home like in the case of leisurely or 
touristic Couchsurfing encounters. 

Another parallel to be highlighted between Hoffice and network hospitality, as 
practiced via Couchsurfing and Airbnb, are the social dynamics within households. 
The presence and the preferences of family members or housemates may 
complicate individuals’ participation in both settings. Bialski (2012) and 
Buchberger (2012) where among the first to emphasize that while it is easy to focus 
on host–guest relationships, network hospitality does not necessarily take place 
between one host and one guest. When it comes to negotiations regarding network 
hospitality via Couchsurfing, Lampinen (2016) has documented that where 
household members’ preferences are mismatched, prioritizing consensus within the 
household over participation may mean that the idea of hosting is abandoned, if not 
everyone wants to welcome particular guests. 

Finally, we see Hoffice as connected to the broad visions of the sharing economy 
(Schor and Fitzmaurice, 2015). These visions have been heavily critiqued over the 
past years, but if we return to the early, community-oriented versions of what the 
sharing economy could encompass, then Hoffice clearly connects to narratives 
about sharing. With its emphasis on opening up private homes for collective use, 
Hoffice encourages co-creation of sociable events that seek to make use of 
underutilized resources while, perhaps more importantly, fostering values such as 
care. 

3. Studying the local Hoffice community 
For this study, we set out to create a grounded understanding of how the local 
Hoffice community functions and how Hoffice workdays are arranged and attended 
in practice: How do people agree and coordinate where, when, and with whom co-
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working takes place? What is the role of the Hoffice work structure and how do 
attendees experience its proposed rhythm of silent work sessions and social breaks? 
Moreover, we wanted to understand why people are attracted to the community, 
what makes participation worthwhile and, equally importantly, what might hinder 
getting involved, or lead to lessening one’s involvement. To address these 
questions, we conducted fieldwork in the Hoffice community in Stockholm, 
Sweden, from June 2016 to October 2017. We collected data through interviews, 
participant observation, and workshops. In what follows, we introduce Hoffice, 
describe our fieldwork and analysis procedures, and reflect on positionality. 

3.1 The Hoffice Network 

The Hoffice network was founded in Stockholm, Sweden, in the beginning of 2014, 
with the main intention to facilitate the collective use of private homes as shared 
offices. The H in Hoffice stands for “Home”. The main underlying vision is to 
provide a framework for the creation of facilitated co-working events in private 
homes for freelancers, independent contractors, and other flexible workers, but also 
for students, retirees, job-seekers, or others who do not have (or have chosen not to 
have) access to formal office arrangements. Hoffice is a self-organizing network 
that has little formal structure in place to support its activities. It does not have or 
seek mechanisms to make money. The network relies on its members’ joint efforts 
to improve their own and each other’s work lives, and participation is entirely 
voluntarily. At the moment of writing this paper, there are 2043 members in the 
Hoffice Facebook group in Stockholm. Their backgrounds vary, including 
entrepreneurs, freelancers, students, retired people, job-seekers, and employees of 
companies or universities who have the possibility to work away from their regular 
offices. The main digital technologies used by the Hoffice network in Stockholm 
are Facebook and a dedicated website1. The Facebook group is mostly used to 
advertise and organize Hoffice events, while the website provides an overview of 
Hoffice in terms of the underlying ideas and proposed working practices. 

3.2 Fieldwork 

Having followed the emergence of Hoffice before beginning our study, we had a 
general sense of the network to guide our inquiry, but little personal experience and 
limited knowledge about its members’ points of view. To kick off our fieldwork, 
we first reached out to Christoffer Gradin Franzén, one of the co-founders of the 
Hoffice network and a key person in the local community. We identify Gradin 
Franzén with his consent, since it would be very difficult to analyze and discuss his 
role in the community without revealing his identity. As a merger, the signifier 
“Hoffice” denotes two very specific concepts, home and office, that stand at the 
                                                
1 http://hoffice.nu/en/ 
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core of the network’s values and what it seeks to pursue. This would make it 
difficult to talk about it without mentioning its real name. While we refer to all other 
participants in the study with pseudonyms, we resonate with conventions of social 
science research (see, for instance, in Lingel, 2017) when revealing the name of the 
network and its co-founder. Regarding our case specifically, discussing a people-
led initiative like Hoffice without identifying it would both be a failure to give credit 
where it is due, and an inappropriate abstraction of action that is local and specific 
in the pragmatic change it seeks to make. 

The first author set up a formal interview with Gradin Franzén, both to establish 
an understanding of the founders’ perspectives about the community, its practices, 
and challenges, but also to build rapport and facilitate access to the community. The 
interview tackled issues such as motivations, visions and models underlying the 
Hoffice network, the role of the work structure, what it takes to become a Hoffice 
host and/or guest, the challenges the community juggles with, the role of Facebook 
in managing and facilitating Hoffice events, as well as Gradin Franzén’s own role 
within the community. The interview was conducted in English and lasted about an 
hour. It was audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. 

We then began studying the community through participant observation (Dewalt 
and Dewalt, 2002) and informal interviews (Weiss, 1994) with Hoffice attendees. 
Our observations took place both at physical Hoffice events, at a local public 
library, in private homes, and online where we focused on members’ interactions 
in the local Facebook group. Eight sessions of participant observation (excluding 
online observation that was done on a more continuous basis) were carried out, for 
a total of about fifty hours. During the participant observation, we focused on 
aspects such as the social interactions between the attendees (both during the 
working sessions and the breaks), the situated practices enacted to keep the 
structure, the social norms emerging from being-together, and from being a guest 
at a stranger’s home. Between seven and eleven guests were present during the 
observations at the public library. A room at the library had been booked for these 
events. The room was large enough to accommodate about twenty people. The table 
arrangements varied: sometimes all the participants sat around one large table, 
while at other times the tables had been arranged to let groups of four to six people 
sit together. The room also included a sofa area where people could spend their 
breaks socializing with each other. One observation was carried out at a private 
home (located just outside Stockholm’s inner city), where the first author 
participated as a guest. Four people, including the author, were present at the event 
and none of them was involved in any other data collection. This event took place 
in a two-room apartment, where the open-plan kitchen and living room had been 
set up as the shared working area. To preserve the host anonymity, we do not 
include any pictures of this home arrangement. (Our opportunities to conduct 
participant observation in homes were severely constrained by the fact that few 
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home-based events were advertised on the Facebook group during the study 
period.) 

The participant observation sessions were also occasions to carry out informal 
interviews with some of the attendees, mostly during lunch breaks. These 
conversations lasted between forty-five and sixty minutes and they enabled us to 
collect data from five different persons: two were one-to-one conversations, while 
the last one was a discussion between the first author and three of the attendees. 
The discussions were mostly concerned with the overall experience of participating 
in the Hoffice community, including both practical enactments (e.g. arranging 
events) and aspects of the felt-like experience of participating (e.g. sense of 
togetherness and creativity). 

During the fieldwork, we took field notes about our participation, accounting for 
episodes we had noticed during the day, describing our experiences and marking 
down analytical thoughts that could then be used to guide further inquiry. In some 
cases, our field notes are accounts of non-participation: events that we were 
planning to attend, but that got cancelled at the last minute, and others that we chose 
not to attend despite wanting to gain more Hoffice experience. These latter events, 
in particular, were useful to reflect on what kept us from going, and how that might 
be indicative of the types of issues that hinder participation more broadly. 

Through online observations, we collected screenshots about events, and 
conversations that were posted on the Facebook wall of the local group. A total of 
forty screenshots was collected over a period of one year; they were captured as 
they provide examples of the type of information people share when organizing 
events (for instance, the number of work stations available, lunch routines, etc.), the 
attendees’ response to the creation of an event, or how members talk to each other 
through the Facebook group. We also collected screenshots documenting the 
variety of Hoffices that are organized, for example, thematic Hoffices (e.g. writing 
Hoffices, local neighborhood Hoffices, etc.), or Hoffices that include special 
activities (e.g. after work training, cooking lunch together, etc.). It should be noted 
that the amount of posts we deemed as relevant varied depending on the rhythm of 
the online activities, which was not constant throughout our data collection period. 

To complement this data, we thoroughly read and documented the website that 
introduces the Hoffice concept and the Stockholm Network. The goal was to 
compare the written descriptions of how Hoffice is supposed to work, and what it 
is meant to be, with members’ situated experience (Suchman, 2007) of their actual 
participation. 

In addition to these observations, we organized an internal Hoffice at our 
university department, to experiment with the applicability of the concept into a 
traditional work setting. This effort was inspired by our discovery that the Hoffice 
structure was being put to use in a variety of settings that differed from the original 
idea. For example, some were using the structure at their regular offices and others 
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used it at home with a friend or a partner, without opening up the event for 
participation to the broader community. 

Finally, we carried out two workshops. The first was organized as a group 
interview and it aimed at unpacking participants’ situated experience of Hoffice. 
This workshop was an all-day event for experienced Hoffice participants. We first 
worked with the Hoffice structure from morning until lunch, and then ran the group 
discussion in the afternoon. The discussion was targeted at exploring participants’ 
experiences of Hoffice, their thoughts about the strengths and weaknesses of the 
network, and their ideas about how the concept and practices could be further 
developed. These workshops deepened our involvement in the Hoffice community 
and our relationships with Gradin Franzén in particular, as we organized them in 
collaboration with him, with the dual purpose of complementing our research and 
exploring future possibilities for the Hoffice network in Stockholm. The invitation 
to this workshop was sent out by Gradin Franzén through the Facebook group, and 
a number of seven people agreed to participate. The authors facilitated this 
workshop, while Gradin Franzén decided not to attend to avoid steering the 
discussion. This workshop played a key role in our study as it allowed us to collect 
participants’ accounts about Hoffice and strengthen our emerging analytical 
observations through discussing central ideas with the participants. The second 
workshop was a half-day event where different stakeholders came together to 
discuss how the Hoffice structure could be applied to different settings and, 
secondarily, what kind of technologies could facilitate the functioning of the 
Hoffice network better than Facebook. This latter workshop is part of our broader 
design efforts in researching Hoffice and the domain it illuminates. We do not use 
our documentation from it in this manuscript, as the design orientation is beyond 
the scope of this paper. 

3.3 Reflections on positionality 

Our involvement with the project started in June 2016 when the interview with 
Gradin Franzén was conducted. At this stage, he was a key informant of our study 
and supported our research by introducing us to the everyday practices of working 
at Hoffice. Our relationship with him has later on reflected on our entry to the field 
(Fetterman, 2010). For instance, our first participant observation coincided with an 
event that was facilitated by him, as knowing him lowered for us the threshold of 
taking part in Hoffice for the first time. Although actively participating in the work 
sessions and the collective breaks, we sought to have as little influence as possible. 
Our participation to the breaks, and to the other group activities, was therefore 
limited to following the instructions that were given by the facilitator. During the 
lunch breaks, attendees were keen on sharing their Hoffice experience with us. 
While these moments have been valuable for data collection, and while we did 
encourage such discussion, throughout our participation we have come to realize 
that sharing personal Hoffice experiences is a common topic among participants. 
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We surmise that our relationship with the founder has most visibly influenced 
our position within the network during the workshops. Since we did not personally 
know the people who were invited to the first workshop, it would have been more 
problematic for us to reach out to them and bring them together for a discussion. 
However, Gradin Franzén was not involved in the design of the discussion template 
for the workshop, neither did he participate in the workshop discussion. This, we 
believe, gave the participants an opportunity to speak freely about their Hoffice 
experience. At the same time, because of his intermediary role, the trust the 
participants placed in him extended to us. We deem that this was one reason for the 
participants’ deep engagement in the workshop. 

To summarize, the co-founder was initially the key informant who enabled us to 
gain an overview of the Hoffice Network. Throughout the study he has facilitated 
our entry to the field, particularly by welcoming us to the Hoffice events he 
facilitated, and by helping us to recruit participants, yet without setting up the 
workshop agendas. 

Finally, while both authors work and live in Stockholm, where the study was 
conducted, we are not originally from the area, and we are not native speakers of 
the local language. This served to make it clear for us that, while the Hoffice 
network is oriented toward openness and inclusion, at the time of the study it 
consisted primarily of native Swedish speakers. This in itself could discourage 
aspiring participants who do not speak the language. For us, studying the 
community was a welcome challenge that drew us into social circles different from 
our everyday networks, and provided us with an organic setting for speaking 
Swedish and meeting “local” people. Part of the fieldwork (including a large part 
of both workshops) took place in Swedish, and the related materials were 
transcribed and analyzed in Swedish. Citations from the workshop discussion and 
interviews have been translated for this paper. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

The fieldwork process itself was already interpretive, both in terms of the field notes 
we wrote and shared with one another, and in terms of how our prior observations 
guided our choices, for instance, when it came to deciding how to structure the 
workshops and which themes to explore. Taken how reflective the research process 
had been before we began a more formal analysis of the material, we already had a 
set of preliminary ideas for possible central themes (i.e. the role of the structure, 
juggling different roles etc.). In preparing this article, the authors carried out a 
thematic analysis (Bryman, 2012), and systematically worked through all the 
collected material collaboratively. We revisited and read through all notes and 
transcripts, marking down themes as they came up. This allowed us to pay attention 
to themes that we might have missed in the midst of the fieldwork, and to consider 
what the materials could reveal once they were analyzed as a collection. Through a 
collaborative and iterative process of revisiting the materials several times, we 
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aggregated the resulting themes in three central overarching themes: 1) how Hoffice 
works, in terms of work structure, the technologies involved, and the physical 
places used, 2) the participatory efforts that are made to get individual work done, 
and 3) Hoffice as an alternative social model that encourages, trust, self-
actualization, and openness towards acquaintances. 

4. Findings 
Our analysis elucidates strategies and situated practices enacted to create a 
supportive social context for enhanced individual productivity and well-being. We 
draw attention to three overarching themes from our analysis: 1) the practical 
arrangements of Hoffice events, including the adoption of the work structure, the 
digital technologies used, and the physical places inhabited, 2) the participatory 
efforts made to get individual work done, and 3) the co-creation of an alternative 
social model that is centered on values such as trust, self-actualization, and 
openness to new acquaintances. 

4.1 The practical arrangement of Hoffice events 

Hoffice events are advertised through the Facebook group of the local Hoffice 
network. Adopting Facebook’s terminology for activities, an event refers to a 
working day occurring (typically but not exclusively) at a private home (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: An advertisement of a Hoffice event on Facebook. The advertisement contains 
information about the host, the number of guests who are planning to attend, the date, the venue, as 
well as details about the maximum number of guests, wi-fi, food arrangements, and the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
Once an event is created on Facebook by a member of the network who is willing 
to serve as a host – that is, to share one’s home as a temporary workplace – other 
members are welcome to show their interest and sign up to attend it. When a Hoffice 
event takes place, guests (and the host) are free to work on anything they choose. 
Anyone in the network can host an event. During data collection, we encountered 
both first-time hosts and regular ones. 

Activities undertaken during Hoffice events are not limited to paid work. For 
instance, during our data collection, we also met students transcribing lecture notes 
as well as people attending Hoffice to take care of mundane tasks like paying their 
bills. 
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4.1.1 The Hoffice work structure 
A core tenet of the Hoffice community is the work structure, typically referred to 
by participants as “the Hoffice structure”, or just “the structure”. This consists of 
the alternation of 45-minute work sessions with short breaks between them, and a 
longer one around lunch time. The breaks are usually taken together and involve 
joint activities led by whoever has an idea of what to do (often the host), with the 
intent to relax, socialize, and get to know other people. A regular day spans from 
9.30 to 16.30 but this time is not fixed: hosts are welcome to organize events in line 
with their preferences, and attendees are free to arrive and leave when it best suits 
them. The host is usually responsible for introducing and keeping the structure of 
the work day. This work of guiding the group to stick to the structure is referred to 
as facilitating the event. This includes timing the alternation of work sessions and 
breaks, along with giving advice on what to do at different moments – an effort that 
is especially important when there are newcomers in attendance. 

The work structure has the instrumental and practical goal to organize the 
working day into cycles during which particular tasks or activities can be 
accomplished. In this sense, it is similar to frameworks such as Scrum (Verheyen, 
2013), nowadays extensively adopted in software development. However, during 
Hoffice events, the synchronized alternation of working sessions and breaks is 
meant to support individuals in accomplishing their own, personal objectives as 
well as to foster a sense of mutuality and trust among the participants. This sense 
of support and the opportunity for building a positive and supportive group is a core 
characteristic of Hoffice as a co-working setting, rather than cooperating on shared 
tasks or interdependent activities. 

Another important part of Hoffice is that participants do a check-in in the 
beginning and in the end of each working session. This means that all attendees 
state their goals for the upcoming session, and then share what was accomplished. 
This is meant to provide an opportunity for participants to articulate clear goals that 
are feasible within the given time slot. 

As recurrently mentioned by our informants, the flexibility associated with being 
self-employed, or being allowed to work remotely can be challenging as it requires 
individuals to establish and maintain their schedule independently. By providing a 
clear structure, complete with plans and breaks, Hoffice alleviates some of that 
burden. Prior work has described the strategies people adopt to separate, or not, 
work and life (Nippert-Eng, 2005), the continuous reconfiguration of work–life 
boundaries (Gregg, 2013) and how separating work and life can, in some cases, be 
conceptually difficult and practically undesirable (Leshed, Håkansson, and Kaye, 
2014). Attending Hoffice events serves as an effective and collaborative way to 
create such boundaries, and clearly mark when a work day begins and ends. 
Following the structure – and pairing out one’s work into smaller tasks to be 
undertaken within short sessions – helps participants feel accomplished. As 
discussed during the interviews and the focus group, by putting emphasis on 
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celebrating together the work that got done, rather than worrying alone over 
everything that did not, Hoffice reduces (or even alleviates) feelings of guilt and 
sustains long-term wellbeing and efficiency. Key to achieving this is the 
combination of setting feasible goals, working in a concentrated, structured manner, 
and taking social breaks that often involve also physical activity. This structure is 
meant to make Hoffice days effective without draining the participants, and based 
on our observations, this seems to be the case for active Hoffice goers. As one of 
them described: “I’m not exhausted when I get out of here”. 

The central importance of the structure for what makes Hoffice an inspiring 
concept is visible in how the structure has been adapted for use in spaces and for 
needs that differ somewhat from the original formulation. (Here, it should be noted 
that the structure was meant by the founders as a starting point for co-creation and 
experimentation, rather than a strict set of rules). For instance, hosts have set up 
events in libraries (Boffice, from the Swedish word biblioteket), the forest (Hoffice 
i Skogen), and online (Voffice, where the Virtual Hoffice involves no physically co-
located activities but offers an online setting for articulating one’s objectives, 
reporting on progress, and experiencing a sense of togetherness). Some people have 
started using the structure at their regular workplaces and/or at home with their 
partners, without opening the events up for the wider community. To sum up, events 
that rely on the Hoffice concept need not be organized in a private home by a private 
homeowner, even though this is still held as the gold standard within the 
community. 

4.1.2 Technological infrastructure 
When it comes to Hoffice, the use of networked technologies is normalized to the 
point that it “goes without saying”. During our fieldwork, we have been 
continuously struck by how seamlessly Hoffice attendees set up to work in various 
locations and how rarely any mention of technology comes up in community 
members’ accounts of their experiences of Hoffice. Yet, it is evident that the very 
existence of Hoffice depends upon an assemblage of networked technologies that 
enable both the creation and coordination of events and the work that takes place at 
them. The set of technologies that is central to Hoffice includes reliable, ubiquitous 
connectivity through smartphones and wi-fi networks, Facebook as a hub for 
connecting people to the community and coordinating participation, and the 
availability of laptops and cloud services that makes it easy and comfortable for 
participants to move work resources (i.e. documents) to different places. Overall, 
using such technologies seems straightforward for the participants: everyone brings 
a personal device and as long as there is wi-fi – be it the host’s home network or a 
hotspot on a participant’s smartphone – getting to work requires little technological 
setup. Our analysis shows that these efforts were limited to finding out the password 
for the wi-fi. 
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This highlights how the world of work has evolved since CSCW scholars first 
started examining nomadic work practices, and how many of the concerns they 
found nomadic workers struggling with at that time are non-issues in a context like 
Hoffice. Setting up to work at Hoffice differs from prior CSCW accounts of 
nomadic work practices. These earlier investigations illustrated, for instance, how 
place-making was experienced as the extra work required to turn locations into 
amenable workplaces (Brown et al., 2003, Rossitto et al., 2007, Perry et al., 2001), 
that planning and orchestrating the use of constellations of technologies was an 
essential aspect of nomadic work (Rossitto et al., 2014), and that creating and 
maintaining the mobile office was a main concern for nomadic workers (Su et al., 
2008). Such differences can certainly be explained in terms of the different settings 
different studies have focused on. Hoffice, for instance, lacks a strict organizational 
structure and this makes it possible for participants to use the technologies they 
prefer. However, it is worth noting that over the past years, the rapid evolution of 
mobile computing and a variety of cloud services has made the circulation of 
working resources and artefacts easier to plan and manage. Thus, compared to the 
investigations above, the socio-technical practices around the mobilization of work 
(Perry et al., 2001) are normalized in the case of Hoffice to the point of becoming 
unremarkable for participants. In this vein, smartphones play an integral and 
indicative role in the practical arrangement of Hoffice events: when participants are 
making their way to a Hoffice event, the experience is smooth largely thanks to the 
availability of connected devices that can be used for navigation as well as for 
messaging about small but crucial details such as door codes. This tends to go 
unnoticed if nothing goes wrong – very much in line with the idea that 
infrastructures are embedded and transparent, and only become visible upon 
breakdown (e.g. Bowker et al., 2016; Star and Ruhleder, 1996). 

An important practice that Facebook facilitates is private messaging between the 
host and those who have signed up for events. For instance, on the day before the 
first author was going to attend a Hoffice event hosted by a person she had not met 
before, the host sent a private Facebook message to all the guests to share his 
professional LinkedIn profile. He also included information about the floor on 
which his apartment was located, the availability of coffee and of nearby lunch 
restaurants. These first-contact online practices are an important way to welcome 
guests and introduce them to the physical home and to the person(s) living there. 
Interestingly, they were so obvious to Hoffice participants that they were not 
mentioned during the interviews and the workshops, and only became visible 
through participant observation. Similar to negotiations over network hospitality in 
the context of platforms such as Couchsurfing and Airbnb (Lampinen, 2014; Ikkala 
and Lampinen, 2015), this back-and-forth messaging between the host and the guest 
functions as a way of establishing interpersonal trust and paves the way for face-to-
face interactions. 
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4.1.3 Home as a shared workplace 
Sharing one’s home by turning it into a collective – even if only temporary – 
workplace, is a core aspect of Hoffice. In setting up an invitation for a Hoffice event, 
the host usually sets a maximum for how many people can attend. This is, in most 
cases, determined by the size of the apartment and the number of work stations 
available. Work stations can be seats by a dining table or spots on the couch 
– anything that the host deems fit to serve the purpose. Considerations over how 
many guests can be accommodated are reminiscent of those that Couchsurfing hosts 
make in determining what, to them, constitutes sufficient space for hosting and how, 
in turn, they can ensure that guests arrive with realistic expectations regarding the 
space that will be available to them (Lampinen, 2016). 

The arrangements that are made when opening up domestic space for members 
of the local Hoffice network tend to be straightforward and pragmatic. For instance, 
hosts can make key information, such as the names of wireless networks and their 
respective passwords, easily accessible to all attendees by writing them on a 
blackboard or a large sheet of paper. These are usually left available so that guests 
can easily refer back to them when needed. 

Beyond practical considerations, taking part in a Hoffice event for the first time 
– or for the first time with unfamiliar people – can feel challenging for both the 
guests and the host: people might have concerns regarding safety but also anxieties 
about awkwardness or discomfort. This, however, relates more to how enjoyable 
interactions are than to concerns about more drastically adverse experiences. 
Attendees choose to put these hesitations aside and, as one participant put it during 
a lunch interview, consciously opt for trusting other people and coming together 
with them. While not everyone is comfortable with the idea of taking part in these 
types of activities, some are. As one, rather extreme, example of Hoffice hosts’ 
willingness to open up their homes, a participant told us that she was once booked 
for an emergency doctor appointment on the very morning she was supposed to be 
hosting a Hoffice event at her place. She described how she had sent out a message 
to all guests to let them know about this change of plans but, since the notification 
went out quite late, she bumped into one of the guests on her way out. To solve the 
situation in a hospitable way, she decided to give the guest – a person she had never 
met before – the keys to her apartment so that he could let himself in. This is clearly 
an exceptional case even within the Hoffice network, and we are not suggesting that 
many of those involved would be willing to do anything like this. Based on research, 
it is very unusual for hosts not to be present at Hoffice events. Still, the incident 
shows the extent to which some network members can be comfortable with letting 
people into their home. 

A challenge for those who are willing to host Hoffices might be the separation 
between work and life at home, particularly the presence and the preferences of 
family members or housemates. Several of our informants explained that at some 
point they had had to stop hosting Hoffices due to the presence of babies or small 
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children, or because their spouse did not like the idea of unfamiliar people spending 
time at their home. Where hosting remained possible, we learned that family 
members had negotiated days on which the person involved in the Hoffice network 
could have the place for themselves and host events. Here, again, the practice is 
similar to negotiations regarding network hospitality (Lampinen, 2016) where 
household members needed to come to a consensus about whether, when, and who 
they were willing to welcome to their home. In such negotiations, each household 
member was typically given the power to veto any hosting plans. Thus, the 
boundaries of hosting were essentially set by those most reluctant to open up the 
home and, where visits were arranged, those most enthusiastic to host agreed to 
shoulder most of the effort involved in welcoming guests. 

4.2 Participatory efforts to get individual work done 

In the sections above, we have covered the basics of how Hoffice events are 
arranged in terms of schedule, space, and technology. Below, we turn to another 
key aspect of Hoffice, that is the participatory efforts to get individual work done. 
This constitutes a departure from traditional CSCW investigations of collocated 
work where the articulation of work around interdependent, collaborative activities 
has been paramount to both analytical purposes and subsequent design efforts (e.g. 
Normark and Randall, 2005; Luff and Heath, 1998; Luff et al., 2000). 

We characterize Hoffice events as participatory (Delwich and Henderson, 2013) 
in the sense that each participant’s contribution is valued, and that connection with 
and care for other participants are central to the experience of taking part in Hoffice 
events. While, as we will see below, Hoffice events require everyone’s contribution 
to be enjoyable and rewarding, work-related activities usually undertaken during 
work sessions are typically not interdependent. (This in contrast to scholarship that 
focuses on collaborative work where challenges stemming from interdependence 
are a key issue, see, e.g. Bannon and Schmidt, 1989; Schmidt and Bannon, 1992.) 
Rather, collaboration at Hoffice unfolds in the form of collective efforts to enable 
each attendee to accomplish their own goals. By describing Hoffice as a 
participatory – rather than a collaborative – ensemble, we draw attention to each 
member’s contribution and responsibility to co-create a setting that fosters social 
and emotional support to get individual (rather than collaborative) work done. In 
what follows, we further unpack the participatory nature of Hoffice events by 
focusing on two core aspects of the community: planning togetherness and 
internalizing the norms of the community. 

4.2.1 Planning togetherness 
The paramount motivation to attend Hoffices is to come together to work in the 
company of other people. Both during the workshops and the interviews, our 
informants privileged this aspect of the community, without bringing up any 
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challenges related to the practical achievements of coming together (for instance, 
troubles with wireless connectivity or hassles in bringing along necessary working 
resources). The togetherness that participants seek serves an instrumental role: 
being physically collocated is experienced as a way to find the concentration and 
discipline necessary to carry out work-related tasks effectively. In this sense, being 
together provides a more efficient alternative to working at home, in isolation and 
without support for structuring one’s schedule and plans. Two of the participants in 
the first workshop provided us with extreme examples in this regard. One explained 
that during the period when she was finalizing her book project, she attended 
Hoffices regularly enough to make her home office redundant. Another described 
how, on a number of occasions, he had spent a long time commuting into the city 
in order to attend Hoffice events: 

‘I live in [a smaller town outside of Stockholm], so if I go to a Hoffice I have to travel for quite 
a stretch, so I used to travel for two and a half hours to go there, and two and a half hours to 
return home, but it was worth it. […]. The reason I do it is that, without any doubt, I get four 
working days out of just one. And I think that the reason is that we use group pressure in a 
positive way. Some people may think that group pressure is negative, but if one uses it in the 
right way, it is good.’ (Allan). 
Although most attendees did not commute for such a long time, the connection 

between being together and working effectively was a recurrent theme in the data 
collected. As the quote indicates, being with other people serves as a positive 
reinforcement to get things done during a work day. 

However, there is more to motivate attendance than just improved work 
performance. Many participants talked about how they had met interesting, new 
people through the network. For many, these were casual acquaintances, but we 
also heard about friendships and possible professional contacts, while one 
participant even credited Hoffice for his new romantic relationship. Some 
appreciated the break activities as a source of improved physical well-being, 
describing how after a day at the Hoffice, they did not feel as drained as they tended 
to feel after a day at a regular office or at home. 

The shared motivations and practices that are characteristic of how Hoffice 
events are co-created are key to contributing to a sense of togetherness. This makes 
working at Hoffice substantially different from working, for instance, in coffee 
shops (Liegl, 2014) where the lack of a shared schedule and work structure 
dissolves the participatory dimension of being together. 

4.2.2 Internalizing the Code 
Coming together is not without its problems, and discussing these troubles brings 
us to the importance of norms in creating and fostering the emerging culture of 
Hoffice. As previously introduced, the Hoffice structure serves to establish a shared 
rhythm of working sessions and breaks, while prompting attendees to explicate 
immediate and concrete work objectives. Here, we consider the role the structure 
plays in creating boundaries around work, and in nurturing a sense of belonging to 
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the community which was mostly associated with the internalization of central 
Hoffice norms. 

Firstly, while Hoffice events are co-created by everyone in attendance, some 
roles are more demanding than others. As participants in the workshop recounted, 
events need a host (who makes the invitation and offers the space to be used), a 
facilitator (who is responsible for helping the group to follow the work structure 
and managing the breaks), and guests (who contribute by showing up, following 
the structure, and sometimes by providing ideas for the break activities). The same 
person usually serves as both the host and the facilitator. Managing both roles is, 
however, a demanding task that can get in the way of the hosts’ ability to focus on 
their own work. This is problematic, as a key motivation for hosting a Hoffice event 
is the opportunity to work along the Hoffice rhythm. A common complaint from 
experienced Hoffice attendees, particularly hosts, concerned novice members’ 
failures to adhere to the Hoffice culture. For instance, participants shared stories of 
attendees commenting on what others had achieved (or not) during specific work 
sessions. This was deemed as something to be avoided, since check-in rounds are 
meant to assist people in articulating their plans and progress, rather than evaluating 
the session outcomes. 

A second, related issue concerns the ability to articulate one’s own objectives 
briefly. For instance, one of our workshop participants valued the check-in rounds, 
as hearing that others, too, are tackling specific tasks creates a sense of being in it 
together. However, she felt that it is uninteresting and irrelevant to hear the specific 
details of what people are going to do. Attendees who share too much on check-in 
rounds simply do not get the code. The articulation of plans for a work session is 
strictly for the benefit of the individual, not an effort to explain one’s work to other 
attendees. 

‘It is interesting to listen to [other people] during lunch, but to hear the details of what they are 
supposed to do now [during a work session] is completely uninteresting to me; I’m here to work, 
but it is however interesting for me to hear that they have a task that needs to be undertaken, 
because then I’m also on it…you see this is the structure. Maybe this should be clarified because 
there have been times when I felt, not annoyed, but I felt that someone doesn’t quite get the 
code.’ (John) 
The value of this became quite tangible during one of our participant 

observations, when the host – a Hoffice novice – kept mentioning specific work 
processes that were difficult to understand for most of the attendees. 

A third concern relates to failures to understand and respect the separation 
between silent working time and social breaks. As we learned, this had caused an 
intense discussion which had inspired two core members of the community to write 
a short document on proper Hoffice behavior, and to share it on the Facebook group 
to help socialize newcomers to the expectations and practices of the Hoffice 
network. Here, it is worth noting that togetherness is experienced in conjunction 
with an obligation to relate to other people and establish a relationship with them, 
even if this is limited to the short breaks. In this vein, several participants described 
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how they explicitly avoid talking too much about their work even during breaks. 
This helps establish breaks as a genuine moment of setting work aside and engaging 
with other attendees on a different level. 

What is at stake is a way of understanding one’s participation as consequential 
for other people and for the atmosphere of the event. Trouble in meeting these 
expectations was often associated with new members, and their inability to grasp 
what the meaning of the structure really is and how it intertwines with everyone’s 
efforts to make a Hoffice day successful. This was a source of tension that 
sometimes degraded the experience of being together. In the following quote, a host 
recounts his experience of a Hoffice day that did not work out as expected: 

‘It has happened that people have been [at Hoffices] because it is a social thing, they think it’s 
cool to sit and babble, and then when the break is over they keep on talking; and this is indeed 
the reason I think it has been difficult, since I thought I had clear rules or that I had said how 
Hoffice thinks [that things should be done].’ (Martin) 
While failures to internalize and respect norms was a source of frustration and 

concern for most of our participants, we initially found it somewhat prescriptive. It 
was only during a participant observation that we realized how the whole 
experience can break down when only a few people follow the structure, and the 
basic norms of being silent and acknowledging the presence of other people are 
disregarded. During a Hoffice event at the local library that both authors attended, 
it was clear from the beginning that rather than following the structure, other 
attendees were interweaving work and socializing in a less structured manner. This 
meant, for instance, that only three of the six attendees (including the two authors) 
stated their intentions before any work session, and then had breaks and lunch 
together. It also meant that the room was not silent during work sessions as the other 
attendees repeatedly talked with one another, played loud sounds from their laptops, 
and came in and out of the room several times. Their non-participation in the shared 
structure undermined the opportunity to relate to other people, acknowledging their 
presence and enjoying their company. 

4.3 Co-creating an alternative social model 

When it comes to Hoffice, the co-creation of an alternative workplace is the 
outcome of participatory efforts aimed at sharing a physical space (a home) and at 
nurturing a social dimension of work. On the simplest level, this relies on there 
being people who are willing to become hosts and guests of Hoffice events. On a 
more interpretative level, the co-creation of temporary co-working spaces draws 
attention to the values and expectations that constitute the Hoffice culture. 

Fostering trust between individuals, encouraging self-actualization, and 
remaining open to new acquaintances and interactions are key tenets of Hoffice. 
While these values can sometimes be in tension, they are crucial both to the vision 
of Gradin Franzén, the co-founder of the Hoffice network, and to more peripheral 
members’ accounts of participating in the community. 
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In the following sections, we draw attention to trust, self-actualization, and 
openness to new acquaintances. We consider Hoffice as an alternative social model 
that seeks to address challenges associated with flexible forms of work. The central 
values of trust, self-actualization, and openness contribute to the idea that sharing 
resources and engaging in self-organizing events have the potential to reposition 
people as valued members of their local communities, and as active co-creators of 
their working conditions. The situated practices around sharing homes and co-
creating workplaces make Hoffice an alternative social model that challenges the 
frame of workplaces as sites associated with profit, competition, and managerial 
structures. 

4.3.1 Fostering trust between individuals 
Belonging to a supportive community was a recurring aspect in Hoffice members’ 
accounts of why they had been attracted to the network in the first place, and why 
they kept on participating in the community. The care that such a community can 
offer is a central objective of Hoffice. It is often manifested in helping others be 
productive but also in refraining from judgment when it comes to what others are 
doing and how much they are accomplishing. Moreover, collaborative efforts to 
take care of everyone in attendance include breaks that acknowledge that 
knowledge workers are more than just brains-on-a-stick and that they feel better 
when their work day features movement, too, be it a short walk, some stretching, or 
a few minutes of dancing to finish off the lunch break. In a circular fashion, these 
acts serve to establish trust between the participants, but the more the participants 
already trust each other, the better they tend to be able to receive and offer such care 
to one another. 

Placing trust in other people is central to the culture of Hoffice. This entails, for 
instance, confidence in that others, including complete strangers, can be kind and 
that opportunities to laugh with them – even about oneself – are to be embraced: 

‘For me, it’s about building this trust and openness in groups and I often find that structured 
activities are better. People playing a game together they feel closer afterwards than if we would 
have had a group discussion or just having coffee together because, then, they share a laugh and 
they do something a little bit outside of their comfort zone, and then even though they don’t 
know much more about each other they feel more comfortable.’ (Gradin Franzén) 
As recounted during interviews, co-creating break activities is a strategy that 

facilitators adopt to nurture trust. To prevent people from feeling uncomfortable 
doing activities they may find awkward (e.g. yoga positions), guests are actively 
encouraged to suggest what to do, thus empowering them to influence the activities 
and social interactions that take place during breaks. 

This sense of trust is not a fixed quality of participation, but rather a feeling that 
evolves and develops over time as people familiarize with each other. For instance, 
during one of the interviews a participant told us about an occasion when attendees 
took longer breaks and engaged in a playful music jam. While our study suggests 
that this was an isolated case, the incident illustrates how repeated participation 
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results in learning to know other people and, eventually, trusting that something can 
be achieved collectively. 

Sharing a purpose is another aspect that fosters trust in the Hoffice community. 
On a basic level, this is evident in the collective efforts to make the event work, 
thus giving all participants the best possible opportunity to attain their personal 
goals. More profoundly, while attendees do not typically work together, they often 
still share an orientation to work in the form of shared values, such as an emphasis 
on doing personally meaningful work rather than maximizing one’s income (if the 
two are in tension). This brings us to the second value, self-actualization. 

4.3.2 Bringing about a setting that encourages self-actualization 
Another repeating feature in empirical accounts of Hoffice is that it provides a space 
for a fuller expression and exploration of one’s identity and its different facets. 
Emphasizing aspects of life and work, such as personal satisfaction and sense of 
self, is central to Hoffice as a cultural and social phenomenon, especially since some 
participants experienced that such values were not shared or acknowledged in 
traditional work settings. 

In the quote below, one participant discusses her experience of contributing to a 
community and engaging with a different circle of people instead of giving too 
much importance to money and other economic issues: 

‘I have several, often older persons, they just talk about pensions and how much money they 
make, and I haven’t had, I’ve worked for myself and not paid much pension savings, it gives me 
so much anguish, so it’s lovely to join such a company, in a way it’s more about contributing, I 
actually think this is very important for me. I don’t care if I’ve got a lot of money, just that I 
manage.’ (Thilde) 

During the first workshop, this disregard for money was also discussed in relation 
to the tension between working for a living and engaging with a job that sparks 
personal interests, inner creativity, and personal fulfilment. Hoffice was described 
as a social space that nurtures creativity and motivation particularly with respect 
to secondary, part-time jobs regarded as meaningful yet difficult to engage with 
otherwise. The quote below illustrates this point as a participant describes her 
everyday work – what she calls a bread job, that is a job to put bread on the table 
– and her “side” project to write a book: 

‘The thing I like the most about Hoffice is to be my creative self, because I'm self-employed, but 
I have a bread job just to support myself, and then it often happens that I'm not creative, that I'm 
making money instead; so to get on with my creativity, with what I want to do and to have fun, 
it's cool. When I go to Hoffice, I do not talk about my bread job and so on, this is [going to 
Hoffice] the thing I do as my own choice, this is what my heart desires: to write this book and 
do it here. Then my creativity becomes stronger, and that part of me, and this part of my identity. 
[…] I do not know if others feel [like] this, but I find that there is a lot of creativity and that we 
reflect on each other's creativity; it's not like this how the job should be done, but often this is 
the job I want to do’. (Johanna). 
The relation to creativity and self-actualization was therefore regarded as a way 

to create one’s own reality and, thus, to make change for oneself and for other 
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people. This is something that most people did not feel they were getting from their 
regular employment, or from their solitary work arrangements. Hoffice serves as an 
alternative workplace that makes room for self-actualization by offering 
acceptance, acknowledgment, and care – and allowing individuals to contribute 
reciprocally by supporting others. 

4.3.3 Remaining open to new acquaintances and interactions 
The third value, openness to new acquaintances, is key for accomplishing the first 
two. In a setting like Hoffice, trust or a fuller actualization of one’s self could not 
emerge without openness to new acquaintances and interactions. Yet, remaining 
open is also important in its own right. 

As previously discussed, the importance of being open is reflected in the choice 
of Facebook as the main platform, and in the practice of accepting new members to 
the group by default. An expectation of openness and inclusivity is deeply ingrained 
into the Hoffice concept: Hoffice is supposed to bring people together to work side 
by side, to help participants to get things done effectively, but also to provide a 
meaningful and comfortable social setting where one might make new 
acquaintances and benefit of a supportive sense of community. While experienced 
participants in our workshop wanted to retain the open culture, despite the rapidly 
growing number of network members, they explained that living up to this ideal felt 
at times too troublesome. Participants expressed appreciation of opportunities to 
make new connections – they did not want to turn away newcomers but they 
worried about how the community would survive its rapid growth. They described 
frustrating experiences where they felt too much time had to be spent on onboarding 
novice participants and explaining to them how Hoffice events typically unfold. 
Furthermore, they mentioned that the lack of stability and continuity in who 
attended events had made it hard to establish the kinds of supportive peer relations 
they were looking for from Hoffice. 

Fast growth has made it hard to keep the community coherent. In this sense, the 
Hoffice community in Stockholm is a victim of its success. After receiving some 
visibility in the press, the number of members in the Facebook group has grown 
fast. The number of network members willing to host events has not increased in 
sync with this change, making it harder for people to find events to attend. Out of 
these pressures the community has started to fragment as some have chosen to 
organize events to which only selected people are invited, rather than being 
advertised on Facebook for the whole community. Fewer events on the main group 
makes it harder for newcomers to join the activities, learn the community’s norms, 
and take on more active roles, for instance by hosting events. We will not explore 
these issues in length in this article but they are worth noting to remind readers that 
despite its appeal and early successes, Hoffice, like other self-organizing 
communities, is brought about through collaborative effort and sustaining it over 
time is not a simple task. 
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5. Discussion 
The participatory practices inherent in Hoffice are an example of an alternative 
social model – a departure from the contemporary status quo of knowledge work. 
The idea of bringing about an alternative has its roots in how Hoffice was initially 
conceived and instantiated by two people who were struggling to carry out their 
independent work in the isolation of their homes. As we write this paper, this kind 
of alternative making is evidenced in the efforts of a broader group of Hoffice 
members to sustain the network. 

Our study highlights how participants valued practices that help establish 
boundaries around work and recreate the sociality of work. Participating in Hoffice 
events provides a setting and the means to pursue these goals, thus contributing to 
the attendees’ sense of agency, empowerment, and well-being. To conclude, rather 
than engaging with design implications on how to better support Hoffice, we seek 
to unpack what CSCW can learn from how Hoffice is already making change, and 
what the implications of this study are for future research within and beyond 
CSCW. We focus our discussion on how members make change through Hoffice, 
the politics of care Hoffice allows us to consider, and in what sense this might be 
applicable beyond the case at hand. 

5.1 Making change through Hoffice 

Enacting and maintaining sustainable workstyles is central to Hoffice members. 
Attending Hoffice events creates both the physical space and the time to work on 
activities that are meaningful to the individual participants. Sharing a home with 
collocated Hoffice attendees enables individuals to accomplish their (work) goals 
with the support of others, rather than on their own. As seen in the findings, some 
attendees regarded participation as paramount to self-actualization and to being able 
to work on unpaid yet deeply meaningful tasks. This can be understood as a way of 
enacting change, both for oneself and for others – an issue that we discuss below. 

Firstly, Hoffice provides a concrete context where participatory and collective 
efforts are directed at accomplishing individual work. In bringing together a group 
of people as hosts, guests, and facilitators, Hoffice co-creates a place and a 
community for work. This aspect is central to turning the “home office” into a 
“Hoffice” and to transforming the atomized reality of flexible work into a collective 
one. This aspect marks a profound difference from previous investigations of 
flexible forms of work (Barley and Kunda, 2006; Bourne and Forman, 2013; Gregg, 
2013; Gray et al., 2017) where managing work and life, allocating time, and 
maintaining relationships and contacts is often delegated to individual efforts. 

Attending Hoffices enables individuals to get work done, but beyond that, 
alternating between work sessions and social breaks is instrumental to achieving a 
balance between efficient working and self-care. Since attending Hoffice is a choice 
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rather than an obligation, and since emphasis is put on the sense of mutuality 
between attendees, we regard the co-creation aspects of Hoffice as participatory 
rather than collaborative. Participatory puts emphasis on the willingness and the 
value of each individual contribution (Delwiche and Jacobs Henderson, 2013; 
McCarthy andWright, 2015), yet it does not presuppose the interdependencies of 
work that are implied in the notion of collaboration (Bannon and Schmidt, 1989; 
Schmidt and Bannon, 1992). Hoffice’s socio-technical infrastructure is mostly used 
to enable the participatory achievement of individual work, and here participation 
does not necessarily entail collaboration around the same work-related activity. 
Half way into the study, we arranged a Hoffice at our department to work on a paper 
together. This experience revealed to us the challenges that work interdependencies 
can pose on Hoffice co-working practices, turning the structure into a problem 
rather than an enabler. We found ourselves worrying, for instance, how not 
completing our stated goals might hinder the other person’s writing. Moreover, it 
was difficult not to interrupt a co-author who was sitting at the same table and not 
to disturb other attendees with talk during work sessions. 

Secondly, Hoffice engages with change through providing social cohesion and 
support for people to come together. This entails values such as trust between 
community members, self-actualization, and openness to new acquaintances. These 
values are embedded in the design of the work structure, but it is only through 
repeated participation that people internalize them. Coming together to a shared, 
although temporary, workplace like Hoffice is empowering for its attendees, as it 
provides a social dimension for work that would otherwise be carried out alone. 
This constitutes a main difference from investigations of nomadic knowledge 
workers (Brown and O’Hara, 2003, Perry et al., 2001; Su et al., 2008; Liegl, 2014) 
that illustrate how the struggle to recreate the sociality of work and to reconnect to 
the main office and colleagues is left to the initiative and resources of single 
individuals. 

Thirdly, Hoffice provides an alternative form of togetherness, beyond 
consumption, as attending Hoffice events entails, by default, no monetary 
exchange. Guests may choose to contribute to coffee expenses or bring along food 
that is meant for sharing, but this happens within a frame of reciprocity, instead of 
being regarded as an instance of direct exchange. This reciprocal, non-monetary 
approach was one reason to prefer Hoffice to other co-working arrangements. Fees 
must be paid to access commercially operated co-working spaces where work 
stations can be rented. Additionally, our informants often lamented that spending a 
full working day at a coffee shop can get to be expensive. By steering away from 
economic exchange, Hoffice has the potential to make people less dependent on 
formal organizations and more connected to the communities around them, 
although these positives come with the caveat that socially oriented exchange may 
always exclude some, be it due to homophily or overt discrimination (Lampinen 
and Ikkala, 2015). 
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Finally, Hoffice is an example of appropriating technology (particularly 
Facebook) to facilitate face-to-face encounters, rather than engaging in online 
interactions. The effort to tailor Facebook usage to work in this setting has been 
limited to creating and administrating the group’s page. Hoffice mainly relies on 
the global platform to create events and to enroll new members. As we learned 
during the fieldwork, requests to join the local Facebook group are usually 
accepted, and no member has ever been asked to leave the group. This resonates 
with the idea of openness that underlies Hoffice, both as a concept and as a set of 
situated practices. Facebook allows any willing person to become a member of the 
Hoffice network, and it is through Facebook that initial connections are made. 
However, the encounters that make Hoffice meaningful take place face-to-face, in 
members’ homes (or in other spaces that are being used to organize Hoffice events) 
and it is through repeated participation in such events that attendees develop a sense 
of community and an orientation to others.  

Resonating with Håkansson and Sengers (2014), a people-lead initiative like 
Hoffice is valuable in that it highlights the challenges people encounter in their 
everyday life, while illustrating also how they can do things differently through 
collective action. This makes it interesting for CSCW scholars to examine the socio-
technical assemblage that constitutes Hoffice, including not only the situated 
practices, but also the mind set and values that are encompassed in Hoffice’s 
participatory culture. While Hoffice may seem like a non-technical site of study, 
this is only because relevant technologies that underlie the activities are normalized 
and, as such, hiding in plain sight. 

5.2 Hoffice and the politics of care 

Hoffice provides a context for taking care of oneself and of other people. This is 
particularly significant with respect to the participants’ experience of the challenges 
associated with flexible forms of work. Engaging in Hoffice as a self-organized and 
participatory enterprise repositions people as valued members of their local 
communities and as active designers of their work conditions. As seen in our study, 
this way of being is deeply intertwined with the Hoffice practices (e.g. following 
the structure and co-creating breaks), values (e.g. trust, self-actualization, and 
openness), and with the resulting sense of mutuality and orientation to others. 

The experience of partaking in Hoffice, and thus shifting from the individual 
Nippert-Eng, 1995; Barley and Kunda, 2006; Gregg, 2013,) to participatory efforts 
to co-create an effective and supportive context for work, is transformative of 
individuals and their spatial, temporal, cultural, and social contexts. Sharing an 
intimate space like a home becomes a way to (re)create a schedule for work and to 
attach a valued, social dimension to it. 

Shifting the focus from sharing in terms of co-using material resources like 
homes to sharing as an act of caring and being together broadens our analytic 
possibilities. This point connects to the political nature of Hoffice as an alternative 



30 

model of co-working. Hoffice is political in that it is concerned with the production 
of alternative workplaces that foreground togetherness and support, rather than 
solely profit or individual productivity. It embodies the effort to question a 
particular social situation (the experience of self-employment), the existing order 
of things (how individual, freelance work is carried out and accomplished), and the 
reconfiguration of social relations and boundaries (encountering others through the 
temporary sharing of a domestic space). To use a concept from Rancière (2010), 
Hoffice is a way to “distribute the sensible”: Hoffice promotes imagination of how 
the socio-cultural context of flexible forms of work could be different from what it 
is today. Rancière’s conceptualization of politics presupposes that everyone (rather 
than only formal political groups) can engage with making change, and that this is 
influenced by what is seen as sensible, that is, what we have come to know about a 
certain social order (Rancière, 2010; McCarthy and Wright, 2015). Here, politics 
can emerge from ordinary everyday activities, and not merely from formal political 
settings and moments (Korn and Voida, 2015). An event or an action is political 
because its form clashes with a certain existing reality and how we experience it – 
what Rancière (2010) defines as “accessing the sensible”. 

CSCW, particularly at its intersection with participatory design, has traditionally 
been concerned with the politics of design. The involvement of users as co-
designers of socio-technical systems (Bødker et al., 2010; Kensing and Blomberg, 
2008; Robertson and Simonsen, 2013; Robertson and Wagner, 2013) and efforts to 
democratize the workplace are an example of this political orientation. Reflecting 
on Hoffice’s political qualities offers a different set of insights for CSCW research. 
Hoffice envisions a way to come together with the help of normalized networked 
technologies. This puts emphasis on the quality and meaning of interactions 
between people, rather than technological design. We argue that this emphasis is 
the transformative and, thus, political essence of Hoffice: by bringing together a 
network of people one can trust, Hoffice provides an alternative way of framing 
socio-technical practices at the workplace. 

This tightly relates to Hoffice’s concern for care, and to what we refer to as the 
politics of care. For Hoffice attendees, care manifests in self-actualization and 
engagement with meaningful projects. Yet, care is also an orientation to 
acquaintances, a genuine interest towards them (within the limits of the situation), 
and the effort to create, for them and with them, a favorable work context. In this 
sense, care is interdependent and relational, and it presupposes the presence and 
commitment of other people. Light and Akama (2014; 2017) have argued for a 
notion of care as a dialogical relationship imbued with qualities such as mutuality, 
trust, and openness towards other people. Their framing of care is targeted at 
discussing how participatory design projects can establish and maintain 
relationships with communities. For us, it resonates with the core values of the 
Hoffice community. Sharing a home, a working day, or even just a short break can 
provide opportunities to sensitize to each other and to develop the sense of trust that 
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reflects on people’s willingness to continue their participation. Care presupposes 
interdependencies and intra-actions (Barad, 2003; Suchman, 2007) as a pre-
condition of coming together, becoming together, and creating relationships with 
others (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2012). In Hoffice, care is not an abstract moral value, 
but an interactional quality emerging from the situated practices and the 
internalization of the values and norms that are core to the community. 

Talking about the politics of care draws attention to a narrative (Ingold, 2006) of 
the workplace where fulfilment, self-actualization, togetherness, reciprocal support, 
and participation (rather than just collaboration) are central, alongside profit, 
productivity, and efficiency. Ultimately, this foregrounds the social and human 
nature of workers, rather than focusing solely on the economic value of their labor. 

5.3 Implications for CSCW research  

A panel discussion on critical approaches to the changing workplace at the ECSCW 
2017 conference (Hølten Møller et al., 2017) asked how CSCW research can and 
could rethink workplaces and supportive technologies by focusing on the value of 
life, rather than collaboration and work efficiency. In what follows, we articulate 
one answer to this question while highlighting how Hoffice contributes to CSCW 
research.  

What does it mean to orient design towards the politics of care? What would it 
mean to design for the changing workplace with a focus on care, rather than 
connectivity, efficiency, or flexibility? A practical and empirical exploration of 
these questions could take the shape of adapting the Hoffice methodology to various 
settings and differing needs. As noted in the analysis, some members have taken 
the initiative to export and adapt the Hoffice structure to different contexts. Hoffice 
events have been organized in public places like libraries or online with attendees 
connected via Skype. This exemplifies how Hoffice’s focus on care can be 
translated to other settings. Resonating with this, we have discussed with Gradin 
Franzén the design of Hoffice with childcare for independent contractors juggling 
work and family, or Hoffice held in third-places (e.g. libraries or community 
centers) meant for job-seekers, or other groups of people who might benefit from 
such a supportive social context (e.g. economic or political migrants). Another 
related question concerns what it would mean to design for the politics of care in 
workplaces characterized by an individualistic and competitive culture (e.g. 
contemporary universities) or, as seen, within corporations relying on flexible 
forms of work and independent contracting (Perry et al., 2001; Brown and O’Hara, 
2003; Barley and Kunda, 2006; Su and Mark, 2008; Bourne and Forman, 2013; 
Gregg, 2013; Gray et al., 2017) where the efforts to stay connected to the homebase 
are typically delegated to individuals. 

On a conceptual level, this implies reframing a number of core tenets of the 
research program on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work. Previously, there 
have been suggestions to focus on human-centered design (Bannon, 2005), 
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designing for all of us rather than for them (Light et al., 2017), and building long-
term relationships with participants (McCarthy et al., 2015). We suggest that an 
orientation towards the politics of care redefines the meaning ascribed to central 
members of a community. Being at the center of a community that cares entails 
facilitating others to achieve their goals and well-being. As such, it brings attention 
to a set of values and ways of being together, rather than to the acquisition of 
professional skills. Relatedly, it presupposes an orientation towards design 
sensitivities, rather than methods (Dombrowski et al. 2016), including questions 
about fulfillment, compassion, constructive intimacy, and creativity (Light et al., 
2017). 

The lack of a management structure makes Hoffice very different from 
traditional workplaces. Next to increased responsibilities, this provides freedom, in 
the sense that attendees felt they could focus on the work they wanted to do, rather 
than on how it should be done, and that they could take the initiative to adjust the 
structure, export it to different settings, or experiment with reconfiguring central 
roles. For instance, during the first workshop, one participant told us about his 
experience of sharing the responsibility of organizing a Hoffice with a friend, so 
that one was the facilitator of the event, and the other one the host. While changes 
are usually discussed with other attendees, the negotiation processes are informal 
and not as structured as they tend to be within a formal organizationa. The 
organization of the workplace is, thus, replaced by a network of peers who share 
the purpose to support each other while engaged in their own specialized work. 
While some serve as hosts and facilitators, Hoffice activities start from the 
expectation that participants co-create their temporary workplace through 
participatory effort where the contribution of each participant is important and 
valued. This echoes Germann Molz’s (2014) call for complicating the notions of 
guest and host in the context of Couchsurfing since, in practice, these seemingly 
distinct roles can blur into a collaborative activity. Based on our study, such blurring 
is usual at Hoffice events and making it more visible can be a way to carve out room 
for individuals to participate actively in the co-creation of the workplace, especially 
when they are still new to the network. 

Finally, the lack of a formal, organizational structure brings to the picture a 
number of potential complications that are not tackled by Hoffice, at least not in its 
current form. Complementary to the politics of care discussed above, these issues 
approach a more classic view of politics, that is, the regulation of social life through 
rules and laws that apply to members of specific groups. Sharing is a cultural 
discourse and a practical phenomenon (John, 2017; McLaren and Agyeman, 2015). 
When it comes to Hoffice, sharing homes intertwines with trust, togetherness, well-
being, and openness. This is what makes the network attractive, at least to its most 
active members. However, a more holistic discussion of its sustainability and 
impact over time also needs to encompass issues such as safety in the workplace, 
ergonomic and health standards, insurance policies, respect for licit working hours, 
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and the awareness of policies that regulate the presence of strangers or 
acquaintances in domestic spaces. These are all essential concerns of work life that 
should not be left on the shoulders of single individuals, even when they take it 
upon themselves to make change in an effort to move towards more desirable work 
styles. 

6. Conclusion 
In this paper, we have introduced the self-organizing network Hoffice. The concept 
relates to a co-working methodology and to the set of practices inherent in opening 
up one’s home as a temporary, shared workplace, with the help of existing social 
media platforms, particularly Facebook. We have discussed both practices of co-
creating temporary workplaces, particularly for workers who lack a stable office 
and orchestrate flexible work arrangements, and the values and rhetoric enshrined 
in Hoffice. Moreover, we have illustrated the connections between Hoffice and 
studies of network hospitality, two domains where networked platforms are used to 
facilitate encounters in domestic spaces. 

Our findings draw attention to i) the practical arrangement of Hoffice events, 
including the role of the work structure, the technological infrastructures that enable 
Hoffice, and the use of domestic spaces; ii) participatory efforts to get individual 
work done, and iii) the co-creation of an alternative social model that encourages 
trust, self-actualization, and openness.  

Our investigation invites CSCW scholars to revisit what is means to study the 
workplace in a changing world of work. We highlight that Hoffice is already 
making change for its members by providing a context for more sustainable work 
styles, particularly with respect to the challenges emerging from flexible work 
arrangements (e.g. self-managing work load and schedule, the lack of a social 
context, flexibility in hours and income, etc.). Finally, we have discussed Hoffice 
as a model for a workplace that values self-care and care for others, and how this 
case can inspire CSCW research to develop new visions of the workplace, building 
on the politics of care, instead of – or as a complement to – connectivity, profit, and 
productivity. 
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