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ABSTRACT

ny confiictipévfiﬁdings have sﬁrfacedain the body of
h that‘seekszto egplain:the éffectsWorkspace |
eriStics héve on.émployee job_sétisfacticﬁ.‘ This 
rdpoéed'thét thérlévél_df extroversion aniindividual
ed acted és a modérétin§'variable in'the

nship between three types of physical

éristics:of workspaces ahd‘employée job

ction. Specifiéally,‘this study proposed that three
1 characteristics, arqhitectural accessibility,

’ and bp¢nness(‘we;e-reléted to job safisfaction}

r, it Was'piedicted thét theblével of extroVefsion
&iduél pbséesSéS>Wbuid moderate each of these
dsﬁips,‘ To test these hYpothesesf a queétionnairé
en to office workers in three organizations. The
nnéire assessed levelslof job satisfaction,
rsion(‘and the extent to which architectural
oility;_density énd_openness were present in the

o~

5 offices and workspaces. Although the findings of
iy-were.mixéd,‘partial support was provided for the

ce of a relationship between density levels and job

satisfaction,'moderated by extroversion. Limitations of
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

In today’s competitive business world, successful
corporations are those that recognize the importance of
having a high level of employee satisfaction because of 1t'=a
associations with positive aspects for the organization,
such as lower turnover, higher morale, and higher
productivity. In their attempts to attain a competitive
edge through the boosting of employee satisfaction,
corporations have begun to make modifications to the
traditional elements of work. These new changes include
widespread innovations, ranging from more flexible work
schedules, to providing daycare to working parents, to even
altering the physical environment of offices and workspaces
themselves, all in attempts to make employees more satisfied
with their jobs.

One way in which organizations are attempting to gain a
competitive edge is through their efforts to increase
employee satisfaction. Organizations have only relatively
recently begun to tinker with the office environment, hoping
that it may be the key to increasing employee satisfaction.
Indeed, organizations are just beginning to discover that
the physical characteristics that make up the office

environment can be a powerful influence on the employee’s
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,;work;experlence. In hlS artlcle “Seven Offlce EvaluatlonS'" Jl
szﬁReyiew;” Goodrlch (1982) commented on the newfound :
‘ﬁimportance and the. potentlal that the offlce holds' “Now,._

vfhoffice‘de51gn needs to prov1de a respon51ve env1ronment,-~

"interio
f ﬁask‘Pe
’ffmeaning

.VpﬁOVidl

 (p. 354)

~office.

r spaces whlch encourage product1v1ty by fa0111tat1ngitﬂ
rformance, by supportlng user needs,vby allow1ng for ”
Eul communlcatlon and work relatlonshlps, and by

ng a stlmulatlng, meanlngful organlzatlonal cllmate
l Although thls seems to be a tall order for the t ?

settlng to accompllsh, many corporatlons are fy,f

;‘beginnlng to attempt to manlpulate thelr offlces 1n order to

=f‘¢féaté the 1deal env1ronment<for the employee/

*Wan'enV1

'~f:the cur

satlsfactlon.;

spec1flcally,a

ronmentﬁthat fosters satlsfactlon.‘ The purpose of o

rent study'was to determlne 1f these env1ronmental

Wihlmanlpulatlons are related to an employee s level of

Further, thls study assessed whether or not

‘ethls potentlal relatlonshlp was moderated by an employee s

level of

-giEmployees,

" of, are|

E extrover51on.
as well as the organlzatlons they are a partl

aware that thelr offlce env1ronment 1s 1mportant to

'"l_ftheirfWay of llfe at work

Louls Harrls and Assoc1ates

?_conducted a natlonal survey twenty years ago, Wthh “found

fthatxalmajorlty of offlce workers recognlze that thelrt

f.satisfactlon w1th thelr offlce surroundlngs affects thelr v
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ormance a great deal and feel that d01ng thelr job
1 turn, is central to both job satlsfactlon and

the things they want'out of life"'(Goodrich,.1982,
The scientific community has shown only a limited
>f interest indassessing how office setting affects

S

=

job satisfaction. Over the past several years, a

of studies haﬁe been done to determine which
s or characteristics of the workspace affect the
~tion of employees. An interesting dimension that
studies explored was that of howvoffice
sristics facilitated interpersonal contact, and how
fected satisfaction. In the literature,

has been loosely defined as

or visual communication between employees;

rsonal contactvoccurs whenever workers talk to one
,, gesture to one another, or even see each other.
bitors of 1nterpersonal contact across several
have been called‘archltectural accessibility,
Architectural accessibility (AA) was

, and openness.

coined by authors Oldham and Rotchford (1983) that

s to the degree that an individual’s workspace is

This construct has also been

conceptualized in terms of the number of partitions

ree varlables that have been examined as fac1lltators,
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ffdegrees

'of AA

: level oi

: ﬁwould be

llng a workspace.’ A workspace that 1s totallyv
I by partltlons would be con31dered hlghly

1ble,_whlle a workspace w1th no partltlons enclosrngll
e would be hlghly archltecturally acce551ble. _A'C"{*f
xample can ‘be used to demonstrate the varylng':h

of accessrblllty of workspaces w1th dlfferent levelsf

As mentloned above, a workspace w1th a very hlgh

AA would have no partltlons surroundlng 1t. Ithbﬂ'

wfvarevno,v1sual or. phy51cal boundarles on .any s1de to keep o

- others out.

If another worker wanted access to the employee77

'_fihfa@hlthy archltecturally acce551ble workspace, he or shev;%

,wneeds only to approach the employee from any s1de, and walk;‘

';erght up

";rto“look

' because

- doing ch;
'it‘would be 1nac.es51bl‘ t

“_preSence

“to. the 1nd1v1dual Further,

the worker need only
at the employee from anywhere 1n the same room,.‘fb

there are'novv1sual boundarles preventlng them from

A workspace thay;has four partltlons surroundlng"

;others (lOW'AA), due to the

of the four walls FThese,four walls would requlre :

fOutsiders that des1red access to the employee 1n81de to pass

fQ?fléOk

. because

1nto the workspace through one locatlon only,fjf_CV

they cannot 51mply approach the workspace from any

-1fsidefandtgalnpadmlttance,or_theqdeslred_vrew,:

hlghly accessrble to other employees, because there'"'“
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1s1ty, soc1al den31ty, or spatial densrty, is a

construct that has been generally defined as the average
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sitting

> £ square feet per employee (Arkkelln 1979 Oldham &

~d 1983) A highly dense offlce setting or workspace

Ve many employees occupylng a small amount of square

)penness, a related.concept,d“refers to the overall

of the office, more spec1flcally, ‘to the ratlo of
[uare footage of the office to the total length of
=rlor walls and partltlons If square footage is
1stant, then offlces with few 1nterlor boundarles are
ed more open;than-offlces-w1th many walls and

” (Oldham & Rotchford,zp.'542);'vIt should,be

ns”
Lat these three spatlal characterlstlcs are
ated Den51ty and openness are both affected by the
mare footage of the offlce, whlle AR and openness
both affected by the prevalence of partltlons or
the offlce.Ti: | | |
prev1ous research 1t was thought that as the
between 1nd1v1duals decreased, the amount of 3001alf
ion,between these'lndrvldualslwould increase. ‘;h
it follows that'interpersonal contact (IC),

’ or

nteraction, between 1nd1v1duals would increase w1th ,

ng levels of dens1ty For example, two 1nd1v1duals

w1th1n a few feet of each other would be more llkely




to make an occasional comment to each other throughout the
course of their workday than would two employees with fifty
feet of office space between them. Such an expanse of space
between two people would require special effort to have any
meaningful communication. It is likely that over time,
people in such a situation would tire of making such an
effort, if only for the purpose of discussing last night’s
ball game. IC was also proposed to be facilitated by high
degrees of openness and high levels of architectural
accessibility. If an office is open, and any given
workspace is highly accessible, there should be only very
slight boundaries to verbal and visual contact and
communication. An example of such an office would be one
that has few partitions and internal walls. Employees in
such a work setting could easily communicate with others
from their desks, or as they are passing by their coworkers’
desks, since there would be none of the verbal or visual
hindrances to communications that arise from walls or
partitions (Fried, 1990; Oldham, 1988; Oldham & Fried, 1987;
Oldham & Rotchford, 1983).

Further evidence that would suggest the facilitation of
IC by certain levels of these three dimensions of workspace
characteristics comes from social psychology’s studies on

proximity. It has been discovered that proximity, or how
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=ople are to each other, 1nfluences the degree of

tion. Spe01flcally, prox1m1ty is best deflned in

£ what 1s called functlonal dlstance. Functlonal

is roughly deflned as how often people s paths

>r how often they encounter one another._ People with

functlonal dlstance between them are llkely to.

t,w1th each_other, and those’that have a great )

nal distance between them, are llkely to 1nteract

*h»other only rarely,‘if at all Applylng the

le of functlonal dlstance to the offlcebsettlng

o

S more support for the 1dea that workspaCey

=r1stlcs 1nfluence 1nterpersonal c0ntaCt'(Monge &

1980 Darley & Berscheld 1967 Myers, 1993)
r example, a workspace w1th a hlgh level of den51ty

=)

=

a small ten by flfteen room w1th three employees in
=se employees would constantly encounter one another
olng thelr jobs, maklng their functlonal dlstance

each very low. ThlS low functlonal dlstance Jbetween
the employees would likely result in hlgh degrees of
tion. ThlS 1nteractlon, encouraged by the high |
of the workspace, would llkely be in the form of ;

and or v1sual communlcatlon, thereby resultlng in a

vel of IC., Open and acce351ble workspaces would also‘

increase people s prox1m1ty to others. .An~employee




in a workspace that has no partitions, being highly

architecturally accessible, would have a short functiohal

distance from others, because there are no boundaries to

visual or verbal contact. Passersby could simply stop and

'talk, or even visually communicate with this employee with

great ease. This workspace, being highly proximal to

others,

would allow for high amounts of interaction among

the worker stationed there and other employees. This high

amount of interaction resulting from the workspace’s high

level of AA and the great openness of the office, would as a

rule, result in high levels of IC.

In

scientific research, these three office and

workspace characteristics have been shown'to be related to a

number of phenomenon. Architectﬁral acCessibility”has been

found to be positively related to employee work .fatigue and

psychosomatic complaints. That is, the fewer the number of

partitions (high AA) that created enelosures for employees

to work

in, the more employees felt'ill, fatigued, and

generally unhappy on the job (Fried, 1990). Another study

that investigated the effects of openness, AA, and density,

in addition to darkness, found that these characteristics of

the office accounted for 31% of the variance in work
satisfaction among'employees (Oldham & Fried, 1987). Other
research has indicated that density had ajsignificant impact




‘on'sati faction.. ﬁOWVlevels»of_denslty'“.;fhad a bositive
‘impact on emplovees’*work'satisfaction" (Oldham;1988; p.
257) . l In addition to densitvyaffecting satisfaction;vit has
been dllcovered that AA affects satlsfactlon. “.{.moving"
from an open offlce to elther a partltloned offlce or an‘
open office with relatlvely low levels of spatlal density
-can ha p051t1ve effects on: 1nd1v1duals (Oldham 1988, p.
257). 1nally, Oldham and Rotchford (1983) examined the

and AA, and discovered: “Dense,

F
effectsJof several offlce characteristics including den31ty,
opennesl

accessil le...offlces are correlated with low

satisfaction...” (ps. 550-1) . Openness of the office was

also found to be positively related to satisfaction.

aThe concept that the environment influenCes the
individual employee is fufther supported by the notion of
organizitional culture. One example of organizational
culture influenCing”the‘WOrkspaceﬁcharacteristics and‘thus

individ alslintthe workspace;’comes*ffom the “bullpen”

environment used by Procter & Gamble. This organization had

a culture that valued teamwork and,gronp involvement, and

demanded high motlvatlon and 1nvolvement levels from its

employees. The environment that best reflected and allowed

for these'values was this bullpen offlce.a Essentlally, this

office could be characterized as being highly dense, open,
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because there were

ks close together in a room devoid of any»partitions

This set of characteristics allowed for

eraction and teamWork amongst the employees.

ong support for the influence culture has on

es:comes from research gathered’and~conducted by the
an offlce furnlture and systems

-In their manual “Understandlng Relay,” they

hat ‘the culture of an organlzatlon should dlctate

The manual
to state that the arrangement and phys1cal

N constltute a 51lent language ofh
relnforce, and‘

The organlzatlon of space needS'

w1th the structure of the organlzatlon /" (Hall 1959

988, Waterman 1990, p 13) C It is later asserted

has been found to be 1mportant that organlzatlons
nlture and offlce systems that not only demonstrate

rporate culture and values to thelr employees, but

»alsoicommunlcate the purpose,and 1dentlty of the business to

employee
To:
‘VShould_g

provides

s'and customers;v‘
prov1de ‘a. more concrete example of how culture

ulde the workspaces' characterlstlcs, the text

examplesvln the form of “applrcatlon‘proflles,”
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er management to have enclosed offlces,

y: open.

11erarchy,

varlous bus1nesses are detalled 1nclud1ng

and recommendatlons are made as to

lr correspondlng offlces should be arranged to best

detalled 1s thevhead'

arters unlt of a banklng o

whose cultu jouses to more conservatlve

W;fflce de31gn calls for

that would bef;

red to have low densrty and be hlghly 1naccess1ble

These characterlstlcs serve to set apart theth
=nt from the lower ranks of employees, and serve as a

the next lowest employees

ymbol In thls bus1ness,
the profe551onals and mld—level managers,‘
ave somewhat more archltecturally access1ble

; w1th partltlons partlally c1031ng off thelr f:ﬂf

*es, and sllghtly more dense and sllghtly less open'

=rlstlcs.; These mlddle range characterlstlcs of :fj;jh

>rkspaces serve{to set them 1n the mlddle of the

11erarchy, whlle'stlll maklng these 1nd1v1duals ’ftilv<.
o acce381ble to the lowest ranks of employees 1n the'
;y Flnally, the lowest clerlcal and technlcal

are placed 1n a bullpen setup, w1th hlgh

‘tural access1b111ty (no partltlons), hlgh dens1ty,v

One bu31ness,; :

and is hlghly;_(_”j°'
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openness. In a culture that values hierarchy and

and regards spac1ous and inacceSSible workspaces as

it makes sense that the

levels ofhtechnical and clerical workers-should have
est levels of these characteristics invtheir

ces. |

'The second business that:is of-interest here is a high

OgY manufacturing firm, whose culture values

decentralization, flexibility in rules, and is

informal, and not very image conscious. In
this organization

and

>mmended office characteristics reflect this fact.

organization, no one has an enclosed office. Even

>r management in this organization has workspaces of

degrees of accessibility, density and openness, as

dividuals utilise'partitions and shared spaces, like
rs in the organization do. The enclosed‘workspaces
organization are shared conference‘rooms; Since
raniiation'espouses the values of flexibility and

ty, many workspaces are flexible and varied in- the
to which they are architecturally access1ble, dense,
l.

An 1mportantvcharacterist1c of the workspaces of

janization that reflects the cultural value on
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- creativity is the presence:ofvopen areas built into all
areas of the office buildinqiv'ihisihigh levelvéf openness
is designed to encourage interpers0nai interaction amongst
all levéls of workers, in the-hopes that new ideas will be
>exchanged across the workforce (Hall 1959, Schein 1988,
vWaterman 1990) . ThlS organization s culture paints a
" radically different env1ronmentalﬂpicture in which thef
employees work than does thevprevious‘organization._ It is
clear, froﬁvthis‘and‘other‘evidencevin the literature, that
the work environment is related to.outcomesifor '
organizations and employees,‘ |
'Despiteethis.preSentation of a unified body ofvresu1ts,

.as with many cases in research, there are conflictingf
'rfindings. Many other studies present findings that are
directly opp031te these results.n In fact, there seems to
exist a duality in the results across the board.

| Goodrichv(1982)-prov1deslone«of_theAmany examples of
'employee reactions that were contrary to the findings that
-assertbAA and~density~have a negative impact on job
satisfaction. He studied an office wherev4 professionals
and. their 3 secretaries were'placed into one-office room,
with no partitionsibetWeen any of them. it Was discovered

that “The close quarters, the minimal acoustical privacy,

and the spatial arrangement of the furniture supported close -

13
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sense of profe351onallsm and personal respons1blllty
work they dld and hlgh morale. .Profes51onals

| feelingﬂlike a memheraof,a team, with high'morale
rong sense of group purpose (Goodrich 1982"p.
urther contradlctory ev1dence was furnlshed when a
it offlcecwas analyzed In this company, work groups
or 51x people were examlned These groups operated
that company called a “bullpen.?::Thev“bullpen” was

;lly a crowded, open;work area,.described as

te, noisy, and unattractive" (GOodriCh 1982, p. -

)espite'these'Surroundings, the~people'in these
were very‘productive, and had a h1gh degree of
catlon w1th their work groups

>ther example.of‘the;duallty‘of‘the impact of

sonal contact'onfsatisfactionvcomes from Oldhamfandl
d (1983) They descrlbe varlous confllctlng clalms

researchers. ngh levels of den51ty, for example,

1 shown to produce both hlgh and low levels of
1tvwas found that'

tion rn.employees;J In one_study,

sional employees who experienced an increase in

vreportedmgreater:work satisfaCtiong”’andj“remployees

rienced a decrease in density reported.less work
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satisfaction” (p. 544). Meanwhile, other studies have found
“.significant decreases in.. work and social satisfaction,
after employees moved from a conventional to an open office”
(p. 545). Finally, Fried (1990) makes a comment on the
duality of findings in the literature: “A number of studies
have indicated that such workspace characteristics as high
number of people (i.e. social density), few enclosures, or
high setting openness have modest deleterious effects on
employee attitudes and behaviors. However, other studies
have demonstrated.. a modest positive effect of these
workspace characteristics on individual reactions” (p. 267).
Although there seems to have been no great movement to unify
findings in this area, there have been theories offered up
that try to explain the discrepancies in employee
satisfaction with workspace characteristics that facilitate
or hinder interpersonal contact.

One major theory that attempts to explain the
differences between individuals related to their polar
reactions to workspace characteristics is the screening
theory. This idea states that the differences between
individuals as to how they react to their settings are due
to whether or not they possess an important trait - the
ability to “screen.” According to screening theory,

individuals are either “screeners” or “nonscreeners.”
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chreeners are people who are. able to fllter stlmull as they

come.to them, or selectlvely attend to varlous pleces of

informatlon A.screener can “effectlvely reduce the stress

’of-numerous 1nputs by 1mp051ng prlorlty based patterns of

>attentlon on. 1nformatlon (Frled 1990 P- 270) - People

. with'the tralt for screenlng are. able to work unhlndered in

{henvironments that prov1de them w1th hlgh levels of arousalp

because of thelr propen51ty for selectlve or prlorlty based

,attent;on to stlmull. Such an offlce env1ronment would be

one'that has hlgh levels of both den51ty and AA On the

’ other'hand nonscreeners . are 1nd1v1duals ‘who appear less

ablevto 1mpose such prlorltles (p 270) J Nonscreeners

4'would'not react well to s1tuatlons that present them w1th

‘-mnch-sthulatlon, because they cannot handle the h1gh levels

of'mental arousal that come from hlgh degrees of stlmulatlon'

. fromﬂthe:enVlronment. In fact, research suggests that

‘nonscreeners would prefer an env1ronment that offers a. low

-_levelrof’suchfstlmulatlon, llke a workspace w1th lOW’AA and

low den
v.‘po;sitive
‘reduct1<
,ﬂbecause

from ex

(p. 254,

;ity would “Thus,fnonscreeners should react more»
=ly to the 1ntroductlon of partltlons and to the

on 1n spatlal density. than do screeners,-51mply.
nonscreeners should beneflt most from the protectlon .
:esslve stlmulatlon thattthe des;gn changes proulde

Oldham 1988) .
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>ther theory that attémpts to explain individual

1s" to' workspace characteristics is overstimulation

This,thecrybstateS‘that‘VmcharacteriSticsroffthe

L‘environment (e.g. open space, close prcximity_of

and densely populated'areas) can expose individuals

ssive stimulation. People.are expected to respond to

>rstimulation both_behaviorally andlattitudinallym”

1988, PQ 253). Oldhamvaﬁd Friedc(1987) comment‘on :
eoiy’s implications fof<the Workplace: “In the" )
of é woik organizaticﬁ,,émployéés might.physically
¢ from an overstimulétihg environment‘andexperiehce
;faction,ﬁith the;work they do incthat environment”
Ecséntially, this cﬁcory ﬁosits thét employees who
>fficcsﬁwith high/AA,cicQ cpenness; and.high dehsity
berience dissatisfaction.’»These theories may help to
specific, individual”reacﬁicns dﬁe to’wcrkspace
ristics, but they fail to éddress thecwhcle,body‘of
ire and all of its‘ccnflicting findings.

arly, it has been shcﬁn that.the théical

ristics of thebworkspace‘influencc aﬁjemployee's
;tion. It has also been“shown that,there are

1ces across;individualc{cas tc how they react to
levels of workspécebchéracteristics. Ancther

't fact about workspace characteristics is that in




addition to influencing employees, they themselves are
influenced by a powerful force. This force is
organizational culture.

\As‘mentionedearlier, studies have'found'COnflicting
‘results| as to how peoplemreaotfto'WOrkspace characteristics,
Similarly, justvas~individuals havexbeen shown to react

»differently to different workspace characterlstics, they

have different reactions to varying organizational cultures..
Researc haSIShown:that'the cause of these differences
.across people,fas to h0w“they,react‘tO’different cultures,
is indi‘idual differences. oIndiyiduals will desire to work i
in cult 1ires or environments whiCh matchhtheir personality
needs related to env1ronmental arousal and stimulation
(McElroi, Mbrrow, & Ackerman 1983) & Perhaps, an individual
.who has an extroverted personality - soc1able, gregarious;
and talTative - will" be content and thrlve in an env1ronmentv
that affords them with much social stimulation Such an

is heav1ly team based with plenty of interpersonal

environment would be prov1ded by an organization whose .
cultur:T

contact The culture that creates this type of envirOnment

due to

would b% one that provides a high level of mental arousal,
ihe presence of so much stimuli.- ‘This would make

such a culture espe01ally appealing to an: extroverted

persOnaiity, because they require higher levels of arousal
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lent and vice versa”

“However, sociability and affiliationnare
only characteristics of extrovertsmIn fact,
al research shows that extroverts have higher levels

1.” (Judge & Cable, 1997 p. 365).

lexr arguments for the interaction of personality and

or environment affecting satisfaction of employees
m the person-environment, or person-situation fit

.O’Reilly,'Chatman, and Caldwell (1991) cite the

this position, saylng that satlsfactlon results’
harmonlous relatlonshlp between the 1nd1v1dual and
ronment,vsultablllty of the 1nd1v1dnal to the
(p; 489),*'indiViduals.with a
ityvthat needs'interpersonai’contaot, as extrOVerts :
d get satlsfactlon from‘an organlzatlon whose
promoted openness and 1nteractlon among employees.
y( the authors state that “Emplrlcal results have |
als'fpersonalities and thé?deméndS;of their

ons arepassociated_with‘positive affect..” (p. 488) .
ther‘person—environment-fit theorYdthat proposes
interaction between_these two factors influences
tion‘comes from‘Permin'(1968), as quoted by George
“. for each individual there are env1ronments

rsonal,andlnoninterpersonal) which more or less
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vmatch-the characteristics of his [or her] personality A
fmatch’ ‘best fit’ of indiv1dual to enVironment ngviewed
as eXpress1ng 1tself 1n high performance, satisfaction, and

little stressuin‘the system‘whereas.a ‘lack of fit' is

v1ewed S resulting in decreased performance,

- This study proposes that, just>as the individual

dissatinaction, and stress in the system (p. 195).

l
«differe' es in reactions to organizational culture are
related to personality, the polar nature of findings of
employeT satisfaction w1th workspace characteristics is a
result of 1ndiv1dual differences in personality across
employees. These individual differences, caused by the
enduring traits of employees, can only be attributed to.the-
effects,of'perSOnality. Specifically, as in the case of
reactions,to cﬁltures, thelpersonality trait of
extrove sion/introversionzmay‘be the key to understanding‘
- the polar'reactionsof employees‘toloffice conditions. that ..
‘,promote or inhibit‘interperSOnalscontact. Before this
argumen for interaction can be made, some understanding of
‘this pelsonality‘trait is necessary. Extroversion has
typically been defined in the literature as a trait that
exists as a,combination of being‘socially outgoing and even

possibly aggressive. Individuals‘that are said to possess

the trait of extroversion are usually thought of as being

20 .




talkatiﬁe, assertive, active,igregarious,-andisociablev'
(Barrick & Mount, 1991)

There have been numerous studles conducted to determine

the'influence of‘personality»on_various aspects of

organizational'life , This particular perSonality dimension,
’ extroveis1on, has been operatlonallzed in a number of ways.

The “B1 Flve” model of personality is perhaps the best

i

known conceptualizatlon of personallty. The

|

extrOvers1on/introver51on dimension of this model is the

|

object of]interest,for‘this study. - Barrick and Mount (1991)
conduCt,da study to determine which'Big'Fiue-dimensions.
affected jobvperformance, and discovered that»extroversion
wasia vilid predictor of performance for managerial and
sales positions..isince both'of‘these jobdtypes are thoughth
to have|a high degree of‘interpersonal contact and |
interaction, extroverts would naturally excel in these
situations. Therefore, it follows loglcally that these
individuals would experience satisfaction stemming from
their skillful job performance.'

Additional studies have examined related concepts,‘ One

group OT researchers applied Holland’s theory of person-.
environment fit to examine how individuals of differing
personality characteristics solve problems, and how this

affects their levels of satisfaction in a work group setting
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(Wampold, Ankarlo, Trlnldad Carrlllo, Baumler, and Prater,
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hers,

'There are. 31x types of personallty 1n thlS theory'”j j.'l‘

ic,~artlst1c, 1nvest1gat1ve, conventlonal

lSlng:.and 5001a13**The socral type of person can beyv

anges w1th others,3as compared to any other type of

llty 1n thls model Addltlonally,'

pate 1n,more_soc1al act1v1t1es, w1ll use soc1al meansff

e.problems,;and‘are generally more empathetlc than

er type (Wampoldlet al 1995)

uals who could be cla551f1ed as s001al relled
V4 on close personal relatlonshlps and the exchange ofir

supporth” (pv 377) to]solve problems., An addltlonalm

was;that the more 51mllar the characterlstlcs of the'
on are to an 1nd1v1dual’s personallty type,vthe more ‘
ed they w1ll be.x.. . | | | | N
other examlnatlon of.the effects of personallty on
atlonal attractlon llnks the Holland type of soc1al,
the Blg Flve dlmen51on of‘extrover51on.ifIhe-.i:’
1nvthe course of studylng extroverslon,ivN>
c1sm,»and openness,'“ found 31gn1flcant relatlons
these tralts and facets of the Holland vocatlonalf

For example, extroverts expressed

t. typology

t 1n 5001al vocatlons ”(Judge & Cable 1997 p 385)
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blicity with which this one aspect of personality
thése comparable models, can be reducéd to a common
on (éxtréversion), démonstrates the robustness of
rsonality dimension, and how it affects many aspects
nizational life. |

1ally, the dimension of extroversion has been seen as
ighly related to “positiﬁe affectivity (PA).” George
in her study on the.role personality plays in
ational life, éxplains thé characteristics of

nals high in PA. ™“Individuals high on PA have an
sense of well-being and view themselves as active,
Eicacioug}'and pleasurably engaged both

rsonally and’in terﬁs of achievement” (p. 188). Her
details the findings thaﬁ PA is essentially at the
job satisfaction, and that “..correlational studies
und that job satisfaction is significantly and

o1y associated with PA..” (p. 189). Also important is
t that PA is highly related to the extroversion

on. PA has been found to correspond greatly to the
on of extroversion, with “mRA forming the core of
rsion” (George 1992, p. 188).

carly, personality has beeh shown to have an effect
An important fact that is apparent
is that despite the fact

review of the literature,
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Now

.s‘personaiity dimensionthas been operationalized‘and'
liffetentiy’aeiess manyvdifferent'studies, it can

> simpiifieddtoenebasic, rebust, unified'trait or.
n. Thissis‘the.dimension of;persenality_kneﬁnnas
rsion. | | | |

7, after having a basic understanding of how

personality (extroversion) Can‘influence job Satisfaction,

1‘an intez
ICan‘be I
screenir
to works
vand‘the
extrovez
theories
way of ¢
relatior
satisfac
two aree

As
“individu
Screene1
desire t
and are

- Nonscree

:esting connection between elements in the lite:ature
1ade; This connection is between the'theories ofv

1g and overstimulatiOn‘relative tOfsatisfaction due
pace characteristics thattwere mentioned earlier,
reseatch‘en’the personality dimension of
:sion."Specificaily;]itvean be‘said that the

3 of~screening and overstimulation are simply another
lescribing the effects‘petsonalitythas‘on.the

iship between workSpace characteriSticsvand job
tion. - Theaintegratidn‘df the material from these

S lendsﬁSuppert to this idea.

mentioned earliet; sereening‘theory proposes that
1als:are either screeners Or non sexeeners.

‘s are thosefindividuals who have the ability or

o) selectively attend to'multiple‘stimuli'or‘inputs;
able to‘thrive‘in bustling, active environments.

Sners do not desire this,'and become fiustered and
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frustrated when presented with the high levels of stimuli or
information input that come from a high energy, bustling
environment (Fried 1990, p. 270). The other main theory of
interest, overstimulation theory, proposes that
characteristics of the physical environment regulate the
levels of stimulation an individual receives. Different
people have different levels of what they consider to be
acceptable stimulation for themselves. Individuals respond
both attitudinally and behaviorally when these levels are
met, or exceeded (Oldham 1988, p. 253).

These two theories support the idea that there are
individual differences in environmental preferences. These
individual differences can be explained in terms of an
individuals degree of extroversion. Screening theory’s
screeners and non-screeners can be explained in terms of
extroversion by examining the characteristics of extroverts
versus the characteristics of introverts. Personality
research states that extroverts are typically lively,
outgoing, highly responsive individuals. It follows that
such individuals would be able to thrive in an environment
that provided them with much stimulation, as an open, dense,
and accessible office would. Conversely, personality
research states that introverts, (those with a low degree of

extroversion), tend to be more calm, controlled, and
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peacefulp It'alse foliows that suehkindiyiduals'would not
like‘torbe in'environments that were extremely aCtiye and
bustling.er even atttimes ehaotic, like an open plan bullpen
office would be. |

| Overstlmulatlon theory can- be explalned in terms of
personalrtyaalse,;hyfexamining,physiological research
connected teypersonality:,:lt‘has_been discovered that there
is a reiatienship between'an individual;s autOanic arousal
‘systemtand thelr personallty ' Specifically, individuals who
are'extxoverted seek a hlgher level of arousal or
stimulatlon'fromvthelr environment because their levels of
hrain arousal are low : Conversely, intreverted individuals
seek lecs stlmulatlon from their env1ronment because their
auton0m1c arousal systems are not as reactlve as the
extroverted 1ndlylduals systems (Eysenck 1990, Myers 1992).
Integrating these*finaings with overstimulation theory
suggest= that 1nd1v1duals who are extroverted are more -
likely to be satlsfled and happy in an environment that
provide= them w1th hlgher levels of stlmulatlon, such as an
open, dense, and acce551ble office would | This environment
would.previde the extrovert with a substantially suitable
‘level ef arensal_orvstimuli.‘ An introvert in the same
envirenment,“hoWever, would be oyerly stimulated and thereby

unhappy |and dissatisfied, because they normally would not
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require the large amount of stimuli or arousal that an open,
dense, and accessible office would provide.

Future research is necessary to further explore the
often proposed but never determined relationship between
workspace characteristics or the physical environment and
personality and how they affect job satisfaction. Research
has been done to determine the effects of personality, as
well as the effects of workspace characteristics separately,
on the job satisfaction of employees. Studies conducted
that examined the effects of personality have found that
approximately thirty percent of the variance in job
satisfaction can be attributed to effects of personality
(George 1992). While this advances the understanding of job
satisfaction, it still leaves approximately seventy percent
of the variance unexplained. George (1992) said of this:
“It is likely that a large portion of this unexplained
variance is attributable to situational factors and their
interactions with personality” (p. 187). George also
commented: “..it may be that personality and situational
factors, in addition to having main effects, also interact
to determine levels of job satisfaction” (p. 189). Another
similar statement was made by Holland (1996), when he stated
that the studies of personality “..are incomplete, however,

in that they focus on personal characteristics and neglect
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eﬁvironmeﬁtal characteristics” (p. 400) . There is a lack of
.research that assesses the effects’of the_interactioﬁ
befween the employees’ physical»enviroﬁmental
characteristics or the workspace characteristics, and
personality,‘on jcb satisfaction. This study attempted to

fill this theoretical void.

28




’protheses
HypotneSis Qne
A: »ihere~wili,be a}relationship:betweenxarchitectural'w
' 1accessibility.and*jobvsatisfaction;" | |
eB:  The relationshiprbetWeen:architeotural
acoessibility and.jobisatisfaction-will be
moderated_byvthe levei‘of extroversion an
bindividnai possesses;
‘HypotheSisﬁTWo’ v'
| ,Ag‘ There;ﬁill‘be ajreiationshippbetween.density.and‘
jOb satlsfactlon |
B: The relatlonshlp betﬁeen den31ty and job
.‘satlsfactlon will be. moderated by the level of
extroverslon an'lnd1v1dual possesses.' o
}‘HypotheSis Three B |
- A:l There»wiilvbeda reiationship 5etneen openness and
ijb satlsfactlon.;,f;f - |
B: The relatlonshlp between openness ‘and job
satlsfact;on Wl%ljbexmodexaped bywthe levei-of
_extroveISion an individual possesses;

',: The main purpose of thls study was to look for
"moderated relatlonshlps between workspace characterlstlcsf
»and,jobgsat;sfactlon, which can-befseen‘ln'PartﬂBﬁof each.
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hypothesis. However, it was necessary to add a Part A to
each hypothesis, because it was first important to establish
the magnitude of the relationships between each of the
characteristics variables and satisfaction before proceeding
to the main thrust of the study. There were two main
reasons for carrying out this initial analysis. First,
while the relationship between workspace characteristics and
job satisfaction was expected to be moderated by
personality, it was also expected that there would be a
slight correlation between satisfaction and the workspace
variables (Arnold 1982). Second, in literature discussing
examinations of moderated relationships between two
variables, it is recommended that a baseline relationship
between the two variables be established first, before
testing for a moderated relationship (Zedeck 1971). For
these reasons, part “A” of each hypothesis was first
examined in order to detect the magnitude of any
correlational relationships that may have existed between

each workspace characteristic and job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER TWO
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1 Setting & Subjects:
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P
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-

s réSeérch was conducted in several organizations,

- to sample'awWiaéfiahgégof workspace énvironmehts
_dyées; ,12915ubjeétslWére utilizeq, in order to tap
'Spectrﬁm of1individgalsl, The decision td térget
uatelyc120 subjects for this study was baéed'on
;izeg of previous Studies.that examined similar

5, such as”wbrk performéd‘by Oldham. (1988), Oldham

:hfordﬂ(l983), and others. These studies found

~

>

effect sizes (R squared=.35) using samples‘of
nateiy 120 Subjects. Given the number of variables
1 by the current study, it was anticipated that
‘effect sizes would be found by utilizing a roughly

=nt sample size. Only employees that worked in office

as oppoSed to employees in positions such as .

ruring or fieldwork operations, were assessed.

respondents to this study belonged primarily to

rganizations, Southern California Edison, a large

corporation which comprised 56.6% of the population,

s publishing company that accounted for.24.8% of the

ion, and Stepan, a chemicals research and'development

whose emp10yees comprised 11.6% of the population.
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http:squared=.35

The rema

- number o

indér‘offthe respondents was mixed across a large

f.éémpahiés, ahd cdmprised 7.2% of theupOpulation.

.These-threecorganizationS‘provided a variety of office

énVironmehts3and_employees,;likely'duerto the differences in

‘the thie

e fields of industry'or,service; All subjects were

assessed using the survey instrument Created'specifically

for this

‘study; entitled the Work Environment’Survey. 

A pilot test of the instrument was conducted in order

to determine whether there wére any problems, such as

subjects

misunderstanding concepts, subjects missing or

' skippinq itéms, and"éq férth.‘_The instrument was tested on

a small
Edison.

statisti

‘pbpﬁlationfof employéés‘atVSouthern California

An ocular ahaiYSis of thé data and descripti#e

cs revealed no problems such as comprehension

difficulties, formatting issues, or other complications..

Further

analyses werélconducted using the pilot data,

including the testing of the reliabilities_of the scales in

the inst

rument. The sections of the survey where published

scales were utilized included the‘satisfaction and

personal

section,

ity‘sections.viThe scale used in the satisfaction

general job satisfaction, indicated an internal

consistency of .72. The scale utilized in the personality

section,

of .88.

the Mini Marker, indicated an internal cdnsistency.‘

There was one scale that was created specifically
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for this study that measured a subject’s level of perceived
architectural accessibility. This scale demonstrated an
internal consistency of .68. These reliabilities were
considered acceptable, based on criteria by Robinson,
Shaver, and Wrightsmith (1991), who suggest that values of
internal consistency over .60 are acceptable.

Procedure:

Data was collected through employee responses recorded
on the questionnaire that was administered. The
questionnaire, entitled The Work Environment Survey,
consisted of three sections, the first of which ascertained
the employee’s level of general job satisfaction. The
second section measured the employee’s personality -
specifically the degree of extroversion/introversion, while
the third section assessed the level of each of the three
physical workspace characteristics. It should be noted that
the construct of job satisfaction is generally considered to
be composed of many different facets. For purposes of this
study, the holistic, overall level of job satisfaction was
of primary interest. This study chose to focus on general
job satisfaction in order to obtain results in a more
parsimonious manner, and in order to more fully test the
robustness of the anticipated effect of the proposed

relationship between environmental characteristics and
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ws&ua workspace con51sted of the 1mmed1ate area in
e subject worked and the general offlce area;y”
all of the nearest cublcles or: the entrre.open roomt:.
e subject and thelr co—workers’ workspaces were

Thls sectlon of the questlonnalre was created
the constructs or characterlstlcs of archltectural
and openness, whlch have been

111ty,‘dens1ty,

1n the llterature Although these three theoretlcal'
or constructs ex1st 1n the llterature, to the "‘“
knowledge, there is no publlshed measurement'device
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surrounding physical environment. Architectural
accessibility was also measured in another way.

The second way architectural accessibility was assessed
was by examining the subject’s perceptions about their
workspace, in reference to their accessibility. Three
questions were asked of subjects, inquiring as to how
isolated and how physically separated they felt from others,
and how physically accessible they felt to others, while
they were in their personal workspace. For example,
question number one, which inquired as to how isolated
subjects felt from others, asked: “How isolated from others
do you feel when you are in your workspace?” Subjects then
could repond to this question using a five point scale,
which ranged from “Wery isolated” to “Not at all isolated”.
This examination of subjects’ perceptions of this
characteristic was conducted in parallel with the more
factually-based descriptive measurement, because of the
complex composition of this concept. There are many
individual factors that make up architectural accessibility,
ranging from heights and shapes of walls, to types of
materials, to numbers of doors, and other elements. 1In
addition to capturing a few of the many physical elements in
the descriptive measure, it was thought prudent to examine

the more all-encompassing and fluid dimension of individual
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perceptions, in order to prevent any limitations a survey
might artificially impose when assessing this
characteristic. These perceptual questions were in the form
of a five-point scale, and responses were averaged to create
the perceived architectural accessibility scale, which
demonstrated an internal consistency of .68.

Density: The survey instrument sought to assess
density in the subject’s surroundings, by examining their
perceptions of both their workspaces and general office
areas. First, subjects’ perceptions of density in their
immediate workspaces were measured. The level of this
characteristic present in the workspace is typically defined
in the literature as the ratio of number of people per
square feet in the workspace. In the current study, two
questions provided the responses used to compute this
density ratio of subjects’ workspaces. The first question
asked subjects to report how many people were in their
workspace (including themselves). The second question
assessed subjects’ perceptions of the size of their
workspace area, by having them choose one of five
descriptions of differently sized workspaces. The
descriptions for this question ranged from “compact
workspace area,” to “Large workspace area.” Subjects’

responses to the perceptual, description question were
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, how‘man' wails'surroundéd thém,vthevmeasurement of ﬁhe
square footagesvof workspaces and'officeS‘required to obtain
a‘factuil basis for a‘meaéuresof density was=considerably
more difficult. Alfhough the concept of density is less

| abstian fhan aréhitgcturai'accessibility, Collecting 
factual data for this characteristic would have been
prohibitively impractical. To address this difficulty, a
Séction was placed at the end of the survey, where subjects
had the loption to provide‘thevphysical dimensions of their
workspaces and‘offiqes;_if they were able to make the
estimations or measurements. This data, when available, was
used és a validity check on the perceptual measurements of
density.

Opehness: This characteristic was assessed in terms of
the subjects’ general office areas. In the literature, this
characteristic is determined by the ratio of total square
footage |of the office area to the total length of interior
walls and partitions in the general office area. High
levels of openness result from having a large 6ffice area
with few interior walls or partitions. This survey
determi'ed the openness of general office aréas by asking
subjectI

presented with one question that asked them to select the

to make a perceptual rating. Subjects were

description that best described how open their office was.
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There were five,options,_ranging from “Open office (no

partitions/interior‘walls are in this general office area)”

to “Not

at all“opeh office (many partitions'andiwalls are in

this general offiée area, and nearly all workspaces are

completely enclosed).” The five descriptive choices were

each given nume:ical‘Values,'which réprésented‘thé level of

openness prééeht in thevgeneral office area. This concept

was aSsessed in the perceptual domain only, for the same

reasons that applied to the concept of density. Subjects

were givénithe opportunity to provide a measurement of the

total’l

iend of

dimensi
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ure this aspect,of employee personality. These eight

jere adjectives, four of which described introverted

qualities such ‘as “bashful " while the remaining four

" described extroverted qualities,

were as

such as “bold.”

Subjects

ked to rate how well each adjective described them,

using a nine-point scale that ranged from “extremely
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e” to “extremely innacurate.”
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allow for an easier administration of the survey. Finally,
all of the scales of the JDS possess good reliability, with
the general satisfaction scale having a published internal

consistency of .76 (Oldham 1975). In the current study,

this scale yielded an internal consistency of .72.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESULTS

Before hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics were
run using SPSS. In the job satisfaction section of the
instrument, the mean and standard deviation of general job
satisfaction were assessed (Table I). The mean for this
variable was found to be slightly higher than 4, which was
the central point of the seven-point scale used to assess
this element. This is consistent with past literature on

job satisfaction, where the variable is generally positively

skewed.
Table I
Variable Descriptives
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Job Satisfaction 5.18 1.06
Extroversion 6,11 1.42
Perceived AA 305 0+75
Descriptive AA 312,20 2:+:30
Workspace Density 2778 1.18
General Office Area 0.48 0.79
Density
Openness 2.40 1.19

The next section of the survey instrument assessed the
subjects’ personality, specifically the level of
extroversion they possessed. Extroversion was measured on a
nine-point scale, where one represented extreme introversion
and nine represented extreme extroversion. As seen in Table

I, the mean for the survey population on this measure was
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descriptive architectural accessibility was found to be
related to openness at r=.28 p<.0l (Table II). Considering
that openness was also a perceptually based variable, the
slightly stronger relationship with perceived accessibility
is not surprising. These results follow logically from the
literature, which indicated that accessibility and openness
are somewhat intertwined. This indicated that when
individuals feel accessible, it is somewhat likely that
their office environment is a more open one, with fewer
partitions or walls, and vice versa. Conversely, the
relationship between workspace density and openness was also
found to be significant, at r=-.23 p<.05. This also follows
logically, and would seem to indicate that when individuals
feel they are in a dense immediate environment, they are
also somewhat likely to feel that their office is less open.

Finally, the relationships between extroversion and the
other variables in this study were examined. Extroversion
was found to be significantly related to two variables.
Descriptive AA and extroversion were related at r=.19 p<.05.
Also, extroversion and openness were related at r=.18 P<.05.
Additionally, it was found that extroversion and job
satisfaction had no significant relationship to each other,
thus limiting the possibility of confounding effects

involving these two variables.
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To assess the assumption of normality, histograms were
generated and the resulting graphs were compared to the
normal curve. Job satisfaction was slightly negatively
skewed. However, none of the variables were found to have a
degree of skew drastic enough to warrant carrying out any
transformations on the data.

There were three hypotheses posed in this study, each
stated that one of the three physical workspace
characteristics would have a relationship with job
satisfaction, and that this relationship would be moderated
by personality. In order to test for the presence of any
moderated relationships, moderated regression analyses were
run. These regression analyses examined whether the
interaction between extroversion and each workspace
characteristic accounted for any additional variance in a
subject’s level of job satisfaction. This potential
interaction was assessed by creating interaction terms, each
of which was a product of extroversion and the particular
workspace characteristic being assessed by that analysis.
To determine if extroversion moderated a relationship
between a given physical characteristic and job
satisfaction, the corresponding interaction term was
included in each physical characteristic’s respective

hierarchical regression analyses. This was accomplished by
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entering both the appropriate workspace characteristic
variable and extroversion in the first step of the
regression, and then entering the appropriate interaction
term in the second step of the regression. The R squared
change obtained from these regression analyses was the focus
of attention for this study, as a significant value would
indicate support for the existence of an extroversion-
moderated relationship between physical workspace
characteristics and job satisfaction.

After having conducted the regression analyses to test
Part B of each hypothesis, a split correlation analyses was
performed to augment the findings of each regression
analyses. The variable of extroversion was dichotomized, to
split the population into two groups - those having average
or higher levels of this personality trait, and those having
and below average levels of this trait, relative to the
survey population. The existing relationships between the
workspace characteristics and job satisfaction were
examined, split along this dichotomized variable. The
results that pertain to each of these hypotheses are as
follows.

Hypothesis One Part A stated that there would be a
relationship between architectural accessibility and job

satisfaction. 1In order to address Part A of this
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hypothesis, the relationship between each type of
accessibility and general job satisfaction was examined.

The correlational analysis that was conducted revealed that
there was no apparent relationship between either perceived
accessibility and job satisfaction (r= -.12), or descriptive
accessibility and job satisfaction (r=-.05) (Table II).

To proceed to explore this hypothesis and test Part B,
which stated that the relationship between accessibility and
job satisfaction would be moderated by the level of
extroversion that an individual possessed, a moderated
regression analysis was conducted, once for each type of
accessibility. As shown by the R squared change statistics
in Table III, neither the analyses for perceived
accessibility (r=.00) nor described accessibility (r=.02)
revealed a relationship that was moderated by the level of

an individual’s extroversion.

Table III

R Squared Change Statistics
Interaction R Square Change Significance
Perceived AA * .00 <83
Extroversion
Descriptive AA * .02 .17
Extroversion
Workspace Density * | .00 .47
Extroversion
General Office Area | .03 .05
Density *
Extroversion
Openness * .01 $35
Extroverion
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A split correlation analysis was run, to further
support the findings of the moderated rearession analysis.
As Table IV shows, no significant relationship between
either perceived (r=-.04: introverts, r=-.19: extroverts) or
descriptive (r=-.21: introverts, r=.02: extroverts)
architectural accessibility and job satisfaction could be
detected. These results were consistent with the findings

of the moderated regression analysis.

Table IV
Split Correlations

Personality Job Satisfaction
Perceived AA Introvert = .04

Extrovert = S
Descriptive AA Introvert w2k

Extrovert .02
Workspace Density Introvert = S

Extrovert e il
Gen.Of.Area Density Introvert .09

Extrovert =il O
Openness Introvert .04

Extrovert - 9

(**=Significant at the p<.01l level)

These results indicate that there is no support for
Part A or Part B of Hypothesis One. There is no indication
of a relationship between either perceived architectural
accessibility and job satisfaction, or between descriptive
architectural accessibility and job satisfaction. Further,
this study finds no‘support for the existence of a
relationship, moderated by extroversion, between either type

of accessibility and job satisfaction.
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http:descriptive(r=-.21

Hypothe31s Two, Part A, stated that there would be a:

relatlonshlp between den51ty and job satlsfactlon.n.In order

to'addressrPart A3ofxthls hypothe31s;ia correlatlonal

ana;yslsfwas‘gonducted tokexamineithe,strength anthe“

r,relationShipsibetween both workspace density and job

, Satisfaction.andtgeneral Office area’density”andjjob

satisfaction. - As Shown'in Table II, there was found to be a

vmoderate“negative‘relationshipibetween workspaee‘density and.

 job satisfaetion.(r=Hr.Zer<;05). " This would seen;tcf

indicate that one’s surroundings might have some influence

on. one’
slight

of job

s level of job satisfaCtien. In this instance, a
relationship between denSe”qnarters'and‘lower‘levels B

’satisfaction‘Seems‘te‘exist.;,However, when the.

analysis was examined for'a_potential/relatibnship between

general office area density and:job satiSfactiOn, no

significant effect was found (r= -.03).

In order to test Part B of'Hypothesis'Two, a moderated

regresSioneanalysis was conducted. This analysis found that

there was not a significant change in the R squared value)(R

sqnared change=.00 p<;47)(Table IIT): 1nd1cat1ng that there

was no
moderat
satisfe

conduct

solid ev1dence for the occurrence of an extroversron—
ced relatlonshlp between workspace denslty and job
iction. A moderated regression analysis was also

red to test for the-presence'of a moderated
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‘relationship between general office area density andkjob.

satisfaction. In this case, the presence of a moderated

relatlonshlp was detected w1th an R squared change of .03,

‘significant at the p< 05 level.

A

Spllt correlation analy51s was conducted to further

explore these'flndlngs. The analysis found mlxed results,
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split

betwee:

signif

" introv

H

relati

ting that for those 1nd1v1duals who are more
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ace density and job‘satisfaction‘(r=—‘35.p{ 01),‘Which
ygest that 1ntroverted employees are‘less satlsfled
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ees‘and’workspace densityv(r=—.07)i(Table IV). This |
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n general office area density and job satisfaction, no
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srted individuals were found.
ypothesis Three, Part A stated that there would be a

onship‘between openness and job satisfaction. This

rwas:exPlored by firSt examining a correlation analysis. The
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ing a moderated regress1on analys1s.5

is revealed no s1gn1f1cant relatlonshlp between-."

(Table II)

"fTo further test Hypothe51s Three, Part B was' examlned

fthls analys1s 1nd1cated that there was no support for the

’”fex1stence of a relatlonshlp between openness and JOb |

'hfsatlsfactlon that was moderated by extrovers1on (R squared f

~ changer.

01 p< 35) (Table III)

:‘?Eurther support for these flndlngs came from the spllt;l'

fcorrelatlon analys1s that was conducted

Results from thlS‘_

‘fﬁlanaIYSls conflrmed the prev1ous flndlngs of no ex1st1ng

*“relatlonshlp between openness and jOb satlsfactlon,;

ed or otherw1se (r— 04) (Table IV)
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~ there 3
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CHAPTER FOUR
- DISCUSSION

This study attempted to address the theoretlcal v01d

that e
lack:o
findin
reacti
physic
levels
at wor
either
charac
job sat
ithe ph
WOrksp
relati
satisf
subjec
lbhest,
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study,

indiv1
when o

worksp

xists in job satlsfactlon research Spec1frcally, the
f eXplanatron for the polarized and conflicting
gsvofimany researcherS‘relative to ihdividual‘

ohs‘ih terms of job satiSfaction to their surrounding>
al ehvironment;. It was proposed that 1nd1v1duals’_
of extrovers1on mlght have been a moderatlng varlable
k behlnd the scenes, 1nfluenc1ng 1nd1v1duals to react
more p081t1vely or more‘negatlvely to thelr workspace
terlstlcs, and that this would affect thelr level of
tlsfactlon accordlngly ‘This study examlned three'of
y51cal characterlstlcs or qualltles that offlces and
aces possess,‘and tested for the ex1stence:of a

onshlp between each of these characterlstlcs and job
actlon, moderated by thevlevel of extrover51on the |

t possessed. The results of thlS study were mixed, at
ln sheddlng any llght 1nto thlS theoretlcal v01d

f the three phy31cal characterlstlcs examlned 1n thlS
only densrty was found to be related to an

dual’s general jOb satlsfactlon Spec1f1cally, only
ne s perceptlons of dens1ty applled to their 1mmedlatef

ace, was there a relatlonshlp,to their level of
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5f-f extrov=r31on—moderated.

‘lThese flndlngs lend partlal support to

satisfact

ﬁ]gHypoth=51s Two, Part‘A ﬁ:In further testlng of the

ﬂfﬁypothnses of thlS stu”y, 1t was found that dens1ty had an'ff’:

:elatlonshlp w1th job satlsfactlon |
fSpe01chally, only 1ndrv1dual perceptlons about the dens1ty

kcf.of~theLr general offlce area as a‘whole were found to have ai%V
fpié;étlonshlp w1th job satlsfactlon,‘moderated by level of |

‘chextrover51on l ThlS flndlng lends partlal support to Part B -‘
fyof‘Hypothes1s Two, the oniylHypothes1s to recelve support 1n:
;this‘study., Further;lspllt correlatlonal analyses revealed

that workspace dens1ty was the only varlable that produced a

':,relatlonshlp w1th general job satlsfactlon, lendlng support

ith the 1dea that dens1ty does 1nfluence job satlsfactlon

H lnterpretatlon of these flndlngs may help to cast some
;llidht as. to why the results surfaced as they dld *Flrst, |
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:_wasvdens1ty.l ThlS may be because dens1ty 1s perhaps the_ |
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Aothers,'may have been ea51er for people to assess or relate

”fto'than the other two concepts.f,Openness,»as descrlbed 1n

of“the"survey, asked‘people”hulw wjudgement about the

~s~‘restr1ctlonS’tofOpen spa“ "nathe T overall offlce area.ZJw

,Thls concept may have been‘hore dlfflcult to grasp than the“

5T




density of the general office area. Further, architectural
accessibility as a construct, while not too abstract, may
have had too many factors feeding into it.

In looking at the split correlation analyses, it seems
that for more introverted individuals, a negative
relationship exists between workspace density and
satisfaction. This follows the reasoning of both the
screening and over-stimulation theories. If an introverted
individual is presented with higher levels of interpersonal
contact in their immediate personal space (as dense
situations would do), it seems that they may be likely to
react negatively to this. Given that the analysis found no
significant related correlation that applied to extroverts,
it could be argued that Hypothesis Two Part B received
support. The fact that workspace density was found to be
related to satisfaction for introverts and not extroverts
indicates that there was a moderating variable at work. In
this relationship, this moderating variable was shown to be
extroversion.

It is not clear as to why workspace density did not
surface as having a moderated relationship with satisfaction
while general office area density did. It is possible that
peoples’ feelings about the two environments differed.

Perhaps job satisfaction is more influenced by one’s
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perceptions about the general office area, rather than by
one’s feelings about the personal workspace.

One point of clarity can be distilled from the results
of this study. Of the three tested physical workspace
characteristics, density seems to have the most influence on
job satisfaction. Further, there is support for idea that
the relationship between density and job satisfaction is
moderated by the level of extroversion an individual
possesses.

The literature, specifically the theories of screening
and overstimulation, provided some indication as to why
density seems to be the most powerful workspace variable.
These theories both pertain to amounts of stimulation that
individuals receive from the environment. Each of the three
workspace variables, to some degree, regulated or influenced
the amount of this environmental stimulation people
received. However, of the three variables, density had the
most active effect on stimulation. This was because both
architectural accessibility and openness merely set the
stage for possible contact with other people. 1In other
words, these two characteristics allowed for the possibility
of interpersonal contact or stimulation, but they did not
actively guarantee that it would occur. Density, on the

other hand, had a more active influence on interpersonal
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contact, and thereby stimulation. Research has shown that
when people are closer together, they are more likely to
interact than if they were farther apart from each other.
Given this, it follows logically that greater levels of
density resulted in people receiving higher levels of
stimulation. According to the theory of screening,
extroverts possess the ability to handle and filter more
stimulation than do introverts. Other research has
suggested that extroverts may even seek out environments
that provide large amounts of stimulation. Introverts, who
theoretically lack this screening ability, tend to dislike
and avoid excessively stimulating environments. It follows
that introverts would therefore be dissatisfied in
environments that provide much stimulation. The current
study has suggested there is evidence to support this
theory. The current study also provides support to the
theory of overstimulation, in that introverts seek to work
in environments with lower levels of stimulation, because of
their lower threshold for stimulation or interpersonal
contact as compared to extroverts. When placed in an
environment that introverts find overly stimulating, they
react negatively. This results of this study echo this

idea.
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Limitations:

As~mentioned above, several of the findings of this
study did not:turn“out as proposed. Some of this can be
explained by several of'the limitations that affected this
study.| One limitation of this study was the subject matter
itself. Some of the physical characteristic concepts
examined hy this study may have been too abstract or ill—

defined.  Density, may have been a reasonably concrete

spatial descriptor, more so than openness or‘architectnral
accessibility. Openness‘may have been a concept that was
outside of many peoples"ability to accurately judge. The
optional spatial estimate‘section of the survey provided
some eiidence to the fact that many people cannot accurately
guess Trea measures. Further, architectural accessibility
as a cTncept may have been too polluted with other

variable There are many phy51cal factors that combine to
make a|person feel more or less acceSSible to others It is
very likely that this characteristic alone could have been
the focus of an entire study.‘ Other studies have examined
other factors contributing to how accessible or private one
} feels, such as light, sound, and other variables. It would

have been difficult to control for all such elements‘in the

current study.
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survey dealt with somewhat abstract concepts, as mentioned
earlier. In order to aid in comprehension of these abstract
constructs, explanation paragraphs were provided along with
accompanying survey questions. It is possible that these
written, somewhat lengthy, interpretations did not help
subjects, and possibly could have lead to confusion.
Additionally, this section of the instrument was last in the
layout, and fatigue may have contributed to response errors.
In connection with the idea of a rather blunt search
methodology, it is possible that the survey sought to
discover information on too many characteristics. In the
future, it may be better to direct attention to one, more
precise element of the workspace environment (e.g. strictly
workspace density), in order to better focus the search for
the relationship between physical surroundings and job
satisfaction.

Another limitation to this study related to the survey
was that the instrument was a self-report. There was no way
to check the accuracy of the subjects’ responses to the
survey questions about their personalities or their level of
job satisfaction. A final potential difficulty of this
study was the possibility that the respondents to the survey
were a self-selecting population. Given that the average

value of extroversion was above mid point, this may indicate
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that the respondents, as a group, possessed higher levels of
extroversion. If this were the case, any findings of the
study could have been based on restricted data.

Despite the somewhat disappointing results of this
study, several aspects in this immediate area of research
should receive further attention. For example, the property
of density, whether in reference to the workspace or general
office area, seems to have some form of relationship to job
satisfaction, as well as have an extroversion-moderated
relationship to satisfaction. If this variable was more
focused to pertain to either the workspace or the general
office area as a whole, a potentially valuable finding could
emerge.

Also, further research could be conducted, using
different methods or means of assessing the physical
workspace characteristics. For example, findings may differ
if the experimenter was to actually measure the physical
dimensions of the subjects’ workspaces and offices rather
than rely on the subjects to provide data on their
perceptions or their estimates of measurement. This study
gave subjects the option to provide their own estimates or
measurements of the levels of density and openness of their
offices and workspaces. A qualitative analysis of this data

set revealed that few individuals (29 of 12