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A B S T R A C T   

The use of information and communication technologies (ICTs) allows to work in multiple locations. The purpose 
of this article is to investigate how multilocal knowledge workers engage in work in the interplay of workplaces 
between cities and mountain regions. We follow a mixed methods approach with intertwined quantitative and 
qualitative data sources. The results show that working in the periphery using marginality can be beneficial and 
disadvantageous at the same time. Furthermore, marginality is seldom utilized for creativity but preferably for 
working undisturbed. This study contributes to the literature on marginality and flexible working between urban 
centers and rural peripheries in the digital age.   

1. Introduction 

Over the past decades, knowledge-based work became increasingly 
flexible and detached from fixed workplaces. As a consequence, physical 
co-presence at one workplace has become less relevant (Nadler, 2014). 
This flexibility is characterized by the knowledge workers’ increased 
autonomy of selecting workplaces due to the intensive use of informa-
tion and communication technologies (ICTs) in their work practices 
(Pyöriä, 2005; Hislop, 2013). As a result, novel mobile and multilocal 
work forms have become increasingly popular in recent years due to 
increasing spatial and temporal flexibility of work practices by knowl-
edge workers (Clemons and Kroth, 2010; Ojala and Pyöriä, 2018). 

These novel types of work flexibilities emerge due to improved 
digital connectivity. In particular, they cast a new light on the suitability 
of workplaces in areas outside urban centers (Vesala and Tuomivaara, 
2015) such as, for example, mountain regions. In Switzerland, numerous 
mountain areas are gearing up – even before the Covid-19 pandemic 

initiated the widespread use of home office and telework practices – 
with modern infrastructures such as broadband Internet and coworking 
spaces (e.g., miaEngiadina, 2021; NüGlarus, 2020). Their goal is to 
attract knowledge workers from the urban areas for temporary work 
stays in the periphery. However, what kinds of spatial changes in 
knowledge-based work this entails has not been analyzed so far. 

Indeed, not much research exists on the ways in which multilocal 
knowledge workers utilize the interplay between a workplace in an 
urban center1 and one in a rural periphery2 – or, in other words, between 
a central and a marginal spatial environment. Working at the employers’ 
premises in a center and choosing to temporarily work in the periphery 
might involve different types of multilocal work environments. In this 
regard, the use of marginality in particular could offer new starting 
points for the study of multilocal work between center and periphery. 
Marginality has been researched as a self-chosen strategy (Grabher, 
2018), as an incubator for creativity (Hautala and Ibert, 2018) or as a 
way to radicalize ideas and innovation away from the mainstream 
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(Sgourev, 2019). In this regard, marginality becomes relevant as a 
strategically sought-after position between center and periphery to 
avoid pressures from the urban mainstream in order to shield creative 
thinking and dissenting ideas (Grabher, 2018). Furthermore, little is 
known about the specific use of digital technologies in knowledge-based 
work (Pershina et al., 2019; Verstegen et al., 2019) and even less about 
their differential use in multilocal work arrangements. An examination 
of marginality in the context of digitalization and flexible, multilocal 
work is missing. Multilocal work arrangements may increasingly blur 
the spatial division between the center and the periphery in terms of 
creative work and must be examined and perhaps rethought. 

Our analysis builds on and extends the literature on flexible and 
multilocal work arrangements through the examination of the interplay 
of workplaces in the center and in the periphery and the effects of using 
marginality for multilocal knowledge workers. To do so, we examine the 
ways in which multilocal knowledge workers interact with ICTs in order 
to fulfill working tasks at a peripheral workplace in the mountains in 
comparison to a workplace in an urban center. We examine differences 
of work organization in the center and in the periphery and how the 
change of scenery affects work practices and work-life balance. 
Furthermore, we examine the reasons why multilocal knowledge 
workers temporarily work in the periphery and how they strategically 
use the periphery’s marginality. Hence, the following research questions 
structured our research: To what extent and why does the use of appli-
cations on the laptop and smartphone for work differ between the 
workplace in the center and in the periphery? How do multilocal 
knowledge workers utilize marginality in their work? What are the 
benefits and limitations of using marginality for work and why do they 
decide to work in a multilocal setting between center and periphery? 

To answer these questions, we analyzed work practices of multilocal 
knowledge workers, who predominantly work in urban centers and who 
temporarily work in the periphery in Swiss mountain areas. In this 
exploratory study, we used a novel mixed methods approach combining 
quantitative digital tracking data of application usage on laptops and 
smartphones, linked with qualitative digital diary data, ethnographic 
walk-along observations and qualitative semi-structured interviews. We 
conducted the fieldwork in 2019 and thus our data represents obser-
vations from a time before Covid-19, which forced many employees to 
adapt such work practices. Thus, we gained insights perhaps from pio-
neers who have strategically chosen such work patterns before they may 
have become mainstream. 

The results make important contributions to the literature on flex-
ible, multilocal work and the periphery’s benefits of marginality. First, 
by accounting both for the use of marginality and ICTs for multilocal 
work, we offer novel insights on differing work organization using 
digital technologies in the center and the periphery (Pershina et al., 
2019; Verstegen et al., 2019). Second, our research highlights the 
sometimes beneficial and disadvantageous effects of different work-
places on multilocal knowledge-based work (Ojala and Pyöriä, 2018). 
Advantages such as a better work-life balance and more concentrated 
work practices are offset by the disadvantages of distance, such as 
limited spontaneous interaction in person and decreasing influence in 
work projects. Third, we contribute to recent literature on marginality 
by providing evidence that in multilocal work arrangements marginality 
is less sought to shield creative thinking but rather used for working 
without interruptions (Grabher, 2018; Hautala and Ibert, 2018; Sgourev, 
2019). Fourth, for our sample participants we found a recurring cycle of 
working in the center and in the periphery. This latter result might point 
to new opportunities for knowledge-based work in alternating work-
places in rural or peripheral locations. 

2. Literature review 

In the post-industrial age, knowledge-based work has become more 
flexible in terms of space and time, especially due to rapid technological 
advances (Sennett, 1998; Messenger, 2019). As a consequence, people 

can work and live in distinct places and are still connected through the 
use of the Internet and ICTs (Kirschner, 2005; Moseley and Owen, 2008; 
Nadler, 2014). Thus, even geographically distant locations can be con-
nected with each other through the use of ICTs (Forman and van Zee-
broeck, 2019). In this regard, new opportunities emerge for rural or 
peripheral locations in terms of digital participation in the knowledge 
economy (Vitola and Baltina, 2013). In this respect, digital in-
frastructures such as broadband Internet connections and ICT skills are 
important prerequisites to ensure that economic activities with digital 
technologies in rural peripheries is possible (Townsend et al., 2013; 
Wallace et al., 2016; Salemink et al., 2017; Philip and Williams, 2019). 

Literature on flexible working deals with all facets of spatial and 
temporal changes of work and shows that knowledge-based work can be 
done in multiple locations (see, Koroma et al., 2014; Ojala and Pyöriä, 
2018). Multilocal work is characterized by the use of multiple work-
places in different locations, instead of one single workplace. This 
geographic aspect of multilocality fundamentally differentiates multi-
local forms of work from traditional, stationary forms of teleworking 
such as, for example, home office telework (Hislop and Axtell, 2007). 
However, the literature shows that despite working at the employers’ 
premises is still the dominant form of work in Europe before the 
Covid-19 pandemic (Ojala and Pyöriä, 2018), mobile and multilocal 
work forms are becoming increasingly popular for knowledge workers 
(Clemons and Kroth, 2010). 

Knowledge-based work is characterized by high degrees of autonomy 
combined with greater degrees of freedom in terms of choice of work 
methods and workplaces (Ojala and Pyöriä, 2018). Knowledge-based 
work entails creative work (Dul et al., 2011) such as the creation of 
novel ideas (Mumford, 2003) and is reserved for the status-higher labor 
force (Elldér, 2019). Furthermore, knowledge-based work is favored by 
ICTs, which allow for higher spatial mobility of knowledge workers (see 
e.g., Green, 2002; Pyöriä, 2005; Hislop and Axtell, 2007; Hislop, 2013). 

Nevertheless, little is known from this literature on how knowledge 
workers interact with ICTs in different workplaces, although their use is 
characteristic for multilocal knowledge-based work. Recent studies have 
shown that the interplay between analog and digital work is fruitful for 
innovative work processes (Pershina et al., 2019), but there is a lack of 
knowledge on the use of digital technologies and particularly how these 
activities differ between geographically different locations (Forman and 
van Zeebroeck, 2019; Verstegen et al., 2019) such as, for example, 
center and periphery. 

Scholars of flexible work practices found that especially multilocal 
forms of knowledge-based work influence general well-being and thus 
work-life balance (Peters et al., 2009; Sullivan, 2012; Ojala et al., 2014; 
ter Hoeven and van Zoonen, 2015; Sjöblom et al., 2019). However, 
multilocal work forms can also create work-life balance problems such 
as increased time pressure due to family commitments, overtime work, 
part-time work, increase in informal work or insufficient separation of 
work and private life (Ojala et al., 2014; Aguilera et al., 2016; Thulin 
et al., 2019). Such work-life aspects in multilocal work arrangements 
have been insufficiently explored by economic geographers (James, 
2014) and must be reconsidered in terms of different geographic loca-
tions such as work locations in the center and the periphery (Danson and 
de Souza, 2012). The literature pays little attention to geographic 
‘localization’ and its effects on multilocal work. 

From a geographic perspective, considering combinations of multi-
ple workplaces due to the use of ICTs became of a larger interest 
recently. However, despite a growing body of literature on workplace 
mobility in urban areas (see, Putri and Shearmur, 2020; Pajević and 
Shearmur, 2017; Burchell et al., 2020; Shearmur, 2020), rural periph-
eral areas have not been studied. Yet, they can also serve as valid en-
vironments for work practices involving the use of ICTs (Clark, 2018). 
Multilocal work may have advantages when working temporarily in a 
rural setting. In this regard, Vesala and Tuomivaara (2015) showed that 
the natural green environment has positive effects on work and that 
temporary work in the rural creates various positive effects for 
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knowledge workers in terms of decreasing experienced time pressure, 
negative feelings at work, interruptions, exhaustiveness and stress, 
while work satisfaction is increasing. In combination with outdoor 
amenities, rural areas can serve as an attractive environment for 
knowledge workers (McGranahan et al., 2011). On the downside, tele-
working in the rural can lead to disadvantageous isolation, due to larger 
distances to the employer’s premises and coworkers (Simpson et al., 
2003; Pyöriä, 2011). 

Due to the terminological disagreement and conceptual overlaps 
regarding flexible, knowledge-based and multilocal modes of working in 
different locations using ICTs (Pyöriä, 2009; Ojala and Pyöriä, 2018), we 
propose to use the term ‘digital multilocality’. Digital multilocality 
stands for working with digital technologies in multiple locations. The 
term incorporates different terminologies that are used in the literature 
regarding multi-local work arrangements such as multi-local, multilocal, 
multi-locational etc. Furthermore, we understand this term as a broader 
concept that also takes into account the interplay of different workplaces 
(e.g., those in a central location vs. those in a peripheral location, rural 
vs. urban) and the influences of the correspondic geographic 
environments. 

Working in the periphery can have positive effects on work due to the 
distance to the center. Recent literature from economic geography and 
sociology shows that actors in the periphery can take advantage of the 
remoteness through the use of marginality. Marginality can be used as a 
strategy to unfold creative ideas as illustrated by Grabher’s (2018) 
analysis of the Austrian Baukünstler3 in the Vorarlberg region. They 
returned to their home in the periphery in order to take advantage of 
being distant from the standard setting organizations in Vienna, which 
was considered the center of architecture. The self-chosen peripherality 
entailed a conscious break with the pressure of the architectural main-
stream from the center (Grabher, 2018). Peripherality in this sense can 
be understood as a deliberate choice and geographic dissociation from 
centrality and its pressures from the (architectural) mainstream (see, 
Grabher, 2018). Due to their peripherality, the Baukünstler were able to 
take advantage and be creative in new ways as they were in a “specific 
position of betwixt and between center and periphery, insider and 
outsider, mainstreams and mavericks” (Grabher, 2018, p. 1792). This 
marginal position became enabled through their relocation in the pe-
riphery. In the periphery, therefore, the Baukünstler used the margin-
ality to become free in their works and could give free rein to their 
creativity. This example shows that marginality and peripherality can be 
considered together. Marginality is viewed as a social and cultural po-
sition (see also, Park, 1928) that can strategically be used (e.g., to be 
creative). Marginality in turn can be enabled by the distance, for 
example of the periphery to the center. In doing so, marginality is not 
simply a given condition, but rather a practice, as people and places can 
become marginal by individuals or groups through placing themselves 
at the margins in a process of self-marginalization (Syrett, 2012). 

Marginality is thus a self-chosen practice that can be sought for 
creativity in knowledge-based work. As illustrated by the case of the 
Baukünstler, creativity is not ultimately bound to an urban center but 
can also take place in the rural periphery. The reduction of power and 
control from the mainstream in the center can be facilitated through 
geographic remoteness (see, Hautala and Ibert, 2018; Glückler, 2014; 
Hautala, 2015). The periphery and its different context can thus be a 
fruitful and promising source for novelty because in this environment 
there may be less powerful value judgements (Hautala and Ibert, 2018). 
This may encourage creative or innovative actors in the periphery, as 
they are freer for the creation of new ideas and products away from the 
status quo in a center. In doing so, the periphery can be supportive for 
the escalation of ideas that come in from the outside (Sgourev, 2019). 

For example, ideas that have been developed in the center can be further 
developed in the periphery. In doing so, peripheries can serve as spaces 
for creativity as they can protect unfolding novelties from criticism and 
thus facilitate the development, radicalization and experimentation 
with new ideas (Hautala and Ibert, 2018). Consequently, not only cen-
tral places but also non-central places can be supportive for creativity 
(Nel and Pelc, 2020). Non-central places or peripheral places such as 
rural areas or mountain regions – our study areas – can provide a rich 
environment for the unfolding of novelty as they experience ‘emptiness’ 
through processes of depopulation and this can be an advantage in terms 
of creativity (Viazzo and Zanini, 2014). However, knowledge about the 
benefits and disadvantages of working in the periphery using margin-
ality for knowledge-based work is lacking. 

Our focus on marginality should not be read without caution. Mar-
ginality is quite a fuzzy concept that is not considered in many studies so 
far (Danson and de Souza, 2012). In our study, marginality is not un-
derstood in terms of a specific position at the margin of two cultures, but 
rather as a deliberate choice and strategy to consciously put oneself in an 
isolated and remote location and taking advantage of it – for example 
through temporary work in a rural area. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Empirical setting 

In Switzerland, flexible workplace models are becoming increasingly 
popular. In 2020, approximately 48% of all employees (roughly 2.4 
million in Switzerland) worked mobile and not at a fixed workplace 
(Weichbrodt et al., 2020). In comparison to other European countries, 
Switzerland shows one of the highest share of jobs that can be performed 
remotely and the capacities in Swiss cities, towns and rural areas for 
remote working are above average (OECD, 2020). 

In recent years, digitalization became a relevant topic also for Swiss 
mountain regions that suffer from outmigration of young people, ageing, 
structural economic changes, etc. Digitalization has become a strategy in 
order to become more attractive for those interested in working and 
living in these regions (Medaglia and Petitta, 2014; Bürgin and Mayer, 
2020). In this regard, a high broadband coverage that allows efficient 
and fast access to the Internet is a basic prerequisite for being able to 
work from distant locations (OECD, 2020). Compared to other western 
industrialized countries, the development of broadband is more 
advanced in Switzerland, even in rural and peripheral mountain regions 
(Joiner, 2018). Even before the Covid-19 pandemic, Swiss mountain 
regions are becoming increasingly popular for knowledge workers who 
engage daily with digital technologies due to optimal infrastructure in 
terms of digital connectivity but also housing (often secondary homes) 
(Miller, 2016; Bondolfi et al., 2019; Schilliger and Steiger, 2020; Spring 
and Leutwiler, 2020; Dreyfus, 2021). 

3.2. Mixed methods research design 

To gain deeper and more detailed insights into digital multilocal 
work, new data sources must be explored. In recent years, digital 
methods have emerged (Halfpenny and Procter, 2015). The use of data 
gathered by digital technologies also led to innovations in participatory 
research methods in geography, as the research subjects share their 
personal data and become directly involved in generating it (Geo-
ghegan, 2019). In order to investigate the work practices of multilocal 
knowledge workers in more detail, we chose a mixed methods approach 
to improve rigor through bridging the qualitative/quantitative divide 
(see, Bathelt and Li, 2020). More specifically, we utilized quantitative 
microdata of work activities that informed our qualitative methods. 
Mixed methods are not yet very common in rural studies compared to 
qualitative and quantitative research methods (Strijker et al., 2020). 
Nevertheless, the number is increasing in recent years and our digitally 
based mixed methods approach makes an original contribution to get 

3 The ‘Baukünstler’ were Austrian craftsmen and architects that built a hub 
for architecture in the Vorarlberg region and deliberately distanced themselves 
from the establishment of the center in Vienna (Grabher, 2018). 
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in-depth insights into a novel rural phenomenon. 

3.2.1. Sample and recruitment 
To examine multilocal work activities, we selected study participants 

who fulfilled the following criteria: First, study participants primarily 
work in a major urban agglomeration (such as Zurich or Bern) in a 
corporate office or in home office and engage and work in a Swiss 
mountain region. Second, they spend ten4 working days over a period of 
six months in a peripheral workplace. This criterion is important in 
order to exclude daily or weekly (long-distance) commuters and people 
who work in the periphery by chance, for example during holidays. 
Third, they utilize digital technologies such as laptops and smartphones 
in daily work activities. Fourth, they need to be willing and allowed to 
collaborate during the study period and share digital work activities 
with the research team. However, in reference to those four criteria, it 
seems important to us to mention that the study was not designed to 
analyze individual backgrounds of study participants such as, for 
example, gender or ethnicity. 

The recruitment of the study participants proofed to be rather diffi-
cult. The study was highly exploratory because there is no register or 
census of those engaged in multilocal work and we relied on finding 
willing study participants through a snowball method. Initial expert 
interviews suggested that coworking spaces in Swiss mountain regions 
would be a good place to start. We got in contact through email and 
phone calls with all coworking spaces (at the time of recruitment n = 12) 
located in the Swiss Alps and which participate in the national cow-
orking association (see, Coworking Switzerland, 2020). As a result, we 
were able to recruit two participants for the research project. We also got 
in touch with the association of digital nomads in Switzerland. We were 
allowed to post a call for participants in their Facebook group and were 
able to recruit one participant. At the same time, we got in touch with 
the Work Smart Initiative (2021), an organization in Switzerland that 
promotes location-independent work among major employers. 
Following this, two participants agreed to join our research project. The 
final participant was recruited via personal contacts in the research 
team’s social network. In total, six multilocal knowledge workers agreed 
to participate in the research project.5 Table 1 gives an overview of the 
participants. They work at an employer’s premise or in home office in 
the center and predominantly in private apartments in the periphery. 
Only half of them work temporarily in a coworking space in the pe-
riphery. Due to the small sample, the findings cannot be fully general-
ized, but nevertheless provide interesting and novel in-depth insights 
into multilocal work arrangements. 

3.2.2. Data collection 
We divided the data collection in two phases. Phase one consisted of 

collecting the participants’ digital work tracking data during five 
workdays in the center and five workdays in the periphery. In the second 
phase of data collection, we conducted ethnographic walk-along ob-
servations in combination with qualitative semi-structured interviews. 
In this phase, the descriptive digital work tracking data from the first 
phase fed into questions during the interviews. Fig. 1 provides an 
overview of the methods used. 

To track the participants’ digital work activities, we needed to utilize 

appropriate applications. Automated methods that record digital re-
cords such as the ‘Digital Replay System’ (DRS) or the so-called ‘field-
work tracker’ have been used before (Crabtree et al., 2015). While DRS 
and fieldwork tracker are no longer available, we used alternative ways 
to record digital work tracking data. 

First, computer application tracking was used in order to gain in-
sights in the applications used and for how long. After testing various 
computer tracking applications, we selected an open-source time tracker 
called ‘ActivityWatch’ (2021), which logs the focused application name 
and window title in a timeline of events, as well as user input activity to 
detect inactive periods. The participants downloaded the application 
and had to run it during their digital work tracking days. 

Second, smartphone application tracking was added because we 
were interested in the phone logs of the mobile user activity (see, 
Birenboim and Shoval, 2017). As the Apple iPhone (all participants used 
a smartphone from this brand) does not allow third parties to access the 
application usage data, we asked the participants to take screenshots of 
their battery usage (where duration of application usage within 24 h is 
displayed with 1-min resolution) after each digital work tracking day. 

Third, we asked the study participants to fill out digital diaries to 
gain insights from their experiences of marginality. Diaries as a research 
method actively involve participants in the research process and provide 
an opportunity for participants to reflect on their work behavior by self- 
reporting (Meth, 2003; Latham, 2010; Birenboim and Shoval, 2017). 
During each digital work tracking day, the participants were asked to 
fulfill three tasks: First, take a picture of what was inspiring during their 
workday. Second, write a short description of the picture and explain 
why this was inspiring. Third, briefly describe the work activities of the 
workday with keywords. We used a free version of the mobile applica-
tion ‘Day One’ (2021). 

Fourth, we conducted ethnographic walk-along observations (Rose 
et al., 2010; Cao et al., 2019; Van Cauwenberg et al., 2012) to observe 
the spatial practices of the participants by accompanying them during 
their travel from their workplace in the center to the workplace in the 
periphery. We were also ‘talking whilst walking’ (Anderson, 2014) with 
the participants to gain a better understanding of the knowledge 
workers’ behavior in their multilocal setting. The untold aspects of work 
practices and their specific workplaces were recorded (in the re-
searcher’s notebook), which would not have been possible by merely 
doing interviews (McMorran, 2012). 

Fifth, we conducted qualitative semi-structured interviews during 
and after the walk-alongs in order to collect more detailed information 
on the participants’ work behavior. The questionnaire was developed 
utilizing the results of the digital work tracking and digital diary data 
from phase one. As the research focus was fairly clear, we selected a 
semi-structured type of interviews (Bryman et al., 2012). The interview 
questions addressed the use and the effects of marginality on multilocal 
work as well as the participants’ work activities based on their digital 
work tracking data. 

3.2.3. Data processing and analysis under ethical premises 
In a first step, the digital work tracking data of laptop use was pro-

cessed using Jupyter notebooks. The data was sorted by digital work 
tracking days in the center and in the periphery. Based on that, the data 
was categorized according to the broad variety of applications used by 
the participants and cleaned of artifacts arising from the data collection 
method. The highly sensitive data (e.g., window titles) was removed 
from analysis. In a following step, the cleaned data was classified into 
categories among nine different types of activity (documents, browser, 
email, communication, programming and development, miscellaneous6, 
work organization, lockscreen, media). Based on available user activity 

4 We chose ten workdays to compare one workweek (5 days) in the center 
with one workweek in the periphery. The ten days were also chosen to keep the 
participants’ effort low, because the methods used required a great commit-
ment from them. This was an important requirement for the recruitment of 
participants.  

5 For this exploratory study, we aimed for a total of ten to twelve participants. 
After the initial recruitment phase, a total of fourteen multilocal knowledge 
workers showed interest to participate. During the introductory phase in which 
we installed the tracking applications, eight participants left the project due to 
privacy insecurities or time constraints. 

6 ‘Miscellaneous’ combines all work activities that could not be assigned to 
one of the other categories. These activities were excluded from further sta-
tistical analysis and the interviews due to the wide range of its heterogeneity. 
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information, the data was filtered to only include periods of user ac-
tivity. Based on that, individual and comprehensive overall statistical 
evaluations were generated. 

We applied a similar procedure for the data processing and analysis 
of the smartphone tracking data. In a first step, we manually transcribed 
the iPhone battery screenshots in a digital editable format such as 
Microsoft Excel tables. After this, the smartphone tracking data was 
imported into Python, classified into twelve different types of activity 
(communication, miscellaneous, social media, media consumption, 
travel, browser, email, work organization, media creation, finances, 
personal, documents) and cleaned for statistical analysis. 

The digital diary data of the ‘Day One’ application was imported into 
the analysis software MAXQDA12. The recordings of the qualitative 
semi-structured interviews were also imported and fully transcribed. In 
a next step, we coded both the digital diaries and the interview tran-
scripts with the same codes conducting a qualitative content analysis 
(Mayring, 2015). 

3.3. Research ethics 

The mixed methods approach required careful and attentive meth-
odological procedure due to the highly sensitive and personal nature of 
the participants’ digital work tracking data. Novel digitally supported 
research methods require the adaption of prevailing standards and 
ethics in social science in terms of data collection and analysis (Madge, 
2007; Tiidenberg, 2018). 

One key issue was the informed consent7 between the research team 
and the participants. During the recruitment phase, we provided a fact 
sheet about the research project’s aims, the methodological approach, 
the data management, the compensation for the participations’ efforts,8 

the funding and the research team. We also aimed for personal 
commitment and agreement of the participants. After they accepted to 
join the research project, we sent to each of them a personal letter of 
consent (see, Birenboim and Shoval 2017). In this document, we pro-
vided more detailed information about the methods, data security and 
data storage. The methods were described in detail in terms of accessi-
bility, security and privacy policy. The letters of consent were signed by 
all researchers of the research team and each participant. 

Confidentiality of data was taken very seriously. The data collection 
and analysis procedures required a great of care in terms of anonym-
ization and security during data processing. We were aware that during 
the research process new ethical issues could emerge such as for example 
sharing first insights at conferences and in lectures. We adapted the 

Table 1 
Overview of sampled participants.  

Pseudonym Anna John David Laura Mark George 

Profession Virtual assistant Product manager 
digital public 
services 

IT specialist Innovation manager Data & AI solution 
specialist/lecturer 

Specialist for Human 
Resources and 
organizational development 

Employment 
status 

Freelancer- 
entrepreneur 

Firm employee Freelancer- 
entrepreneur 

Firm employee Firm employee Firm employee 

Business size Micro (only her) Macro SME SME Macro Macro 
Industrial branch Secretarial and 

writing services 
Logistics IT services, 

telecommunication 
Commerce, 
telecommunication 

IT services Logistics 

Multilocality 
frequency 

1–2 days per 
week 

2 days per week 1 week every two 
months 

Two to three times per month 
for three to four days each 

Every weekend Ten to fifteen times per year 
for at least one day 

Workplace in the 
center 

Home office Employer’s 
premise 

Home office, 
employer’s premise 

Home office, employer’s 
premise 

Employer’s premise, 
home office, 
coworking space 

Employer’s premise 

Workplace in the 
periphery 

Private Private, rarely 
coworking space 

Private, coworking 
space 

Private, coworking space Private Private  

Fig. 1. Mixed methods approach.  

7 We were not obliged by our institution to obtain a formal approval or 
consult ethics review boards for researching human subjects. We obtained this 
approval between researchers and study participants utilizing a transparent 
communication strategy and, moreover, with informed consent and strict 
anonymization of data.  

8 A voucher of the Switzerland Travel Centre AG was offered in exchange for 
the participants’ time and efforts. 
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presented material to the specific situations and treated them with 
utmost awareness and carefulness (see, Anderson and Jirotka 2015). 

From the start of this research project, we addressed ethical con-
siderations such as confidentiality and security of the participants’ 
personal data. Privacy and protection of the participants’ identities (e.g., 
anonymization of personal data and firm) were clearly defined from the 
beginning and kept secret. 

4. Findings 

4.1. Digital multilocal work between center and periphery 

To gain a better understanding about the effects of using marginality 
for work, we focus in this section on how digital multilocal work differs 
during workdays in the center and workdays in the periphery. The sta-
tistical analysis of the participants’ digital work tracking days revealed 
notable differences of work patterns when using the laptop (Table 2) and 
the smartphone (Table 3) at both locations. 

During digital work tracking days in the periphery, the six partici-
pants spent less time on their laptop (on average 48:59 min)9 and their 
smartphone (on average 07:10 min). As our interviews and walk-alongs 
showed, our study participants fulfilled more analog tasks such as 
sketching in notebooks, conceptualizing outlines using pencil and paper, 
brainstorming, etc. When asked about the difference in digital device 
use between central and peripheral workplace, David explained that 
“maybe I was just thinking more. Or brainstormed. […] and in the city, 
yes, I find this generally more difficult”. The same is true for George, 
who uses a traditional paper notebook with pencil more frequently 
while working in the periphery. This is nicely illustrated in his digital 
diary (Fig. 2). 

According to George’s digital diary entry, we asked why he was 
doing conceptual work in the mountains not using his laptop. The 
motivation behind this was the use of analog visualizations in a paper 
notebook because they allow a more detailed overview: 

“Yes, maybe because I was so much attached to the PC all the time. I 
thought I really need that now. So, I try to draw things more by hand 
in general. […] On paper I make sketches, or I can see connections or 
where one is going, what methods could I use. And I really 
consciously took the time to do it then [on the workday in the pe-
riphery]. Or I really took the time for this: Now I shut down the PC, 
now I do it like this.” 

During time off from work in the periphery, Anna, Laura, Mark and 
George tend to refrain from using the smartphone and also tend to not 
take it on outdoor activities. Smartphones are used more in the center in 
order to connect and network with coworkers and friends, as mentioned 
by David. Sometimes the smartphone is used to fill downtime at work 
with phone calls with friends and family members, as Anna explained. 

The digital work tracking data show subtle differences in work ac-
tivities using ‘documents’ applications among the workdays in the 
center and in the periphery. On average, the six participants worked 
48:52 min more with document applications on the laptop (e.g., 
Microsoft Office, Ulysses, PDF, Numbers) in the center. Though, on 
smartphones such applications were used less than 1 min in both loca-
tions. However, one reason for that is the higher use of PowerPoint on 
the laptop for holding presentations during physical meetings, an ac-
tivity that predominantly takes place in the center as explained by 
George. 

The six participants used browser applications slightly less on their 
smartphones (01:03 min on average) but more on their laptops (11:46 
min on average) during workdays in the periphery. One explanation that 
emerged from the digital diaries and interviews for this is that research 
tasks and background work preferably take place in the periphery. 
George described in one of the digital diary entries that he reads articles 
about theories and methods that were on his to-do list for a long time. 

The digital work tracking data show higher use of ‘email’ applica-
tions on the laptop during workdays in the periphery (09:38 min more 
on average). In contrast, ‘email’ applications on smartphones vary less 
(01:04 more in the center on average). When looking at ‘email’ activ-
ities, we noticed that during workdays in the periphery our study par-
ticipants tend to have more time to write and answer emails, as 
explained by George: 

“Well, I can imagine that I had time again to respond to all the emails 
that I hadn’t in a long time. That when I go back to the urban, I didn’t 

Table 2 
Type of activity on laptop during digital work tracking days in center and pe-
riphery (all participants’ averages combined).    

Center Periphery  

Type of activity Average 
per day 

Percent Average 
per day 

Percent Delta 

Documents 01:58:03 32.02% 01:09:11 20.33% 00:48:52 
Browser 01:39:24 27.04% 01:51:10 37.36% 00:11:46 
Email 01:11:42 19.87% 01:21:20 24.45% 00:09:38 
Communication 00:29:42 8.15% 00:25:52 8.62% 00:03:50 
Programming and 

development 
00:19:51 5.62% 00:04:24 1.58% 00:15:27 

Work organization 00:03:20 0.90% 00:04:50 1.87% 00:01:30 
Media 00:01:17 0.35% 00:03:21 1.12% 00:02:04 
Miscellaneous 00:19:06 5.48% 00:14:34 4.45% 00:04:32 
Lockscreen 00:02:02 0.56% 00:00:45 0.21% 00:01:17 
Combined average 06:04:30  05:15:31  00:48:59  

Table 3 
Type of activity on smartphone during digital work tracking days in center and 
periphery (all participants’ averages combined).    

Center Periphery  

Type of activity Average 
per day 

Percent Average 
per day 

Percent Delta 

Communication 01:16:26 43.81% 01:17:54 49.76% 00:01:28 
Miscellaneous 00:39:40 22.56% 00:28:22 16.74% 00:11:18 
Social media 00:12:13 6.73% 00:15:26 8.87% 00:03:13 
Media 

consumption 
00:09:20 5.73% 00:12:52 7.25% 00:03:32 

Travel 00:09:35 5.71% 00:02:49 1.74% 00:06:46 
Browser 00:11:00 5.65% 00:09:57 5.51% 00:01:03 
Email 00:08:54 5.17% 00:07:50 4.49% 00:01:04 
Work 

organization 
00:03:40 2.28% 00:02:56 1.81% 00:00:44 

Media creation 00:02:14 1.36% 00:02:06 1.30% 00:00:08 
Finances 00:00:38 0.40% 00:00:22 0.28% 00:00:16 
Personal 00:00:32 0.33% 00:06:37 2.08% 00:06:05 
Documents 00:00:28 0.27% 00:00:18 0.19% 00:00:10 
Combined 

average 
02:54:45  02:47:35  00:07:10 

Notes: As user-generated data is prone to error, we did not receive complete and 
useable smartphone data for analysis by all participants. In contrast to automatic 
data collected on the laptop by the ActivityWatch application, the battery 
screenshots of application usage on the smartphones had to be taken by hand 
after a digital work tracking day, which was not done correctly by all partici-
pants. In this table, the following data was used: Anna (5 days center; 6 days 
periphery), John (6 days center; 4 days periphery),David (6 days center; 8 days 
periphery), Laura (6 days center; 5 days periphery), Mark (3 days center; 2 days 
periphery), George (data was removed from the statistics because the data was 
not recorded correctly and this participant rarely uses his business smartphone). 

9 There is no general significance found of working less on the laptop in the 
periphery (standard error of the mean: 44:30 min). 
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have any emails that were open in any way. […] Things that you just 
don’t usually do and have time for.” 

In contrast, other ‘communication’ activities on the laptop were used 
a little more in the center (03:50 min on average) but roughly equally on 
the smartphone at both locations. Yet, communication is a task mainly 
done with the smartphone (three times higher as on the laptop). We 
discovered that the reasons for using communication applications is 
changing while working in the periphery. For example, Mark 
consciously isolates himself from coworkers in the center by closing 
Outlook and communication applications such as Microsoft Teams or 
Skype to focus better on work. John mentioned that these kind of 
communication applications are more relevant to show presence from 
time to time to the coworkers in the center. Nevertheless, being con-
nected with coworkers and/or supervisors at the central workplace 
seems still important during workdays in the periphery, as shown by the 
slightly higher use of communication and social media applications on 
the smartphone. In this regard, Laura explained that the smartphone is 
used to “stay connected” with coworkers for meetings and project 
development. 

Only David and Mark showed work activities of ‘programming and 
development’, which is part of their jobs. This includes laptop activities 
such as data analysis and programming that predominantly take place at 
the workplace in the center (on average 15:27 min more). In this regard, 
David explained that he was working on open issues and preparing other 
work tasks rather than actively programming while in the periphery. 

Our analysis reveals that ‘media’ applications (e.g., video, music or 
photo editing, screen recording) on the laptop have a slightly higher use 
during workdays in the periphery (02:04 min more on average). The 
same is true for ‘media consumption’ on smartphones (03:32 min more 
on average). Though, ‘media creation’ activities using applications for 
photo and video editing or taking pictures were barely equally used on 
the smartphone in both locations. 

Initially, we were also interested in the lockscreen times10 but there 
was only a small difference detected between workdays in the center and 
in the periphery (on average 01:17 min more in the center), which was 
not further analyzed. The same applies to ‘work organization’ activities 
on laptop and smartphone. Furthermore, smartphone activities labeled 

‘finances’ (e.g., mobile payment, mobile banking, expense tracking or 
checking cryptocurrencies) were short, not very meaningful and there-
fore not further discussed during the interviews. We also did not further 
focus on the smartphone activities ‘travel’ and ‘personal’ (e.g., cooking, 
fitness, shopping lists, sleep tracking), as this data was not considered 
relevant for analyzing the effects of using marginality for work. 

4.2. Benefits of using marginality during workdays in the periphery 

The empirical data revealed that multilocal knowledge workers 
consciously use marginality during workdays in the periphery because it 
entails various benefits for them: First, improving work-life balance due 
to detachment from control by supervisors. This in turn allows workers 
to be more self-determined in their workdays and thus – in their view – 
work more efficiently. Second, inducing a change of scenery leads to 
more inspiration and greater motivation. 

Finding a better work-life balance is one of the main reasons why the 
multilocal knowledge workers we examined chose to work temporarily 
in the periphery. This is illustrated by self-organized workdays in terms 
of flexible allocation of working time and free time. In this regard, 
during workdays in the periphery, work and leisure are not strictly 
separated from each other like they are in the center. In the periphery, 
the participants allowed themselves more breaks for leisure activities 
between work phases, as explained by Laura: 

“You do not feel like you have to enlist like in the military at 8:00 am. 
[…] And it also has a lot to do with leisure activities, because you 
maybe don’t have to go into the office in the classic way. […] That 
exists there [in the periphery] like not.” 

The same is true for George, who can make full use of the day and 
feels more efficient and balanced. This finding seems also to be related to 
a certain degree of detachment from supervisors in the center. In this 
regard, George explained that when working in the periphery, one can 
free oneself from self-imposed and self-imagined control and that this 
allows to organize the workday on one’s own pace – although, as George 
admits, his supervisor grants most of these freedoms at the central 
workplace too. 

Furthermore, George highlighted that he becomes more efficient at 
work due to more time spent in nature during recreational breaks in the 
periphery, something that makes him feel more balanced. Other 

Fig. 2. Digital diary entry by George: Analog work in the periphery (Anonymization blurring by authors).  

10 Times when laptop was set in locked mode and not actively used. 
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participants use their recreational breaks to engage with sport activities 
in nature such as skiing, biking, climbing, hiking or trail running. 
Through these activities, as they state, they gain new energy for work. 
Another work-life balance aspect is related to quality time with family, 
as mentioned by John and Mark. 

Times for laptop use in the periphery are characterized by more in-
terruptions, which is an indication for the more flexible allocation of 
working time and free time. During workdays in the periphery, the 
participants took more breaks to gain distance from the laptop screen (as 
mentioned above) and sometimes use the laptop until late in the evening 
or into the night. This finding is also based on the combined timelines of 
laptop use for each participant (Fig. 3). 

The timelines also show that work practices in the center are slightly 
more similar on each workday, compared to workdays in the periphery. 
This also indicates a more flexible work organization in the periphery. 

Working in the periphery and associated improvements in work-life 
balance also seem to be related to changes of sceneries. The view of the 
natural landscape (e.g., mountains, lakes, forests, the wideness of 
mountain valleys) while working has a beneficial effect on multilocal 
knowledge workers in terms of greater inspiration and higher motiva-
tion. This was mentioned in one of the digital diary entries of George for 
a workday in the periphery (Fig. 4). 

Based on his diary entry, we wanted to understand how the view of 
the mountain from the kitchen table could augment George’s motivation 

Fig. 3. Timelines of digital work tracking days combined for each participant and split by center and periphery (laptop use for work but also private use). The more 
saturated the color, the more similarity of activities between the respective digital work tracking days in the corresponding location. (For interpretation of the 
references to color in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.) 
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and inspiration and asked this during the interview: 

“The mountain shines something that is just so stable. […] I think the 
mountains generally do a bit of “grounding” when everything is 
coming apart at the seams. And you just look at a mountain again: 
“Ah, they are still the same.” So, it’s like the anchor. […] Well, it 
makes me calmer and because of that also more focused. If I’m not 
calm, then I have the feeling I’m more likely to be distracted.” 

The change of scenery is beneficial in two ways: First, the view of the 
natural environment has beneficial effects on the psyche of the workers 
in terms of inspiration and motivation as it relieves stress and makes 
them more focused. Second, having the possibility to immediately access 

the natural environment for leisure activities, leads to more breaks 
during workdays in the periphery, which in turn augments well-being. 

4.3. Disadvantages of using marginality during workdays in the periphery 

Working in the periphery also has its disadvantages: First, the feeling 
of isolation and decreasing possibilities for spontaneous personal 
interaction with coworkers, supervisors or clients due to larger physical 
distances. Second, family members, the wealth of leisure activities and 
constant digital connectivity can be distracting. 

The main disadvantage emerges due to the feeling of isolation. The 
participants claimed that the increase of physical distance to the 
workplace in the center has negative effects in terms of a decrease in 

Fig. 3. (continued). 
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important face-to-face interactions, as George explained: 

“It’s not the same thing as doing a quick Skype together. We’ll just sit 
down and figure it out. It’s much more efficient for complex things. 
You just don’t have that here [in the periphery]. That’s actually the 
downside.” 

Furthermore, Anna explained that spontaneous meetings in person 
particularly with clients are difficult: “The disadvantage is if you would 
like to meet someone for something to discuss, then you are just not 
there.” She notes that the first contact with new clients mainly takes 
place in person. This came up too during the day after the walk-along, as 
she spontaneously had to travel back to the center for an initial meeting 
with a new client. 

As a possible consequence of less spontaneous personal interactions 

while working in the periphery, John highlighted that the influence of 
multilocal knowledge workers particularly in team projects can 
decrease. Some of his work takes place in form of workshops, in which 
he cannot involve himself the same way as if he would be on site in the 
center. This means that also his role and involvement in a project can 
change into a more passive and supporting function: “Because if you 
really need to define a concept about more difficult elements, yes, 
sometimes when you’re not there, you can still try to follow, decide a bit 
with questions, but you’re not quite into it.” 

The second disadvantage shows that the presence of family and lei-
sure activities during workdays in the periphery can also distract from 
work, as mentioned by John and George. In this regard, multilocal 
knowledge workers are not able to benefit from marginality as they 
become unfocused. In addition, David noted that digital connectivity 

Fig. 3. (continued). 
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makes it harder to gain a deep focus even while using marginality during 
workdays in the periphery. Being constantly digitally connected has the 
disadvantage that incoming new tasks or jobs can interrupt the work-life 
balance, which, as Anna mentioned, would not be seen as an interrup-
tion during workdays in the center. 

4.4. A recurring cycle of digital multilocality between center and 
periphery 

The six participants primarily use marginality to work on accumu-
lated work tasks without distraction, rather than for creative work. In 
this regard, using marginality by multilocal knowledge workers for 
creative activities can be questioned. We found that they mainly engage 
in creative work phases that predominantly take place at the workplace 
in the center. Based on that, we can describe an interesting recurring 
cycle of digital multilocal work between the workplaces in the center 
and alternative workplaces in the periphery. 

Anna and Mark mentioned that they do creative work in both 
workplaces and sometimes during travel, which shows that the locali-
zation of creative activities is not clearly defined. Beyond that, we found 
that creative thinking such as the creation of new ideas or the combi-
nation of themes and lines of thought is quite limited during workdays in 
the periphery. Even though Laura, David and George mentioned that 
individual reflection of complicated work tasks is simplified by the 
solitude in the periphery, creative work is less of a topic: David 

explained that even if “such creative moments for development or pro-
jects are more likely to take place in the countryside”, he still needs the 
city and other creative people to express his own creativity. The same is 
true for George, who explained that he creates “revolutionary ideas” 
during interactions with other people at the workplace in the center, as 
shown in one of his digital diary entries (Fig. 5). 

He also does not specifically reserve time for creative work tasks 
while working in the periphery. In addition, John explained that 
working in the periphery can be a disadvantage in terms of creativity 
due to the low level of exchange with coworkers. These findings indicate 
that while creative work is not excluded at the peripheral workplace, it 
predominantly takes place at the central workplace. 

Why is marginality only seldomly used for creative work? Margin-
ality is used to work through tasks that were accumulated at the 
workplace in the center, as explained in a digital diary entry of George: 
“Today I was able to work off many old legacies. My to-do list is 
shrinking more and more. I was able to use the time here in the 
mountains for things that I don’t get to do in the office.” Working on 
accumulated work tasks during workdays in the periphery and strate-
gically using marginality for this purpose was a common finding across 
all participants. 

The reason for this is twofold. First, they do not feel distracted by 
coworkers and/or supervisors. David explained that coworkers do not 
communicate with him while he is working in the periphery, as they 
know that he is not around: “So I generally have trouble finding 5 h to 

Fig. 4. Digital diary entry by George: The workplace at the kitchen table in the chalet. (Anonymization blurring by authors).  

Fig. 5. Digital diary entry by George: Teamwork at the central workplace for working on complex issues. (Anonymization blurring by authors).  
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concentrate. And this is just a lot easier for me now in the mountains.” 
Beyond that, Mark explained that it is the highest priority “to work in 
focus in the mountains” because of less disturbances. Second, the private 
workplace environment in the periphery has a sparser set up, which is 
more quiet and less distracting. There are fewer distraction opportu-
nities available in the peripheral workplace and the participants have 
fewer obligations such as taking care of the household. Using margin-
ality for work in the periphery serves as some sort of valve for multilocal 
knowledge workers in order to be more focused on accumulated work 
tasks, not for being more creative as the literature on marginality would 
have predicted (see, Grabher, 2018; Hautala and Ibert, 2018; Sgourev, 
2019). 

The exploratory findings show that both center and periphery have 
their specific benefits and disadvantages for our multilocal knowledge 
workers and that they work on different tasks at both locations. In this 
regard, the use of marginality becomes a strategy in order to optimize 
work processes, but not one to make oneself or her/his work more 
creative. While in the center an accumulation of creative and non- 
creative tasks and inputs is taking place (often in teams), the periph-
ery serves as a relieve when working through the accumulated tasks. 
After this, multilocal knowledge workers are ready again for new 
accumulation of work tasks and creative inputs in the center. This 
interplay results in a recurring cycle of alternating working between 
corporate workplaces in the center and private workplaces in the pe-
riphery (Fig. 6). 

5. Discussion and conclusion 

Our exploratory research offers a new approach for the analysis of 
flexible and multilocal work by examining the effects of the use of 
marginality for multilocal knowledge workers. It is clear that the 
exploratory results in this study cannot be fully generalized. Neverthe-
less, our findings offer new insights for the study of digital multilocality 
between the employers’ premises and alternative workplaces in the 
periphery. 

Responding to the quests to analyze different facets of multilocal 
work (Ojala and Pyöriä, 2018) and the findings regarding the effects of 
different work environments on work (Vesala and Tuomivaara, 2015), 
our study can be considered as an initial step towards a nuanced un-
derstanding on work practices in different workplaces. We add to this 
literature that the effects of different workplaces must be analyzed not 
only individually but also in relation to each other such as, for example, 
by considering a strategic recurring cycle of multilocal work between 
the employers’ premises or home office in the center and private 
workplaces in the periphery. In this regard, we suggest to not uniquely 

focus on the effects of the peripheral workplace environment on work, 
but rather considering the interplay of workplaces (see, Burchell et al., 
2020). This suggestion goes along with the finding that work processes 
of multilocal knowledge workers, at any given workplace, are not 
completely detached from the central workplace due to the use of ICTs. 

The results also directly connect with recent literature on margin-
ality. Against our expectations that resulted from the literature 
(Grabher, 2018; Hautala and Ibert, 2018; Sgourev, 2019), marginality is 
not so much used for creative work but rather for working undisturbed 
and without interruptions – another aspect of shielding from the main-
stream. Our study illustrates that in terms of digital multilocal work 
between central and peripheral workplaces, creative work processes and 
outputs are mainly linked to the center, where the experimentation with 
ideas predominantly takes place in teamwork. We add to this literature 
that with regard to digital multilocality, the localization of creative 
activities may be reconsidered because the qualities of the central 
workplace (e.g., information exchange, teamwork) cannot simply be 
transferred to the periphery. 

Furthermore, while marginality is understood in terms of self-chosen 
strategies in order to shield oneself from the dominance of the main-
stream in the center (Grabher, 2018), using marginality in digital mul-
tilocal work arrangements indeed becomes a relevant and somewhat a 
shielding strategy. Nevertheless, based on our research we want to give 
impetus to go beyond the position of marginality in a center-periphery 
perspective by paying closer attention to the ‘strategy’ and what it 
exactly entails. The study participants showed that they strategically 
distance themselves from digital technologies and choose to organize 
their work more analog when in the periphery (Forman and van Zee-
broeck, 2019; Pershina et al., 2019; Verstegen et al., 2019). This implies 
a conscious strategic isolation from the center through the creation of 
digital disconnection, which is not a disadvantage but can be seen as an 
opportunity ( Simpson et al., 2003; Pyöriä, 2011). 

The literature on digital rural development has so far emphasized the 
importance of digital connectivity and the use of digital technologies for 
people working remotely in rural areas (Townsend et al., 2013; Wallace 
et al., 2016; Salemink et al., 2017; Philip and Williams, 2019). This 
study provides direct evidence for the relevance and the necessity for the 
development of digital infrastructure in non-central areas. As such, 
modern infrastructures such as broadband enable digital multilocal 
work arrangements between center and periphery. Furthermore, we 
suggest to put more emphasis on the actual work experiences at the 
micro level to get a more nuanced understanding of the value of digital 
connectivity in non-central areas for work practices. 

Future research could deepen our exploratory findings by comparing 
marginality and multilocal work in other geographic contexts by, for 

Fig. 6. Recurring cycle of digital multilocal work between the workplace in the center and in the periphery.  
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example, looking at the home office experience during the Covid-19 
pandemic or focusing on the interplay between employers’ premises 
and alternative workplaces such as (suburban) home office. Upcoming 
studies could also take a critical view and question digital multilocality 
as a privilege for the highly educated and financially better endowed 
workforce. Furthermore, future research should focus on individual 
backgrounds such as, for example, gender or ethnicity but also on pri-
vate lives of such multilocal knowledge workers. Such a perspective 
would allow for a more critical analysis for example of the gendered 
nature of inclusion or exclusion of knowledge workers from informal 
practices at the workplace in the center vs. the more formal use of 
communication when working in the periphery. 

The exploratory study provides innovative methodological insights 
for researching multilocal aspects of knowledge-based work. Our study 
provides a novel and original approach for studying a rural phenomenon 
using multiple digital and analog methods that were intertwined. We 
suggest to further elaborate and use mixed methods approaches for 
researching the rural, as they can indeed analyze a phenomenon from 
different perspectives and in an even more focused way (Strijker et al., 
2020). However, we are aware that the sample and the geographic 
perimeter must be extended in order to draw more generalized conclu-
sions. Nevertheless, our mixed methods approach illustrates that digital 
work tracking data at the micro level can be a valuable source for 
analyzing the subtleties of work activities at multiple locations by 
bridging the qualitative/quantitative divide (Bathelt and Li, 2020). In 
addition, the digital methods applied in the first phase of the data 
collection also show original opportunities for field research under 
difficult conditions such as during Covid-19. We thereby contribute to 
ongoing discussions on the potential of mixed methods for economic 
geography research (Bathelt and Li, 2020) and digital methods (Half-
penny and Procter, 2015). 
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