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Summary 
 

The way of working has changed due to developments of technology, globalization, information abundance 

and individualization of the society (Bijl, 2009). In this thesis the changing way of working is called ‘a different 

world of work’ and focuses on a better design and management of knowledge work. This leads to an increasing 

demand for renewal of the physical workplace, the structure and culture of an organization, the management 

style and the mindset of the knowledge worker and his or her manager (Bijl, 2009). 

 

Due to this changing way of working, not the process but the employee is central (Bijl, 2009). The way 

employees experience and use areas is an essential and culturally dependent dimension (Plijters, 2012). This, 

in combination with the fact that the world of work is globalizing, and that the worker is the most important 

production factor in de production process, urges companies have to pay more attention to cultural 

differences of employees within organizations. Therefore, there is a need to understand the preferences 

regarding the work environment of employees. So the central research question of this thesis is as follow: 

 
How do employee preferences related to the modern work environment differ between different countries? 

 

The employee preferences related to the work environment in different countries provide information for 

implementing a modern workplace in these different countries. Therefore, the aim of this study is to develop a 

guide for implementing modern workplace features and facilities in different countries. 

 

The alignment of the work environment to the changed work processes and thereby improving performance 

and realizing cost savings is the most common objective of introducing office innovation (Vos and Van der 

Voordt, 2001). Flexible working influences the physical work environment directly. The lower occupancy of the 

work environment can contribute to realizing cost savings (Johnson, 2010). Activity based working is focused 

on the fact that the work environment has to be adapted to the preferences of employees in order to 

contribute to employee satisfaction (Veldhoen, 2012). Activity based working can improve the performance of 

an organization, because satisfied employees work more productively (Van der Voordt, 2003). Thus, flexible 

working and activity based working are two aspects of a different way of working that have consequences for 

the physical work environment.  

 

Also national culture influences the physical work environment. Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) have 

investigated the relation between national culture and strategies of the modern work environment. The 

dimension of national culture developed by Hofstede (1980) power distance, collectivism/individualism, and 

uncertainty avoidance, can influence the strategy of the modern work environment.  

 
Based on the literature research expected relations between employee preferences and the location of work, 
workplace activities and workplace features and facilities are described in the form of hypotheses. In order to 
test the proposed hypotheses an existing database of Leesman (2013) is used. The data of the Leesman 
database is collected by an online questionnaire. In 2010 the first questionnaire was presented to employees. 
Up till now 32,006 employees have completed the questionnaire (Leesman, 2013). In order to analyze the 
influence of national culture on the physical work environment in a different world of work this thesis is 
focused on the countries Sweden, the Netherlands, Great Britain, France and Germany. A selection of variables 
resulted in the inclusion of five work locations, twenty one workplace activities, nineteen workplace features 
and eighteen workplace facilities. The hypotheses were tested by analysing the relations between various 
variables by using factor analyses, Anova tables and F tests and cross tables and Chi Square Tests. 
 

The location of work in different countries 
The analyses regarding the location of work of employees in different countries have shown that the location 

of work differs between countries. Differences are found with respect to the choice of a work location, the 

time working at a location and the amount of different work locations, that are used. 

 

 

http://www.slideshare.net/SuButcher/activity-based-working-case-study-and-workplace-trends-in-the-netherlands
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Preferences with regard to workplace activities 
Also the preferences with regard to workplace activities in different countries were analysed. Before the 

importance attached to and support of workplace activities was analyzed, factor analyses were conducted in 

order to determine whether the workplace activities of employees could be reduced to a smaller number of 

factors. Four factors of importance of workplace activities were found and three factors to indicate the 

support of workplace activities.  

 

The analyses regarding workplace activities in different countries showed that the preferences with regard to 

workplace activities differ between countries. The importance of ‘interaction based work activities’, 

‘collaboration based work activities’, ‘facility dependent work activities’ and ‘concentrations based activities’ 

differs between countries. The importance of workplace activities and the time employees are working at the 

primary office location also differs between countries. The analyses of the support of workplace activities in 

different countries only showed a significant difference with regard to the support of informal activities. No 

significant differences related to the support of ‘concentration/privacy’ and ‘work equipment based activities’ 

and the support of ‘interaction’ in different countries were found.  

 

Preferences with regard to elements of the work environment 
Furthermore, the preferences with regard to workplace activities in different countries were analyzed. First, 

factor analyses were conducted in order to determine whether the workplace features and facilities could be 

reduced to a smaller number of factors. Seven factors were identified to describe the importance of workplace 

features and facilities and also seven factors were identified to describe the satisfaction with workplace 

features and facilities.  

 

The results showed that the preferences with regard to these elements differ between countries. The 

importance of the elements ‘an environment to work place independent’, ‘building facilities’, ‘climate’, 

‘personalization’,  ‘meeting area’, ‘office equipment’ and ‘a desk or chair’ differs between countries. Also the 

satisfaction with the elements ‘personalization and desk/chair’, ‘building services for informal activities’, ‘ICT 

and office equipment’, ‘meeting areas’, ‘climate’, ‘building services’ and ‘noise disturbance’ differs between 

countries.  

 
National culture and preferences with regard to the work environment  
The result of the relation between characteristics of national culture and preferences of employees for the 

work environment is different when compared with studies of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012). 

Characteristics of national culture influence the preferences of employees with regard to different aspects of 

the work environment. Characteristics of national culture influence space optimization, the choice for 

alternative work locations, the choice for creative collaboration and the openness to a different way of 

working. According to the results of the analysis the work environments designed by Steelcase (2009) and the 

work environment analyzed by Plijters (2012) are not aligned with the preferences of employees in a country. 

The difference between the results and the study of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) might be the result of 

the methodology used in this research.  

 

Elements of the work environment that are important when implementing modern workplaces in 

different countries 
Implementing a modern work environment is focused on aligning the accommodation, ICT and other facilities 

to the work processes for the optimal performance of an organization (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999). The 

combination between important workplace activities and important elements of the work environment were 

analysed in order to develop a guide for implementing modern work environment features and facilities.  

 

Cultural differences were found and indicated that for Dutch employees an important element of their work 

environment for performing ‘facility dependent work activities’ is ‘a work environment to work place 

independent’. This workplace activity is currently indicated as not well supported, therefore the design of the 

environment where employees perform ‘facility dependent work activities’ must provide this element. This 

element must be adapted to the preference of the employees, because this element currently does not 
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contribute to the satisfaction of Dutch employees. In Sweden this is similar for ‘meeting areas’. This is an 

element of the work environment for performing ‘collaboration based work activities’. In Great Britain the 

elements ‘office equipment’ and ‘personalization’ are elements that must be regarded when implementing a 

modern workplace.  

 

All together, from the results of the analyses it can be concluded that the preferences related to the modern 

work environment differ between different countries. Most important differences found were related to the 

location of work, the importance of workplace activities and the importance of elements of the work 

environment. The findings form the basis for the guide for implementing a modern work environment in 

different countries.  
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1 Problem outline 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION  
This chapter will focus on the subject of the thesis. First, the motivation for the writing of this thesis will 

be described. Subsequently, the necessity of this study will be described. Then the demarcation of the 

research is discussed. Following on the paragraph demarcation, the research questions and the research 

objective of the study will be determined. Finally, the involved company in this thesis will be described.  

 

1.2 MOTIVATION 
A different way of working assumes the old way of working is changing. The old way of working was originated 

in the industrial revolution. In this period the traditional work at home was exchanged for work in factories. 

Due to this, people were forced to work at another place instead of home. The organizations where these 

people were working could only distinguish themselves by efficient and inexpensive production. Hereby, the 

employees of the organization were controlled in a rigorous way. This controlled way of leadership had the 

result that every employee knew what was expected of him. As a consequence of developments which relate 

to the world of work, the organization of work is changing. Bijl (2009) describes the following developments as 

an enabler of the development of a different way of working: technology, globalization, information 

abundance and individualization. As a result of these developments related to the world of work, the principles 

inexpensive and efficient production were no longer the main goal of an organization. Business innovation 

became the new keyword in this different world of work. Since innovation becomes a central element in a 

company, inexpensive and efficient work processes no longer ensure continuity of a company. The possibility 

of rapidly developing and selling new ideas now contributes to the continued existence of an organization. The 

character of work has changed, but the way work is organized has not so, hereby there is a mismatch. The new 

character of work requires a different organization of work. The result of this is the emergence of a changing 

way of working (Bijl, 2009). 

 

External and internal developments of the environment of an organization have resulted in changes in the 

world of work. In this thesis, the changing world of work is indicated as a different way of working. In literature 

several definitions for a different way of working are used. New Worlds of Work, New Ways of Working, Smart 

Workplace and Smarter Working are all names of concepts that indicate that the old dimension of work is 

changing in a different dimension of work. In this thesis the definition of a different world of work formulated 

by Bijl (2009) will be used. Bijl (2009) describes a different way of working as a vision that is focused on a 

better design and management of knowledge work. This vision is the result developments of information 

technology. This development and the vision of a different world of work have resulted in renewal of the 

physical workplace, the organization structure and organization culture, the management style and the 

mindset of the knowledge worker and his manager (Bijl, 2009). 

 

In the last few years several companies have changed their way of working. Interpolis is one of the first offices 

in The Netherlands that has implemented ‘A different way of working’. For Interpolis the implementation of 

this vision has resulted in 950 workplaces for 1500 employees. As a result of the fact that no employee had an 

assigned workplace, the supply of workplace was varied and adapted to activities that employees have to 

perform.  For Interpolis the implementation of this way of working has contributed to savings of tens of million 

euro on construction and operating costs. In addition, this different way of working was more effective in 

supporting employees and management. As a consequence of this improved support employees in this 

different world of work are satisfied (De Pous and Van der Wielen, 2010).  

 

The story of Interpolis describes a case in which the implementation of a different way of working has resulted 

in success. As the implementation of a different way of working is a long, complex, multidisciplinary and radical 

changing process, it is not surprising that the implementation of a different way of working can also fail. 

According to Bijl (2009) roughly 80 % of the implementation processes does not appear to result in success. 

This has resulted in the demand for research to factors that influence the success of implementation of a 

different way of working. 
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1.3 PROBLEM OUTLINE 
The world of work is changing since companies have to respond to the increasing competition of the business 

environment (Baarne, et al., 2010; Bijl, 2009; Lake, 2011). In the old world of work the employee was seen as a 

replaceable and temporary tool to capture the defects caused by technology. These thoughts have changed in 

the post industrial world of work, not the process but the employee is central. The employee contributes to 

distinguish an organization in the competitive business environment. As a consequence of this way of thinking 

the employee is no longer seen as a replaceable tool of the work process, but the process is seen as a tool to 

support the unique work of the employee. Organizations need to focus on the employee and they must 

leverage the talent of these workers (Bijl, 2009). To ensure that the talent of the employees can be used 

optimally, the work environment of an employee should be aligned with the work activities of an employee. 

Therefore, there is a need to understand the preferences regarding the work environment of employees.  

 

In today’s competitive and rapidly changing markets, it is crucial for all organizations to ensure that their 

employees are satisfied and productive (Rothe, 2011). The fact that organizations focus on employees in 

combination with the fact that the world of work is globalizing, companies pay more attention to cultural 

differences of employees within organizations (Plijters, 2012). The way employees experience and use working 

areas is an essential and culturally dependent dimension. This combined with the fact that the worker is the 

most important production factor in de production process causes that in the design of the changing physical 

work environment preferences of employees and cultural differences should be taken into account.  If these 

human factors are not taken into account, it may take a long time before the employees accept the work style 

or the workers may oppose to the changes provide by the organization. This may have implications for the 

performance of the organization, because satisfied employees work more productive than unsatisfied 

employees. The satisfaction of an employee is determined by many factors, amongst other the physical work 

environment (Voordt, 2003). The optimal design regarding workplace and facilities for one person or group 

may not be the optimal design for the other (Plijters, 2012). Steelcase (2009) has found that national culture is 

a factor that influences the preferences regarding design of the work environment. In a world of globalization, 

companies often have to cope with cultural differences within the organization. This indicates that it is 

important to know how culture affects aspects of the implementation of a different way of working. Hereby 

can be understood how a workplace should be designed in order to meet the wishes of employees and to 

ensure a good performance of organizations in countries with different cultural norms and values.  

 

If companies which operate in multiple countries want to introduce a different way of working, the 

preferences of employees in different countries must be taken into account. Although the benefits to an 

organization of a workplace that is aligned to the preferences of an employee are proven, it is often decided to 

implement the same strategy for a different way of working in all the organizations. Many multinationals 

implement an exact copy of one workplace strategy in mutiple organization (Steelcase, 2009). Steelcase (2009) 

also argues that this strategy does not take into account the cultural differences between people worldwide, 

although organizations that redesign their workplace environment with respect for cultural norms and values 

perform better.   

 

Steelcase (2009) has investigated the influence of national culture of eleven countries worldwide on the design 

of the work environment. The study of Steelcase (2009) is focused on aligning the organizational culture with 

the local culture. For each country in the study the impact of five strategies regarding the work environment 

are analyzed. These five strategies are: real estate optimization, improving collaboration, attract, develop and 

engage, building brand a culture and increase welfare. This has resulted in a conclusion how these eleven 

countries respond to strategies with regard to space optimization, alternative work locations and creative 

collaboration.  

 

Steelcase has investigated the relation between dimensions of national culture and the work environment. 

Plijters (2012) has investigated which dimensions of national culture affect workplace design. On the basis of 

literature and empirical research the relation between the design of the work environment and the 

dimensions power distance, femininity versus masculinity and uncertainty avoidance are found.  This research 
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determines for Germany, Great Britain and The Netherlands at organizational level how the work environment 

is designed regarding the dimensions power distance, femininity versus masculinity and uncertainty avoidance.  

 

According to the study of Steelcase (2009) national culture influences the design of the work environment. In 

this study the analysis of the national culture serves as input for the design of a work environment that is 

focused on aligning local and organizational culture. Employee preferences are not taken into account; hence 

it could be the design of the work environment by country developed by Steelcase is not aligned with the 

preferences of employees in a specific country. Also in the study of Plijters (2012) preferences of employees 

with regard to the work environment are not taken into account. Since these studies are not focused on the 

preference of employees it is interesting to analyze the relation between national culture and preferences of 

the work environment. 

 

1.4 DEMARCATION 
In this research the influence of culture on the implementation of a different way of working will be 

investigated. Culture and a different way of working are terms that need to be demarcated in order to ensure 

that the correct description of these terms is maintained during this investigation.  

 

1.4.1 A different way of working 
A different way of working relates to four elements of an organization: ICT, the physical environment, the 

organization and human mentality (Bijl, 2009). This thesis will focus on the relation between culture and the 

physical environment of the modern workplace, since this thesis is written from a built environment 

perspective. This results in the fact that only characteristics of the physical environment and cultural aspects 

that influence the physical environment are taken into account.  

 

This thesis is related to the impact of culture on the physical work environment in a different way of working.  

A different way of working is based on the knowledge worker. The amount of knowledge workers has 

increased but not all employees are knowledge workers and not every organization performs only knowledge 

work. Knowledge work can be defined as: ‘the acquisition, creation, packaging, or application of knowledge. 

Characterized by variety and expectation rather than routine, it is performed by professional or technical 

workers with a high level of skill and expertise (Davenport, Jarvenpaa and Beers, 1996). This type of work is 

usually performed in the office environment; hence this research is focused on office buildings (Bijl, 2009). 

 

1.4.2 Culture  
Different types of culture can be distinguished; professional, corporate, educational, national, religious, sexual 

orientation, generational, family and gender. National culture, gender culture, corporate culture all influence 

how we conduct work (Profiles in Diversity Journal, 2012). These types of cultures have influence on the 

modern workplace. Steelcase (2009) indicates that if an organization want to use the workplace as a strategic 

element it is important to align the workplace with local and corporate culture. In the research of Steelcase 

only the relation between national culture and the workplace is investigated.  

 

Culture consists of values and practices. In contrast to corporate culture national culture consist mainly of 

values and to a lesser extent of practices. Values are harder to influence than practices (Sanders and Neuijen, 

1987). National culture is harder to influence than corporate culture, so this thesis will focus on national 

culture. Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) already have investigated the influence of national culture on the 

design of the work environment, but the individual preferences of employees in these countries are not taken 

into account. In order to elaborate on the study of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) this research is also 

focused on national culture, but this research will focus on the preferences of employees in different countries 

related to the modern work environment instead of the design of the work environment.  

 

Each country has a specific culture which can be described according to different dimensions. In the research 

of Steelcase the culture of countries is described according to the dimensions from studies of Hofstede and 

Hall (Steelcase, 2009; Hofstede, 1997; Hall, 1976). The study of Steelcase (2009) includes analysis of the work 

environment with regard to the dimensions: power distance, individualism, masculinity, uncertainty 
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avoidance, confucian dynamism and high context versus low context (Hofstede, 1997; Hall, 1976). In order to 

investigate the influence of culture on the work environment, cultures that score differently on the dimensions 

of Hofstede will be included in this research. The research of Steelcase (2012) concludes that the culture of the 

Netherlands, Great Britain and France respond differently to space optimization, alternative work locations 

and creative collaboration. Other cultures that are interesting to investigate are Sweden and Germany. 

Sweden will be examined in this research because Scandinavian countries are trendsetters with regard to a 

different world of work. On the other hand Germany is lagging behind with implementing a different way of 

working (Microsoft, 2013; de Smit, 2011). So this thesis will focus on the Netherlands, Sweden, Great Britain, 

France and Germany.  

 

1.5 DEFINITION & OBJECTIVE 
The research question of this thesis is formulated as follows: 

 

 
 

The main research question will be divided into a number of research questions to provide an answer to this 

question. Each research question relates to the main research question. Once the answers to the research 

questions are combined, an answer for the main research question can be offered. The subquestions are as 

follows: 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Following from the problem description and the research questions, the research objective is: 

 

 
 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 
To develop a guide for implementing modern workplace features and facilities in different countries 

GUIDE FOR IMPLEMENTING MODERN WORKPLACE FEATURES AND FACILITIES IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES 

 Which workplace features and facilities must be regarded when implementing modern workplaces in 

different countries? 
 

EMPLOYEE PREFERENCES OF MODERN WORK ENVIRONMENT IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES 

 Does the location of work differ between countries? 

 Do employee preferences with regard to workplace activities differ between countries? 

 Do employee preferences with regard to the physical work environment differ between countries? 

 Do characteristics of national culture affect preferences with regard to the work environment? 

 

NATIONAL CULTURE 

 How does culture of people from different countries influence the work environment? 

 

THE MODERN WORKPLACE 

 What is the modern workplace? 

 What are the consequences of a different way of working for the physical environment of the modern 

workplace? 

  

 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 
How do employee preferences related to the modern work environment differ between different countries? 
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1.6 RESEARCH OUTLINE  
The research outline will explain the basic structure of the thesis and will describe the different steps in solving 

the problem. 

 

Problem exploration  

In chapter 1, the problem exploration is discussed. The problem exploration consists of a description of the 

motivation of the research, the problem outline, the problem definition, the problem objective and a research 

outline. This chapter serves as a guideline of this thesis.  

 

Literature review 

The literature review provides information about the modern workplace and national culture. Chapter 2  ‘the 

modern workplace’ regards literature research into the modern workplace. The conclusion of this chapter will 

provide answers to the research questions regarding the modern workplace. Chapter 3 ‘national culture’ 

analyzed the influence of national culture on the work environment. The conclusion of this chapter will provide 

answer to the research question regarding preferences of employees related to the work environment in 

different countries. 

 

Research hypotheses  

The information found in the chapters modern workplace and national culture will be used in chapter 4 to 

develop hypotheses that will be tested in the field research. These hypotheses are based on expected relations 

between employee preferences and the modern work environment in different countries. The analysis of 

these expected relations will provide answers to the research questions with regard to employee preferences 

related to modern work environments in different countries. 

 

Methodology and measurement instrument 

Chapter 5 ‘Methodology and measurement instrument’ describes how the data for this thesis was collected. 

Also the hypotheses that are based on findings from the literature review in chapter 2 and chapter 3 will be 

specified. Based on the variables in the database and the hypotheses that will be tested the method used to 

test the hypotheses will be determined.  

 

Results  

Chapter 6 ‘results’ describes the analyses of the test related to the specified hypotheses that are formulated in 

chapter 5 ‘Methodology and measurement instrument’. Testing these hypotheses will result in answering the 

research questions with regard to employee preferences of the modern work environment in different 

countries.  

 

Guide for implementing modern workplace features and facilities in different countries 

The outcomes of the analyses in the chapter ‘Results’ will serve as a basis for the development of a guide for 

implementing a modern workplace in different countries. In chapter 7 ‘Guide for implementing modern 

workplace features and facilities in different countries’ the model will be composed.  

 

Conclusion & recommendations  

Chapter 8 will conclude on the findings of the study. The chapter ‘Conclusion and recommendations’ will also 

make recommendation for further research. 
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Figure 1 shows the outline of this thesis. 

 

Chapter 1: Problem outline

Chapter 2: The modern workplace Chapter 3: National culture 

Chapter 4,5 and 6: Employee preferences of modern work environment 

in different countries 

Chapter 7: Guide for implementing modern workplace 

features and facilities in different countries 

Literature

Conclusion 

& 

Recommendations

Analysis

Preparation

Chapter 8: Conclusion & Recommendations

Figure 1: Research outline of this thesis 

 

1.7 INVLOLVED COMPANIES 
This thesis is realized in cooperation with DTZ Zadelhoff. DTZ Zadelhoff has made an internship available in 

order to execute this study. 

 

DTZ Zadolhoff is part of the DTZ network which is now combined with UGL Services. The combined business of 

DTZ and UGL Services had 26,000 permanent employees operating across 208 offices in 52 countries. In the 

Netherlands DTZ Zadelhoff has its own offices in 12 major towns and cities. DTZ Zadelhoff is a commercial real 

estate advisor. The services that DTZ Zadelhoff offers consist of the following services: agency, occupier 

services, investments, property management, retail services and valuation advisory services. (DTZ Zadelhoff, 

2013).  
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2 The modern workplace  
 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this thesis employee preferences with regard to the modern work environment in different countries 

will be investigated. This investigation will be based on the assumption that the modern workplace is 

the physical environment of a different way of working. This chapter will provide answer of the research 

questions regarding the modern workplace.  

Firstly the focus is on answering the research question that will provide a definition of the modern 

workplace. This research question is as follows: “What is the modern workplace?” The modern work 

place indicates the change from an old work environment to a new work environment. As a 

consequence in this thesis implementing a modern workplace is considered as an office innovation. 

Therefore analyzing the modern workplace will be done based on aspects involved in office innovation.  

The change to a modern workplace has consequences for the physical work environment of an 

organization. These consequences will also be analyzed in this chapter. By means of this analysis the 

second research question can be answered. This research question is as follows:”What are the 

consequences of a different way of working for the physical environment of the modern workplace?” 

Finally, the conclusion will provide answers to the research questions regarding the modern workplace.  

 

2.2 OFFICE INNOVATION 
The modern workplace indicates that there are design principles for office buildings that are attuned to the 

modern era. Office innovation is aligning the accommodation, ICT and other facilities to changing work 

processes for the optimal performance of an organization (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999: p.11). An 

organization operates in an environment. In this environment through work processes work products are 

developed. During this process facilities are used to develop products. From the basic model for 

accommodation is deduced the process that has to be performed by an organization. From the perspective of 

office innovation, the accommodation of the organization must be adapted to the development process of the 

product. Office innovation occurs in the work environment where knowledge work is performed (Bijl, 2009). 

Knowledge work can be defined as: ‘the acquisition, creation, packaging, or application of knowledge. 

Characterized by variety and expectation rather than routine, it is performed by professional or technical 

workers with a high level of skill and expertise (Davenport, Jarvenpaa and Beers, 1996). As a result the product 

that is provided by these organizations can be described as knowledge. This thesis also focuses on the physical 

environment; hence the facilities that are used during the performance of the work process can be described 

as the physical environment of the office. The basic model for accommodation is adapted to the assumptions 

of this study and the adjusted model is shown in Figure 2.  

 

Organization

 (§ 2.2.2)

Work Process 

(§ 2.2.3)
Knowledge

Organization Organization Organization
Facilities

 (§ 2.2.4)

Environment  (§ 2.2.1)

 

Figure 2: Basic model for accommodation (Adapted from van der Voord, Vos, et al., 1999) 
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Implementing office innovation is the result of general developments or motives from the organization. In 

order to analyze the modern work environment it is important to determine what general developments have 

caused implementing office innovation and with which objectives this form of office innovation is 

implemented. Hence, the general developments that have caused office innovation and the objectives for 

office innovation will be determined.  

 

2.3 GENERAL DEVELOPMENTS THAT CAUSED OFFICE INNOVATION  
Changes of the environment, the organization, the work process have consequences for the physical work 

environment. In order to understand the modern physical work environment changes with regard to the 

environment of an organization (described in § 2.2.1.), the organization of work (described in §2.2.2.), work 

processes (described in §2.2.3.) and the physical work environment (described in §2.2.4.). 

 

2.3.1 Developments of the environment of an organization 
External and internal developments of the environment of an organization have resulted in changes in the 

world of work. The demands for a changing way of working derive from various aspects. One aspect is the fact 

that the external environment of the organization has to deal with digitalization. As a consequence of the 

digitalization of the environment of a company, there is an explosive growth of information and an explosive 

growth of information technology (Van Baalen et al., 2008). Also social developments influence the demand 

for a different way of working. In the new reality the world is more individualistic. The fact the world is more 

individualistic there are more social developments are ongoing in the social environment of organizations. This 

is a development that contributes to the demand for a different way of working (Van Baalen, et al., 2008). Also 

the increasing competition is an aspect of the economic development of the external environment of an 

organization (Bijl, 2009). As a result of these developments there is an increasing demand for a different way 

of working. This different way of working is no longer aligned to work environment, hence the work 

environment has to be adapted to this different way of working. This changed world of work has contributed 

to the increasing demand for office innovation (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999).  As a consequence of office 

innovation the organization, work processes and physical work environment are all elements of an 

organization that have to change. This chapter will focus on the consequences for the physical environment of 

the organization in a different world of work. In order to analyze these consequences the development of the 

organization, the development of work processes and the development of the physical work environment will 

be discussed.  

 

2.3.2 Developments of the organization 
Changes of the environment of an organization have resulted in changes of the organization. An organization 

can be defined as: “A social unit of people that is structured and managed to meet a need or to pursue 

collective goals. All organizations have a management structure that determines relationships between the 

different activities and the members, and subdivides and assigns roles, responsibilities, and authority to carry 

out different tasks. Organizations are open systems, because they affect and are affected by their 

environment” (WebFinance, 2013). This definition describes that employees of organizations operate to 

achieve a specific goal. The most important goal of an organization is supplying products or services. To 

achieve this goal, technical and financial resources must be deployed to support the organization and the work 

processes (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999).  

 

In the area of accommodation of an organization policy, vision, structure and culture are elements that 

influence an office concept. The classification of work that has to be performed defines the structure of an 

organization. These work activities are divided into functions and tasks of officials thereof, workgroups and 

departments. The culture of an organization determines the manner of leadership, how people interact, the 

activities of employees and the choices that are made. The physical work environment must support these 

elements of an organization in order to contribute optimal to the product development process. As a 

consequence of developments in the external environment of an organization the organizations has changed 

(Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999). 
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In a different world of work the organization will change from a hierarchical and vertical structure to a more 

flat and horizontal structure. The segmented way of thinking of the old world of work will be more project 

focused and the organization will act more collegial and less authoritarian. In organization in a different world 

of work dedicated employees will work on increasingly complex problems. In these organizations knowledge 

work is becoming more important and non-core tasks will be outsourced (Kleijn, 2012).  

 

2.3.3 Developments of work processes of an organization 
The changed environment of the world of work has not only affected the organization, but also the 

organization of work processes. In order to understand the need for changes in the physical work environment 

also the work processes of organization will be discussed. Also the work processes have changed as a result of 

developments in the environment of an organization (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999).  

 
Figure 3: Development of the world of work (Adapted from European Agency for Safety and Health at Work, 2010) 

As the nature of our world evolves from an industrial base, though service and into an information society, so 

our workplaces, work practices and production processes are constantly changing in character. The world of 

work is in a transition from an industrial to a knowledge-intensive service economy (European Agency for 

Safety and Health at Work, 2010). In the industrial world of work the work was divided into segments and 

employees were responsible for their own segment. Compared to the industrial society, in the service society 

the employees need to use their head more instead of using only their hands. The world of work is changing 

from an industrial to a knowledge-intensive service economy. The development of this process is shown in 

Figure 3. A knowledge-intensive service economy is focussed on information, knowledge and creativity and 

these factors contribute to the value creation of an organization. In this world of work organizations can gain a 

competitive edge by learning how to convert a stock of knowledge into successful innovations as quickly as 

possible. The way work is performed is changed, however the way work is organized did not change. The way 

work is organized is still focused on the industrial society. In the industrial society work was place and time 

dependent because the work had to be done in the factories. The shift from an industry oriented society to a 

society where also administrative and service organisations were operating contributes to the fact that not 

only working with the hand was important but also work with the head. As result of the paperwork used in this 

world of work, the work was still place and time dependent. The development of technology changed this 

world of work. The development of technology and the increasing importance of information in the 

information society contribute to the fact that work becomes more place and time independent. As a 

consequence of these developments there is a demand for a way of working that is consistent with the way 

work is organized (Bijl, 2009). These work processes are changed as a consequence of the development an 

industrial society to a combination of an industrial, service and information society.  

 

As a result of the fact that employees are regarded as most valuable assets of the organization, the changes of 

the work processes with regard to employees will be discussed (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999). In a different 

way of working the employee is responsible for his own work process. The work process in this world of work 

is based on trust and empowering instead of control. The responsibility granted by the employer and 

development of technology in a different world of work result in the self-assessment of the location of work. 
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As a result of time and place independent work, employees are no longer judged on presence but on results. 

Providing freedom and responsibility to an employee in a different world of work and supporting these results 

in improved performance.  

 

2.3.4 The facilities of an organization 
Due to the changing world of work, work processes and the organization have been changed. Besides the 

organization of work and the work processes also the work environment of an organization need to change in 

order to align the work environment to the changed world of work.. The work processes of an organisation are 

performed in a work environment. The relation between the organization and the work environment is shown 

in Figure 4. The working environment can be defined as the environment in the broadest sense, the 

environment where people work (Vos and van der Voordt, 2001). The work environment of an organization 

facilitates the work processes in the physical, social and psychological area wherefore goals of an organization 

can be achieved. Developments of the external environment of an organization have contributed to the fact 

that work process have changed. In order to ensure that the work environment can facilitate the changed 

work process, the work environment has to change. 

 

Organization

Office environment

Social Physical Psychological

Work Process

 
Figure 4: Relation between organization and work environment (Van Akkeren, 2009) 

The physical environment of an organization shown in Figure 5, which enables the functioning of an 

organization, can be described as a housing concept. Due to developments in the world of work the housing 

concept should be adjusted in order to ensure that an organization can function in a different world of work.  A 

housing concept can be elaborated in an office concept. An office concept is the way in which an office is used 

and refers to the physical layout (positioning) of workplaces in relation to each other and to the nature of the 

boundaries (Van Akkeren, 2009).  Within this office concept workplace concepts can be described. A workplace 

concept is a way to look at the workplace and how this workplace is used (Van Akkeren, 2009). The relation 

between these concepts is shown in Figure 5. To describe the physical environment in a different world of 

work the developments with regard to the office environment and the workplace environment will be 

described.   
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Housing Concept

Office Concept

Workplace Concept

Traditional 

Innovative

Own

Shared

Flexible

 
Figure 5: Relation between housing, office and workplace concept(Van Akkeren, 2009) 

2.3.4.1 Office environment  
In an office concept characteristics of the building, size of working spaces, presence of traffic space, placement 

of common facilities, properties of the archive and layout freedom are characteristics that influence the design 

of an office. The external environment of an organization has changed whereby the work processes also have 

changed. As a result, the designs of office concepts are also changed. Figure 6 shows the timeline of the 

development of office environments. The office environments have developed into several different office 

concepts which will be explained in more detail.  
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Figure 6: Timeline of the development of office environments (Adapted from Kleijn, 2012) 
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The industrial office is originated in the Industrial Revolution. This period is characterized by the invention of 

the typewriter, the rotary press and the telephone. These inventions have resulted in the increase of the speed 

of the production process and the speed of editing and processing information can be increased. In this period 

production machines were used with the result that products could be produced more widely. To increase the 

productivity work was divided into parts of the production process. As a result of these developments and the 

thereby changed way of working, the industrial office was originated.  By the use of machines work has to be 

standardized. And in order to increase the productivity employees had to be controlled and had to be 

encouraged to work harder. This way of working had consequences for the work environment. The work 

environment was designed in order to facilitate processes as efficiently as possible with the result that large 

areas with uniform workstations beside and behind each other emerged. The design principle of the work 

environment of an industrial office is based on work processes (Figure 7 and Figure 8) (Bijl 2009; Kleijn, 2012; 

Pouwelse, 2013).  

 

Industrial office 

 
Figure 7: Industrial office (Albrecht and Broikos 2000) 

 
Figure 8: Industrial office (Radboud Universiteit 

Nijmegen 2011) 
 

 

Hawthorne studies have contributed to the change of the industrial office. An organization comprised of 

various assets including employees. Hawthorne studies examined the extent to which a change of the working 

conditions had an effect on the output of workers (Van der Veer, 2012). As a result of these Hawthorne studies 

workers are seen as an important management tool. Another development that has contributed to the change 

of the industrial office is the growing complexity and laws and regulation concerns accounting, finance and 

social legislation. As a result of these developments office work is designated more important than production 

work. Hereby hierarchy within an organization has emerged. Not only the structure of the organization has 

changed, also the office environment was influenced by this development. On the basis of the hierarchical 

status of an employee, the employee was allocated an assigned work place or a workplace they have to share 

with others. This development has resulted in the cellular office concept (Figure 9 and Figure 10).  At the end 

of the fifties in the service sector this cellular office was the norm in the field of office design. The status of the 

function of the employee determined the size and the finishing of the office (Groenen, 2010; Kleijn, 2012). 
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The cellular office 

 
Figure 9: Cellular office  concept (Mooij 2002) 

 
Figure 10: Cellular office concept (DTZ Zadelhoff, 2013) 

 

 

The emergence of hierarchy in the work environment in the fifties resulted as a consequence of developments 

in technology in critics in the sixties. The development in technology had contributed to the growing 

complexity of the work process. This has resulted in a growing demand for highly educated and talented 

employees. This development and the observance of the German Mittbestimmungsrecht (1976) have 

contributed to the growth of control of employees. Another development that had resulted in critics of the 

hierarchy in the workplace is the democratization of the society. The result of these developments is the 

emergence of large open plan spaces and uniformity of the office furniture. In this period teamwork is 

encouraged with the result that employees work in office environments with four to twelve employees. The 

design principle of this office environment is a design focused on communication patterns (Pouwelse, 2013). 

This concept is defined as an open plan office (Figure 11 and Figure 12). In this concept all work places and 

supporting facilities are situated in one open work environment and employees are facilitated in this work 

environment regardless of the function of this employee (Groenen, 2010; Kleijn, 2012).  

 

Plan office 

 
Figure 11: Plan office concept (Mooij 2002) 

 
Figure 12: Plan office concept (DTZ Zadelhoff, 2013) 

 

 

The design principle of the open plan office environment was based on communication patterns.  As a result of 

the open work environment with uniform office furniture employees experience the work environment as low 

inspiring and impersonal (Van der Voordt, 2003). This dissatisfaction of the employees with the office 

environment contributes to the development of the Group office (Figure 13 and Figure 14). The group office is 

distinguished form the open plan office on the basis of reducing the open floor area by creating smaller units 

for groups of employees, extensive division of open space with movable partitions and reducing interference 
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by facilitating not relevant work elements outside the office environment (Van Meel, 2000; Van der Voordt, 

2003). In this office concept employees are clustered in groups of three to six people in a room. These work 

rooms are in connection with a corridor or interior space. In this office concept more attention is paid to the 

need of concentration of employees, but the office environment also provides the ability to interact and 

communicate with colleagues (Groenen, 2010).  

 

Group office 

 
Figure 13: Group office concept (Mooij 2002) 

 
Figure 14: Group office concept (Aibrecht and Broikos 2000) 

 

 

The design principle of the CoCon office environment is based on the need for concentration and 

communication of employees. This office concept is the result of further developments of the group office 

concept. The CoCon office environment is the result developments in the environment of the organization. The 

launch of the mobile phone and the personal computer in the 80s and thereby the increasing demand of 

employees for informal personal concentration has resulted in the CoCon office environment (Figure 15 and 

Figure 16). This office environment consists of separated workplaces focused on concentration or 

communication. A workplace focused on concentration in this work environment generally consists of one 

workplace (Groenen, 2010; Kleijn, 2012). 

 

CoCon office 

 
Figure 15: CoCon office concept (Mooij 2002) 

 
Figure 16: CoCon office concept (DTZ Zadelhoff, 2013) 

 

 

In the 90s the emergences of mobile information and communication, intranet and internet have caused the 

development of the CoCon office environment. As a result of these information and communication 

technologies employees have the possibility to work more time and place independent. The consequences of 
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these developments for the office environment are the emergence of a flexible office environment. This office 

concept has as a result of further technological developments developed to a non-territorial office 

environment (Figure 17 and Figure 18). This office environment consists of non assigned activity-related 

workplaces. Also the state of the economy has influenced the focus of the design of the work environment. In 

a non successful economic period office innovation is intended to reduce housing costs and in an economic 

successful period office innovation focuses on improving work processes and working conditions by 

stimulation innovations. As a result of non successful and successful economic times the office environment 

nowadays is focused on reduction of facility costs and social issues such as environment, accessibility, 

employment, health and safety of employees (Groenen, 2010; Kleijn, 2012).  

 

Flexible office and the transformation of the non-territorial office 

 
Figure 17: Flexible office concept (Mooij 2002) 

 
Figure 18: Flexible office concept (DTZ Zadelhoff, 2013) 

 

2.3.4.2 Workplace environment  
The change in the office environment also influenced the workplace environment. The type of a design of a 

workplace can be described as a workplace concept. The development of the design of a workplace can be 

described by means of four types of workplaces; the workplace of a craftsman, the workplace in a production 

organization, the workplace in a knowledge organization and the workplace of the future. The development of 

the workplace will be explained with reference to these types of workplaces (Arkenbout, 2012). Artisanal 

organizations are characterized by operating in local markets and simple work processes carried out by hand. 

The ground floor was used as trading place where commercial tasks were performed. The upper floors were 

used to facilitate the work processes. These work environments consisted of work rooms and each room 

facilitated four to twelve workplaces. These workplaces disposed of worktables with a wringing pen and book 

holders (Figure 19). In this work environment the craftsman had the ability to perform their job standing or 

sitting.  

 

Workplace of a craftsman 

 
 

Workplace of a crafstman (Arkenbout, 2012)  
Figure 19: Workplace of a craftsman (Arkenbout, 2012) 
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The industrial revolution has contributed to the development of the work environment of a craftsman. As a 

consequence of the industrial revolution the traditional work at home was exchanged for work in factories. 

The industrial revolution had influenced the development of the office environment and this also had resulted 

in the changes of the design of the workplace. This combination with new organizational sciences and 

development in communication media have resulted in change from a workplace of a craftsman to a 

workplace in a production organization. The work environment of a production organization consists of an 

administrative back office and a front-office. The front office can be defined as  marketing, sales, and service 

departments that come in direct contact with the customers, and liaise with the back-office (administrative) 

departments to maintain a two-way flow of information. The back office is the general administration 

department of a company (WebFinance, 2013). The back office in a production organization had developed 

differently in Europe that in America and England. In Europe a workplace of the back office consists of personal 

work rooms with a desk and filling cabinets (Figure 20). In America and England employees had to work in an 

open space behind a desk situated toward the work inspector (Figure 21). The function of the front office is 

presenting the image of the company. Es evidenced by the definition of the front office this is the environment 

where customers of an organization are welcomed. This environment consists of places with different 

functions. In this environment facilitated places to meet, shared workstations and other facilities (Figure 22).  

 

Workplace in a production organization 

 
 
Cellular offices and Open plan office in Back Office concept 

(Arkenbout, 2012) 

 

 
 
Meeting places in Front Office concept (Arkenbout, 2012) 

 
Figure 20: Cellular 
offices (Groenen 

2010) 

 
Figure 21: Open plan workplaces 

(Arkenbout, 2012) 

 
Figure 22: Meeting places (Arkenbout, 2012) 

 

The change of a production society of material products to a knowledge society of intangibles in the eighties 

had also influence the development of the work place. The emergence of telework as a result of the advent of 

the internet has not influenced directly the layout and types of workplace in the office environment. The focus 

of a workplace in a knowledge organization is to optimal support activities which are performed at that 

workplace. These workplaces are described as activity related workplaces. As a result of telework the personal 

individual workplace is replaced by a flexible workplace that can be used by any employee. Information 

technology is developing continuously and this result in the increasing disconnection of activities and location 

and time (Spit, et al., 2007). Employees can perform their work independent of the location where they are 

with the result that work processes can occur out of the office environment. The development of free internet 

access with WiFi connection in the city the need for public areas to meet will increase. These public areas will 

serve optimal as workplace if these places will provide work facilities like WiFi spots and charging points 

(Figure 23 and Figure 24).  
  

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/marketer.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/sales.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/final-good-service.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/department.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/contact.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/customer.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/back-office.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/administrative.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/maintain.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/flow.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/information.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/general.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/administration.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/department.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/company.html
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Workplaces in a knowledge organization 

 
Different work environments (Arkenbout, 2012) 

 
Other workplace (Arkenbout, 2012) 

 
Home office (Arkenbout, 2012) 

 
Figure 23: Different work 
environments in an office 

(Arkenbout, 2012) 

 
Figure 24: Other workplace 

(Arkenbout, 2012) 

 
Figure 25: Home office (Arkenbout, 2012)  

 

The development of the way of working has contributed to changes of the work environment and workplace. 

Besides changes with regard to the organization and the work processes, also the way in which an employee 

use the work environment has changed. As a result of the fact that employees can work place and time 

independent workplaces are unoccupied at the office. In a different world of work organizations apply shared 

and flexible used workplaces. In a different way of working employees are not forced to go to the office. 

Employees can work at the office, at home or while travelling. If employees are forced to go to the office to 

perform work activities the work environment of the office is focused on supporting these work activities. The 

activities that are performed in the office in a different world of work are focused on interaction and 

communication (Figure 25 and Figure 26) (Van der Meer and Van ‘t Spijker, 2010). 

 

Workplace of the future 

 
 

Public space as workplace (Arkenbout, 2012)  
Figure 26: Public space as workplace (Arkenbout, 2012) 

 

2.4 OBJECTIVES OF OFFICE INNOVATION 
Due to the changed world of work office innovation is desired. Office innovation is introduced to achieve the 

objective of an organization. These objectives can be different for organizations, but the way these objectives 

are achieved are often equal. The most frequent objectives of introducing office innovation are trying to align 

the work environment with the changed work processes and thereby improving performance and realizing 

cost savings. A precondition which is made regarding these objectives is realizing at least the same welfare of 

employees. This precondition is becoming increasingly important by the increasing focus on employees (Vos 

and van der Voordt, 2001). In the late 1960’s attention is devoted to the workplace costs compared to the cost 

of employees. 82 percent of the primarily costs of an organization is assigned to employee costs compared to 8 

% workplace costs (Brill et al., 2001). The design of workplaces that not support work and workers has a 

negative effect on productivity and job satisfaction. Meanwhile supportive design has positive effects on these 

aspects. 
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According to Van der Voordt (2003) job satisfaction is defined as the extent to which work fits the preferences 

of employee. Job satisfaction is related to the aspects the social environment, the physical environment, 

conditions of employment and interactions between these aspects (Groenen, 2010). In this thesis the focus is 

on the physical work environment of an organization, hence the aspects of the physical environment that 

influence satisfaction of employees will be discussed. 

 

In a different way of working it is possible to work time and place independent. This is the result of 

developments of information and communication technology. By means of this development the physical 

environment of an organization can be adapted to the preferences of employees in two ways. On the one 

hand the location of work can be determined by the employee. In a number of cases it is no longer necessary 

to go to the office in order to perform work. On the other hand if an employee chooses to work at the office, 

the work environment in the office must be adapted to the preferences of an employee for performing work 

activities. In this manner the physical work environment of the office can contribute to employee satisfaction. 

To describe the influence of the changed world of work on the work environment, it is important to know 

where people work and how much time they spend working there. If an employee is forced to perform work in 

the office, then a work environment which is aligned with the preferences of an employee will result in 

employee satisfaction. In this case it is important to know what activities employees perform in the work 

environment and what features and facilities of the work environment contribute to satisfaction of the 

employee.  

 

2.4.1 Flexible working 
Due to developments regarding information and communication technology, it is possible to work place and 

time independent in a different way of working. In this world of work is an increasing demand for flexible 

working (Johnson, 2010). An organization can offer flexibility to employees in various ways. From an 

organizational perspective there are three distinct types of flexibility: 

1. Contractual flexibility: Staff are employed on a range of contracts including outsourced contractors, 

fixed terms contracts and self-employed consultants 

2. Time flexibility: staff works at a time that suits both the employer and employee 

3. Location flexibility: staff works in the most appropriate location 

 

The last type of these types of flexibility is clearly linked to the workplace and how it is held, designed and 

managed. Flexible working with regard to the location of employees can be defined as: “Working in different 

locations, i.e. a combination of home working and/or working remotely (on the move) on client’s sites and/or 

in other locations (hotel, conference centers, car, plane, airport, on a ferry) and/or working in their office.” 

 

The extent to which an employee is flexible determines the location where employees can work. Based on the 

locations where employees perform their work the most of the time three mobile statuses can be 

distinguished (Johnson, 2010): 

 Macro mobility: very mobile and completely independent from a physical location (on the move) 

 Micro mobility: mainly based in an office and very limited mobility (office based or home based) 

 Multi mobility: mobile across several locations (home and/or office and/or client sites)  

 

Office innovation primarily concerns changes in work and office concept focused on use, place and space of 

the office environment (Vos, Van meel and Dijcks, 1999). In the changed world of work an employee has the 

ability to work place independent. The independency of work location of an employee relates to changes of 

place in office innovation. The place of the work environment is concerns the location of a workplace 

compared to the location of other workplaces. The main distinction is made between working in a central 

office and working form a telework office (Vos and van der Voordt, 1999). If for performing the work activity it 

is not necessary to work at the office, the employee can choose another location to work. According to Vos 

and van der Voordt (1999) locations which an employee can choose if an employee is not forced to go to the 

office are: satellite office, business centre, guest office, instant office or home office.  
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Figure 27: The location of a workplace compared with other workplaces (Vos and van der Voordt, 1999) 

Flexible working influences the physical work environment directly. As a consequence of telework an 

employee spend less time at the office.  An average of 66 % of all workplaces is unoccupied during working 

hours and peak occupation of work desks varies between 50 % and 80 % (Veldhoen, 2012). If employees are 

not present in the office 60 % or more of their working time it is possible to implement bookable but non-

dedicated workplaces (Brill, et al., 2001). The realization of less workplace will result in reducing the need of 

office space because of reducing the amount of square meters per employee. In proportion as employees 

work more outside the office need for square meters will decrease. This is illustrated on the basis of a 

flexfactor. The flexfactor indicates how many percent the amount of square meters can be reduced. This has 

consequences for housing costs per employee per year. Organizations which facilitate les workstations per 

employee need to pay more investment cost. Higher investment costs combination with the need for less 

square meters result in lower housing costs per employee per year (Table 1). 

 
Table 1: Overview of the cost savings of flexible workplaces (van der Meer and van 't Spijker, 2010) 

 Traditional  A different way 

of working 

(municipalities) 

A different 

way of 

working 

(institutions) 

A different way 

of working 

(services) 

Flex factor 100 % 70 – 80 % 70 – 80 % 50 – 70 % 

GFA / workplace 22 – 28 m
2 

19 – 21 m
2 

21 – 24  m
2 

18 – 21 m
2 

GFA office part/ workplace 16 – 22 m
2 

 13 – 15 m
2 

 14 – 18 m
2 

 12 – 16 m
2 

 

Investment costs (m
2 

/ GFA) € 3,100 – 4,200 € 3,500 – 4,500 € 3,300 – 

4,500 

€ 3,700 – 5,200 

Housing costs (m
2 

/ GFA) € 300 – 350  € 330 – 370  € 310 – 370  € 400 – 450  

GFA / employee 22 – 28  15 – 22  15 – 22   13 – 20  

Housing costs / employee / 

year  

€ 6,000 – 7,800 € 4,4000 – 5,200 € 4,300 – 

5,200  

€ 4,000 – 4,900 

 

Flexible working also influences the satisfaction of an employee. Workers with a greater job flexibility report 

higher job satisfaction (Johnson, 2010). WorldatWork (2010) concludes that flexible working affects employee 

satisfaction as a result of a questionnaire to WorldatWork members worldwide. 83 % of the surveyed 

employees have the ability to work at another location on ad hoc basis. And after the option flex time, the 

option to work at another location on ad hoc basis ranked is ranked as most frequent used. This research can 

conclude that flexible working will influence employee satisfaction. Flexible working has a positive or 

http://www.slideshare.net/SuButcher/activity-based-working-case-study-and-workplace-trends-in-the-netherlands
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extremely positive effect on employee satisfaction by 82 % of the employees. Only 8 % of the employees have 

indicated that flexible working has a negative or extremely negative effect on their satisfaction.  

 

2.4.2 Activity based working 
The extent to which the design of a workplace supports the work activities of an employee influences the 

satisfaction of an employee. Activity based working increases work satisfaction with 20% to 30 % (Veldhoen, 

2012). Activity based working is based on workplaces adapted to a limited number of equivalent office 

activities (o.a. Luchetti and Stone 1985, Keeris 2001, Mooij 2002, Van der Voordt 2004, Veldhoen 2005). An 

activity based office environment concept indicates different office concepts where all workplaces and 

collective facilities are available to all employees. In this office concept no employee has a dedicated 

workspace (Keeris 2001; Mooij 2002; Veldhoen, 2005).  The vision of activity based working can be defined as: 

“To make work more effective and efficient but also more enjoyable for both the organization and the 

employee.” This vision can be realized by giving freedom to the employee regarding the way of working, the 

location of work, the time of work, the tools used during work, the people to cooperate with and the way to 

get work done.  Besides the improvement of the support of work activities, activity based working increases 

work satisfaction for employees. As a result of employee satisfaction by supporting work activities the 

commitment company pride increases and turnover and absence will decrease (Veldhoen, 2012). In activity 

based working the choice of a workplace does not depend on the degree of dedication of a workplace but to 

what extend a workplace is adapted to a specific work activity (Gibson, 2003). In order to understand how a 

workplace can be adapted to preference of employees it is important to know which work activities employees 

perform in the work environment and which characteristics of the work environment are important for the 

satisfaction of an employee.  

 
Work activities at the modern workplace  
Van der Voordt and Vos (2001) distinguish types of activities on the basis of the nature of the activity. This 

result in the categorization of the following types of activities: behind the computer, reading, archiving, 

phoning, informal consultation, formal consultation and other activities. Also a distinction of workplace 

activities can be made on the basis of the relation with work, the number of participants and the degree of 

planning (Tabak, 2009). The classification of activities on the basis of these aspects can be represented in a 

taxonomy of activities (Table 2)(Appel-Meulenbroek, Groenen and Jansen, 2011).  
 
Table 2: Taxonomy of activities (Appel-Meulenbroek, Groenen and Jansen, 2011) 

 Social Physiological Job related Individual Group Planned Unplanned 

Behind the computer   X X   X 

Writing   X X   X 

Reading   X X   X 

On the Phone   X  X X X 

Archiving   X X   X 

In a meeting   X  X X  

Informal talk X  X  X  X 

Presenting   X  X X  

Lunch X X   X X X 

Toilet visit  X  X   X 

Coffee break X X    X X 

Other break X X   X X X 

 

Work environment of the modern workplace  
The employee is seen as the most valuable asset of organizations (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999). This has the 

effect that satisfaction of employees is becoming a standalone objective of an organization. Due to this 

objective organization want to recruit and retain staff and also increase productivity. This is based on the fact 

that satisfied employees work more productive than unsatisfied employees. A study by Haynes et al. (2000) 

among more than 1,000 respondents in 27 different office environments showed that 70% regarded the 

http://www.slideshare.net/SuButcher/activity-based-working-case-study-and-workplace-trends-in-the-netherlands
http://www.slideshare.net/SuButcher/activity-based-working-case-study-and-workplace-trends-in-the-netherlands
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influence of the working environment as import or very important. Activity based working is focused on the 

fact that the work environment has to be adapted to the preference of employees in order to contribute to 

employee satisfaction. Hence, research into characteristics of the work environment that influence employee 

satisfaction is performed.  

 

Brill, et al. (2001) have investigated environmental characteristics that influence employee productivity and 

satisfaction among 13,000 employees from around 80 countries. Besides the fact a work environment must 

provide the ability for concentrated work the majority of the environmental characteristics are focused on 

meeting other people. This is confirmed by the research of Johnson (2010) which investigated flexible working 

among employees. The top three reasons for a flexible worker to go to the office are: to meet, to collaborate 

and to interact. This could be explained by the development of information and communication technology. 

Information and communication technology nowadays enables employees to work time and place 

independent. Employees are no longer forced to go to the office for performing individual activities. 

Employees are going to the office to collaborate. This should be taken into account during the design of an 

activity based working environment. The environmental characteristics that influence employee productivity 

and satisfaction are listed in Table 3.  

 
Table 3: Ranking of environmental characteristics that influence employee productivity and satisfaction (Brill et al., 
2001) 

Environmental characteristics that influence employee productivity and satisfaction (13,000 respondents 

from 80 organizations) 

1. Ability to concentrated individual work 

2. Favourable conditions for spontaneous social interaction 

3. Favourable conditions for undisturbed meetings and group work 

4. Ergonomic comfort and enough space for office attributes 

5. Favourable conditions for side by side work and to invade for a chat 

6. Short distance to colleagues and easy to find 

7. Good spots for taking a break 

8. Access to the necessary technology 

9. Good lighting and daylight entry 

10. Personal influence of air quality and temperature  

 

In the research of Batenburg, et al. (2008), a distinction is made between different elements of the physical 

environment that influence satisfaction of employees. The elements that are distinguished in this research are 

worksite, accessibility, psychological elements, services, image, climate, office, looks (Figure 28). All these 

elements influence employee satisfaction. In this research all the elements except the element services can be 

described as characteristics of the work environment that influence employee satisfaction. In the research of 

Batenburg, et al. (2008), these characteristics are described in more detail than the characteristics described in 

the research of Brill, et al. (2001). Besides characteristics of the physical work environment that influence 

employee satisfaction, also services in the work environment can contribute to the satisfaction of employees. 

The research of Batenburg, et al. (2008) provides services that influence employee satisfaction.  
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Satisfafction with 
facilities 

Accessibility

Looks

Climate

Services 

Worksite

Office Image 

Psychological 

Physical 

 Not overheard by others 
 Not seen by others
 No noise nuisance
 Worksites graded by status
 Room for personal effects
 Privacy/transparency
 Inspiring placve to work
 Good balance
 Privacy/transparency
 Good working atmosphere 
 A safe worksite
 Agreeable working surroundings 

 Reception 
 Postal services
 Opening hours building
 Helpdesk
 Canteen
 Coffee/tea machines
 Cleaning
 Security and surveillance
 Booking confidential rooms
 Reservation of project rooms
 Presentation resources 
 Clean and tidy
 ICT
 Archive 

 Site 
 Worktop area
 Screen/keyboard/mouse
 Comfort desk
 Adjustability office chair 
 Knows how to adjust office chair
 Comfortable position
 Ergonomic resources
 Office layout 

 Proud of our office
 Customers like it 
 Welcoming for job applicants
 Representative

 Temperature 
 Ventilation
 Air quality
 Individual climate control
 Access daylight
 Individual daylight control
 Lighting
 Individual lighting control
 Acostics
 Noise level of limate control 

 Conference rooms
 Discussion spaces
 Office design
 Orientation in the office 

 Materials 
 Colour
 Upholstery
 View
 Architecture 

 
Figure 28: Characteristics of work environment that influence employee satisfaction (Batenburg and van der Voordt, 
2008) 
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2.5 CONCLUSION 
This chapter is attempted to answer the research question with regard to the modern workplace. On the basis 

of the analysis of analyzing the development of the workplace and the work environment a definition of the 

modern workplace is developed. Thereafter the consequences of the modern workplace for the physical 

environment of an organization are described. 

 

 
 

What is the modern workplace? 
As a result of developments of the external environment of an organization there is an increasing demand for 

a different way of working.  This changed way of working is no longer aligned to work environment, hence the 

work environment has to be adapted to this different way of working. Implementing a modern work 

environment focuses on aligning the accommodation, ICT and other facilities to changed work processes for 

the optimal performance of an organization. The modern work environment is introduced to achieve the 

objective of an organization for implementing office innovation. Increasing employee satisfaction is an 

objective of implementing a modern work environment.  

 

Flexible working and activity based working are two aspects that influence employee satisfaction. Flexible 

working influences employee satisfaction because research has shown that workers with a greater job 

flexibility report higher job satisfaction. Also the extent to which the design of a workplace supports the work 

activities of an employee influences the satisfaction of an employee. Activity based working increase work 

satisfaction with 20 % to 30 %. In activity based working the choice of a workplace does not depend on the 

degree of dedication of a workplace but to what extend a workplace is adapted to a specific work activity. 

 
What are the consequences of a different way of working for the modern physical workplace 
environment? 
An objective of implementing a modern physical work environment is to increase employee satisfaction. 

Providing flexible and activity based working for the employees at the office are to aspects that influence 

employee satisfaction. Both of these two aspects influence the physical workplace environment.  

 

Flexible working influences the physical work environment directly. As a consequence of telework an 

employee spend less time at the office. An average of 66 % of all workplaces is unoccupied during working 

hours and peak occupation of work desks varies between 50 % and 80 %. If employees are not present in the 

office 60 % or more of their working time it is possible to implement bookable but non-dedicated workplaces. 

The realization of less workplace will result in reducing the need of office space because of reducing the 

amount of square meters per employee. 

 
Activity based working also influences the physical work environment. In activity based working the choice of a 
workplace is based on the extent to which a workplace is adapted to a specific work activity. Activity based 
working is focused on the fact that the work environment has to be adapted to the preference of employees in 
order to contribute to employee satisfaction. The influence of the physical work environment of activity based 
working will concern characteristics or services of the work environment that contribute to employee 
satisfaction. Table 4  shows characteristics and services of the work environment that influence employee 
satisfaction. 
  

THE MODERN WORKPLACE 

 What is the modern workplace? 

 What are the consequences of a different way of working for the modern physical workplace 

environment? 
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Table 4: Characteristics and services of work environment that influence satisfaction (Batenburg and van der Voordt, 
2008; Brill, et al., 2001) 

Characteristics of the physical work environment that affect 

satisfaction 

Services at the office that affect 

satisfaction 

Ability to concentrated individual work Reception  

Favourable conditions for spontaneous social interaction Postal service  

Favourable conditions for undisturbed meetings and group work Opening hours building 

Ergonomic comfort and enough space for office attributes Helpdesk 

Favourable conditions for side by side work and to invade for a 

chat 

Canteen 

Short distance to colleagues and easy to find Coffee/tea machines 

Good lighting and daylight entry Cleaning  

Personal influence of air quality and temperature  Security and surveillance  

Access to the necessary technology Booking confidential rooms 

Good spots for taking a break Reservation of project rooms 

 Presentation resources  

 Clean and tidy 

 ICT 

 Archive  
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3 Culture 
 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
Office innovation in a different way of working aims to increase employee satisfaction (Van der Voordt 

and Vos, 1999). Employee satisfaction can be increased through the physical environment of an 

organization (Batenburg and  van der Voordt, 2008). Therefore the work environment must be adapted 

to the preferences of employees (Groenen, 2010). These preferences with regard to the work 

environment are influenced by national culture (Steelcase, 2009). The combination of the satisfaction 

with the work environment and the fact that national culture influences the work environment results in 

the demand for insight into the relation between national culture and the work environment.  

This chapter will provide an answer to the research question: “Do characteristics of national culture 

affect preferences with regard to the work environment?” First, culture in organizations is analyzed. 

Subsequently the culture of the Netherlands, Sweden, Great Britain, France and Germany are discussed, 

where after the influence of these cultures on the work environment is analyzed. Finally, the conclusion 

will provide the answer to the research question of this chapter.  

 

3.2 CULTURE AND ORGANIZATIONS 
According to Leung et al. (2005) culture can be defined as values, beliefs, norms, and behavioural patterns of a 

group. The culture of people has consequences for the way people think, behave, solve problems, make 

decisions, plans and lay out their homes and cities, and even organize their economic, political and 

transportation systems (Hall, 1976). Culture can be investigated at various levels. Figure 29 shows the different 

levels of culture. This concerns national, organizational, group and individual level (Triandis, 1972; Hofstede, 

1984; Dorfman and Howell, 1988; Myers and Avison, 2002; McCoy, 2003; Ali and Alshawi, 2004a). National 

culture can distinguish different societies as a consequence of physical resources and perceptions of the 

physical and mental techniques (Ali and Brooks, 2008). Also cultures of an organization can be described. The 

organizational culture is the social and normative glue that holds organizations together (Gouldner, 1957). This 

is the culture of people working in an organization (Stahl, 2003). Same as national culture can distinguish 

different societies; organizational culture can distinguish different types of organizations. (Ali and Brooks, 

2008). Cultural differences between a single group, workgroup, or other collection of individuals at a level less 

than of the organization can be describe as a culture of a group. Individual culture describes the culture of an 

individual which is related to how much an individual takes from the different culture that the individual is part 

of (Dorfman and Howell, 1988; Karahanna et al., 2005). This culture consists of a mix of national, 

organizational and sub-cultural elements of cultures an individual is part of (Ali and Brooks, 2008).  

 

 

 

 
Figure 29: Interrelated levels of culture (Adapted from Karahanna et al., 2005)  
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The composition of culture can be compared to the composition of a union. A union consists of different layers 

and also culture consists of different layers. From cultural perspective each layer reflects a different aspect of a 

culture (Sanders and Neuijen, 1987). According to Sanders and Neuijen (1987) symbols, heroes, rituals and 

values are layers that can be distinguished. The outer layer relates to symbols of culture. Symbols represent 

characteristics of a group that can be seen, heard and felt when a group is confronted with a group with 

different symbols. This layer concerns words, gestures, picture or objects with a specific meaning for people of 

a certain culture (Esch, 2012). Following the outer layer the layer relates to heroes of the culture follows. 

These heroes posses characteristics which the group of a particularly culture wants to convey. Activities that 

are social essential relate to the third layer of the model. These activities can be described as rituals of the 

culture. Despite the fact that it concerns collective activities rituals are most of the times carried out for the 

sake of the individual. The core of the model is formed by values. The values of a culture represent the desired 

behaviour of the organization. These values form the basis of rituals, heroes and symbols.  The distance to the 

core reflects the extent to which the layer can be influenced. The outer layer is easier to influence than the 

core. Hofstede (1991) has integrated the influence of culture into the model. Hereby a distinction is made 

between layers that can be influenced and layers that cannot be influenced. In contrast to values the layers of 

culture regarding to symbols, heroes and rituals can be influenced. The layers that can be influenced concerns 

practices.  

 

Symbols 

Heroes

Rituals

Values 

Practices 

 
Figure 30: Union model (Adapted from Hofstede, 1991) 

 
Figure 31: Values and practices (Karahanna et al., 2005) 

 

Figure 30 shows the relative importance of values and practices at various levels of culture. Values are more 

important than practices in the higher level culture, and practices and norms dominate for the lower level 

cultures. It is likely that an individual’s values are predominantly influenced by supranational and national 

levels of culture. An individual’s practices, on the other hand, would be influenced primarily by professional 

and organizational cultures. Figure 31 shows the extent to which culture consists of values and practices. This 

figure shows that the majority of national culture is formed by values. The aim of this research is to investigate 

the preferences of employees with regard to the work environment in different countries. Each country 

consists of a national culture. This in combination with the fact that national culture of an employee is hard to 

changes due to the level of values and the fact that national culture is a part of the culture of an employee, the 

relation between national culture and preferences of the work environment is interesting to investigate.  

 

3.3 NATIONAL CULTURE 
National culture influences managerial and work behaviour (Ali and Brooks, 2008). To investigate the influence 

of national culture on the work environment, national culture must be conceptualized in value dimension of 

national culture (Hofstede, 1980). In order to make quantitative comparison of national cultures frameworks 

are developed to investigate national culture (Van Esch, 2012).  These researches are called Cross Cultural 

studies. An example of a Cross-Cultural Study is the framework developed by Geert Hofstede. Based on an 

attitude survey research of IBM employees international subsidiaries in 71 countries, carried out between 

1967 and 1793, Hofstede defined four dimensions on which cultures can be classified (Van Esch, 2012; 

Barkema and Vermeulen, 1997: p.846; McSweeney, 2002: p.90,94; Hofstede and McCare, 2004: p.61). These 

four dimensions of national cultures are as follow: power distance, individualism, feminism and uncertainty. A 

fifth dimension, ‘Long-Term Orientation’ was added later, based on research conducted in China (Van Esch, 

2012; Barkema and Vermeulen, 1997: p.847).  
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In order to make a quantitative comparison of national cultures Hofstede has developed values for different 

countries to compare national culture on the basis of these dimensions. The score on these dimensions are 

shown in Table 5 and these scores range from 0 to 100. The national cultures of the Netherlands, Sweden, 

Great Britain, France and Germany will be analysed on the basis of these dimensions and the research of 

Steelcase (2009) regards the work environment in different countries.  

 
Table 5: Score on cultural dimension (Hofstede, 1997) 

  Cultural dimensions (Scores range from 0 to 100) 

 Power distance Collectivism 

versus 

individualism 

Femininity 

versus 

masculinity 

Uncertainty 

avoidance 

Long/Short – 

term 

orientation 

Sweden 31 71 5 29 33 

Great Britain 35 89 66 35 25 

The Netherlands 38 80 14 53 44 

France 68 71 43 86 39 

Germany 35 67 66 68 31 

 

The Culture Code is a research of Steelcase (2009) that has analyzed the national culture in eleven countries in 

order to describe the influence of national culture on the work environment. In this research analysis of the 

national culture of the Netherlands, France, Great Britain and Germany are included. The research of Steelcase 

(2009) regards insights from observations and findings from secondary research, scores on dimension of 

culture of Hofstede and Hall and design studies and considerations for eleven countries. The focus of this 

research is to align the local and organizational culture. In the research of Steelcase (2009) national culture is 

analyzed using five dimension of national culture of Hofstede in combination with an additional dimension of 

Hall. Steelcase (2009) has not analyzed the national culture of Sweden. Using the values of the five dimension 

of Hofstede in combination with the description of the national culture from the research of Steelcase, an 

analysis of the national culture of Sweden can be made. Hence the dimension developed by Hall is not 

included in this thesis .In this thesis the national culture will be described on the basis of the five dimension of 

Hofstede. 

 

Power distance can be described as ‘the extent to which it is accepted by less powerful member of institutions 

and organizations that power is distributed unequally’ (Hofstede, 1991). The French culture is more autocratic 

than the culture of people in the Netherlands or Great Britain. In contrast to the Netherlands and Great Britain 

in the French culture autocratic leadership and hierarchical authority dominate. The culture of Great Britain is 

characterized by a flat hierarchical structure where status is derived from accent, title and education. Also in 

the Netherlands there is no hierarchical structure. Dutch people are not directly impressed by power and 

hierarchy. Despite the fact that the German culture also tends to a flat structure, in this country hierarchy is 

considered as a valuable way to organize business.  

 

The dimension individualism versus collectivism describes the strength of the relations between individuals. In 

an individualistic society everyone has to look after himself or herself. On the other hand in a collective society 

people are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups from birth onwards, which throughout people’s lifetime 

continue to protect them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty. The Germanys value of the dimension 

collectivism versus individualism is the lowest compared to the other analyzed countries in this thesis. The 

individual focus of the German culture is reflected in the need for personal space of Germany employees. The 

French culture is more collective than the culture of the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany. In France 

freedom and authority concerns exercising rights is appreciated in contrast to the sense of duty with regard to 

the responsibilities of work. In contrast with the French culture in Britain employees do not invest in work 

relations. Employees want to make the most of their jobs, including the best salary. The Dutch culture is also 

more individualistic than collective. Dutch people are independent, focused on their own satisfaction and tend 

to social independent. Interaction at work is pragmatic, functional and purposeful.  
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The dimension masculinity versus femininity describes the extent to which a society is masculine or feminine. 

Masculinity reflects society’s in which social gender roles are clearly distinct. On the other hand, femininity 

describes the extent to which men and women are supposed to be modest, tender and concerned with the 

quality of life. The French culture has characteristics of a masculine culture and also characteristics of a 

feminine culture. French people attach the same value to a job as to the quality of life. In contrast to the 

French culture in the British culture carrier is more important than the quality of life. This is reflected by the 

long working hours and the fact that people skip meals for work. Although the value of the dimension 

masculinity versus femininity is equal for Germany and Great Britain, the Germany culture can be 

characterized as the most masculine culture of Europe. In Germany work is the most important aspect of life. 

The Dutch culture is more female than the culture of France, Germany and Great Britain. In the Netherlands 

much importance is attached to the welfare of everyone and the protection of free time and family time. Free 

time and family time are regarded as the important aspects of life.  

 

The fourth dimension of Hofstede describes the extent to which people of a culture avoid uncertainty.  

Uncertainty avoidance concerns how comfortable people feel in case of ambiguous situations. These are 

situations that are unstructured, unclear or unpredictable. The French culture and the German culture are 

more focused on safety than the Dutch and British culture. The orientation on safety of the French culture is 

reflected in the attachment to structure, formalities and rules to provide emotional need.  In Germany the 

resistance relating to uncertainty is expressed in external punctuality and a disciplined approach to each task. 

In Great Britain people feel comfortable in unstructured and unpredictable situations. This indicates a culture 

that is more tolerance for uncertainty. In the field of uncertainty avoidance the Dutch culture is between the 

British and French culture. In this culture less importance is attached to rules, positions and procedures and 

this culture prefers new solutions that may lead to good results.  

 

This fifth dimension relates to long-term versus short-term orientation. This dimension describes the 

orientation of people. In some cultures, people are oriented on the future, while people in other cultures are 

more focused on the present. The culture in Great Britain reflects a culture that is oriented on the present. In 

this short term culture companies are guided by quarterly targets and the focus is on short-term benefits. 

However this culture is short-term focused from a sustainability perspective this culture is focused on the long 

term. Also the Germany culture and the French culture can be described as a short time culture. In Germany 

this short term focus is the result of passion for time management and organization in this country. In France 

quarterly performance are important in business and managers are expected to make profit in the short term. 

The British, French and German cultures are more focused on the short term. In Dutch culture also features 

long-term and short-term characteristics. In this culture people enjoy life and attach importance to free time 

and on the other hand people are tenacious and have perseverance which contributes to success for efforts.  
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Figure 32: Dimensions of Hofstede and Hall (Hofstede, 1997; Hall, 1976 adapted by Steelcase, 2009) 

As a result of the fact that Steelcase (2009) has not analyzed the national culture of Sweden, the Swedish 

culture will be analyzed on the basis of the value of the dimensions of Hofstede. In Figure 32 the values of the 

dimensions for the analyzed countries are shown. Compared with the analyzed countries in the research of 

Steelcase (2009) Sweden has the lowest value on power distance. A small power distance in organizations 

results in hierarchy established for convenience and privileges and status symbols are frowned upon. The ideal 

boss for employees with a low value on power distance is a resourceful democrat (Hofstede, 1991).The 

Swedish culture has the same value for the dimension individualism versus collectivism as the French culture. 

This means that the Swedish culture more tends to a middle way between individualism and collectivism. The 

culture of Sweden can be characterized as a female culture. Relating to work, employees in a female culture 

work in order to live instead of live in order to work (Hofstede, 1991). 

 

The culture of Sweden can be characterized as an uncertainty tolerance culture. Employees in this type of 

culture feel comfortable when lazy and only work hard when needed. These employees also consider time as a 

framework for orientation. The value of the dimension long-term versus short-term in Sweden can be 

compared with the value of the French culture as a consequence Sweden also can be characterized as a 

culture with a short term focus.  
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3.4 NATIONAL CULTURE AND THE PHYSICAL WORK ENVIRONMENT  
Steelcase (2009) has investigated the influence of national culture on the work environment. The focus of this 

investigation is to align local and organizational culture. The alignment of the local and organizational culture 

has influence on the design of the work environment. This influence is analyzed using the influence of five 

strategies related to the work environment; real estate optimization, improve collaboration, attract develop 

and engage employees, build the brand and activate culture, and increase welfare. This analysis resulted in 

describing how different countries are coping with space optimization, alternative work locations and creative 

collaboration. In the research of Steelcase (2009) the influence of space optimization, alternative work 

locations and creative collaboration on the work environment is not analyzed for Sweden. As a result, the 

influence of space optimization, alternative work locations and creative collaboration on the work 

environment for the Netherlands, Great Britain, Germany, France and Great Britain will be described. 

 

According to Steelcase (2009) culture affects the way that businesses optimize spaces. The tolerance for 

stocking densities and acceptance compared to alternative workplace strategies determine how the space can 

be optimized in the best manner in a culturally acceptable way. In the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany 

working outside the office is accepted in contrast with France. A high score on power distance has influence on 

the physical environment of an organization. France is a country with a high power distance, this result in 

hierarchy within an organization. In organizations in this country managers need to take decision and must 

have authority. The physical environment must be a reflection of that authority and position. In France the 

power distance has the effect that spaces can be reduced in size, provided that personal needs and space are 

taken into account. The Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany have a high score concerns individualism. In 

these countries employees have a high degree of self-reliance and autonomy. This result in workplaces that 

are design to make best use of real estate, workplaces that are progressive and aims to drive innovation. Space 

optimization of the work environment is influenced by the dimensions autocratic versus consultative and 

individualism versus collectivism. The score of different countries on these dimensions are shown in Table 5. A 

score above 50 is considered as a high score and a score below 50 is considered as low. The categorization of 

the five countries is shown in Table 6. 

 
Table 6: Power distance and collectivism versus individualism (Adapted from Hofstede, 1997) 

Optimization of spaces High  Low 

Power distance The Netherlands, Great 
Britain, Germany and 
Sweden 

France 

Collectivism versus individualism The Netherlands, Great 
Britain, Germany ,France and 
Sweden 

-  
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Space optimization  
 

 
Figure 33: Space optimization in France, the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany (Adapted from Steelcase, 2009) 

Figure 33 shows that France gives another meaning to space optimization than The Netherlands, Great Britain 

and Germany. In France only a few workplace strategies are offered in contrast to The Netherlands, Great 

Britain and Germany. In these last mentioned countries full alternative workplace strategies are offered. The 

combination of the way countries optimize spaces and the value of the dimensions power distance and 

collectivism versus individualism result in the expectation that Sweden optimizes spaces equal to The 

Netherlands and Great Britain.  

 

Another aspect of workplace strategies that can be influenced by culture is the aspect how big and far an 

ecosystem of the workplace can reach. In countries where culture is based on trust, employees can choose 

from different work environments. The Netherlands and Great Britain are countries where the culture is based 

on trust. In contrast to the Netherlands and Great Britain, the culture of France is based on control. In 

countries which cope differently with the attitude towards supervision at work is dealt with alternative 

working environment in a different way. This in combination with the extent to which work and life are 

separated determines how these countries deal with alternative work locations.  

 
Alternative work locations 

 
Figure 34: Alternative work locations in France, the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany (Adapted from Steelcase, 
2009) 
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Figure 34 shows that in France the primary office location is still the main work location. In Germany, the 

Netherlands and Great Britain refers to another situation with regard to the main work location. In Great 

Britain it is allowed to work anywhere. Also in the Netherlands and Germany working outside the office is 

normal, but in these countries working outside the primary office location is focused on working at cowork 

locations.  These cowork locations contribute to the creation of a community.  

 
Table 7: Power distance and uncertainty avoidance (Adapted from Hofstede, 1997) 

Offer of alternative work 
location 

High  Low 

Power distance The Netherlands, Great Britain, Sweden 
and Germany 

France 

Uncertainty avoidance The Netherlands, Germany and France Great Britain and Sweden 

 

Great Britain and France are the two countries that differ the most with regard to the offer of alternative work 

locations. The way in which a country offer alternative work locations in combination with the values on the 

dimensions of Hofstede has contribute to the expectation that the dimensions power distance and uncertainty 

avoidance influence the way a country offer alternative work locations. The values of these dimensions for the 

countries Great Britain and France differ the most. On the basis of the scores shown in Table 5 a categorization 

between the different countries can be made. This categorisation is based on the assumption that a score 

above 50 is considered as a high score and a score below 50 is considered as low. The result of the 

categorisation between the different countries is shown in Table 7.  

 

Also the extent to which a culture is receptive to innovative ways of working together influenced the design of 

the working environment. Employees in cultures with high uncertainty avoidance are more cautious with 

sharing information. Employees in these countries first want to consult with colleagues before they make 

decisions. Cultures where employees like to keep information to themselves interact differently with work 

than cultures where employees like to share information. In France employees like to keep information to 

themselves. Creative collaboration takes place in reserved spaces by a formal process. The Netherlands and 

Great Britain are focused on the sharing of information. In the Netherlands creative collaboration takes also 

place in reserved spaces but different than in France people from inside and outside the organization can 

contribute to this collaboration. In Great Britain creative collaboration can take place anywhere (Steelcase, 

2009). Uncertainty avoidance is a dimension that influences the way and the extent to which cultures want to 

collaborate. The categorisation of the countries in low and high uncertainty avoidance is shown in Table 8. This 

categorisation is based on the scores shown in Table 5. This categorisation is based on the assumption that a 

score above 50 is considered as a high score and a score below 50 is considered as low.  

 
Table 8: Uncertainty avoidance (Adapted from Hofstede, 1997) 

Creative  collaboration High  Low 

Uncertainty avoidance 
 

France, Germany, the 
Netherlands 

Great Britain and Sweden 
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Creative collaboration 

 
Figure 35: Creative collaboration in France, the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany (Adapted from Steelcase, 2009) 

Figure 35 shows how the analyzed countries cope with creative collaboration. In France, Germany and the 

Netherlands cooperation occurs in spaces specially reserved for performing this work activity. In contrast to 

these national cultures, in Great Britain creative collaboration can occurs everywhere. The way in which a 

country cooperate in combination with the values on the dimensions uncertainty avoidance contribute to the 

expectation that the degree of uncertainty avoidance will determine how cultures cooperate creatively.  

 

Plijters (2012) has investigated which dimensions of national culture affect workplace design. On the basis of 

literature and empirical research this research determines for Germany, Great Britain and The Netherlands at 

organizational level how the work environment is designed regarding the dimensions of Hofstede. The 

workplace is characterized by a number of factors; layout of the office, use of the office, privacy, place of 

rooms, number of workplaces, relation with outdoors and differentiation in the type of workplaces.  According 

to the research of Plijters (2012), national culture affects some of these workplace characteristics. The type of 

the office, the number of people in the office, the privacy, the place of the management and the 

differentiation in the workplace based on function are aspects that are most influenced by national culture. 

Based on this research it can be concluded that relations between national culture and power distance, 

collectivism versus individualism and uncertainty avoidance are found.  

 

In case of a high power distance Plijters (2012) stated that there is a differentiation in workplace based on 

hierarchy. The score on power distance is shown in Table 5. The national culture of France is focused the most 

on hierarchy. The values for power distance in the Netherlands, Germany, Great Britain and Sweden are 

significantly lower than the value of power distance of the French culture.  

 

According to Plijters (2012) also the dimension collectivism versus individualism influences workplace design. 

In individualistic cultures workplaces are designed progressive, focused to drive innovation and to optimally 

use real estate. Table 5 shows the values of the dimension collectivism versus individualism for the countries 

that will be analyzed in this thesis. Great Britain is the most individualistic culture followed by the Dutch 

culture. The Germany culture is focused the least at individualism.  

 

Companies in a country that have a low score on uncertainty relatively open to a different way of working and 

will sooner adopt new spaces and processes (Steelcase, 2009). In Table 5 is shown that Sweden has the lowest 

score on the dimension of uncertainty avoidance of the five analyzed cultures. In France the culture is more 

focused on safety, this is a safety oriented culture.  
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3.5 CONCLUSION 
This chapter is attempted to answer the research question: “Do characteristics of national culture affect 

preferences with regard to the work environment?” On the basis of the analysis of culture the influence of 

cultures on the work environment is determined.  

 

 
 

The national culture of a country influences how an organization optimizes spaces, the offer of alternative 

work locations and how employees perform creative collaboration. The tolerance for stocking densities and 

acceptance compared to alternative workplace strategies determine how the space can be optimized in the 

best manner in a culturally acceptable way. In France spaces can be reduced in size, provided that personal 

needs and space are taken into account. In the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany working outside the 

office is accepted in contrast with France. The values for the dimensions power distance and collectivism 

versus individualism influence the optimization of spaces.  

 

The influence of national culture on alternative work locations is based on the fact that a culture is based on 

trust or control. In countries where culture is based on trust, employees can choose from different work 

environments. The Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany are countries where the culture is based on trust. 

In Great Britain it is allowed to work anywhere. Also in the Netherlands and Germany working outside the 

office is accepted, but less alternative workplaces are provided. In France the primary office location is still the 

main work location. The values for the dimensions power distance and uncertainty avoidance influence the 

offer of alternative work locations. 

 

 The national culture of a country influences how employees perform creative collaboration. In France, 

Germany and the Netherlands cooperation occurs in spaces specially reserved for performing this work 

activity. In contrast to these national cultures, in Great Britain creative collaboration can occur everywhere. 

The values for the dimension uncertainty avoidance influence the way employees perform creative 

collaboration. 

 

The dimensions power distance, collectivism versus individualism and uncertainty avoidance of national 

culture also influence the workplace. In case of a high power distance, it seems to be more likely that there is a 

differentiation in workplace based on hierarchy. The influence of collectivism versus individualism on the 

workplace can be described as follows: In individualistic cultures, workplaces are designed progressive, 

focused to drive innovation and to optimally use real estate.  Companies with a low score on the dimension 

uncertainty avoidance are relatively open to a different way of working and will sooner adopt new spaces and 

processes. The relations between national culture and the modern work environment are shown in Table 9. 

This table shows that power distance, collectivism versus individualism and uncertainty avoidance are 

dimensions that influence the work environment.  
  

 NATIONAL CULTURE  

 Do characteristics of national culture affect preferences with regard to the work environment? 
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Table 9: Relation between modern work environment strategies and cultural dimensions (Adapted from Hofstede, 1997; 
Plijters, 2012; Steelcase, 2009) 

 
Modern 
work 
environment 
strategies 

Dimension of Hofstede  Power 
distance 

Collectivism 
versus 
individualism 

Uncertainty 
avoidance 

Space optimization X X  
Alternative work locations X  X 
Creative collaboration   X 
Differentiation in workplace based on hierarchy  X   
Workplaces are designed progressive, focused to drive innovation  X  
Openness to a different way of working   X 
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Analysis 
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4 Research hypotheses  
 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this thesis, preferences of employees from different countries with regard to the modern workplace 

will be investigated. In this chapter, expected relations of employee preferences with regard to the 

modern work environment in different countries will be explained. These expected relations will be 

described in the form of hypotheses. The analyses of these expected relations will provide answers to 

the research questions with regard to employee preferences related to modern work environments in 

different countries. 

First, hypotheses with regard to employee preferences in different countries will be proposed. The 

analyses of these hypotheses in chapter 6 will result in answering the following research questions: 

 “Does the location of work differ between countries?” 

 “Do employee preferences with regard to workplace activities differ between countries?” 

 “Do employee preferences with regard to the physical work environment differ between 

countries? 

In chapter three is investigated how national culture influences the physical work environment. Findings 

from this literature review have resulted in expected relations between national culture and the modern 

workplace. In the paragraph ‘National culture and the work environment’ these expected relations will 

be formulated in the form of hypotheses. The analyses of these hypotheses in chapter 6 will result in 

answering the research question:  

 “Do characteristics of national culture affect preferences with regard to the work 

environment?” 

The conclusion of this chapter will provide the hypotheses that will be tested in the remainder part of 

this research.  

 

4.2 THE MODERN WORKPLACE IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES  
The world of work has changed. Organizations in a different way of working are focused to increase 

productivity (Pouwelse, 2013). Satisfying employees is an aspect that can contribute to the increase of 

productivity, because satisfied employees work more productive (Inalhan, 2009; Voordt, 2010). Satisfaction of 

employees can be accomplished by flexible working, because the possibility to work flexible is an aspect that 

influences the satisfaction of employees (Johnson, 2010). The possibility to work flexible is the result of 

developments of information and communication technology in the changing world of work. For employees it 

is in this world of work possible to choose a suitable location to perform work activities. If employees are not 

forced to perform work activities at the office, the employee can choose another location to work. If an 

employee is forced to perform work activities at work, then satisfaction of employees can be reached by the 

adaption of the physical work environment to the preferences of the employee. Herewith the assumption a 

modern work environment is successful if employees are satisfied with the physical work environment. This 

satisfaction will be accomplished by aligning the physical work environment to preferences of employees. 

Hence preferences of employees with regard to the modern work environment will be investigated in order to 

determine how a modern work environment can be implemented successfully in different countries. In order 

to analyze these relation hypotheses will be formulated on the basis of different aspects of a modern work 

environment. Employee preferences with regard to the location of work and activity based working will be 

described.  

 

4.2.1 The location of work in different countries  
Due to developments of information and communication technology employees in a different world of work 

will have the opportunity to work time and place independent. The modern work environment is aligned to 

this opportunity. A lower occupancy of the work environment will result in the realization of less workspace. 

As a result of the demand for square meters office space will decrease. As a consequence of the demand for 

less square meters office space, the location of work of employees influences directly the modern work 

environment. Preferences of employees with regard to the location of work determine whether there the 

office environment in a country will be less occupied. In order to investigate the preferences of employees 
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with regard to the modern workplace in different countries employee preferences with regard the location of 

work need to be analyzed in this research. These analyses will be performed on the basis of the following 

hypothesis: 

 

The preferences with regard to working on a  specific work location differ between countries 

 

4.2.2 Activity based working in different countries  
The possibility for employees to work activity based also influences the physical work environment. In activity 

based working the choice of a workplace is determined to what extend a workplace is adapted to a specific 

work activity. Activity based working is focused on the fact the work environment has to be adapted to the 

preference of employees in order to contribute to employee satisfaction. The influence of activity based 

working will concern characteristics and services of the physical work environment that influence employee 

satisfaction. Hypothesis that will analyze employee preferences related to activity based working is divided in 

hypothesis that will describe employee preferences related to activities and hypothesis that will describe the 

employee preferences with regard to characteristics and services of the physical work environment.  

 

Workplace activities in different countries  
At the modern work environment employees will have the opportunity to work activity based. Activity based 

working is focused on the alignment of the work environment to the workplace activities of employees. The 

provision of activity based working for employees will influence the modern work environment. In order to 

investigate the preferences of employees with regard to the modern workplace in different countries the 

relation the preferences of employees in different countries and workplace activities will be analyzed. These 

hypotheses are based on the assumption that workplace activities must be supported in order to work activity 

based. The analyses of preferences of employees in different countries related to workplace activities are 

represented in the form of the following hypotheses: 

 

The importance of different workplace activities differs between countries   

 

The support of important workplace activities differs between countries  

 

Culture and characteristics and services of the physical work environment 
Activity based working is focused on the fact that the work environment has to be adapted to the preference 

of employees in order to contribute to employee satisfaction. The influence of activity based working will 

concern characteristics and services of the physical work environment that influence employee satisfaction, 

because aligning these characteristics and services to preferences of employees will result in satisfaction of 

these employees. This alignment of these characteristics and services to preferences of employees will 

influence the physical work environment. In order to investigate the preferences of employees with regard to 

the modern workplace in different countries also employee preferences with regard to characteristics and 

services of the physical work environment need to be analyzed. This relation is represented in the form of 

hypotheses. These hypotheses are based on the assumption that employees work at the primary office 

location in order to use specific workplace features or facilities. And if these workplace features or faculties are 

provided this contribute to employee satisfaction for working at the primary office location. The analyses of 

preferences of employees in different countries related to characteristics and services of the physical work 

environment are represented in the form of the following hypotheses: 

 

The relation between the importance of characteristics of the physical work environment and working at 

the primary office differs between countries    

 

The relation between the importance of workplace services of the physical work environment and working 

at the primary office differs between countries    
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The  importance of characteristics of the physical work environment for important workplace activities 

differs between countries  

 

The importance of services of the physical work environment for important workplace activities differs 

between countries  

 

The satisfaction of employees with characteristics of the physical work environment differs between 

countries  

 

The satisfaction of employees with services of the physical work environment differs between countries  

 

4.3 NATIONAL CULTURE AND THE WORK ENVIRONMENT  
According to the studies of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) national culture influences the design of the 

work environment. In these studies preferences of employees with regard to the work environment are not 

taken into account. Since these studies are not focused on the preference of employees it is interesting to 

analyze the relation between national culture and preferences of employees regarding the work environment 

in order to test if the design of the work environment developed by Steelcase and the environments analyzed 

by Plijters (2012) are attuned to the preferences of employees. The hypotheses that are formulated in this 

paragraph will be based on the relations between the dimensions of Hofstede and modern work environment 

strategies. These relations are shown in Table 10. 

 
Table 10: Relation between modern work environment strategies and cultural dimensions (Adapted from Hofstede, 
1997; Plijters, 2012; Steelcase, 2009) 

 
Modern 
work 
environment 
strategies 

Dimension of Hofstede  Power 
distance 

Collectivism 
versus 
individualism 

Uncertainty 
avoidance 

Space optimization X X  
Alternative work locations X  X 
Creative collaboration   X 
Differentiation in workplace based on hierarchy  X   
Workplaces are designed progressive, focused to drive innovation  X  
Openness to a different way of working   X 

 

The modern work environment strategies which can be analyzed on the basis of employee preferences are 

space optimization, alternative work locations, creative collaboration and openness to a different way of 

working. The other modern workplace strategies do not relate directly to the preferences of employees. The 

formulation of hypotheses based on the relation between national culture and these strategies will be 

described.  

 

4.3.1 National culture and space optimization 
The relation between national culture and space optimization is based on the assumption that space 

optimization is the result of preferences of employees to work more at other locations instead of the primary 

office location. Space optimization is influenced by the dimensions power distance and collectivism versus 

individualism. Since the study of Steelcase indicates differences between space optimization in France and the 

other countries it is expected that employees from a country with a high power distance optimize spaces 

differently than employees from a country with a low power distance. The following hypothesis is formulated 

in order to test this expectation: 
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There is a relation between power distance and space optimization  

Employees from a country with a high power distance prefer to work more at other work locations instead of 

the primary office location than employees from a country with a low power distance.  

 

4.3.2 National culture and alternative work locations 
National culture also influences how big and far an ecosystem of the workplace can reach. The research of 

Steelcase (2009) shows differences between France and the other countries. In France the primary office 

location is still the main work location in contrast to the other countries where working outside the office is 

normal. Since France is the only country with a low score on power distance, it is expected that there are 

differences between countries that scores low on power distance and countries that score high on power 

distance. The following hypotheses are formulated in order to test this expectation: 

 

Uncertainty avoidance and power distance affect alternative work locations  

Employees from a country with a low uncertainty avoidance prefer to work more often at alternative work 

locations  than employees  from a country with a high uncertainty avoidance  

Employees from a country with a low power distance prefer to work more often at  the primary office location 

than employees from a country with a high power distance  

 

4.3.3 National culture and creative collaboration 
The extent to which a culture is receptive to innovative ways or working together influences the design of the 

work environment. Employees in cultures with low uncertainty avoidance are more cautious with sharing 

information. Employees in these countries first want to consult with colleagues before they make decisions. 

Cultures where employees like to keep information to themselves interact differently with work than cultures 

where employees like to share information. Based on the study of Steelcase (2009) differences are expected 

between France, German, the Netherlands and the other countries. In France, Germany and the Netherlands 

creative collaboration occurs in space especially reserved for performing collaboration. This result in the 

expectation employees in France, Germany and the Netherlands prefer to collaborate creatively more in 

spaces specially reserved for collaboration. The following hypothesis is formulated in order to test this 

expectation: 

 

There is a relation between uncertainty avoidance and creative collaboration  

Employees from a country with a high uncertainty avoidance prefer to collaborate creatively more in spaces 

specifically reserved for collaboration  than employees from a country with a low uncertainty avoidance 

 

4.3.4 Openness to a different way of working 
Companies in an country that have a low score on the dimension uncertainty avoidance are relatively more 

open to a different way of working and will sooner adopt new spaces and processes (Plijters, 2012). Table 11 

shows that Sweden is the most uncertainty tolerant culture compared to the other countries. It is expected 

that as the score on this dimension is higher a country is more open to a different way of working.   

 
Table 11: Uncertainty avoidance  

 Uncertainty avoidance 

France 86 

Germany 68 

The Netherlands 53 

Great Britain 35 

Sweden 29 
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It is expected that as the score on this dimension is higher a country is more open to a different way of 

working. This results in the expectation that employees from a country that score low on uncertainty 

avoidance are more open to a different way of working with regard to the work location, workplace activities 

and characteristics and services of the work environment than employees from a country with a high 

uncertainty avoidance. The following hypotheses are formulated in order to test this expectation: 

 

Uncertainty avoidance affects  the openness to a different way of working 

In a country with a  low uncertainty avoidance employees work at more work locations  than employees in a 

country with a high uncertainty avoidance  

In a country with a  low uncertainty avoidance workplace activities are better supported than in  a country 

with a high uncertainty avoidance 

In a country with a  low uncertainty avoidance employees are more satisfied with characteristics and services 

of the work environment of employees than employees  from a country with a high uncertainty avoidance 

 

4.4 CONCLUSION 
On the basis of the literature review in chapter 2 and 3 the modern work environment and the influence of 

national culture on the physical work environment are described. In this chapter the expected relations 

between employee preferences with regard to the work environment in different countries are described. 

These expected relations are formulated in the form of hypotheses. These hypotheses will be analyzed in 

chapter 6 will and these analyses will result in answering the research questions with regard to employee 

preferences of the modern work environment in different countries. The following hypotheses will be tested in 

remainder part of this research: 

 

Hypothesis with regard to the location of work in different countries  

The preferences with regard to working on a  specific work location differs between countries 

Hypotheses with regard to workplace activities in different countries  

The importance of workplace activities differs between countries   

The support of important workplace activities differs between countries  

Hypotheses with regard to characteristics and services of the physical work environment in different 

countries  

The relation between the importance of characteristics of the physical work environment and working at 

primary office differs between countries    

The relation between the importance of workplace services of the physical work environment and working 

at primary office differs between countries    

The  importance of characteristics of the physical work environment for important workplace activities 

differs between countries  

The importance of services of the physical work environment for important workplace activities differs 

between countries  

The satisfaction of employees with characteristics of the physical work environment differs between 

countries  

The satisfaction of employees with services of the physical work environment differs between countries  

Hypotheses with regard to the relation between national culture and the work environment  

There is a relation between power distance and space optimization  

Uncertainty avoidance and power distance affect alternative work locations  

There is a relation between uncertainty avoidance and creative collaboration  

Uncertainty avoidance affects the openness to a different way of working 
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5 Methodology and measurement instrument 
 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 
In previous chapters the modern work environment and the influence of culture on the work 

environment are described in order to analyze employee preferences regarding the work environment in 

different countries. Employee preferences in different countries can be analyzed by means of the 

analyses of the formulated hypotheses regarding the location of work and activity based. 

The data collection of employee preferences of the modern work environments in different countries is a 

labour intensive and time consuming process thence an existing database is used. Fortunately, Leesman 

(2013) collects data among employees in organizations concerns how well office environments support 

employees in their work. The database of Leesman (2013) was made available for this research.  

First, the method of data collection of Leesman (2013) is described, after which the selection of cases 

from the database will be explained. Hereafter, data preparation will result in an overview of variables 

which will be included in the analyses. The data that will be included in the research contribute to the 

specification of the hypotheses formulated in chapter 4. The combination of data and the specified 

hypotheses will result in the choice for a specific analytical method. The accountability of the choice for 

a specific analytical method will be explained in the last paragraph. The conclusion will include all the 

hypotheses that will be analyzed in chapter 6. Also the statistical technique for testing the hypotheses 

will be addressed in the conclusion.  

 

5.2 DATA COLLECTION  
For the research the database of Leesman is used. Leesman (2013) collects data among employees in 

organizations on how well office environments support employees in their work. The database is currently the 

broadest contemporary resource of data related to workplace effectiveness. Leesman (2013) uses this data for 

measuring and benchmarking the performance of the physical work environment of an organization.  In this 

research the data is used for analyzing the relation between national culture and preferences of employees 

with regard to the modern work environment. 

 

The data of the Leesman (2013) database is collected by an online questionnaire. A project specific URL link to 

the survey is sent to an appointed person from an organization that will send out this URL out on the day the 

survey is launched. This URL link will provide employees of the organization entrance to the online survey 

hosted on the server of Leesman. In 2010 the first questionnaire is presented to employees and from that 

moment organizations have the possibility to present the questionnaire to their employees. Up till now 35,901 

employees have completed the questionnaire (Leesman, 2013).  

 

5.2.1 The questionnaire of Leesman 
The questionnaire of Leesman is focused on four main areas. The first main area concerns workplace activities. 

Leesman investigates which workplace activities are important to employees and how well these workplace 

activities are supported by the workplace. Two main areas of the questionnaire of Leesman concern physical 

workplace features and workplace facilities. On the basis of the questionnaire the satisfaction of employees 

with important workplace features and facilities is measured. The last main area investigates the impact of 

workplace design on corporate image and culture, sense of pride, enjoyment, community and productivity at 

work.  

The questionnaire can be completed by a confidential online questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of 14 

questions and this questionnaire is shown in appendix 5.1. All the employees will complete the same 

questionnaire and this provides the ability to compare the results of these questionnaires with the results 

worldwide. The Leesman research is also designed for calculating the “Lmi”. The “Lmi” can be described as 

“the score of employee satisfaction and workplace effectiveness calculated primarily from the answers to 

activity questions and these questions determine which work activities are important to employees and how 

well these activities are supported by the workplace (Leesman, 2013).  
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5.2.2 Selected cases  
Figure 36 shows locations Leesman included in their survey.  Table 12 shows the number of locations analyzed 

in Great Britain, Europe and the rest of the world. 94.9 % of the data is derived from employees from Europe. 

It can be concluded that the research of Leesman focuses on Europe. In order to analyze the influence of 

national culture on the physical work environment in a different world of work this thesis is focusing on the 

countries Sweden, the Netherlands, Great Britain, France and Germany.  

 

 
Figure 36: Countries investigated by Leesman (Adapted from Leesman, 2013) 

Table 12: Characteristics of data Leesman (Leesman, 2013) 

United Kingdom Europe Rest of the World 

21,734 respondents 12,353 respondents 1,814 respondents 

60.5  % of database 34.4 % of database 5.1 % of database 

231 Locations surveyed 50 Locations surveyed 33 Locations surveyed 

 

The focus on the countries Sweden, the Netherlands, Great Britain, France and Germany has resulted in a 

selection of cases from the Leesman database. Table 13 shows the selected cases which will be used in the 

analyses employee preferences with regard to the physical work environment. The majority of the data is 

derived from Great Britain. In France and Germany 7 locations are included in the research, however in France 

the questionnaire was completed by more employees than in Germany. From the total database of Leesman 

(2013) 89.2 % of the data will be included in this research.  

 
Table 13: Selected countries from Leesman database (Leesman, 2013) 

County Different locations  Respondents  Percentage 

France  7 280 0.9 % 

Germany  7 79 0.2 % 

The Netherlands  12 990 3.1 % 

Great Britain 204 21129 66.0 % 

Sweden  12 9528 29,7 % 

Total 242 32006 100.0 % 
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5.2.1 Representativeness 
The sample of a country represents if respondents represent characteristics of the whole country (Baarda and 

de Goede, 2001). The questionnaire of Leesman was presented to employees of different industries. The 

diversity of industries reaches from consultancies to the automotive sector. These are industries where 

different work processes are carried out. These work processes can require different preferences with the 

physical work environment. The questionnaire of Leesman is only presented to employees who work at the 

office location, so the representativeness of the dataset will probably not be influenced by this factor.  

 

Another important factor that can influence the representativeness of the research is the amount of 

respondents from each country. In some countries a small amount of employees per organization have 

completed the questionnaire, on the other hand in other countries a large amount of employees per 

organization have filled out the questionnaire. When the hypotheses will be tested, the results can show if 

data from one country causes the differences of the test. If this applies the test will be performed without the 

results of the country with insufficient data. Hereby the amount of respondents from each county will not 

influence the representativeness of the research.  

 

The number of establishments per organization per country is another factor that can influence the 

representative of the research. The questionnaire of Leesman was presented to organizations inter alia in 

Sweden, France, United Kingdom, Germany and the Netherlands. Some organizations whose employees have 

completed the questionnaire have multiple locations in one country. Since this research is focused on the 

preferences of employees, the representative of the research will not be influenced as a consequence of 

multiple establishments per organization per country.  

 

5.2.2 Reliability 
The data of the Leesman questionnaire is collected by an online questionnaire. In this case the moment of 

measurement can influence the reliability of the measurement. Since the questionnaire of Leesman can be 

presented to employees of an organization at any time, the moment of measurement can be different. If 

organizations want to know to what extent a work environment suits preferences of employees with the 

physical work environment the questionnaire can be presented to the employees. On the basis of the data of 

the employees an organization can decide to adjust or not adjust the work environment. Also the analyses of 

Leesman can be used to evaluate the results of changes of the physical work environment. Examples of 

changing processes of the physical work environment are: new construction, refurbishment of existing 

workplace, relocation, expansion, contraction, new ways of working, wider business transformation, merger or 

acquisition and pilot project or test site. These different methods of measurement affect what is offered in the 

work environment, but this will not affect the preferences of employees. If an element in the work 

environment is not provided, an employee still can indicate if an element of the work environment is 

important.  So the reliability of the responses will not be influenced by the moment of measurement.   

 

5.2.3 Validity  
Internal validity means that you measure what you intent to measure. The questionnaire of Leesman is 

composed by cooperation between Leesman and experts in the area of the work environment. The 

questionnaire of Leesman can be used in order to calculate the Leesman Index. Also the results of the 

questionnaire can provide insight in how well office environment support employees in their work. For this 

purpose employees have to indicate which aspects of the work environment they indicate as important. This 

reflects preferences of employees.  

 

5.2.4 Missing values  
To investigate if the variables are suitable for performing the analyses, the selected variables are checked for 

missing values. If a variable consists of more than 20 % missing values the variable must be removed from the 

data set (Baarda and de Goede, 2001). Table 14 shows the percentage of missing values for each variable. The 

highest percentage of missing values concerns workplace features and workplace facilities however this is only 
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2 percent. Using this information it can be concluded that no variables have to be removed as a result of 

missing values.  

 
Table 14: Missing values of dataset 

Variable  Valid 
values  

Percentage valid 
values 

Missing 
values  

Percentage 
missing values 

Total 

National culture  32006 100% 0 0% 100% 

Location Primary office 
location  

32006 100% 0 0% 100% 

 Other office  32004 100% 2 0% 100% 

 Working while 
travelling 

32003 100% 3 0% 100% 

 Home  32003 100% 3 0% 100% 

 Elsewhere 32003 100% 3 0% 100% 

Workplace 
activities 

 32006 100% 0 0% 100% 

Workplace 
features 

 31471 98% 535 2% 100% 

Workplace 
facilities 

 31471 98% 535 2% 100% 

 

5.3 DATA PREPARATION  
The selected cases are not directly useful to analyse the relation between national culture and the physical 
work environment. The database contains variables that are not relevant for this analysis; hence variables that 
are relevant for this research are selected. The selection of these variables will be performed on the basis of 
findings from literature. The findings from literature relate to the aspects: the location of work, workplace 
activities, characteristics of the physical work environment and services of the physical work environment. On 
the basis of the literature review and the data provided by Leesman, variables that are related to these aspects 
will be selected from the Leesman database. These selected variables will be categorized in order to retrieve as 
much information from the provided data from Leesman. To retrieve as much information from the variables, 
the variables will be recoded. On the basis of the categorization and recoding of the selected variables the 
hypotheses developed in chapter 4 will be specified.  

 

5.3.1 Selecting variables  
The findings from literature relate to the aspects: the location of work, workplace activities, characteristics of 
the physical work environment and services of the physical work environment. On the basis of the literature 
review and the data provided by Leesman, variables that are related to these aspects will be selected from the 
Leesman database.  
 
On the basis of the literature review possible work locations for employees are described. Also Leesman (2013) 
provided a list with possible work locations to work. These two lists of possible work locations for employees 
are listed in Table 17. In contrast to the locations of work provided by Vos and van der Voordt (1999), Leesman 
(2013) combines business office location, guest office and instant office to custom options. Leesman (2013) 
also add working while travelling and working elsewhere. The locations of work provided by Leesman (2013) 
are combines satellite office, business office, guest office and instant office provided by Vos and van der 
Voordt (1999). Besides Leesman (2013) add the option working while travelling and working elsewhere. Since 
the list of Leesman (2013) covers all possible location of work provided by Vos and van der Voordt (1999), the 
locations of work provided by Leesman (2013) can be used in the research of this thesis. 
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Table 15: Comparison locations of work by Vos and van der Voordt (1999) and locations of work by Leesman (2013) 

Locations of work (Vos and van der Voordt, 1999) Location of work (Leesman, 2013) 

Central office  Primary office location 

Home office  Home 

Satellite office  Other offices 

Business office   

Guest office   

Instant office  

 Working while travelling 

 Elsewhere 

 
In the literature, taxonomy of workplace activities is described. In this taxonomy workplace activities are 
characterized using the categories relation with work, planned or unplanned activities and group or individual 
activities. In this thesis the social and psychological work activities are combined to not job related activities. 
As a result the relation with work only distinguishes job related and not job related workplace activities. The 
analysis of this taxonomy shows that this taxonomy does not provide a ‘job related unplanned group activity’. 
In contrast to the taxonomy of activities provide by Tabak (2009) the database of Leesman (2013) provides an 
activity that can be categorized as ‘unplanned job related group activity’. The activity learning form others can 
be characterized as an ‘unplanned job related group activity’. The activities provided by Leesman (2013) will 
provide activities of all categories. So, the workplace activities provided by Leesman (2013) can be used in the 
research of this thesis. The comparison the de taxonomy of activities by Tabak (2009) and workplace activities 
by Leesman (2013) is shown in Table 18.  
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Table 16: Comparison taxonomy of activities by Tabak (2009) and workplace activities by Leesman (2013) 

Categorization of taxonomy  Activities of 

taxonomy 

Workplace activities (Leesman, 2013) 

Job related – individual  Reading Reading 

 On the Phone Telephone conversation 

 Writing Individual routine tasks 

 Behind the 

computer 

Individual focused work way from your desk 

 Archiving Individual focused work, desk based 

  Private conversations 

  Spreading out paper or materials 

  Using technical / specialist equipment or 

materials 

Job related – group – planned  In a meeting Video conferences 

 Presenting Collaborating on focused work 

  Collaborating on creative work 

  Planned meetings 

  Lager group meetings or audiences 

  Audio conferences 

  Hosting visitors, clients or customers 

  Private conversations 

  Business confidential discussions 

  Learning from others 

Job related – group – unplanned  Learning from others 

Not job related – individual  Toilet visit Relaxing / taking a break 

Not job related – group – planned  Informal talk Informal social interaction 

 Lunch Relaxing / taking a break 

 Coffee break  

 Other break  

Not job related – group – 

unplanned  

Informal talk Informal social interaction 

  Informal, unplanned meetings 

 Lunch Relaxing / taking a break 

 Coffee break  

 Other break  

 
In the literature characteristics of the physical work environment that affect satisfaction are described. Also 
Leesman (2013) provided a list with features of the work environment. These features of the work 
environment are a detailed description of the characteristics of the physical work environment that affect 
employee satisfaction from literature. The analysis of the relation between national culture and features of the 
work environment will be done with the features provided by Leesman (2013). These features of the work 
environment are listed in Table 19.  

 
  



 
57 

Table 17: Comparison characteristics of the physical work environment that affect satisfaction by Brill, Weidemann and 
Olson (2001) and workplace features by Leesman (2013) 

Characteristics of the physical work environment that 

affect satisfaction 

Features of the work environment (Leesman, 2013) 

Ability to concentrated individual work Quiet rooms for working alone or in pairs 

 Dividers (between desks / areas) 

 Space between work-settings 

 Noise level 

Favourable conditions for spontaneous social 

interaction 

Atriums and communal areas 

Favourable conditions for undisturbed meetings 

and group work 

Meeting rooms (small) 

 Meeting rooms (large) 

Ergonomic comfort and enough space for office 

attributes 

Desk 

 Chair 

 Archive storage  

 Personal storage 

 Ability to personalise my workstation 

Favourable conditions for side by side work and to 

invade for a chat 

People walking past your desk 

 Variety of different types of workspace 

Short distance to colleagues and easy to find Accessibility of colleagues 

Good lighting and daylight entry Natural light 

Office lighting 

Personal influence of air quality and temperature  Temperature control 

Air quality 

 
In literature also services at the office that affect satisfaction are described. Leesman (2013) also provided a 
list with facilities of the work environment. The facilities of the work environment provided by Leesman 
describes the facility access to necessary technology in more detail than the services at the work environment 
that affect satisfaction provided by Batenburg and van der Voordt (2008). Hospitality services and desk/room 
booking systems provided by Leesman is described less detailed than the list of services provided by Batenburg 
and van der Voordt (2008). The analysis of the relation between national culture and facilities of the work 
environment can be related to facilities of the work environment provided by Leesman (2013). These facilities 
are shown in Table 20. 
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Table 18: Comparison services at the office that affect satisfaction by Batenburg and van der Voordt (2008) and facilities 
of the work environment by Leesman (2013) 

Services at the office that affect satisfaction Facilities of the work environment (Leesman, 2013) 

Reception Reception areas 

Postal service  Mail and post - room services 

Opening hours building 

Helpdesk 

Hospitality services 

 

Canteen Restaurant / canteen 

Coffee/tea machines Tea, coffee and other refreshment facilities 

Cleaning  General cleanliness 

Security and surveillance  Security 

Booking confidential rooms 

Reservation of project rooms 

Desk / room booking systems 

 

  

Clean and tidy General tidiness 

Access to the necessary technology Computing equipment 

 Telephone equipment 

 Printing/copying/scanning equipment 

 Remote access to work files or network 

 In-office network connectivity 

 Audio-Visual equipment 

 Guest / visitor network access  

Good spots for taking a break Informal work areas / break out zones 

 Leisure facilities on site or nearby 

 

5.3.2 Categorization of variables  
In order to make the variables of this database suitable to analyze the preferences of employees with the 

modern work environment in different countries, the variables that are selected in the paragraph ‘Selecting 

variables’ will be modified. To retrieve the maximum amount of information from the variables of the Leesman 

database it is important to know how this data is measured. If it is known how this data is measured, the 

variables can be modified to retrieve maximum information of this data.  The categorization of the variables 

will be discussed on the basis of the components national culture, location of work, workplace activities and 

workplace features and facilities.  

 

National culture  
The respondents of the questionnaire of Leesman had to indicate in which country they carry out their work 

when they completed the questionnaire. The answers to this question are shown in the variable ‘Country’. In 

this thesis, this variable is used to determine the differences between countries. This variable is included in the 

database as a nominal variable. The frequency table of this variable is shown in Appendix 5.2. This frequency 

table shows the amount of respondents in the different countries. This variable does not contain any missing 

values.  

 

Location of work 
Regarding the location of work, the Leesman database only indicates the mean time an employee works at a 

specific work location. Figure 37 shows the frequencies of these variables. 
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Figure 37: Frequency tables of working time on a specific work location 

With regard to percentage of mean working time on a primary office location 35 % of the respondents has 

indicated they work 100 % of their working time at the primary office location. With regard to the percentage 

of mean working time on other office locations, percentage of mean working time at home, percentage of 

mean working time while travelling and percentage of mean working time elsewhere respectively 56.5 %, 76.8 

%, 67.3 % and 86.3 % of the employees have indicated they work 0 % of this specific work location. Analysis 

that will include this variable can produce a distorted result due to the high number of employees that answer 

the questions with regard to percentage of mean working time at a specific work location with 100 % or 0 %. 

To avoid a distorted result the variable concerns percentage of mean time working on a specific work location 

can be modified in ‘always/not always or never/sometimes at a specific work location’. With regard to working 
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at the primary office a difference is made between employees who have indicated to work 100 % at the 

primary office location and employees who have indicated less than 100 % at the primary office location. If 

employees work 100 % of their working time at the primary office location this is indicated with the value 1. If 

employees work less than 100 % at the primary office location this is indicated with the value 0. With regard to 

working at the other work locations a difference is made between employees who have indicated to work 100 

% at a specific location and employees who have indicated less than 100 % at a specific location. The value 1 

indicates that employees work sometimes at a specific location and the value 0 indicates that employees work 

never at a specific location. The frequency tables of the original variable and modified variables are shown in 

Appendices 5.3 and 5.4. 

 

Workplace activities  
The variable with regard to workplace activities includes information about the support of these workplace 

activities only if a workplace activity is important for an employee. The response categories of this variable are 

not supported at all, very under supported, under supported, supported, well supported and very well 

supported. The information of this variable can be recoded into two variables: the importance of workplace 

activities and the support of workplace activities. In Appendices 5.5 to 5.6 the frequency table of these 

variables are shown. The tables with regard to the support of workplace activities show that these variables 

contain many missing values as a result of the way in which this question is presented to the respondents.  

 

Workplace features and facilities  
Also the data with regard to workplace features and facilities provide information about the satisfaction with 

and provision of these workplace features and facilities only if employees indicate these features and facilities 

as important. The response categories of this variable are not provided, highly dissatisfied, dissatisfied, neutral, 

satisfied and highly satisfied. In order to use these data for the analysis, this variable will be recoded into three 

variables. These new variables relate to the importance of workplace features and facilities, the provision of 

workplace features and facilities and satisfaction with workplace features and facilities. In Appendices 5.7 to 

5.9 the frequency table of these variables are shown. These frequency tables show that if an employee 

indicates a workplace feature or facility as important it rarely occurs that this workplace feature or facility is 

not provided. In some cases the workplace features or facilities which are indicated as important by employees 

are provided to all employees. Hereby is decided that the provision of workplace features and facilities will not 

be included in the analyses. Table 19 shows the variables of the dataset provided by Leesman (2013) that will 

be used in the research.  
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Table 19: Variables and categorization of variables (Leesman, 2013) 

Variable Measurement level Response category   

Country Nominal  1. United Kingdom   

2. Sweden  

3. The Netherlands  

4. France  

5. Germany   

Location of work     

Time spent on location of work Ratio  Primary office location 0 % to 100 % 

Other office location 0 % to 100 % 

Home 0 % to 100 % 

Working while travelling 0 % to 100 % 

Elsewhere 0 % to 100 % 

Work on specific work location Nominal Primary 

office 

1 = Choice for primary office location 

0 = Never at primary office location 

Other office 1 = Choice for other office location 

0 = Never at other office location 

Home 1 = Choice for working at home 

0 = Never working at home  

While 

travelling 

1 = Choice for working while travelling 

0 = Never working while travelling 

Elsewhere 1 = Choice for working elsewhere 

0 = Never working elsewhere 

Workplace activities       

Importance of workplace 
activities 

 Nominal  1 = Important  

0 = Not important  

Supported workplace activities   Ordinal  - 3 = Not supported at all  

- 2 = Very under supported  

- 1 = Under supported  

1 = Supported  

2 = Well supported  

3 = Very well supported  

Workplace features       

Importance of workplace 
features  

 Nominal  1 = Important  

0 = Not important  

Satisfaction with workplace 
features  

 Ordinal  - 2 = Highly dissatisfied  

- 1 = Dissatisfied  

0 = Neutral  

1 = Satisfied  

2 = Highly satisfied  

Workplace facilities       

Importance of workplace 
facilities 

 Nominal  1 = Important  

0 = Not important  

Satisfaction with workplace 
facilities   

 Ordinal  - 2 = Highly dissatisfied  

- 1 = Dissatisfied  

0 = Neutral  

1 = Satisfied  

2 =  Highly satisfied  
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5.3.3 Specifying hypotheses 
The hypotheses as a result form findings from literature are described in chapter 4. These hypotheses are the 

basis of the analyses. In this chapter the hypotheses from chapter 4 are specified using the information 

provided by the Leesman database. The specification of the hypotheses will be described by means of the 

components differences with regard to the location of work in different countries, workplace activities in 

different countries, workplace features and facilities and national culture and the work environment. Per 

component the hypotheses from findings from literature are described first. Then the variables provided by 

Leesman which relate to the hypotheses are described. Linking the hypotheses formulated in chapter 4 with 

the variables provided by Leesman will result in the specification of the hypotheses.  These specific hypotheses 

will be tested in chapter 6. If the specification of a hypothesis requires recoding of a variable than this will be 

described.  

 

The location of work in different countries  
To combine the hypotheses based on literature and the data provided by Leesman, fist the hypotheses that 

are formulated in chapter 4 will be described. The following hypotheses are formulated in chapter 4 based on 

findings from literature with regard to the location of work: 
 

Hypotheses based on findings from literature with regard to location of work 

The time working at the primary office location differs between countries 

 

The analysis of the time working on the primary office location will provide information about how flexible 

employees are with regard to the location of work. If employees spend all their working time at the primary 

office location these employees are not flexible with regard to the location of work. In order to perform this 

analysis, the variable ‘always or not always at the primary office location’ will be used. This variable will be 

used to test the following hypothesis: 

 

The time working at the primary office location differs between countries  

 

The analyses of the amount of work locations of employees also provide information about the flexibility of 

employees with regard to the location of work. If employees have multiple work locations these employees 

are more flexible than employees who have only one work location. In order to analyze the amount of work 

locations in different countries the variable the variable ‘mean percentage of working time at a specific work 

location’ need to be recoded. The variable percentage of mean time working on a primary office location will 

be recoded into ‘the choice for a specific work location’ in the following manner. If the mean percentage of 

working time is not indicated with 0 %, the employees choose to work at that specific work location. Hereby all 

the values except 0 will be recoded in the new value 1. So a value of 1 indicates that an employee chooses to 

work a specific work location and 0 indicates that an employee never chooses to work at a specific work 

location. The frequency tables this new variable is shown in Appendix 5.10 In order to analyse the amount of 

work locations in different countries the choice for working at the primary office, the choice for working at 

other office locations, the choice for working at home, the choice for working elsewhere and the choice for 

working while travelling needs to be summed. The frequency tables of these new variables are shown in 

Appendix 5.11. These new variables will be used to test the following hypothesis: 

 

The amount work locations differs between countries  

 

The time working at the primary office location and the amount of work locations in different countries can be 

analysed by testing the previous developed hypotheses. Differences with regard to the flexibility of employees 

regarding the location of work in different countries can be analysed. In order to provide more information 

about this flexibility of employees the choice for a specific work location is interesting to analyse. If employees 

are flexible than information about which location these employees choose to work can be determined. In 

order to analyse this relation the variable ‘choice for working at a specific work location’ will be used. The 

following hypotheses are formulated in order to analyse the choice for a specific work location: 
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The choice for a specific work location differs between countries 

The choice for working at a primary office location differs between countries 

The choice for working at other office locations differs between countries 

The choice for working while travelling differs between countries 

The choice for working  at home differs between countries 

The choice for working elsewhere differs between countries 

 

Workplace activities in different countries  
 To combine the hypotheses based on literature and the data provided by Leesman, fist the hypotheses that 

are formulated in chapter 4 will be described. The following hypotheses are formulated in chapter 4 based on 

findings from literature with regard to workplace activities: 

 

Hypotheses based on findings from literature  with regard to workplace activities  

The importance of workplace activities differs between countries   

The support of important workplace activities differs between countries  

 

The database of Leesman contains a variable that provides information about workplace activities of 

employees. This information concerns importance of workplace activities and the support of workplace 

activities. By means of this variables the hypotheses based on findings from literature with regard to 

workplace activities can be specified 

 

If an employer knows which workplace activities his employees indicates as important, it is possible to ensure 

support of this workplace activities in order to achieve employee satisfaction. Hence is it interesting to know 

the relation between workplace activities in different countries. In order to test this hypothesis the variable 

importance of workplace activities will be used. To perform this analysis, this variable does not need to be 

recoded. The following hypothesis will be tested in order to analyse the importance of workplace activities in 

different countries: 

 

The importance of workplace activities differs between countries   

 

To analyse the importance of workplace activities in different countries in more detail it is interesting to know 

if employees indicates a workplace activity as important this will influence the time working at the primary 

office location. In order to test this hypothesis the variables time working at primary office location and the 

importance of workplace activities are used. To perform this analysis no variables need to be recoded. The 

following hypothesis will be tested in order to analyse the relation between the importance of workplace 

activities and working on primary office location in different countries: 

 

The  importance of a workplace activity influences the time  working at the primary office location 

differently in different countries 

 

The support of work activities of employees is a component of the modern work environment. Hence it is 

interesting to know the support of workplace activities in different countries. The analysis of this relation is 

based on the variable support of workplace activities. To perform this analysis the variable does not need to be 

recoded. The following hypothesis will be tested in order to analyse the support of workplace activities in 

different countries:  

 

The support of important workplace activities differs between countries  
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Characteristics and services of the physical work environment in different countries  
To combine the hypotheses based on literature and the data provided by Leesman, fist the hypotheses with 

regard to characteristics and services of the physical work environment  that are formulated in chapter 4 will 

be described. The following hypotheses are formulated in chapter 4 based on findings from literature with 

regard to characteristics and services of the physical work environment: 

 

Hypotheses based on findings from literature with regard characteristics and services of the physical work 

environment 

The relation between the importance of characteristics of the physical work environment and working at 

primary office differs between countries    

The relation between the importance of workplace services of the physical work environment and working 

at primary office differs between countries    

The  importance of characteristics of the physical work environment for important workplace activities 

differs between countries  

The importance of services of the physical work environment for important workplace activities differs 

between countries  

The satisfaction of employees with characteristics of the physical work environment differs between 

countries  

The satisfaction of employees with services of the physical work environment differs between countries  

 
The database of Leesman provides information concerns the importance of workplace features and facilities 
and the satisfaction with these workplace features and facilities. Since the features and facilities provided by 
Leesman (2009) are comparable with the characteristics provided by Brill, Weidemann and Olson (2001) and 
the services of the physical work environment provided by Batenburg and van der Voordt (2008) are 
comparable with the features and facilities provided by Leesman (2013), from now the designation features 
and facilities of the work environment will be used. By means of the variables features and facilities of the 
work environment the hypotheses based on findings from literature with regard to workplace features and 
facilities can be specified.  
 

In order to align the physical work environment to preferences of employees to ensure employee satisfaction 

it is important to know which workplace features and facilities are important to employees. To implement a 

modern work environment in different countries the analysis of the importance of workplace features and 

facilities in different countries is important.  This analysis includes the variable importance of workplace 

features and facilities. To perform this analysis the variables importance of workplace features and facilities 

does not need to be recoded. The following hypotheses will be tested in order to analyse the importance of 

workplace features and facilities in different countries: 
 

The  importance of workplace features differs between countries   

The  importance of workplace facilities differs between countries   

 
The importance of workplace features and facilities in different countries can be described in more detail. In 
this thesis the focus is on the physical work environment of an organization, hence it is interesting to know in 
the case employees always work on at the primary office location which workplace features and facilities they 
consider as important and whether this varies by country. The analysis of this relation is based on the variables 
importance of workplace features and facilities and working at primary office location. To perform this analysis 
no variables need to be recoded. The following hypotheses will be tested in order to analyse the importance of 
workplace features and facilities and working at primary office location in different countries: 
 
 

The  importance of features of the work environment influences the time working at the primary office 

location differently in different countries   
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The  importance of facilities of the work environment influences the time working at the primary office 

location differently  in different countries   

 
The modern work environment is based on aligning workplace activities to the physical work environment. In 
order to align the work environment to workplace activities, the importance of workplace features and 
facilities for important workplace activities need to be analyzed. The analysis of this relation includes the 
variables importance of workplace features and facilities and the importance of workplace activities for 
different countries. No variables need to be recoded to perform this analysis. The following hypotheses will be 
tested in order to analyse the relation between the importance of workplace features and facilities and the 
importance of workplace activities in different countries: 
 

The importance of workplace features for important workplace activities differs between countries 

The importance of workplace facilities for important workplace activities differs between  countries 

 
The modern work environment aims to ensure employee satisfaction. The analysis of the satisfaction with 
important and provided workplace features and facilities in different countries provides information if the 
physical work environment must contribute to ensure employee satisfaction. Due to the design of the 
questionnaire only the satisfaction of important and provided workplace features and facilities is measured. 
The analysis of the satisfaction with important and provided workplace features and facilities in different 
countries is based on the variable satisfaction with workplace features and facilities. To perform this analysis 
this variable does not need to be recoded. Due to the design of the questionnaire of Leesman (2013) only the 
satisfaction with important and provided features and facilities can be analyzed.  The following hypotheses will 
be tested in order to analyse the satisfaction with workplace features and facilities in different countries:  
 

The satisfaction with important and provided workplace features differs between countries   

The satisfaction with important and provided workplace facilities differs between countries   

 

National culture and the work environment  
The results of the study of Steelcase (2009) provide hypotheses based on the relation between national culture 

influences space optimization, alternative work locations and creative collaboration. The study of Plijters 

(2012) has resulted in hypotheses with regard to national culture and openness to a different way of working. 

The following hypotheses will be tested in order to analyse the relation between characteristics of national 

culture and the work environment in different countries:  
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Hypotheses based on findings from literature with regard to national culture and the work environment  

There is a relation between power distance and space optimization  

Employees from a country with a high power distance prefer to work more at other work locations instead of 

the primary office location than employees from a country with a low power distance.  

Uncertainty avoidance and power distance affect alternative work locations  

Employees from a country with a low uncertainty avoidance prefer to work more often at alternative work 

locations  than employees  from a country with a high uncertainty avoidance  

Employees from a country with a low power distance prefer to work more often at  the primary office location 

than employees from a country with a high power distance  

There is a relation between uncertainty avoidance and creative collaboration  

Employees from a country with a high uncertainty avoidance prefer to collaborate creatively more in spaces 

specifically reserved for collaboration  than employees from a country with a low uncertainty avoidance 

Uncertainty avoidance affects  the openness to a different way of working 

In a country with a  low uncertainty avoidance employees work at more work locations  than employees in a 

country with a high uncertainty avoidance  

In a country with a  low uncertainty avoidance workplace activities are better supported than in  a country 

with a high uncertainty avoidance 

In a country with a  low uncertainty avoidance employees are more satisfied with characteristics and services 

of the work environment of employees than employees  from a country with a high uncertainty avoidance 

 

Results from the research of Steelcase (2009) have shown that France applies space optimization differently 

than Great Britain, Sweden, the Netherlands and France. Space optimization of the primary office location can 

be achieved if employees work on other work locations instead of the primary office location. Hence the 

variable time work on primary office location can be used to test the result of the research of Steelcase (2009) 

with regard to space optimization. So the analysis of the influence of national culture on space optimization is 

based on the variables country and time working at the primary office location. In this case the variable 

country needs to be recoded in order to analyze the influence of national culture on space optimization, 

because Steelcase indicated that there is a difference between France and the other countries. The frequency 

tables of these new variables are shown in Appendix 5.12. The following hypothesis will be tested in order to 

analyse the relation between national culture and space optimization:  

 

There is a relation between power distance and space optimization  

Employees in Great Britain, Sweden, the Netherlands and Germany prefer to work more at other work 

locations instead of the primary office location than employees from France  

 

Steelcase (2009) also investigated the influence of national culture on alternative work locations. According to 

Steelcase (2009) a difference between on the one hand Great Britain and Sweden and on the other hand the 

Netherlands, France and Germany with regard to alternative work locations is found. To test this hypothesis 

the variables ‘choice for a specific work location’ need to be recoded. The choice for working at other office 

locations, the choice for working while travelling, the choice for working at home and the choice for working 

elsewhere need to be summed. The frequency tables of these new variables are shown in Appendix 5.13. To 

test this hypothesis the variables ‘amount of alternative work locations’ and ‘country’ are used. The variable 

country does not need to be recoded because testing this hypothesis concerns the same difference between 

countries as in the hypothesis related to space optimization. The following hypotheses will be tested in order 

to analyse the relation between national culture and alternative work locations: 

 

Uncertainty avoidance and power distance affect alternative work locations  

Employees from Great Britain and Sweden prefer to work less at the primary office location than employees  

from the Netherlands, France  and Germany 

Employees from France prefer working at  the primary office location 
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Steelcase (2009) also analyzed the relation between national culture and creative collaboration. The result of 
this analysis is that employees in France, the Netherland and Germany collaborate differently than employees 
in Great Britain and Sweden. In Great Britain and Sweden creative collaboration can occur everywhere in 
contrast to creative collaboration in France, the Netherlands and Germany. In these countries creative 
collaboration only occurs in dedicated rooms for collaboration. Four variables of workplace features can 
confirm whether employees need dedicated rooms for collaboration or not. Testing the relation between 
uncertainty avoidance and creative collaboration concerns the variables national culture, importance of small 
meeting rooms, importance of large meeting rooms, importance of people walking past your desk and the 
importance of accessibility of colleagues. To perform this analysis the variable ‘country’ need to be recoded, 
because differences are expected between Great Britain and Sweden and the other countries. The frequency 
table of this new variable is shown in Appendix 5.14 The following hypothesis will be tested in order to analyse 
the relation between national culture and creative collaboration: 
 

There is a relation between uncertainty avoidance and creative collaboration  

Employees from France, the Netherlands and Germany indicate small meeting rooms as more important than 

employees from Great Britain and Sweden  

Employees from France, the Netherlands and Germany indicate large meeting rooms as more important than 

employees from Great Britain and Sweden 

Employees from Great Britain and Sweden indicate people walking past your desk as more important than 

employees from France, the Netherlands and Germany 

Employees from Great Britain and Sweden indicate accessibility of colleagues as more important than 

employees from France, the Netherlands and Germany 

 

Plijters (2012) has investigated the relation between national culture and the openness to a different way of 

working. The results of this study show the score of uncertainty avoidance influences the openness to a 

different way of working. A different way of working influences the location of work, workplace activities and 

workplace features and facilities. Hence it is attempted to investigate the relation between national culture 

and openness to a different way of working on these three aspects. 

 

With regard to the location work allowing employees to work place independent is an aspect of a different 

way of working. Hence the variable of time spent working at the primary office location can be used to test the 

influence of national culture on openness to a different way of working with regard to the location of work. To 

test this hypothesis the variable national culture does not need to be recoded, because Plijters (2012) 

indicated that the level of the score influences the opens to a different way of working. The following 

hypotheses will be tested in order to analyse the relation between national culture and the openness to a 

different way of working related to the location: 

 

Uncertainty avoidance influences the openness to a different way of working 

Employees from Sweden choose more to work at alternative work locations compared to the other countries 

Employees from France choose less to work at alternative work locations compared to the other countries 

 

Based on the variables provided by Leesman (2013) openness to a different way of working relates to 

workplace activities could only be analyzed on the basis of the support of important workplace activities. The 

support of important workplace activities cannot determine the openness to a different way of working in a 

country. Hence the decision is made to not analyze the relation between national cultures and opens to a 

different way of working with regard to workplace activities.  

 

In a different world of work the physical work environment needs to ensure employee satisfaction hence it is 

important to know the relation between the satisfaction and the provision of important workplace features 

and facilities. Testing the influence of uncertainty avoidance on the openness to a different way of working 

with regard to workplace features and facilities information concerning the provision of these features and 

facilities is needed. The database of Leesman (2013) is not suitable for testing this relation, because the 
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frequency tables of the provision of workplace features and facilities have shown that if an employee indicates 

a workplace feature or facility as important it rarely occurs that this workplace feature or facility is not 

provided. 

So the decision is made to not analyze the relation between national cultures and opens to a different way of 

working with regard to workplace features and facilities.   

 

5.4 RESEARCH METHOD 
The variables and the hypotheses that will be tested in this research are described. Using this information the 

statistical technique for testing the hypotheses can be determined. The statistical technique is determined on 

the basis of the type analysis, the measurement level of the variables and the size and distribution of the 

sample.  

 

5.4.1 Type of analysis 
The hypotheses which will be tested with two types of statistics: descriptive statistics and testing statistics. The 

aim of testing statistics is to test hypotheses. Using testing statistics can provide insight in relations between 

variables in the population. This research analyzes the relation between national culture and preferences with 

references to the modern work environment. Hereby differences between countries with regard to the 

modern work environment are investigated. This research is based on the analysis of differences between 

groups of variables.  

 

5.4.1 Measurement level, sample size and distribution of the sample  
The choice for parametric or non-parametric statistics is determined by the measurement level of variables, 

the sample size and the distribution of the sample. For the analyses of differences between groups in variables 

multiple statistical techniques can be applied. The measurement level of the variables is an important criterion 

that determines which statistical technique is the most suitable for testing the hypotheses. In Table 20 the 

measurement level of the variables that are used to test the hypotheses are shown. This table shows that only 

the variable time spent on specific location of work is a variable with a ratio measurement level. All other 

variables have a nominal or ordinal measurement level.  

  
Table 20: Selected variables and measurement level of variables (Adapted from Leesman, 2013) 

Variable  Measurement level  

National culture   

Country  Nominal  

Location of work  

Time spent on specific location of work Ratio 

Choice for working at specific work location Nominal  

Work on work location  Nominal 

Amount of work locations Nominal 

Amount of alternative work locations Nominal 

Workplace activities   

Importance of workplace activities Nominal 

Support of workplace activities Ordinal 

Workplace features and facilities  

Important workplace features  Nominal 

Important workplace facilities  Nominal 

Satisfaction with workplace features  Ordinal 

Satisfaction with workplace facilities Ordinal 
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Not only the measurement level of the variable, but also the sample size of the variable determines whether 

the hypothesis can be tested by a parametric test. Table 21 shows the sample size of the ratio variable ‘time 

spent on specific location of work’. This table shows that all the variables contain more than 30,000 

respondents. These respondents are employed in different countries. The groups by country also contain more 

than 30 respondents. 

 
Table 21: Variables and sample size of variables (Adapted from Leesman, 2013) 

Variable   Size of sample 

Location of work   

Time spent on specific location of work Primary office location  32006 

 Other office  32004 

 Working while travelling 32003 

 Home  32003 

 Elsewhere 32003 

 

Another aspect that influences the type of analysis of a hypothesis is the distribution of the sample of the 

variable. Parametric tests can be applied to variables with a ratio measurement level, but this variable must 

also be distributed normally and the sample size must contain more than 30 respondents.  The histograms of 

the variables with regard to time spent on a specific work location are shown in Figure 37. These histograms 

show that many of the respondents have answered this question with 100 %. Many employees have indicated 

they work 0 % of their working time working on other office locations, working at home, working while 

travelling or working elsewhere. This implies that the variables with regard to time spent on a specific work 

location are not normally distributed. On the basis of the measurement level, the sample size and the 

distribution of the sample can be concluded that no parametric tests can be applied.  

 

5.4.2 Statistical technique  
Based on the type of analysis, the measurement level of variables, the sample size and the distribution of the 

sample a statistical technique to test the hypothesis can be chosen. The hypotheses with regard to the location 

of work will be tested non parametrically.  The choice for a non parametric test is based on the fact that the 

test must provide as much information as possible about het variables. Crosstabs provide insight in the 

relation between two variables. The advantages of crosstabs are the simplicity of the test and crosstabs 

provide information without advantaged statistical analysis. In this study, the hypotheses will be tested using 

crosstabs. Using the Chi Square test the independency of two variables will be determined.  

The hypotheses with regard to workplace activities and workplace features and facilities contain a large 

number of variables. First of all, on the basis of factor analysis it will be determined whether the amount of 

workplace activities and workplace features and facilities can be reduced to a smaller amount of variables. As a 

result of this factor analyses, new factors are composed. These new factor will be tested on the basis of 

comparing the means of these variables. In this way, the hypotheses regarding workplace activities and 

workplace features will be tested.  
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5.5 CONCLUSION 
In chapter 2 and 3 a literature review is performed to analyze the relation between national culture and the 

modern work environment. On the basis of this literature review hypotheses are developed in chapter 4. In 

this chapter the hypotheses are specified by means of the variables available in the database of Leesman. This 

database will be used in order to test the specific hypotheses. All hypotheses that will be tested are listed in 

Table 22. Also the statistical technique that will be used for analyzing the hypotheses is provided.  
 
Table 22: Hypotheses and statistical technique that will be tested 

Hypotheses Variable Variable  Condition Statistical 

technique   

Location of work in different countries 

H1 National 

culture  

Always or not always / sometimes or 

never working at specific work location 

- Crosstabs - Chi 

Square Test 

H2 National 

culture  

Amount of work locations  - Crosstabs - Chi 

Square Test 

H3 National 

culture  

Choice for working at specific work 

location 

- Crosstabs - Chi 

Square Test 

Workplace activities in different countries 

H4 National 

culture  

Importance of workplace activities  - Compare Means 

-  F Test  

H5 National 

culture 

Always or not always at primary office 

location 

IF Important 

workplace activity 

Compare Means 

-  F Test 

H6 National 

culture  

Support of workplace activities  IF Important 

workplace activity 

Compare Means 

-  F Test 

Workplace features and facilities  in different countries    

H7 National 

culture  

Importance of workplace features and 

facilities   

- Compare Means 

-  F Test 

H8 National 

culture  

Always or not always working at primary 

office location 

If Important 

elements of 

workplace 

Compare Means 

-  F Test 

H9 National 

culture  

Importance of workplace features and 

facilities   

If important activity Compare Means 

-  F Test 

H10 National 

culture 

Satisfaction with workplace features and 

facilities   

IF important and 

provided workplace 

feature  

Compare Means 

-  F Test 

National culture and preferences with the work environment  

H11 National 

culture  

Always or not always / sometimes or 

never working at specific work location 

- Crosstabs - Chi 

Square Test 

H12 National 

culture  

Choice for working at specific work 

location 

- Crosstabs - Chi 

Square Test 

H13 National 

culture  

Importance of workplace features or 

facilities for creative collaboration 

- Crosstabs - Chi 

Square Test 

H14 National 

culture  

Always or not always at the primary 

office location 

- Crosstabs - Chi 

Square Test 
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6 Results 
 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter the preferences of employees with regard to the physical work environment are analyzed 

by testing the hypotheses developed in chapter 5. Testing these hypotheses will result in answering the 

research questions with regard to employee preferences of the modern work environment in different 

countries. First, the hypothesis with regard to the location of work will be tested. The result of these 

tests will provide an answer to the research question: “Does the location of work differ between 

countries?” 

Subsequently, the hypotheses with regard to workplace activities will be tested. Testing these 

hypotheses will result in answering the research question: “Do employee preferences with regard to 

workplace activities differ between countries?” 

Also the hypotheses with regard to workplace features and facilities will be tested. Using the results of 

these tests will provide answers to the research questions: “Do employee preferences with regard to the 

physical work environment differ between countries?” 

Finally, the relation between national culture and preferences with regard to the work environment will 

be tested. Testing these hypotheses will result in answering the research question: “Do characteristics of 

national culture affect preferences with regard to the work environment?” 

The conclusion of this chapter will include answers to the research questions with regard to employee 

preferences of the modern work environment in different countries.  

 

6.2 TESTING HYPOTHESIS RELATED TO THE LOCATION OF WORK 
The analysis of the location of work is divided in the analysis of different aspects of the location of work. First 

the hypothesis with regard to working time of an employee on the primary office location in different 

countries will be tested. The results of this test will provide insight in the flexibility with regard to the location 

of work of employees in different countries. If the flexibility regarding the time at the primary office location is 

determined, then the amount of work locations in different countries will be analyzed. Also the choice for 

working at specific work location will be analyzed. The results of these analyses will provide information for 

the partial conclusion. The partial conclusion will answer the research question: “Does the location of work 

differ between countries?” 

 

The description of the analyses is composed the same for each test. First the hypothesis that will be tested is 

described. Then the crosstab will be described. In the crosstab the values that are higher than the average of 

all countries together are coloured grey. In this manner the remarkably values are shown at a glance. Finally, 

the rejection or acceptation of the tested hypothesis will be described.  

 

6.2.1 The working time at the primary office location in different countries 
The time employees spend at the primary office location provide insight in how flexible employees are with 

regard to the location of work. In order to analyse the working time of employees at the primary office 

location in different countries the following hypothesis will be tested:   

 

H1 The working time at the primary office location of employees do not differ between countries 

H0 The working time at the primary office location of employees do not differ between countries 

H1 The working time at the primary office location of employees differs between countries  

 

Table 23 shows the percentages of employees who always work and employees who not always work at the 

primary office location in different countries. In France, Germany and the Netherlands employees choose 

more frequently than average to spend not all their working time at the primary office location. This means 

that these employees are more flexible with regard to the location of work than employees from Sweden or 

Great Britain. The employees in Germany work the most flexible. Only 14 % of the employees spend all their 

working time at the primary office location. In France and the Netherlands approximately 20 % of the 
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employees work all their working time at the primary office location. In Sweden and Great Britain 

approximately 35 % of the employees do not work flexible with regard to the location of work.  

 
Table 23: The working time at the primary office location of employees in different countries 

 Always / Not always at Primary office 
location 

 

 Not always Always Total 

France 80% 20% 280 

Germany 86% 14% 79 

Netherlands 79% 21% 990 

Sweden 63% 37% 9528 

United Kingdom 65% 35% 21129 

Total 65% 35% 32006 

 

The hypothesis is tested by means of f the chi square test and a crosstab. Table 23 shows that the amount of 

respondents from Germany is lower than the amount of employees in the other countries. This implies that 

the percentage of employees from Germany fluctuate much faster than the percentage of employees form the 

other countries. For this reason, this test is performed twice. Once the test is performed including the data 

from employees from Germany and once without the data from employees from Germany. If the analysis 

excluding the data from Germany shows a different probability, then the result of the analysis is determined 

by Germany. The results of this test are shown in Table 24.  

 
Table 24: Results of testing hypothesis 1 

H1 The working time at the primary office location of 

employees do not differ between countries 

Including 

Germany 

Excluding 

Germany 

Rejected 

H1 The working time at the primary office location of 

employees do not differ between countries 

Χ
2
 = 158.335;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Χ
2
 =142.723;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected 

 

On the basis of the results of the chi square test the null hypothesis can be rejected. The time working at a 

specific work location differs between countries. The results of the chi square tests also show that the 

difference between the countries with regard to the amount of work locations is not only determined by 

employees from Germany.   

 

6.2.2 The amount of work locations in different countries  
The results of the analysis of the time working at the primary office location shows that Germany, France and 

the Netherlands spend less time working at the primary office locations than employees form Great Britain 

and Sweden. In order to analyse the flexibility of these employees in more detail it is interesting to analyse 

how many work locations employees from different countries have. In order to analyse the amount of work 

locations in different countries the following hypothesis will be tested:   

 

H2 The amount work locations do not differ between countries  

H0 The amount work locations do not differ between countries  

H1 The amount work locations differs between countries  

 

The results of the analysis with regard to the working time at the primary office locations shows that 

employees from Sweden and Great Britain are less flexible than the employees from the other countries. This 

is also confirmed by the results shown in Table 25. Most of the employees from Sweden and Great Britain 

choose to work at one work location. The flexibility of the employees from France, Germany and the 

Netherlands is also shown in this table. Most of the employees from the Netherlands work at two work 

locations. In France the highest percentage of employees choose to work at three work locations. In Germany 

the employees are the most flexible. These employees spend the least time at the primary office location and 

these employees also choose more than average to work at four or five work locations.  
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Table 25: The amount of work locations in different countries  

  France Germany Netherlands Sweden United Kingdom  Total 

One work location 23% 15% 21% 38% 35% 35% 

Two work locations 27% 30% 37% 31% 31% 31% 

Three work locations 28% 27% 25% 20% 21% 21% 

Four work locations 18% 22% 14% 9% 10% 10% 

Five work locations 4% 6% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

Total 280 79 990 9526 21129 32003 

 

The hypothesis is tested by means of f the chi square test and a crosstab. The results of this test are shown in 

Table 26. Since the amount of respondents from Germany is lower than the amount of employees in the other 

countries. The chi square test is performed twice in order to analyse the difference between countries is not 

only determined by Germany. Once the test is performed including the data from employees from Germany 

and once without the data from employees from Germany. The results of the chi square tests show that the 

difference between the countries with regard to the amount of work locations is not only determined by 

employees from Germany.   

 
Table 26: Results of testing hypothesis 2 

H2 The amount work locations do not differ between 

countries  

Including 

Germany 

Excluding 

Germany 

Rejected  

H2 The amount work locations do not differ between 

countries  

Χ
2
=187.113;  

df = 16; p=.000 

Χ
2
= 161.101; 

df = 12; p=.000 

Rejected  

 

The analysis of the hypothesis if the amount of work locations is the same for all countries has led to the 

rejection of the null hypothesis. This implies that the amount of work locations of employees differs between 

countries. The results of the chi square tests also show that the difference between the countries with regard 

to the amount of work locations is not only determined by employees from Germany.   

 

6.2.3 The choice for working at a specific work location in different countries  
The time working at the primary office location and the amount of work location shows how flexible 

employees are with regard to the location of work. In order to analyse this flexibility in more detail it is 

interesting to analyse which work locations employees choose besides working at the primary office location. 

In order to analyse the choice for working at a specific work location in different countries the following 

hypothesis will be tested:  

 

H3 The choice for a specific work location do not differ between countries 

H0 The choice for a specific work location do not differ between countries 

H1 The choice for a specific work location differs between countries 

 

The results of testing the hypotheses with regard to the time working at the primary office locations and the 

amount of work location show that German employees are the most flexible. In Germany the highest 

percentage of employees does not spend all their working time at the primary office location. If these 

employees do not spend their time at the office locations, these employees have multiple work locations. 

Table 27 shows that these employees from Germany choose to work while travelling, to work at home and to 

work elsewhere besides working at the primary office location. In France more than the average percentage of 

all employees chooses to work at other office locations, to work while travelling and to work at home. In the 

Netherlands employees choose to work at home besides working at the primary office location. In Sweden and 

Great Britain employees are the least flexible. If Swedish and British employees do not spend all their working 

time at the primary office location, then these employees respectively choose to work at home or at other 

office locations. Table 27 shows the choice of employees for working at a specific work location.  
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Table 27: The choice of employees for working at a specific work location in different countries  

 France Germany Netherlands Sweden United Kingdom Total 

Primary office locations 96% 81% 99% 100% 99% 99% 

Other office location 61% 35% 36% 32% 49% 44% 

Working while travelling 30% 52% 20% 21% 24% 23% 

Working at home 58% 75% 70% 42% 26% 33% 

Working elsewhere  9% 30% 14% 13% 14% 14% 

Total 280 79 990 9526 21128 32003 

 

The hypothesis is tested by means of f the chi square test and a crosstab.  Since the amount of employees from 

Germany in this analysis is also lower than the amount of employees in the other countries, this analysis is also 

performed twice. Table 28 shows the results of these analyses and it can be concluded that the difference 

between the countries is not only determined by employees from Germany.  

 
Table 28: Results of testing hypothesis 3 

H3 The choice for a specific work location do not differ 

between countries 

Including 

Germany 

Excluding 

Germany 

Rejected 

H3a The choice for working at the primary office location do 

not differ between countries 

Χ
2
 =570.685;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Χ
2
=69.104;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected  

H3b The choice for working at other office locations do not 

differ between countries 

Χ
2
 = 860.388;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Χ
2
=858.194;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected  

H3c The choice for working while travelling do not differ 

between countries 

Χ
2
 = 89.608;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Χ
2
=53.186;  

df = 3; p=.000;  

Rejected  

H3d The choice for working at home do not differ between 

countries 

Χ
2
 =1561.003;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Χ
2
=1500.137;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected  

H3e The choice for working elsewhere do not differ between 

countries 

Χ
2
 =36.397;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Χ
2
=17.897;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected  

 

The analysis of the hypothesis if the choice for working at a specific work location is the same for all countries 

has led to the rejection of the null hypothesis. This implies that there is a difference between the choices of 

employees for working at a specific work location in different countries.  

 

6.3 CONCLUSION LOCATION OF WORK IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES  
The location of work in different countries is analyzed so this conclusion can provide an answer to the research 

question: “Does the location of work differ between countries?” The answer to this research question can be 

summarized as follow: 

 the time working at the primary office location; 

 the amount of work locations; 

 the choice for a work location. 

In addition answering the research question the similarities that are found will be explained.  

 

Analyzing the location of work in different countries has the location of work differ between countries. The 

choice of a work location, the time working at a location and the amount of work locations differs between 

countries.  

 
Differences with regard to the location of work in countries 
In France 80 % of the employees do not spend all their working time working at the primary office location. 

Most of the employees from France have three work locations. Besides working at the primary office locations 

French employees choose often to work at other offices and to work at home. Compared to the other 

countries, German employees are the most flexible with regard to the locations of work. In Germany 86 % of 

the employees have indicated they not always work at the primary office location and compared to the other 
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countries these employees choose more often to work at four or five work locations. Besides working at the 

primary office locations employees from Germany choose more than average to work at home, to work while 

travelling and to work elsewhere. In the Netherlands 21 % of all Dutch employees always work at the primary 

office location. Most of the Dutch employees choose to work at two work locations. Besides working at the 

primary office locations working at home is also popular in the Netherlands. Compared to the other countries, 

employees from Sweden and Great Britain are less flexible. Approximately 35 % of the employees from these 

countries spend all their working time working at the primary office location. In these countries also most of 

the employees choose to work at one work location. If employees do not spend their working time at the 

primary office location, in Sweden home is a popular work location and in Great Britain other office locations 

are popular.  

 

Similarities of location of work in different countries 
In France and Germany employees choose less often to work at the primary office location than employees 

from other countries. Based on the analysis of the time worked at the primary office location similarities are 

shown between France, Germany and the Netherlands. Employees from these countries spend less time 

working at the primary office location than employees from Sweden and Great Britain. Compared to Germany 

and Sweden, Dutch employees choose more for working at the primary office location, but a comparable 

percentage of these employees do not spend all their working time at the primary office location. Sweden and 

Great Britain are the least flexible countries with regard to the location of work. These employees choose most 

often to work at the primary office location and the highest percentages of employees spend all their working 

time at the primary office location. In these countries also the majority of the employees have one work 

location. In Germany, France and the Netherlands employees have more work locations available.  

 

6.4 TESTING HYPOTHESES WITH REGARD TO WORKPLACE ACTIVITIES  
Analyzing workplace activities in different countries is divided in the analysis of several aspects of the 

workplace activities. First the importance of workplace activities in different countries will be analyzed. Then 

the importance of workplace activities and how much time of working time an employee spends on a specific 

work location in different countries will be tested. Also the support of workplace activities will be tested. 

Finally a partial conclusion will answer the research question: “Does employee preferences with regard to 

workplace activities differ between countries?”  

 

6.4.1 The importance of workplace activities in different countries  
In order to determine whether the collection work activities of employees can be reduced to a smaller number 

of constructed variables first factor analyses will be conducted.  Factor analysis was conducted on twenty-one 

activities describing the importance of workplace activities of employees. These workplace activities could be 

important or not important to employees. Specifically, principal component analysis with varimax rotation was 

used, and components were extracted until eigenvalues were less than or equal to 1.0. The factor analysis 

identified four factors of importance of workplace activities. These factors were labelled based on the loadings 

of the workplace activities on these particular factors. The result of this analysis is shown in Table 29. In this 

table the scores that are loaded high are coloured blue. These are values above .300. All results of the factor 

analysis are shown Appendix 6.1. 

 

Summed over al twenty-one variables, the first factor explains 15 % of the sum of variances of the twenty-one 

workplace activities. This first factor was named “interaction based work activities” because planned meetings, 

business confidential discussions, private conversations, audio conferences, larger group meetings or 

audiences, hosting visitors, clients or customers and video conferences scored high on this factor. The second 

factor was labelled “collaboration based work activities” because collaboration on focused and creative work 

and learning from others scored high on this factor. For all these workplace activities it is essential that 

employees collaborate with other employees. This factor explains 12 % of the sum of variances of the twenty-

one workplace activities. The third factor was called “facility dependent work activities” because reading, 

spreading out paper or materials, using technical or specialist equipment or materials and relaxing / taking a 

break are loaded high. This factor explains 11 % of the sum of variance of all workplace activities. The last 

factor was labelled “concentration based activities’ because individual focused work desk based and reading 
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are loaded high. This last factor explains 8 % of the sum of variances of the twenty-one workplace activities. 

These four factors can explain 46 % of the sum of variances of the twenty-one workplace activities. In the 

further analysis of the importance of workplace activities the factors that are composed by the factor analysis 

will be used.  

 
Table 29: A summary of the factor analysis for the importance of workplace activities  

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

  Component 

Interaction 
based 
work 

activities  

Collaboration 
activities 

Facility 
dependent 

work 
activities 

Concentration 
based 

activities 

Individual Focused Work Desk Based -.097 -.021 .187 .641 

Individual Focused Work Away From Your 
Desk 

.426 .259 .290 -.059 

Individual Routine Tasks .019 .130 .635 .152 

Reading .210 .274 .340 .331 

Collaborating On Focused Work .172 .641 .070 .226 

Collaborating On Creative Work .270 .742 .071 .003 

Informal Unplanned Meetings .310 .340 .012 .507 

Planned Meetings .325 .277 -.094 .557 

Informal Social Interaction .210 .386 .447 .158 

Business Confidential Discussions .581 .112 .222 .239 

Private Conversations .379 .035 .312 .132 

Telephone Conversations .286 -.042 .295 .508 

Thinking Creative Thinking .205 .621 .222 .095 

Learning From Others .039 .583 .454 -.023 

Audio Conferences .657 .253 -.019 .208 

Spreading Out Paper Or Materials .263 .021 .606 .120 

Using Technical Or Specialist Equipment Or 
Materials 

.398 .306 .448 -.218 

Relaxing Taking A Break .233 .178 .563 .073 

Lager Group Meetings Or Audiences .594 .265 .246 .142 

Hosting Visitors Clients Or Customers .661 .104 .193 .153 

Video Conferences .703 .216 .147 -.022 

Eigenvalues 3.188 2.523 2.351 1.688 

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings - % of 

Variance 

15.182 12.013 11.197 8.037 

(N=32006)     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.  

 

In order to analyze workplace activities it is interesting to know which workplace activities are important for 

employees from different countries. This will be analyzed by means of testing the following hypothesis:  

 

H4 The importance of workplace activities do not differ between countries   

H0 The importance of workplace activities do not differ between countries   

H1 The importance of workplace activities differs between countries   
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The values in Table 30 are standardized values with a mean of 0. If the value is more than 0, employees 

indicate these activities as more important than other employees. If the value is less than 0, these workplace 

activities are less important for employees compared to other employees.  

 

The results of the analyses with regard to the location of work have shown that employees from France, 

Germany and the Netherlands are more flexible than employees from Sweden and Great Britain. ‘Interaction 

based work activities’ and ‘collaboration based work activities’ are workplace activities that are indicate as 

more important by employees from France, Germany and the Netherlands. According to Johnson (2010) 

flexible employees indicate meet and collaborate as important workplace activities to perform at the work 

environment. ‘Facility dependent work activities’ and ‘concentration based activities’ are indicated as 

important by employees from countries where employees choose more often to work at the primary office 

location.  

 

If the values are analyzed more closely than the following results are shown. Employees from Germany 

indicate ‘interaction based work activities’ as more important than employees from the other countries. In 

contrast to employees from France, Germany and Sweden, employees from the Netherlands and Great Britain 

indicate interaction activities not important. In the Netherlands and Sweden employees attach importance to 

‘collaboration based work activities’. Overall ‘facility dependent work activities’ and ‘concentration based work 

activities’ are less important to employees than ‘interaction based work activities’ and ‘collaboration based 

work activities’. In France, Germany and Sweden ‘facility dependent work activities’ are not indicates as 

important by employees. ‘Concentration based work activities’ are not important for employees in France, 

Germany and the Netherlands. The difference between the mean of the factor variables of importance of 

workplace activities are shown in Table 30. 

 
Table 30: The relation between national culture and the importance of workplace activities   

 
Interaction based 

work activities 

Collaboration 
based work 

activities 

Facility dependent 
work activities 

Concentration 
based activities 

France Mean .11 -,05 -.17 -.20 

N 280 280 280 280 

Germany Mean .48 .12 -.20 -.35 

N 79 79 79 79 

Netherlands Mean -.25 .20 .03 -.19 

N 990 990 990 990 

Sweden Mean .08 .36 -.19 .02 

N 9528 9528 9528 9528 

United 
Kingdom 

Mean -.03 -.17 .09 .01 

N 21129 21129 21129 21129 

Total Mean .00 .00 .00 .00 

N 32006 32006 32006 32006 

 
This hypothesis is tested by the F test based on comparing the means of the factors in the ANOVA table. Table 
30 shows that the amount of respondents from Germany is lower than the amount of employees in the other 
countries. In order to analyse the result is not only determined by employees from Germany, the test is 
performed twice. Once the test is performed including the data from employees from Germany and once 
without the data from employees from Germany. The results of this test are shown in Table 33.  
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Table 31: Results of testing hypothesis 8 

H4 The importance of workplace activities do not differ 

between countries   

Including 

Germany 

Excluding 

Germany 

Rejected 

H4a The importance of ‘interaction based work activities’ 

do not differ between countries   

F =39.861;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =46.997;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected 

H4b The importance of ‘collaboration  based work 

activities’ do not differ between countries   

F =494.767;  

df =4; p=.000 

F =659.220;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected 

H4c The importance of ‘facility dependent work activities’  

do not differ between countries   

F =126.508;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =167.589;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected 

H4d The importance of ‘concentration based activities’ do 

not differ between countries   

F =15.028;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =16.740;  

df = 3; p=.000 

Rejected 

 
The analysis of the hypothesis if importance of workplace activities is the same for all countries, has led to the 
rejection of the null hypothesis. This implies that there are differences between the importance of ‘interaction 
based work activities’, ‘collaboration based work activities’, ‘facility dependent work activities’ and 
‘concentration based activities’ in different countries. Table 33  shows the results of the analyses. This table 
also shows that the difference between the countries is not only determined by employees from Germany.  

 

6.4.2 The importance of workplace activities and working on the primary office location in 

different countries  
Now the importance of workplace activities to employees in different countries is analyzed, the relation 

between the importance of workplace activities and how often the employees work at a specific work location 

will be analyzed. This relation will be tested by means of the following hypothesis: 

 

H5 The  importance of a workplace activity and time working on primary office location do not differ 

between countries 

H0 The  importance of a workplace activity and time working on primary office location do not differ 

between countries 

H1 The  importance of a workplace activity and time working on primary office location differs between 

countries 

 

Table 32 shows the relation between the time working at the primary office location and the importance of 

workplace activities. The percentages coloured greys are important workplace activities for both employees 

who always work and employees who not always work at the primary office. The darkest grey indicates which 

types of employee indicate a specific workplace activity as more important. If a workplace activity is coloured 

blue this workplace activity is important only for employees who always work or employees who not always 

work at the primary office.  

 

The assumption that more flexible employees indicate ‘interaction based work activities’ and ‘collaboration 

based work activities’ as more important is also shown in Table 32. ‘Interaction based work activities’ and 

‘collaboration based work activities’ are indicate as more important by employees who work not always at the 

primary office location. Also the assumption that ‘facility based working’ is important for employees who 

always work at the primary office location is shown in this table. This workplace activity is only indicated as 

more important by employees who always work at the primary office location.  

 

If the values are analyzed more closely than the following results are shown. Employees from France who not 

spend all their working time at the primary office indicate ‘interaction based work activities’ and ‘collaboration 

based work activities’ as more important. This implies also for employees from Germany. German employees 

who always work at the primary office location indicate ‘facility dependent work activities’ and ‘concentration 

based activities’ as more important. For flexible employees from the Netherlands collaboration is more 

important than for employees who always work at the primary office location. These non flexible employees 

indicate ‘facility dependent work activities’ as important. This implies also for the non flexible employees from 
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Sweden and Great Britain. In these countries the flexible employees indicate ‘interaction based work 

activities’, ‘collaboration based work activities’ and ‘concentration based activities’ as more important.  

 
Table 32: The relation between working at the primary office and the importance of workplace activities in different 
countries 

 Importance of 
interaction 

based work 
activities 

Importance 
collaboration 

based work 
activities 

Importance of 
facility 

dependent work 
activities 

Importance of 
concentration 

based activities 

Not 
always 
at 
primary 
office 
location 

France Mean .15 .02 -.20 -.12 

N 224 224 224 224 

Germany Mean .56 .14 -.27 -.43 

N 68 68 68 68 

Netherlands Mean -.16 .22 -.04 -.12 

N 786 786 786 786 

Sweden Mean .26 .37 -.33 .10 

N 5960 5960 5960 5960 

United 
Kingdom 

Mean .15 -.10 -.01 .08 

N 13753 13753 13753 13753 

Total Mean .17 .05 -.11 .08 

N 20791 20791 20791 20791 

Always 
at 
primary 
office 
location 

France Mean -.07 -.35 -.02 -.54 

N 56 56 56 56 

Germany Mean -.01 .02 .20 .09 

N 11 11 11 11 

Netherlands Mean -.60 .15 .29 -.47 

N 204 204 204 204 

Sweden Mean -.22 .33 .06 -.13 

N 3568 3568 3568 3568 

United 
Kingdom 

Mean -.36 -.30 .27 -.14 

N 7376 7376 7376 7376 

Total Mean -.32 -.09 ,20 -.15 

N 11215 11215 11215 11215 

Total France Mean .11 -.05 -.17 -.20 

N 280 280 280 280 

Germany Mean .48 .12 -.20 -.35 

N 79 79 79 79 

Netherlands Mean -.25 .20 .03 -.19 

N 990 990 990 990 

Sweden Mean .08 .36 -.19 .02 

N 9528 9528 9528 9528 

United 
Kingdom 

Mean -.03 -.17 .09 .01 

N 21129 21129 21129 21129 

Total Mean .00 .00 .00 .00 

N 32006 32006 32006 32006 

 

This hypothesis is tested by the F test based on comparing the means of the factors in the ANOVA table. These 

results are shown in Table 33. This test is also performed twice in order to analyse if the result is not only 

determined by the low amount of data from Germany.  
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Table 33: Results of testing hypothesis 9 

H5 The  importance of a workplace activity and 

time working on primary office location do not 

differ between countries 

Including 

Germany 

Excluding 

Germany 

Rejected 

H5a The  importance ‘interaction based work 

activities’ and time working on primary office 

location do not differ between countries  

F =1814.038;  

df = 1; p=.000 

F =1802.838;  

df = 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

H5b The  importance of ‘collaboration based work 

activities’ and time working on primary office 

location do not differ between countries 

F =145.996;  

df =1; p=.000 

F =145.337;  

df = 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

H5c The  importance ‘facility dependent work 

activities’ and time working on primary office 

location do not differ between countries 

F =731.479;  

df = 1; p=.000 

F =727.789;  

df = 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

H5d The  importance ‘concentration based activities’ 

and time working on primary office location do 

not differ between countries 

F 368.238;  

df = 1; p=.000 

F =374.238;  

df = 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

 

On the basis of the results of the F test the null hypotheses must be rejected. The importance of ‘interaction 

based work activities’, ‘collaboration based work activities’, ‘facility dependent work activities’ and 

‘concentration based activities’ is different for employees who always work and employees who not always 

work at the primary office location. Also the test excluding the data of employees from Germany indicates 

difference between the different countries. So the relation between working at the primary office and the 

importance of workplace activities is not only determined by data from German employees.  

 

The support of workplace activities in different countries  
The support of workplace activities for employees is described by the support of twenty-one workplace 

activities. In order to determine whether the support of workplace activities of employees can be reduced to a 

smaller number of constructed variables factor analyses was conducted. Employees can choose if workplace 

activities are very well supported, well supported, supported, under supported, very under supported or not 

supported at all. Specifically, principal component analysis with varimax rotation was used, and components 

were extracted until eigenvalues were less than or equal to 1.0. Because of the fact that employees only can 

indicate the support of workplace activities if that specific workplace activity is important for the employee, 

there are a lot of missing values. As a result, all research units that do not have a score on at least one variable 

will be ignored in the calculation of all correlation coefficients. As a consequence of this listwise deletion data 

from 2196 employees will be included in the analysis. All results of the factor analysis are shown Appendix 6.2. 

 

The factor analysis identified three factors of support of workplace activities. These are shown in Table 34. 

These factors were labelled based on the loadings of the workplace activities on these particular factors. This 

first factor was named “support of concentration and work equipment based activities” because workplace 

activities whereby it is important that employees not will be disturbed or whereby employees must 

concentrated are loaded high. Also the workplace activities spreading out paper or materials and using 

technical or specialist equipment or materials are loaded high. Summed over al twenty-one variables, the first 

factor explains 21 % of the sum of variances of the twenty-one workplace activities. At the second factor we 

find relatively high loadings for the variables collaborating on focused and creative work, informal unplanned 

meetings, informal social interaction, learning from others and relaxing / taking a break. All these variables are 

related to collaboration of employees and informal activities. This factor explains 18 % of the sum of variances 

of the twenty-one workplace activities. The third factor was labelled “support of interaction” because planned 

meetings, audio conferences, larger group meetings, hosting visitors or clients or customers and video 

conferences are loaded high. The third factor was called “support of meetings” because are loaded high. This 

factor explains 18 % of the sum of variance of all workplace activities. These four factors can explain 56 % of 

the sum of variances of the twenty-one workplace activities.  
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Compared to the factors of importance of workplace activities some similarities are shown. The factor ‘support 

of concentration and work equipment based activities’ is a combination of the factors importance of 

‘concentration based activities’ and a part of ‘facility dependent work activities’. In this factor only the work 

related facilities are loaded high. The factor ‘support of collaboration and informal activities’ is a combination 

of the factor importance of ‘collaboration based work activities’ and the other part of ‘facility dependent work 

activities’. The informal work activities are loaded high on this factor. The factor of ‘the support of interaction’ 

is comparable with the factor of the importance of ‘interaction based work activities’.  

 
Table 34: A summary of the factor analysis for the support of workplace activities  

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

  Component 

Concentration 
and work 

equipment 
based activities 

Collaboration 
and informal 

activities 
Interaction 

Individual Focused Work Desk Based .794 .139 .060 

Individual Focused Work Away From Your Desk .484   .353 .187 

Individual Routine Tasks .663 .284 .067 

Reading .757 .248 .123 

Collaborating On Focused Work .432 .625 .212 

Collaborating On Creative Work .366 .708 .179 

Informal Unplanned Meetings .252 .626 .288 

Planned Meetings .299 .233 .610 

Informal Social Interaction .096 .719 .213 

Business Confidential Discussions .541 .179 .573 

Private Conversations .579 .201 .490 

Telephone Conversations .684 .117 .351 

Thinking Creative Thinking .624 .436 .228 

Learning From Others .204 .719 .092 

Audio Conferences .242 .126 .710 

Spreading Out Paper Or Materials .444 .391 .279 

Using Technical Or Specialist Equipment Or 
Materials 

.320 .452 .370 

Relaxing Taking A Break .159 .563 .361 

Lager Group Meetings Or Audiences .112 .341 .688 

Hosting Visitors Clients Or Customers .187 .276 .693 

Video Conferences -.010 .132 .710 

Eigenvalues 4.316 3.833 3.696 

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings - % of 
Variance 

20.552 18.253 17.598 

(N= 2196)    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

 

In order to analyze workplace activities in different countries it is interesting to know how these workplace 

activities are supported in different countries. The hypothesis that will be tested is listed below.   

 

H6 The support of important workplace activities do not differ between countries 

H0 The support of important workplace activities do not differ between countries 

H1 The support of important workplace activities differs between countries 
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Remarkably, employees from Sweden and Great Britain indicates workplace activities less as very well or very 

poorly supported. The differences between the support of workplace activities in France, Germany and the 

Netherlands are much larger. Generally, ‘concentration and work equipment based activities’ are supported 

least well. The differences between the supports of this workplace activity are not significant, but employees 

from France and the Netherlands indicate ‘concentration and work equipment based activities’ as supported 

more badly than employees from Germany, Sweden and Great Britain. Also no significant differences are 

found between the supports of ‘interaction’ for employees in different countries. In general this workplace 

activity is supported well. The difference between the support of ‘collaboration and informal activities’ in 

different countries is significant. On the one hand employees from Germany and Great Britain indicates 

‘collaboration and informal activities’ as supported badly and on the other hand employees from the 

Netherlands, France and Sweden indicates this workplace activities as supported very well. The difference 

between the mean of the factors of the support of workplace activities are shown in Table 35. 

 
Table 35: The relation between national culture and the support of workplace activities  

 Support of 
concentration and work 

equipment based 
activities 

Support of collaboration 
and informal activities 

Support of interaction 

France Mean -.23 .29 .50 

N 25 25 25 

Germany Mean .17 -.39 .40 

N 4 4 4 

Netherlands Mean -.14 .56 .28 

N 16 16 16 

Sweden Mean -.04 .12 .00 

N 974 974 974 

United Kingdom Mean .04 -.11 -.02 

N 1177 1177 1177 

Total Mean .00 .00 .00 

N 2196 2196 2196 

 

This hypothesis is tested comparing the means of the factor variables of the support of workplace activities. As 

a result of the fact the number of employees from Germany is smaller than the number of employees from 

other countries; the analysis is also performed without the data of employees from Germany. This analysis has 

performed to ensure the relation is not only due to the small amount of employees from Germany. Table 36 

shows the results of this analysis. 

 
Table 36: Results of testing hypothesis 10 

H6 There is no difference between the support of workplace 

activities in different countries 

Including 

Germany 

Excluding 

Germany 

Partly 

accepted 

H6a There is no difference between the support of ‘concentration 

and work equipment based activities’ in different countries 

F =1.174;  

df = 4; 

p=.320 

F =1.527;  

df = 3; 

p=.205 

Accepted 

H6b There is no difference between the support of ‘collaboration 

and informal activities’ in different countries 

F = 8.875;  

df =4; 

p=.000 

F =11.615;  

df =3; 

p=.000 

Rejected 

H6c There is no difference between the support of ‘interaction’ in 

different countries 

F =2.112;  

df =4; 

p=.077 

F =2.603;  

df = 3; 

p=.050 

Accepted 
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The partial acceptance of the null hypothesis implies that there are no differences between the supports of 

workplace activities in different countries on particular aspects. There is no significant difference between the 

support of ‘concentration and work equipment based activities’ and the support of ‘interaction’ in different 

countries. Table 36 also shows that the relation between the countries is not only determined by the data 

from Germany.  

 

6.5 CONCLUSION RELATED TO WORKPLACE ACTIVITIES IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES  
The workplace activities in different countries are analyzed so this partial conclusion can answer the research 

question: “Do employee preferences with regard to workplace activities differ between countries?” The 

answer to this research question can be summarized as follow: 

 the importance of workplace activities;  

 the support of workplace activities.  

The research question is focused on the differences between countries, but also similarities with regard to 

importance and support of workplace activities are interesting to know. First this conclusion provides 

information about the differences between countries. Thereafter also the similarities that are found will be 

explained.  

 

The preferences with regard to workplace activities differ between countries. The importance of ‘interaction 

based work activities’, ‘collaboration based work activities’, ‘facility dependent work activities’ and 

‘concentrations based activities’ between countries. There are also differences between the importance of 

workplace activities and the time working at the primary office location. With regard to the support of 

workplace activities only a significant difference exists with regard to the support of informal activities in 

different countries. There are no significant differences related to the support of ‘concentration/privacy’ and 

‘work equipment based activities’ and the support of ‘interaction’ in different countries.  

 

France  
In France employees indicate ‘interaction based work activities’ as important work activities. These workplace 

activities have been indicated as more important by employees who not always work at the primary office 

location. The workplace activities related to interaction are not well supported according to employees from 

France. On the other hand workplace activities related to collaboration are indicated as well supported but 

these workplace activities are less important for French employees.  

 

Germany 
Same as in France, employees from Germany indicate ‘interaction based work activities’ as important work 

activities. ‘Facility dependent work activities’ are only indicated as important by employees who always work 

at the primary office. These workplace activities are indicated as well supported by German employees. Also 

‘collaboration based work activities’ are important workplace activities, these workplace activities becomes 

more important when employees spend less time at the primary office location. These workplace activities are 

indicated as well supported by employees from Germany.  

 

The Netherlands 
‘Collaboration based work activities’ are important workplace activities for Dutch employees. The importance 

of these workplace activities increases for employees who not always work at the primary office location. 

‘Facility dependent work activities’ are more important for employees who always work at the primary office 

location, but the performance of ‘facility dependent activities’ are not indicated as well supported. On the 

other hand ‘collaboration based work activities’ are indicated as well supported by Dutch employees.  

 

Sweden  
For Swedish employees ‘collaboration based work activities’ are important workplace activities for both 

employees who always work and employees who not always work at the primary office location. ‘Interaction 

based work activities’ are indicated as more important by employees who not always work at the primary 

office, on the other hand ‘facility based activities’ are indicated as more important by employees who always 
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work at the primary office location. Employees from Sweden have indicated ‘interaction’ and ‘facilities for 

performing work’ as not well supported.  

 

Great Britain 
‘Facility based activities’ are important for both for both employees who always work and employees who not 

always work at the primary office location, but this activity is indicated as more important by employees who 

always work at the primary office location. On the other hand the importance of interaction increases for 

employees who spend less time at the primary office. Employees indicate these workplace activities as well 

supported.  

 

Similarities with regard to importance of workplace activities 
The analysis of the relation between the importance of workplace activities and the time employees spend on 

the primary office location show that employees who work all their working time at the primary office find 

‘facility dependent work activities’ more important. Employees who spend not all their working time at the 

primary office location indicate ‘interaction based work activities’ as important. ‘Collaboration based work 

activities’ are important for both types of employees, but this workplace activity is find more important by 

flexible employees.  

 

Similarities with regard to support of workplace activities 
There is no significant difference between the support of ‘concentration’ and ‘work equipment based 

activities’ in different countries and there is no difference regarding the support of ‘interaction’ in different 

countries. ‘Concentration based work activities’ and ‘work equipment based activities’ are in general indicated 

as not well supported. ‘Interaction based work activities’ are workplace activities that is indicated as well 

supported.   

 

6.6 TESTING HYPOTHESES RELATED TO WORKPLACE FEATURES AND FACILITIES IN 

DIFFERENT COUNTRIES  
Analyzing workplace features and facilities in different countries is divided in the analysis of several aspects of 

these workplace features and facilities. First the importance of workplace features and facilities in different 

countries will be analyzed. Then the importance of workplace features and facilities and how much time of 

working time an employee spends on a specific work location in different countries will be tested. Also the 

hypotheses related to the importance of workplace features and facilities for important workplace activities 

will be tested. Besides also the satisfaction with workplace features and facilities in different countries will be 

analyzed. Finally a partial conclusion will answer the research question: “Does employee preferences with 

regard to workplace features and facilities differ between countries?”  

  

6.6.1 Importance of workplace features and facilities in different countries  
To analyze the importance of workplace features and facilities, factor analyses will be conducted in order to 

determine whether the collection workplace features and facilities of employees can be reduced to a smaller 

number of constructed variables. Factor analysis was conducted on thirty-seven workplace features and 

facilities describing the importance of these features and facilities to employees.  Principal component analysis 

with varimax rotation was used, and components were extracted until eigenvalues were less than or equal to 

1.0. Factor analysis identified 7 factors of importance of workplace features and facilities. These factors were 

labelled based on the loadings of the workplace activities on these particular factors. All results of the factor 

analysis are shown Appendix 6.3. 

 
In Table 39, the variables that are loaded high to the factors are marked. Summed over all thirty-seven 
variables the first factor explains 10 % of the sum of variance of these workplace features and facilities. The 
first factor was labelled “features and facilities to work place independent” because all the features and 
facilities variety of different types of workspace, accessibility of colleagues, audio or visual equipment, in office 
network connectivity, remote access to work files or network, guest or visitor network access and desk or 
room booking systems are loaded high on this factor. The second factor was called “building services” because 
features and facilities related to informal activities and services of the office environment are loaded high on 
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this factor.  This factor explains 9 % of the sum of variance of all workplace activities. The third factor explains 
9 % of the sum of variances of the thirty-seven workplace features and facilities. Workplace features and 
facilities that are loading high on this factor relate to the climate of the work environment. This includes 
natural light, office lighting, temperature control, air quality, noise levels and people walking past your desk. 
The fourth factor was called “personalization” because all features and facilities that provide the ability to 
personalize the work environment of an employee are loaded high on this factor. This factor declares 7 % of 
the sum of variance of all workplace features and facilities. The next factor is called ‘meeting areas’ because 
the workplace features quiet rooms for working alone or in pairs and small and large meeting rooms are 
loaded high on this factor. This factor declares 6 % of the sum of variance of all workplace features and 
facilities and 6 % of the sum of variances of the thirty-seven workplace features and facilities. The factor that is 
called ‘office equipment’ owes its name to the high loading on telephone equipment , computing  equipment 
and printing / copying and scanning equipment. This factor declares 5 % of the sum of variance of all 
workplace features and facilities. The last factor was labelled “desk / chair” because this factor concerns the 
importance of a desk and a chair. This last factor declares 4 % of the sum of variances of the thirty-seven 
workplace features and facilities. These four factors can explain 51 % of the sum of variances of all variables 
with regard to the importance of workplace features and facilities. In the further analysis of the importance of 
workplace features and facilities the factors that are composed by the factor analysis will be used.  
 
Table 37: A summary of the factor analysis for the importance of workplace features and facilities  

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

  Component 

Fe
at

u
re

s 
an

d
 f

ac
ili

ti
e

s 
to

 w
o

rk
 

p
la

ce
 in

d
e

p
e

n
d

e
n

t 

B
u

ild
in

g 
se

rv
ic

e
s 

C
lim

at
e

 

P
e

rs
o

n
al

iz
at

io
n

 

M
e

e
ti

n
g 

ar
e

as
 

O
ff

ic
e

 e
q

u
ip

m
e

n
t 

D
e

sk
/ 

ch
ai

r 

Desk .023 .040 .077 .101 .023 .190 797 

Chair .043 .040 .106 .055 .016 .186 .799 

Dividers Between Desk Or Areas .153 .029 .202 .648 .128 .011 .113 

Personal Storage -.045 .202 .083 .477 .148 .343 .091 

Archive Storage .374 .205 .098 .516 .028 .138 -.016 

Quiet rooms For Working Alone Or In 
Pairs 

.378 .109 .216 .185 .487 -.061 .056 

Atrium And Communal Areas .285 .554 .191 .193 .135 -.048 .085 

Ability To Personalise My Workstation .166 .174 .117 .656 .000 .081 .038 

Space Between Work Settings .178 .131 .196 .623 .096 .105 .012 

Meeting Rooms Large .195 .150 .099 .095 .783 .153 .032 

Meeting Rooms Small .142 .111 .142 .044 .815 .167 .053 

Variety Of Different Types Of 
Workspace 

.587 .262 .166 .234 .163 -.068 -.012 

Accessibility Of Colleagues .433 .207 .309 .168 .167 .115 -.004 

Natural Light .118 .207 .598 .057 .138 .175 .055 

Office Lighting .162 .227 .634 .209 .093 .179 .061 

Temperature Control .056 .171 .603 .078 .042 .189 .098 

Air Quality .229 .145 .684 .176 .065 .034 .068 

Noise Levels .169 .086 .673 .186 .151 .016 .068 

People Walking Past Your Desk .222 .164 .502 .397 .115 -.028 .053 
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Computing Equipment .130 .020 .120 .033 .044 .640 .210 

Telephone Equipment .146 .107 .136 .189 .106 .617 .133 

Audio Visual Equipment .682 .161 .107 .204 .074 .073 .022 

In Office Network Connectivity .524 .015 .210 -.032 .187 .310 .064 

Remote Access To Work Files Or 
Network 

.618 .050 .130 -.020 .158 .257 .040 

Guest Visitor Network Access .681 .201 .077 .214 .095 .044 .014 

Printing Copying Scanning Equipment .099 .216 .184 .179 .160 .533 .074 

Desk Room Booking Systems .398 .205 .174 .181 .447 .132 .023 

Informal Work Areas Break Out Zones .401 .296 .201 .163 .336 .051 .009 

Restaurant Canteen .055 .424 .055 .139 .154 -.173 .290 

Leisure Facilities On site Or Nearby .385 .441 .085 .223 .047 -.153 .102 

Hospitality Services .477 .532 .062 .233 .047 .004 -.003 

Mail And Post Room Services .214 .606 .155 .230 .070 .214 -.022 

Tea Coffee And Other Refreshment -.015 .351 .161 -.038 .146 .063 .283 

Reception Areas .247 .626 .125 .181 .110 .113 .010 

Security .230 .591 .223 .120 .043 .220 -.022 

General Cleanliness -.030 .488 .377 -.063 .110 .308 .005 

General Tidiness .068 .563 .375 .032 .084 .242 -.025 

Eigenvalues 3.711 3.480 3.287 2.634 2.219 1.982 1.589 

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings - % 
of Variance 

10.030 9.407 8.883 7.118 5.996 5.358 4.296 

(N= 31471)       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 9 iterations.       

 

In order to analyze workplace features and facilities it is interesting to know which workplace features and 

facilities are important for employees from different countries. The factor analysis has composed factors with 

regard to workplace features and facilities. Since the workplace features and facilities are combined for this 

analysis, from now on these features and facilities are called elements of the work environment. The 

importance of elements of the work environment different countries will be analyzed by means of testing the 

following hypothesis:  

 

H7 The  importance of  elements of the work environment does not differ between  countries 

H0 The  importance of  elements of the work environment does not differ between  countries 

H1 The  importance of  elements of the work environment differs between  countries 

 
Since ‘interaction based work activities’ and ‘collaboration based work activities’ are important workplace 
activities for countries where employees work more flexible it is expected that the elements ‘an environment 
to work place independent’ and ‘meeting areas’ are more important in these countries.  
 

Table 38 shows that the element ‘a work environment to work place independent’ is more important for 
employees in countries where a high percentage of employees do not spend all their working time at the 
primary office location. It is also expected that the element ‘office equipment’ is more important for 
employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location, because in general these 
employees indicate ‘facility dependent work’ as important. Table 40 shows that this implies for employees in 
Great Britain. These employees indicate ‘facility dependent work’ as important and these employees indicate 
also the element ‘office equipment’ as important. In France, this is not the case. These employees do not 
indicate ‘facility dependent work activities’ as important; on the other hand these employees indicate the 
element ‘office equipment’ as important.  
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If the values are analyzed more closely than the following results are shown. The element ‘a work environment 
to work place independent’ is important for employees in France and Germany. In contrast to this the element 
‘an environment to work place independent’ is not important for employees from Great Britain. French 
employees indicate the elements ‘building services’, ‘climate’, ‘personalization’, ‘meeting areas’ and ‘a desk or 
chair’ as not important. In Germany ‘a workplace to work place independent’ and ‘climate’ are important 
elements of the work environment for employees. ‘Building services’, ‘meeting areas’ and ‘office equipment’ 
are elements of the work environment that are not important for employees from the Netherlands. Employees 
from Sweden indicate the elements ‘a work environment for working place independent’ and ‘meeting areas’ 
as important. In Great Britain the element ‘informal and service facilities’ is the most important element of the 
physical work environment. Remarkably, employees from Sweden and Great Britain are less extreme in 
determining whether an element of the work environment is important for them. This is reflecting in the less 
extreme means of the factor variables.  The results of comparing the means of the factor variables are shown 
in Table 40. 
 
Table 38: The relation between national culture and the importance of elements of the work environment   
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France Mean .62 -.42 -.30 -.52 -.24 .05 -.30 

N 266 266 266 266 266 266 266 

Germany Mean .60 -.44 .11 -.17 -.12 -.12 -.33 

N 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 

Netherlands Mean .01 -.17 .04 .02 -.27 -.20 -.02 

N 929 929 929 929 929 929 929 

Sweden Mean .14 -.26 .12 -.03 .20 -.18 .05 

N 9489 9489 9489 9489 9489 9489 9489 

United Kingdom Mean -.07 .13 -.05 .02 -.07 .09 -.02 

N 20728 20728 20728 20728 20728 20728 20728 

Total Mean .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

N 31471 31471 31471 31471 31471 31471 31471 

 
The hypothesis is tested by the F test on the basis of comparing the means of the factors of the importance of 
elements of the work environment in the ANOVA table. Table 39 shows the results of the analyses. 

 
Table 39: Results of testing hypothesis 11 

H7 The  importance of  elements of the work environment does 

not differ between  countries 

 Rejected 

H7a The importance of the element ‘a work environment to work 

place independent’ does not differ between countries  

F =105.788;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

H7b The  importance of the element ‘building services’ does not 

differ between countries 

F =290.422;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

H7c The  importance of the element ‘climate’ does not differ 

between countries 

F =56.228;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

H7d The  importance of the element ‘personalization’ does not 

differ between countries 

F =23.755;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

H7e The  importance of the element ‘meeting areas’ does not differ 

between countries 

F =143.103;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

H7f The  importance of the element ‘office equipment’  does not F =131.151;  Rejected 
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differ between countries  df = 4; p=.000 

H7g The  importance of the element ‘a desk or chair’ does not differ 

between countries 

F =15.924;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

 
The results of the analyses have led to the rejection of the null hypothesis. This implies that there are 

differences with regard to the importance of the seven elements of the work environment in different 

countries. These results indicate difference between the importance of ‘a work environment to work place 

independent’, the importance ‘building services’, the importance of ‘climate’, the importance of ‘meeting 

areas’, the importance of ‘office equipment’ and the importance of ‘a desk or chair’.  

 

6.6.2 The importance of elements of the work environment and working at primary office 

location in different countries   
The focus of this thesis on the physical work environment of an organization has led to the analysis of the 

relation between the importance of elements of the work environment and working at primary office location. 

The null hypothesis that is developed to analyze this relation is listed below. This relation will be tested using 

F-test by means of comparing the mean of the factor variable of the importance of the element of the work 

environment.  

 

H8 The  importance of elements of the work environment and time working at primary office 

location do not differ between countries 

H0 The  importance of elements of the work environment and time working at primary office location 

do not differs between countries 

H1 The  importance of elements of the work environment and time working at primary office location 

differs between countries 

 
Table 42 shows the relation between the time working at the primary office location and the importance of 

elements of the work environment. The percentages coloured greys are important elements of the work 

environment for both employees who always work and employees who not always work at the primary office. 

The darkest grey indicates which types of employee indicate a specific element of the work environment as 

more important. If a workplace activity is coloured blue this element of the work environment is important 

only for employees who always work or employees who not always work at the primary office.  

 

A noticeable difference is the difference between the importance of the element ‘a work environment to work 

place independent’ and working at the primary office. In all countries, employees who always work at the 

primary office locations find the element ‘a work environment to work place independent’ less important than 

employees who not always work at the primary office location. As expected the element ‘meeting areas’ are 

more important for employees who not always work at the primary office location, but this importance is not 

caused by employees form countries where employees work more flexible. It is expected that the employees 

from these countries search for a suitable location to perform ‘interaction based work activities’ or 

‘collaboration based work activities’. In general employees who spend all their working time at the primary 

office location indicate the elements ‘building facilities’, ‘climate’, ‘personalization’ and ‘a desk or chair’ as 

important.  

 

If the values are analyzed more closely than the following results are shown. With regard to the location of 

work, German employees are the most flexible. Looking at the importance of elements of the work 

environment, German employees make a clear distinction between important elements for flexible employees 

and important elements for employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location. The 

flexible employees indicate the element ‘an environment to work place independent’ as important. If 

employees spend all their working time at the primary office location these employees indicate the elements 

‘climate’, ‘personalization’ and ‘a desk/chair’ as important. In the Netherlands, Sweden and Great Britain 

flexible employees also indicate the element ‘an environment to work place independent’ as important. If 

employees from these countries spend all their working time at the primary office, these employees indicate 
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the elements ‘climate’ and ‘personalization’ as important. ‘Building facilities’ are only indicated as important 

by employees from Great Britain. This element of the work environment is more important for employees who 

spend all their working time at the primary office location. 

 
Table 40: The relation between working at the primary office location and the importance of elements of the work 
environment in different countries  
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Not 
alway
s at 
the 
prima
ry 
office 
locati
on 

France Mean .71 -.44 -.23 -.60 -.17 .02 -.29 

N 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 

Germany Mean .70 -.49 .02 -.26 -.12 -.16 -,.4 

N 48 48 48 48 48 48 48 

Netherlands Mean .09 -.22 -.01 -.07 -.15 -.27 -.02 

N 726 726 726 726 726 726 726 

Sweden Mean .29 -.29 .06 -.12 .29 -.18 .03 

N 5922 5922 5922 5922 5922 5922 5922 

United Kingdom Mean .05 .09 -.08 -.04 .06 .09 -.03 

N 13383 13383 13383 13383 13383 13383 13383 

Total Mean .13 -.04 -.04 -.07 .12 .00 -.02 

N 20289 20289 20289 20289 20289 20289 20289 

Alway
s at 
the 
prima
ry 
office 
locati
on 

France Mean .28 -.33 -.56 -,23 -.50 .15 -.33 

N 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 

Germany Mean .14 -.23 .48 .19 -.12 .04 .19 

N 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Netherlands Mean -.27 -.01 .24 .32 -.71 .03 -.03 

N 203 203 203 203 203 203 203 

Sweden Mean -.11 -.21 .23 .11 .04 -.17 .08 

N 3567 3567 3567 3567 3567 3567 3567 

United Kingdom Mean -.30 .22 .00 .14 -.31 .09 .01 

N 7345 7345 7345 7345 7345 7345 7345 

Total Mean -.24 .08 .07 .13 -.21 .00 .03 

N 11182 11182 11182 11182 11182 11182 11182 

Total France Mean .62 -.42 -.30 -.52 -.24 .05 -.30 

N 266 266 266 266 266 266 266 

Germany Mean .60 -.44 .11 -.17 -.12 -.12 -.33 

N 59 59 59 59 59 59 59 

Netherlands Mean .01 -.17 .04 .02 -.27 -.20 -.02 

N 929 929 929 929 929 929 929 

Sweden Mean .14 -.26 .12 -.03 .20 -.18 .05 

N 9489 9489 9489 9489 9489 9489 9489 

United Kingdom Mean -.07 .13 -.05 .02 -.07 .09 -.02 

N 20728 20728 20728 20728 20728 20728 20728 

Total Mean .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

N 31471 31471 31471 31471 31471 31471 31471 
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The importance of elements of the work environment and the time working at the primary office location is 

tested by the F test on the basis of comparing the means of the factors of the importance of elements of the 

work environment in the ANOVA table. Table 41 shows the results of the analyses. The analysis is also 

performed without the data of employees from Germany to ensure the relation is not only due to the small 

amount of employees from Germany.  

 
Table 41: Results of testing hypothesis 12 

H8 The  importance of elements of the work environment and 

time working at primary office location do not differ 

between countries  

Including 

Germany 

Excluding 

Germany 

Rejected 

H8a The importance of the element ‘a work environment to work 

place independent’ and working at the primary office 

location do not differ between countries 

F =993.019;  

df = 4; 

p=.000 

F =986.630;  

df = 3; 

p=.000 

Rejected  

H8b The  importance of the element ‘building services’  and 

working at the primary office location do not differ between 

countries 

F =101.363;  

df = 4; 

p=.000 

F =99.983;  

df = 3; 

p=.000 

Rejected  

H8c The  importance of the element ‘climate’  and working at the 

primary office location do not differ between countries 

F =96.218;  

df =4; 

p=.000 

F =95.595;  

df = 3; 

p=.000 

Rejected  

H8d The importance of the element ‘personalization’ and 

working at the primary office location do not differ between 

countries 

F =296.806;  

df = 4; 

p=.000 

F =295.036;  

df =3; 

p=.000 

Rejected  

H8e The importance of the element ‘meeting areas’ and working 

at the primary office location do not differ between 

countries 

F =785.991;  

df =4; 

p=.000 

F =787.649;  

df = 3; 

p=.000 

Rejected  

H8f The importance of the element ‘office equipment’ and 

working at the primary office location do not differ 

between countries 

F =0.288;  

df =4; 

p=.592 

F =0.251;  

df = 3; 

p=.000 

Rejected 

H8g The importance of the element ‘a desk or chair’ and working 

at the primary office location do not differ between 

countries 

F =17.040;  

df =4; 

p=.000 

F =16.245;  

df = 3; 

p=.000 

Rejected  

 
Testing this hypothesis on the basis of data from all countries has led to the partial rejection of the null 
hypothesis. This implies there are differences between the importance of the six of the seven elements of the 
work environment and working at the primary office location in different countries. No significant difference 
was found between the importance of the element ‘equipment for performing work’ and working at the 
primary office location in different countries. Table 41 shows the results of this analysis and it can be 
concluded that the importance of office equipment and working at the primary office location do not differ 
between countries is only determined by employees from Germany. Hence, the data of Germany is not 
discussed on this aspect. This data is coloured green in Table 42.  

 

6.6.3 The importance of elements of the work environment for important workplace 

activities in different countries  
Since activity based working is based on the alignment of the office environment to workplace activities it is 

interesting to analyze the relation between the importance of elements of the work environment for 

important workplace activities in different countries. If the differences with regard to the importance of 

elements of the work environment for important workplace activities are known, an activity based work 

environment in different countries can be implemented. In order to analyze the importance of workplace for 

important workplace activities in different countries the hypothesis that is listed below will be tested. These 

hypotheses are tested by the F-test as a result of comparing the means of the factor variable related to the 

importance of the element of the work environment.  
  



 
91 

H9 The importance elements of the work environment for important workplace activities do not 

differ between countries 

H0 The importance elements of the work environment for important workplace activities do not differ 

between countries 

H1 The importance elements of the work environment for important workplace activities differs 

between countries 

 

Generally employees from all countries indicate a work environment to work place independent as important 

for all workplace activities. However there is one exception. In contrast to the employees from France, the 

Netherlands, Sweden and Germany, the employees from Great Britain indicate an environment to work place 

independent for individual focused work as not important.  

 

The element ‘building services’ is important for all workplace activities for employees from Great Britain. 

Employees from the Netherlands indicate  this element of the work environment as important for individual 

focused work away from your desk, learning form others, audio conferences, spreading out papers or 

materials, using technical or specialist equipment or materials, larger group meetings or audiences and hosing 

visitors / clients / customers. In Germany this element of the work environment is only important if employees 

indicate private conversations as important. Employees from Sweden want the element ‘building services’ if 

they have to spread out papers or materials, if they use technical or specialist equipment or materials or if 

they have video conferences. In France this element of the work environment is only important for employees 

if these employees use technical or specialist equipment or materials.  

 

The climate of the office environment is indicated as important for all workplace activities by employees from 

Germany and Sweden. Employees indicate this element as important for almost all workplace activities. These 

employees indicate this element as not important for performing a private conversation. In France the climate 

is only important for two workplace activities; when employees have to learn from others and if employees 

have to use technical or specialist equipment or materials.  

 

Personalization of the work environment is important for the employees in the Netherlands and Great Britain 

for all workplace activities. In contrast to the employees from the Netherlands and Great Britain, the 

employees in France do not indicate the element ‘personalization’ as important for no workplace activity. In 

Sweden and Germany the employees indicate this element of the work environment not as important for 

individual focused work away from your desk, informal unplanned meetings and planned meetings. 

Additionally the employees from Germany indicate the element ‘personalization’ as not important for 

individual focused work away from their desk, informal social interaction, business confidential discussions, 

telephone conversations and audio conferences.  

 

Employees from Sweden and Great Britain indicate the element ‘meeting areas’ as important for almost all 

workplace activities. With regard to the importance of ‘meeting areas’ employees of Sweden indicate this 

element of the work environment as important for all workplace activities. Also Great Britain and Germany 

find the element ‘meeting areas’ important for a lot of workplace activities. Employees in Great Britain do not 

want meeting areas for individual focused work desk based, routine tasks, learning from others and by the use 

of technical or specialist equipment or materials. German employees do not indicate meeting areas as 

important for the activities: individual focused work desk based individual focused work away from your desk, 

informal social interaction, private conversations, telephone conversations, audio conferences and for the use 

of technical or specialist equipment or materials. In contrast to Germany, Great Britain and Sweden, the 

employees from the Netherlands and France only need meeting areas for a small number of workplace 

activities. In the Netherlands employees prefer meeting areas for private conversations, audio conferences, for 

larger group meetings, for video conferences and if they host visitor, clients or customers. In France a meeting 

areas are only needed if larger group meetings are important for employees.  

 

The element ‘office equipment’ is important for all workplace activities for employees in France and Great 

Britain. In the Netherlands, Germany and Sweden this element of the work environment is only important for a 
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small amount of workplace activities. In the Netherlands the employees find the element ‘office equipment’ as 

important, if these employees indicate the activities ‘individual routine tasks’, ‘spreading out papers or 

materials’ and ‘using technical or specialist equipment or materials’ as important. In Germany the element 

‘office equipment’ is needed when employees have to read, collaborate on focused work, private 

conversations, larger group meetings or if employees have to spread out papers or materials. If employees in 

Sweden have to spread out papers or materials they also prefer the element ‘office equipment’.  

 
For performing workplace activities employees in France do not need an own desk or chair. In contrast to 
French employees, employees in Sweden and the Netherlands need this element for almost all workplace 
activities. In Sweden employees do not indicate the element ‘a desk or chair’ as important if individual focused 
work away from a desk is an important workplace activity. In the Netherlands employees do not need a desk 
or chair for performing collaboration on creative work, audio conferences, spreading out paper or materials, 
for video conferences and for using of technical or specialist equipment or materials. For performing individual 
focused work desk based, individual routine tasks, collaboration on focused work, informal unplanned 
meetings, informal social interaction, telephone conversations, audio conferences, spreading out paper or 
materials and relaxing employees from Great Britain indicate a desk or chair as important. Employees from 
Germany only need a desk or chair if they have to perform individual routine tasks, if they have to read or if 
they have larger group meetings or audiences. Table 44 shows the results of comparing the means of the 
factor variables of the importance of elements of the work environment. In this table only elements of the 
work environment that are indicate as important for a workplace activity are shown in this table.  
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Table 42: The relation between important elements of the work environment for important workplace activities in different countries 
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Individual focused 

work desk based  

FR (.63) UK (.14) SW (.15) NL (.04) SW (.22) UK  (.12) SW (.10) 

DE (.60)   DE (.08) UK (.04)   FR (.08) NL (.04) 

NL (.55)   NL (.06)       UK (.01) 

SW (.14)             

Individual focused 

work away from 

your desk  

FR (.77) NL (.11) DE (.15) NL (.26) SW (.19) FR (.09) NL (.05) 

DE (.85) UK (.27) NL (.10) SW (.21) UK (.11) UK  (.09) 
  

NL (.69) 
  

SW (.15) UK (.18) 
      

SW (.55) 
  

UK (.01) 
        

UK (.33) 
            

Individual routine 

tasks  
FR (.82) UK (.26) DE (.12) DE (.35) DE (.03) FR (.15) DE (.17) 

DE (.96) 
  

NL (.19) NL (.22) SW (.19) NL (.02) NL (.04) 

NL (.21) 
  

SW (.24) SW (.20) 
  

UK  (.16) SW (.07) 

SW (.30) 
  

UK (.09) UK (.20) 
    

UK (.01) 

UK (.08) 
            

Reading FR (.77) UK (.22) DE (.07) DE (.30) DE (.07) FR (.15) DE (.13) 

DE (.86) 
  

NL (.13) NL (.08) SW (.28) DE (.15) NL (.11) 

NL (.14) 
  

SW (.21) SW (.09) UK (.07) UK (.14) SW (.08) 

SW (.29) 
  

UK (.08) UK (.15) 
      

UK (.14) 
            

Collabora-ting on 

focused work 
FR (.76) UK (.21) DE (.08) DE (.10) DE (.02) FR (.15) NL (.06) 

DE (.71) 
  

NL (.15) NL (.16) SW (.28) DE (.12) SW (.07) 

NL (.19) 
  

SW (.19) SW (.06) UK (.10) UK (.15) UK (.01) 

SW (.30) 
  

UK (.04) UK (.06) 
      

UK (.16) 
            

Collabora-ting on 

creative work  
FR (.99) UK (.21) DE (.12) DE (.20) DE (.03) FR (.09) SW (.04) 

DE (.95) 
  

NL (.09) NL (.11) SW (.27) UK (.07) 
  

NL (.33) 
  

SW (.17) SW (.02) UK (.12) 
    

SW (.34) 
  

UK (.06) UK (.18) 
      

UK (.42) 
            

Informal unplanned 

meetings  
FR (.78) UK (.19) DE (.10) NL (.07) DE (.05) FR (.06) NL (.06) 

DE (.71) 
  

NL (.12) UK (.06) SW (.30) UK (.14) SW (.08) 

NL (.23) 
  

SW (.18) 
  

UK (.11) 
  

UK (.01) 

SW (.26) 
  

UK (.02) 
        

UK (.07) 
            

Planned meetings  FR (.71) UK (.17) DE (.18) NL (.05) DE (.13) FR (.12) NL (.04) 

DE (.59) 
  

NL (.11) UK (.02) SW (.30) UK (.16) SW (.08) 

NL (.14) 
  

SW (.16) 
  

UK (.11) 
    

SW (.21) 
            

UK (.02) 
            

Informal social 

interaction  
FR (.78) UK (.32) DE (.26) NL (.10) SW (.25) FR (.17) NL (.01) 

DE (.88) 
  

NL (.11) SW (.14) UK (.07) UK (.12) SW (.09) 

NL (.23) 
  

SW (.24) UK (.18) 
    

UK (.02) 

SW (.32) 
  

UK (.09) 
        

UK (.22) 
            

Business 

confidential  
FR (.97) UK (.25) DE (.12) NL (.17) DE (.15) FR (.16) NL (.04) 

DE (.64) 
  

NL (.09) SW (.16) SW (.29) UK (.14) SW (.04) 

NL (.19) 
  

SW (.16) UK (.16) UK (.15) 
    

SW (.47) 
  

UK (.07) 
        

UK (.23) 
            

Private conver-

sations  
FR (.91) DE (.06) DE (.08) DE (.64) NL (.06) FR (.11) NL (.03) 

DE (1.05) UK (.31) SW (.22) NL (.18) SW (.27) DE (.02) SW (.09) 

NL (.28) 
  

UK (.02) SW (.29) UK (.13) UK (.08) UK (.01) 

SW (.04) 
    

UK (.16) 
      

UK (.15) 
            

Telephone conver-

sations  
FR (.66) UK (.20) DE (.12) NL (.11) SW (.26) FR (.16) NL (.03) 

DE (.61) 
  

NL (.09) SW (.04) UK (.02) UK (.19) SW (.10) 

NL (.08) 
  

SW (.20) UK (.08) 
    

UK (.01) 

SW (.19) 
  

UK (.03) 
        

UK (.01) 
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Creative thinking  FR (.83) UK (.24) DE (.05) DE (.09) DE (.12) FR (.16) NL (.07) 

DE (.75) 
  

NL (.15) NL (.06) SW (.25) UK (.10) SW (.07) 

NL (.24) 
  

SW (.24) SW (.07) UK (.08) 
    

SW (.30) 
  

UK (.10) UK (.15) 
      

UK (.25) 
            

Learning from 

others  
FR (.82) NL (.01) FR (.10) DE (.24) DE (.17) FR (.10) NL (.06) 

DE (.83) UK (.31) DE (.17) NL (.20) SW (.19) UK (.13) SW (.06) 

NL (.25) 
  

NL (.16) SW (.12) 
      

SW (.29) 
  

SW (.25) UK (.18) 
      

UK (.22) 
  

UK (.10) 
        

Audio conferences  FR (.78) NL (.03) DE (.18) NL (.28) NL (.12) FR (.14) SW (.07) 

DE (.77) UK (.21) NL (.17) SW (.01) SW (.36) UK (.15) UK (.01) 

NL (.70) 
  

SW (.17) UK (.14) UK (.18) 
    

SW (.38) 
  

UK (.07) 
        

UK (.40) 
            

Spreading out 

papers or materials  
FR (.79) NL (.13) DE (.17) DE (.55) DE (.11) FR (.18) SW (.08) 

DE (.90) SW (.03) NL (.17) NL (.39) SW (.17) DE (.02) UK (.01) 

NL (.43) UK (.26) SW (.24) SW (.40) UK (.01) NL (.02) 
  

SW (.37) 
  

UK (.09) UK (.25) 
  

SW (.01) 
  

UK (.13) 
        

UK (.16) 
  

Using technical or 

specialist 

equipment or 

materials  

FR (.89) FR (.22) FR (.05) DE (.34) SW (.12) FR (.21) SW (.03) 

DE (1.10) NL (.18) DE (.16) NL (.41) 
  

NL (.01) 
  

NL (.59) SW (.07) NL (.15) SW (.37) 
  

UK (.09) 
  

SW (.56) UK (.36) SW (.21) UK (.40) 
      

UK (.57) 
  

UK (.10) 
        

Relaxing/ 

taking a break  
FR (.69) UK (.33) DE (.18) DE (.10) DE (.03) FR (.17) NL (.02) 

DE (.86) 
  

NL (.19) NL (.17) SW (.24) UK (.08) SW (.11) 

NL (.20) 
  

SW (.28) SW (.20) UK (.01) 
  

UK (.03) 

SW (.27) 
  

UK (.10) UK (.22) 
      

UK (.14) 
            

Larger group 

meetings or 

audiences  

FR (.78) NL (.09) DE (.14) DE (1.01) FR (.06) FR (.22) DE (.08) 

DE (.83) UK (.37) NL (.15) NL (.22) DE (.24) DE (.32) NL (.02) 

NL (.68) 
  

SW (.25) SW (.19) NL (.06) UK (.14) SW (.07) 

SW (.38) 
  

UK (.12) UK (.23) SW (.35) 
    

UK (.40) 
      

UK (.20) 
    

Hosing visitors, 

clients or customers  
FR (.85) NL (.05) DE (.01) DE (.01) DE (.23) FR (.09) NL (.04) 

DE (.85) UK (.30) NL (.08) NL (.19) NL (.02) UK (.15) SW (.03) 

NL (.34) 
  

SW (.16) SW (.15) SW (.25) 
    

SW (.43) 
  

UK (.05) UK (.17) UK (.18) 
    

UK (.31) 
            

Video conferences  FR (.93) SW (.01) DE (.01) DE (.13) DE (.03) FR (.08) SW (.04) 

DE (.98) UK (.35) NL (.13) NL (.20) NL (.08) UK (.07) 
  

NL (.67) 
  

SW (.14) SW (.15) SW (.29) 
    

SW (.68) 
  

UK (.05) UK (.29) UK (.16) 
    

UK (.64) 
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The importance of elements of the work environment and the time working at the primary office location is 
tested by the F test on the basis of comparing the means of the factors of the importance of elements of the 
work environment in the ANOVA table. The test is performed 17 times, because for each analysis another 
workplace activity is indicated as important. Table 45 shows if the hypothesis is rejected or accepted. The F 
values and probabilities of exceeding are shown in Appendix 6.4.  
 
Table 43: Results of testing hypothesis 13 

H9 The importance elements of the work environment for important workplace activities 

do not differ between countries 

Rejected  

H9a The importance of elements of the work environment for individual focused work desk 

based do not differ between countries  

Rejected  

H9b  The importance of elements of the work environment for individual focused work away 

from your desk do not differ between countries 

Rejected  

H9c The importance of elements of the work environment for individual routine tasks do 

not differ between countries 

Rejected  

H9d The importance of elements of the work environment for reading do not differ between 

countries 

Rejected 

H9e The importance of elements of the work environment for collaborating on focused work 

do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9f The importance of elements of the work environment for collaborating on creative 

work do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9g The importance of elements of the work environment for informal unplanned meetings 

do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9h The importance of elements of the work environment for planned meetings do not 

differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9i The importance of elements of the work environment for informal social interaction do 

not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9j The importance of elements of the work environment for business confidential 

discussions do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9k The importance of elements of the work environment for private conversations do not 

differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9l The importance of elements of the work environment for telephone conversations do 

not differ between countries 

Rejected  

H9m The importance of elements of the work environment for creative thinking do not differ 

between countries 

Rejected 

H9n The importance of elements of the work environment for learning from others do not 

differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9o The importance of elements of the work environment for audio conferences do not 

differ between countries 

Rejected  

H9p The importance of elements of the work environment for spreading out papers or 

materials do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9q The importance of elements of the work environment for using technical or specialist 

equipment or materials do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9r The importance of elements of the work environment for relaxing/taking a break do not 

differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9s The importance of elements of the work environment for larger group meetings or 

audiences do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9t The importance of elements of the work environment for hosing visitors, clients or 

customers do not differ between countries 

Rejected 

H9u The importance of elements of the work environment for video conferences do not Rejected 
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differ between countries 

 

The rejection of the null hypothesis implies that there are differences with regard to the importance of 

elements of the work environment for important workplace activities. There is a significant difference between 

the importance to employees for a work environment to work place independent, informal and service 

facilities, climate, personalization, spate rooms, equipment for performing work and the importance of 

workplace equipment for performing workplace activities.  

 

6.6.4 Satisfaction with workplace features and facilities  
To analyze the satisfaction with features and facilities in different countries, factor analyses will be conducted 

in order to determine whether the collection workplace features and facilities of employees can be reduced to 

a smaller number of constructed variables. Factor analysis was conducted on all thirty-seven workplace 

features and facilities describing the satisfaction of employees with these features and facilities. Principal 

component analysis with varimax rotation was used, and components were extracted until eigenvalues were 

less than or equal to 1.0. Because of the fact that employees only can indicate the satisfaction with workplace 

features and facilities if that specific workplace feature or facility is important for the employee, there are a lot 

of missing values. All research units that do not have a score on at least one variable will be ignored in the 

calculation of all correlation coefficients. As a consequence of this listwise deletion data from 1988 employees 

will be included in the analysis. All results of the factor analysis are shown Appendix 6.5. 

 
In Table 46 the variables that are loaded high to the factors are marked. The variables desk, chair, personal 
storage, archive storage and ability to personalize a workstation are all features relating to the need for an 
own workplace. This factor is called “personalization and desk/chair”. This factor explains 11 % of the sum of 
variances of the thirty-seven workplace features and facilities. The variables that are loaded high on the factor 
‘building services for informal activities’ are atrium and communal areas, accessibility of colleagues, informal 
work areas break out zones, restaurant or canteen, leisure facilities on site or nearby, tea coffee and other 
refreshment and reception areas. This factor explains 10 % of the sum of variances of the thirty-seven 
workplace features and facilities. The factor ‘ICT and equipment’ refers to variables with regard to ICT features 
and facilities and features and facilities that employees need to perform their work. This factor explains 9 % of 
the sum of variance of all workplace features and facilities. The fourth factor is called ‘meeting areas’ because 
the variables with regard to the need for a separate room are loaded high on this factor. This fourth factor 
explains 9 % of the sum of variances of the thirty-seven workplace features and facilities. The variables natural 
light, office lighting, temperature control and air quality are variables that are loaded high on the fifth factor. 
As a result this factor is called ‘climate’. The sixth factor is labelled as ‘building services’. The variables with 
regard to services in the office environment are loaded high on this factor. This factor explains 6 % of the sum 
of variances of the thirty-seven workplace features and facilities. The last factor is called ‘noise disturbance’ 
because dividers between desk or area, space between work settings, noise levels and people walking past 
your desk are loaded high on this factor. This last factor explains 5 % of the sum of variances of the thirty-
seven workplace features and facilities.  These seven factors can explain 40 % of the sum of variances of the 
thirty-seven workplace features and facilities. In the further analysis of the satisfaction with workplace 
features and facilities the factors that are composed by the factor analysis will be used. 

 

Compared to the factors of importance of workplace elements of the work environment some similarities are 

shown. The factor ‘support of personalization’ and ‘support of desk/chair’ is comparable with the combination 

of the factors importance of personalization and the importance of desk/chair.  The factor ‘importance of 

building services’ is comparable with the combination of the factors ‘support of building services’ and ‘support 

of building services’. The factor ‘support of ICT and equipment’ is comparable with the combination of the 

factors ‘importance of features and facilities to work place independent’ and ‘importance of office equipment’.  
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Table 44: A summary of the factor analysis for the satisfaction with workplace features and facilities 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
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Desk .707 .025 .192 .111 .237 .111 -.045 

Chair .553 .018 .218 .100 .244 .178 -.138 

Dividers Between Desk Or Areas .608 .136 .073 .196 .082 .117 .369 

Personal Storage .711 .150 .159 .105 .078 .050 .086 

Archive Storage .564 .223 .182 .180 .041 .055 .096 

Quiet rooms For Working Alone Or In 
Pairs 

.209 .218 .121 .688 .109 .051 .201 

Atrium And Communal Areas .122 .754 .090 .227 .167 .161 .069 

Ability To Personalise My Workstation .696 .147 .121 .095 .049 .060 .227 

Space Between Work Settings .670 .171 .097 .178 .108 .056 .307 

Meeting Rooms Large .132 .092 .199 .734 .146 .220 .036 

Meeting Rooms Small .156 .116 .181 .795 .140 .164 .019 

Variety Of Different Types Of 
Workspace 

.170 .504 .154 .534 .165 -.039 .190 

Accessibility Of Colleagues .275 .301 .309 .282 .122 .082 .105 

Natural Light .215 .227 .080 .169 .607 .160 .003 

Office Lighting .253 .231 .135 .189 .669 .154 .015 

Temperature Control .091 .141 .201 .063 .701 .011 .259 

Air Quality .090 .199 .207 .085 .745 .080 .284 

Noise Levels .249 .094 .119 .170 .276 .137 .730 

People Walking Past Your Desk .295 .110 .106 .178 .174 .135 .728 

Computing Equipment .295 .155 .624 .063 .103 .052 .030 

Telephone Equipment .273 .106 .580 .091 .074 .201 .050 

Audio Visual Equipment .131 .225 .577 .260 .050 .169 .122 

In Office Network Connectivity .166 .086 .722 .102 .194 .074 .035 

Remote Access To Work Files Or 
Network 

.082 .083 .722 .149 .086 .087 .023 

Guest Visitor Network Access -.008 .243 .581 .195 .096 .077 .137 

Printing Copying Scanning Equipment .250 .174 .410 .228 .274 .119 -.060 

Desk Room Booking Systems .203 .075 .276   .568 .036 .103 .090 

Informal Work Areas Break Out Zones .108 .531 .115 .549 .132 -.023 .136 

Restaurant Canteen .162 .624 .149 -.052 .172 .140 .013 

Leisure Facilities On site Or Nearby .156 .419 .161 .158 .204 .180 .038 

Hospitality Services .093 .540 .191 .191 .089 .312 .183 

Mail And Post Room Services .122 .271 .205 .088 -.038 .575 .109 
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Tea Coffee And Other Refreshment .159 .621 .188 .122 .201 .151 -.035 

Reception Areas .083 .617 .161 .131 .064 .292 .076 

Security .128 .243 .209 .044 .011 .645 .127 

General Cleanliness .083 .224 .095 .187 .372 .695 .029 

General Tidiness .168 .229 .087 .259 .383 .625 .029 

Eigenvalues 3.900 3.645 3.465 3.376 2.811 2.270 1.765 

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings - % 
of Variance 

10.540 9.853 9.366 9.123 7.598 6.135 4.769 

(N= 1988)       

Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. 

      

a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.       

 

In order to analyze preferences with regard to the modern work environment it is interesting to determine 

with which elements of the work environment employees are satisfied or not.  By means of this analyses it can 

be determined which element of the physical work environment should be adjusted to ensure satisfaction of 

employees in different countries. The following hypothesis is tested comparing the means of the factor 

variables of the support of workplace activities:  

 

H10 There is no difference between the satisfaction with elements of the work environment  in 

different countries   

H0 There is no difference between the satisfaction with elements of the work environment  in 

different countries   

H1 There is a difference between the satisfaction with elements of the work environment  in different 

countries   

 

Since employees from France, Germany and the Netherlands work more flexible than employees from Sweden 

and Great Britain it is interesting to analyse if the satisfaction with ICT has a relation with the fact employees 

work more flexible or not. In Germany employees work flexible, but these employees are not satisfied with 

ICT.  The lower flexibility of employees from Great Britain can be the result of the dissatisfaction with this 

element of the work environment. It is expected that the dissatisfaction of these employees is the result of the 

dissatisfaction of ICT, because employees from Great Britain have indicated that work equipment based work 

activities are well supported.  

 
If the values are analyzing more closely than the following results are shown. In France employees are very 
satisfied with the provision of ‘meeting areas’. These employees are also more satisfied than average with 
‘meeting areas’, with ‘ICT and equipment’ and with ‘building services’. Generally German employees are less 
satisfied with the elements of the work environment than French employees. However these employees are 
very satisfied with the elements ‘meeting areas’ and with ‘noise disturbance’. In the Netherlands employees 
are not satisfied with the elements ‘building services’ and ‘noise disturbance’. However these employees are 
satisfied with the climate of the work environment. ‘Personalization’ ‘a desk or chair’ and ‘ICT and equipment’ 
are elements of the work environment which employees in Sweden are satisfied with. However these 
employees are not satisfied with the meeting areas of the work environment. In contrast to these Swedish 
employees, employees from Great Britain are satisfied with this element of the work environment. Meanwhile 
these employees are not satisfied with the elements ‘personalization’ and ‘a desk or chair’ and ‘ICT and 
equipment’.  
 

Table 47 shows the results of comparing the means of the factor variables of the satisfaction with elements of 

the work environment.  
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Table 45: The relation between national culture and the satisfaction with elements of the work environment in different 
countries  
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France Mean .05 .18 .34 1.47 .05 .22 -.04 

N 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

Germany Mean .07 .06 -.08 1.08 .10 .07 .27 

N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Netherlands Mean -.08 .09 .23 .24 .43 -.21 -.47 

N 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 

Sweden Mean .26 -.31 .25 -.09 .15 -.08 -.16 

N 598 598 598 598 598 598 598 

United Kingdom Mean -.11 .13 -.12 .02 -.08 .04 .09 

N 1330 1330 1330 1330 1330 1330 1330 

Total Mean .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

N 1988 1988 1988 1988 1988 1988 1988 

 

This hypothesis is tested comparing the means of the factors of the support of elements of the work 

environment. As a result of the fact the number of employees from Germany and France are smaller than the 

number of employees from other countries; the analysis is also performed without the data of employees from 

Germany and France. This analysis has performed to ensure the relation is not only due to the small amount of 

employees from Germany and France. Table 46  shows the results of this analysis. 

 
Table 46: Results of testing hypothesis 14 

H10 There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

elements of the work environment  in different 

countries   

Including 

France and 

Germany 

Excluding 

France and 

Germany 

Rejected 

H10a  There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

the element ‘personalization and desk chair’ in 

different countries   

F =14.808;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =29.546;  

df = 2; p=.000 

Rejected 

H10b There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

the element ‘building services’ for informal activities in 

different countries   

F =21.432;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =42.559;  

df = 2; p=.000 

Rejected 

H10c There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

the element ‘ICT and equipment’ in different countries   

F =15,293;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =29.994;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

H10d There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

the element ‘meeting areas’ in different countries   

F =8.332;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =3.798;  

df = 2; p=.023 

Rejected 

H10e There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

the element ‘climate’ in different countries   

F =8.235;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =16.397;  

df = 2; p=.000 

Rejected 

H10f There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

the element ‘building services’ in different countries   

F =2.307;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =4.388;  

df = 2; p=.013 

Rejected 

H10g There is no difference between the satisfaction with 

the element ‘noise disturbance’ in different countries   

F =9.445;  

df = 4; p=.000 

F =18.685;  

df = 2; p=.000 

Rejected 

 

The result of the F test has led to the rejection of the null hypothesis.  This implies differences with regard to 

the satisfaction of employees with elements of the work environment in different countries. There is a 
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significant difference between the satisfaction with the elements ‘personalization and a desk or chair’, 

‘building services for informal activities’, ‘ICT and equipment’, ‘meeting areas’, ‘climate’, ‘building services’ and 

‘noise disturbance’ in different countries. As a result of the fact the number of employees from Germany and 

France are smaller than the number of employees from other countries; the analysis is also performed without 

the data of employees from Germany and France. Table 46 shows the results of this analysis and it can be 

concluded that the relation between the countries is not only determined by employees from Germany and 

France. For this reason, the results of France and Germany are still included in the analysis of the results.  

 

6.7 CONCLUSION RELATED TO WORKPLACE WORKPALCE FEATURES AND FACILTIES IN 

DIFFERENT COUNTRIES  
The workplace features and facilities in different countries are analyzed so this partial conclusion can answer 

the research question: “Does preferences with regard to workplace features and facilities differ between 

countries?” The answer to this research question can be summarized as follow: 

 the importance of workplace features and facilities;  

 the satisfaction with workplace features and facilities.  

Information about the preferences with regard to workplace features and facilities will be provided by country. 

Besides answering the research question and information about the differences also the similarities of 

preferences that are found will be explained.  

 

The preferences with regard to workplace features and facilities differ between countries. The importance of 

‘an environment to work place independent’, ‘building facilities’, ‘climate’, ‘personalization’,  ‘meeting area’, 

‘office equipment’ and ‘a desk or chair’ differs between countries. This importance also differs between 

employees who always work at the primary office location and employees who not always work at the primary 

office location. Also the satisfaction with ‘personalization and desk/chair’, ‘building services for informal 

activities’, ‘ICT and office equipment’, ‘meeting areas’, ‘climate’, ‘building services’ and ‘noise disturbance’ 

differs between countries.  

 

France  
‘A work environment to work place independent’ is indicated as important for both employees who always 

work and employees who not always work at the primary office, but this aspect of the work environment is 

indicated as more important by employees who not always work at the primary office location. Office 

equipment is indicated as important only for employees who always work at the office. Employees from 

France are satisfied with this element of the work environment, since ICT makes it possible to work place 

independent. Besides these employees are satisfied with ‘meeting areas’, but this element is not indicated as 

important for these employees.  

 

Germany 
In Germany also ‘a work environment to work place independent’ is indicated as more important by who not 

always work at the primary office than employees who always work at the primary office location. ‘Climate’ is 

indicated as more important by employees who always work at the primary office. ‘Personalization’ is only 

indicated as important by employees who always work at the primary office. Employees have indicated to be 

not satisfied with the possibility to work place independent. On the other hand these employees are satisfied 

with the elements ‘climate’ and ‘meeting areas’.  

 

The Netherlands 
In the Netherlands ‘personalization’ is an important element of the work environment. This element is 

indicated as more important by employees who always work at the primary office location. ‘Climate’ is only 

important if employees not always work at the primary office in contrast to an environment to work place 

independent. This element is indicated as important only by employees who not always work at the primary 

office location. Employees in the Netherlands are not satisfied with ‘personalization’. On the other hand Dutch 

employees are satisfied with the elements ‘climate’ and ‘ICT and equipment’. 
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Sweden  
‘Meeting areas’ are an important element of the work environment in Sweden. This element is indicated as 

more important by employees who not always work at the primary office location. ‘An environment to work 

place independent’ is important for employees who not always work at the office and ‘climate’ is important for 

employees who always work at the office. Despite the fact the element ‘meeting areas’ is important, 

employees from Sweden are not satisfied with this element of the work environment. On the other hand 

Swedish employees are satisfied with ‘ICT and equipment’.  

 
Great Britain 
In Great Britain ‘building facilities’ are an important element of the work environment. If employees work less 

at the office environment, this element is indicated as more important. ‘Office equipment’ is important for 

employees who not always work at the primary office and ‘personalization’ is important for employees who 

perform their work always at the primary office location. In Great Britain ‘ICT and equipment’ and 

‘personalization’ do not provide satisfaction to employees.  

 

Similarities with regard to importance of elements of the work environment 
The analysis of the relation between importance work environment elements and the time employees spend 

at the primary office location shows some similarities. In countries where employees spend less working time 

at the primary office location the element ‘an environment to work place independent’ is indicated as more 

important. Probably these employees need these facilities in order to perform their work at other locations. 

‘Building facilities’, ‘climate’, ‘personalization’ and ‘a desk/chair’ are elements of the work environment that 

are indicated as important by employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location.  

 

Similarities with regard to the satisfaction with elements of the work environment 
The analysis of the satisfaction with important elements of the work environment also shows some similarities. 

‘Climate’ and ‘meeting areas’ are elements that in general contribute to the satisfaction of employees. On the 

other hand the element ‘noise disturbance’ does not contribute to the satisfaction of employees.   

 

6.8 NATIONAL CULTURE AND THE WORK ENVIRONMENT  
The relation between national culture and the work environment will be analyzed on the basis of the relations 

between national culture and space optimization, national culture and alternative work locations, national 

culture and creative collaboration and national culture and openness to a different way of working. The 

influence of national culture on these aspects is confirmed by studies of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012). In 

the study of Steelcase (2009) employee preferences are not taken into account, hence it could be the design of 

the work environment by country developed by Steelcase is not aligned with the preferences of employees in 

a specific country. Also in the study of Plijters (2012) preferences of employees with regard to the work 

environment are not taken into account. As a consequence these relations are tested on the basis of employee 

preferences. Hereby can be determined if the design of a work environment influenced by national culture is 

aligned with the preference of employees in a country. After analysing the relation between national culture 

and the work environment a partial conclusion will answer the research question: “Does national culture affect 

preferences with regard to the work environment?”  

 

6.8.1 National culture and space optimization  
On the basis of the results from the research of Steelcase (2009) it is expected that France apply space 

optimization differently than Great Britain, Sweden, the Netherlands and Germany. In France only a few 

workplace strategies are offered in contrast to The Netherlands, Great Britain, Germany and Sweden. In these 

last mentioned countries full alternative workplace strategies are offered. Hence, in France the office space 

can be optimized less in contrast to the other countries. In this analysis the hypothesis with regard to space 

optimization will be tested. Space optimization of the primary office location can be achieved if employees 

work on other work locations instead of the primary office location. The following hypothesis will be tested:  
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H11 There is a relation between power distance and space optimization 

H0 Employees in Great Britain, Sweden, the Netherlands and Germany work as much at other work 

locations instead of the primary office location as employees from France 

H1 Employees in Great Britain, Sweden, the Netherlands and Germany work more at other work 

locations instead of the primary office location than employees from France 

 

In France significantly fewer employees choose to work always at the primary office location instead of 

employees in Netherlands, Great Britain, Sweden and Germany. Employees in France work more outside this 

office than employees in the other countries. In contrast with the finding of the research of Steelcase (2009) in 

France more employees choose to work not always at the primary office location than employees in the 

Netherlands, Great Britain, Germany and Sweden. The percentages of employees in different countries that 

choose always or not always to work at the primary office are shown in Table 47.  

 
Table 47: The relation between national culture and space optimization  

  Always / Not 
always at Primary 

office location 

 

  Not 
always Always Total 

National culture  France 80% 20% 280 

The Netherlands, Great Britain, Sweden and Germany 65% 35% 31726 

Total 65% 35% 32006 

 

This hypothesis is tested by the chi square test and a crosstab. The results of this test are shown in Table 48. 

These results determine that the null hypothesis can be rejected. The rejection of this null hypothesis means 

that there is a difference between space optimization in France and space optimization in the Netherlands, 

Great Britain, Sweden and Germany.  

 
Table 48: Results of testing hypothesis 5 

H11 There is a relation between power distance and space optimization  Rejected 

H11 Employees in Great Britain, Sweden, the Netherlands and Germany work 

as much at other work locations instead of the primary office location as 

employees from France 

Χ
2
 = 28.072;  

df = 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

 

6.8.2 National culture and alternative work locations  
According to Steelcase (2009) a difference between Great Britain and Sweden and the other countries with 

regard to alternative work locations is found. In contrast to Germany, the Netherland and Great Britain, in 

France the primary office location is still the main work location. In Great Britain it is allowed to work 

anywhere. Also in the Netherlands and Germany working outside the office is normal, but in these countries 

working outside the primary office location is focused on working at cowork locations. The hypothesis with 

regard to this suggestion of Steelcase (2009) has led to testing the hypothesis related to the national culture 

and the amount of work locations. The following hypothesis will be tested: 

 

H12 Uncertainty avoidance and power distance affect alternative work locations  

H0 The amount of alternative work locations do not differ between Great Britain and Sweden and on 

the other hand the other countries  

H1 The amount of alternative work locations differ between Great Britain and Sweden and on the 

other hand the other countries 

 

In France, Germany and the Netherlands only 20 % of the employees do not work at an alternative work 

location; this is significantly lower than employees in Sweden and Great Britain. In France, Germany and the 

Netherlands significantly more employees choose to work at one, two, three or four alternative work locations 
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than employees in Sweden and Great Britain. The difference between the percentage of employees that have 

an specific amount of work locations in one the one hand France, Germany and the Netherlands and on the 

other hand Great Britain and Sweden are shown in Table 49. 

 
Table 49: The relation between national culture and alternative work locations  

  Amount of work locations  

0 1 2 3 4 Total 

National 
culture  

France, Germany and the Netherlands 20 % 35 % 27 % 16 % 3 % 1349 

Great Britain and Sweden 36 % 31 % 21 % 10 % 2 % 30654 

Total  35 % 31 % 21 % 10 % 2 % 32003 

 

The hypothesis with regard to national culture and the amount of work locations is tested by the chi square 

test and a crosstab. The results of this test are shown in Table 50.  

 
Table 50: Results of testing hypothesis 7 

H12 Uncertainty avoidance and power distance affect alternative work 

locations  

 Rejected  

H12 The amount of alternative work locations do not differ between Great 

Britain and Sweden and on the other hand the other countries  

Χ
2
 =159.458;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected 

 

On the basis of the results of the chi square test the null hypothesis can be rejected. There exists a relation 

between national culture and alternative work locations.  

 

6.8.3 National culture and creative collaboration 
On the basis of the literature with regard to the relation between national culture and creative collaboration, it 

is expected that in France, Germany and the Netherlands cooperation occurs differently than in Great Britain 

and Sweden. In France, Germany and the Netherlands cooperation occurs in spaces specially reserved for 

performing this work activity. In contrast to these national cultures, in Great Britain and Sweden creative 

collaboration can occurs everywhere. In order to analyze the relation between national cultures and creative 

collaboration the following hypothesis will be tested:  

 

H13 There is a relation between uncertainty avoidance and creative collaboration  

H0 There no difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and  the other countries with 

regard to the importance of features and facilities for creative collaboration 

H1 There a difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and  the other countries with 

regard to the importance of features and facilities for creative collaboration 

 
Based on the literature form Steelcase a difference is expected between on the one hand, the importance of 
atriums and communal areas, the importance of accessibility of colleagues and the importance of people 
walking past your desk and on the other hand the importance of large and small meeting rooms. It is expected 
that employees in France, the Netherlands and Germany attaching more importance to large and small 
meeting rooms than employees in Great Britain and Sweden.  
 
Figure 38 shows that this expectation is not confirmed by analysing the hypotheses. Employees in Great Britain 
and Sweden attach more importance to all features and facilities that are tested in this hypothesis. There is a 
difference between national culture and the importance of workplace features and facilities related to creative 
collaboration, but there is no difference between the features and facilities that provide creative collaboration 
in dedicated rooms or features and facilities that which make it possible to collaborate creatively everywhere.  
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Figure 38: The relation between France, the Netherlands and Germany and Great Britain and Sweden and the 
importance of features and facilities for creative collaboration 
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Total 

France, the Netherlands, Germany 51 % 62 % 72 % 46 % 54 % 1349 

United Kingdom and Sweden 56 % 74 % 80 % 54 % 59 % 30654 

Total 56 % 73 % 80 % 53 % 59 % 32003 

 

The hypothesis with regard to the relation between national culture and creative collaboration is tested by the 

chi square test and a crosstab. The results of this test are shown in Table 51.  
 
Table 51: Results testing hypothesis 15 

H13 There is a relation between uncertainty avoidance and creative 

collaboration  

 Partly 

rejected  

H13a There is no difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and  

the other countries and the importance of the element ‘small meeting 

rooms’ 

Χ
2
=50.775;  

df = 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

H13b There is no difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and  

the other countries and the importance of the element ‘large meeting 

rooms’  

Χ
2
=90.281; df 

= 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

H13c There is no difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and  

the other countries and the importance of the element ‘ people walking 

past your desk’ 

Χ
2
=0.057;   

df = 1; p=.812 

Accepted 

H13d There is no difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and  

the other countries and the importance of the element ‘accessibility of 

colleagues’ 

Χ
2
=24.993;  

df = 1; p=.000  

Rejected 

H13e There is no difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and  

the other countries and the importance of the element ‘atriums and 

communal areas’ 

Χ
2
=14.577;  

df = 1; p=.000 

Rejected 

 
The analysis of the hypothesis if there is a difference between France, the Netherlands and Germany and Great 
Britain and Sweden and the importance of features and facilities for creative collaboration has led to the 
partial rejection of the null hypothesis. This implies that there is a difference between France, the Netherlands 
and Germany and Great Britain and Sweden and the importance of features and facilities for creative 
collaboration on certain aspects. There is a significant difference between the importance of small meeting 
rooms, the importance of large meeting rooms, the importance of accessibility of colleagues and the 
importance of atriums and communal areas. There is no significant difference between France, the 
Netherlands and Germany and Great Britain and Sweden and the importance of people walking past your 
desk.  
 

6.8.4 National culture and openness to a different way of working  
Plijters (2012) has investigated the relation between national culture and the openness to a different way of 

working. The conclusion of this study indicated that the level of the score influences the opens to a different 

way of working. Since France has the highest score on uncertainty avoidance it is expected that France is the 

least open for a different way of working followed by Germany, the Netherlands, Great Britain and Sweden. It 

is expected that employees in Sweden are the most open for a different way of working. The hypothesis that 

will test the relation between the opens to a different way of working and national culture is listed below. This 

hypothesis is tested by the chi square test and a crosstab.  
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H14 The score of uncertainty avoidance influences the openness to a different way of working 

H0 The score on the dimension uncertainty avoidance do not influence the time working at the 

primary office  location 

H1 As the score on the dimension uncertainty avoidance is higher employees spend more time 

working at other locations instead of the primary office location 

 

On the basis of the results of the crosstab the null hypothesis can be rejected. This implies there is a difference 

between the time working at the primary office location and national culture. The results in Table 52 show the 

relation between uncertainty avoidance and openness to a different way of working. 

 
Table 52: Results of testing hypothesis 1 

H14 The score on the dimension uncertainty avoidance do not 

influence the time working at the primary office  location 

 Rejected 

H14 The score on the dimension uncertainty avoidance do not 

influence the time working at the primary office  location 

Χ
2
 = 158.335;  

df = 4; p=.000 

Rejected  

 

Table 53 shows the percentages of employees who choose to work not always at the primary office. In 

Germany most people choose most often to perform their work at other locations instead of the primary office 

location. Following the employees in Germany, the employees in France choose most often to perform their 

work at other locations instead of the primary office location. In Sweden the percentage of employees that 

choose to work not always at the primary office locations is the lowest.  

 
Table 53: The time spend at the primary office location in different countries  

  Always / Not always at Primary office location  

  Not always Always Total 

National 
culture  

France 80% 20% 280 

Germany 86% 14% 79 

Netherlands 79% 21% 990 

United Kingdom 65% 35% 21129 

Sweden 63% 37% 9528 

 Total 65% 35% 32006 

 

6.9 CONCLUSION RELATED TO NATIONAL CULTURE AND THE WORK ENVIRONMENT  
The influence of national culture on preferences of employees with the work environment is analyzed so this 

partial conclusion can answer the research question: “Does national culture affect preferences with regard to 

the modern work environment?” The answer to this research question can be summarized as follow: 

 the relation between national culture and space optimization; 

 national culture and alternative work locations;  

 national culture and creative collaboration;  

 national culture and openness to a different way of working.  

Besides answering the research question, it is also concluded whether the design of the work environment by 

country analyzed by Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) is aligned with the preferences of employees in a 

country.  

 

National culture influences the preferences of employees with regard to different aspects of the work 

environment. National culture influences space optimization, the choice for alternative work locations, the 

choice for creative collaboration and the openness to a different way of working.  

 

National culture and space optimization  
Based on the results from the research of Steelcase (2009) it is expected that in France the office space can be 

reduced less when comparing to the other countries. The results of the analysis with regard to the relation 

between national culture and space optimization show the opposite. In France more employees choose to 
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spend not all their working time at the primary office location. In France the work environment can be reduced 

more than in Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden and Great Britain.  
 
National culture and alternative work locations 
According to Steelcase (2009) a difference between Great Britain and Sweden and the other countries with 

regard to alternative work locations is found. The analysis of the relation between national culture and 

preferences with alternative work locations shows the opposite. In France, the Netherlands and Germany 

employees choose more often to work at alternative work locations than employees in Great Britain and 

Sweden.  
 
National culture and creative collaboration  
The analysis of the hypothesis between national culture and creative collaboration shows there are differences 

between the importance of small meeting rooms, large meeting rooms, people walking past your desk, 

accessibly of colleagues and atriums and communal areas. Employees from Great Britain and Sweden find all 

elements more important than employees from France, the Netherlands and Germany. This in not in line with 

the theory of Steelcase (2009) that indicates that employees from France, the Netherlands and Germany give 

more importance to separate meeting rooms for creative collaboration.  

 
National culture and openness to a different way of working 
National culture influences the openness to a different way of working with regard to the location of work. The 

results of the analysis shows there is a difference between the time working at the primary office location and 

national culture. Plijters (2012) has stated that countries are more open to a different way of working when 

the score on uncertainty avoidance is lower. The results of this research show that if the score of uncertainty 

avoidance is higher employees prefer to work more at other office locations. Therefore countries with a higher 

score on uncertainty avoidance are more open to a different way of working, which is contrary to the theory of 

Plijters (2012).  

 

The results of the relation between national culture and preferences of employees with regard to strategies of 

the work environment shows opposite results than the studies of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012). 

According to the results of the analysis the work environments designed by Steelcase (2009) and the work 

environment analyzed by Plijters (2012) are not aligned with the preferences of employees in a country.  

 

  



 
107 

6.10 CONCLUSION 
In this chapter the preferences of employees with regard to the modern work environment are analyzed on 

the basis of hypotheses that are developed in chapter 5. The answer to this research question can be 

summarized as follow: 

 the location of work in different countries; 

 preferences related to workplace activities; 

 preferences related to workplace features and facilities;  

 the influence of characteristics of national culture on the preferences of employees.  

The analyses of these relations have resulted into answering the following research questions with regard to 

these aspects:  

 

 
 

Besides answering these research questions that are focused on the differences between countries also the 

similarities between countries will be discussed.  

 

The location of work  
Analyzing the preferences related to the location of work in different countries has resulted in the conclusion 

that the preferences with regard to the location of work differ between countries. The choice of a work 

location, the time working at a location, the amount of work locations and the amount of alternative work 

locations differs between countries.  

 

The analysis of the time working at the primary office location in different countries shows some similarities 

between countries. In France and Germany employees choose less often to work at the primary office location 

than employees from other countries. On the basis of the analysis of the time working at the primary office 

location similarities are shown between France, Germany and the Netherlands. Employees from these 

countries spend less time working at the primary office location than employees from Sweden and Great 

Britain. Compared to Germany and Sweden, Dutch employees choose to work more often at the primary office 

location, but a comparable percentage of these employees do not spend all their working time at the primary 

office location. Sweden and Great Britain are the least flexible countries with regard to the location of work. 

These employees choose most often to work at the primary office location and the highest percentages of 

employees spend all their working time at the primary office location. In these countries also the majority of 

the employees have one work location. In Germany, France and the Netherlands employees have more work 

locations.  

 

Preferences with regard to workplace activities  
The preferences with regard to workplace activities differ between countries. The importance of ‘interaction 

based work activities’, ‘collaboration based work activities’, ‘facility dependent work activities’ and 

‘concentrations based activities’ between countries also differ. There are also differences between the 

importance of workplace activities and the time working at a specific work location. With regard to the support 

of workplace activities only a significant difference exists related to the support of ‘informal activities’ in 

different countries. There are no significant differences related to the support of ‘concentration/privacy’ and 

‘work equipment based activities’ and the support of ‘interaction’ in different countries. 

 

The analysis of the relation between the importance of workplace activities and the time employees spend on 

the primary office location shows some similarities between employees who spend all their working time at 

the primary office in different countries. These employees indicate ‘facility dependent work activities’ as more 

EMPLOYEE PREFERENCES OF MODERN WORK ENVIRONMENT IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES 

 Does the location of work differ between countries? 

 Do employee preferences with regard to workplace activities differ between countries? 

 Do employee preferences with regard to the physical work environment differ between countries? 

 Do characteristics of national culture affect preferences with regard to the work environment? 
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important. Employees who spend not all their working time at the primary office location indicate ‘interaction 

based work activities’ as important. ‘Collaboration based work activities’ are important for both types of 

employees, but this workplace activity is indicate as more important by flexible employees.  

 

In activity based working, the choice of a workplace does not depend on the degree of dedication of a 

workplace but to what extend a workplace is adapted to a specific work activity (Gibson, 2003). The analyses 

of important workplace activities and the support of important workplace activities provide information about 

to what extend a workplace support a specific work activity. If an important workplace activity is not well 

supported, than activity based working can be improved by a better support of this specific workplace activity.  

 

French employees indicate ‘interaction based work activities’ as important. From activity based point of view it 

is important to support this workplace activity. Employees from France now indicate this workplace activity 

not as well supported, so activity based working in France can be improved by a better support of ‘interaction 

based work activities’. In Germany workplace activities that are indicate as important by are also indicated as 

well supported. In this country activity based working, by means of the support of workplace activities, cannot 

be improved. ‘Facility dependent activities’ are important for employees who always work at the primary 

office location, but employees from the Netherlands indicate this workplace activity not as well supported. 

Improvements of activity based working in this country can be achieved by a better support of ‘facility based 

activities’. Employees from Sweden indicate ‘collaboration based work activities’ as not very well supported 

while these employees indicate this as important workplace activities. In Sweden activity based working can be 

improved by a better support of collaboration. ‘Facility dependent work activities’ are indicated as more 

important by employees Great Britain who always work at the primary office location instead of employees 

who not always work at the primary office. Activity based working can be improved by the support of this 

workplace activity. Since employees from Great Britain this workplace activity support as not very well 

support, improvement can be realized by a better support of this workplace activity.  
 

Preferences with regard to elements of the work environment 

Besides preferences related to the location of work and workplace activities, the preferences with regard to 

elements of the work environment also differ between countries. The importance of ‘an environment to work 

place independent’, ‘building facilities’, ‘climate, personalization’, ‘meeting area’, ‘office equipment’ and ‘a 

desk or chair’ differs between countries. This importance also differs between employees who always work at 

the primary office location and employees who not always work at the primary office location.  
 

The analysis of the relation between the importance of workplace activities and the time employees spend at 

the primary office location shows some similarities. In countries where employees spend less working time at 

the primary office location the element ‘an environment to work place independent’ is indicated as more 

important. Probably these employees need these facilities in order to perform their work at other locations. 

‘Building facilities’, ‘climate’, ‘personalization’ and ‘a desk/chair’ are elements of the work environment that 

are indicated as important by employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location.  

 

The extent to which the design of a workplace supports the work activities of an employee influences the 

satisfaction of an employee (Veldhoen, 2012). The analysis of the satisfaction with important elements of the 

work environment provides information about the extent to which the design of the work environment 

contributes to the satisfaction of employees. If an important element of the work environment does not 

contribute to satisfaction of employees, than activity based working can be improved by adapting this element 

of the work environment to the preferences of employees.  

 
In France ‘office equipment’ is an important element of the work environment that not provides satisfaction 
by employees. Hence activity based working can be improved by adapting the provision of office equipment so 
that this element ensures employee satisfaction. For German employees an environment to work place 
independent is important, but these employees are not satisfied with ICT facilities. In this country activity 
based working can be improved by providing ICT so employees can work place independent. On the other 
hand in the Netherlands activity based working can be improved by increasing the satisfaction with 
‘personalization’, because this is an important element of the work environment for employees in this country. 

http://www.slideshare.net/SuButcher/activity-based-working-case-study-and-workplace-trends-in-the-netherlands
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Hence ‘meeting areas’ are an important element of the work environment in Sweden and employees have 
indicated to be not satisfied with this element, activity based working can be improved by adapting this 
element to the preferences of employees. In Great Britain this implies for ‘ICT and equipment’, because ‘a 
work environment to work place independent’ is indicate as important by employees in this country.  
 

The influences of characteristics of national culture with regard to the work environment  
The results of the relation between characteristics of national culture and preferences of employees with 

regard to strategies of the work environment shows opposite results when compared to studies of Steelcase 

(2009) and Plijters (2012). Characteristics of national culture influence the preferences of employees with 

regard to different aspects of the work environment. National culture influences space optimization, the 

choice for alternative work locations, the choice for creative collaboration and the openness to a different way 

of working. According to the results of the analysis the work environments designed by Steelcase (2009) and 

the work environment analyzed by Plijters (2012) are not aligned with the preferences of employees in a 

country.  

 

The results of the analysis regarding the relation between national culture and space optimization shows the 

opposite results when compared to the study of Steelcase (2009). In France more employees choose to work 

not always at the primary office location. According to Steelcase (2009) autocratic leadership and hierarchical 

authority dominate in the French culture. It may be that employees in France want to escape from this manner 

of leadership, with the result that employees choose to work more at other locations. The more individualistic 

culture of Germany results that German employees need more personal space. It may be that German 

employees find an own place to perform workplace activities, resulting that these employees spend less time 

working at the primary office location.  

 

The relation between national culture and the choice for alternative work locations shows that in France, the 

Netherlands and Germany employees choose to work more at alternative work locations than employees in 

Great Britain and Sweden. Since the high power distance in Great Britain status is derived from accent, title 

and education. It may be that employees want to be seen at the primary office to prove themselves towards 

others.  

 

Sweden and Great Britain have a low score on the dimension uncertainty avoidance. This indicates that these 

employees feel comfortable in unstructured and unpredictable situations. Regarding the choice for creative 

collaboration and the openness to a different way of working it appears that British employees are more 

focused on certainty. These employees indicate all elements with regarding to collaboration as important and 

these employees are not flexible regarding the location of work.  
 
The difference between the results of the study of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) can be the result of the 
methodology of this research. Space optimization in different countries is analyzed on the basis of only the 
time working at the primary office location. Hereby the acceptation of employees with regard to space 
optimization is not taken into account. The choice for creative collaboration is also analyzed on the basis of 
only the importance of elements of the work environment for creative collaboration. In this research the 
combination between creative collaboration and the importance of elements is not analyzed. This can 
contribute to the difference between the result of this research and the results of the study of Steelcase 
(2009). A different way of working in the research of Plijters (2012) is analyzed on the basis of the aspects the 
office, the number of people in the office, the privacy, the place of the management and the differentiation in 
the workplace based on function. In this research only the location of work is taken into account in order to 
analyse the openness to a different way of working. This can contribute to the difference between this 
research and the result of the study of Plijters (2012). 
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7 Guide for implementing a modern workplace in 
different countries 
 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 
The guide for implementing a modern workplace concept in different countries is based on the results of 

the previous chapter. In the previous chapter the important workplace activities and important elements 

for these work activities are described. In this chapter a combination of this information will be 

provided. In order to answer the following research question: “Which workplace features and facilities 

must be regarded when implementing modern workplaces in different countries?” This research 

question will be answered on the basis of a research program called ‘me + my workplace’. In this 

research program employees have been requested to indicate how and where they work. These results 

provide information about how a workplace could be improved in terms of preferences of employees 

(iDEA, 2013).  

First of all the preferences of employees related to the location of work will be described. Then the 

relation between important workplace activities and the country where employees perform their work 

will be described. In this manner important activities at the primary office location will be determined by 

country. When important workplace activities in different countries are determined, then important 

elements of the physical work environment for these important workplace activities in different 

countries will be described. The information provided by analyzing the relation between important 

workplace activities in different countries and important elements of the physical work environment for 

important activities will be combined. This results in a table for each country that can provide as guide 

for implementing a modern work environment in different countries. Finally, the conclusion will answer 

the research question of this chapter.  
 

7.2 PREFERENCES WITH REGARD TO THE LOCATION OF WORK 
The location of work in different countries can show in which countries a flexible work environment can be 

implemented. If employees always work at the primary office location, the amount of square meters can not 

be reduced. On the other hand, when employees not always work at the primary office location the occupancy 

of the physical work environment will be lower. This can result in a decrease of the amount of square meters 

of the physical work environment. Table 54 shows the amount of employees who always work and the amount 

of employees who not always work at the primary office location. The values that are coloured grey indicate 

that this percentage is higher than the average percentage of all countries together. The results show that 

more employees in France, Germany and the Netherlands not always work at the primary office location. 

Employees in Sweden and Great Britain spend more often all their working time at the primary office location. 

This implies that the area where flexible worker work at the physical work environment in France, Germany 

and the Netherlands can be reduced more than in Sweden and Great Britain.  

 
Table 54: The time spend at the primary office location in different countries 

   
France Germany 

Nether-
lands 

Sweden 
United 

Kingdom 
Total 

Always /  
Not always at 
Primary office 

location 

Not always 
 
 

80% 86% 79% 63% 65% 65% 

Always 
 

20% 14% 21% 37% 35% 35% 

 

7.3 PREFERENCES WITH REGARD TO ACTIVITY BASED WORKING 
The preferences with regard to activity based working are analyzed by the combination of important elements 

of the work environment for important workplace activities. First an overview will be provided of important 

work activities for employees in different countries. Hereby a distinction is made between preferences of 

employees who always work and employees who not always work at the primary office.  This distinction is 
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made in order to design a work environment with areas for permanent and flexible employees. Then an 

overview will be provided of important elements of the work environment for important workplace activities.  

 

7.3.1 Preferences with regard to workplace activities 
For implementing a modern work environment it is important to know which activities employees indicate as 

important. As a result a work environment can be created which support the workplace activities of the 

employees. In different countries employees indicate different workplace activities as important. Hence for 

each country is determined which workplace activities are important for employees. Table 55 shows an 

overview by country of important work activities for employees who always work and employees who not 

always work at the primary office. The percentages coloured grey are important workplace activities for both 

employees who work always and employees who not always work at the primary office. If a workplace activity 

is coloured blue this workplace activity is important only for employees who always work or employees who 

not always work at the primary office. 

 

This table shows that in general collaboration based work activities are important workplace activities for both 

employees who always work and employees who not always work at the primary office. Facility dependent 

work activities are more important for employees who always work at the primary office location and 

interaction based work activities are more important for employees who not always work at the primary office 

location.  

 
Table 55: Importance of workplace activities for employees who work always and employees who work not always at 
the primary office 

 

Fr
an

ce
 

G
e

rm
an

y 

Th
e

 

N
e

th
e

rl
an

d
s 

Sw
e

d
e

n
 

G
re

at
 B

ri
ta

in
 

Important workplace activities for employees who work always at the primary office location 

Interaction based work activities  
     

Collaboration based work activities 
 

X X X 
 

Importance of facility dependent work activities 
 

X X X X 

Concentration based work activities  
 

X 
   

Important workplace activities for flexible employees 

Interaction based work activities  X X 
 

X X 

Collaboration based work activities X X X X 
 

Importance of facility dependent work activities 
     

Concentration based work activities  
 

 
 

X X 

Grey =  Important activity for both employees who always work and employees who not always work at the 

primary office location.  Dark grey indicate that a workplace activity is more important for that type of 

employee.  

Blue =  Activity only important for employees who always work or employees who not always work at the 

primary office location.  

 

To specify the importance of workplace activities, Table 56 shows the importance of individual workplace 

activities. This specification is needed in order to align the work environment to specific workplace activities. In 

this table the assumption is made if more than 50 % of the employees indicate a specific activity as important, 

a design of an office environment need to focus on this activity. In this table also the colours grey and blue are 

used. Now a distinction is made between two types of grey; dark grey and light grey. The darkest grey 

indicates which types of employee indicate a specific workplace activity as more important.  

 

Remarkably, if employees spend not all their working time at the primary office location these employees find 

more workplace activities more important than employees who always work at the primary office location. 
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‘Hosting visitors, clients or customers’ is a workplace activity that is indicated as not important by more than 

50 % of the employees, but this workplace activity is indicated as important by more than 50 % of employees 

who always work at the primary office location.  

 
Table 56: The more specified importance of workplace activities for employees who always work and employees who 
not always work at the primary office 
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Employees who always work at the primary office location 

Individual focused work desk based  91% 100% 86% 92% 94% 10468 

Individual focused work away from your desk  34% 45% 24% 28% 28% 3124 

Individual routine tasks  38% 45% 59% 53% 60% 6430 

Reading 34% 82% 64% 57% 50% 5854 

Collaborating on focused work 50% 73% 60% 61% 50% 5978 

Collaborating on creative work  21% 36% 52% 58% 27% 4197 

Informal unplanned meetings  46% 55% 46% 70% 60% 7057 

Planned meetings  59% 73% 60% 78% 69% 8023 

Informal social interaction  48% 64% 51% 56% 47% 5584 

Business confidential  27% 64% 49% 33% 42% 4422 

Private conversations  25% 0% 5% 41% 28% 3584 

Telephone conversations  66% 100% 75% 78% 73% 8374 

Creative thinking  43% 55% 46% 63% 41% 5414 

Learning from others  39% 55% 57% 64% 49% 6014 

Audio conferences  39% 64% 17% 48% 30% 3983 

Spreading out papers or materials  41% 45% 41% 40% 51% 5279 

Using technical or specialist equipment or materials  21% 36% 26% 32% 23% 2943 

Relaxing/taking a break 55% 73% 62% 62% 57% 6590 

Larger group meetings or audiences  46% 36% 25% 48% 33% 4219 

Hosing visitors, clients or customers  41% 36% 32% 40% 35% 4090 

Video conferences  29% 45% 18% 25% 20% 2465 

Employees who not always work at the primary office location 

Individual focused work desk based  92% 84% 94% 94% 94% 19497 

Individual focused work away from your desk  51% 59% 31% 34% 47% 8843 

Individual routine tasks  41% 46% 50% 45% 52% 10427 

Reading 41% 54% 70% 66% 60% 12846 

Collaborating on focused work 69% 57% 60% 65% 62% 13123 

Collaborating on creative work  32% 54% 53% 66% 40% 9903 

Informal unplanned meetings  71% 68% 63% 81% 75% 15857 

Planned meetings  81% 75% 72% 88% 85% 17742 

Informal social interaction  61% 53% 59% 55% 49% 10715 

Business confidential  30% 63% 61% 49% 57% 11375 

Private conversations  32% 9% 7% 44% 33% 7320 

Telephone conversations  77% 91% 78% 82% 81% 16883 

Creative thinking  60% 63% 65% 68% 53% 12036 
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Learning from others  40% 53% 48% 56% 46% 10215 

Audio conferences  58% 78% 32% 70% 48% 11225 

Spreading out papers or materials  40% 38% 32% 34% 54% 9837 

Using technical or specialist equipment or materials  24% 38% 30% 29% 26% 5603 

Relaxing/taking a break 62% 54% 57% 56% 54% 11291 

Larger group meetings or audiences  48% 44% 40% 52% 46% 9867 

Hosing visitors, clients or customers  54% 56% 51% 56% 54% 11335 

Video conferences  33% 53% 34% 41% 32% 7278 

Grey =  Important activity for both employees who always work and employees who not always work at the primary 

office location.  Dark grey indicate that a workplace activity is more important for that type of employee.  

Blue =  Activity only important for employees who always work or employees who not always work at the primary office 

location.  

 

7.3.2 Preferences with regard to elements of the work environment  
The analysis of preferences of employees related to the importance of workplace activities has shown 
differences between the different countries. Since the modern work environment is focused on aligning the 
modern work environment to workplace activities it is now important to describe which elements of the 
physical work environment are important for performing important workplace activities.  
 
Table 59 shows important elements of the work environment by workplace activity. Hereby a distinction is 
made between elements of the physical work environment that are important for all workplace activities and 
elements of that are important for specific workplace activities.  

 

In France, employees impose fewer requirements to the physical work environment. For all workplace 

activities an environment to work place independent and office equipment are important to employees in that 

country. Employees in Germany also find always the element ‘an environment to work place independent’ 

important, but in addition employees from this country indicate the element ‘climate’ as important for 

performing all workplace activities. In contrast to employees from Germany, in Sweden employees make an 

addition requirement to the physical work environment for performing work activities. In this country the 

element ‘meeting areas’ is indicate as important for performing all workplace activities. The physical work 

environment in the Netherlands needs to focus the elements ‘an environment to work place independent’ and 

‘personalization’, because employees indicate these elements as important for all workplace activities. 

‘Building facilities’, ‘office equipment’ and ‘personalization’ are elements of the physical work environment 

that indicate employees in Great Britain as important.  

 
Besides these elements that are important for all workplace activities, there are some workplace activities that 
demand more requirements to the physical work environment. In Table 59, these additional requirements are 
shown by each workplace activity. Remarkably in Germany the elements ‘meeting areas’ and ‘personalization’ 
are additional elements of the work environment that are important for almost all workplace activities. In the 
Netherlands, Sweden and Great Britain ‘a desk or chair’ is an additional element of the work environment that 
is important for almost all workplace activities. Besides ‘a desk or chair’ employees in the Netherlands indicate 
‘climate’ as an additional element of the work environment that is important for almost all workplace 
activities. This implies for the element ‘personalization’ in Sweden and for the elements ‘meeting areas’ and 
‘an environment to work place independent’ in Great Britain.  
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Table 57: Important elements of the work environment for important work activities in different countries  

Important elements of the 
work environment for all 
activities   

France Germany The 
Netherlands 

Sweden  Great Britain 

 
 

PI PI PI MA BF 

 
 

OE C P  PI OE 

 
    

C P 

Addition elements of the 
work environment per activity       

Individual focused work desk 
based    

+ C + DC  + DC + DC 

Individual focused work away 
from your desk    

+ C + DC + BF + MA + PI + MA + C 

Individual routine tasks  
 

+ MA + P + DC + C + DC + P 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Reading 
 

+ MA + P + DC  
+ OE  

+ C + DC  + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Collaborating on focused work 
 
 

+ MA + P + OE  + C + DC  + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Collaborating on creative 
work   

+ MA + P + C + DC + P 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Informal unplanned meetings  
 

+ MA + C + DC  + DC 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Planned meetings  
 
  

+ C + DC  + DC + PI + MA 

Informal social interaction  
  

+ C + DC + P 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Business confidential  
 

+ MA + C + DC  + DC 
+ PI + MA +  
C 

Private conversations  
 

+ P + DC + OE+ 
BF 

+ DC + MA + DC + P 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Telephone conversations  
  

+ C + DC  + DC + P 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Creative thinking  
 
 

+ MA + P + C + DC  + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Learning from others  + C + MA + P 
+ C + DC +  
BF 

+ DC + P + PI + C 

Audio conferences  
  

+ C + MA + BF + DC + P 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Spreading out papers or 
materials   

+ MA + P + OE  + C 
+ DC + P + BF 
+ OE 

+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Using technical or specialist 
equipment or materials  

+ C + BF 
 

+ C + OE + BF + DC + P + BF + PI + C 

Relaxing/taking a break  
 

+ MA + P + C + DC  + DC + P 
+ DC + PI + MA 
+ C 

Larger group meetings or 
audiences  

+ C + BF + MA  
+ MA + P + DC  
+ OE  

+ C + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Hosing visitors, clients or 
customers   

+ MA + P + C + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Video conferences  
 
 

+ MA + P + C + MA  + DC + P + BF + PI + MA + C 

(X= no additional elements important; PI = environment to work place independent; BF = building facilities; C = climate; 
P = personalization; MA = meeting areas; OE = office equipment; DC = desk/chair) 
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7.4 IMPLEMENTING A MODERN WORK ENVINORMENT IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES  
The analysis of the importance of workplace activities in different countries has shown difference between the 
importance of workplace activities for employees who work permanent and employees who not always work 
at the primary office location in different countries. This difference results in differences how the physical 
work environment should be adapted to workplace activities. There are elements of the physical work 
environment that are indicated as important for performing all work activities. There are also elements that 
are indicated as important for performing a specific work activity. For designing a modern work environment 
in different countries this distinction is taken into account. This has resulted in the distinction between a 
design focus for the total work environment, a design focus for the modern work environment focused on 
flexible employees and a design focus for the modern work environment focused on employees who always 
work at the primary office location.  
 
Table 60 shows the results of the combination of important elements of the work environment for important 
workplace activities. In this table also the colours grey and blue are used. The elements of the work 
environment coloured grey are important workplace activities for both employees who always work and 
employees who not always work at the primary office. The darkest grey indicates which type of employee 
indicates a specific workplace activity as more important. The design of the work environment need to focus 
more on the elements that are shown in this cell, because these elements are indicated as more important by 
employees who work permanent or employees who work not always at the primary office location. If a 
workplace activity is coloured blue this workplace activity is important only for employees who always work or 
employees who not always work at the primary office. The design of the work environment for permanent or 
flexible employees needs to focus on the elements shown in the coloured cell, because these elements are 
important for a specific workplace activity. If a workplace activity does not require an addition element to the 
work environment this coloured cell contains a ‘X’’.  This table can provide as guide for implementing a 
modern work environment in different country.  
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Table 58: Guide for implementing a modern work environment in different countries  
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Design focus for total work environment    

Important elements for all 

workplace activities 

PI PI PI MA BF 

OE C P PI OE 

   
C P 

Design focus work environment for employees who always work at the primary office location 

Individual focused work desk 

based  
X X + C + DC + DC + DC 

Individual routine tasks  
 

+ MA + P + DC + C + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Reading 
 

+ MA + P + DC  + OE + C + DC + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Collaborating on focused work X 
 

+ MA + P + OE + C + DC + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Collaborating on creative work  
 

+ MA + P + C + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Informal unplanned meetings  
 

+ MA + C + DC + DC + DC + PI + MA + C 

Planned meetings  X X + C + DC + DC + PI + MA 

Informal social interaction  
 

X + C + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Business confidential  
 

+ MA + C + DC + DC 
+ PI + SR + 

C 

Telephone conversations  X X + C + DC + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Creative thinking   
 

+ MA + P + C + DC + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Learning from others  + C + MA + P 
+ C + DC + 

BF 
+ DC + P + PI + C 

Audio conferences  
 

X + C + MA + BF + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Spreading out papers or materials  
 

+ MA + P + OE + C + DC + P + BF + OE + DC + PI + MA + C 

Relaxing/taking a break X + MA + P + C + DC + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Design focus work environment for employees who not always work at the primary office location 

Individual focused work desk 

based  
X X + C + DC + DC + DC 

Individual focused work away 

from your desk  
X X + C + DC + BF + MA + PI + MA + C 

Individual routine tasks  
 

+ MA + P + DC + C + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Reading 
 

+ MA + P + DC  + OE + C + DC + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Collaborating on focused work X + MA + P + OE + C + DC + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Collaborating on creative work  
 

+ MA + P + C + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Informal unplanned meetings  X + MA + C + DC + DC + DC + PI + MA + C 

Planned meetings  X X + C + DC + DC + PI + MA 

Informal social interaction  X X + C + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Business confidential  
 

+ MA + C + DC + DC 
+ PI + MA + 

C 

Telephone conversations  X X + C + DC + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Creative thinking  X + MA + P + C + DC + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Learning from others  + C + MA + P 
+ C + DC + 

BF 
+ DC + P + PI + C 

Audio conferences  X X + C + MA + BF + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Spreading out papers or materials  
 

+ MA + P + OE + C + DC + P + BF + OE + DC + PI + MA + C 

Relaxing/taking a break X + MA + P + C + DC + DC + P + DC + PI + MA + C 

Larger group meetings or 

audiences  
+ C + BF + MA + MA + P + DC  + OE + C + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Hosing visitors, clients or 

customers  
X + MA + P + C + DC + P + PI + MA + C 

Video conferences   
 

+ MA + P + C + MA + DC + P + BF + PI + MA + C 

Grey =  Important activity for both employees who always work and employees who not always work at the primary office location.  Dark grey indicate that a workplace 

activity is more important for that type of employee.  

Blue =  Activity only important for employees who always work or employees who not always work at the primary office location.  

 

(X= no additional elements important; PI = environment to work place independent; BF = building facilities; C = climate; P = personalization; MA = meeting areas; OE = 

office equipment; DC = desk/chair) 
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7.5 CONCLUSION 
In this chapter, the research question with regard to implementing a modern work environment in different 

countries will be answered. This research question is listed below.  

 

 
 

Implementing a modern work environment focuses on aligning the accommodation, ICT and other facilities to 

the work processes for the optimal performance of an organization. In this chapter the combination between 

important workplace activities and important elements of the work environment is analyzed. In this manner 

important elements of the work environment for important workplace activities can be described. The 

elements that are important for important workplace activities are elements of the work environment that 

must be taken into account when implementing a modern workplace. The elements that must be taken into 

account will be described by country.  
 
France  
Employees from France who not spend all their working time at the primary office location indicate 

‘interaction based work activities’ and ‘collaboration based work activities’ as important. In France ‘an 

environment to work place independent’ and ‘office equipment’ are important elements of the work 

environment for all workplace activities. The importance of ‘interaction based work activities’ and 

‘collaboration based work activities’ do not contribute to the importance of additional elements for these 

workplace activities. ‘An environment to work place independent’ and ‘office equipment’ are elements that 

must be taken into account when a modern work workplace is implemented in France.  

 

Germany 
In Germany the differences with regard to important workplace activities of employees who spend all their 

working time at the primary office location and employees who not spend all their working time at the primary 

office location do not contribute to the importance of additional elements of the work environment. 

Employees from Germany in general all important workplace activities indicate the additional elements 

meeting areas and personalization as important. An exception is the importance of the elements ‘a desk or 

chair’ for ‘concentration based work activities’. This additional element is indicated as important for 

employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location. ‘An environment to work place 

independent’, ‘climate’, ‘personalization’, ‘meeting areas’ and ‘a desk/chair’ are elements that must be 

regarded when an modern work workplace is implemented in Germany.  

 

The Netherlands 
The elements ‘environment to work place independent’ and ‘personalization’ are indicated as important for all 

workplace activities. ‘A desk or chair’ and ‘climate’ are additional elements of the work environment that are 

important for important workplace activities. Hereby no difference in importance is shown between 

employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location and employees who not spend all 

their working time at the primary office location. Besides the elements ‘an environment to work place 

independent’, ‘personalization’, ‘a desk or chair’ and ‘climate’, ‘building facilities’ is an element that must be 

regarded when a modern work workplace is implemented in the Netherlands. This element is indicated as 

important for ‘collaboration based work activities’.  

 

Sweden  
‘Meeting areas’, ‘an environment to work place independent’ and ‘climate’ are important elements of the 

work environment for all workplace activities in Great Britain. For employees who spend all their working time 

at the primary office ‘collaboration based work activities’ and ‘facility based workplace activities’ are indicated 

as important. Employees who spend not all their working time at the office indicate ‘collaboration based work 

Which workplace features and facilities must be regarded when implementing modern workplaces in 

different countries? 
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activities’, ‘interaction based work activities’ and ‘concentration based workplace activities’ as important. 

Additional elements of the work environment that are important are in general the same for these important 

workplace activities. ‘A desk or chair’ and ‘personalization’ are elements that must be regarded when an 

modern work workplace is implemented in Sweden.  

 
Great Britain 
In Great Britain employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location indicate ‘facility 

dependent work activities’ as important. Employees who not spend all their working time at the primary office 

location attach more importance to ‘interaction based work activities’ and ‘concentration based work 

activities’. ‘Building facilities’, ‘office equipment’ and ‘personalization’ are elements of the work environment 

that are important for all workplace activities. ‘An environment to work place independent’, ‘meeting areas’ 

and ‘climate’ are additional elements that are important for important workplace activities of employees. ‘A 

desk/chair’ is an element that must be regarded when a modern work workplace is implemented in Great 

Britain. This is an addiction element that is important for British employees for performing ‘facility dependent 

work activities’.  
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8 Conclusion & recommendations  
 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this final chapter, the central research question of this thesis will be answered. This research question 

reads as follows: “How do preferences of employees differ with regard to the modern work environment 

between countries?” In order to answer this research question different aspects of preferences with 

regard to the modern work environment are analyzed. These aspects are employee preferences with 

regard to the location of work, workplace activities and elements of the physical work environment. The 

answer of the research question is also divided in these aspects. Finally, recommendations will be 

provided. These recommendations concern a reflection of the research methodology and final product, 

recommendation for organizations in different countries that want to implement a modern work 

environment and recommendations for further scientific research.  

 

8.2 CONCLUSIONS 
The preference of employees in different countries related to the modern work environment are analysed 

based on the following aspects: 

 the location of work in different countries; 

 preferences related to workplace activities; 

 preferences related to workplace features and facilities;  

 characteristics of national culture and the preferences of employees.  

These aspects are described in order to provide an answer to the following research question: 

 

 
 

The analyses of the relations between employee preferences and the location of work, workplace activities 

and workplace features and facilities based on testing hypotheses that are formulated in chapter 5. An existing 

database of Leesman (2013) was used to test the proposed hypotheses. In order to analyze the influence of 

national culture on the physical work environment in a different world of work this thesis is focused on the 

countries Sweden, the Netherlands, Great Britain, France and Germany. Since national culture influences 

preferences of employees, the results of this thesis only relate to the work environment in the selected 

countries.  

 

In total this selected database contain data from 32,006 respondents. These respondents concern employees 

who work at an office environment of an organization. Hence, the results of this thesis only relate to the office 

environment of an organization. The data of the Leesman database is collected by an online questionnaire. In 

2010 the first questionnaire was presented to employees. Up till now 35,901 employees have completed the 

questionnaire (Leesman, 2013). From the total database of Leesman (2013) 89.2 % of the data will be included 

in this research. Not all the variables of the data were used in this research. A selection of variables resulted in 

the inclusion of five work locations, twenty one workplace activities, nineteen workplace features and 

eighteen workplace facilities. The hypotheses were tested by analysing the relations between various variables 

by using factor analyses, Anova tables and F tests and cross tables and Chi Square Tests. 

 
The location of work in different countries 
Preferences with regard to the location of work differ between the analyzed countries. Differences are shown 

related to the choice of a work location, the time working at a location and the amount of work locations.  

 

The mobile status of the employees in different countries can be described on the basis of the mobile statuses 

that are developed by Johnson (2010). Employees from Germany are macro mobile. A high percentage of 

employees choose to work while travelling and employees from this country have multiple work locations. 

Employees from France and the Netherlands are more multi mobile. The employees from France are mobile 

across working at the primary office, working at other office and working at home. Dutch employees are 

How do employee preferences related to the modern work environment differ between different countries? 
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mobile between the primary office location and home. Employees from Sweden and Great Britain are micro 

mobile, because a higher percentage of employees spend all their working time at the primary office location 

than the employees form the other countries. 

 

The flexibility of employees can result in space optimization of the office environment. If employees 60 % or 

more of their working time are not present in the office it is possible to implement bookable but non-

dedicated workplaces (Brill, et al., 2001). In this research the working time of employees at the primary office 

location is analyzed. Hereby a distinction is made between always and not always present at the primary 

office. A higher percentage of employees from France, Germany and the Netherlands do not spend all their 

working time at the primary office location compared to the percentage of employees from Sweden and Great 

Britain. The expectation is that in France, Germany and the Netherlands the amount of square meters office 

space can be reduced more than in the other countries.   

 

Preferences with regard to workplace activities 
Beside the preferences related to the location of work preferences with regard to workplace activities also 

differ between countries. These differences relate to the importance of ‘interaction based work activities’, 

‘collaboration based work activities’, ‘facility dependent work activities’ and ‘concentrations based activities’. 

There are also differences between the importance of workplace activities and the time working at a specific 

work location in different countries.  

 

In activity based working the choice of a workplace does not depend on the degree of dedication of a 

workplace but to what extend a workplace is adapted to a specific work activity (Gibson, 2003). The analyses 

of important workplace activities and the support of important workplace activities provide information about 

to what extend a workplace support a specific work activity. If an important workplace activity is not well 

supported, than activity based working can be improved by a better support of this specific workplace activity 

 

Activity based working in France can be improved by a better support of ‘interaction based work activities’, 

because employees from France now indicate this workplace as important but not as well supported. In the 

Netherlands and Great Britain activity based working can be improved similarly. Employees who always work 

at the primary office location indicate facility dependent work activities as important, but these activities are 

under supported in these countries. In Sweden ‘collaboration based work activities’ are indicated as important 

by employees. These workplace activities are not well supported, so activity based working can be improved 

by a better support of these workplace activities. In Germany all workplace activities that are indicated as 

more important are also well supported. In this country activity based working, by means of the support of 

workplace activities can only be improved by improving the already supported workplace activities.  

 

Preferences with regard to elements of the work environment 
Besides preferences related to the location of work and workplace activities, the preferences with regard to 

workplace features and facilities also differ between countries. The importance of ‘an environment to work 

place independent’, ‘building facilities’, ‘climate’, ‘personalization’, ‘meeting area’, ‘office equipment’ and ‘a 

desk or chair’ differs between countries. This importance also differs between employees who always work at 

the primary office location and employees who not always work at the primary office location.  

 

The extent to which the design of a workplace supports the work activities of an employee influences the 

satisfaction of an employee (Veldhoen, 2012). The analysis of the satisfaction with important elements of the 

work environment provides information about the extent to which the design of the work environment 

contributes to the satisfaction of employees. If an important element of the work environment does not 

contribute to satisfaction of employees, than activity based working can be improved by adapting this element 

of the work environment to the preferences of employees.  
 
In France activity based working can be improved by aligning the element ‘office equipment’ to the 
preferences of employees in order to realize satisfaction related to this element. In the Netherlands this 
implies for the element ‘personalization’ and in Sweden this implies for the element ‘meeting areas’. 

http://www.slideshare.net/SuButcher/activity-based-working-case-study-and-workplace-trends-in-the-netherlands
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Employees from Germany indicate ‘an environment to work place independent’ as important, but these 
employees are not satisfied with ICT. Activity based working in Germany can be improved by adapting this 
element to the preferences of employees. In Great Britain the elements ‘building facilities’ and ‘office 
equipment’ are indicated as important, but employees from this country are not satisfied with the element 
‘ICT and equipment’. Activity based working in this country can be improved by adapting the equipment for 
performing work to the preferences of employees.  
 

National culture and preferences with regard to the work environment  
National culture influences the preferences of employees with regard to different aspects of the work 

environment. National culture influences space optimization, the choice for alternative work locations, the 

choice for creative collaboration and the openness to a different way of working.  

 

The results of the relation between national culture and preferences of employees with regard to strategies of 

the work environment shows different results than the studies of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012). 

According to the results of the analysis the work environments designed by Steelcase (2009) and the work 

environment analyzed by Plijters (2012) are not aligned with the preferences of employees in a country.  

 
The difference between the results of the study of Steelcase (2009) and Plijters (2012) can be the result of the 
methodology of this research. Space optimization in different countries is analyzed on the basis of only the 
time working at the primary office location. Hereby the acceptation of employees with regard to space 
optimization is not taken into account. The choice for creative collaboration is also analyzed on the basis of 
only the importance of elements of the work environment for creative collaboration. In this research the 
combination between the manner of creative collaboration and the importance of elements is not analyzed. 
This can contribute to the difference between the result of this research and the results of the study of 
Steelcase (2009). A different way of working in the research of Plijters (2012) is analyzed on the basis of the 
aspects the office, the number of people in the office, the privacy, the place of the management and the 
differentiation in the workplace based on function. In this reach only the location of work is taken into account 
in order to analyzed the openness to a different way of working. This can contribute to the difference between 
this research and the result of the study of Plijters (2012). 

 

Elements of the work environment that are important when implementing modern workplaces in 

different countries 
Implementing a modern work environment focuses on aligning the accommodation, ICT and other facilities to 
the work processes for the optimal performance of an organization (Van der Voordt and Vos, 1999). The 
combination between important workplace activities and important elements of the work environment is 
analysed in order to develop a guide for implementing modern work environment features and facilities. This 
guide is shown in Table 60. 
 

The information regarding the support of workplace activities and the satisfaction with important elements of 

the work environment were combined with the guide for implementing a modern work environment, so 

elements of the work environment that must be regarded when implementing a modern workplace can be 

described. The elements of the work environment that must be regarded are elements that are important for 

important workplace activities that are now under supported. If employees now have indicated that these 

elements do not provide satisfaction, then these elements need to be more taken into account.  

 

‘A work environment to work place independent’ is an important element of the work environment for Dutch 

employees for performing ‘facility dependent work activities’. This workplace activity is now indicated as not 

well supported, so the design of the environment where employees perform ‘facility dependent work 

activities’ must provide this element. This element must be adapted to the preference of the employees, 

because this element now does not contribute the satisfaction of Dutch employees. ‘A work environment to 

work place independent’ is the element that must be regarded when implementing a modern workplace in the 

Netherlands. In Sweden this implies for ‘meeting areas’. This is an element of the work environment for 

performing ‘collaboration based work activities’. In Great Britain the elements ‘office equipment’ and 

‘personalization’ are elements that must be regarded when implementing a modern workplace.  
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All together, from the results it can be concluded that the preferences related to the modern work 

environment differ between different countries. These preferences differ on the aspects location of work, the 

importance of workplace activities and the importance of elements of the work environment. And these 

preferences form the basis for the guide for implementing a modern work environment in different countries.  

 

8.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
To finalize this master thesis a refection with regard to the research methodology and final product will be 

provided. Also recommendations for further scientific research and recommendations for modern work 

environment consultants will be discussed.  

 

8.3.1 Reflection of research methodology and final product 
The analysis of the preferences of employees in different countries with regard to the modern work 

environment is based on the database of Leesman. Although the selection of data from the database provides 

information about 32,006 respondents from 242 different locations divided over 5 countries, the amount of 

respondents from France, Germany and the Netherlands is significantly lower than the amount of respondents 

from Great Britain and Sweden. The amount of respondents from Great Britain is 21,129 and the amount of 

respondents from Germany is 79. The importance of for example a workplace activity in Great Britain should 

decrease with 1 percent, then 211 employees have to indicate that this workplace activity is not important to 

them. In Germany only 8 employees have to indicate that a workplace activity is not important to them to let 

the importance of a workplace activity decrease by 1 percent. The data from counties with a lower amount of 

respondents can fluctuate much faster. To avoid this, equal amounts of respondents by countries must be 

included in the research.  

 

Related to the location of work, only the percentage of mean time spend on a specific work location is 

measured. This variable was the only variable with regard to the location of work in the Leesman database. 

This variable only provides information about the location where employees work, but no information about 

the fact that this location is in line with the preference of the employee. Flexible working can contribute to the 

satisfaction of a employee if an employee can choose a work location that is aligned to the preferences of an 

employees. The database of Leesman does not provide information about the preferences of employees 

regarding the location of work, it may be that the location of work of an employee is not in line with the 

preference of this employee. The organisation or the work environment can contribute to the fact that an 

employee has no other choice to work at another work location. If a distinction can be made between the 

location of work and preferences related to the location of work the preferences of employees related to the 

location of work can be analyzed.  

 

Activity based working is based on the extent to how the design of a workplace supports the work activities of 

an employee and influences the satisfaction of an employee (Veldhoen, 2012). In this research the 

combination between important elements and important workplace activities are based on the analysis of 

what elements are important for given activities. In this case the analysis is not based on a direct relation 

between important elements of the work environment for performing a specific work activity. To obtain better 

insight into which specific elements are important for performing a work activity, it is interesting to analyze by 

specific workplace activities which elements an employee indicates as important. Thus, the work environment 

can be aligned more specifically to the preferences of employee for performing specific workplace activities.  

 

All analyses are performed on the basis of the chi square test, the F test and Factor analyses. For performing a 

statistical test, a certain measurement level is required. The Chi Square test and the F test are tests that can be 

performed on variables of an nominal or ordinal measurement level. For performing a Factor analysis a higher 

measurement level of the variables is required. However, in this thesis the factor analysis is performed with 

nominal and ordinal variables. The results of the factor analysis have shown that these analysis also can be 

performed with the nominal and ordinal variables of the Leesman database. On the basis of the Chi square test 

and the F test, the relation between two variables is clarified with the crosstab or a table with mean values of a 

http://www.slideshare.net/SuButcher/activity-based-working-case-study-and-workplace-trends-in-the-netherlands
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variable. The crosstabs and the table with mean values of a variable provide information without advantaged 

statistical analysis. In order to obtain more insight in the relation between variables more  statistical 

advantages analysis need to be performed. More statistical advantages analyses require variables with a 

higher measurement level. The Leesman database does not contain variables with measurement level higher 

than a nominal or ordinal measurement level. As a result of the measurement level, more statistical analysis 

cannot be performed.  

 

8.3.2 Recommendation for further research 
The development of information and communication of technology, the individualization of the society and 
the increasing competition between organizations are elements of the environment of an organization that 
have contributed to the development of the world of work. In Figure 3 the development of the world of work 
in Europe is shown. In this research only the developments in Europe are described since this research is 
focused on European countries. In European countries the development of information and communication 
technology, the individualization of the society and the increasing competition between organizations are 
comparable. A recommendation for further research is analyze the preference of employees in countries 
where the development of information and communication of technology, the individualization for the society 
and the increasing competition is different.  
 
In this research also the national culture of European countries is included in the research. Since the score on 
the dimensions of Hofstede (1980) range from 0 to 100, the dimensions of the European countries do not 
include major differences. It would be interesting to include countries in the research that score extreme on 
the dimensions of Hofstede (1980).  
 
As a consequence of office innovation the organization, work processes and the physical work environment 
have to change. This thesis focuses on the consequences of the physical work environment of an organization 
in a different world of work. Further research can investigate the consequences for the organization or work 
processes as a consequence of the changed world of work. The combination of the consequences for the 
organization, work processes and the physical work environment can provide an overall picture of the 
influence the changed world of work on office innovation.  
 
According to Brill, et all. (2001) bookable non-dedicated workplaces can be implemented if employees spend 
less than 60 % of their working time outside the office. In this research with regard to the location of work only 
a distinction between employees who spend all their working time at the primary office location and 
employees who spend not all their working time at the primary office location is made. A recommendation for 
further research on this aspect is to include the preferences with regard to the location of work of employees 
in the research.  
 
Culture consists of values and practices and practices are easier to influence than practices. National culture is 
more based on values than organizational culture. As a consequence organizational culture is a type of culture 
that is easier to influence than national culture. In this research the influence of characteristics of national 
culture on the work environment are analyzed. Since the difference between national culture and organization 
culture the analysis of the influence on organization culture on the modern work environment is also an 
interesting aspect to analyses.  
 
Flexible working can result in the realization of less workplaces. The flex factor indicates how many percent the 
amount of square meters can be reduces. Municipalities and institutions in a different way of working have a 
flex factor between 70 % and 80 %. The services sector in a different way of working has a flex factor between 
50 % and 70 %. Since the flex factor is depends on the sector of an organization it is interesting to analyze the 
influence of the services sector on the location of work in different countries.  
 
The most frequent objective of introducing office innovation is improving productivity of the organization by 
increasing the satisfaction of employees. In this research the satisfaction of employees is measured by the 
satisfaction with the physical environment of an organization. Since job satisfaction is related to the aspects 
social environment, the physical environment, condition of employment and interaction between those 
aspects it is also interesting to analyze the influence on satisfaction based on the social environment, the 
condition of employment and interaction between the three aspects.  
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8.3.3 Recommendations for modern work environment consultants 
The preferences of employees in different countries with regard to the environment provide information for 

work environment consultants for implementing a modern workplace in different countries. The analysis of 

the importance of workplace activities and the support of these workplace activities shows which workplace 

activities are under support. These workplace activities can be supported better by providing an environment 

that is aligned to the preferences of employees while performing important workplace activities. The guide in 

Chapter 7 provides information about which elements of the work environment are important for important 

workplace activities in different countries. These elements cannot be implemented indiscriminately. The 

elements of the work environment that are indicated as important for performing important workplace 

activities must be aligned to the preferences of employees. This means that employees should be satisfied 

with the elements of the work environment. The analysis with regard to the satisfaction with important 

elements of the work environment provide information about which elements of the work environment 

contribute to the satisfaction of employees. If employees now have indicated that these elements do not 

provide satisfaction, then these elements need to taken into account more. In this way a modern work 

environment consultant can obtain insight in which elements of the work environment are not aligned with 

the preferences of employees. These elements will not contribute to the satisfaction of employees. First, 

further research should be done to how these elements can be aligned to the preference of employees after 

which these elements can be implemented in the modern work environment. On the basis of this information, 

modern work environment consultants can give advice to organizations on implementing a modern work 

environment in different countries.  
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