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Although our rese arch work comes from a
d ifferent “world ,” it is de finite ly para lle l to
the hea lthcare world . Ours is tha t of sys-

tema tic research about how the design of the of-
f i c e  work env ironmen t a ff e c ts produc t iv ity and
qua lity of worklife of ind ividua ls and groups. Since
there turns out to be a large , but re la tive ly unex-
amined , office work component in hea lthcare se t-
tings, le t us exp lore wha t happens “when worlds
collide .”

“ O ffice-type” work in every industry is similar,
cons isting of informa tion g a thering , stora g e , re-
tri eva l ,  man i pu l a t ion ,  and commun i c a t ion .  It is
often done in p laces easily identified as offices ,
but a lso in other se ttings such as the fac tory floor,
trad ing rooms, process control areas, submarines,
stores, and farms. To do office-type work we ll, the
same typ es of sup port shou ld b e d es igne d into
the physica l environment of a ll these areas.

O ffic e-typ e work is a lmost everywhere in the
modern hea lthcare environment. O ffice-type work
is done in se tt ings for p a t ien t in t era c t ions and
care; prepara tion and hand ling of things and stuff;
ana lysis, learning , and d iagnostics; and adminis-
tra tion, finance and control. It happens in p laces
other than those instantly recognized as office se t-
t ings ,  such as nurse  s t a t ions ,  doc tors ’ o ff i c es ,
consulta tion rooms , soc ia l work/psychology/psy-
chia try se ttings, faculty offices in teaching hosp i-
ta ls, centra l supp ly and stores, pharmac ies, labo-
ra tories, and c linics.

Transferab le knowledge about how design a f-
fe c ts offic e work produc tiv ity is time ly , re levant,
and probab ly rep licab le and use ful in a ll hea lth-
c are a c tivities where informa tion is an important

med ium. O ffice-type work — paper hand ling , e lec-
tronic communica tion, and face-to-face interac tion
— is an increasing ly important component of the
hea lthcare system. In hosp ita ls , office-type work
accounts for about 10 percent of the tota l costs
and a bout 25 p erc ent of the tota l p erson-hours .
E a ch hosp ita l b e d re qu ires the sup port of more
than 2,000 hours of office-type work each year (a
one person-year) and about three person-years of
other forms of work and care . 

“In hospitals, office-type work
accounts for about 10 percent of the
total costs and about 25 percent of
the total person-hours.”

This informa tion-based work is increasing in its
amount and importance . Our ab ility to interac t with
it and manipula te it, and the number of d ifferent
types of folks who need to access it is a lso chang-
ing . And , since hea lthcare philosophy continues to
change , the na ture of informa tion the hea lthcare
sys t em ne e ds and uses con t inues to d eve lop .
Wh ile these chang es are not ha p p en ing every-
where , nor a t the same pace in a ll p laces, some of
the changes tha t a ffec t wha t informa tion is needed
and how it is used are:

1 .  A  more  ho l is t i c  v i ew o f p a t i en ts re qu ires
more in forma t ion a bou t them (p a t ien ts are now
more than “the ga ll-b ladder in 12-D”).

2. C are itse lf is more integra ted , requiring the
me ld ing of informa tion from various sources.

3. There are fewer func tiona l d ivisions be tween
serv ic es and d e p artments , so more informa t ion
flows across d ivisions, with multip le sources and
pa ths of informa tion.

4. Mob ile hea lthcare technology is used so the
p a tient is not move d around so much . B e c ause
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this technology is more decentra lized and sophis-
tica ted , it is more informa tion dependent.

5. Sta ff are more flexib le , less spec ia lized , and
both need and rece ive more cross-tra ining . Thus,
they are b e tter a t se e ing re la tionsh ips , but less
good a t particulars, which now need to reside in
the informa tion system and be easily accessib le . 

Even w ith the sticker-shock pric es of he a lth-
care hardware , the vast bulk of costs in hea lthcare
are emp loyee sa laries. The produc tivity of sta ff is
key to both qua lity of care and cost-conta inment.
In form a t ion h a n d l in g ,  wh a t  w e  c a l l o f f i c e-ty p e
work, accounts for a large portion of emp loyees’
work . Rese arch shows tha t the d es ign of offic e
work environments a ffec ts produc tivity. Many se t-
tings for office-type work in hea lthcare are poorly
designed and are a ma jor targe t of opportunity for
design professiona ls.

Office Design Research
The rest of this paper summarizes highlights of re-
search by others, and focuses on the Buffa lo Or-
g an iz a tion for Soc ia l and Te chn ic a l Innova tion ’s
(B OSTI) 15-year na tionwide research program tha t
exp lored the ways in which office design a ffec ts
produc tivity and qua lity of worklife . This ma teria l is
excerp ted from the two-volume work, Using O ffice
D e s i g n to In cre a s e  Pro d u c t iv i ty ,  p u b l ish e d  b y
Workp lace Design & Produc tivity of Buffa lo, N .Y.

While we have not had the chance to do this re-
se arch in he a lthc are  se t t ings d ire c t ly ,  there  is
good re ason to b e lieve we wou ld g e t much the
same resu lts . To present th is work so it is more
use fu l, le t me share the h istory of the questions
our rese arch has pose d , wh ich b e g ins w ith an
economic framework.

We had long suspec ted tha t too much a ttention
was be ing pa id to the costs of the environments
for office work and not enough to the va lue of the
b ene f its of the ir use to org an iz a t ions . So , more
than 20 years ago, a t the Na tiona l Bureau of Stan-
dards, I and a team of researchers posed an im-
portant economic question: “ O f a ll the costs of ac-
c o m p l i s h i n g  a n  or g a n i z a t i o n ’ s  o f f i c e - b a s e d
mission, wha t portion of the costs goes to support
the physica l environment for office work and wha t
portion supports the peop le who do tha t work?”

In answering this, the following ca lcula tions as-
sume tha t the tota l cost of the office work environ-
ment in opera tion inc ludes build ing and buying its
furn iture; sup p ly ing a ll e le c tron ic bus iness and
communica tions equipment; and running it — tha t
is, provid ing energy and ma intenance for day-to-
day opera tions.

C omp aring the cost of emp loye e sa laries to
the costs of this opera ting office environment, we
found tha t peop le costs are far grea ter than office
costs, in a ra tio of 13 to one for offices newly built,
and five to one for offices leased . Put another way,
over a 10-ye ar p eriod , 92 p erc ent of a ll money
spent to achieve the organiza tion’s office-based
m iss ion goes for p eop le ’s sa laries; s ix p erc en t
goes to ma inta in and op era te the bu ild ing; and
only two percent is spent on construc tion, furnish-
ings, and equipment. 

A f t er d is c ov er in g  how l i t t l e  th e  works p a c e
costs, compared to the costs of the peop le who
work in it, the next important rese arch question
was to find out whe ther the p lanning and design of
the worksp a c e (the two p erc ent p art of m iss ion
a c comp lishment) a ffe c te d how we ll p eop le p er-
form in it (the 92 percent). G iven tha t large ra tio,
the e ffec ts of design on performance could have
grea t leverage .

Up until recently, this second question has not
been sa tisfac torily answered . Thus, office fac ilities
have long been seen large ly as a cost center, as a
p lace tha t houses workers and the ir tools; but not
as a tool itse lf, one tha t can be used to enhance
org an iz a tiona l e ffe c tiveness . Rese arch done by
B O STI and  o thers in the  p as t d e c a d e  d emon-
stra tes tha t the office fac ility rea lly can “fac ilita te”
— it can measurab ly a ffec t job performance , job
sa tisfac tion , and ease and qua lity of interac tion ,
which are important “bottom-line measures” for a ll
organiza tions. 

“...office facilities have long been
seen largely as a cost center, as a
place that houses workers and their
tools; but not as a tool itself, one that
can be used to enhance
organizational effectiveness.”

The research suggests tha t the dollar va lue of
the bene fits of appropria te ly designed spaces for
office-type work are substantia l, as are the costs
of poorly designed ones. And the e ffec ts are sym-
me trica l. Nonsupportive design has nega tive e f-
fec ts on work and workers, and design appropri-
a te to the work has positive ones.

Some aspec ts of the workp lace have stronger
e ffec ts on “bottom-line measures” than others, so
we can be inte lligently se lec tive in the use of this
rese arch informa tion . By emp loy ing it in a p lan-
ning and design process tha t care fully examines
wha t ind ividua ls and workgroups rea lly do, we can
deve lop a high-performance work environment ta i-
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lored to the organiza tion’s work needs. Designing
from the “ ins id e-out ,” — start ing w ith the work ,
worker, and workgroup — is the best way to cap-
ture the bene fits produced by appropria te design
of se ttings for office-type work. Research-support-
ed design guide lines and policy can a lso be used
in the management of these se ttings so they will
be responsive to continued organiza tiona l change
and yie ld long-term high performance .

Design & Productivity
We present here the genera l find ings from more
than a decade of research examining the e ffec ts
of work environments on workers and the perfor-
mance of work. Most results point in the same d i-
rec tion — tha t the physica l environment for office
work a ffe c ts ind iv idua l and group p erformanc e ,
job sa tisfac tion, and ease and qua lity of communi-
ca tion. There is now a body of knowledge tha t is
ma turing and ava ilab le , and there is far more infor-
ma tion than is summarized here . Some important
stud ies are:

1 .  S pr in g er ’s Im prov in g  Pro d u c t iv i ty in th e
Workp lace: Reports from the F ie ld describes 48
stud ies and the ir results, examining how the physi-
c a l env ironment — its furn iture , e qu ipment, and
fac ility management, and changes in work proce-
dures — a ffe c ts ind iv idua l or workgroup p erfor-
mance . Each of these stud ies shows positive e f-
fec ts, often on performance . 

2. A study in government offices by the Con-
s t ru c t i o n  E n g i n e e r i n g  R e s e a r c h  L a b or a t ory
(C ERL) of the U .S. Army Corps of Eng ineers ex-
am ine d the e ffe c t of ergonom ic a lly-su ite d , task-
oriented worksta tions on produc tivity and sa tisfac-
t ion ,  a n d  a n a ly z e d  t h e  c os t s a n d  b e n e f i t s o f
prov i d in g  n e w s t a t e-o f-th e-art  o f f i c e  furn i ture .
Three situa tions were tested: two no-change con-
tro l  grou p s; a  som e wh a t  a u g m e n t e d  furn i ture
group; and one w ith sys t ems furn iture . Resu lts
showed tha t only the group rece iving systems fur-
n iture ha d incre ase d produc t iv ity , and tha t the
b e n e f i t s  from e nh a n c e d  p ro d u c t i v i t y  f a r ou t-
we ighed systems furniture ’s space-saving bene-
fits. Payback period of the cost of provid ing a sys-
tems furniture worksta tion from produc tivity a lone
is 11.5 months, and when space savings are con-
sidered , drops only to 10.8 months. 

3 . Springer’s own study of a ma jor insurance
company examined the impac t of ergonomica lly
designed furniture on the performance and pro-
duc tivity of VDT opera tors . Done in a simula tion
la bora tory tha t p a instak ing ly re cre a te d a ll work
cond itions, it found tha t the best ergonomic furni-

ture had a 10 to 15 percent performance improve-
ment over norma l cond itions, with one-third of this
a ttributab le to improved sea ting . 

4. DeMarco and Lister’s study of software pro-
grammers was not intended as research about the
environment. They conduc ted an e legant experi-
ment in which a lmost 200 programmers compe ted
aga inst each other to deve lop a software program
from common spec ifica tions in a race for time and
qua lity. The researchers wanted to find out wha t
were the most potent influences on the qua lity of
programm ing . They found , surpris ing ly , tha t the
fac tor tha t most powerfully d iscrimina ted among
the best and worst performances by programmers
was the appropria teness of the ir physica l environ-
ment for the tasks , and not such things as age ,
sa l ary ,  exp eri enc e ,  programm ing l angua g e ,  or
m e t ho d s .  Th e y h a v e  s in c e  p u b l ish e d  a  b ook
c a l l e d  Pe op l eware (Dors e t Hous e ,  N ew York) ,
using the results of this experience . 

5 .  In a  b e fore-a n d-a f t er s tu d y o f  m a jor u p-
gra d es in furn iture and renova tions to sp a c e a t
A e tna Insuranc e ,  produc t iv ity incre ase d by 53
p erc ent, a bsente e ism drop p e d 14 p erc ent, and
job sa tisfac tion increased substantia lly — a ll re la t-
ed to both physica l and organiza tiona l changes.
These same results d id not occur in a no-change
comp arison group . In the f irs t o f thre e phases ,
form-processing emp loyees in a crowded bullpen
ha d me asures t aken b e fore  any chang e .  They
were then prov id e d w ith sys t ems furn iture w ith
some enc losure for e a ch ind iv idua l, and a new
floor layout, but in unrenova ted space . With mea-
surements taken aga in, the space was then sub-
s t an t i a l ly renova t e d ,  and  me asuremen ts a g a in
taken a fterwards and results ana lyzed . Forms-pro-
cessing performance increased drama tica lly over
the phases, as d id sa tisfac tion, and absentee ism
dropped . While intervening d ivisiona l reorganiza-
tions make it d ifficult to isola te the true impac t of
environment, most emp loyees fe lt tha t the e ffec ts
of the environmenta l changes equa lled those from
organiza tiona l changes (each accounting for, say,
a 26 percent increase in produc tivity). Managers,
however, fe lt tha t environmenta l changes account-
ed for less, about 10 to 15 percent of the 53 per-
cent increase — still a substantia l five to e ight per-
cent increase in produc tivity due to environmenta l
interventions. 

6. B OSTI’s research looked a t the workspace
as a collec tion of 18 “face ts” — things like physi-
ca l enc losure , esthe tics, privacy, furniture , sta tus
commun ic a tion , temp era ture contro l, lighting —
18 in a ll. The rese arch was a se t of larg e-sc a le
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stud ies , invo lv ing thousands of workers in more
than 100 organiza tions, and inc luded a ma jor be-
fore-and-a fter study. It exp lored how changes in
these “face ts” re la ted to changes in four “bottom-
line measures” of job performance — job sa tisfac-
tion, ease and qua lity of communica tion, and sa t-
is fa c t ion w ith the env ironmen t . Job sa t is fa c t ion
and job performance both have measurab le eco-
nomic consequences to organiza tions. Economic
ana lyses demonstra te tha t the dollar va lue of the
bene fits of appropria te ly designed offices can be
substantia l, as can the costs of poorly designed
ones. The da ta suggest tha t the upper limit of ben-
e fits from “perfec t” workspace could have an an-
nua l b ene fit e qua l to 15 p erc ent of sa lary . (O ur
own experience suggests tha t two to five percent
is reasonab ly a tta inab le .)  

BOSTI’s Research
We shou ld further exam ine B O STI’s f ind ings to
use them to best advantage since it is the largest
and most comprehens ive study . More than ha lf
the face ts examined in the B OSTI study a ffec t e i-
ther job performance or job sa tisfac tion, and many
a ff e c t e ase and qua l ity o f commun ic a t ion . The
face ts tha t have ma jor e ffec ts on job performance
are lis te d b e low . For e a ch , we a lso show a re-
se arch-sup port e d theore t ic a l ly poss ib le annua l
bene fit if each of these face ts were op tima lly sup-
portive of work. Bene fits are expressed as a per-
cent of a worker’s annua l sa lary. The numbers list-
ed are an upper limit, possib le but not probab le .
We suggest using one third of each va lue . 

1 .  Th e  a moun t  o f  e n c losure in d iv i d u a ls h a v e .
(More a lmost a lways seems to be be tter, a lthough
fully enc losed offices are not the only good solu-
tion.) (e ight percent)
2. Whe ther the interna l layout of a person’s work-
sp a c e is a good fit for the tasks he or she p er-
forms. (six percent)

The face ts tha t have a ma jor e ffec t on job sa tis-
fac tion are:

1. Whe ther the type of furniture is suitab le for the
job be ing done .
2. How we ll unwanted noise is suppressed . (one
percent)
3. How flexib le the physica l environment is in re-
spond ing to organiza tiona l change , and how easy
change is to accomp lish. (one percent)
4. Whe ther ind ividua ls have the proper amount of
floor are a for the ir furn iture , work postures , and
moving about.

5. Whe ther or not peop le partic ipa ted as much as
they wante d to in d e c is ions a bout the ir env iron-
ment. 
6. Physica l comfort (for everybody, not just video-
d isp lay termina l users). (one percent)
7. Whe ther lighting is appropria te for the task mix.
(one ha lf percent)
8. Whe ther peop le can control tempera ture fluc tu-
a tions. (one ha lf percent)

Economic ana lysis of the results of B OSTI’s na-
tionwide research program suggests tha t the eco-
nom ic b ene f it o f p lann ing and d es ign ing o ff ic e
sp a c e b ase d on th is rese arch c an e as ily e qua l
two to five percent of each worker’s annua l sa lary
and could be higher if the office were p lanned and
designed to be a “perfec t fit” for the work.

When we examine the kinds of things that offer
the grea test economic bene fit, it is c lear we may
not have to spend more on the physica l environ-
ment, but might have to spend more wise ly by tar-
geting spend ing to those facets of the workp lace
tha t rese arch shows the most profound e ffe c ts .
Some benefits may be achievab le with no add ition-
a l cap ita l cost. For examp le , one of the ma jor con-
tributors to job performance is “layout” — how we ll
an ind ividua l’s workspace is interna lly designed to
support the work he or she does. This may simp ly
suggest a better arrangement of existing furniture ,
ra ther than buy ing new furn iture . It se ems tha t
using this new knowledge can he lp optimize office
investments, whatever the leve l of investment. 

False Assumptions 
When B OSTI examined its find ings in more de ta il,
some of them va lida ted the “conventiona l wisdom”
a bout worksp a c e d es ign , but some of the more
cherished ideas about office design and manage-
ment were turne d ups id e down . Some of these
find ings inc lude:

1. Privacy and communica tion aren’t opposites.
Many managers and designers fee l tha t surround-
ing ind iv idua ls w ith p ane ls is a b arrier to good
communica tion, and fee l tha t openness promotes
good communica tion. Ac tua lly, the reverse seems
true , for research shows a high degree of enc lo-
sure supports both privacy and communica tion for
a ll job types, and low enc losure supports ne ither.
This does not necessarily imp ly priva te offices for
everyone , for a very good leve l of enc losure for
each ind ividua l would be pane ls on a ll four sides,
w ith a he ight a t a bout a  stand ing p erson ’s eye
leve l, a t least 65 in., and pre ferab ly, 68 in.

2 . Enc losure is more important than sup erv i-
sion. Many managers like the idea of offices tha t
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are physica lly and visua lly open, ones where they
can see the ir peop le . They may fee l somehow tha t
random, visua l supervision enhances produc tivity,
or tha t openness enhances team sp irit. Wha tever
the reason, where this becomes policy, it means
tha t many workers will have little ind ividua l enc lo-
sure . A t its worst, workers find themse lves in a to-
ta lly open “bullpen.”

Thre e  rese arch-sup port e d  f ind ings sug g es t
tha t low enc losure for workers is an error: 1) de-
cre as ing the enc losure of ind iv idua l workers re-
la tes to decreases in the ir job performance; 2) to
monitor emp loyees, managers must be “out there”
too — and our research shows tha t putting man-
agers in the open grea tly reduces the ir own ease
and qua lity of communica tion; and 3) such super-
vision doesn’t work, for our research shows c leri-
ca l workers who are visua lly supervised and those
who are not have equa l leve ls of job performance .

“While a window in one’s office does
‘communicate’ higher status, it
doesn’t seem to enhance satisfaction
or performance.”

3 . W indows are not so important. Wh ile most
peop le would pre fer to be near a window, a win-
dow’s presence or absence has little e ffec t on bot-
tom-line measures. While a window in one ’s office
d o e s “ c ommun i c a t e ”  h i g h er s t a tus ,  i t  d o e sn ’ t
seem to enhance sa tisfac tion or performance . In-
t ere s t in g ly ,  wh e n th e  b e n e f i ts o f  w in d ows are
ranked by workers, the top three are: a fee ling of
not be ing c losed in; see ing sunlight; and a way to
see outside . Way a t the bottom is sta tus. To maxi-
m iz e sa tisfa c tion w ith w indows , th is sug g ests a
p lanning stra tegy where windowed wa lls in offices
m ight b e g iven over to c ircu la tion and common
use areas and perhaps not to priva te offices.

4. It’s not just VDT users who have human fac-
tors/ergonom ic prob lems . The current brouhaha
about VDT equipment users experienc ing d iscom-
fort and hea lth prob lems has masked the fac t tha t
larg e numb ers o f o ff ic e workers who don ’t use
such equipment experience pa in and d iscomfort
frequently. Severa l government-supported stud ies
compared pa in, irrita tion, or fa tigue of equipment
users with tha t of non-equipment users. While they
found tha t about 75 percent of a ll equipment users
experience these d iscomforts frequently, they a lso
found it true for more than ha lf of non-users. Since
tha t’s mostly everybody, current concerns about
human fa c tors must go b eyond VDT users and
embrace the ergonomic needs of a ll workers. 

5 . D es igners ’ id e as a bou t sp a c e d iff er from
workers’ ideas . Designers often argue aga inst a
lot of enc losure for each ind ividua l, fee ling it de-
stroys the sense of architec tura l space in the of-
fice . O ften, entire office floors are designed as vis-
tas , ones tha t c an be seen from one end to the
other. O ffice workers, with d ifferent needs than de-
signers, eva lua te these very open offices as least
a ttrac tive and ones with more enc losure and less
v is ta as far more a ttra c t ive . And rememb er, as
peop le lose enc losure , the ir job performance de-
c lines. So, a rea lly open office is not a good idea
in most cases. 

6. O ffice workers are serious about work. The
quest ionna ires were d emand ing , took a bout an
hour to comp le te , and were both anonymous and
confidentia l. Peop le could have been frivolous or
lazy or thrown them away, but they d idn’t. In ana-
lyz ing 1 ,000 o f these  ques t ionna ires ,  we  were
struck by offic e workers ’ d es ire to b e articu la te
about the ir work and workspace . Further, the re-
sults show tha t those face ts of the work environ-
ment most d irec tly linked to the ir performance of
work are more potent for them than are , say, sta-
tus, esthe tics, and persona liza tion.

7 . F ind ing everybody ’s comforta b le temp era-
ture is impossib le . A third of a ll workers find tha t
tempera ture fluc tua tes too frequently, both in old
and new build ings and in wide ly d ispersed geo-
graphic loca tions. Ana lysis shows tha t for many,
the room’s therma l cond itions ma tter less to ther-
ma l comfort than does the ir body type — the ir sur-
face-to-volume ra tio. Sma ller, thinner peop le expe-
rience tempera ture fluc tua tions and are too cool
far more often than the ir larger, bee fier coworkers.
This na tura l d isparity in peop le ’s sizes, comb ined
with the broader therma l comfort zones introduced
for energy sav ings , guarante es tha t many offic e
workers w i l l never have therma l com fort . Thus ,
there is no mag ic overa ll tempera ture and there
will a lways be comp la ints.

8. Reduc ing floor area is O K , but be care ful. To
save money and /or sp a c e , many org an iz a t ions
have re duc e d the f loor are a of ind iv idua l work-
sp a c es , often over the protests of workers and
managers who have argued “we can’t do our work
in less space .” We ll, they may be ab le to do the ir
work , but they ’re not go ing to b e ha p py a t it. It
seems space can be reduced , but not a whole lot.
While performance rema ins steady, job sa tisfac-
t ion drops when f loor are a is re duc e d by more
than 25 percent. Unfortuna te ly, our study of many
newly-designed offices found an overa ll floor area
loss of 19 percent for professiona l and technica l
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workers; some 32 percent for c lerica l workers; and
para lle l drops in the ir job sa tisfac tion. 

9. Priva te offices aren’t so priva te . Theore tica l-
ly, the priva te office can offer perfec t leve ls of a ll
the forms of priva cy . In pra c tic e , priva te offic es
are noisier and more suscep tib le to visua l d istrac-
tions than they should be . Part of it is because , in
many organiza tions, there is an unwritten rule , a
norm of behavior, tha t suggests tha t priva te-office
peop le who keep the ir doors c losed aren’t team
p layers and are somehow a loof and inaccessib le;
thus, there is a forced open-door policy. Our re-
search shows tha t 50 percent of priva te office oc-
cupants se ldom or never c lose the ir doors, while
only 25 percent c lose them frequently or a lways. It
may a lso be tha t it is simp ly too much troub le to
use the door se le c t ive ly , or tha t it prov id es un-
wan te d cues to o thers tha t th is conversa t ion is
more serious than others . An op en door le ts in
noise , and because of desk loca tion, often crea tes
visua l d istrac tions as we ll. And , even if the door is
shut, there are often still noise and speech privacy
prob lems, for we have lost the construc tion hab it
o f c are fu l ly enc los ing these o ff ic es a bou t the ir
hung c e iling , p erm itting sound to trave l through
this p lenum.

In B O STI’s rese arch , offic e workers ’ h igh re-
sponse ra te to a series of pre c ise , d emand ing ,
and some times boring questionna ires shows they
are serious about work and thoughtful about the ir
environment. Results suggest tha t workers are a f-
fec ted by the ir workspace as a func tiona l arena
and , as we ll, by psycho-soc ia l aspec ts. These re-
sults, happ ily, can be used on a se lec tive basis.
Many aspec ts of the office tha t a ffec t job perfor-
mance and sa tisfac tion ac t fa irly independently of
e a ch o ther. Thus , incremen ta l chang es c an b e
made without tota l office redesign and ma jor in-
vestments . Know ing wh ich asp e c ts of the offic e
e nv ironm e n t  a f f e c t  b o t tom- l in e  m e a sure s a n d
which aspec ts don’t will a lter wha t managers de-

mand in new fac ilities, wha t designers emphasize
in designs, and how offices ge t managed . 

The office is more than just a cost-center. It can
be an investment with a measurab le re turn and is
ye t another produc tivity tool to be used inte lligent-
ly. B OSTI has worked with a few hundred organi-
za tions by now, e ither doing research about them
or using research results to he lp them design the ir
offices as a tool to increase produc tivity and qua li-
ty of worklife . From this vantage point, the ma jor
bre ak through we se e  is no t any re curren t new
technology, design theme , or physica l layout, but
a “thinking breakthrough” about wha t design for
office-type work is for — the idea tha t care fully de-
s ign ing se tt ings for o ff ic e-typ e work to sup port
wha t peop le ac tua lly do (wherever it occurs) is an
investment tha t p ays off in both bus iness terms
and in positive changes in organiza tiona l culture .
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