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Abstract

A multivariate, descriptive model of office workers!
evaluations and conceptualisations of their environment is
proposed and empirically supported. The model 1is developed
from, and expands upon, Canter's (1983) purposive model of
place evaluation, and Donald's (1983) model of office
evaluation. The research 1is conducted within the meta
theoretical framework of facet theory. The model itself
consists of four facets; Referent, Level, Focus and
Organisational Unit of Evaluation.

A similar facet model of office workers' perceptions of
their organisations is also developed and supported. This
model consists of three facets; Organisational Unit, Mode,
and Area of Organisational Life. Measures of workers!
perceptions of departmental cohesion, and orientation are
also developed.

Once the internal structure of the models has been
established and the validity of the facets shown using
Smallest Space Analysis, the elements of the office
evaluation and organisational perception models are
subjected to Partial Order Scalogram Analysis with Base
Coordinates. The items revealed to be most important in
structuring the” POSAC are then analysed using Chi Squares.

The Chi Squares are performed on the environmental
evaluation elements and two element profiles, 1in relation
to the elements of the other areas. The results generally
show that Joint (quantitative) POSAC scores are related to
organisational perceptions, and the Lateral (qualitative)
scores to worker orientation.

The results are discussed in relation to their implications
for environmental psychology and evaluation, organisational
psychology and office design.

Key Words: Facet Theory Office Evaluation
Organisational Perception
Environmental Psychology
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction.

During the 1980s there has been a growing realisation of
the importance of office environnents both for
organisational effectiveness and the psychological well-
being of office workers. The accrescence of interest is
clearly demonstrated by the number of books published on
the subject (eg. Becker, 1981; Craig, 1981; Makower, 1981;
Sundstrom, 1986; Wineman; 1986) along with special issues
of journals (eg. Wineman, 1982), and conference symposia
(IAAP, 1982; 1986; IAPS, 1984) which have been devoted to
the area. Further there has been a steady stream of

articles and research reports concerned with offices.

An encouragihg and interes£ing devélopmeﬁt in the field of
6ffice research has been tﬁe attempt by numerous authors
(eg. Ferguson and Veisman, 1986; Marans and Spreckelmeyer,
1982; 1986) to develop models of office evaluation. This
trend 1is evident in the present thesis which has as 1its
primary focus the production of a descriptive nultivariate
model of the internal structure of office evaluations. As
the model to be developed is a description of the
psychological structure of evaluations, ﬁhe research will
not be concerned with the evaluations per se. ie. whether

one environment is better than another.
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Since the earliest studies of the orfice environment (eg.
Manning 1965), it has been clear that evaluations are not
directly and solely dependent upon the objective physical
conditions of the setting. As a consequence, there has been
a search for other aspects. of the person-environment
context which may be related to office evaluations. At
present the principal components of the context which have
been identified are the worker's tasks, status, and role
in the organisation. There remain, however, mnmany arezs
which require investigation. A secondary aim of the thesis,
therefore, 1s to explore the relationships between the
office evaluations and externzl conditions which nay be

associated with then.

In the rerwainder of this chapter each of these aims will
briefly be considered along with some of their
implications. The structure of the thesis will then be

described.

1.2 The Model of Evaluations.

The mnodel to be produced here is based on the "purposive
nmodel of place evaluation" developed by Canter and his
colleagues following research in a number of settings
including, hospital wards (Canter and Kenny, 1981; Kenny,
1983; Kenny and Canter, 1981), housing (Canter and Rees,

1982), and offices (Donald, 1983; 1985).

Drawing on the meta-theoretical approach to research of
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facet theory, outlined in appendix 1, the nmnodel is
specified in terms of a "General Mapping Sentence for
Evaluations™ (GHS). The GlS consists of three basic facets;
the 1evei, referent, and focus of evaluation or interaction
with the environment. In addition to the specification of
the facets, the empirical relationships between the facets
and their elements are hypothesised and form an important

part of the model making it predictive.

The elements of the facets are specified in rather abstract
forn. In ofder for the GMS to be applied to & particular
setting the content of the facets needs to be specified in
terms relevant to the environment under consideration. This
particularisation of the model represents a major challenge
of the research. In the next section a2 brief consideration

of the GMS in relation to offices will be given.

1.2.1 The GMS and Office Evaluation.

The .rirst challenge of the thesis is to specify the facets
of office evaluation. A first attempt at applying the
purposive model of evaluation to the office environment was
made previously by Donald (1983). The results of this
research showed the application of the model to be feasible
in the area of office evaluations. In this study Donald
contextualised and tested two of the facets of the GlS; the

level and referent.

The level facet was interpreted in terms of three elements;

immediate work area, the office as a whole, and the office

23



building. Support for a distinction between two levels was
found; the irmediate work area/office, and the building as

a whole.

The failure of the research to find a2 distinction between
the the immediate work area and the office raises the
question as to whether this finding is universal. Here we
will attempt to firstly answer this question and, if
support for the distinction is found, explore and explain
sone of the factors which are associated with the

evaluatory distinction between the two elements.

In Donald's (1983) study the elements of the referent facet
were sinilar to those used in other studies, and consisted
of the social, service, and spatial aspects of the

environcent. Support was found for each of these elements.

All studies using the GMS have found support for the same
three referent elements which were specified above.
Donald's research, however, took the theoretical
understanding of this facet further by showing that, in
relation to the differentiation of individuals evaluations,
the =social and spatial elements of the facet were mnost

important in two out of three evaluations included in the

study.

It would seem from the above that the most fruitful
direction for future research in terms of this facet is in

the more detailed consideration of the social spatial

24



aspects of the evaluations. Thus while the present study
will include the three previously tested referent elements,
it will focus on important socio-spatial considerations.
This will allow a further test of the basic model along

with the possibility for its expansion.

The elements of the focus facet was not specified in the
office research by Donald (1983), and no discernible focus
for the evaluations was found. The question of the focus of
workers' evaluations of their offices, therefore, poses

some challenging questions for the present research.

The present research aims to build upon, and significantly
expand the the previous office evaluation research wusing
the GMS by clarifying issues raised by this research and
proposing additional facets and elements of office
evaluation. One of the additional facets is concerned with

the organisational unit of evaluation.

A basic assumption of the purposive model of place
evaluation is, as its title suggests, that people are goal
oriented. Further the model supposes that evaluations are
based on the extent to which the environment facilitates or

impedes the achievement of these goals (cf. BPRU, 1972).

Research concerned with organisational behaviour and office
evaluation 1is concerned with individual goals. However,
there 1is also wide recognition that workers are social
beings and members of groups. One hypothesis which ensues

from this is that evaluations of the office environment are
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not only nmade in relation to the goals of the individual,

but also those of the group of which he or she is a nmenber.

In addition to this "multiple perspective" on evaluation,
the individual has goals in relation to the group. Firstly
they mnay wish to be distinct from the group. HMHuch office
research and design has been concerned with this goal,
usually specified in terms of privacy. However, there is
the second goal, which is co-present, of being a member of
a group. Again this has been a focus of research, for

exanple, studies of cohesion.

In the present thesis an additional facet of organisational
unit will thus for the first time be added to the facets of
the GMS in order to incorporate the perspectives of
individual and group in evaluations. The disccvery of the
empirical structure of this facet will be likely to be of
considerable importance for understanding the relationships
between the dindividual and group both generally and in

terns of environmental evaluations.

1.2.2 The Nature and Uses of the Model of Evaluation

The model of office evaluations will take the form of an
empirically based description of the categories or facets
inposed on evaluations of the office setting by its users.,
It will be argued that the basis of these descriptions are
the participants fundamental conceptualisations of the

environment. It 1s also, therefore, a model of office

26



workers conceptualisations of their workplace.

There are numerous advantages and uses for such a
descriptive model. For exanmple, 1t can form a foundation
for the usual process-causal models of person-environment
interaction. MNumerous process models have been specified
(eg. Harans and Spreckelmeyer, 1982), however they are
intrinsically weak as they fail to establish and validate

the underlying components of their models.

In clarifying the importance of basic descriptive models
one can draw on personality research for an analogy. 1In
personality research there have been two basic questions.
The first question is concerned with the aetiology of
personality and the consequences of a particular
personality. The second issue is concerned with the basic
dimensions of the personality; its internal structure
(Wiggins, 1973). Once the internal structure of the domain
of personality has been established, it is possible to go
on to consider the effects of antecedent <conditions on

individuals in relation to these basic dimensions.

A descriptive model also allows a common framework within
which research can be conducted. At present there are a
nuzber of models which specify the mechanics of conducting
a study (eg. Keys and Vener, 1980). However, other than
allowing the use of similar methods for conducting
evaluations, these proposals do 1little to resolve the

widely recognised problems of place evaluation research
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being noncomparable and noncumulative (eg. Canter, 1983;
Donald, 1985). If a model can be developed which specifies
the psychological nature and conponents of officde
evaluation from the users pgrspective. these may be
incorporated into other studies and provide a framework for
cunmulative and comparable research. Additionally, from such
a fpamewcrk it would be possible to develop standardised
evaluation instruments which would be of considerable use
in applied research, saving both time and money, as well as

improving their quality,

As no mode; of this type exists in the field of office
research, its developmnent not only represents a challenge
to the researcher, but also 2a potentially significant
contribution to the theory and practice of office

evaluation.

In addition to the model having these broad areas of
application, each of ‘the facets themselves help us to
develop an understanding of the way in which people
experience, conceptualise, and evaluate their offices. Thus
further contributions to office research will be made by a

consideration of the individual facets.

1.3 Evaluations and External Domains

A second, subsidiary aim of the present thesis 1is to
consider the relationship between office evaluations and
external domains. WVWith the exception of Jjob type and

organisational role, few of the external domains of office
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evaluations have been investigated; here two will be

considered.

1.3.1 Evaluations and Organisational Perceptions

Current thinking in organisational psychology views the
organisation from a systerns perspective. Although
organisational psychologists pay little, if any, attention
to the physical environment, it is likely to be a part of

the organisational systemn.

One area of organisational theory which has been considered
by environrental researchers is organisational climate. For
example, Steele and Jenks (1977) have argued that it is
possible to improve organisational climate via office
design, and Moos has considered climate in relation to
psychiatric wards (Moos, 1974), correctional institutions
(Moos, 1968), and university students residences (Gerst and
Moos, 1972) in order to try and establish its relationship
to the environment. None of these studies, however, have

considered climate in relation to place evaluation.

J

Organisational climate is basically concerned with peoples
perceptions of their organisations. Drawing on the work of
organisational psychologists, an attempt will be made to
develop a model of organisational perception similar in
nature to that developed for evaluation. To date a model of
this type does not exist. The development of such a model

poses numerous problems which will have to be surmounted,
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but if successful will have numerous implications and uses.

Firstly it will allow the comparison of the two domains;
environmental evaluation, and organisational perception.
The relationship between the two areas can then be studied
mnore thoroughly than it has previously. Marans and
Spreckelmeyer (1982), for example, have attempted to
consider the relationship between organisational context
and office evaluations. However, the authors fail ¢to
specify the components and dimensions of the organisation

component of their study adequately.

Secondly, even if the model of organisational perception
reveals there to be no relationship between the two
donains, a significant finding in 1its own right, 1its
developnent will be a contribution to organisational
psychology by providing a mnodel of organisational
perception which will have the advantages previously

nentioned in relation to the model of office evaluation.

Finally, while nany attempts have Dbeen nade by
environmental psychologists and architects (eg. Duffy,
1974) to integrate environmental and organisational
psychology by showing the relationship between offices and
organisations, few édvances have been made. The present
research can thus contribute significantly to the

development of this integration and understanding.

It should be noted that the study of perceptions of the

organisation is not strictly concerned with organisational
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cliﬁate eas the latter term is wused by organisational
psychologists to describe an aggregate of perceptions of
the organisation rather than than the perceptions of
individuals in relation to their own context (Payne et al.,
1976). Thus it would be more precise to state that
organisational percepticon as used here is concerned with
job climate. Nonetheless, as the research does have
implications for organisational climate, and draws nost
heavily on this research, the term organisational climate

will be used.

1.3.2 Evaluations and Work Orientations
In addition to organisational perceptions, the individuals
orientations toward their 1life at work will also be

considered in relation to their office evaluations.

It is assumed that people's general work orientation is a

relatively enduring characteristic. As such the
orientations nay reflect a relevant personality
characteristic. The personality approach to person-
evaluation research has been taken by nuperous

environncental researchers (eg. Craik and McKechnie, 1978).
However the theories and measures which have been developed
have been severely criticised for being atheoretical and

tautological (Donald, 1987).

If it can be shown that orientation is related to office

design evaluation, it will point to dimensions of potential
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importance to the evaluation of other settings and
personality and environment research. Additionally the
finding would be of pragmatic importance for discerning
whether different evaluations of the same physical
environuent are due to role, which is independent of its
occupant, or some individual characteristics. In the latter
case design would require tailoring to the individual, and

in the former, to the more permanent role.

1.3.3 Internal and External Relations: A Methodological

External factors are to be related to office evaluations.
In order to do this one may compare organisations which
differ in some way, and thereby draw some conclusions. This
is an approach taken by Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982;
1986) whose research inadequately attempts to tackle these
issues. An alternative is to select individuals with comnon
characteristics regardless of the particular organisation
from which they are drawn. One can then compare those
individuals. The 1latter approach is likely to lead to =a
more subtle understanding of the phenomenon being studied,
and have wider generalisability. As generalisable results
are seen as a priority in office research (eg. Ferguson and
Weisman, 1986; WVineman, 1986) the latter approach will be

taken.

1.4 A Methodological Contribution

The principal contribution of the present thesis is to the
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theory and application of office evaluation. However, a
small methodological contribution i; also to be mwade. In
Donald's (1983) earlier study of offices, the use of
Partial Order Scalogram Analysis (POSA) in evaluation

research was made for the first time.

The success of this application was encouraging. As a
consequence the method, described in appendix 2, will again
be enployed here. However, in employing POSA a first
attempt will be made to combine this procedure with
inferential statistics., lot only has this not been
attenpted in evaluation research before, but neither has it

been achieved in any other area of study.

1.5 The Structure of the Thesis.
To facilitate understanding of the arguments, rationales,
and developmnents to be made in the thesis it is helpful to

outline its general structure.

In chapter 2 the general context of the research will be
discussed. It will begin by considering the antecedent
conditions which have given rise to the study of offices.
Follbwing this there will ©be a general review of the
psychological study of office environments. This will
outline general trends and and developments in the field.
Having considered these there will be a review of research
which Dbears a direct relevance to the major focus of the

present study.
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Chapter 3 will address the issue of evaluation. It will
begin by considering the nature of the field and the need
for a theory or model such as that presented here. This
will be fecllowed by a review of a number of evaluation
rodels which have been proposed. Chapter 4 will outline the
purposive mwrodel of evaluation and its application. This

chapter will be at a general theoretical level.

Chapter 5 will go on to consider the application of the
purposive model to the office context. Here particular
studies in relation to the development of a model of office
evaluation will be reviewed. The review will also consider
the role of the environment in organisational theory. A
rapping sentence for the present study will be specified

and the first pilot questionnaire shown.

Following the presentation of the results of the pilot
study of the office evaluations in chapter 6, the next
chapter will review the relevant literature concerned with
the external domains. The results of a pilot study to test
the organisational perception questionnaire will be
reported along with the consequent mapping sentence for

organisational perception.

Data collection for the final study will be described in
chapter 8, and the results of the research presented in the
subsequent four chapters, each dealing with a specific part
of the research; evaluations, differences in evaluations,

external domains, and the relationship between ‘external
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domains and evaluations.. A discussion of these results and

the consequent conclusions will be given in chapters 13 and

11}.

1.6 Summary of Research Aims

Each facet and element of the mapping sentences represent
hypotheses to be tested. Rather than stating each of these
here they will be specified at the appropriate point in the

thesis. However it is useful to summarise the basic zainms of

the research.

1. The first aim of the thesis is to develop a nultivariate
descriptive mnodel of office evaluation. In doing this the
general model of place evaluation, and Donald's (1983)

model of office evaluation will be expanded significantly.

2. The second aim is to investigate the relationship
between office evaluations and, organisational perception

and work orientation.

3. In relation to the above, a third important, though
almost incidental, ain is to develop a model of

organisational perception.

4. A final aim is an attempt to, in a simple way, combine
the scaling procedure of POSA with an inferential

statistical method,

Each of these components of the thesis make numerous

contributions to several areas and disciplines. These
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contributions, along with their implications, will be

considered in the discussion chapter toward the end of the

thesis.
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CHAPTER 2

Office Research

2.1 Introduction

Over the past two decades considerable attention has been
paid to the psychological study of office environments.
Although the studies have been many and varied, there are a
nucber of clear themes and foei which characterise the
research. In the following chapter 2 number of these thenes
will be —considered. In doing this the position of the

present study in relation to other work in the arez will

become evident.

The interest of social scientists in the office environment
did not occur in a vacuum. HNumerous factors precipitated
the growth of research into this area. Amongst these
factors are societal change, design innovation, and the
emergence of new disciplines. Together these not only
provide the antecedent conditions which led to an interest
in the office as a subject of study, but also shaped the
nature and concerns of those studies. It will be seen that
research has been chiefly concerned with the search for
direct causal 1links between the environment and the
responses of the office workers, Additionally, while the
focus of office research is increasingly on the environment
as a whole, few studies attempt to uncover the basic
underlying conceptual dimensions of the office setting. In

the next section we will consider some of the major
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precedent conditions which resulted in the context within

which the present thesis coheres.

2.2 The Antecedents of Office Research

The involvenment of psychologists in the systematic study of
workplaces Dbegan during the first world war with the work
of the Industrial Fatigue Research Board (Vernon, 1919)
which constituted the genesis of applied psychology in the
UK (Donald and Canter, 1987). The focus of concern at this
time was, however, with the environment of the factory, and
on the then paramount concerns of productivity and fatigue

anongst munitions workers.

It was not until the early 1960s that psychologists left
their own offices to study those of others. Amongst the
numerous antecedent conditions which precipitated this
interest in the office environment some of the most
important were, the dramatic growth in the number of office
located workers, a change in the tasks and socio-econonic
composition of the workforce, a recognition of health
problems related to office work, the introduction of a
radical new design concept, and a growth of interest in the
physical environment in general. Each of these factors has

had its own role in shaping the nature of office research.

2.2.1 Changes In The Workforce
Initially office work was the province of a relatively

small number of, essentially, middle class clerks and their

38



employers. Following rapid economic growth, brought about
by ~colonial expansion and increased industrial production,
]

there was a concomitant éxplosion in the numbers of office

workers necessary to administer the new era.

In 1850 only one per cent of the working population of the
UK were employed in office work. One hundred years later
this figure had reached ten per cent. 1In the twenty five
years between 1950 and 1975 the numbers employed in offices
nushroomed to forty per cent of the total workforce (Craig,
1981). These changes were paralleled in the USA. In January
1981 over half (53%) of the US workforce were in offices;
it has been estimated that this figure will exceed seventy

per cent by the end of the century (Kleeman, 1986).

Fron these figures it can be seen that an increasingly
Significant proportion of the workforce of the developed
Wworld spend long periods of their life in offices. It is
clear, therefore, that a better understanding of the
relationship between workers and their environment is of
considerable importance. Of course, in order that the
office environment should receive attention there must be
an awareness of its potential effects on the welfare of its

inhabitants.

In addition to there being a vast increase in the actual
number of office workers, the nature of the work they carry
out has also changed dramatically. Fox (1974) has argued

that jobs, or a person's relationship to production, 1lie
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along a continuum from prescribed to discretionary work. In
essence a prescribed job is one in which the individual has
little opportunity to exercise judgement and has 1little
autonony. Discretionary jobs are those in which the
occupant of the position may exercise judgement and control
over their activities and are imbued with a degree of
power., Excluding the relatively few highly specialised and
skilled positions which exist in organisations, the average
office worker has mnoved from the discretionary to the

prescribed pole of the work continuum.

One of the earliest studies of office workers was performed
by Lockwood (1958) who argued that white collar work was
becoming indistinguishable from nanual labour in terms of
its discretionary component. There was, and is, an increase
in the specification of tasks and a radical change in the
nature of clerical work (Eraverman, 1974). The role of the
office worker has changed from one in which the person was
concerned with many aspects of the organisation, to one
which is the equivalent of the factory production line in
that 1little discretion and power are associated with the
role. The 19th Century role of the clerical worker has
become the role of higher management, in effect the role of

the average office worker has becone deskilled.

An important consequence of the change in the nature of
office work has been in relation to its implication for the
study of the environment. By removing the discretionary

role of the office worker it has been possible to study the
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person-environment relationship within the deterministic
paradigﬁ and reduce the coumplexity of the relationship to
one of stimulus-response. In comuon with research concerned
with the factory environment, studies of the office worker
sought to uncover direct, production related, responses to
environmental stimuli. This characteristic, as will ©be
repeatedly shown, has had considerable inmportance in

shaping office research.

2.2.2 Health and Office Workers
A second change which led to 2 concern with the office
stems from the challenge to the myth that the office,
unlike the factory, represents a 'safe! working
environzent. As Goodrich (1986) notes:
"The office environment, unlike the factory, has not
been the focus of much psychological research. As a
benign, safe and clean workplace, it was not seen as
having a significant impact on users and user
performance. This is no longer true...Now...the office
environrent is becoming more intimately linked to the
psychological needs, performance, and well-being of its
users."” (p 109)
-Recently two major books have been published outlining the
very real health hazards faced by workers in offices both
in the past and present. The concern with the health of
office workers is widespread. For example Craig's (1981)
publication in the UK, which had the support of the trade
unions, has 1its parallel in the USA (Makower, 1981). In

addition to these contributions, accounts of studies

looking at health in the office may also be found (eg.

41




Hedge, 1984; a; 1987; Turiel et al., 1983). Additionzlly,
private organisations Flso recognise the health problens
associated with office work (eg. Canter and Donald, 1982),
and the concept of the ‘'sick building syndrome' has
captured the popular imagination and been reported in the

press (Robertson and Burge, 1985; Wilson and Hedge, 1987).

2.2+3 A Design Innovation: Burolandschaft

Inportant as the above developments are, perhaps the single
nost important factor in the emergence of the office as an
object of study by psychologists was the introduction, from
Germany, of the design concept of burolandschaft (office
landscaping). A burolandschaft design is, in e¢ssence, an
office which is entirely open and arranged for efficient
work flow and comnunications. Private offices and status
markers are considered inefficient and excluded. The linear
Juxtaposition of desks, once considered the norm, is

replaced " by an irregular arrangement of workspaces which

may be moved around the office area as required.

In the present day it is difficult to appreciate quite how
radical this new design concept was. However, its
radicalism is clearly shown in the writings of designers
who were its witness, as Duffy (1979) reveals:
"Many architects will remember very well the shock of
seeing office landscaping for the first time. 1In the
early '60s the essence of office design was to stack
homogenised net lettable area 1into Miesian towers.

Nothing had prepared us for those curious German
drawings which actually showed desks (original
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emphasis), hundreds of desks, randonly arranged in great
open spaces., In schools or housing everyone agonised
about the brief but never in office design.....Their
look burned itself into the retina, an image never to be

forgotten." (p 54).
Pile (1976) has similar recollections;

"American designers began to see plans published in
European journals in the late 1960s that first appeared
so shocking as to suggest some sort of joke." (p 36-37)

The introduction of a new design concept per se. is
unlikely to provide a catalyst for such an unprecedented
outpouring of writing and research as that which followed
the introduction of burolandschaft. This 1s especially
likely given the diluted form in which the new offices

appeared; in practice the revolution was limited. As Duffy

(1979) writes:

"In Holland the best known office building of the
decade, Centraal Beheer, is open plan but is
nevertheless entirely heretical in terms of the rules
about lighting, circulation, depth of space which once
were so fundamental. In the United States there are
plenty of' open plan offices and mnuch discussion of
office landscaping but it would take a very subtle mnind
to distinguish between what is part of the old American
tradition of open office planning and what has been
imported from Europe" (p 55).

Given that the offices produced post-burolandschaft are
fundamentally the same as those prior to the design
concepts introduction, reasons other than the novelty of
the design need to be considered in order to explain the
increase in interest. It has already been seen that a

number of factors were converging to provide a context and

form for office research. In relation to the new design,
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its presentation, promotion and underlying rationale were

as important as the actual designs themselves.

Duffy has alreasdy given «clues to the uniqueness of
burolandschaft, noting that previously no one had had
concerns over the design brief for an office. In relation
to the new designs he talks of the violation of fundamental
rules. The design concept came with a set of rules and
rationales as to how and why the layout should take its
forn and relate to the organisation. The designs also had
wide ranging implications for organisational structure,

democracy, and practice.

The Schnelle brothers, who led the Quickborner team that
introduced the concept, were masters of marketing. To make

a final reference to Duffy (1979);

"If the image was not enough to convince there was
always the rationale -beautifully presented argunments
which gradually unfolded into E=S codebook of
procedures....so much had been anticipated and yet there
was no limit to debate as issue after issue of
Kompunikation, the Schnelle's own journal, dealt with
Cybernetices, Decision Making, Information Theory, and
above all the Theory of Organisation...no branch of
science (was) too esoteric to be relevant to the problen
of designing better offices for better
organisations...when the skills of the panmphleteer and
slogan writer Jjoin the vision of the designer, the
conbination is deadly."” (pp 54-55)

For the first time there was a mnanifest theory and

rationale for the design of offices; it had becone

scientific. As Pile (1976) notes;

"Their interest in the physical set up of offices was
the result of an empirical discovery that the office
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effects work processes.”"™ (p 36).

As a result of the empirical, and apparently scientific,
basis of the designs, researchers had, for the first tine,
sonething tangible that could be tested. What 1s more the
concept bere directly on theories about people and
organisations. These theories had emerged from the work of
psychologists and other social scientists; burolandschaft

provided a setting in which many could be tested.

Additionally the proponents of Burolandschaft made claims
that increased productivity and improved comnunications and
work-flow would result from the adoption of the designs.
The notion of azn office influencing productivity had, for
the first time, come clearly into the arena of
psychological, architectural, and organisational discourse.
Again this was a issue open to empirical test, although
ultimately, the measurement of productivity has been

problenatic.

In addition to the design's appeal to architects, it was
popular with organisations and property developers; the
open designs had distinct real estate and energy cost
advantages. At a time when basic capital and overhead costs
were rising, and the energy crisis was taking hold, a
concept that provided for greater flexibility of space use,
resale potential, and reduced capital outlay was bound to
be enthusiastically embraced. It has been estimated, for

exanple, that the use of open planning could save around
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twenty per cent of the cost of creating and waintaining

office space (Starbuck, 1976).

The office designs subordinated the more conventional
issues of, for example, privacy and status demarcation, in
favour of comnunication flow. The occupants of the offices,
however, soon began to conmplain of distractions, excess
noise, and a lack of privacy (Hedge, 1982; 19866). While the
study of productivity in the office was difficult to
neasure, the concept of privacy was relatively amenable to
research, consequently this and related issues becane, and

still remain, a central focus of office research.

To sumnarise, the introduction of burolandschaft in the
late 1950s led to manifest and testable theories and claius
about the influence of office design on productivity.
Problems with privacy and the measurement of productivity,
along with the designs challenge to norms of office
functioning, made the open plan office a fertile setting

for the attention of social scientists.

2.2.4 The Growth of Environmental Psychology
At the =same time as the above changes were occurring,
psychologists were beginning to take an active interest in

the role of the environment in peoples behaviour generally.

Although an interest in the physical environment was
evident during the early part of the present century, the

disappointments and confusions which ensued from the
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deterministic conceptualisations of person-environrcent
relations, typified by the Hawthorne studies, stunted the
potential develcpment of environmental psychdlogyf However,
during the 1960s a number of factors emerged to provide a
context in which environmental psychology could grow. The
heady ideals of many post-war public design projects were
not being fulfilled in practice. The show case Pruitt Igoe
1952-1972) housing project in the USA, for exanple, was
rased to the ground after growing problems and degradation
(Yancey, 1972). Such solutions forced an admittance that
there was = gap in our knowledge and understanding that
needed to be filled. Langdon (1966), for example, writing
in the Royal Institute of British Architects Journal

pointed out that for the first tine the cesign

professionals began to recognise that they could no longer

fully know and understand the future users of ‘their
buildings as they had been able to when the clients they
worked'closely with were also the users (Canter and Craik,
1981). If this applied to the environment in general, it
especially applied to the office setting with its rapidly

increasing nunber of occupants.

The challenge and frequent failure of post-war rebuilding
was but one element in a general emerging environmental
crisis. Hatural resources were becoming scarce, and
pollution emerged as a major problem. The urban unrest in

the USA, manifest in the inner city riots of the ecarly

1970s, had a particular physical loci. Consequently design
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solutions to the problems were sought.

"owing to this heightened awareness of comnnunity-
environrment crises and the existence of major scientific
gaps 1in our understanding of these problens, the
nultidisciplinary field of environment and behavior
expanded rapidly....several coherent paradigns of

environment-behavior research ewmerged, focusing on
topies such as personzl space, crowding, and
territoriality; environmental attitudes and

assessment...." (Stokols and Altman, 1987; p xi).

Additionally the rapid growth in new and high technology in
buildings led not only to new and untried design forms, but
also to new problems. The introduction of new design
technologies to the office in the form of air conditioning
and lighting had allowed burolandschaft to emerge. The new
design presented new problems, many of which were related
to similar issues, such as privacy and crowding, to those
which were found in the wider environmental context. Other
concerns were directly related to factors such as new
lighting forms. Additionally, the western world was moving
rapidly toward massive economic decline making the

productivity of the office worker a major concern.

2.2.5 Consequences of The Antecedents of Office Research

As a result of the conditions which converged to give rise
to the study of office environments, the research developed
in a number of characteristic ways. First, the field of
environmental psychology was, if anything, applied;

research was problem generated. As Canter and Craik (1981)

note;
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"The impetus of new applied problems has often energized
environmental psychologists....Both the established and
emerging thenes of environmental psychology, ..,
underscore its inherently interdisciplinary and applied
nature" (p 4)
As a consequence of this characteristic of the field there
is a need for theoretical contributions. Again referring to
Canter and Craik who, when discussing the problens posed

for, and work undertaken by environmental psychologists

state that they;

"highlight the need to ensure that broad and imaginative
theoretical efforts at the psychological 1level be
pursued along side interdisciplinary and applied
research® (p 4).

The applied nature of general envircnmental research was

directly reflected in the study of offices.

Secondly, principal foci were drawn from emergent issues
resulting from not only the introduction of a radical new
design concept with its clainms of increased productivity,
but also from issues evident in the wider environmental
context; privacy and crowding, for example. Finally the
deterministic paradigm of environmental and organisational
pPsychology was applied to the office setting in which an

increasingly deskilled work force was housed.

2.3 The Development of Research into Offices
During the 1960s research focused on various isolated
aspects of the office such as lighting (Langdon, 1966a),

socio-spatial factors (Wells, 1965), and office size
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(Canter, 1968). One of the most significant events of this
time, hcwever, was the formation of the Pilkington Research
Unit (PHU)Kat the University of Liverpool. £his privately
sponsored research group brought together, for the first
time, architects and psychologists to work on important
aspeets of building design and use. The research unit's
office study (Manning, 1965) represented one of the most
important studies and publications of the day in
architectural psychology. Comnenting on office design at

this tinme, Manning argued that its basis was quite
arbitrary., Later in the PRU publication it was concluded
that;

"design decisions affecting the social environwent of

office buildings are made almost entirely on the basis
of expectations or personal prejudice rather than

knowledge." (Manning 1965, p 41).

In discussing the importance of the PRU study Broady (1975)

has conmented that;

"it was not until the publication of the Pilkington
Research Unit's study of office design in 1965 that the
first major breakthrough in this field occurred. It
Signalled what Langdon ([and Keighley] 1965) described
as 'a new stage in the evolution of office design

technique" (p 735)
Following a move to the University of Strathclyde, the PRU
developed and evolved into the Building Performance
Research Unit (BPRU). 1In addition to carrying out research
on offices, the BPRU systematised the early PRU
formulations, and thereby'provided a conceptual framework

for pgeneral environmental studies which has now become
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comnon place, and is acknowledged in writings to‘this day

(eg. Ferguson and Weisman, 1986).

Conceptually, the important aspect of the BPRU's work
(BPRU, 1972) was the significance and emphasis it gave to
treating the environment as a unified whole with subtle and
important interrelationships between the parts of that
whole. In essence the BPRU proposed a systems model of
person-environment interaction. In developing such a model
the wunit was following systemic approaches which, as we
will see later, vere emerging in  the study of
organisations, as well as being inherent in the design

concept of Burolandschaft.

As Donald (1983) notes, by todays standards the BPRU
studies were not particularly sophisticated, and neither
were they examples of truly mnmultivariate research.
Nonetheless the work presented ideas which were later
developed and formalised in the influential theories of
Ittelson (1973), and Canter (1977), and provide the
foundation of the model of place evaluation to be applied
and developed in the present thesis. One of the most
important aspects of this model was its teleological
perspective. There will be recourse to this component

later.

Research into various isolated constituents of the office
environment continue to be made, and contribute usefully to

our knowledge of the setting. In addition to those already
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cited, there have been, for exanple, studies of density
(Szilagyi and Holland, 1980), enclosure (Canter, 1972;
Justa and Golan, 1977), privacy (Sundstrom, 1986a), status
(Konar and Sundstron, 1986; Steele, 1986), windows
(Finnegan and Solomon, 1981; Marcus, 1967), ambient
conditions, including lighting (Ellis, 1986; Katz, 1981;
Hemecek and Grandjean, 1973; Yuan and Bennett, 1980), and
finally, desk positioning (Hensley, 1982; Joiner, 1971;

McElroy and lMorrow, 1982; Zweigenhaft, 1976).

In addition to the 2bove studies, and nany nore could be
nentioned, a major thrust in office research, especially
during the last decade, has followed the exanple set by the
PRU and BPRU and considered the environment as a whole (eg.
BOSTI, 19860; 1981; Clearwater, 1980; Donald, 1983;
Goodrich, 1982; 1986; Hedge, 1980; 1982; 1986; Jockusch,
1982; Louis Harris and Associates, 1978; 1980; Oldam and
Brass, 1979; Osrin and Mauer, 1984). As one would expect,
given the subject matter of these studies, they also tend
to be field based. Additionally the majority of research
has been conducted in the fertile ground of open plan

offices.

2.4 The Lack of a Conceptual Framework

The field of office research has received nuch attention,
however, there remains a need for an adequate conceptual
framework for structuring the research. The conditions in

which office research evolved, with its applied
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orientation, seems to have relegated the development of =z
nodel for understanding the office setting to a secondary
position. This is despite a clear awareness of Lewin's
(1951) famous dictum that there is nothing as pragnatic as

a good theory.

The lack of a clear theoretical framework for the
structuring of research is a deficiency to be found in nuch
of environmental psychology (Stokols and Altman, 1987a)
and, as will be seen, environrental evaluation research.
liore recently, however, there has been increased effort
directed to the development of models of office use.
Wineman (1986a), for example, argues that;

"there is a need to move away from the single case study

to demonstrate results across settings (across

organisations, Jjob types, and design features), thereby

improving the generalisability of research results and
furthering the theoretical understanding of the field."

(p 294).
Haking similar comnents, Ferguson and Weisman (1986)
contend that a better understanding of the role of the

office environment;

"will require moving beyond the case studies that
constitute so nuch of the current office research
literature.” (p 92)

The trend toward the development of models is also din
evidence in evaluation research (Holahan, 1986), and

environmental psychology (Stokols and Altman, 1987a) in

general.
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2.5 The Need for a Descriptive Model

One of‘the problens with the model building attempts in the
office research field is in relation to the form the models
should take (Donald, 1987b). Wineman (1986a) identifies
work in this area by Harans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986)
and Ferguson and Weisman (1986), and to this can be added

the work of Sundstrom (1986), and Goodrich (1986).

All of the proposals made by these writers have in comnon
the type of model they expound. Each model is presented as
a2 process of interconnecting variables, or aspects of the
environment-behaviour setting, which are thought to be
causally linked. This type of model will be discussed
further later when considering environmental evaluation. At

this stage, however, it is vworth making a critical point.

While these process models make suggestions as to how the
various components are linked, they tell us very little
with regard to what is included in the components, and what
their internal structure is. The process nodels are not
inappropriate per se., but they do represent, however, a
stage in model building which presupposes the existence of
a descriptive framework; at present no such descriptive

framework exists in the field of office research.

There 1s a recognition of the need for a systematic

descriptive stage in research amongst many social

scientists (eg. Argyris, 1964; Armistead, 1974; Backnman,

1979; Bruner, 1976; Forgas, 1979; Gergen, 1973; Girogi,
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1970; Gould, 1983; Harre and Secord, 1972; Israel and
Tajfel, 1972; Kenny, 1983; Levine, 1974; lcGuire, 1973;
Porter, et al. 1975; Schein, 1980; Shepard, 1974). Backman
(1979), for example, considers description to be an
essential part of the new paradigm research 1in social
psychology. Girogi (1970) drew a similar conclusion for the
development of a phenomenologically based psychology.
Forgas (1979) contends that the first step toward
understanding a phenomena is the development of initial
taxonomies. Shepard (1974) argues that the first important
application of multidimensional scaling is:
"an analysis for the discovery of previously unknown
structure, and hence the achievement of new scientific
insight. I still regard (this) as of possibly the
greatest potential importance." (p 374).
The importance of a descriptive stage of research will be
returned to throughout the present thesis. At this time it
should be noted that this essential stage in the evolution
of later models has been, to 2ll intents, ignored in the
field of office research. It is toward a correction of this
characteristic of the field that the present thesis is in

part directed.

While little emphasis has been given to description, there
are a very small number of studies which do attempt to

uncover the fundamental dimensions of the office setting.
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2.6lDimensions and Underlying Factors of the 0ffice

As we have seen, the thrust of nuch research into offices
has been toward the "total environuent", With the exception
of four studies, however, no research has used nulti-
dimensional or even multivariate znalysis in order to
exanine the relationships between the various environmental
conponents as evaluated, conceptualised, or perceived, nor
has there been much effort directed toward uncovering the
basic end fundamental dimensions or factors of the

environnental experience or evaluation of offices.

2.6.1 Four Studies of the Dimensions of Office Experience

One of the few studies which has had the aim of discovering
underlying factors of office evaluation was conducted by
Hedge (1982). In this research a 96 item questionnaire was
adninistered to office workers. The derived data were
subjected to factor aznalysis revealing eight factors. Six
of the eight factors were concerned primarily with the
environment; the other two factors were health and Job

characteristics.

The environmental factors uncovered by Hedge were termed
"privacy and disturbances", "thermal conditions",
"workspace", "decor", "furnishings", and finally, "routes",
By far the strongest of these factors was "privacy and
disturbances" which accounted for 37.6% of the comnoon

factor variance. The remaining factors accounted for 6.3%,

5.0%, §.,1%; 3.2%, 2.6% of comumon factor variance
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respectively.

The second study to be considered was also conducted by
Hedge (1966). Using a similar 52 item questionnaire and the
sanme analysis procedures, Hedge produced very similar
results., 8Six factors, of which four may be <considered
environmental, were revealed. The factors were;
"disturbances and privacy", "office conditions",
"workspace", and "decor", Again, by far the strongest
factor uncovered was "disturbances and privacy" which
accounted for 33.5% of the comnon variance. The factor
"office conditions" included, as one might expect, items of
a rather general nature such as "satisfied with office

conditions", ‘"conditions improve personal productivity at

work" and "conditions help me to do 2 good job".

The interesting aspect of these two studies, from the
perspective of the present thesis, is the identification of
the wunderlying ;dimensions of the evaluations and the
interrelationshiés between the various items. It is this
interest in the structure of the domain of of fice
evaluation which sets Hedge's and other similar studies
apart from those mentioned above. However, one of the
limitations of the two studies by Hedge (1982; 1966) is the
use of factor analysis. Principle component analysis with a
VARIMAX rotation was used by Hedge to uncover the structure
of the domain. This is unfortunate in that it 1imposes a

model on the data which is not necessarily the most

appropriate one.
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First, the derived factors are orthogonal. Such independent
factors will hide, .or 2t 1least obscure, nonorthogonal
dinensions if these exist. This is particularly important
as other studies have identified such dimensions in the
domain of environmental evaluation (Canter and Rees, 1982;
Kenny and Canter, 1981) including office evaluation
(Donald, 1983; 1985). In fact an oblique rotation of
Hedge's data was performed and resulted in a very similar

solution., Since the oblique rotation solution produced
essentially orthogonal factors, only the orthogonal
solution was reported in Hedge's previously cited

publications (Hedge, personal communication).

A second drawback of the studies is the lack of a clear
distinction between different scales of the environment,
workspace, office, and building for example. There is some
indication that the distinction is evident in some of
Hedge's factors. For example "routes" (Hedge, 1982) tends
to be at the building level, and ‘"privacy" at the
office/workspace level., The multiple component
classification of items, such as those found in studies
using the facet approach to research, would have helped in

this regard.

Finally, with regard to Hedge's strongest factor, "privacy
and distractions", the investigation focused on a rather
sinple conceptualisation of the notion of privacy,

considering only its negative connotations. Privacy may be
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conceived of as a control of interaction (cf. Altman,
1975); it is possible to have, if you will, too much
privacy -~ isolation -, as well as insufficient. Hedge
concentrated on the latter. For the functioning of
organisations and individuals both sides of the privacy
coin are inmportant. Additionally, it should be noted that
the factor order is a function of the number of items and
therefore this may explain why privacy and disturbances

consistently emerged first.

Two other studies have been conducted which have tried to
uncover important dimensions of the office environment.
These will not, however, be considered at length as the
degree of detail provided by the authors with regard to
their execution and recsults was not a great as given by

Hedge.

Osrin and Mauer (198Y4) carried out the third study to be
considered. In this study a 69 item office facilities
questionnaire was administered to 165 office workers. The
data were subjected to a hierarchical clustering procedure.
The results of the cluster analysis revealed six clusters.
The first cluster consisted of 21 items dealing with
"productivity and aesthetics". The second group of 14 iteus
dealt with "worksurfaces and storage space". The third
cluster of 7 items related to "temperature and lighting".
The fourth cluster consisted of 6 items concerned with

"seeting and fatigue", The fifth and sixth clusters
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included 4items referring to "technological systems" (9
items) and "privacy and distraction" (12 items)

respectively.

Finally, Brookes and Kaplan (1972) made a comparative study
between workers present, ideal, and later occupied offices
using semantic scales. The data from 100 individuals were
subjected to factor analysis (VARIMAX). The authors give
very little detail with regard to their findings, and those
details which are given are a little confusing, however
they do report what seem to be five factors; "function",

"privacy", "sociability", "aesthetics", and "geonmetrics".

The interpretation of these factors is a little difficult
due to the abstrzet nature of the "items" used. Nonetheless
the five factors abcove do allow comparison with the studies

of Hedge (1982; 1986), and Osrin and Mauer (198%)

From these four studies of the underlying factors or
dimensions of office evaluation some consistencies are
evident. The most consistent factors are ‘'"privacy" and
"workspace", Additionally the -engineering or service
conditions of ‘temperature and lighting are strongly in
evidence. Vhile the studies do allow us to gain some
insight into the nature of office evaluations, they are

conceptually weak and methodologically constrained.

The conceptual strength of the research could have been
improved if a multiple classification scheme had been used.

This would have allowed, for example, the differentiation
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of 'outcomes' such as privacy or disturbances, from the

conditions of the environment to which they relate.

2.7 Sunmmary

In the preceding chapter it has been seen that numerous
conditions converged to create the context in which office
research developed. As a consequence of these antecedents,
the field has been largely concerned with the solution of
applied problemns. The applied nature of the research heas
led to & neglect of important theoretical and nodel
building stages. In recent years there has been a nove
toward the development of models of person-office
interaction. Unfortunately, these models have been process
oriented, and have presupposed the existence of a
descriptive knowledge of the domain. Few attempts have been
nade to uncover the fundamental dimensions of the office
context, and those which do exist suffer from conceptual
and theoretical weaknesses, although they have shown some
important consistencies. One of the aims of the present
thesis 1is to uncover the structure of office evaluations
and thereby provide a nuch needed descriptive rmodel of

person-office interaction.
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CHAPTER 3

Place Evaluation

3.1 Introduction

The central focus of the present thesis is the development
and provision of a descriptive structural rodel of office
evaluation. It has already been observed that there is a
need for such a model in the field of office research. 1In
the following chapter this issue in relation to place
evaluation in general is returned to. Before considering
the recognition of the need for an evaluation model and =&
nunber of the models which have been proposed, the
zdvantages and uses of evaluation research will be
discussed as these provide some of the criteria against

which an evaluation model may be judged.

3.2 Advantages and Use of Systematic and Scientific
Evaluation

Throughout the life cycle of a building, from design brief
to post-occupancy, many important and complex decisions are
rade regarding its form and use, Without a systematie and
scientifically based understanding of the building vis-a-
vis those who occupy it and the actions they perforn,
decisions will be ©based on personal bias, folk myth,
limited personal experience, and professional fashions and
stereotypes. No matter how experienced any one individual
is, he or she cannot bring to the problex solving
situation the breadth of knowledge and variety of

perspective which 4is available from the large number of
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individuals who can be included in a scientific
investigation. As was =seen in the previous chapter, a
recognition of this was one impetus behind the growth of
environmental psychology during the 1960s, and unscientific
decision making in office design was typiczal prior to the

research by the PRU.

A systematic study can provide an objective, conprehensive,
and structured account of the plethora of factors involved
in the interaction between the building and its users. The
actual uses to which information gathered during an
evaluation can be put are many and varied. In the following

section sore of the principal areas of utilisation will be

considered.

3.3 The Role of Place Evaluation

Asimov (1962) introduced the notion of evaluation into the
morphology of design. Three years later the Royal Institute
of British Architects (RIBA) included evaluation in its
design management handbook (RIBA, 1965). Four years after
the RIBA publication, Marcus (1969), an influential
architect, noted the importance of evaluation for feeding
forward information into future designs in order to,

hopefully, improve then.

Qut of these early considerations came not only evidence of
the growing recognition of the importance of evaluation for

design, but also a good deal of confusion as to its
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purposes and application. The Royal Institute of British
Architects, for example, proposed that information derived
from building evaluation could be fed back into the design
of future buildings. It was also argued by RIBA that
evaluation should be considered an integral part of the
ongoing process of a particular design. Marcus argued that
feeding back into en existing Dbuilding would be
prohibitively costly, and that information should be fed
forward. Thus while there is some agreement as to the use
of evaluation research in design, albeit slightly limited
agreement, there 1is confusion in the use of terms, with
feedforvard zand feedback both being used to mean the sane

zand different processes.

While the need for evaluztion provided zn opportunity for
social scientists to have an input intc the design and use
of buildings, they beczne concerned with the apparent
neglect of their work by designers (Canter and Donald,
1987) who were seemingly repeating the same mistazkes in
later projects. This criticism was countered by designers
who clained, often Jjustifiably, that the information

supplied by social scientists was inappropriate.

In an attempt to overcome some of the confusion in the
terminology used to deseribe the function of evaluation,
and to clarify the areas of research application, Donald
(1987) proposed three broad functional categories of
evaluation uses; feedforward, feedback, and feedin. Fach of

these will be considered below.
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3.3.1 Feedback

The argument that information from evaluations can not be
fed back into an existing building due to the high cost of
making major structural changes neglects the more minor
changes which nmay be made, for example to spatial layout,
which can have a dramatic impact on the use and functional

appropriateness of a building.

Evaluation research conducted in order to change the
internal relationships of the 'dynamic' components of an
existing building wusually take the form of ‘'diagnosis'.
Problemns which have arisen from an incongruence between the
use and form of the building, be they due to an
inappropriate initial design or changes in the use of the
building, may lead to the involvement of a social scientist
in the diagnosis (evaluation) of the buildings failings,
and recommendations for an appropriate course of action;

treatnment.

Although the results of a diagnostic evaluation may be fed
back into the building, it is also possible that the
research will provide insights into person-envirorment
transactions which may have utility for future designs.
While the information fed back into an existing design may
be rather particular in nature, in the same way as a
medical exanination of z person has particular relevance

for the individuel, there will also, in a good evaluation
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study, be knowledge of a general nature which can be used
in later designs. Continuing the medical analogy, the
examination of an individual may also contribute to an

understanding of general physiology.

3.3.2 Feedforward

Eveluation research for the purpose of feeding forward into
future designs has proved to be problematic. Architects
have been accused of ignoring the knowledge available to
them, and social scientists have been criticised for
providing inappropriate information. The basic problen
would seen to be one of 2 supply and demand mismatch, or as
it is often termed, an applicebility gap. In order to
understand how the mismatch may be resolved it is necessary
to examine the way in which buildings are designed, anc the
types of information which would te appropriate feor feeding

forward.,

Over the 1last two decades studies have 1led to the
conclusion that information provided for architects should
be clear, accurate, and in the language of architects
(Burnette, 1979; Goodey and Matthew, 1971) . The
information which is most 1likely to fulfil these
requirements would be ergonomic in nature, for cxauple,
appropriate levels of lighting, temperature, and so forth.
Such guidelines as these could be derived frem evaluation
studies which nmneasured satisfaction with the particular

aspect of the environment against the actual objective
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conditions of that setting.

Such information is only qne aspect of the potential use of
evaluation research for feeding forward, and addresses only
one problematic issue in research for design wutilisation.
Humerous authors have argued that the nature of the
presentation of information is not the central issue (eg.

Asprino, et al., 1981; Lera, et al., 1984).

Studies of the design process actually followed by
architects have shown that a design begins with an 1initial
concept or general plan (Mackinder and Marvin, 1982) which,
Cooper and Crisp (1983) argue, crystallises around
primitive value judgments. These primitive judgments are
likely to be based on personal experience and, Just as

likely, professional fashion; inadequate and =subjective

sources.

Following the initial idea the design is refined and, 1if
necessary; modified by a consideration of the available
literature. Despite these modifications, however, the
initial concept fprms the basis of the final design, and
only limited changes are made. Additionally, there has been
found to be a good deal of reluctance on the part of
architects to consult the available .information (Lera,

It seems clear from the research into the design process
that different types of information should be supplied at

tigdqifferent stages in the design (Donald, 1987; Lera, 1981).
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For making minor modifications to a design, the ergonomic
details, available from evaluation, would seem appropriate.
However, in order to have a significant impact on a design,
information should be aimed at influencing the designers
initial concept formation. The question which arises fronm
this is whether evaluation research can have an influence

at this stage.

The primitive value judgments, which Lera et al. (1984)
contend are grounded in predispositions and deeply held,
taken for granted, sets of attitudes and beliefs, should be
the target for change based on scientific research (Donzld,
1987). To be effective this information should take the
form of generzl ideas, concepts, and approaches. Donald and
Hedge (1984) have argued, for example, that the
deterministic paradigm held by designers in order to frame
their wunderstanding of person-envircncent transactions
should be challenged, Sime (1985) has called for the
creation of places rather than spaces, similarly Donald
(1987) speaks of the creation of places for action, rather
than environments for behaviour, and finally, Sime (1985a)
has talked of designing for people not ballbearings. Broady
(1975) has suggested that evaluations have a similar role
in which the purpose of research is toj;

"indicate areas and ideas of which the designer needs to

be azware. Research...helps sensitise the designer rather
than to prescribe a design" (p 738)

The knowledge which may ccme from evaluation research, and
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which is aimed at changing initial concepts, should be in
the form of general ideas, or even slogans, and in the form
of clear generalisable models of the way in which people
eveluate, experience, and conceptualise places. Unless
evaluations produce this type of information, it 1is
unlikely that they will have more than a negligible impact
on design. The research presented here should have this
potential, and its worth be judged, at least in part, in

relation to it.

3.3.3 Feedin

The final way in which evaluations can be utilised is when
they are conducted during the course of a design and are
specifically for that design. There are numerous examples
of such research (eg. Ellis and Duffy, 1982; Grainger,
1980; Feled, 1974; 1976). Evaluations for this purpose can,
for instance, act as a measure of the degree to which the
architects 1ideas and concepts are matching those of the

client and potential user.

Again, this type of evaluation research could be
faciliteted by the development of a fremework within which
both design and evaluation could be structured. This would
be especially useful if the framework had an influence on
the initial concept formation of the designer. At the very
least the framework could provide a heuristic for the
conduct of evaluation research, facilitating wore rapid

evaluation studies, and provide points of reference between



architect and user.

It can be seen that evaluation research hes many potential
arecs of application and purposes. All cf these
applications would benefit frcm the identification of
relevant aspects of the physical environment in terms of
peoples experience, conceptuzlisations, and evaluations of
thez. The nodel developed during the present research will,
in the final discussion of the thesis, be assessed 1in

relation to its implications for these uses and purposes.

3.4 The Need for a Theory of Place Evaluation

The quality and execution of evaluation studies has been
criticised by a number of writers. Marans and Spreckelreyer
(1982), for example, have stated that "many are inherently
weak 1in both execution and theoretical foundation" (p 334-
335). Zimring and Reizenstein (1980) have noted that the
field is "beset by considerable methodoclogical confusion"
(p 439), and =argue that the methodology needs to be
inproved. Bechtel and Srivastava (1978) have guestioned the
relevance of evaluation studies, and Zinring and UWener
(1965) raised the question; "“How nruch of the floocd of POE
is good research?" (p 96). As a consequence of these
criticisms nucerous authors have proposed conceptuel
schemes for cztegorising and evaluating the quality of
evaluation studies (eg. Ziwmring and FReizenstein, 19803

Zinring and Wener, 1985).
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While the criticisms made by these and other authors are
valid, and the <conceptual schemes they provide helpful,
they neglect and divert attention from the more fundamental
criticism that the fielé is lacking both a conceptual and
theoretical framework (eg. Canter, 1983; Canter and Donald,
1987; Donald, 1985; 1987; Donald and Hedge, 1984; Kenny,
1983; Kenny and Canter, 1981; Friedman et al., 1978; Marans
and Spreckelmeyer, 1982; . Peterson, 1976; Wener, 1982;
Wohlwill, 1976; Zimring and Reizenstein, 1980; Zimring and

Wener, 1985).

Within the general context of environmental psychology no
single area of the discipline has come under such heavy
criticism on the grounds of Dbeing atheoretical as
environrental evaluation research (Donzld, 1985). In
Stokols (1978) annual review of environmental psychology,
evaluation research was identified as the principal area of
the discipline which is deficient in theory. In a similar
review four years later, Russell and Ward (1982) reiterated
the criticism showing the emphasis of the field to be on
the technology of evaluation (ie. simulations) rather than
on theory. The nost recent of these revieus of
environmental psychology (Holahan, 1986) indicates some
progress in theory development, however, as will be seen,
the nodels which have been proposed are often rather

inadequate.
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3.4.1 Consequences of Atheoretical Evaluation
The 1lack of a substantive theory in evaluation research is
not simply problematic from a purelf acadenic standpoint.
Two principal and important consequences which accrue fron
atheoretical research have been identified in relation to
place evaluation (Donald, 1983; 1985; Kenny, 1983);
atheoretical research tends ¢to be noncumulative and
nonconmparable. It has been argued by Wener (1982), for
instance, that the use of situation specific research
instruments:
"has resulted in data...in a dizzy variety of formats,
scales and questions...(resultantly)...we are not easily
able to compare results of one study with those of
others - or to combine the data from several studies to
create =&a larger data base. The diversity of research
styles that characterizes the field is such that there

is little similarity among the data, even when identical
types of buildings are evaluated" (p 78).

Canter (1983) has contended that:

"Across a decade of major publications in environmental
evaluations.....there have been little cumulative
findings, each study has emerged almost as if no others
had ever been conducted" (p 660).

Donald (1985) noted that:

"Although <certain consistencies have been found (for
example, problems of privacy in open-plan offices) these
tend to be trivial and extremely limited. Moreover
direct comparisons tend to be misleading" (p 175).

Research which is devoid of theory, and thereby lacking in
comparability, and consequently 1s noncumulative, has

questionable pragmatic utility as well as having 1little
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scientific status. In his writings on the philosophy of
sclience Kuhn (1970) contends that cumulative research is a
defining aspect of =scientific enterprise. Additionally
Shye, in his &exposition of facet theory, argues that
cunulative research is necessary for the development of
scientific laws. Here he includes both the evolution of
laws in the natural sciences as well as the social sciences

(Shye, 1978a).

Throughout the discussion of environmental, office, and
evaluation research, the applied nature of the fields has
been identified as a major contributary factor to their
atheoretical development. However, the applied character of
the areas also dictates that a theory has to have applied
advantages to be worthwhile. A number of applied advantages
have been identified. Two of the major adventages and
consequences of & model of evaluation zre savings in tine

and resources, and the ability to predict.

Suchnan (1969) has noted that evaluztion researchers
usually have to meet a deadline. The time constraints
implied by the presence of a deadline are also compounded
by the limited financial resources available for conducting
research., The issue of limited resources can be found to
varying degrees of explicitness in the work of mnany
evaluation conmentators. Keys and Wener (1960), for

instance, write that:

"it may be useful to educate the client about the

resources and time necessary to conduct & study and to
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help the client set realistic research goals" (p 537).

In considering the future directions for evaluation
research, Friedman et al. (1978) present five themes. The

second of the important issues to which they point is the

"need to be financially feasible". They argue:

"O0ften even highly successful firms do not have the time
or mnoney to complete evaluations. In publiely funded
construction there needs to be contractual [provisions
similar to program evaluation components of federal
social programs. For example, after a design contract is
let it may be increased by 5% for evaluation" (p 194),

And finally Donald (1987):

"In conducting a study, the investigator may wish to
develop appropriate tests or information gathering
instruments. However, those comnissioning the research
do not want to expend time and money so that the
researcher can develop and test them" (in press).
A number of consequences can ensue from the lack of
sufficient financial and temporal resources. Evaluations
mzy be incomplete znd limited, they may also be poorly
conducted, and inappropriate methods, developed in other

contexts and lacking validity within the setting being

evaluated, may be employed.

With regard to this latter point Kenny (1983) draus
attention to the work of Trites et al. (1970) as an
exanple of the application of inappropriate measures. 1In
their evaluation of hospital wards Trites and his
colleagues used measures of tension, anxiety, psychosomatic

disorder, and fatigue for ‘environmental assessnent.
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Consequently, as Kenny (1983) notes:

"as would be expected, when the results of this survey
were analysed the findings were completely inconclusive;
no clear pattern could be found" (p 32-33).

The second pragmatic issue which it 1is necessary to
consider 1s prediction. The need to be able to predict the
consequences of particular designs is widely recognisecd by
environmental evaluators and 1is even enshrined in
legislation. In the USA, for example, the Nationzl
Environmental Poliecy Act (1969) requires from evaluators
the ability to predict the consequences of proposed
developrments. The American Society of Landscape Architects
(ASLA, 1974) have asked for 2 greater emphasis to be placed
on cunulative research which could assist in their decision
naking. For prediction to be a viable proposition there are

a2 number of requirements of evazluation research.

Friednman et al., (1978) argue that prediction presumes;

"the existence of some substantive empirical and/or
theoretical base, and yet no such base exists" (p 5).

A substantive enmpirical base requires research to be
cumulative and comparable. Such research, we have noted, is
facilitated by a theoretical foundation. Thus a model of
evaluation which allows the composition of large data bases

will in turn 2id prediction.

In order to overcome the criticisums outlined above, a mocel

would need to be of sufficicnt generality as to allow its
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application to numerous and quite divergent settings.
However, simultaneously the model would need to be
sufficiently specific as to allow its speedy application to
particular settings. Below we will assess a number of
models of evaluation in relation to these and other

requirements.

3.5 Models of Place Evaluation

There is a clearly recognised need for a model of
evaluation. The model is necessary to allow cumulative and
comparable research which would reduce the pressure on the
resources available to the researcher and aid prediction.

In this section 2 number of models of environmental

evaluation which have been proposed will be considered.

3.5.1 Some Distinctions Between Models

At this point it is worth making some distinctions between
the different types of model which exist. When the field of
office research was addressed in chapter 2, it was noted
that there have been a number of process models proposed
for the area. It was also argued that these relied upon the
existence of gdescriptive models in order for them to be
useful. In this context process models were considered to

be models of a hypothetical causal process.

In the field of evaluation, the terms process and
descriptive have been used to deseribe models in a rather

different way. In the evaluation context, the term process
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podel applies to those which provide descriptions of the
brocess of evaluation research and the design of research
projects (eg. Keys and Wener, 1980; Shibley, 1985). The
term descriptive podels has been used for those models

which are descriptive of evaluation as a psychological

phenomena:

"They describe the categories and cognitive structure
which individuals who are evaluating their environcent
impose upon that setting." (Donald, 1987, in press).

The distinction between these type of evaluation model has
also Dbeen macde by Kenny (1983). Basically she argues that
process models provide a rationale for the approach taken
when investigating a particular setting, and descriptive
models are concerned with what evaluation, from the users

perspective, is.

Simplifying the distinetion, Donald (1987) describes
process models as being models of "something the researcher
is doing" and descriptive models as models of ‘'"something
which goes on in the head of the person wusing the

envircnment"; descriptions of a cognitive structure.

As at least one model considered in the following pzages 1is
a mocdel of a hypothetical set of causal relztionships, but
is not a specification of the steps to follow in conducting
research, the types of model will be distinguished by
different terms in order to avoid confusion. For the
present work the terms "researcher oriented mocels" (those

nmodels - which are concerned with the act of evzluation
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research) and "user oriented models" (those concerned with

evaluation as a psychological phenomenon) will be used.

At 2 later stage the importance of the different rodels for
the progress of psycholocgical research will be <considered.
For the rerainder of this part of the thesis we will

consider some of the existing proposals.

3.5.2 Researcher Oriented Models of Evaluation
3.5.2.1 Keys and Wener's (1980) Four Phase Approach to
Post=0Occupancy Evaluation
Keys and Wener begin their article on evaluation by stating
that:
"Post occupancy evaluations may be viewed as a data=-
based mnethod of envircnmental intervention,
characterized by 2 deliberate effort by a change agent
to use data as a means of initiating change in an
organisation" (p 533)
This definition, or perhaps more accurately, description,
throws into sharp relief the focus of the researcher
oriented approach to evaluation which 1is -clearly the

research act itself, and the broad aim of the particular

study.

Keys and Wener go on to identify four crucial phases in an
evaluation: entry into the system, needs assessment and
research planning, data collection and znalysis, and data
feedback. FEach of these phases are considered in relation

to the problems which may be encountered by the researcher,
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and suggestions are made as to how they may be overcome.

The first phase, entry into the social system, includes a
consideration of the need for consultation with, and
support from, individuals at all levels of the
organisational hierarchy. It is also suggested that there
is a need to understand what experience the organisation

has previously had of evaluations.

The second phase proposed be Keys and Wener 1is |'needs
assessment and rescarch planning". Their outline of this
phase again shows clearly the difference in emphasis
between researcher and user oriented models of evaluation.
In considering this phase the authors state;
"Once key members of the client system are comnitted to
the generzl concept of POE, an assessment of the
organisations specific evaluation needs can
proceced...(and) researchers can fornulate testable
hypotheses, =select and develop measures, and plan data
collection procedures" (p 536).
From this statement it 1s clear that "needs" are seen as
the needs of the organisation and not the individuals who
are nmaking the evaluation; the users. Also, no mention is
made in this phase as to how neasures are developed or

selected, and no consideration is given to how one may

build upon previous research.

The third phase of the model addresses the logistics of
data collection and the problem of the absence of the
researcher from the organisation for long periods of tirme

during data analysis. UWhile again the writers provide
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useful warnings, for example the need to ensure that all
individuals in the organisation are informed of the study,

they do not address the inadequacies of the field.

The finzl phase proposed by the authors is concerned with
the wuse of the results and findings of the research. The
emphasis is «clearly placed on the use of the findings
within the specific context of the particular evaluation,
No consideration is given to how the results may contribute
to future studies, this is despite the researchers seeing

the evaluation being conducted from an academic base.
In their conclusion Keys and VWener express the hope that:

"by attending to intervention issues, researchers cean
inmprove the quality and impact of their post occupancy

evaluations" (p 539).
There is 1little doubt that ccnsideration of the issues
raised by Keys and Wener (1980) would be likely to lead %o
irmproved research. However, the proposals nade do little to
resolve the problems of making research results comparable
or cunulative. Indeed, as each evaluation is developed
independently and exclusively for each organisation, the

approach is likely to aggravate these probleus.

In considering the work of Keys and Wener, it 1s not the
intention to criticise their paper per se., the authors at
no point claim to answer the inadequacies of r[present
evaluation research, however the proposals they uzke

represent a typical example of this approach to evaluation
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models and theories.

In contrast to Keys and Wener, Friedman et al. (1978) set
out to propose a model intended to resolve the problems
which have been 1identified in the field. It 1is 2

consideration of their model to which we now turn.

3.5.2.2 Friedman et al.'s (1978) Structure-Process Model
of Evaluation

The model proposed by Friedman et al. consists of two

principal parts; structure and process.

Structure
The structure part of Friedman et al.'s model consists of a
five part conceptual scheme for the organisation of the

researcher's ‘'"knowledge of the situation and establishing
nodels for focussing conclusions". The constituents of this
part of the model include, the users, the -setting, the

"proximate environmental context", the historical context,

and finally the design activity.

A closer consideration of some of these components helps
reveal the inadequacies of the structure-process model. The
"setting" for example, includes such features as,
organisational goals and functioning, the materials wused,
structural elements, spaces and design solutions,

"important" ambient qualities, and elements of symbolic

value.

No attempt is made by the authors to relate each of these
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components to one znother within some overall framework.
Additionally they do not rpropose what, if any, the
interrelationships between these various elenents are.
Without such frzmeworks and propositions there is 1little
rationale for their inclusion wunder one heading and
consequently they represent no more than a check list of
elements to include in the evaluation. Such a check 1list
has 1its value, but is nonetheless atheoretical and does
little to progress the field of evaluation in general,

which is one of the stated aims of the authors.

The same criticisms may be made of other components of the
structure part of Friedman et al.'s model. The "proximate
environmental context", for example, includes the immediate
physical and social context within which the setting
exists. The context includes further elements such as local
climate and communications links. One is left to wonder
what relationships there are between the elements of this

component, and between this component and others.

The Tfinal component of the structure part of the mocel to
be considered here is "the user". This component consists a
list of possible user groups and their relationship to the
study; the actual research endeavour. HNo indication,
however, is given by the authors as to how one would
delineate or identify the various groups. Additionally,
even if one expects differences in the actual evaluations

pade by the groups, it is not specified what the basis of
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the differences is likely to be. One is also not told how
the other various comnponents of the model relate to the
different wusers. Thus the importance of defining the user
is recognised but is neglected with regard to any further

clarification and rationalisation.

Process

The process part of Friedman et al.'s model refers to the
process of conducting an evaluation study; the steps to be
taken by the researcher., There are two sections to the
process ‘part of the model; who is to be included 1in the
evaluation along with what is to be evaluated, and the
evaluation process itself. This latter section includes the

identification of the focal position of the researcher and

the analysis methods to be used.

The process part of the model may provide some wuseful
guidelines for  the researcher, however it by no mneans
represents a theory of evaluation. The model prescribes how
io do it rather than specifying what it is. The model is a

model of administration and is not a psychological model.

Friedman et al.'s proposal is presented in a publication
which also includes a number of actual evaluation studies.

The studies themselves, however, constitute good examples

of the atheoretical and idiosyncratic research which is

criticised by the authors. Friedman et al. state that the

studies which they present fit within their model, If this
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is the case, as indeed it is, one must conclude that their
nodel is of little use in redressing the criticisms they
themselves - make of the evaluation field. The studies fit
because of the nature of their administration, and because
what Friedman and his associates present is in fact a model

of that administration.

In the next section we will consider the second category of
nodel; user oriented models. In looking at these models the

differences between the two types of model suggested zabove

will become more apparent.

3.5.3 User Oriented Models of Evaluation

3.5.3.1 Marans and Spreckelmeyer's Conceptual Model for

Evaluating Work Environments

Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986) have concurred with

numerous 'criticisms which have made of the evaluation

field. Th@y state, for example, that many:
"attributes that are to be measured in the work place,
both objectively and subjectively, have been eilther
poorly or incorrectly specified and measured." (1986, p
68)
Unfortunately, as will be seen, this is one of the
principal criticisms which can be made of the model which
the authors

Marans and Spreckelmeyer propose. However,

argue that their conceptual model;

"provides the reader with a map showing how different
sets of variables covering workers and their actilons,
feelings, and environmental settings might be
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related....(and serves) as an organizational framework

for guiding the collection and analysis of data as part

of the evaluation." (1986, p 69)
The model itself, shown in figure 3.1, specifies numerous
sets of variables which may be thought of as "objective
context", T"perceptions", and "outcomes". Although these
components are specified, Harans and Spreckelmeyer only
enpirically test the environmental component. It is thus
the environmental component of the model upon which the

discussion will focus for the moment.

The mnmodel presented by Marans and Spreckelmeyer was
initially developed in the field of housing evaluation
(Marans and Rodgers, 1975), however, the authors consider
it to be of some generality:
"place evaluations conducted frem the perspective of
users can operate from a common analytical framework

irrespective of the type of physical envircnment teing
evaluated" (Marans and Spreckelmeyer, 1986, p 70).

They go on to argue that a;

"particular place is made up of component parts or

environmental attributes" (p 70).
Marans and Spreckelmeyer's argument basically contends that
places have a number of components which are comnon across
all settings irrespective of their particular physical
properties. A rocdel which identifies these general
characteristics fulfils one of the requirements specified
in the previous section. However, Marans and Spreckelrneyer

stop at this point in their argunment and do not provide the
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reader with any indication of what these universal
properties are, or, in any general way, how these
propertiés are related consistently across settings.
Although the zuthors argue that there would be similarities
between housing envircnments, hospital wards, and offices,

the similarities are not revealed.

As a result of Marans and Spreckelmeyer's failure to
specify the generalities, it seems unlikely that they have
advanced the field of environmental evaluation in any
fundanental way, or overccre the criticisms of the field
which they and others have made, and which their nodel 1is
designed to answer. All we are told is that we need to

consider the various attributes of the environment as it is

and as it is perceived.

It was mentioned earlier that Marans and Spreckelneyer
present what they consider to be the outcomes of the
interaction between the user and the environment. The
outcomes, they argue, correctly, are a consequence of not
only the environment, but the purposes the users have
within the setting. The writers then go on to specify the
outcones and purposes of the environmental interactions.
However, there =seens to be some conceptual confusion in

their argument at this point.

As outcomes Marans and Spreckelmeyer include '"overall

environmental satisfaction", which leads to job
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satisfaction and thus to performance. Performance is
considered a consequence of Jjob satisfaction and the
environment as it is perceived and assessed. There are
three evaluation criteria: assessment of the environment in
terms of overall satisfaction, Job satisfaction, and
performance. These criteria are obviously different, and

their use requires different sets of questions.

MHarans and Spreckelmeyer do not seem to fully appreciate
the nature of either the causal relationships they propose
or of purposive evaluation. Taking the first point, there
has consistently been shown to be, at most, only a weak
association between satisfaction and performance. Porter
and Lawler (1968), for exanple, have argued that
satisfaction is likely to be a conseguence of performance
rather than the converse. This argument was mecre recently
reiterated in relation to the environment by Wineman
(1966). Secondly, an assessment in relation to peoples
purposes requires that they assess the environment in ternms

of those purposes; productivity may not be & purpose.

The next part of the model that requires consideration is
the characteristics of the individual and the work they
perforn. Whilst Marans and Spreckelreyer correctly
recognise that different people will perceive and evaluate
the environment differently, they give no theoretical
rationale to explain why, or how, these differences will be

evident. 'As with environmental attributes, a general
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theoretical model which can be applied across settings is

required. Again such a theoretical formulation 1is not

- t

forthcoming.

The next aspect of the model to be considered here is what
llfarans and Spreckelmeyer term ‘"organisational context",

Here again the model is inadequate:

"overall environmental satisfaction is dependent upon
the organizational context in which employees operate,
This context encompasses, but is not limited to, the
morale of the organisation and the general nature of
enployee/enployer relations" (1986, p 72)
This is not, by any means, an adequate exposition of
organisational context. There is no specification as to how
the 1limited organisational aspects relate to one another,
to the individual, or the environmental evaluations; little
conceptual thought appears to have been given to the
organisational component of the A model. Additionally, as

will be shown later, the methods used by these researchers

to identify the relationships are“also inadequate.

Each aspect of the model proposed by Marans and
Spreckelmeyer requires a far greater exposition and
specification; the "boxes", or what the authors term "sets
of variables", of their model need to be empirically tested
and conpleted. There are numerous mnodels within the
principal model which is proposed by the authors. How these
the criticisms

all relate is unclear and, unfortunately,

made by Marans and Spreckelmeyer of other evaluations apply

to their own.
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Before going on, a final point needs to be made about the
above model. The work of Marans and Spreckelmeyer has been
included in the "user oriented models" section as it is
potentially such 2 model. However, until they actually
provide user based descriptions of the components of their
model it will lie between the two classifications used,
being neither a useful guide for the carrying out of
evaluations, nor a description; it is a2 hypothesis of
causal relationships between ill-defined components of the
environment-organisation context. A secondary aim of the
present thesis is to develop descriptive models of the
domains of study and to relate them to one another. This
will help to demonstrate the utility of descriptive nmodels,
and highlight the weaknesses of such mnpodels as that

proposed by MHarans and Spreckelreyer.

3.5.3.2 Russell and Pratt's Model of Affective Assessment

In a 1986 review of environmental psychology Holahan
identified Russell and Pratt's (1980) model as one of the
theoretically oriented contributions which have recently
been made to the field of environmental assessment. While
Holahan (1986) differentiated the model proposed by Russell
and Pratt (1980) from the purposive model discussed in the
next chapter, claining that the forner enphasised
psychophysical dizensions, and the purposive rodel
cognitive dimensions, of the proposals discussed thus far,

the mnodel by Russell and Pratt is conceptually the most
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similar to that used in the present thesis.

Basically,* Russell and his colleagues proposed that places
may be classified according to the affective qualities
attributed to them. These attributions took the form of
affective assessments. They argued that the affective
attributes could be fully classified or described in
relation to two bi-polar dimensions; arousing-sleepy, and

pleasant-unpleasant, which are consistent across settings

Clearly  following the work of Wiggins (1973) on
personality, Russell and Pratt argue that if attributes
could be classified in relation to the two bi-polar
dimensions, they would form a circumplex when plotted in
two dimensional space. A circumplex being a circular
ordering of points or items. In order to test this
structural hypothesis Russell and Pratt constructed eight
affective scales from a large pool of attributes. The
scales were then plotted using a principal component

analysis. The results of this analysis supported their

hypothesis,

Russell and Pratt were primarily interested in the interral
structure of the affective attributes; the authors were not
concerned with the relationships of these attributes to

external variables, such as the actual physical components

of the environment or personalities of the assessors. Once

the internal structure of the attributes was established,

the writers argued, it would be possible to relate them to
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'outside' considerations. This was indeed achieved in later

work (eg. Russell and Lanius, 1984; Russell and Snodgrass,

1987).

In common with the model of office evaluations to be
developed here, the above work was an attempt to define a
generalisable domain, rather than to 1look for causal
relationships with external factors. The authors recognised
the importance of the definitional or descriptive stage of
model building and research which should precede other more
causally oriented investigations. Their model is also
psychological in that it uncovers the structure of people's

affective assessments, rather than providing instructions

as to how one should elicit such assessments.

The contribution of Russell and Pratt's model is important.
However, as Canter and Craik (1961) point out,  the
affective domain is "well mapped out™ (p 6). In relation to
personality this can cleariy be seen from the work "of
Wiggins (1973; 1979). Russell and Pratt recognise that the
cognitive domain is an area of importance which requires
investigation, and Canter and Craik (1981) argue that
cognitive categories are less well understood than the
affective domain and require systematic taxonomic analysis.
well

The present research is directed at the less

understood cognitive domain.

Although the work of Russell and Pratt is comnended, there

are several criticisms which can be made. These criticisms
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are, however, addressed at the limitations of the model as

developed to date, rather than criticisms of the authors

approach to the subject matter.

The first limitation of the model is theoretical. Frox the
writing of Russell and Pratt it is difficult to discern the
role of the affective attributes of environmental
assessment. It 1is possible that they are categories or
facets of the domain, alternatively, they could be criteriza
against which a particular place is to be Judged. It is

important that this distinction be clarified.

If the attributes are sinply descriptions, then the nodel
is little more than a two dimensional semantic
differential, If the attributes are criteria, then the
couronents of the place need to be specified. It could be
argued that Russell and Pratt's concern was with the
internal structure of affective assessment. This however is
Oﬂlf ‘partly a justification of the limited nature of the
study. What they are concerned with is the internal
structure of a domain. By not 4including other place
dinensions, or facets, and addressing them as 'external',
they are, in effect, arguing that the constituents of the
place are part of a different domain. In this case, they

have a two dimensional semantic differential.

If the affective assessments are criteria, the work is
linited, but contributes to our theorectical understanding

to a greater extent. Preeupting the discussion in the
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following chapter, the work of Russell and Pratt could be

combined with that presented here such that the following
nmapping sentence (table 3.1) for the assessment of offices

could be developed.

Table 3.1

Possible Mapping Sentence for the Affective Assessment of
Offices Developed from Russell and Pratt's theory

The extent to which person (x) considers the

(Social ) aspects of the (Building ) to be
(Service) (Office )
(Spatial) (Work Space)

Very Much
(Pleasantly ) (Active) =e=mmcew- > to
(Unpleasantly) (Sleepy) Hot 2t all

The above mapping sentence helps to reveal a second

theoretical issue in relation to the affective model. If
the dinensions or components of affective assessment are
criteria, then it can be seen that one of the dimensions or
facets 1is in fact a common range. The mapping sentence

shown in table 3.2 helps to reveal this more clearly:
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Table 3.2

A Second Mapping Sentence for the Affective Assessment
of Office Evaluations form Russell and Pratt's Theory

The extent to which person (x) considers the

(Social ) aspects of the (Building ) to be
(Service ) (Office )
(Spatial ) (¥ork Space )
Very Pleasant
Pleasantly (Active) is cecccccaaa > to
(Sleepy) Very Unpleasant

It can be seen from the above discussion that there a some
theoretical probleﬁs with regard to the question of what in

fact Russell and Pratt are concerned with, and the role of

the affective dimensions in assessment. Thus while the

nodel is generally useful it is rather limited and in need

of expansion. The development of the model could, as has

been seen, be rezdily undertaken.

3.6 Summary

In the preceding chapter, evaluation research has been
identified as an applied area of research which has been
recognised as important since the ;arly 1960s. In conmon
with office research, the field of environmental evaluation

has been seen to lack a framework or model which could

unify the field and allow the numerous studies to be

comparable and cumulative. It has been contended that

research which has these characteristics would allow

research to be conducted efficiently within the financial

and time constraints imposed on applied research, and to
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form data bases necessary for the prediction of
consequences of design decisions. It has also been argued
that models of evaluation would need to be both general and

setting specific in nature.

Two sets of models have been presented which can be judged
in ¢terms of their likely contribution to solving the
problens which exist in the (field of environmental

evaluation. The first set of models are seen as useful in
guiding the actual research enterprise, but are inadequate
in that they fail to specify what it is that is actually
being evaluated. The second set of models are psychological
in that they are concerned with the actual cognitive
structure of the components of the domain to be evaluated.
The first of these latter models has been shown to be

inadequate., The second model is limited but conceptually

more appropriate.
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CHAPTER 4

Purposive Model of Place Evaluation

4.1 Introduction

The model of office evaluation which will be developed and
presented in the next chapter is based on Canter's (1983)
purposive model of place evaluation. In the present chapter
the purposive model will be outlined and discussed along
with three applications of it. In order to fully comprehend
the model and definition of place evaluation, it is
necessary that an explicit exposition of the particular
model or paradigm of human behaviour which underlies the
present work be provided. In the first sections of this
chapter, consideration will be given of some basic

assucptions about human functioning.

4.2 Action Oriented Perspective on Human Functioning

As the title of the model of place evaluation suggests, the
basic perspective taken is that people are goal oriented
and purposeful beings. The concept of an individual as goal
oriented, with intentions and purposes, has been strongly
present in psychology since the early part of the present
century; its history in philosophy dates back considerably
further, and the objectivist versus subjectivist debate has
been central to much work in sociology and ‘history
(Giddens, 1987), and is the essence of hermeneutics
(Bauman,. 1978). Hore recently in psychology there has been

a renewed dinterest in goal oriented models of hunan



activity with the accretion of action theory and '"new

paradigm™ research.

In describing the action orientation Giddens (1987) hes

stated that;

"One of the distinctive things about human beings....is
that normally we know what we are doing in our
activities, and why. That is to say, human beings are
concept bearing agents....In addition, human actors have
reasons for their actions, reasons that consistently
inform the flow of day-to-day activities." (p 2-3)

and Kenny (1983) writes;

"Such an approach assumes that the individual initiates
and directs actions towards ends that will eventually be
satisfying to the individual. These fundanental
organising principles are referred to zs 'purposes'." (p
n1)l

There are a number of features of the action oriented

approaches which have importance for the present work. Ve

will consider each of these below.

The most clear corollary cf a purposive perspective is that
individuals are not passive beings, and their behaviour is
not determined by external  forces, including the
environnent. Huber, et al. (1984), for example, state that

",..go0al=directed human activity...is differentiated
from behaviour which emphasises the observable part of

-

activities and has the connotation of the human as a
passive being." (p 4)

Gould (1983) argues that there are three types of causal

explanation. The first two of thecse types, which nay be
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described as strongly deterministic, need not concern us
here. The third type of explanation is of more importance.
In this category Gould includes theories which consider

social”Structure. norms and roles as determinants of social

action.

At a superficial and naive level such theories in social
psychology as those proposed by Harre (1979), Argyle
(1980), and in the field of environmental psychology,
Canter's (1986) application of the approach, could be
included in this category. Each of these writers argue that
individuals act in accord witﬁ roles and rules which are
evident in a particular situation or context. These rule
following approaches, as Huber et al. (1984) note, "assume

at least some kind of contingency in human activity" (p 4).

While some theories which stress the importance of social
structure, norms, and roles in human behaviour, for
example Levi-Strauss, Parsons, and especially Althusser,
are Eeterministic in that they view action as caused by
these external factors, the theories mentioned in the
preceding paragraph do not fall into this category. The
distinction can be fouhd in the second important aspect of

the purposive approach; choiee;

While the individual may be guided by rules and roles, and
by adherence to them may find goal attainment to be

facilitated; the norms, roles, and rules do not cguse the

purposes and goals, and nor does the individual have to
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adhere to them.

In introducing the importance of choice, reference can be

made to aspects of the context within which the =2action

takes place. Giddens (1987), for example, notes that;
"However oppressively the burden of particular
circumstances may weigh upon us, we feel ourselves free
in the sense that we decide upon our actions in the
light of what we know of ourselves, ithe context of our

activities (emphasis added), and their likely outcomes."
(p 3)

The role of these external aspects of context within 2 non-

deterministic action model have 2lso been outlined by Gould

(1983):

".,..those conditions which may be necessary for a given
action, or which constitute the means ror its
fulfillment ray make a certain course of action
impossible, at least until these conditions are
provided, or an 2lternative to them is found. However
the absence of those conditions does not itself
determine or cause 2 given course of action. Under these
circumstances, an agent may choose to modify or abandon

an envisioned (emphasis added) course of action™ (p 60)
These quotations bring us to 2 furthér important aspect of
the action perspective. The notion of an 'envisioned' cause
of action implies a number of important characteristics,
the most important of which is that the individual is aware
of their present and possible future state. The decision to
abandon the envisioned course also indicates an awareness
of the possibilities of attaining the particular goal under
the existing circumstances, and of those circumstances
which would be necessary for their attainment. Expression

of this awareness is a statement, explicit or inmplicit, of
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evaluation; "a re-evaluation of the situation". The process

of arriving at that decision is part of the process of

evaluation.

There 1is some dispute amongst action theorists as to
whether an individual is actually aware of his/her goal-

directedness and the conditions within which he/she

operates, Giddens (1987), however, contends that;

"neither reasons nor act-identifications need be
expressed discursively for them to govern the content of
behaviour. Yet in general I think it valid to hold that
agents virtually all of the time know what their actions

are.." (p 3).
Although people may not always be reflecting upon purposes
and conditions, it seems that these purposes are,
nonetheless, open to reflection, It would also seen
probable that reflection upon the purposes and conditions
is 1likely when; there is a consistent failure to achieve
the purposes; when constraints are extreme; or when an

individual is asked to reflect upon them.

Before moving on to consider the action perspective 1in
relation to the environment, one further important point
needs to be made. So far action theory has been considered
in relation to the individual's goals. However, Gould
argues that goals or purposes may refer to those of the

individual or, equally, a collective such as a group,

society, or organisation. She writes, for example;

"when I use the term agent, it should be taken to
connote either a single individual or a group of
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individuals acting together" (p 59)

This aspect of the approach is of importance, and more
consideration will be give to it when the relationship

between the individual and the organisation is addressed.

At this stage it is helpful to summarise the preceding

perspective on human activity.

i) People are purposeful, goal-directed and intentional

agents,

ii) The achievement of goals and purposes may be
constrained by the contexts in which the action takes

Place. One component of the context may be the physical

environment,

iii) People are aware of their goals, what their present
position is with regard to these, and how far the present
position is from the desired state; they are capable of

I
making evaluations

iv) Purposes may be those of an individual or a collective.

In the next section we will consider the application of
this approach in the context of environment-behaviour, or

more appropriately, action-place, research.
4.2.1 Purposive Action and Environmental Evaluation
Environmental research began with rather deterministic aims

and orientations. The aim of architectural psychology
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research was the provision of scientifically based, and
simple to follow, "laws of person environment relations".
Canter (1970), for example, suggested that architecture
could become "a science with firm roots in psychology", and
Lee (1970) argued that there were ‘"emergent laws of
environmental psychology"™ and that from these '"sets of
formulae"™ could be derived and used to guide architects.
The assumption of this view is that people will respond to
an environment in a predictable, or potentially
predictable, way. That people do not react to the
environment in this simplistic way has been a cause of
surprise and concern. For example, the PRU publication
(Manning, 1965) reveals that "attitudes and prejudices
rather than a genuine subjective response to the
environment" (p 59) are reflected in peoples evaluations.
Additionally, 4in relation to the use of research findings,
Wells (1965) reassures the reader that "the exact results
of particular arrangements (of space) cannot yet  be
predicted". Fortunately, as more recent publications have
shown (eg. Canter, 1985a), this approach to person-

environment relations has changed.

The purposive quality of human action in relation to the
environment is increasingly being recognised in
environmental psychology. A conference held by the
International Association for the study of people and their
Physical Settings (IAPS) in Berlin during July 1984 \was,

for example, entitled Upwelt upd Handlung (Environment and
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Human Action). Additionally, a recent volume edited by
Canter' et “al. (1987) was given the title' Ethnoscapes:
Ireznscultural Studies in Action and Place.

The action perspective is increasing internationally. Kruse
and Graumann (1987), 4in relation to the development of
person-environment studies in Germany, for instance, note
that;
"a lot of theorizing and modeling (sic) in ecological
psychology is very closely related to the gradual and
still ongoing transition from theories of behaviour to
theories of action...It (action) is, in principle the
more appropriate concept for the complexities of every
day activities in natural settings, whereas Dbehavior

appears to be the adequate term for highly restricted
activities of organisms in settings" (p 1208).

A similar trend can also be found in the Soviet Union where

dialectical materialism has dominated mnuch scientific

thinking. Nitt et al. (1987),:for exanple, write that;
"physical objects do notkappear in these processes as
independent wunits but are included in the general
process of social development, being, as a rule, means
of action for social subjects." (p 1312).
While it is «clear that the purposive perspective is
becoming more popular zamongst environmental psychologists,
it 1is not universal. In the field of environmental and
place evaluation, however, there is, aocording_to Kenny
(1983), almost complete acceptance of the action
perspective in one form or another. While it could be

suggested that in fact a weaker determinism can be implied

from many of the statements made by writers in the area,
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there 1is at least a recognition of the appropriateness of

the approach, if not of its full implications.

Sanui and Inui (1984) carrying out housing evaluation

research in Japan, for example, state that;

"Housing evaluation can be taken as the degree to which
housing 1is seen as helping people to achieve their

goals.™ (p 531).
Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1986), in their office evaluation
research, argue that;
"an underlying purpose of any environmental evaluation
should be to develop a better understanding of how a
place contributes to or impedes the goals or purposes of
individuals or groups of individuals operating within
that place." (p 68-69).
Kaplan (1983), in discussing person-environment
compatibility states that;
"It might be reasonable to attempt to discover if there.
are aspects of the environment that facilitate (or, for

that matter, hinder) the carrying-out of plans in
generzal." (p 312).

and Kenny (1983) has defined evaluation as;

"a subjective assessment of the goodness of an object
based upon the individual's perception of the degree to
which it facilitates the purposes the individual
associates with that object." (p 43).

The most clear statement on evaluation which takes into

account the basics of the purposive perspective was made by

the BPRU (1972);

"It is central to our goal oriented model of people that

105



if they had no concept of their state when their goals
were achieved then there would be little direct impetus
towards achieving them. It must also therefore be
possible for people to estimate at what position they
are in relation to their goals. Statement of this
position is a statement of satisfaction." (p 68).

The statement by the BPRU corresponds closely to that made

by Gould (1983) cited above in which awareness of ones

present state in relation to an envisioned future state is

seen as fundamental to human action.

It 1is clear from the 2bove writings that an evaluation is
an expression of the extent to which a person considers
that a place facilitates the achievement of his or her
goals, and/or the goals of some collective. This is the

definition of place evaluation taken here.

It should be noted that as evaluations are made as a result
of peoples ongoing, puropsive interaction with the
environment, they need to be made from the perspective of
those who wuse the environment. Evaluations are also,
therefore, emergent (Kenny, 1983; Ittelson et al, 1974);
they emerge from the process of purposive interaction with

the environment.

4,3 Basic Form and Aim of the Model

In previous chapters it has been shown that there are a
nunber .of types of model. The basic distinction which has
been made is between descriptive and process models. It was

also noted that there has been a wide recognition of the

need for descriptive stages in research.
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The purposive model 1is a descriptive model of people's
environmental evaluations. The mpdel of office evaluation
is, of course, also to be descriptive. The -actual
descriptions are of the components or categories of
environmental evaluations. The extent to which these
categories are valid is a function of the degree to which

they match people's conceptualisations of the environment.

It is widely accepted that in order to function in the
world individuals need to impose a structure on that world.
This notion is evident in, for exanmple, gestalt psychology
and personal construct theory (eg. Kelly, 1955), as well as
in environmental psychology and environmental cognition
research (eg. Rapoport, 1977). It should be noted that
thus, while the model is 2 model of evaluation, due to its
cognitively based descriptions, it is also a model of
people's environmental  conceptualisations; of the
categories imposed upon the environment by those evaluating
it. As Kenny, (1983) notes;
"the literature on enviﬁonmentai evaluatidns has - failed
to wutilise the individual's conceptualisations of the
direct experience in order to provide a description of
environmental evaluation." (p 44)
A final assumption of the model 1s that people's
conceptualisations of the environment have a comnon

structure across settings. It was noted earlier that there

is a need for a model of evaluations which would allow

research to be comparable and thereby cumulative. As the
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descriptive model is based on people's conceptualisations
it 1is 1likely that it is applicable to most, if not all,
places as the conceptualisations would need to be
consistent in order to allow people to wunderstand and
structure their environmentél interactions. It the
conceptualisations are not generzl, it would be necessary
for each environment to Dbe reconceptualised as it 1is

encountered.

The belief that people's conceptualisations of the
environment are consistent in structure across setting is
accepted in research on environmental <cognition (eg.
Ittelson, 1983), and environmental evaluation (eg. Canter,
19863; Donald, 1987; Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Marans and
Spreckelmeyer, 1982; 1986). It is argued that the purposive
model is a model of these fundamental conceptualisations
(Canter, 1983). In order for this contention to be
supported there must be empirical evidence in its favour.
To date there have been three published studies which have
supported the model (Canter and Kenny, 1981; Canter and
Rees, 1982; Donald, 1985). The evidence from these three
studies has led Donald (1985) to suggest that the purposive

model is indeed generalisable.

The model, which will be described in the following
sections, is specified in the form of a number of general
facets. In order for these to be applied to a setting, the

elemrents of the facets need to be contextualised;
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interpreted in relation to the particular characteristics
of the place being evaluated. The research presented in the
thesis reported here contributes to evaluation at a
fundamental level in at least two ways. First it provides a
further test of the purposive model, and second, it
contributes to.the understanding of the particular setting
of the office; providing a contextualised model of that

place.

4.4 Facets of The Purposive Model
The model of place evaluation is presented in the form of a
set of facets which describe the domain. In the following

subsections each facet of the model will be described along

with the literature from which they are derived.

4.4.1 Referent of Interaction

A person's transactions with a place may be subdivided into
smaller, more discrete components. Despite this ability to
subdivide place experience and transaction, the
individual's experience of place is unitary (Canter, 1977;
1983). In order for a evaluation to be comprehensive it is
essential . for the research and information gathering

instruments to include all place constituents.

At a relatively macro level the obvious subdivision of
place experience is between the physical and social objects
of the place transaction. This, seemingly obvious,

constituent differentiation highlights a fundamental aspect
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of human existence; individuals operate within a social and
physical universe, that is, there are animate and inanimate
components of place. People's goals and objectives within a

place relate to these two basic components of the setting.

The social/physical differentiation, although apparently
trivial, has important implications for experience and
research when seen as part of a single domain rather than
as orthogonal and independent domains. Canter (1983) has
discussed a number of consequences which accrue from this

conceptualisation of the environment.

A principal sequel to this conceptualisation can be found
in its implications for the stimulus-response paradigm of
person-environment relations. Despite a movement toward an
action perspective, traditionally the conventional wisdom
in environmental research, especially in the USA (Canter
and Donald, 1987), has held the physical environment to be
the stimulus, with the social or behavioural side of the S-
R equation constituting the response. By rejecting this
rather simplistic conceptualisation it is possible to
overcome some of the problems which arise from its
application. For example, if one conceptualises the
individual as being goal oriented, one can consider
objectives, goals, or purposes in relation to the physical

and social environment.

Although there is a distinction between the physical and

social, the components are not viewed as distinet




orthogonal dimensions. As a consequence of this particular
feature of place experience, factor analytic and certain
principle component procedures, which assume linear
dimensions, are unlikely to reveal the essentially
qualitative nature of these two elements of experience. It
is for this reason, as Canter and Rees (1982) argue, that
no systematic exploration of this facet can be identified

in the evaluation literature.

In Canter's (1983) exposition of the purposive model,
attention is drawn to the extensive writings on evaluation
which have found fruit in making a distinction between the
social and physical components of place experience and
related objectives. Levy-Leboyer (1978), in discussing the
*needs' of young males, for example, made the distinction
between "social life"™ and "environmental comfort".
Additionally Rapoport (1977) classified elements of

evaluation into the categories of "physical" and "social".

In addition to the environmental literature, evaluations of
other aspects of an individual's life experience also find
use in a social/nonsocial (ie. inanimate) classification.
Levy (1986), for example, made an extensive survey of
general well-being amongst the peoples of Israel. In her
study she includes a facet amongst the elements of which
can be found distinct social elements, such as "family" and
"society", as well as elements which refer to the inanimate
components which contribute to well-being; "work"™ and

"economics". There are two asides derived from Levy's study
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which are worthy of mention here.

Firstly, in relation to the non-orthogonality of these
elements, Levy found that the distinction between these two
components of well-being were essentially qualitative and
not orthogonal dimensions. Empirically, this finding is
similar to that found in environmental studies. The second
aside, which is of slightly more oblique relevance here, is
Levy's use of facet theory. In using facet theory to
specify_ her research domain, and its empirical
correspondence, Levy allows and facilitates more ready
comparisons, both theoretically and empirically, with the

present study to be made.

The distinction between the social and physical can also be
found in Lee's concept of socio-spatial schemata (Lee,
1954; 1968). In this concept the environment is seen to
have both social and spatial aspects or referents which are
both part of a single domain. It is worth adding to our
consideration of Lee's work that implicit in hislconcept is
the view of people as purposive. Although Lee, a comnmitted
architectural determinist (eg. Lee, 1976), does not seem to
recognise the fact, the existence of differing socio-
spatial schemata relates directly to the objectives of his

participants.

Taking the exposition of the objects of evaluation further,
an additional distinction can be made within the realm of

the physical environment. This third important
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differentiation is between the spatial and service aspects
of the physical environment. Again the environmental
literature 1is replete with examples of a differentiation

between these two constituents of place experience.

To refer again to Levy-Leboyer's (1978) study, in addition
to a division between social and physical components of the
environment, she makes a further distinction between
"environmental comfort"™ (services) and "secure personal
space" (spatial). Canter and Stringer's (1975) introductory
text, Environrental Interaction, includes a chapter devoted
to the spatial environment and three concerned with service
aspects; the thermal, acoustic, and luminous environment.
Altman's widely read and influential Environment and Social
Behavior (Altman, 1975) focuses on socio-spatial issues,
whereas numerous publications are devoted to such
considerations as lighting (eg. Boyce, 1981) and other

environmental services,

0Of course, many other examples exist, however the examples
cited above should be sufficient to make the point that the
differentiation of the physical environment into service
and spatial components is both important and valid. Later
we will consider empirical evidence for the tripartite
division of social, spatial and services when we look at
studies which have used the General Mapping Sentence for
Place Evaluation (GMS) explicitly, and the 1literature

relevant to the office environment.
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4.4,2 Focus of Interaction

During person-place transactions the centrality of the
various objects or referents of the transaction, and the
activities associated with them, will vary in relation to
the goals of the individual. The extent to which a place
referent contributes to, or is important for, the
achievement of the individual's objectives for being in =&
place may be regarded as the degree of focus; how centrzal
or peripheral the referent is to the person's experience
of, and transaction with, the place. The precise form which
the central/peripheral variation will take is a function of
the nature of the place being evaluated and 1is also

contingent on the purposes for which the place exists

(Canter, 1983).

An initial attempt at the classification of place foeci has
been made by Canter (1983) and expanded and explored
further by Donald (1985). This eclassification will be
considered in more detail 1later when we look at the
specific applications of the GMS. For now it suffices to
note that the basic argument is that formal, highly
serviced settings, such as a hospital, are likely to have a
focus which relates to the ancillary/principal purposes of
the user. When the setting is more informal the focus is
likely to refer to the general or specific aspects of the

place.
There 1is evidence for the existence of foeci in the
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environmental 1literature. Canter (1983), for example,
points to Stokols and Shumaker's (1981) «consideration of
"specific™ and "non-specific" association of a person with
a place, as well as to Craik and Appleyard's (1981) banner

carrying for Brunswik's (1956) lens model of assessment.

Kimura (1986) has revealed a focus in the use of Japanese
and British living-rooms. Kimurat's study not only supports
the notion of focus, but also demonstrates that it {is

likely to be a cross culturally valid construct.

In a study which involved the classification of buildings
according to their appearance Young (1978) not only
empirically revealed a classification according to the

buildings function, but also a focus.

Finally, an unpublished report (Canter and Donald, 1983) on
the classification of university campus buildings showed a
focus according to the nature of the activities to be found
in each of the buildings. Buildings with a general purpose
were found to Dbe central in focus, and more specific
buildings to be peripheral. This classification followed
that used by Canter and Rees (1982) in their study of

housing evaluation.

One important feature of the research by Young (1978) and
Canter and Donald (1983) is the methodology employed. It
could be thought that the specification of items of a

questionnaire according to 2 particular set of facets dipso
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facto produces empirical support for the -elements; the
results are an artifact of the data gathering instrument
rather than a revelation of ©bpeople's conceptualisations.
Both of these studies employed the multiple sorting
procedure (Canter et al. 1985) to obtain data. The
participants were asked ¢to sort the buildings into
categories of their own choosing. Such freedom would a2llow
very different structures to those hypothesised to emerge.
In fact the sortings provided clear support for the

proposed facet.

As a result of these and other studies, bonald and Canter
(1986) have argued that the purposive model of place
evaluation may not only be a model of evaluation, but also
part of a superordinate model of place experience. Such a
model could find application in many other areas of applied
environmental‘researeh. This being so, the application of
the model to the present context has wider implications
than those rel&ted specifically to the evaluation of office

settings.

From what has been proposed, it should be clear that the
specification of the elements of the focus facet is more
problematic, as well as perhaps more important in terms of
furthering our knowledge of the environment, than the
elements of the feferent. The elements of the referent are
universal and, in general, 1less place dependent. The
converse of this is tfue for the focus. A more thorough

understanding of the setting under study is, therefore,
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required before the focus facet can be proposed.

4.4,3 Level of Interaction

The final facet of the GMS is the level of interaction. The
notion of a level of interaction with a place builds upon
the important concept of hierarchy. In what may be termed
'place psychology' (Donald, 1987) the hierarchical
relationship between places may be found, explicitly or
implicitly, in the writings of numerous contributors to the
di;cipline. The concept of hierarchy can, as Stokols and
Shumaker (1981) point out, be found in the work of Barker
(1963). It 1is similarly present in the writings of Wicker
(1979), and the concept is also given special mention be

Russell and Ward (1982) in their review of environmental

psychology.

While the idea that a place can only be clearly defined in .
relation to other places of which it is composed, and those
of whicech it is a part, has been recognised by a number of
contributors to environmental studies. However, with the
_notable exceptions of Rapoport (1977) and Canter (1977),
" writers have, in the main, not fully considered the

theoretical and implications of the hierarchy.

Rapoport and Canter present rather different theories as to
the hierarchical nature of place. Rapoport's (1977) mnodel
is the more simple conceptualisation of the two concepts of

place hierarchy. Basically Rapoport contends that the
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levels of place are nested one within another. A direct
implication of this conceptualisation is that each level is
mediated by one's éxperience of other levels; each is an

outgrowth of the experientially prior level.

The view propounded by Canter (1977) 4is different to
Rapoport!s both in terms of its conceptual complexity and
enpirical and experiential implications. Although in
Canter's formulation levels may be specified in terms of
some direct architectural 1loeci, and thereby shares a
similarity with Rapoport's model, it also includes what may
be thought of as <closeness of interaction. Canter's
conceptuzlisation i1is most «clear in the hospital ward

evaluations using the GMS (Kenny, 1983; Kenny and Canter,

1981).

In a later expansion of Canter's model Donald (1985)
proposed that two types of level may exist. The first level
corresponds to a geographical or arch%tectural entity, and
the second to the closeness of interaction. To avoid
confusion Donald (1985) termed the former type of level
"scale", The difference between these two types of level,
and the rationale for then, will be considered and
clarified when we go on to look at actual studies using the

GMS,

In addition to the theoretical proposition that the
hierarchy of place experience is a more complex and broad

concept than simple geographical scale, there 1is a

118



difference in the positions taken on the nature of the
relationships between each of the levels of the hierarchy.
As was noted prev&ously, Rapoport argues that places are
nesied one within the other, and that the experience at one
level is mediated by, and contingent upon, experience at
other levels. In contrast to Rapoport, Canter's notion of
place hierarchy is one in which each level is independent.
While interaction at one level may be similar to that at
another, each 1s quite distinct with no one level Dbeing
central. Additionally each level of interaction has its own

focus (shown by the focus of interaction facet).

4.5 The General Mapping Sentence for Place Evaluation

The constituents of the model of place evaluation are
expressed in the form of a general mapping sentence for
place evaluation. The mapping sentence is general in that
ié» states the conceptually distinct components of
eygluation. thereby providing a point of reference for
comparative research, but leaves the actual specific
content or elements of the facets open to interpretation in

relation to the particular setting being studied.

The general mapping sentence for place evaluation, shown in
table 4.1, provides a definitional system. As is noted in
the discussion of facet theory in appendix 1, the
definitional system is but one aspect in the specification
of a theory. We now turn to the other constituents; the

hypothesised empirical structure of the domain.
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h.6 Cylindrex: The Empirical Structure of Evaluation

Each of the substantive aspects of the mapping sentence has
empirical implications for the relationships between the
facets and the elements of those facets. In this section we
will consider the empirical implications of each of the
facets. In doing this, the various relationships will be
discussed in relation to their structure when portrayed

using the multidimensional scaling procedure of SSA.

4.6.1 Referent of Interaction

The three referent elements are considered to be
qualitatively distinct aspects of place experience. As such
it 1is not possible to arrange the elements along a linear
continuum or dimension. Analysis of the data collected in
accord with such a facet should reflect the qualitative
distinction., The structure most 1likely to reflect the
qualitative property of the facet is one in which there is
no high or low point; a circle, or more technically, a
circumplex. It will be remembered that a circumplex is the
structure obtained by Russell and Pratt (1980). The
circumplex has also been identified as an important

structure in the realm of personality theory (eg. Wiggins,

1973; 1979).
4.6.2 Focus of Interaction
The focus facet plays a modular role in relation to the

referent. The referent items can be classified in terms of

121



their focus. The elements of the focus may be considered to
be ordered from central to peripheral in relation to
people's transactions with, and conceptualisations of, a
place. The contention that the focus modifies the referent
has two empirical implications. First, one would expect
regions for each facet to be found on the same plane of
multidimensional space. Secondly, combining the facets has
the effect on the the unordered, structurally circular
facet (referent), of pulling some items from each referent
closer to the origin, and pushing others further away to
the edge of the structure depending upon their focus. The
items of the facets thus produce wedge like regions. Taken

together the polar and modular facets form a radex

structure.

4.,6.3 Level of Interaction
Earlier two ocompeting models of place hierarchy were
presented. The two formulations have different empirical

implications.

The nature of hierarchy proposed by Rapoport (1977) is one
of nested levels with each level being dependent upon and
in turn influencing higher and lower levels. Such a
hypothesis would predict that items which address the
lowest or most central level would, on average, be more
highly correlated with 2ll1 the other items than would items
The 1least

which measured the experience of other levels.

central, or largest scale, level would have the lowest
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average correlation with all other items. In terms of an
MDS representation of the associations between the items,
one would predict from Rapoport's concept that the smallest
scale items would be located in the centre of the space,
and those concerned with larger scales to be located around

them, toward the periphery of the space.

Canter (1977) argues that each level is independent and has
its own distinect focus. In this formulation no one level is

considered to be central to the others, or to the

experience of place in general.

Empirically Canter's hypothesis suggests that the items of
each 1level will be more highly correlated overall with
items within one level, than with items of other levels.
Further, the items of a particular level will generally be
more highly correlated with items that measure satisfaction
with, or experience of, levels directly above and below
that particular level, than with levels higher or lower

than those. None of the levels are however central.

This model predicts groupings of correlations at each
level. The groupings are further arranged along some axis;j
thus being considered to play an axial vrole in the
structure. As the level facet does not interact with any
other facet, one would expect the regions of the space to
be found on a different plane of space to the other facets

and to form parallel partitions.
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4.6.4 The Cylindrex

Taking the three facets and their hypothesised structures
and relationships one would expect them to be empirically
portrayed by a three dimensional structure; a cylindrex.
The cylindrex structure and 1its components is shown

schematically in figure 4.1.

It is perhaps worth mentioning at this point that the model
of place evaluation and, therefore, of office evaluation is
predictive in that it predicts the empirical structure of

evaluations.

4.7 Published Studies Using the GMS

At present the application of the approach to three
settings, hospital wards (Kenny, 1983; Kenny and Canter,
1981), housing (Canter and Rees, 1982), and offices
(Donald, 1983; 1985), have been published, and provide
support for the hypothesised structure of place evaluation.
In this section the results of these applications will be
considered along with a discussion of the implications they
have for the model and present thesis. The most useful way
in which to consider and compare the studies is by taking

each facet in turn.

4.7.1 Referent of Interaction
It is not surprising that the most conceptually and
empirically consistent facet across applications of the GMS

has ©been the referent. Each application has included the
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Figure 4.1

Schematic Representation of the Cylindrex
of Place Evaluation
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same three referent elements; social, spatial, and service.

Similarly each application has empirically revealed the

hypothesised qualitative structure for the items.

To reiterate a previous contention, it can be expected that
the elements of this facet are the most universal of 2all
those included in the GMS. In all person-place transactions
the objects of the transaction are, at this general level,
likely to be the same. All typical environments are likely
to contain the three elements of the referent. It is
possible however that other elements may exist. One such

additional element, aesthetics, has been suggested by the

results of Donald's (1983; 1985) office studies.

In his evaluation of three office buildings Dcnald included
two items in his questionnaire which referred to the
general appearance and decorative quality of the offices.
The results of the research showed the possible existence
of an aesthetics region for one building but not for the
other two. However, as Donald cautioned, a region composed
of only two items must be treated with some skepticism.
Nonetheless there is a2 rationale as to why such a region
existed for one of the buildings and not the other. The
building with an aesthetics region was the only one of very
poor decorative quality. It was consequently contended that
such an element may be conceptually distinct when the
condition of the environment make it salient. Such an

argument has support from other authors (eg. Becker, 1982).
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For the other two buildings considered in the study the
aesthetics items were located in the spatial region. Indeed
the aesthetics region in the first building could also have
been considered as part of the spatial region. These
results suggest that this element may in fact be a sub-
element of the spatial element. This thus leaves the

original tripartite formulation unchallenged.

4.7.2 Focus of Interaction

The focus of place transactions, being action and place
specific, represents a somewhat more complex issue than the
referent. An inspection of the mapping sentences for each
of the studies (appendix 3) reveals differences in the
elements of the focus. The office study does not include a
focus facet, for housing evaluation the focus elements are
overall, in generzl, and in particular, and for the
hospital study, direct and indirect in relation to care and
comfort provision for patients. In both of these studies
the hypothesised structure of the focus facet, and its

relationship to the referent, was supported.

Donald (1985) has discussed the differences between the
various foei at considerable 1length. For the present
purposes it is sufficient to note that for places in which
rather specific activities take place, as is the case for
the hospital ward, then the focus is likely to be the
extent to which a referent helps or hinders the direct or

indirect fulfillment of the specific place related goals.
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In a more multipurpose and general setting, such as
housing, the focus 1is the extent to which general,
particular and overzll aspects of the environment are

satisfactory.

The results of the office study, it is worth mentioning,
had no items which could be considered as central to the
focus of person-office transactions. This suggests that
either office work has no focus or, more 1likely, the
research instrument did not tap that aspect of workers
experience, evaluation, and conceptualisation. The issue of

focus will be returned to throughout the thesis.

4.7.3 Level of Interaction

The 1level of interaction facet has been included in all
previous studies using the GMS. However Donald (1985) has
argued that the different interpretations of the content of
the facet are indicative of two conceptually distinect
facets, one referring to a level of action in relation to
the envircnment, and the other, the scale of the

environment in which that action takes place.

The first studies using what was later developed into the
GMS, were hospital ward evaluations (Canter and Kenny,
1981; Kenny, 1983; Kenny and Canter, 1981). In this
research, the 1level of interaction was specified 1in
relation to behaviour rather than environmental scale. The

elements of the facet included, for example, "contact
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with", ‘"reduction in disturbance from", and "movement
toward" an object. Each of these elements clearly relate to

the behaviour of a person in relation to the environment in

order to achieve their goals.

In a 1later study of housing evaluation Canter and Rees
(1982) interpreted the 1level facet as consisting of
elements of '"house", "location of the house", and
"neighbaurhood“, and the extent to which people were
satisfied with them. Clearly the;e elements refer to

environrental scale, rather than levels of behaviour.

The scale interpretation was also applied by Donald (1983)
in his evaluations of offices. In this instance the
elements were specified as "immediate workarea", "office"
and, "building". Here the elements received general
empirical validation, although no distinction ©between

immediate workareaz and office was found.

From the above research, it can be seen that the 1levels
took conceptually different forms and were thus different
components of the evaluation domain. In the 1latter two
studies 1level was viewed as a physical component of the
environment being evaluated. In the hospital ward studies
the level elements were not components of the environment,

but of behaviour in relation to the environment.

In explaining the differences between the above studies,
Donald (1985) has argued that both interpﬁetations of the

level facet are valid and part of the same domain, but do,
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however, address different aspects of it. If this argument
is correct it should be possible to generate meaningful
structuples, or questions, from a mapping sentence which

includes both interpretations.

By briefly considering the study by Kenny (1983), one finds
that structuples generated by including both
interpretations of the level facet are indeed meaningful.
In Kenny's study, the evaluation was of hospital wards. The
scale facet, in relation to this study, can be thought of
as consisting of a single element; hospital ward. However,
the evaluation could equally have considered the ward and
the hospital as a whole. One would then generate questions
such as "how satisfactory is the ward for contact with the
patients" and, with the second element applied, '"how
satisfactory is the hospital as a whole for achieving ease

of contact with patients".

Thus to the original GMS may be added a fourth facet;
environmental scale. In the present study it 1s the
environmental scale interpretation which will be applied,
and not 1level of interaction. Despite the use of this
interpretation, the term "level" will be used as this may
save confusion in any comparison between the office

evaluations here and those previously reported by Donald

(1983; 1985).
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4,8 Summary

In this chapter it has been argued that people are
purposive and goal oriented. Given this ‘perspective the
role of the environment is the facilitation of the person's
goals. While people may not necessarily be aware of their
goals, they are open to reflection. Additionally it 1is
possible for individuals to compare their present position
in relation to goal attainment with the desired position.
Such a comparison is a statement of evaluation; in relation
to the environrent it represents a place evaluation. It was
‘also noted that evaluation may be made in relation to the

individual's purposes and/or those of some collective of

which the individual is a member.

The purposive model presented in the chapter has the aim of

providing an empirically based description of peoples

place-related evaluations. As such the model is based on
the cognitive structure, or conceptualisations, of the
environment. The model itself eohsists of three distinct
facets; referent, focus, and 1level of environmental
interaction. Being general, the model may be wused in
humerous settings and allow comparisons between them to be
made. Three published studies using the GMS have supported
the hypothesised model and demonstrated its utility as both

a general model, and for application to particular places.
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CHAPTER 5

Applying the Purposive Model to the Office Context

5.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter it was seen that the referent and
level facets of the GMS have, to an extent, already been
validated in the office context (Domnald, 1983; 1985). The
focus facet was not included in these previous studies and
their results failed to reveal any aspects of the
evaluations to be central. A consideration of this facet is
potentially of great importance for progressing our
understanding the role of the environment in the life of

the worker and organisation.

In this chapter a detailed consideration will be given to
the derivation of the elements of the GNMS for its
application to office evaluation. In the first two
sections, attention will be paid to the role of the office
in the work of the individual and in relation to the
organisation. This will then be followed by the discussion

of each of the facets of office evaluation.

5.2 The Function of the Office

According to Craig (1981) the first recorded use of the
term office in the English language can be found in
Chaucer's The Canterbury Tales. However if we look at the
way in which the term was used by Chaucer we find 1its

meaning to be somewhat different to its present use. In the
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Friars tale Chaucer writes; "And his offyce I shal him
telle, y-wis."™ (Chaucer, 1386, p 325). In a respected
translation (Coghill, 1951) of The Canterbury ITales the

line reads; "I'1ll tell him all about that job of his"™ (p

311}.

From the change in the way "office" has been generally used
in the English language, it can be seen that the office
setting is intimately tied to the role and activities of
the person who occupies it. In present day English the term
office applies equally to an environment and a Jjob or

organisational role.

In more recent times there has grown a consensus as to the
functions of the office. In discussing office design Pile
(1976) argues that, "The functions of the office all have
to do with two activities, which can be summarised as
comnunication and control." (p 11). Pile goes on to contend

that;

"comnunication is only the servant of control, providing
the data needed as a basis for action and carrying the
controlling decisions outward...Control is the making of
decisions in a form that will lead to their
inplementation™ (p 11).
Noting that decisions may be made anywhere, Pile continues
by stating that decision makers need to be established
where they can comnmunicate; the office. Finally Pile
concludes by writing;

"Thus, an office is, primarily, @a place for decision
making. The decisions may be trivial and routine or
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basiec and important, or both, but they require the
support of communication both inflowing and outflowing."

£p 13).

Sundstrom (1986) also notes similar functions for the

office;
"Office workers keep records and files, conduct
conferences and discussions, perform calculations,

compose written text, and do other tasks involved in the

handling of information and the making of decisions and

plans." (p 26).
It is clear that decision making as viewed by Pile includes
all the trivial and important decisions made in an
organisation, be they the processing of an insurance claim
or a major policy decision effecting the entire
organisation. The view of Sundstrom shows the many aspects
of the activities of the office worker which are part of
their decision making. The first task of the office then,
is to provide a setting which facilitates the decision
méking process. For example, the decision maker will
require, at times, an environment in which he or she can
concentrate, they will also require a quality of lighting
which will allow them to be able to see what they are

doing, and they will need space to store information.

Once the decisions are made they clearly need to be
comnunicated. Communication requires access to individuals
and groups, which in turn places demands on the
environment. There need to be meeting places which are
- confidential., The location of individuals needs to be such

that they are accessible, but also that they may control
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the access people can have to them.

In addition to comnunication and decision making there are
other factors which relate to the function of the office.

Hopf (1931), for example, writes that;

"In the well planned office groups of clerical workers

are brought together in large, open, unobstructed areas

which strengthen egprit de corps.." (p 775).
While it is likely that Hopf considered esprit de gcorps as
a facilitator of decision making, it is clear that the
office has, since very early times, been required to
engender psychological conditions required for that
decision making. Thus in addition to the office providing
basie physical supports, its role is seen as relating to
in

theories of how work groups operate, and to function

conmplex and indirect ways.

The proposition that the environment relates to theories of
the way in which organisations and individuals function
brings into the discourse the role of the office in
organisational theory. 1In the next section we will briefly
examine the implications of various organisational theories

for the office.

5.3 Organisational Theory and the Environment
Organisational theory provides indications of the purposes
of the office. However, the physical settings in which the

organisations exist are not given an explicit place in
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organisational theory. Nlonetheless 1t 1s possible to
speculate and draw some implications from the general
orientation of various theorists as to the significant

factors of the environment in organisational functioning.

In the following sections a brief, chronologically ordered,
outline of the major relevant organisational theories will
be provided, and implications for the environment and its
evaluation drawn. It will also be seen that while
organisational theorists have ignored the physical
environment, office designs have reflected the general

ethos in which each of the theories have been proffered.

5.3.1 Classical Theories of Organisations

Toward the end of the last century and the beginning of the
present, a number of independent writers presented separate
works which have become known as classical organisational
theory. This body of work does not represent an organised,
unitary theory. What unifies the concepts and ideas of
classical theory is the underlying assumptions and general
paradigm of human and organisational functioning upon
which they are based. Of the numerous contributors to this
body of knowledge, Max Weber and Frederick Taylor are

foremost.

Weber's theories were published in the latter part of the
last century, but did not appear in English translation
until 1947. Central to Weber's (1947) theory of

organisations is the concept of bureaucracy. In essence,
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Weber proposed that organisations could be classified in
terms of the extent to which they fulfilled characteristics
of his bureaucratic ideal. Sharma (1982) summarises these
into seven ideal characteristics or dimensions; division of
labour, hierarchy of authority, wide use of formal written
documents, training, stable 2and exhaustive rules and
regulations, impersonal (formal) interpersonal relations,
and meritocratic advancement. Sundstrom (1986) reduces

these further to hierarchy of authority and roles.

Taylor's (1911) theory of Scientific Management  was
concerned principally with motivation and the nature of
work. The theory made no provision for human needs or
potential. It was assumed that there is a single best and
most efficient method of performance for each task.
Additionally, it was argued that tasks could be reduced to
minute elements. Individuzls were considered to be
intrinsically 1lazy, working only under supervision, and
motivated purely by financial gain. When given the
appropriate conditions people would work in a mechanistic

manner.

While ©both of the above accounts are caricatures of what
are very detailed theories, they do provide an adequate
skeleton for our discussion. Additionally, while it can
easily be seen that the foei of Weber znd Taylor are very
different, there is considerable comnon ground between the

two writers. As Sharma (1982) argues; "Almost all the
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concepts from scientific management were similar to those
in Weber's bureaucratic model." (p 124) . Similarly,
implications for the environment and person-organisation
relations which accrue from both theories are fundamentally

common.

Perhaps the most important characteristics of the classical
theories is their subjugation of the individual, and
/individual expression, and the sacrosanct primacy of the
formal organisation. Sundstrom (1986) mentions three basic
environmental implications which derive from the the
classical theories. Fistly, "symbols of office" are seen to
relate to Weber's theory. The form which such symbols take
are many. However some which may be of importance are the
various status markers which are in evidence in offices
(Duffy, 1974; 1974a; Steele, 1986) including, for example,
position in relation to a window, the direction faced in

the office, the size of workspace or desk.

The second and third environmental implications drawn by
Sundstrom (1986) are M"economy of motion" and "visual
accessibility". Both of these environmental considerations
are seen as derivatives of scientific manazgement. Econony
of motion would require ready access to equipment and
others with whom one needs contact. The Taylorist view that
‘workers are intrinsically lazy implies the need for close
‘supervision, which, of course, requires an office designed

in such a way as to make this possible.
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In addition to Sundstrom's propositions can be added the
need to delineate space in accord with function. Not only
does this relate to economy of motion, buf also division of
labour and departments. In addition to differentiating the
various functional and hierarchical groups, their
Juxtaposition needs to be planned. The 1image of the
organisation, and its primacy, may also be communicated to

the individual worker via physical means.

It is worth noting that many of the functions of the office
that are consequent to classical organisational theory are
only considered from the organisation's perspective. They
may be rather undesirable from the point of view of the

individual worker.

The focus of Sundstrom's writing has been on what may be

termed positive provision; it does not include features
which, 'by implication, 'should be avoided. For exanmple,
official and formal channels of comununication imply the

need to prevent informal gatherings.

Examples of office designs which reflect the classical
approach to organisations show how these ideas permeated
design (Duffy, 1980) and office practice (Braverman 1974).
Frank Lloyd WVright's Larkin building, built in 1904,
demonstrates in horrific detail the the form an office

could take when designed zlong the principles of scientific

management.

Duffy (1980) gives a detailed description of the building
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in which slogans espousing corporate values could be found
on the walls. Desk layout was tight and rigid in planning
and the seats pivoted from the desks allowing only minimal
movement. Women and men were sharply segregated within the
same office space and a supervisor could see all. Spatially
the building expressed the unity of the organisation as
well as 1its dominance. The <cathedral 1like interior
reinforced the dominance of the organisation over the

individual,

A publication of the time is worth repeating in order to
give an idea of the views held of the appropriate nature of
buildings:
"The office, to some extent, should be an expression in
physical form of the organisation of the business...that
is, it should show the 1lines of authority, the

separation of functions, and the direction of work
through the different departments." (Schulze, 1919,

p 95)
Empirical studies which have attempted to relate the
spatial configuration and demarcation of an office to the
structure of the organisation are rare. Indeed Sundstrom's
comprehensive review of the literature on workplaces
includes only one such study; the present author knows of

no others.

In this study, Duffy (1974a) attempted to relate
bureaucracy (tightness of membership bonds) and interaction
(frequency and quality of comnunication) on the side of the

organisation, with differentiation (variety amongst
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workspaces) and subdivision (screening and partitioning of
workspaces) of the environment. Duffy (1974) hypothesised
that high degrees of bureaucracy ‘'would be associated with
highly differentiated office space, and vice versa for
nonbureaucratic organisations. Organisations with high
levels of interaction would have low levels of subdivision,
and vice versa. Each of these factors were measured on

numerous scales.

In general Duffy's hypothesis was not supported. For
example highly centralised (ie. bureaucratic) organisations
were found to be low on subdivision and differentiation.
There are several alternatives proposed to explain Duffy's
results (see Sundstrom, 1986, for a lengthy discussion).
However, it is clear that the model did not take the true
complexity of organisations into account. This 1is a
criticism which was also made of the classical approach in

general,

5.3.2 Neo-Classical and Human Relations Approaches to
Organisations

The neo-classicists and human relationists do not present
such an integrated collective as the contributors to
classical theory. Indeed the human relations school is
often seen as distinct from the neo-classical theorists.
However, the differences between the two approaches are a
natter of focus. Moreover, neither approach provides an

alternative to the classical theories, but rather represent
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a refinement, elaboration, and expansion of the classical
doctrine. For example, Vilmar (1973) refers to the human

relations strategies as "pseudo-strategies™, and Clegg and

Dunkerly (1980) state that;

"The innovations of the 1960s did not, in fact,

challenge Taylorist division of labour...they were neo-

Taylorist rather than anti-Taylorist." (p 514).
In an attempt to discover optimal working conditions, in
the vein of Taylorism and environmental determinism, a
group of researchers conducted what have become known as
the Hawthorne studies (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1949).
The studies are sufficiently well known as not to require
repetition here. There findings however provide an adequate

sumnary of the major issues raised by this group of

theorists and writers.

The conclusions of the Hawthorne experiments have been
outlined by Sharma (1982): i) The workers define roles and
establish norms which are not necessarily those of the
formal organisation, ii) rewards other than financial guide
workers behaviour, iii) workers act as collectives as well
as individuals, iv) informal 1leaders emerge who can
neutralise the power of the formal leader, v) comnunication
needs to be two-way between ranks, and participation is
important, vi) greater satisfaction improves organisational
effectiveness, vii) management require social skills as
well as technical ability, and viii) organisations need to

satisfy higher, as well as lower level needs.
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Of course it will be remembered that the notion of
individuals acting as a group with shared goals and
purposes was raised by Gould (1983) in relation to =action
paradigms., This argument should be borne in mind for later

considerations of the evaluation model.

The issue of need satisfaction brings into the discussion
the theories of Maslow (1943) and Herzberg (1966) which
include a specific place for the environment. That these
theories of motivation have been severely challenged and
been proved inadequate is not of concern here, The
irportant aspect of consideration is their implications

for, and impact on, the design and use of the office

environment.

In Sundstrom's (1986) review of workplaces, he specifies
the actual or implied role grforded to the environment by
these organisational theories as, in the case of MHaslow,
SatiSfyiné basic physiological and safety needs, and for
Herzberg, being a potential dissatisfying element of the
work context. Referring to Homans (1950) work on groups,
Sundstron (1986) views the environment as providing for the
accessibility associated with patterns of dinterpersonal
interaction by means of the proximity of individuals. It
should be noted that nany organisational psychologists (eg.

Schein, 1980; Sharma, 1982) consider Homans to be an early

systems theorist,

Ve have already seen that the design concept of
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Burolandschaft came as a revolution in the design world.
The design concept related directly to the new thinking in
organisational and management theory. 1In relation to the
neo-classical theories being but an extension of classical

theory, Duffy (1974) states that, office landscaping;

"added to a basically Tayloristic concern with measuring
work flow a number of ideas drawn from later schools of
managerial thought. For the first time in office
planning, attention was drawn to the distinction between
the informal and the formal organisation." (p 115)
Attention in office planning, it was proposed, should not
simply  follow the organisational chart (Lorenzen and
Jaeger, 1968) but also take into account the =affective
bonds which hold organisations together. There was also a
new emphasis on comnunication rather than work flow (Duffy,
1974) . Comnunication was not to be based on a one way
supervisor to subordinate flow; comnunication was to travel

across departmental boundaries, across status levels, often

circumventing intermediary personnel.

Along with this less formal form of communication went the
reduction in status distinctions (Duffy, 1980); the
organisation was to become democratic and this was to be
reflected in the office by equality of environment. As

Duffy (1974) writes;

"If physical barriers come down, and desks are arranged
loosely according to need not status in the manner of
office landscaping, true cooperation towards a common
goal is likely to be encouraged if not engendered" (p

B 79
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Additionally, there 1is a need to provide places for
informal meetings. Such provision of course runs contrary
to classical theory where such meetings were to be
suppressed. Suppression of such behaviour could be achieved
by not providing the environmental opportunity for its
expression. Rather than using the environment to constrain
employee preferred behaviour, the new approach aimed at

channelling it into an organisationally useful form.

Duffy (1974) has noted that a reprehensible aspect of the
burolandschaft movement was that all organisations should
be equally participative and equally landscaped. This
disregard for the uniqueness, or at least dissimilarity,

between organisations brings us to the final organisational

theories; systems and contingency theories.

5.3.3 Systems and Contingency Approaches to Organisations

As organisations and technology became more complex, an
inevitable (Porter et - O 1975) reformation of
organisational theory occurred and resulted in various
systems theories of organisations. In some of these
theories a specific place was given to the environment.
This 1is perhaps most evident in the sociotechnical model

(Trist et al. 1963) developed at the Tavistock Institute.
Sharma (1982) describes a system as;

"a grouping of parts that act as an entity rather than a
conglomeration of individual parts. The behaviour of the
entity is a Jjoint function of the behaviours of the
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individual parts and their interactions
(interdependencies)." (p. 139)
The system, 1like a gestalt,” is more than the sum of its
parts. The total system, or organisation, consists of its
parts, plus their interactions. As a system is composed of
interacting parts it is also dynamic; in a state of flux.
Further, systems are themselves part of other systems and

are composed of sub-systens.

A central question of systems theory, and one which has yet
to be answered, is what the constituent parts are, and how
they are related. Organisational components seem to fall
into five categories (Sharma, 1982); i) individuals, 11i)
formal organisation, iii) informal organisation, iv) status

and roles,  and v) physical environment of the work

situation.

With regard to this fifth category, Sharma includes the
environment in a similar way to that which has been seen
for the other organisational approaches. He does add,
however, that it affects;

"skills, notivations and  perceptions of  people
ultimately leading to a particular efficiency level" (p
148) .

It is clear that systems nodels take the environment beyond
the =simple cause and effect concepts of classical theory
and architectural determinism, and closer to the recent

models of environmental transaction.
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The contingency models (eg. Kast and Rosenzweig, 1979)
basically argue in the systems vein, but add to it the
coﬁtention that there is no one universal best organisation
or systen. The appropriate organisational forn is
contingent upon many different factors, its goals,
environment (economie, cultural, and other aspects of the
wider environment) and so forth. From this perspective

there is also, of course, no one best office design.

It is difficult to find a literature on design which
relates to the systems theory of organisations, perhaps
because of its relative recency. Sundstrom (1986) is quite
brief and limited in his consideration of the importance of
the office environment in the systems approach. It 1is
nerely noted that the role of the physical environnment 1is
as part of the technologiczl side of an organisation, with
the key being to fit the environment to the social systemn.
This view is rather limited conceptually. Considering the
environment to be confined to the technological sidg of an
organisation is to put an emphasis on the basic supportive
role of the environment. There are also social
considerations, as the previous argumént in relation to the
referent facet of the GNIS reveals. Specifically, peoples
actions and goals in an organisation have a physical

(technical) and social referent (socio).

To Sundstrom's argument can also be added the need for

environmental flexibility; organisations are dynamic. A

change in one aspect of the organisation is going to have
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ramifications in other areas. These changes need to be
absorbed. In order for the environment to zbsorb the change
it must be flexible in design. Additionally any change in
the environment needs to be carefully considered. For
example, there may be political consequences of a change in
environment. This can be seen when an organisation proposes
a change 1in the environment which leads to negotiations
with trade wunions about compensation and environmental

conditions.

It can be seen that the consequences of environmental
change related to much wider considerations than direct
cause and effect for performance; impact is felt throughout

the organisation. Of course this is what would be expected

from systems theory.

From the preceding discussion it is clear that the
environment has a number of functions. From these the
actual content of questions for an office evaluation can
begin to be specified in that they provide the areas which

may be of concern. For example, status and demarcation,

formal and informal considerations, observation and
privacy, cohesion and esprit de <corps, lighting and
heating.

Each of these areas of concern relate to the various facets
of the GNS. In the next section we will consider the facets
of place evaluation and their interpretation in relation to

the existing 1literature on the physical elements of the
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office environment which are tied to the objectives and

roles we have discussed.

5.4 Facets of Office Evaluation

5.4.1 Level of Interaction

There are many sources of evidence to support the existence
and validity of the level facet elements of Dbuilding,
office, and immediate workarea (or desk, workstation,

workspace and so forth).

The study conducted by the Pilkington Research Unit
(Manning, 1965) included much discussion focused on the
demarcation of spaces within the office area in accord with
status differences between workers. The results of the PRU
study provide clear evidence that office  workers
experienced, evaluated, and conceptualised the office as
consisting of smaller demarcated zreas. Not only does this
show that there is differentiation between office and work
spaces, but also that there is a relationship between at
least one aspect of environmental experience and

organisational properties; status and hierarchy.

A~ study by Heidmets and Nitt (1982) in the USSR also
provides direct evidence for the proposed levels of
interaction. This study looked at the preferences of office
workers for particular activity locations. The researchers
differentiated five locations; personal workplace, place in

the building, wash-room, special place/room on a floor, and
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places outside the building.

Although the investigators proposed the above 1locations,
they provide very little theoretical rationale for their
choice; distinct levels are, however, evident, personal
workplace and place within the building, for example. It is
clear that some of their 'elements' could be classified
into more than one of the categories being used by the
present author. Their results, nonetheless, provide support
for the basic principle of categorisation being used here.
Additionally, the activity-place relations also support the

hypothesis of objectives related evaluation.

The importance given to the distinction between the various
levels of the office environment can also be seen from the
work of Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 19866) who, when
describing their research results, write;
"One of the more general findings from both studies, and
perhaps the most important, is that people's assessments
of the larger environmental settings are influenced by
their feelings about their immediate workplace" (1986, p
75) .
The above not only provides evidence for a distinction
between the immediate work area and other levels of the
environment, but also shows them to be related, in that the
assessment at one level influences assessment at another.

This 1is, of course, contrary to the hypothesis presented

here.

The differentiation of 1levels of the environment is
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implicit in almost all office research. An example of this
implicit differentiation can be found in the work of
Ferguson and Weisman (1986). 1In their study they attempt,
using path analysis, to show the factors which are related
to satisfaction with the workspace. One of the important
links 1in the causal paths of their model is the degree of
openness of the workspace. The concept of openness is
basically concerned with the extent to which the individual

immediate work &area 1is differentiated from the larger

office space.

Recognising the implicit importance given to the
differentiation of the workspace from the office as a whole
leads wus to find support for the differentiation from the
majority of studies concerned with the office environment.
Thus all those studies previously mentioned, which address

the total office environment, could again be cited.

Previously a small number of studies which have attempted
to uncover the more fundzmental dimensions of the office
environment were reviewed. From these studies there is also
support for the elements of the level facet. Hedge (1982),
for example, found factors related to ‘"workspace" and
"routes"™. The factor of routes is concerned with the
buildirg, and workspace with the immediate workarea. Hedge
(1986) also found facters of ‘"office «conditions"™ and

"workspace',

of course the most direct justification for the
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differentiation of levels of the office environment comes
from the office studies by Donald (1983) in which a
distinction was found empirically between the 1level of

office and building.

It 1s also indicative of the distinction between the
building, office, and workspace that there are professions
concerned with each. Architects, for example, are concerned
with the basic building design, at the level of the office,
'space planners and facilities managers are concerned with
the general layout of spaces. Finally numerous groups have
the immediate workarea as their concern, systems furniture

designers, for instance.

In general it is clear that the distinction between
different 1levels of the office environment is present in
the majority of work concerned with the setting. It should
be appreciated that these distinctions are fundamental in
understanding activities within an organisation including,
for exanmple, group formation, individual privacy and
interaction, and organisational comnunication. Therefore,
from the organisation's perspective, understanding how the
different levels are conceptualised is important. From the

designer's point of view it is also important.

In designing an environment attempts are being made to
produce a setting which facilitates the organisational and
individual activities. In some instances this requires that

levels of the environment are distinguished
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psychologically. To date, however, with the exception of
the previous office study by Donald (1983; 1985), no
attecmpts have been made to discover whether these design
intentions are actually fulfilled. Knowledge of the way in
which levels are evaluated and conceptualised 1is of

considerable importance to the design and use of offices.

5.4.2 Referent of Interaction

As has already been noted, the actual elements of each
facet of the GHS need to be developed in relation to the
particular environment being evaluated. The one possible
exception to this appears to be the referent facet. 1In all
published applications of the model, the elements of the
referent facet have consisted of space, social and
services, The consistent validation of the elements of the

referent facet suggest that they are universal across

settings.

It should be mentioned that, although the inclusion of only
three elements in the questionnaire is highly unlikely to
result in the research revealing additional -elements,
although it may indicate that they exist, the inclusion of
the elements will not inevitably lead to them being
recovered from the data as distinct areas or elements of
evaluation; the results are not purely an artifact of the
questionnaire, although they are, of course, constrained by

it.
The implication of the universality of the referent
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elenents are two fold. Firstly they can be directly applied
to the present setting, although the. actual questions
generated by them may be particular to the setting.
Secondly, 1little advance, theoretically, would be achieved
by their application once again, except perhaps as yet
another replication. It does seem likely, however, that the
facet nay be expanded and explored further. Before
considering this possibility, a brief review of literzture
Justifying the original three referents in relation to the

office will be given.

The mnost recent and comprehensive review of the literature
concerned with work environments (Sundstrom, 1986) is
organised in accordance with the three referent elcments.
There are chapters, for example, concerned with, lighting
and windows, temperature and air, and noise. Other chapters
are concerned with privacy, and comnunication and groups,

each of which consider social and spatial aspects of the

environment.

In Wineman's recent book (Wineman, 1986) there are chapters
devoted to considerations of lighting (Ellis, 1986), open
versus closed offices (Hedge, 1986), privacy (Sundstrom,
1966a) and status demarcation (Konar and Sundstrom, 1986).
Each of these deal with distinct referent elements.
Additionally, in the concluding chapter of the book,
Wineman (1986a) focuses her discussion of the future

directions for office research on the separate issues of
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lighting, air quality, and office planning.

In a book addressing the health hazards faced by office
workers, Craig (1981) finds it useful to distinguish
between lighting, temperature and ventilation, and space.
The sections concerned with such 1issues as sexual

harassment seem to add a social element.

The separation of the various referent elements date back
to the earliest office research. For example, the
previously mentioned study by Duffy (1974) 1is concerned
with the spatial 1layout of offices in relation to the
organisation. Canter (1969) is concerned with office size,
nmore recently, van Hoogdalem (1984) addresses the issue of
tranélating organisational relations into spatial
relations, and van Hoogdalem et al. (1985) are concerned
with the use of floor plans in developing design
guidelines., One of the first office research studies was by
Langdon (1966a) who carried out a survey of office
lighting, and one of the earliest studies of office heating
was performed by Black (1964). Although the study of
ambient conditions is still a distinet area it has
increased in sophistication, as is shown by Ellis' (1986)
study of the aesthetic and symbolic functions of lighting.
Social considerations too have a long history. Wells, for
example, carried out a very early sociometric study of

offices (Wells, 1965).

It would be possible to list many wnore studies which
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differentiate these aspects of the environment, several
have indeed previously been cited, however it is, or at
least should be, clear that the distinction is evident in

the office research and design literature.

As the referent facet has been supported in numerous
studies, it 1is advantageous to attempt to expand and
develop the facet further. Such an attempt will be made in

the present research. It is to this that we now turn.

5.4.2.1 A Socio-Spatial Referent

Previous studies which have applied the GMS, have been
content to discover whether there is empirical support for
the elements of each of the facets. However, this leaves
the question as to whether it is possible to explore the
conponents of the elements further. Additionally; the
possibility of sub or secondary facets has not Dbeen
considered., In the present study an attempt will be made to
discover whether the items within an element category can
be fruitfully explored, and whether further divisions
within the referent facet exist. To examine these issues a
Socio-spatial element will be added to the referent facet.
This element will be further investigated by considering

the relationship of the items within it.

We may begin this short discussion by providing three

example questions;

1. Are the people in your office friendly ?
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2. Do you have sufficient storage space ?

3. Is your office crowded ?

Each of the above represent legitimate evaluatory
questions. Questions 1 and 2 are however rather different
from question 3. Both questions 1 and 2 are pure in terms
of the referent from which they are drawn; social and
spatial respectively. Question 3 refers to crowding.
Crowding has both a social referent and a spatial
component; at its simplest it involves the number of people

in relation to the amount of space.

From this it can be seen that while there are pure social
and pure spatial aspects of the environment, there are also

components which have a socio-spatial characteristic.

There 1is considerable evidence to suggest that the socio-
spatial issues are of the greatest importance in office
research and design. One of the most heavily researched
areas in the field is the socio-spatial phenomenon of
privacy (eg. Brookes and Kaplan, 1972; Ferguson and
Weisman, 1986; Hedge, 1982; 1986; Justa and Golan, 1977;
Sundstromn, 1986; Sundstrom, Herbert and Brown, 1982;
Sundstrom et al., 1982; Szilagyi and Holland, 1977). Also
as Hedge's factor analytic studies (Hedge, 1982; 1986)
reveal, privacy to be an underlying dimension of office

evaluations.

In a widely cited volume Altman (1975) integrated many

areas of environrental psychology into one theoretical
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model dealing with privacy and associated issues. All of
these ‘'associated issues' have a socio-spatial component.
Amongst these «can be found such phenomena as crowding,
isolation, and territoriality. Each of these have been the
concern of office research, and the concept of the
nonterritorial office (Allen and Gerstberger, 1973) has

caused much discussion.

The design concept of Burolandschaft is, in essence, based
on socio-spatial considerations. Also, however, the design
is concerned with comnunications. If one considers that
comnunication is, fundanentally, the transmission of
information between individuals or groups, then one sees
that it has a distinect social component. The basic
rationale of burolandschaft is that one should 1locate

individuals in such a way as to improve communication via

their proximity.

It is clear from these relatively few examples that socio=-
‘Spatial considerations are of prime importance. In the
Pilot stage of the research, therefore, numerous questions
relating to various aspects of privacy are included. If the
results produce fruitful and meaningful insights, the
socio-spatial issue will be expanded and explored further,
and the potential for the 4inclusion of a sub-facet

considered.
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5.4.3 Focus of Interaction

The focus facet is problematic. We have previously seen
that research which has applied the GMS has suggested that
there are two categories of foci. The focus which is
relevant in any particular study is a function of the place

being evaluated.

The office environment has both formal and informal
qualities derived from the nature of work and
organisations. It is widely recognised that organisations
have formal and informal components (eg. Schein, 1980;
Sharma, 1982). The less fornal aspects of life in the
office is also shown by research into organisational
climate and culture (eg. Campbell et al. 1975), as well as
being implicit in many other areas. We have also seen that
one of the important distinguishing Tfeatures between
classical and neo-classical organisational theories is the
recognition of the importance of informal aspects of the

organisation for both the organisation and the individual.

This has also been reflected in considerations by
environmental psychologists. Heidmats and Nitt (1982), for
example, go as far as to suggest that the office
environment is a 'social club', as well as being a place of
work. Also, as technology advances, it has been argued that
it will eventuazlly be unnecessary for offices to exist as
people may work at home using electronic compnunications. In
countering this it can be argued that the office is nmore

than a place of work, it is also a place for meeting people
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and socialising.

The above characteristics of the office led Donald (1983)
to include items which allowed for both general/particular

and central/anciliary foci to emerge. The results of the
study failed to support either of the previous categories

of focus. Indeed no focus was found to be <central; the

issue thus remained unresolved.

It may be suggested, based upon the preceding discussion,
that a focus facet may include elements of work and well-
being. The work element allows questions directed towards
formal characteristics to be asked. The well-being element
pernits one to address the issue of non-work related

conponents of the environment.

In the majority of discussions of the office environment,
it is consistently stated that the interest of research is
in both procuctivity (work) and well-being (eg. Sundstrom,
1966; 1987; Wineman, 1986). Additionally, the two elements
have been considered separately in specific research
projects (eg. Mercer, 1979). Again this suggests that the
two elements are worthy of investigation in terms of then
being the focus for evaluations by the office wusers. It
should be noted that the possible distinction between what
a researcher perceives as a valid differentiation, and how
a user actually evaluates the environment, is an important

one, and a2 matter for empirical validation.
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The importance of this facet in understanding the nature of
office use and evaluation and, to an extent, the nature of
people in organisations is considerable. For example if it
is found that well-being is central to peoples evaluations,
it suggests that evaluation studies which place a premium
on productivity are not addressing the most important
issues from the perspective of the individual worker. If
the distinction is not up held empirically, this also has
wide implications. For example, it implies that the formal
and informal aspects of the environment of offices are
integrated rather than separate issues, and the separation

of the two elements in office research is inappropriate.

5.5 A Mapping Sentence for Office Evaluation

The three facets above provide the mapping sentence shown
in table 5.1. In terms of specific hypotheses, it is being
argued that, individuals will distinguish between the
building, office, and immediate work area in their
evaluations. Further, the differentiation of these levels

will be ordered, with each being independent.

The structure of the evaluations will also show a three way
categorisation of the referents of the office; social,
spatial, and services. Additionally, it will be possible to
discern a socio-spatial element, These elements will be
qualitatively related and, moreover, be present at each
level of the environment. Additional, meaningful, insights

into the nature of socio-spatial aspects of the environment
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will be shown by the items of that element.

Finally, the focus of evaluations will be in terms of
assessment in relation to work and in relation to general
well-being. Again the focus will be present at each
environmental level. The focus will modify the referent and
thus, in terms of their spatial representation be located

on the same plane of SSA space.

Table 5.1

Mapping Sentence for Office Evaluation

The extent to which person (x) is satisfied with the

Referent of the Level
(R1 Social ) (L1 Building )
(R2 Service ) (L2 Office )
(R3 Space ) (L3 Desk/Immediate)
(R4 Socio-Spatial) ( Kork Area )
Very
Satisfied
for their Focus
(F1 Work Y S feemmammin > to
(F2 Well-being)
Very
Dissatisfied

The above mapping sentence produces 24 structuples. Fron
these structuples the evaluation questionnaire shown in
appendix U4 was constructed for the pilot study. The actual

content of each question has a clear basis in the issues
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and concerns generated by the role of the environment in

organisational theory, and previous office research.

5.6 Summary

In this dhapter it has been seen that the the primary
functions of the office are concerned with comnunication
and decision making. A consideration of the environment in
relation to organisational theory has shown numerous
additional roles for the environment. From the research
literature on office design a three facet mapping sentence
for office evaluation has been designed which conforms to
the GMS. The possibility of expanding on the GMS has been
noted, and attempts to achieve this are to be part of the
present thesis. Finally, a pilot questionnaire has been
developed from the mapping sentence and a review of the

relevant literature.

It was noted earlier in the thesis that factors other than
environmental evaluation will be examined. In order that
the main theme of the present research will not be
obscured, the rationale for the inclusion of various other

issues vwill be addressed in chapter 7.
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CHAPTER 6

Pilot Study Part 1:
Environmental Evaluation

6.1. Introduction

The research reported in the present thesis has as its
primary concern the structure of people's evaluations of
their office envirbnment. In this chapter we will consider
a pilot study designed to test and explore a number of
issues, related to this central theme, which have been
" deseribed in the preceding pages. The actual pilot study
consists of two parts. The second part of the study was
concerned with people's perceptions of their organisation.
For reasons of continuity that part of the study will be

considered in the next chapter,

6.2 The Questionnaire

The questionnaire, generated from the mapping sentence
described in chapter 5, is presented in appendix 4, and
contains 52 environmental evaluation questions. A further
33 questions relating to the organisation were included in
the questionnzire. These questions are presented 1in
appendix 5 and will be discussed in chapter 7. Responses to
the questions were made on a 7-point Likert type rating
sczale, The response categories for the environmental
evaluation questions are ordered from "Very Satisfied" (1)
to  "Very Dissatisfied" (7). The first page of the

Questionnaire contained instructions. Space was also
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provided for general comuments.

6.3 Data Collection Site

Considerable problems were being encountered at this stage
in the research in obtaining commitment from organisations
to participate in the study. It was consequently decided
that the pilot study should be conducted within an
organisation which afforded relatively easy access; a

university.

The use of university offices was not considered optimal
for a number of reasons. Firstly, the administrative and
departmental offices of a university tend to be smaller
than those sought for the main study. Secondly, university
offices are typically located in many different buildings.
Thirdly, the functions of university offices are different
to those of many other organisations in that people who do
not work in the offices often use them. Additionally, many
facilities wusually contained in an office building are
centralised on a campus, and located in particular

buildings designed for the purpose.

Despite the above reservations, a university was used as it
was thought preferable that a sub-optimal setting was
surveyed for the pilot research as this would allow the use
of an additional organisation in the main part of the
study. The ready access also allowed the possibility of

carrying out the pilot study rapidly while negotiations
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with other organisations were in progress. Additionally,
if, as is hypothesised, the basic model is relatively
universal it should be of some validity in most contexts.
Finally, it has to be zccepted that applied research,
especially in such an areaz as this, inevitably has a

considerable component of compromise.

Permission to carry out the pilot study was sought from the
University of Surrey. There were two principal reasons for
contacting this particular university. Firstly it 1is a
university with which the author has had contact for a
number bf years, and secondly, the university took part in
a previous study of a similar nature (Donald, 1983).

Permission was readily granted.

6.4 Questionnaire Distribution

Sixty questionnaires were distributed throughout the
administrative and departmental offices of the University
of Surrey. All offices contained 2 minimum of four people.
The author returned to collect the questionnaires on the
second and third days following distribution. Forty

completed questionnaires were returned.

Although a 66% completion rate is not particularly high,
the data collection coincided with the beginning of a new
academic year. Consequently the participants were extrenmely

busy at that time.
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6.5 Data Analysis and Results

All environmental evaluation items were analysed using
Smallest Space Analysis (SSA) (See appendix 2). The
original association coefficients were calculated using the
Pearson product moment correlation procedure. The
coefficient of alienation for the resultant SSA solution

was 0.21, which is an acceptable stress level.

It should be remembered that during the pilot stage,
especially given the constraints of the sample, one is
seeking underlying trends, rather than perfectly clear cut

partitioning of the SSA space. In the following sectlons

the evidence for each of the proposed facets is presented.

6.5.1 Level Facet

Validation of the level facet and its elements was not a
major concern of the pilot study as the facet had
previously been tested in the office context with generally
supportive results (ecf. Donald, 1983; 1985). However, as
the questionnaire itself also required testing, a regional

partitioning for the level facet was nonetheless sought.

The projection of the SSA space shown in figure 6.1a
provides some support for the level facet. To the right of
the partition line dissecting the plot can be found those
items constructed using the building element of the level
facet. To the left are found items related to the office

and immediate area/desk. As with previous studies conducted
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Figure 6.1a

Projection of the SSA of the Environmental Pilot
Questionnaire Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Level Facet

WORKSPACE-OFFICE BUILDING
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by Donald (1983) no partition between the elements
immediate work arez and office are evident. Given the
nature of the offices, for example the absence of any
partitioning, this finding was not a great surprise.
However it still leaves open to question whether any office
workers make the office/immediate area distinction in their

evaluations.

Host research projects wusing the facet approach are
concerned with the general structure of a domain. In comnon
with, for exanple, factor analysis, there is little concern
for individual items which do not act, empirically, in
accord with the researcher's original hypothesis. While
this practice is acceptable, the apparent mislocation of
individual items can provide useful insights into the
nature of the phenomenon being studied. Throughout the
research reported here, attention will be paid to
nislocated items which further our understanding of the

domain of evaluation.

A number of items are found in regions contrary to their
hypothesised location in relation to the 1level facet.
Specifically, item 1 (amount of light in the office) is
found in the building region, and items 20 (location of
other departments in the building) and 38 (extent to which
you have chance encounters with people around the
building...) were 1located in the office/immediate area

region.
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It 1is rather difficult to find adequate explanations for
the mislocation of these three items. However it does seem
that the conceptual and experiential distinction between
different environmental levels is relatively weak. It was
hypothesised that the levels would be revealed by
relatively straight partition lines dividing the plane of
the SSA space. The partition line shown in figure 6.1a 1is
far from straight. Such a partitioning suggests a
relatively weak distinction in the participants

conceptualisation and evaluation of the levels.

While the unusual qualities of the campus buildings may
account to a great extent for the form of the partition
line, it 1is also possible that this feature is due to a
weakness in the questionnaire. Thus, in general, it can be
concluded that while the pilot study supported the 1level
facet, close attention should be paid to the future

formulation of items in relation to this facet.

6.5.2 Referent Facet

In relation to the referent facet there are two basic aims
of the pilot study. The first is to discover whether there
is evidence for a fourth distinct element; socio-spatial.
The second aim is to discover whether it is possible to
gain further insights into the nature of the socio-spatial

element by an examination of particular items.

The SSA space which partitions most clearly in accord with
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the elements of the referent facet is shown in figure 6.1b.
It can be seen that four principal regions have been
¥

distinguished; services, social-spatial, social, and space.

The socio-spatial region is further sub-divided.

6.5.2.1 Services

The first region, services, contains all the service items
from the questionnaire with the exception of those which
address the issue of heating in the office (5 and 28).
These two items are located in the next region to the left

(Socio-spatial).

6.5.2.2 Socio-Spatial

A second region, containing items concerned with social~-
spatial aspects of the evaluation is evident. The region is
sub-divided, with a sub-region for issues related to
privacy. This region is very strong providing much
encouraging -and useful information. Included in the region
are 4items which address privacy directly, for exanple,
"visual privacy at your desk" (21 and 34), and "amount of

privacy in your office" (9).

Additionally, items which are part of the socio-spatial
domain, but which do not include the word privacy, for
éxample, "ability to hold confidential conversations" (8),
and "ease with which you can sit at your desk without
others watching you" (29) are located in this region. This

clearly shows that the participants were answering the
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Figure 6.1Db

Projection of the SSA of the Environmental Pilot
Questionnaire Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Referent Facet
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questions in relation to their conceptualisation of the
situation and their experience, rather than simply

responding to a particular word; privacy

From the results it can be seen that privacy is a component
of socio-spatial aspects of the environment. The content of
this domain helps us to understand the nature of privacy,
and of socio-spatial considerations in the office in
general, Additionally, it is worth noting that the region
corresponds to the factors of privacy and, to an extent,
disturbances found by Hedge (1982; 1986). The advantage of
the present study is that it shows, more clearly, the
relationship of this aspect of office evaluation to other

components of the domain.

It has been argued (cf. Altman, 1975) that privacy may be
conceived of as a continuum with opposite poles. At one end
of the continuum would be a lack of privacy, fgr exanple,
inability to hold private conversations, and at’ the other
extreme would be an excess of privacy; isolation. 1In
relation to this argument the question was raised as to
whether these two experiences were in fact part of a
related experience, or quite distinct issues. This problen
is clarified by reference to item 41 which asks about the
extent to which the participant is satisfied with the
degree of 1isolation at their desk. From the location of
this item in the same region as the privacy items, evidence

is gained which supports the notion that isolation is
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indeed an aspect of privacy, however it would appear the
privacy 1s actually part of a the wider socio-spatial

domain.

The second socio-spatial sub-region again provides somne
useful insights into office workers' conceptualisations of
various aspects of their environment. Items 23 and 24 are
concerned with the provision of "meeting places". Meetings
are social interactions within particular spatial 1loci.
Items 11 and 20 address the issue of the "location of
others" and "availability of people you need to talk to".
Again these are socio-spatial aspects of the environment.
Another spatial question with a social component, and one
which also relates to the organisation, is item 10 ("the
ease with which you can tell the status and role of people
in the building by their physical surroundings"). Again,
status can be related to the amount of space an individual
is given. The argument also applies to item 45

("demarcation of work areas"),

Moving toward the right of the region an item (42) dealing
with satisfaction with levels of crowding can be found.
This is an interesting discovery as crowding is considered
to be part of the privacy domain (ef. Altman, 1975). The
results here show that, at least from the point of view of
evaluation, it is a qualitatively different aspect of the
persons experience. It should be cautioned, however, that
the present results are based on a relatively small sanmple,

and, therefore, care must be taken when ccnsidering single
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items.

Finally, of the explicable socio-spatial items, a noise
related question is also found in this region. Again it
would seem that while noise is something that may be
produced by other people, the extent to which it 1s a
consequence of physical environment conditions is also

contingent upon space.

6.5.2.3 Social

Moving clockwise to the next region, a partitioned =zarea
containing items relating to social considerations is
found. Items in this region include, for example, questions
39 ("the extent to which members of different departments
mix socially"), 37 (the attitude of people toward you"), 33
("friendliness of people in your office"), and 36 ("the

extent to which you get on with people in the building").

6.5.2.4 Space

The remaining region contains spatial items. These 1items
address the 1issue of space in relation to amount and
location, and are not directly linked to social issues.
Some of the items in these regions, however, may not be so
obviously spatial. One can observe items which relate
clearly to space; questions 14 ("amount of space at desk"),
15 ("amount of filing space at your desk"), and 16 ("the
position of your desk"). These three items provide the key

to the interpretation of the region as spatial and give
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clues as to the way in which the other 1less obviously

spatial items are conceptualised by the office workers.

Armongst the items for which a spatial component is not
quite as transparent is question 47 ("provision of
refreshnent facilities in the building"). The provision of
refreshnent facilities on the university campus is to be
found in buildings dedicated to this purpose, and not in
the administrative or departmental buildings. This in
itself makes the item a 1little ambiguous. Additionally
provision of the facility has numerous connotations. The
question could, for example, refer to the guality of the
catering. However, it is 1likely that the item 1is

interpreted as the provision of a space for refreshuents.

A further item found in this spatial region asks the extent
to which the participants physical surroundings reflect
their status (40). A number of environmental features are
associated with status distinctions. One of the principal
features is the amount of space, floor and desk, a person
has (eg. Steele, 1986). Indeed there exist in various
organisations recomnendations of desk size and office space
in relation to rank. Thus while this item could conceivably
have been located in a social-spatial region as it is a
forn of social comnunication, its actual location on the

plot is understandable.

The inclusion of item 7 ("level of visual distraction while

working at  your desk") in the spatial region is
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interesting. It was originally thought that "distrzctions"
may be part of the privacy concept. However it 1is clear
e [

from these results that it 1is, in fact, a spatial

component.

6.5.3 Focus Facet

It will be recalled that the focus facet was hypothesised
as consisting of two elements, satisfaction with the
envircnment for work and for comfort and well-being. It was
further =argued that the elements of the focus wquld be
found on the same plane of the multidimensional SSA space

as the referent and would be ordered.

The first 24 items of the questionnaire were concerned with
satisfaction in relation to work. Items 25 to 52 were
concerned with the environment in relation to comfort and
well-being. An inspection of the projection of the SSA
showing the referent reveals that the work/confort
distinction 1s not evidént. Thus the hypothesis 1is not

supported. Further, no other projection of the SSA space

revealed a distinction between the two elements.

The 1lack of support for the elements of this facet 1s a
little disappointing, however it does reveal important
information about the evaluations and experience of
individuals in relation to their work environment. The
results show that the components of a person's evaluations

and conceptualisations of the environment are integrated
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with none of the elements being more central than any of
the others. The implication of this is that while those
involved in the study of the office environment, the
researchers, may distinguish between the two areas of work
and well-being, the actual office users evaluate the

environment in a more unitary form.

The results obtained leave open the question of what the
focus of office evaluation is. In order to answer the
question of focus it is necessary to consider the plot

shown in figure 6.1b in more detail.

The first aspect of the plot which is clear is that the
items of no one particular referent are more central than

those of the other referents.

The most central item of the plot is concerned with the
degree of verbal privacy the individual experiences at the
desk, item 52. This is an interesting finding from a number
of perspectives. The factor analytic studies previously
cited all show privacy to be a dimension of relevance, and
other studies have argued that it is a central issue, or of
central importance to office workers in their evaluations.
The present study takes this further showing that this is
in fact the case. However, while previous studies argue the
importance of privacy considerations as a whole, they tend
to skate over the multivariate complexity of the issue in
relation to various components of privacy and in relation

to other zspects of the setting.
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While we can see from the results here that privacy is a
distinect component, and that one particular aspect of
privacy is central, items referring to other components of
phernomenon are peripheral. The same characteristic can be
observed in relation to lighting for example, which many
designers have argued is central to office work. Again, not
all aspects of 1lighting are central to environmental

experience.

Previous studies (Canter and Rees, 1982; Donald, 1985;
Kenny and Canter, 1981) have suggested two types focus
which may possibly apply to the office context. As the
focus hypothesised in the present study has not been
supported, it is worth considering the plot in order to
discover whether either of these foci apply to this
setting. The two possible foei are; general/specific
components of £he environcent, and central/ancillary to the

goals of the user.

Considering the specific location of items, there is
support for the notion that a central/peripherzl focus in
relation to the goals of the individual is appropriate. In
the space region we find item 14 to be most central. This
item is concerned with the amount of space a person has at
their desk. The item dealing with the position of the desk,
16, is further toward the periphery of the space, and
further toward the edge of the plot still, are items

concerned with personalisation of the work area, 44, and
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the extent to which the persons work space reflects their
status, 40. Other referents could be considered, but there
seems sufficient evidence here to suggest the focus. The
other possibility that items at the centre are those which
refer to general aspects of the evaluation has no

supportive evidence.

A final important point remains to be made with regard to
the centrality of items in figure 6.1b. The independence of
the level in relation to the focus is shown by no one
element from the 1level facet being found at either the
centre or periphery of the plot. This is an important
finding as writers and designers have placed different

enphases on different levels of the environment.

The model proposed by Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986)
provides an example of the importance of the present
findings. In their study and theory it was argued that one
level of the environment is more centrzal, and that
designers should concentrate on achieving satisfaction at
that particular level,. This, however, is incorrect
according to the results shown here.  Emphasis or greater
weighting should be give to those items which are central

in focus. These include items from all levels.

6.6 Conclusions
The first general conclusion is that the pilot study has
been successful, The evidence for the level facet was a

little disappointing. However, the results in relation to
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this facet were, under the circumstances of the study, not
unexpected, and are of little cause for concern given the

previous evidence.

As> a point of interest, the pilot study was conducted in
the same environment as a previous office evaluation
(Donald, 1983). The earlier study used a similar model but
a different questionnaire. The results of that study were,
essentially, the same as those presented here. This
suggests that the model is consistent, even though the
actual data collection instrument may vary. Although these
studies are only pilot research, this does represent the
first time the GMS has been applied to the same environzent

on two separate occasions.

Considering the referent facet at a general level, there is
considerable support for the elements of the facet,
including the additional element of socio-spatial, which
includes a further sub-division for the sub-element of
privaey. Additionally, the nature of the relationships
between the elements is qualitative (circular and
unordered). That a privacy region is found is in keeping
with factor analytical studies (eg. Hedge 1986). However, a
greater understanding of the concept, and its relationship
to other socio-spatial issues, is achieved by using the

present procedures

One of the most significant findings of the study is with

regard to the focus of the evaluations. Methodologically

181



the brief discussion of this facet has shown how the use of
the present technique has allowed the identification of
central aspects of the evaluation for each of the referent
elements simultaneously. The result shows the either/or
approach to the specification of those elements which may
be considered central is inappropriate. This clearly
demonstrates the wutility of the mnultiple classification

principle inherent in the facet approach.

The results also proved valuable in relation to the
theoretical éuestion of which is most important, the
building, office or workstation. In answering this question
advances in understanding the office environment have been

made.

Generally, the pilot study supported the hypotheses
presented earlier in the thesis. In relation to the
previous research conducted in the same area by Donald
(1983; 1985), the work has added significantly. The pilof
study was designed as a method for clarifying issues and
developing the questionnaire; this it has done. As a result
a facet has been deleted. Additionally, the study has paved
the way for proposing an additional facet, It is to this we

now turn.

6.7 An Additional Facet
Previously it was noted that the present research would

attenpt to develop the purposive model further by
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clarifying and expanding the elements of the referent facet
by adding a socio-spatial element. As this element is
' lik;ly to be the one most strongly related to, and relevant
for, the organisation, it holds the greatest potential for
exploring the environment-organisation relationship. Here
an additional sub-facet of the socio-spatial referent will

be considered.

The pilot study furthered the development of the model Dby
showing that the phenomenon of privacy could be explored
within the referent elexent. From the preceding discussion
and review of research it is clear that privacy is only one
socio-spatial issue amongst many. Others include, for
instance, comnunication, status, cohesion, and space

demarcation.

While all of these aspects of organisational and individual
experience and process may be considered separately, an
important question is whether there is some underlying
conceptual unit, or facet, which may be used to incorporate
them. In developing this potential facet the concept of

privacy, which has already been explored, is of use.

Privacy is one aspect of social interaction regulation
which relates to the environment. Part of the phenomenon of
privacy is the ability to separate ones self from others.
When one can not achieve a desired level of privacy, one
experiences crowding; if too much privacy is achieved the

experience 1s that of isolation. It is evident that a
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distinction is being made between the objectives of the
individual to be a separate being, and to be a social

being; a member of a group.

It can be suggested from this that there is potentially a
facet with at least two elements; distinct individual/self,
and mnmember of a group. Within an organisation there is
likely to be third element, the organisation 4itself. In
the remainder of this section further evidence for this

facet will be considered.

In 2an organisation an individual has a need to be distinct
within a department or group, and to be able to regulate
interaction. Simul taneously it is necessary for the
individual to be a member of a group for both their
psychological welfare, and in order to perform tasks. As
was observed previously, people go to work for personal and
social reasons, as well as to work, and may experience
stress when alienated from the group. The importance of
being involved as a member of a group at work, rathér than
distinct from it, is shown in nuch of the research
concerned with involvenment, which will be considered in the
next chapter. Additionally, the recognition that people act
as mnembers of groups is one of the central components of

neo-classical organisational theory.

The distinction between the individual, work group, and
organisation is fundamental to nany studies of

organisational functioning. Argyris (1964), for example,
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considers the problem of integrating the 4individual and
organisation as a central problem of organisational
psychology, and Porter et al. (1975), in their text on
organisational behaviour, include major sections ccncerned
with "individuals, organisations, and their interaction”
and "the development of individual-organization
relationships™. Indeed, one may define an organisation as a
superordinate group of integrated units (Sharma, 1962).

However, the units are themselves distinct.

In a review of research on organisational development,
White and Mitchell (1976) propose three facets for the
classification of studies in the field. Two of the ‘three
facets relate to the distinction between different social
units. The first facet they propose is '"recipient of
change". This includes the elements of "The individual",
"The subgroup", and "The total organization". White and
Mitchell's second facet is concerned with the relationships
which are involved in organisational change, and consists
of the elements; "Intrapersonal", "Interpersonal",
"Intragroup", "Intergroup", and "Organizational". Each of
these social relationships are likely to be related to the
physical environment. It should be pointed out that while
White and Mitchell's five elements are applicable to the
present study, here the three more superordinate elements

of individual, group, and organisation are to be applied.

In considering the distinction between the individual and

group, the works of Goffman are of interest. The concept of
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front and back stage behaviour found in Goffman's (eg.
1959; 1961) writing reveals the distinction between the
individual as an interacting part of a group, and the
person as distinct from the interaction. Goffman places
much emnphasis on what may be termed time-space, and in
doing so highlights the importance of the environment. In
discussing Goffman's (1974) frame analysis, Giddens (1987)

notes that;

»

"The architecture of locales is very significant for
encounters, because it focuses specific types of
available co-presence and influences the spacing of
contacts undertaken." (p 120)
Goffman .also makes observations about the nature of the
social setting in relation to environments and activities.
As Giddens (1987) relates;
"More formalized settings of interaction are those
likely to be most closely linked with defined back
regions ...(and) ‘'involvement =shields' ©behind which
activities that would otherwise be disapproved of can be
carried on. All organizations in which formalized role
relations are called for have areas ... which allow such
shelter." (Giddens, 1987, p 121)
Finally, 4in more recent writing, Goffman (1981) has argued
that when in the public or social domain individuals behave
in such a way as to demonstrate their agency by providing
signs of their control in situations where that control

lapses briefly. Again, this demonstrates the importance of

the environment, especially in formal organisations.

It 1is worth noting that the importance of the environment
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in social and group relations is not only made by
sociologists such as Goffman and Giddens, but also
increasingly by social psychologists. The péychology of
situations provides many good examples of this (eg. Argyle

et al., 1981; Canter, 1984; Furnham, 1984).

The distinction between the individual and the larger
social collective of which they are a member can be found
in general environmental psychology. Nitt and Lehtsaar
(1984), for example, propose a conceptual model for
understanding person-environment relationships. The model
includes two 1evels;b the individual and social unit. The
importance of the individual/group dichotomy is also

revealed in work on offices.

Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986) point to the need to
consider the purposes of the group and individual in office
evaluations. Additionally, Sundstrom, in his recent reviews
of research on office design (Sundstrom, 1986; 1987),
applies a structure to his writings which relate to the
facet being developed here. Indeed, in a review of
Sundstrom's book Donald (1987a) suggests that there is an

implicit theory in the organisation of the work.

In the preface to his book Sundstrom (1986) describes its

structure thus:

"the book is planned around an analytical framework on
the influences of the work environment. The framework
includes three units of analysis, which differ in size
and scale: individual workers, interpersonal relations,
and organisations." (p xii)
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It is also noted in a later publication by Sundstrom (1987)
that;
"an understanding of the relationships between people
and the environment calls for a distinction among levels
of analysis: individuals, interpersonal relationships,
and organisations...the critical facets of the physical

environment differ as a function of the level of
analysis." (p 734).

It is perhaps worth noting that Sundstrom uses the tern
"facet" in its non-technical form. As we will see later, it
is an argument of the present thesis that each unit
relates, in fact, to all facets of the physical
environnment. However, if one considers Sundstrom's work a
little more closely it can be seen that the use of the
units qf analysis by Sundstrom are a little different to
those here; the difference lies in a weakness to be found
in Sundstrom's (1986) conceptualisations which are revealed
in his definitions of the units of enalysis. The
individual is defined as;

"a person who works in an organisation, analytically
separate from his social context." (p 3)

and

"Interpersonal relationship refers to any transient or
lasting bond between individuals, either job related or
friendly. An important type of interpersonal
relationship manifests as group (sie)" (p 3)

In the present discussion the group is taken as the unit cf

analysis rather than the interpersonal relationships of
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which group is a consequence. Interrelationships are seen
as a process which links the units of analysis. Thus each
unit of individual, group, and organisation, relates to
each facet of the environment, rather than interpersonal
relations as a unit which only relates to =socio-spatial
facets. Having noted this, it should be pointed out that
the study will, however, only consider this aspect of

evaluation in relation to the socio-spatial referent.

In Sundstrom's discussion, the individuzl is considered
distinct from his social context. The present
conceptualisation also holds the individual to be distinct,
however, the distinctiveness comes in part from the nature
of the interpersonal relationships, in that the separation
of self from group is interpersonal. Thus for the present
éuthor, interpersonal relations not only results in group,

but also in the distinctiveness of the individual.

The group is a social unit. In the present thesis two
social units at the group level are proposed. The first is
the department of which an individual is a member. The
second group 1s .the organisation. Organisations are
composed of numerous groups or departments. Sundstrom
touches on this when he describes an organisation as
including;

"a collection of; people working in concert towards a

common goal...by this definition mnenmbers of an

organisation comprise a group with a complex and
differentiated social structure" (p 3)
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The notion of a group being a subunit of a larger unit, and
an organisation being a group composed of subunits, is
cons{steng with systems theories of organisations. Taking
the organisation as a group, ' one can hypothesise that the
relationship between the individual and the department |is
similar to that which exists between the individual and the
organisation. Further, however, it can be argued that the
same relationship applies between the department and the

organisation.

It is necessary to specify how these three units relate to
one another conceptually in terms of the hypothesis
regarding environmentai evaluation. Here, in keeping with
the general emphasis of the study, we will concentrate on

socio-spatial considerations.

The 1individual exists as a distinct entity. He or she can
evaluate the environment in' terms of the extent to which it
facilitates this objective and experience of
distinctiveness. The individual also has the objective of
being a member of a group. He or she can therefore evaluate
the environment in terms of the extent to which it
facilitates his or her experience of group membership. The
group membership 4is in terms of the department and/or
organisation. The individual can also evaluate the extent
to which the environment facilitates the group objectives
of distinctiveness from the organisation, as well as the
group objective of being a coherent unit. He or she may

also evaluate the extent to which the department is part of

190



the organisation. To summarise there three elements:
y _
Element 1. Individual or self: Individual as distinct.

Element 2. Department: individual as a member of the
department, the department as distinct from the
organisation, and the department as a unit which allows

interaction with the organisation.

Element 3. Organisation: Individual as a member of the
organisation, groups as part of the organisation, and the

organisation as a coherent; functioning unit.

In addition to the hypothesis that the environment can
facilitate the objectives of the individual in terms of his
or her relationship to the two groups, there is a second
implicit hypothesis which is that the individual is able to
evaluate the environment from the group perspective; a
projective .evaluation. For example, the person may evaluate
the extent to which the environment facilitates his or her
experience of being a member of the department. In
addition, he or she can evaluate the extent to which the
environment facilitates the integration of the group
(department) within the larger social unit (the

organisation).

The individual is thus making evaluations from different
perspectives; as an individual and as a group member for
the group. It can thus be suggested tdifferent

perspectives; as an individual and as a group member for
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the group. It can thus be suggested that individuals have
"multiple perspecpiveqﬁ or "existencies". The action
perspective which we have discussed previously supports
this propositions. Gould (1983), for example, has argued
that goals and purposes which guide behaviour may be those
of a collective, a group, or the individual. If this is the
case the individual must be aware of the group purposes,
and moreover, be able to evaluate the extent to which the

group purposes are being facilitated by the environment.

The final consideration with regard to this additional
component of the model of evaluation is the relationship
between the elements of the facet, and between this facet

and the other facets of the model.

The elements may be either qualitative or quantitative 1in
terms of their relationship to one another. If the elements
are qualitatively differentiated, it can be expected that
they will form‘circular regions in the sp;ce. If they are
quantitatively ordered one can expect the regions to be
parallel across the space, or radiating from the centre of
the space in a similar manner to that proposed for the

focus facet.

In relation to other facets of the model, they could play
an axial role; a similar role to the level facet. They may
form regions similar to the referent, or finally they may

moderate the referent facet.
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In the latter case the organisational unit would form the
focus of the model. There are a number of implications
which would ensue ;rom such a structure. For example, 1if
the évaluations from the perspective of the individual were
found to be central, and those concerned with the
organisation peripheral, it could be concluded that, in
terms of office environments, the distinctiveness of the
individual is centrai to their activities in the office.
This hypothesis is one which ensues from studies which
assume that privacy is central to office users. It 1is also

the structure which White and Mitchell (1976) proposed for

their "relationships" facet.

A circular structure would suggest that each unit 1s
distinet, but that they are qualitatively differentiated.
Assuming that items constructed from each element are found
inxthe centre of the plots, and also toward the edge, the
circular structure would imply that no one unit or

perspective is more central than the other.

Given that the facet has been developed from an attempt to
explore and refine the referent facet further, it is clear
that the hypothesis here is that the elements are
qualitatively differentiated, and that no one 1s more

central to the evaluations than the others.

The present thesis will consider the unit facet in relation
to the overall model including all elements of the

referent. It is hypothesised that the three referent
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elements will form the usual circular pattern.
Additionally, however, it is hypothesised that the socio-
4

spatiél 'Hbgion will be sub-divided into regions which

accord with the unit facet.

The data drawn from the socio-spatial referent will also be
analysed separately. By focusing on the single referent
element, the hypothesis implies that a projection of the
SSA space will contain ecircularly arranged regions with
partitions for each element of the organisational unit
facet. By using only one referent element it will also be
possible to reduce the complexity of the model, and thereby
facilitate an understanding of this new aspect of the

model.

While in the present study this facet is only being
considered in relation to the socio-spatial referent
element, and thus acts as a.sub-facet, it seems likely that
it is a facét in its own right, and could be combined with
all of the referent elements. This hypothesis will not be
tested here as to do so would require a substantial
increase in the number of items included in the

questionnaire.

6.8 Revised Mapping Sentence for Office Evaluation
The addition of this facet results in the mapping sentence

shown in table 6.1.
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Table 6.1

Revised Mapping Sentence for the Evaluation of Offices

The extent to which person (x) considers that the

Organisational Unit Referent

(U1. Individual/Self) (R1. Socio-Spatial)
(U2. Department ) (R2. Service )
(U3. Organisation ) (R3. Spatial )

objectives are facilitated by the design of the

Level Helps a great deal
(L1. Immediate arez)
(L2. Office } 18 sesccacscses 3 to
(L3. Building )

Hinders a great deal

It can be seen from table 6.1 that the focus facet has not
been included in the mapping sentence. From the preceding
discussions, however, it is clear that the hypothesis is
that the objectives and conditions specified by each
particular item will relate to a focus which is the extent
to which they are central/ancillary to the individuals
experience, conceptualisation and evaluations of the
environment. The reason the focus has not been included in
the mapping sentence is that the items are not classified a
briori in relation to the facet. In not imposing an a
briori classification it is possible to observe those
aspects of the environment-action which are most central.
Future research may then utilise the results to develop the

specifics of the a2 priori classification.

195



A final related issue which may require explanation is the
change in the comnon range of the mapping sentence. 1In the
pilot study the common range was specified in terms of
satisfaction. In the present study it is in terms of ‘the
extent to which the environment facilitates particular
objectives. The rationale for this change is that when a
focus 1s 1in terms of general/specific characteristices of
the environment, the common range is usually specified in
terms of satisfaction with those features (Canter and Rees,
1982). However when the focus is in relation to the
objectives, the common range is specified in terms of ‘the
extent to which those objectives are facilitated (Canter

and Kenny, 1981).

The structuples from the mapping sentence were interpreted
in terms of specifiec questions. The environnental
evaluation section of the final questionnaire consists of

41 questions and can be found in appendix 6.

The questions are answered using a five point Likert type
rating scale. The values of the scale run from "Hinders a

great deal" (1) to "Helps a great deal" (5).

6.9 Summary

In the present chapter the results of the environmental
evaluation pilot study have been presented. The research
supported the hypotheses presented in the previous chapter.
In addition to validation of the GMS in the office context,

an additional referent element concerned with socio-spatial
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considerations was revealed. It was further shown that
within this element it is possible to specify sub-elenments.
From this a sub-facet of organisational unit was proposed
which includes three elements; individual, department, and
organisation. It has further been hypothesised that
empirically the elements of this facet will subdivide the

regions of SSA space containing the referent facet.

The focus of work, and comfort, proposed in the previous
mapping sentence was found to invalid. The evidence
suggested that the focus is likely to be in terms of the
extent to which the environmental aspects are central or

peripheral to the individuals objectives and evaluations.
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CHAPTER 7

Pilot Study Part 2:
External Domains

7.1 Introduction

At numerous points throughout the thesis the importance of
descriptive models has been stressed. In constructing such
a model the principal concern has been with the internal
structure of the domain of office evaluation. A secondary
aim of the present thesis has been specified as an
exploration of the relationship between evaluations of the
environment and a number of external variables. This
secondary aim has two purposes. The first goal 1is to
investigate the relationships in the hope that they will
further our understanding of the relationship between the
environment and both the individual, and the organisation.
A second motive is to demonstrate the utility of the
present approach to model construction by showing how
descriptive nodels may be fruitfully used in the
development of subsequent process type models such as that

proposed by Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986).

In this chapter the development of parts of the
questionnaire aimed at measuring the external domains will
be reported. The first part of the chapter deals with the
development of a questionnaire to measure workers!
perceptions of their organisations. The next section
describes the piloting of the questionnaire and. the

consequent results. In the final sections of the chapter we
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will consider the development of the final measures to be
employed in the thesis. We begin the chapter with a brief
]

discussion ;of the rationale for the inclusion of external

variables or domains.

T.2 Evaluations and Systems/Contingency Theory of
Organisations .

The systems and contingency approaches to organisational
theory suggest that people's evaluations of their
environment will be a function of various components of
the system. The most obvious component of the system which
will bear upon people's evaluations is the physical
environment; evaluations of the environment will depend
upon the the actual objective physical conditions which
exist. However, given the systems perspective, the direct
relationship between the physical environment and
evaluations is only a small part of the systen. In
addition to the physical conditions, the activities of the
individuél will also be important lo the evaluations; the
appropriateness of particular physical conditions is

contingent on the goals of the individual, which in turn is

dependent upon their position or role in the organisation.

Much research has considered the role related purposes an
individual has for being in an environment, and their
relationship to evaluations of the environment. The concept
of environmental role (Canter, 1977{ Canter and Walker,

1980; Donald, 1983; 1987) has been introduced in order to

199



explain some of the differences in evaluations and
fundamental environmental conceptualisations. Donald
(1983), for example, showed that a person's.rolesrelated
activities in an organisation result in different
evaluations of very similar environmental conditions. In
these <cases it appeared that the need for communication
with a variety of other individuals was the dimportant
factor in the evaluations. Sundstrom (1986) has shown that
a person's evaluations of the degree of privacy they have
in an office 1is a function of their role in the
organisation. Similar results have been shown from the work

of other researchers (eg. Zalesny et al., 1985).

From a systemic perspective, one would expect there to bDe
many other factors which are associated with differences in
people's evaluations of their environment. Few factors
other than roles and activities have, however, thus far

been investigated.

The previously cited study by Duffy (1974a) is one of the
few research projects which has attempted to 1look at
organisational factors in relation to the environment,
although, of course, it was not én evaluation study.
Implicit in the early work of Duffy (1974) is . the
contention that the objective form of an organisation is
likely to be associated with a particular objective
physical form. This argument is against the contingency
perspective which argues that there is no one appropriate

physical condition; appropriateness is always contingent on
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a number of factors. One could still, however, argue that
an evaluation of an environment would be a function of the
%

congruence between the organisation and the environment.

There is a problem with this conceptualisation however.

Evaluations are based upon people's perceptions of their

environment. A comparison between perceptions of the
environment and the objective conditions of an organisation
is 1likely to show only indirect relationships as there
remains the question of the extent to which the objective
conditiﬁns of_the organisations are related to perceptions
of it. More appropriate, therefore, would be a comparison

between perception of the environment and perceptions of

the organisation.

-Katz and Kahn (1978), who propose a systems model of
organisations, have argued that peoples perceptions of an
organisafion, in the form of its organisational climate,
reflects; among other things, the physical layout of the
organisation (p 50). If it is the case that organisational
climate 1s influenced by office layout, it also seems
likely that evaluations of the physical environment are
related to organisational climate; perception of the

organisation.

There are also 1likely to be other relationships which
exlst in an organisational system. Narayanan and Nath
(1984) have shown, for example, the influence of group

cohesion on the successful introduction of "flexitime" into
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an organisation, and note that "with relatively few
exceptions,...the moderating influence of the social system
has gone undocumented." (p 274). In this study it was
argued that there are a number of variables which moderate
the outcome of the introduction of a change in a system.

Likewise, it can be argued that the evaluations of an

environment are likely to be moderated by other variables.

We have already seen that Katz and Kahn (1978) have argued
that a relationship may exist between organisational
climate and the environment. Narayanan and Nath (1984) have
shown that cohesion is an important moderating variable 1in
relation to other conditions in an organisation. hE i
cohesion 1is an important variable in orgaﬁisations, it is
likely that it will have a relationship to environmental
evaluations; this possibility will be investigated at a

later stage of the thesis.

Marans and Spreckelmeyer's (1982; 1986) concepgual model
for evaluating work environments proposes a number of
relationships between various components of the
organisational system. Factors included in the model are
the objective and perceived characteristics of the users
Job. As we have seen this area has been relatively well
researched. Also included are the actual physical
conditions in which the person works; again a well
researched area. Additionally, however, they include

Personal characteristics and organisational context. While
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the inclusion of these two components suggests agreement
with the proposition that evaluations of the environment
are related to the organisﬁtional context, 1in this case as
it is perceifed, Marans and Spreckelmeyer do not adequately

test the relationships.

In looking - at organisational context, Marans and
Spreckelmeyer simply compared evaluations of the
environments of different organisations. The actual
characteristics of the organisations were, in no adequate
sense,. measured. The same criticism is made of their
measurement of employee characteristics. Not only does this
lead to the necessity to study the aspects in an improved
manner, but also helps to show how the use of descriptive
models. firstly allows a more full understanding to be
achieved, but also by 1its very nature, forces the
researbher‘ to be more precise and rigorous in his or her

conceptualiéation.

It 1is. worth pointing out that many early environmental
psychologists carrying out research into office
evaluations, noted the importance of factors other than
objective physical conditions in the formation of people's
evaluations. Amongst these factors were included, pay, kind
of work, age, sex, status; previous environmental
experience, and socio-cultural considerations (Broady,
1975). Moreover, it was the realisation that the objective

physical environment is but one factor in evaluations which

began the erosion of environmental determinism.
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From the preceding discussion a number of areas of possible
study are evident. Those considered here will be
organisational perceptions, cohesion, and worker
characteristies. The latter of these are discussed at the
end of this chapter. Organisational perception is discussed

in the following section.

7.3 Organisational Perception

The principal external domain to be related to
environmental evaluations is organisational perception. The
rationale for this is that, firstly, the relationship has
never previously been researched, and secondly, it is a

najor domain in terms of the context being studied.

In order to investigate organisational perceptions a second
facet model for the domain of organisational perceptions
will be developed. The development of the model 1is

important and necessary for severzl reasons.

Firstly, there are numerous advantages which accrue fron
the development of a facet model for evaluation. These
advantages, which have previously been discussed, apply
equally to the field of organisational perception. Al so,
the production of this type of model is 1likely to
facilitate the comparison of the two domains of evaluation
and organisational perception as they are both amenable to
similar analysis methods. Finally, no previous research has

attempted to relate two distinct faceted models or domains.
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The present study therefore makes a contribution to several

areas.,

Although there are various formalisations of organisational
perception, there are at present no structural or
descriptive nodels available in the organisational
psychology 1literature. The first stage of the research is
then, to develop the basic facets for the domain. In order
to achieve this, it was decided that the pilot study be
exploratory and as open as possible, thus allowing greater
flexibility in the development of the facets. The
specification of questions to be included in the pilot
study was derived from an initial review of the relevant
areas of organisational psychology. The mnost clearly

relevant area is organisational climate.

7.3.1 Organisational Climate

The coﬁcept of organisational climate or culture has
received considerable attention from organisational
psychologists. Although there is some disagreement with
regard to the appropriate conceptualisation of
organisational climate, there is general agreement that its
focus of concern is with people's perceptions of thelr
organisations. This, of'course, makes the concept directly

relevant for our present purpose.

The centrality of perception in the concept of climate 1is

clearly shown by the various definitions of the term.
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Porter et al. (1975) argue that:

"At 1its simplest, the term refers to the typical or
characteristic day-to-day properties of a particular
work environment--its nature as perceived and felt by
those who work in it" (p 456)

They 1later add that it is "a set of customs and typiczal

patterns of ways of doing things" (p 489).

Using the similar term of organisational culture, Robbins

(1986) notes that:

"organisational culture is a descriptive term. It 1is
concerned with how employees perceive (the various
characteristics of the organisation), not whether they
like them or not." (p 431).
That the concept of organisational climate 1is one of
perception is important for its validity. It has Dbeen
argued, for example, that organisational climate is merely
another way of conceptualising job satisfaction
(Johannsson, 1973) and is thus redundant. Payne et al.
(1976), however, point out that while there may be some
overlap between the two concepts, Jjob satisfaction is an
affective response, while organisational climate 18
descriptive. Further, the focus of climate is at the

organisational or departmental (Payne and Pugh, 1978) level

rather than more micro level of the job.

It is clear from this brief discussion that the concept of
organisational climate is directly relevant to present
considerations. The next issue in need of attention is what

the actual constituents of organisational climate are.
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T.3.2 Constituents of Organisational Climate

In addition to the above considerations of organisational
climate, it 1s necessary to specify those aspects of
organisational activity which are relevant to 1it. A
comprehensive review of studies of organisational climate
by Campbell et al. (1970) revealed that there are four main
aspects of the domain. A later review by Campbell et al.
(1975) identified five elements. Robbins (1986) extended
this number to seven. The most authoritative lists of the
elerents of organisational climate are, however, those

provided by Campbell and his colleagues.

The 1970 review of organisational climate by Campbell et

al. identified the following four constituents;

1. Individual autonomy, which refers to the freedom of the

worker and their responsibility in decision making,

2. The degree of structure imposed on work positions. That

is the degree of specification of tasks and supervision,

3. Reward orientation either in terms of individual

satisfaction or company achievement,

4, The consideration and varmth especially from

supervisors.

In the 1975 review Campbell et al. suggested, but did not

ineclude, a fifth element; cooperative interpersonal
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relations among peers.

T.4 Pilot Questionnaire to  Measure Organisational
Perception

Taking the above works on organisational <climate, a 33
item questionnaire was developed which addressed all the
elements of the domain with the exception of reward
orientation. This latter aspect was thought to be of less
relevance than the other four. At this point no formal

mapping sentence was produced.

The questionnaire asked the participants to rate the extent
to which a particular feature was evident in ‘thelr
organisation. The responses were made by way of a 7-point
Likert type rating scale running from 1 (Never) to T
(Always). The questionnaire itself is shown in zppendix 5.
The organisational perception questionnaire was combined
with the environmental evaluation questionnaire and piloted

at the same time using the same participants.

7.5 Results

The data from the organisational perception questionnaire
were subjected to SSA. An acceptable coefficient of
alienation of .21 was achieved. Only one of the SSA plots
revealed any clear and interpretable regions. When
considering the plot, shown in figure 7.1, it should be
remenbered that as no facets of organisational perception
were prespecified, the results are likely to be less clear

than would have otherwise been expected.
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Figure T.1

Projection of the SSA of the Organisational
Perception Pilot Questionnaire
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The projection of the SSA space has been partitioned into
two distinct regions. The upper area of the space consists
of items which may be conceptualised as being concerned
with flexibility. Exanples of items included in this region
are question 1, people have clearly defined roles and
positions, question 11, the official designation of people
to whom problems should be addressed, and item 18, the
specification of the physical environment according to

status.

The lower region of the SSA plot includes items which are
interpreted as being concerned with involvement. Examples
of questions forming this region include, item 7, Yyou are
asked to participate in decisions, question 22, most of
your friendships are with people in your office, and
question 4, people at the top of your organisation are

isolated.

From the above results, the "gmode" facet of organisational
perception may ©be hypothesised. The facet contains two

elenments; flexibility and involverent.

At this point some clarification as to the present area of
interest should be made. This part of the thesis is
concerned with people's perceptions of the organisation,
and not with their attitude toward their organisation or
job. This distinction is important, and attention has been

drawn to 1t in order to avoid any possible confusion in
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relation to the involvenent element.

The above conceptualisation may be clarified by a brief
consideration of the areas in which the concept of
involvenent. has been used in organisational psychology.
Etzioni (1961), for example, has discussed the involverent
which an organisation can elicit from an individual. In
this form involvement is by the individual in the
organisation, and not the organisation's involvement in
them. Similarly, the term involvement has had wide currency
in the organisational literature to deseribe a person's
psychological relationship to their job (eg. Jans, 1985;
Kanungo, 1979; 1981; 1982; Rabinowitz, 1981; Rabinowitz and
Hall, 1977). Again, this conceptualisation is concerned
with the involvenent of the individual in his or her work.
Here we are concerned with people's perceptions of the
extent to which the organisation involves them, or 1is
involved in them, and the extent to which they perceive the

organisation to be flexible in relation to them.

7.6 Further Facets of Organisational Perception

Although there 1is only evidence for one facet from the
results of the pilot study, it can be expected that
additional facets exist. These facets were sought form a
reconsideration of the literature on organisational climate

and the interests of the evaluation study.

When discussing the differences between the concepts of

organisational climate and job satisfaction Payne and Pugh
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(1978) argued that;

"eclimate is a 'molar' concept applying to the

organisation as a whole, or some definable department or

sub-syster within it" (p 370).
The statement clearly shows that there may be more than one
unit of analysis when considering organisational clinate,
and that there may be a facet which includes departments
and work groups. In effect, this implies that each sub-
systen of the organisation has its own climate. In terms of
a nodel of organisational perception, one can specify

subunits for the organisation, and hypothesise that people

perceive each unit as distinct.

Studiés have demonstrated that different departments within
an organisation have different perceptions of
organiéational climate (ef. Stern, 1970). One implication
from this is that people may be deseribing organisational
ciimate in relation to the particular department, rather
than the organisation as a whole. If it is the case that
different parts, or units, of the organisation are
ﬁérceived differently to the organisation as a whole, there

are important implications for organisational psychology.

The- development.of the office evaluation mapping sentence
included an additional facet consisting of the elements of
organisation, depaftment, and individual/self. The
incluéion of this facet also suggests that the addition of

an "organisational wunit"™ facet to the organisational
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perception mapping sentence would be useful.

Thus a second facet can be added to the organisational
perception mapping sentenée; ;rganisational unit. This
facet consists of two elements; organisation and
department. Naturally other subunits could be added.
However, two are sufficient for present purposes, and the
inclusion of other subunits would need to be specified in
relation to the form of particular organisations and
activities. If empirical support 1is found for the
department/organisation distinction it will have a number
of important implications for organisational theory. These

will be considered in the final discussions of the thesis.

Although the two facets above are sufficient for present
purpeses, in ‘the interest of general theoretical
development a third can be added. A department or
organisation may be involved in, or flexible toward, an
individual in relation to a number of areas of
organisational 1life. The department may, for mexample,
involve the individual in the design of his or her physical

environment, but not in general organisational decisions.

These types of difference suggest that a third facet 1is
useful. The facet therefore includes the areas of
organisational 1life to which involvement or flexibility
refer. The elements which have been selected for this facet
attempt to cover those areas thought to be of importance in

organisational life. Others may be considered more
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relevant, however, the principal interest here is to
consider the first two facets of the domain. The reason for
adding a third facet is essentially for the development of
theory in general, rather than specifically for the present
thesis. The inclusion of this facet will, at least, reveal
whether or not it is a valid facet. It would then be for
future research to specify the particular elements in

accord with the specific objectives of that research.

Combining the three facets results in the mapping sentence
for people's perceptions of their organisation, shown in

table 7. 1.

Table 7.1

Mapping Sentence for Organisational Perception

The extent to which person (x) perceives the

Organisational Unit to be Mode then
(Ul. Organisation ) (¥1. Involved in )

(U2. Department ) (M2. Flexible toward)

in the area of Organisational Life Area

(01. Well-being/Welfare)
(02. Comnunication )
(03. Environment )
(04. Work )
(05. Social )

Very High
is ---------------- > tO
Very Low
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From the above mapping sentence it is possible to generate
20 different structuples. From these structuples the first
30 questions contained in the organisational section of the
final questionnaire, shown in appendix 7, were formulated.
The actual questions take the form of statements.
Participants were required to indicate the extent to which
they agreed or disagreed with the statements by means of a
5 point Likert type rating scale, running from "Strongly

Disagree" (1) to "Strongly Agree" (5).

7.7 Departmental Cohesion

In addition to the organisational perception questions, a
further four items were added to this section of the
questionnaire in order to measure departmental cohesion
which has been shown to be an important component of the
organisational systen. While these items are, to an extent,
related to organisational perception, they were not
generated directly from the mapping sentence, and were not

to be analysed along with the perception items.

A mapping sentence was not developed for the domain of
cohesion. The content of the questions was taken more
directly from the literature on organisational <cohesion.

This work will be briefly reviewed in the next section.

7.7.1 The Concept of Cohesion

The definition of the concept of cohesion has been rather
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confused (Evans and Jarvis, 1980; Tziner, 1982). The
conpents mwmade by recent contributors to the field reveal
striking parallels between the study of cohesion a2nd that
of environmental evaluation in terms of the inadequacies of
the two fields. A brief consideration of the criticisms of
cohesion studies is wuseful for an understanding of the
domain, as well as helping one to understand further why
the develbpment of descriptive models 1is important.

Drescher et al. (1985), for example, have argued that;

"yvarying measurement nethodologies often make i
difficult to compare across studies that employ similar
variables and almost impossible to integrate conclusions
about cohesion and different variables." (p 5-6)

and Burlingame et al., (1984) have contended that;

"Without clearly articulated measurement parameters to
compare process variables, the explanatory powver across
process studies 1s seriously compromised because the
parameters of the different conceptuzl boxes being
investigated are left unstated." (p 443)
If one considers the process model of, for exanple, Marans
and Spreckelmeyer (1982) in office evaluation, it is clear
that the same criticisms hold. It should also be apparent
that the GHS and the office evaluation and organisational
perception mapping sentences define the neasurement

parameters of the main body of the research presented 1in

this thesis.

Finally, Burlingame et al. (1984) argue that the
development of a framework for small group research,

similar to that of the periodic table in chemistry, would
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clarify and greatly improve the field of study. This
analogy wa? also drawn by Donald (1983), who argued that
the purposive model, and the use of facet theory, 1is,
potentially, one way of producing such a framework or

paradigm.

Although the study of cohesion is part of the research
presented here, it is not the intention of this research to
clarify the conceptual meaning of cohesion, but to simply
discover whether their is a relationship between office
evaluations and cohesion. However, given the 1lack of
conceptual clarity, which is noted in the above writings,
it 1is necessary to specify what is being studied in terms
of the existing conceptualisations and distinctions made Dby

contributors to_the field.

One of the first widely accepted definitions of cohesion
was provided by Festinger et al. (1950) who stated that
cohesion 1is, " the total field of forces which act on
members to remain in the group." (p 164). The problen with
this definition 1is, firstly, that it requires the
identification and measurement of "the total field of
forces". Secondly, it necessitates an understanding of the
way in which the forces combine (Evans and Jarvis, 1980).
Finally, the fact that there are forces Keeping an
individual 1in a particular group does not necessarily mean
that they wish to be a member. As a consequence of these

problems, a more useful approach was taken by Libo (1953)
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who distinguished between cohesion and attraction-to-group.

Methodologically the above distinction presents problenms.
Cohesion was, and often is, viewed as the sum of the group
nembers attraction to the group. This, of course, assumes
that the whole is merely a sum of its individual parts. It
seers mnore likely that, in rezlity, the whole represents

more of a gestalt.

Due to these problems van Bergen and Koekebakker (1959)
argued that attrazction to the group and cohesion should be
considered to be separate concepts. This contention has
more recently been reiterated by Evans and Jarvis (1980)
who  propose that the concepts be separated and
independently investigated. Of the two concepts, cohesion
and attraction-to-group, Ven Bergen and Koekebakker (1959)

suggested that attraction-~to-group is the most useful.

The distinction between the two concepts is not recognised
universally. Cartwright and Zander (1960), in their
influential and comprehensive review of group dynamics, for
exanple, failed to make the distinction. This was also the
case in Cartwright's later review (Cartwright, 1968). As
Cartwright's definitions are widely accepted and used, many
studies continue to be made which ignore the conceptual and

methodological problems (eg. Narayanan and Nath, 1964).

In the present study, it is not the intention to assess the
level of cohesion of any one group, but rather to consider

individuals' feelings and perceptions. The problem of
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sunning the responses is not of concern., This focus also
inplies that the issue addressed here nay mnore usefully be

considered attraction-to-group.

In his discussion of the field, Libo (1953) argued that the
best mnmeasure of attraction-to-group is the individual's
decision, as shown by their actual behaviour, to remain a
nenber of the group when forced to make a choice. Verbal
statenents regarding such a decision are considered the
next most appropriate measure (Evans and Jarvis, 1980).
With regard to the present study, there are likely to be
pressures, for example financial, keeping the individual in
a group. If people were not attracted to the group they are
likely to have 1left the organisation in the absence of
"coercive" pressure. As a consequence a verbal statement in
relation to a hypothetical proposition would seem mnost
appropriate. Of course, in an artificial, -experinental
context, behaviour could be observed in preference to

verbal statements.

It has already been noted that the forces acting on a
menber to remain in 2 group may be irresistible; membership
may not be voluntary. It is therefore possible that a group
could be composed of members who experience considerable
force to be a member, but who may also be alienated fron
the group. It can also be added that attraction-to-group
may be an outcome of the "total field of forces", but be

confined to those forces which are voluntary.
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Evans and Jarvis (1980) have defined attraction-to-group as
an "individual's desire to identify with and be an accepted
member of the group." (p 366). Operatfonalisations of the
concept offered by Evans and Jarvis (1980) include
assessments of the individuals feelings of acceptance, and

desire for continued membership of the group.

In a study of the influence of cohesion on the introduction
of flexitime into an organisation, Narayanan and Nath
(1984) take the responses to two questions as an index of
group cohesion. The first question, "How do you feel
concerning your work group ?" includes the potential
response of, "I do not feel I really belong". The second
question asked, "If you had a chance to do the same kind of
work for the same pay in another group, how would you feel
about moving ?" Both of these questions are adapted from
the work of Seashore (1954). They also accord with the work
of Libo (1953), and the respected contributions made by
Evans and Jarvis (1980). Consequently, versions of these
two questions can usefully be included in the present
study, and can be found in the organisational perception

section of the questionnaire; questions 31 and 32.

An additional aspect of cohesion which has been considered
is the sharing of interests and goals by group members.
Evans and Jarvis (1980) argue that different factors enter
into the development of cohesion and attraction-to-group,

amongst these are shabed goals and concerns. The sharing of
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goals, as a part of cohesion, is also found in the work of
many .authors investigating the processes associated with
the achievement of task objectives (eg. Anderson, 1975;.

Carron, 1982; Homans, 1950; Lewin, 1948).

Carron (1982), in relation to sports teams, has contended
that, 1in addition to attraction-to-group, measures should
also reflect the goals the group is striving to achieve.
Additionally, in the organisational and industrial context,
there has been work which has looked at the relationship
between qohesion and productivity in terms of shared
organisational goals (eg. Schriesheim, 1980; Stogdill,
1972). Given the relationship between cohesion and
productivity, a relationship between office evaluation and
cohesion may imply an indirect productivity-environuent

relationship.

Both Carron (1982) and Yukelson et al. (1984%) have argued
that while attraction-to-group is important, it often
underestimates cohesion. As a result of these studies and
arguments, a further two questions were added to the
measure of cohesion. These additional items are questions
33 and 34 of the organisational perception section of the

questionnaire, and measure shared goals and interests.

Thus the final part of the, organisational perception
section of the questionnaire contains four Qquestions for
the measurement of the individual's feelings of attraction

to the department, and perceptions of the department's
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cohesiveness. This part of the questionnaire will be
referred to as "cohesion" although it is not a measure of
'the ‘total department's cohesion, the s;ores are not summed,
but is a measure of the individual's feelings and

perception.

7.8 Work Orientation

The final part of the questionnaire aimed at addressing the
individual's work orientation; their general approach to
life at work. Rather than looking at the multifaceted
distinctions considered in relation to orgahisational
perception, this section of the questionnaire was to be
more limited. The only distinction to be made is Dbetween
orientations in terms of involvement and flexibility. In
essence the section'is concerned with the extent to which
the individual is flexible in their approach to work, and
the extent to which they prefer to be involved in life at
work. In keeping with the rest of thé questionnaire, the
orientation section aims at eliciting descriptions of the
way in which people prefer to approach life at work, rather
than an assessment of the extent to which their desires are

fulfilled.

The model of office evaluation proposed by Marans and
Spreckelmeyer (1982;  1986) which has been described
previously, and mentioned on many occasions throughout the
thesis, includes the component of personal characteristiecs.,

By personal characteristics Marans and Spreckelmeyer in
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fact refer to the organisation for which the individual
works, and the classification of the job they perform. In
using this scheme they are ih keeping with many researchers

in the field ﬁho have used similar forms of classification.

The use of Jjob characteristices 1is not in itself
problématié;' However, it could be argued that organisation
and Jjob characteristicé are not personal characteristics,
as Marans and Spreckélmeyer suggest, but are in fact role
characteristics. The difference between personal and role
chabécferistics is impohtant. 'Had Marans and Spreckelmeyer
been more stringent conceptually, the distinction would

have been made.

It is not the intention to dwell on this issue at any great
length, however, as the issue of the difference between
personal characteristiecs and role is important, some brief
discussion ‘must be given to it., To begin it is useful to
have a definition of role. Israel (1972) describes the
concept thusj;
"Man has certain positions within the social system and
~ related to those positions are normative expectations
concerning the individual's behaviour and concerning
relevant attributes. Positions are independent of a
specific occupant. The same is true of the expectencies
directed towards a position; they are defined as the
role of the incumbent of a position." (p 140).
While there may be variety in the definition of the concept
of role, all agree that roles are independent of the

occupant. If we consider job characteristics to be role

related, then one can suggest that the relationship between

223



the role and the evaluations is, to an extent, independent
of thg individual. Personal characteristics are brought to
the 'role, but the role itself is different from these

characteristics.

The difference between role and personal characteristics
has important implications, and this discussion 1is not
merely a matter of the author being overly fastidious. If,
for example, a particular environment 1is evaluated
negatively by a person, it may be decided that changes
should not be made to the environment as another individual
may be more positive with regard to it. If the negative
evaluation is due to the personal characteristics of that
person, the decision, albeit unfortunate for the individual
concerned, may be correct. However, if the negative
evaluation is a result of an incompatibility between the
role, perhaps job characteristics, and the environment, the
decision would, in all probability, be wrong, as whoever
occupies the role will make a similar evaluation. Even this
trivial example serves sufficiently to demonstrate the need

for basic conceptual care on the part of the researchers.

In the research reported. hére, personal characteristics
will be included and be taken to mean the characteristics
of an 1individual and not the role occupied by them. The
personal characteristics which will be the focus are the
person's personal orientation towards their work and work

context.
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As with the notion of organisational perception, the
concept of worker involvement orientation touches on a
nunber of areas of organisational psycholbgy,; the closest
of which is the concept of job involvement. While the two
areas are linked, it is necessary to delineate the area of
interest of the present thesis, from that which exists in
organisational psychology, in order to avoid confusion. In
the following pages theories and research on involvement,
some of which has briefly been touched on previously, will

be qiscussed.

7.8.1 Job Involvement

The extent to which issues addressed here overlap with
those of Jjob involvement depends upon the definition of Job
involvement which has been applied by the researcher with

whom one is making comparisons.

Numerous writers, following the work of Allport (1947),
have considered Job involvement in terns of ego
involvement. Rabinowitz and Hall (1977), after reviewing
much of the literature on Job.involvement, noted that two
widely used definitions are, the psychological importance
of work to the person'é identity, and the extent to which
performance at work affects the individual's self-esteem.
That these two definitions are so widely used is due, to a
great extent, to the majority of researchers in the field
using measures developed by Lodahl and Kejner (1965), who

define involvement as, "the degree to which a person is
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identified psychologically with his work, or the importance
of work in his total self image." (p 24), and "the degree
- to which a person's work performance affects his self

esteem."” (p 25).

Kanungo (1981; 1984) has severely criticised the work on
Job involvement arguing that the fiéid is confused, and the
concept heavy in "excess meaning". In defining Job
involvement Kanungo (1982) staﬁes that "involvement either
in the context of a particular job or with work in general,
can be viewed as a cognitive belief state of psychological
identification." (p 342). While Kanungo criticises previous
work, his ©basic perspective is fundamentally similar to

that of those he criticises.

Using -Kanungo's definition of invélvement, it is possible
to distinguisﬁ it from the approach being taken here.
Kanungo, and tﬁose who share his general view, may be
thought of as being concerned with job identification. The
potential for confusion between work orientation and
involvement as a part of it, can be reduced by keeping in
- mind the difference between Midentification" and
Minvolvement". Additionally 4in the above instances Job
involvement 1is likely to lead to a particular orientation,

rather than being the orientation itself.

An additional aspect of Kanungo's definition is the
distinction which is made between identification with one's

Job, and with work in general. In the present study no
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distinction between these two aspects is being made.

Saleh and Hosek (1976) developed a job dinvolvement ! scale
based on a review of the measures used in many previous
studies. A factor analysis of the data derived from the
scales resulted in three factors; cognitive, conative, and
instrumental. From this they concluded that job involvement
is the degreé to which a person identifies with their Job,
considers their performance important for their self worth,
and finally, the factor most relevant to our present
concerns, the extent to which they actively participate in

their job.

Saleh (1981) notes that active participation is dependent
upon beliefs and situational variables, and.thus upon Jjob
involvement, and is not a part of the concept itself. It 1s
therefore suggested that the behavioural component of Job
involvement should  "refer to the person's intentions to
participate and to perform various behaviors which reflect

his feelings and cognitions." (p 23).

The above aspect of Saleh's multivari#te definition of Jjob
involvement concurs, to an extent, with the concept being
used here. Thus in terms of work orientation, we are
addressing this one part; or factor, of the

cohceptualisation of Jjob involvement.
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7.8.2 Organisational Commitment

A second concept which may be thought to have some
connection with the notion of orientation is organisational
commitment (Porter et al., 1974), which Kanungo argues, has
been confused with joﬁ involvement, but which should be

considered as a separate issue (Kanungo 1982).

In common with job involvement, organisational commitment
has been defined in numerous ways. Kanungo (1982) considers
commifment to be " a general attitude toward an
organisation as a whole." (p 342). Porter et al. (1974)
argue that there are three components of organisational
commitment; a strong belief and acceptance of the
organisational goals and values, a willingness to exert
considerable effort on behalf of the organisation, and a
strong desire to remain in the organisation. Luthans et al.
(1985), wusing Porter et al.'s perspective, state that an
"employee who is highly committed to an organisation
intends to stay with it and work hard toward its goals." (p
213). Taking these descriptions of organisational
commitment one can disﬁern only a little overlap between
the concept of organisational commitment and the concept of
orientation being used in the present thesis. However there
are several other definitions which do bring the two

concepts closer together.

Steers (1977) defines organisational commitment as the
strength of an individual's 4identification with, and

involvement in, a particular organisation. Steers!
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definition makes a distinction, drawn previously be the
present author, between‘ identification with, and
involvement in, an object. Buchanan (1974) provides a
similar definition in which he includes loyalty to,
identification with, and involvement in, an organisation as

part of the domain of organisational commitment.

Factors such as loyalty and involvement in relation to the
organisation are aspects of the present orientation
concept. Thus there are some points at which work
orientation and organisational commitment meet, but due to
the 4inclusion of the concept of identification in the
domain of organisational commitment the two concepts are

not exactly the same.

Thus, in conclusion, it can be seen that work orientation
overlaps with  Jjob involvement and organisational
commitment, but is distinguishable due to its lack of

concern with "identification.

Taking the two basic elements of work orientation 30
questions were constructed to measure the individuals
approach to their work context. These 30 questions can be
found in appendix 8. Responses to these questions were made
using the same 5 point_Likert type scale as was used for
the organisational perception questionnaire. The rating
scales were, in all cases, changed from a 7 to a 5 point
scale following the pilot study. This was due to evidence

that the extremes of the 7 point scale were not being used.
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7.9 Additional Questions

A number of questions in addition to those discussed above
were included in the questionnaire. The inclusion of these
questions was as a matter of interest and was for use 1in
later research; they were not to be the concern of the
present research. The full questionnaire including all
items has been included in appendix 9 in order that the
reader may observe the actual questionnaire completed by
the respondents. It should be mentioned that the actual
questionnaire took the form of a booklet, and was reduced

to half the size of that shown in the appendix.

7:10 Summary

In this chapter the development of a pilot organisational
perception questionnaire based on the concept of
organisational climate has been described. The results of
the pilot study revealed a facet including the elepents of
involvement and flexibility, To this were added two
additional facets. Of these two, the organisation;l unit
facet, consisting of the elements of department and
organisation, is of concern in relation to environmental

evaluation.

In addition to the organisational perception questions,
four questions were derived from the relevant literature in
order to measure feelings of departmental cohesion. Finally
a questionnaire to measure work orientation was developed.

Questions covering each of these three areas were included
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along with the environmental evaluation questions in the
final questionnaire. A number of other questions were added
to those described above, but they are not considered part

of the thesis.
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CHAPTER 8

Participating Organisations and Data Collection

8.1 Introduction

It had originally been intended that organisations would be
systematically selected according to =a nunber of
characteristics; size, type of office occupied, whether in
the private or public sector, and type of work perforned.
From the response of the organisations invited to
participate, it rapidly becane apparent however, that such
systematic =selection was not going to be possible. The
basic failure to obtain organisations willing to
participate not only helps to explain the paucity of
research of the type presented here, but also produced sone
useful insights into the problems, and their aetiology, of

applied research.

In this chapter the process of obtaining the participating
organisations will be related, along with the data
collection procedures wused. In the first sections the
problem of obtaining organisétions willing to participate

will be described.

8.2 Contacting the Organisations
The names and telephone numbers of more than sixty
organisations were obtained from business directories and

Yellow Pages. Telephone contact was then made with the

organisations in order to obtain the name of either the
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office or personnel manager. The names of these individuals
were sought so as to make it possible to address
correspondence to them personally and, as a consequence it
was hoped, improve the 1likelihood of securing a mnore

positive response to the invitation to participate.

In some instances the author's initial call was directed to
the appropriate individual or departuent within the
organisation. The person to whom the call was directed was
given a brief explanation of the study. They were then told
that an explanation of the study, along with a sanple
questionnaire, could be sent to them. In most cases the
organisation agreed that this was the appropriate way in
which to proceed. In a small number of cases the
organisation simply stated that they operated a policy of
not. taking part in such studies. Contact with these
organisations was then, obviously, terminated. All other

organisations were sent a letter,

The letter itself (appendix 10) explained the nature or
content of the research and that it would be confidential.
They were also told that the study was being conducted by
the wuniversity and that a }eport of the findings would be

available to then.

Following the letter, telephone contact was made with the
organisations in order to take the matter further. The
response of the organisation at this point was either a

refusal or, for those who had not already received one, a
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request for a copy of the questionnaire. Often a verbal
refusal was _fﬁllowed by a letter stating similar. The
rea'sons given for the refusal to participate were not
always _the same in the letter and during the telephone
conversation., Following the remaining organisations receipt
of _ the questionnaire they were again contacted by
telephone, IInlall cases the organisations declined to take

part.

8.2;1 Reaaoné for ﬁefusal to Participate

There 1is verf little applied research which has considered
the relationship between the office environment and the
organisation which it houses; there is no research which
attempts to " look at workers' perceptions  of the
organisation in relation to their evaluations of the
office. "The response by the organisations which were
invited to participate in the present study are interesting

in that they provide clues as to why this may be the case.

A number of organisations declined the offer to participate
simply because they had a blanket policy of not taking part
in such research., Of the remainder of organisations, the
reasﬁns given for not participating were varied and often

inconsistent,.

One of the first organisations contacted agreed, during a
telephone call, to participate in the research. They
requested a copy of the questionnaire as a "formality",

Having received a questionnaire they declined to take part.
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A letter sent explaining the reasons for not participating
in the research, stated that they were alr?ady involved in
a éimil;r project. However, an "off the record"
conversation with a member of the organisation revealed
that concern had been expressed that an environmental
evaluation may cause unrest amongst their employees as 1t
was known that they were very dissatisfied with their work
environment. Other organisations expressed, although never

in writing, similar fears in relation to other parts of the

questionnaire.

Theée responses are interesting in that they reveal a
belief, which appears to be wide spread, that provided one
ignores a situation, problems will not have consequences,
and more worrying, that research will create, rather than
solve, problems for an organisation. It also suggests a
problem in  sampling in applied research in  that,
-organisations will only participate when it 1is believed
that the workers are satisgied. This problem also extends
to another aspect of research; the actual content of the
research. For example, on several occasions organisations
suggested that they would participate if the questions
about the organisation were deleted. Together these
problems suggest that not only may samples be' biased, but
also, that many crucial questions can not be asked or

researched.

The above is not reported as a criticism of the
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organisations' refusals to participate. It is noted as a
matter of interest, and because it provides some insights
into the lay imagination with regard to the, consequences of
research. The problem is of sufficient importance to be

worthy of study in its own right.

Finally, it 1is also worth mentioning that many of the
organisations asked for details of the results of the
research as they thought the study would be of value to

them.

8.2.2 The Participating Organisations

The problem of participation was finally overcome when the
author was . invited to distribute his questionnaire
throughout four organisations where a study of the health

effects of .environmental conditions was being conducted.

Theré were two poteﬁtial problems which could have arisen
from collecting data in these organisations. Firstly, the
participants had been taking part in the health study over
a relatively long period of time, hence their commitment to
research., As a consequence of this, their responses to the
questionnaire could have-been coloured by their belief that
it was concerned with health issues. However, it was clear
that the respondents viewed the service aspects of their
environment to be relevant to health problems. The present
study focuses on socio-spatial considerations and,
therefore, it seems unlikely thaf the use of this

particular sample is problematic.
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The second problem was that a health questionnaire was
being distributed 'at the same time as the present
questionnaire. As it was thought impractical and
undesirable that people should complete both questionnaires
the potential sample was drastically reduced. However,
under the circumstances it was thought that a reduced
sample was preferable to none at all, Additionally, while
the sample from each organisation may be reduced, the total
sample 1s sufficiently large as to allow generalisable

conclusions to be drawn by analysing the sample as a whole.

The principal concern of the thesis is with generalisable
models and relationships regardless of the particular
objective conditions which give rise to them. As a
consequence, descriptions of the actual organisations and
environments in which the participants worked is not of
majof importance. Nonetheless, 'some brief details of the
buildings and organisations in which data was collected is
given appendix 11 as a matter of general interest. As some
of the organisations were housed in more than one building,
the four different contexts in which data were collected

will be referred to as Site's 1 to 4.

8.3 Data Collection
The questionnaires were distributed throughout the
organisations personally by the author. Individuals who

occupied open plan offices and were not taking part in the
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health project were invited to take part in the study.
Participants were randomly selected. Every third person in
each office was chosen. None of the participants took part
in the environmental health survey. Prior to being given
the qdestionnaire the participants were told that the study
was not concerned with health issues, and that it was a
general evaluation of the office environment. They were
also told tﬁat there was an interest in the way people
perceive their organisations. It was emphasised that the
study was independent of the organisation and that all

responses would be completely confidential.

Participants were then given a copy of a questionnaire and
a postage paid envelope addressed to the author. They were
asked to return the completed questionnaires within the
following five- days. A number of questionnaires were
returned to the author while at the site, the majority,

however, were returned by post within the specified time.

It was necessary to explain the purposes of the study to
each 1individual so as to minimise the potential influence
of a belief that the questionnaire was concerned with
environmental health. The time taken to explain the study
also, unfortunately, resulted in a reduction in the
possible number of participants who could be invited to
take part in the study. The return of questionnaires by
post was also thought to be likely to reduce the number of
responses. However, given the time necessary to complete

the questionnaire, it was felt that it was unreasonable to
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expect all the respondents to completc then dﬁring the day

at work.

8.4 Sample Size

After renoving

incouplete or

obtained
study.
Site 1
Site 2
Site 3

Site 4

from

n=36
n=45
n=73

n=62

questionnaires which were substantially
spoiled, the following samnple sizes were

each collection site and wutilised 1in the

Total Sanple size =216

The actual number of of questionnaires distributed at each

site were:

Site 1 58

Site 2 81

Site 3 120

Site 4 10

9

In each case the sample size reflects, approximately, a 60%

response rate,
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CHAPTER 9

Results 1: Multivariate Model of Office Evaluations

9.1 Introduction

The results of the =study cover a number of areas and
issues. Each of these are considered in separate chapters.
The =aim of the first stage of the analysis, presented 1in
this chapter, 1is to establish the overall mnultivariate
structure of the model of office evzluations. For this
model, all evaluation questions, and the full sample of
participants, are included in the analysis. Obtaining a
full nodel of office evaluations allows comparisons between

the present research and that conducted previously.

The focus of the research is on the socio-spatial referent
of the evaluations. The results of the analysis of these
items will also be presented in this chapter, din relation
to the full sample, and each site separately. This latter
analysis is, 1in effect, a check on the consistency of the

nodel.

The full data set is used to establish the model as 1t
allows the utilisation of the maximum num ber of
individuals, and thereby reduces the likely effects of
idiosyncratic responses which nay distort the
correlationally based structure. Using all available data
also has the advantage of producing a more universal, less
site specific, model as it is not subject to to the unique

characteristics of any one building or organisation. The
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model also provides a basis for the construction of scales

for subsequent analysis” '

9.2 The Questionnaire and the Domain of Evaluation

The first stage in developing an overall model is to
establish the extent to which the items of the research
instrument address a single coherent domain. In order to
discover the degree to which this is the case, 1t 1s
necessary to examine the inter-item correlation matrix so
as to discern whether there are any large negative
correlations between items, which may suggest that they are
not part of the same domain, and therefore should be
removed from the analysis. Before considering the analysis

itself, it is worth discussing the rationale for it.

As the principal methodological base for the present thesis
is derived from the work of Guttman, it is appropriate that
the argument given by Guttman for seeking,a positive matrix

/

of correlations should be considered.

Assuming that an evaluation is a statement of attitude
(Donald, 1983; Kenny, 1983), one can consider Guttman's, so
called, first law of attitude, in which he states that:
"if any two items are selected from the universe of
attitude items towards a given object, and 1if the
population observed is not selected artificially, then
the population regressions between these two items, will

be monotone and with a positive or zero sign." (Gratch,
1973. p 36)

In addition to the above conditions, the items must be
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napped into & comnon range and have the szme dircctional

neaning.

What Guttman is arguing is basically rather sinmple; 1f one
is assessing an attitude toward 2 particular object, in
this c¢case a person's office environment, then all the
attitude itemns referring to that object should be
positively correlated. If this is the case then one 1s in a
position to argue that the items are a part of the sane

domain.

The issue is mnore complex in practice than the above
implies. Firstly, there is a question as to how large the
negative correlation between two items nust be before one
can conclude that they belong to different domains. The
size of a negative correlation may be a function of the
sauple size. Therefore, one nust be rather careful about
naking decisions based on relatively small sample sizes.
This cautionary note, of course, provides a further reason

why the analysis of the entire data set is desirable.

One method of addressing the issue of the size of the
negative correlations 1s to apply a test of statistical
significance to the correlation coefficient. This, however,
raises the ques;ion of the 1level of statistical
significance which is to be accepted. Additionally, there
is the question of, how many items must an iten correlate
negatively with, before it is considered to be drawn fron

a different domain.
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It is clear that one can not simply remove an item if it is
negatively correlated with a small number of other items of
a questionnaire. In order to assess the extent to which
items are all of the same domain one can recast the problem
in tefms of the internal consistency of the questionnaire.
In doing this one 1is continuing the basic theme of
Guttman's arguments, but drawing on standard psychometric
notions of reliability. 1In essence, the two approaches are
addressing the same issue; the extent to which the itens
are measuring the same thing. 1In order to assess the
internal consistency of a set of items the most
appropriate, and widely accepted znalysis is Cronbach's

coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951).

9.2.1 The Correlation Matrix

Pearson Product moment correlation coefficients were
calculated between all 41 environmental evaluation itenms
using data from 216 participants. The lower tri-angular
matrix is shown in appendix 12. Inspection of the
correaltion matrix reveals 43 negative correlations between
the full set of items. As there are 820 correlations in the
lower triangular matrix of 41 items, this is not a very
substantial number. Additionally, none of the items
correlate negatively with item 41, a general evaluation

question,

Of the 43 negative correlations, the largest negative value
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is only -0.12. This is between item 13 and items 4 and 5 (P
< 0.05). As those items which do have a statistically
significant negative correlation only do so with one or two
itens, 1t would not be justifiable to remove them. It can
be concluded, therefore, that all items are drawn from the

same domain,

9.2.2 Internal Consistency of the Questionnaire

The final analysis to be conducted was the calculation of
the coefficient aipha to test the internal consistency, and
thus reliability, of the items. The standardised alpha
coefficient resulting from the analysis is 0.90496. Even
though the magnitude of the alpha coefficient is, to sonme
extent, a function of the number of items, the more items
the higher the alpha value is likely to be, a coefficient
of .9 is high., Thus the environmental evaluation items of
the questionnaire have a high degree of  internal

consistency.

With regard to acceptable levels of alpha as a standard of
reliability, Nunnally, in his authoratative text. on

psychometrics, states that:

"In the early stages of research on...hypothesised
measures of a construct...reliabilities of .60 or .50
will suffice...For basic research it can be argued that
increasing reliabilities beyond .80 is often
wasteful...In those applied settings where important
decisions are made with respect to test scores, a
reliability of .90 1is the minimum that should be
tolerated, and a reliability of .95 should be considered
the desirable standard." (Nunnally, 1967. p 226)
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The applied research Nunnally is discussing here 1is, for
example, the placement of school children according to IO
test scores. Of course, the basic research being reported
here 1is not going to be used for such crucial decision

making. Therefore a level .5 and above is acceptable.

In order. to discover whether the internal consistency of
the items would be increased by the deletion of specific
items, the alpha coefficient for the set of items,
following the deletion of each individual iten, was
calculated. The results of this analysis, shown in appendix
13, reveal that no significant increase in the internal
consistency of the questionnaire would be gained by

deleting any one of the items.

In conclusion, it can be said that the items of the
evaluation section of the questionnaire are drawn from the
same domain and are highly reliable in terms of their
internal consistency. Having established this we can now

turn to the actual structure of the evaluations.

9.3 Full Structure of Office Evaluation

In this section the results of the analysis to determine
the overall structure of the office evaluations are
presented. The results are based on the analysis of all the
environmental evaluation questions using the data from all
of the completed questionnaires. 1In order to achieve this
the data were subjected to Smallest Space Analysis (SSA).

The SSA solution has an acceptable coefficient of
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alienation of 0.19. The support for each facet will be

discussed in the following sub-sections.

9.3.1 Level of Interaction

The projection of the SSA plot shown in figure 9.1a is that
which most clearly partitions in accord with the elements
of the level facet. The uppermost region contains all those
items concerned with the building as a whole. In the lower
region can be found the items addressing the office and the
immediate workarea. No partition between these latter two

elenents is evident.

The parallel partitioning of the space supports the
hypothesis that the level of interaction is ordered in
terms of the workers' evaluations, and that each level is

independent of the other.

The the lack of an evaluatory distinction between '"office"
and "immediate workarea" follows previous research of this
nature on office evaluations. However, as has previously
been noted, the distinction between the two levels may be
dependent upon environmental characteristics such as
partitions, which were not present in the majority of
offices included in the study. In fact, of the sample of
216, only 28 people reported having partitions, of any

sort, on three of more sides of their workspace.
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Figure 9.1a

Projection of the SSA of the Full Set of Environmental
Evaluation Items Showing Partitioning of the Space

for the Level Facet
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9.3.2 Referent of Interaction
The partitioning of the SSA space in relation to the
referent facet 1s shown iﬂ figﬁre 9.1b. The space 1s

partitioned into four principal and clear regions.

The first region contains all those items addressing

service factors such as heating, ventilation, and lighting.

A second region includes the items dealing with storage and
filing space; space without a social implication. Two
items, 21 ("How helpful is the design and layout of Yyour
office in making your department or section distinct within
the organisation") and 25 ("How helpful is the location of
space for filing papers that people in your department
generally need access to for their work"), appear to be
misplaced with regard to-this region. Item 21 was expected
to be found in the socio-spatial region, and item 25 was
expected to be located in the space region. It could be
argued, however, that as item 25, concerned with. access
to papers for members of the department as a whole, is
located in the socio-spatial-department region the
1mportan£ a.spect of the question is its reference to the
department. It is also possible to suggest that in
interpreting question 21, emphasis has been placed on the
spatial separation of the department in purely physical
terms. Whatever the interpretation and explanation given to
the mislocation of these items, it should be noted that it

is rare to find all items, without exception, in the

248



Figure 9.1b

Projection of the SSA of the Full Set of Environmental
Evaluation Items Showing the Partitioning of the
Space for the Referent Facet

10

18

SERVICES

37

38

16 36 40

27

14 -

15

23 41 1

12

’ SOCIO-SPATIAL
SELF

SOCIC-SPATIAL

39  ORGANISATION
28

35 13

—
-
-
—
—
- -
- 34
SOCIO-SPATIAL
2 DEPARTMENT
25
3l
24
17 .
20 19
7 6
21
11
SPACE

29

249




L}

"correct" region, indeed the mislocation of only two items

is in fact encouraging and a matter of little concern.

Moving clockwise from the space region, one can find the
first of the socio-spatial regions. In this area of the
space are contained items which may be thought of as being
basically concerned with the differentiation of the
individual or self from, or in relation to, others and the

organisation.

Two items found in this region were expected to be located
elsewhere. Items 29 and 30 refer to the extent to which the
participant's workspace helps others to recognise their
role in the organisation, and the extent to which the
participant's workspaces reflects their status. It was
originally thought that these two questions referred to the
organisation, rather than distinguishing the individual
from the organisation. To some extent this may ©be true.
However, and this is most clearly shown by item 29, the
questions refer to the extent to which the environment of
the individual facilitates the ability of others to
distinguish them from the whole organisation., In the light

of this, the items were reclassified in future analysis.

The final major region, clockwise from the services area,
is again concerned with the socio-spatial referent. In this
instance, however, the items are concerned with the group/
department, and organisation. We will return to the sub-

division of this region in a moment.
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To summarise the results in relation to the referent facet,
there is support for the tripartite socio-spatial,
services, and space distinction. However there is greater
complexity, in that the socio-spatial element is found in
two regions. The regions of the socio-spatial element
relate directly to the sub-facet added at the end of the
environmental evaluation pilot study; organisational unit.

It is to this sub-facet we turn next.

9.3.3 Organisational Unit

The three elements of the organisational unit facet,
individual/self, department, and organisation, are found on
the same projection of the SSA space as the referent facet
which is shown in figure 9.1b, The arrangement of the
elements of the organisational unit facet is a 1little

unexpected, and is rather interesting.

It was hypoﬁﬁesi#ed that organisational unit represents a
secondary or sub-facet of the socio-spatial element of the
referent facet. This hypothesis directs that one would
expect the elements of the sub-facet to sub-divide the
region of the SSA space formed by the socio-spatial
element, in accord with the elements of the organisational
unit sub-facet. The results shown in figure 9.1b give some

support for this,

In the socio-spatial region at the bottom of the plot are,

as ve have noted, the items derived from the organisational

251



unit element of individual/self. The second socio-spatial
region 1is sub-divided according to the remaining two
elements of the organisational unit sub-facet. The division

between these two elements is shown by the dotted line.

The first sub-region is essentially concerned with the
organisation, for example "helping people to feel part of
the organisation® (38), ‘'"prevent feeling a small and
insignifiegnt part of the organisation" (40) and the

provision of meeting places (eg. 13).

The second sub-region includes items which refer to the
interaction and integration of the organisation and
department. Items included here are, for instance, "access
of others to your department™ (34), "help others enter the
office without feeling that they are intruding" (32), and

so forth.

Moving further around the second sub-region of the space,
one finds items concerned with the integration of the
individual and the department, for example, "feeling part
of the group" (17), and "the layout of space at your desk

gives access to people want to talk to you" (19).

The space has been divided into two regions, organisation
and department. However, it can be seen, from the position
of the items, that the two areas are not clearly distinect
in that there is no clear cut off between the regions; the

regions merge one within the other., For example, at the
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border line between the two sub-regions are items concerned
with the integrative relationship between the organisation
and the department. The further one moves into the
departmental region, the more concerned the items become
with the distinctness of the department from the
organisation, and the existence of the department as a
cohesive entity. Also, as we move in this direction we find
items concerned with the integration of the individual
within the department. Thus it can be seen that the
difference between the elements is progressive rather than
clear cut. To this extent, the boundary lines are, to a

degree, arbitrary.

There are additional items to which it is worth bringing
attention. The distinction between the elements of the
organisational unit was also applied to some of the service
questions. This was done as a matter of interest for future
theory development. However, item 36, "how much does the
lighting around the building help to create an environment
which gives people the impression of an efficient and
successful organisation", is found to be the closest of the
service items to the organisation sub-region. Similarly the
service item 27 is concerned with the organisation, and is
also found in the same part of the space. Thus while the
original hypothesis regarding the organisational unit was
made in relation to the socio-spatial referent, the results
indicate that the distinction may be present for all

referents. This suggests that the organisational unit sub-
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facet is, in fact, a primary facet.

The clear distinction between the department/organisation
elements and the self element, suggests a more fundanental
differentiation of the socio-spatial aspects of the
evaluation which can, basically, be viewed as a self/others

division.

There 2are important theoretical issues and dimplications
which accrue from these results. We will return to this
aspect of the study for further discussion later in the
thesis. For now, we will turn to the final facet of the

nodel; the focus.

9.3.4 Focus of Interaction

The results in relation to the focus are interesting from a
nunber of perspectives. Firstly it can be interpreted in
relation to the tripartite environmental referent. At the
centre of the plot can be found item 1 (private
conversations at one's desk). This, of course, 1s very
sinilar to the most central item in the pilot study. The
result therefore provides replication and further support
for the previous results, and the hypothesis that the focus
is central/peripheral to the goals of the individual at

work.

If we disregard the partitioning of the referent facet and
concentrate on the socio-spatial element, the focus can be

interpreted 1in relation to the organisational wunit sub-
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facet. Toward the centre of the plot there are items which
address such issues as feeling part of the work group, or
orgaqisat;on, which are aspects related toisintegration and
cohesion. In the outer area are found items concerned with
meeting and communication. Thus, it may be proposed that a
focus of cohesion and communication exists in relation to
the organisational unit. Such a focus was not previously
hypothesised. As a consequence of the lack of such a
hypothesis it 4is not possible to fully investigate the

viability of this focus.

It is clear, from the above discussions, that we have gone
beyond a simpie dualistic consideration of the environment
and organisation, and that we are now addressing them as
an integrated whole. The model is, however, rather complex.
At present we have a mixture of referents and the sub-facet
of organisational unit. In order to clarify and explore the
model further, it is helpfui to simplify it by removing the
influence of the space and service elements of the referent
facet. As the socio-spatial element is the one of most
importance  for understanding the relationships under
consideration, it 1is reasonable that this be the element
kept for further analysis. Deleting the service and space
elements has the effect of removing the referent facet, and
allows the organisational unit sub facet to play a more
primary role. This procedure should make it possible to
address the complexities of the relationship between the

organisation and the environment.
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9.4 Reduced Model of Office Evaluations

The items constructed from structuples which include the
space and service elements of the referent facet were
deleted from further analysis. Item 1, which refers to
privacy at the desk, was also removed. While this iten is
socio-spatial, it was deleted because it showed 1little
variance (0.65, and because it had been consistently found
to be the central item. By removing the item, it allows the
possibility of other centrzl items being identified. The
removal of these items resulted in 23 questions remaining
for the analysis. It is worth mentioning that the alpha

coefficient for these 23 items is 0.85.

The data were again subjected to SSA. The solution, shown
in figures 9.2a and 9.2b below, achieved a coefficient of
alienation of 0.15; an acceptable stress level. The result
of the partitioning of the SSA space for each facet is

shown below.

9.4.1 Level of Interaction

The SSA projection most clearly supporting the elements of
the level facet is shown in figure 9.2a. The space is
partitioned into three regions; workspace/desk, office, and

building.

There are numerous features of this projection of the SSA

which are worthy of consideration. The first and, in
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Figure 9.2a

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning
of the Space for the Level Facet
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'relation to previous results, most inportant aspect of the
partitioning is the presence of separate regions for the
workarea and the office. DNever before has this type of
analysis of office evaluation data shown there to be a
distinction between the workarea of the individual and the

office as a whole.

A close inspection of the plot shows that the
discrimination between the two levels is not perfect. For
example, items 20 and 21 refer to the office and are in the
workarea region. However, with the exception of these two

items, the regions are clear.

Before considering some of the specific items, it is worth
briefly .discussing why, wusing the same sample as for the
previous analysis, there should now be a distinction
between two elements which was not previously evident. The
most obvious explanation is that while the distinction
between the workarea and office is relevant and valid when
considering socio-spatial components of the office
envircnﬁent, Iit does not hold for the service aspects. For
example, lighting in the office may be so eldsely related
to the 1lighting at the desk, that no differentiation
between the two elements is evident. This argument also
applies to heating and ventilation. However the workspace,
as it 4is under the jurisdiction of the individual, 1is a
place which the individual considers to be, spatially and

socially, his or her own; it is seen as distinct from the
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rest of the office, which is the domain of others. When the
service items are included it is possible that they hide

the partitioning of the two regions.

The location of particular items in relation to the
partition or border lines between the regions is also of
interest. For instance, item 31 is a question referring to
the space around the individual's desk for allowing access
of others to them. This item can be seen to be located
close to the office region. Items 8 and 19, which are also
concerned with the facilitation of intradepartmental
interaction, are similarly located. This activity related
blurring of the workspace/office distinction also explailns
why the partition 1line dividing the two regions is not

straight.

The partition lines do not cut horizontally or vertically
across the SSA space. This would be expected if the level
was conpletely iﬁdependent of the organisational unit. As
the partitioning is across the space at an angle, it would
seem that the level . is not fully orthogonal to the
organisational unit. In order to understand why this should
be the case it is necessary to turn to the organisational
unit facet.

9.4.2 Organisational Unit

figure 9.2b shows the projection of the S§h space
partitioned for the elements of the organisational unit

facet. Three clear regions are evident, and in accord with
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the elements of‘the facet. As was suggested by the pfevious
analysis, the elements are qualitatively ordered and
arranged around the plot as wedges in the space. The items
found at the boundaries of the regions show them to
conceptually, or experientially, merge, as was the case

when the full set of environmental items was analysed.

The first region, self, contains those items dealing
directly with the individual as a distinct entity in
relation to their work group and organisation, For example,
the desk as ﬁhe individual's own distinct space (2). As one
moves around the region, items can be found which have an
increasingly close conceptual relationship with the items
of the next region. The detail with which this can be
observed suggests that the facet is very strong in that it

taps small and subtle relationships.

The second region, department/work group, is conceptually a
little more complex; it contains items referring directly
to the department, but also questions apparently concerned
with the individual. It should be understood, however, that
the items refer to the individual as a part of the group;
not isolated from it. Again the space can be seen to merge
conceptually and experientially with 1its neighbouring
region; for example, items referring to a positive
interaction between the group and the organisation, such as

question 33, which asks about the extent to which the
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Figure 9.2Db

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Organisational Unit Facet
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envircnment helps the departmént fit as part of the
organisation, and item 34, which is concerned with
facilitating access to the group for members of other

departments.

The final region contains items concerned with the general
unity and cohesion of the organisation, and the evaluation
of the environment in relation to making people feel part
of the organisation. Again, one finds items referring to a
positive relationship between two elements, self and
organisation, at the edge of the regions. For example, iten
8, "to what extent does the design of your office help you
feel that you are able to control the amount of access
people can have to you", and question 13, which asks about
the provision of coffee areas so that the individual can
meet with others in the organisation, are on  the

self/organisation boundary.

The final point to be made with regard to this facet is in
relation to the partitioning of the level facet. It has
been suggested that while there 1is 2 degree of
orthogonality between the elements of the two facets, it is
clear that organisational issues are related more closely
with the building as a whole, than, for example, the
individual workspace. The overlap between the element items
of each facet is not complete, however it is sufficiently
strong to "distort" the structure. In relation to 2 general

model, the important question is whether there is an
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‘inevitable relationship between the respective elements of
.the two facets; it seems unlikely that there is. While some
overlap may be expected, the particular ipems used in the
questionnaire perhaps emphasise this. More research would,

of course, be needed to answer this question fully.

9.4.3 Focus of Interaction

Thus far the focus has been referred to as the degree of
centrality of a particular aspect of the environment to the
work 1life of those making the evaluations. However, the
previous analysis suggested that there 1s a more
conceptually refined interpretation which can be used to

describe the focus.

In generél, from figure 9.2a, it would seem that at the
centre of the department and organisation regions, are
items concerned with cohesion, and at the periphery those
concerned with éccess and meeting. For the self region
there is a similar, though less clear tendency, with the
individual's desk as a diatinct place (ie. not integrated)
at the centre, and access at the periphery. Items 29 and 30

are unclear in relation to their focus interpretation.

It should be emphasised that these elements of the focus
facet were not included in the mapping sentence. As a
result one should be cautious 1in accepting this
interpretation. Further research clearly needs to address

this important issue.
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The next step in the analysis is to discover whether this
model 1is consistent across the separate buildings and
organisations from which the participants were fdrawn. In
effect, the next stage is to check whether the structure is

robust.

9.5 Structure of Evaluations for Individual Sites

The aim of the thesis is to develop a model of evaluation
which 1is not specific to any particular building or
organisation. Consequently, the analysis thus far has been
concerned with the total sample drawn from all four
collection sites. If the model is a general model, however,
it 'should be possible to recover a similar empirical
structure from the data collected at each site. If this is
possible it will firstly show the model's validity, and
secondly, highlight the potential of the modii/,for
revealing differences within the general structure which
are specific to particular places and organisations. 1In
order to ﬁest this, the socio-spatial évaluation data from

each =site was analysed separately. In the following

sections we will consider the results of this analysis.

9.5.1 Site 1

The daﬁa from the 36 participants drawn from Site 1 were
subjected to SSA. Figures 9.3a and 9.3b show the SSA plots
which most clearly show support for the elements of the
proposed facets of evaluation. The coefficient of

alienation for this solution is acceptable at .21.
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9.5.1.1 Level of Interaction

Figure §.3a reveals a tripartite distinction between the
workspace, office, and building in the workers!
evaluations. Four items are apparently mislocated; 19, 31,
32, and 37. Items 32 and 37 ask about the extent to which
the office facilitates the access of people from other
departments, and the extent to which the building helps
inter-departmental communication. It is conceivable that
these items are found in their location as they are, in
essence, concerned with the lack of a boundary between the
office and building. This explanation also finds support
from the 1location of these items close to the boundary

lines of the regions.

The location of items 19 and 31 are a little mnore
difficult to justify. Both of these questions refer to the
desk, and are found 4in the building region. The only
possible explanation is that they are concerned with access
to the individual, and are again, therefore, referring to
the lack of boundaries. This explanation is, however, a
little weak. It should be realised, of course, that with so

few participant the mislocation of items is more likely.
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Figure 9.3a

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Level Facet (Site 1)
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9.5.1.2 Organisational Unit

The three elements of the organisational unit facet are
shown . to be supported by the partitioning of the SSA space
shown in figure 9.3b. Only one item on the plot appears to
be located in a region other than that hypothesised; item
21, which refers to the extent to which the design of the
office helps to create the feeling that the department 1is
distinct within the organisation. One would have expected
to find this item located in the department region near to

the boundary with the organisation region.

9.5.1.3 Focus of Interaction

It has been noted that the elements of the focus facet were
not specified g priori in relation to the organisational
unit facet. As a consequence, a good deal of care needs to

be exercised in considering the focus facet.

An  inspection °flthe plot showing the organisational unit
partitioning reveals some interesting features with regard
to the most central items. The three most central
questions, when drawing one from each of the organisational
unit regions, are 12, 20, and 37. Thus for evaluation in
terms of the organisational element a communication item is
central, for the individual being able to work without
distraction is at the centre, and in relation to the
department, it is cohesion which is found to be most

central.

267



Figure 9.3b

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Organisational Unit Facet (Site 1)
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However, if one considers the elements of organisation and
department, the majority of the central items are concerned
with cohesion. The outer area contains items addressing
access and meetings. The focus has been partitioned on
figure 9.3b by the dotted line. That a focus has emerged
without prior specification 1is important for future
evaluations which may consider access and cohesion more

closely.

9.5.2 Site 2

The data from Site 2 was collected from two buildings
housing the same organisation. While it would have been
preferable to analyse the data from each building
separately, the small sample size prohibited this.
Nonetheless the results, to a large extent, support the
model of evaluations. The coefficient of alienation is .20

for this SSA solution.

9.5.2.1 Level of Interaction

The SSA plot presented in figure 9.4a is partitioned in
accord with the elements of the level facet. It can be
seen that there are two principal regions. The uppermost
region contains items dealing with the building. The lower
region contains items concerned with both the office and
workspace elements. There is some indication that there is

a distinction between these two elements. However, the
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Figure 9.4a

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Level Facet (Site 2)
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evidence' is only suggestive in that a number of the desk
items are mislocated. The workspace region has been
demarcated by a dotted line. Thus, generally, the workers!'
evaluations differ from those of Site 1 in that only a weak
evaluatory distinction between the immnediate workarea and

the office as a whole is present.

A second feature of the plot is that three items which
refer to the office or workspéce are located above the
building region. The apparent mislocation of three items 1is
usually not particularly problematic in relation to the
model as a whole. The clear grouping of these items in an

apparent region of their own is worth closer consideration.

There are several possible explanations for why these items
are located as they are. Firstly there is the possibility
that the projection showing this view of the cylindrex
structure is not an "elevation", and represents some forn
of distortion. If one examines the correlations between
various items, it becomes quite clear that this is not the
case. Taking item 12 as an example, the item correlates
with item 40, at the top of the plot, with a coefficient of
0.6, however, it has a correlation of -0.12 with the itemn
at the bottom of the plot (31), and -.03 with item 17, also
at the lower extreme. From these few exanples it is
apparent that the representation is correct, and that these
three items do represent an anomaly in relation to the

hypothesis.
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The second explanation is quite simply that the workers do
not make as clear a distinction between the building and
the office as those evaluating other buildings. This is a
credible explanation given the design of building occupied
by najority ofl the people in this organisation.
Unfortunately no photographs of the buildings are
available, however the impression gained while within the
building is that the offices merge within one another and
form a singular space; the offices of Site 2 are more

"open" than the open offices of the other sites.

This, of course, is a subjective interpretation.
Unfortunately it was not anticipated that there would not
be a distinction between the building and other levels, and
therefore no objective data on this was collected. Having
made this point, it should still be remembered that only

three mislocated items are being referred to here.

9.5.2.2 Organisational Unit

The plot showing the partitioning for the Organisational
Unit elements, figure 9.4b, also shows some divergence from
the general model of evaluation which is being established.
The principal discrepancy in the plot is that there are two
separate regions for the organisation element. The other

two regions appear as hypothesised.

The Jjuxtaposition of the two organisation regions in the

manner shown in figure 9.4b, would suggest that the items
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Figure 9.4b

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Organisational Unit Facet (Site 2)
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located in each region are distinect in terms of some other
aspect of their conceptual content. However an inspection

of the items show this not to be the case.

One can speculate aé to other reasons for these rather
curious results. One interesting possibility is in relation
to the level facet. If it is the case that the workers are
not discriminating between the building, which is most
strongly &associated with evaluations in terms of the
organisation, and the office, most strongly associated with
the individual and department, then this may also lead to,
or at least be reflected in, the zwmbiguous distinctions
made between the organisation and departmental perspectives
on evaluations of the environment. Given the available data
it is difficult to provide definite empirical support for
this argument, however, if this is the case then it has
wide-ranging implications for both organisational

functioning and office design.

9.5.2.3 Focus of Interaction

The focus for Site 2 again shows a tendency feor the
cohesion related items to be located more centrally. If one
conceptualises item 2, which refers to the extent to which
the participant's workspace is distinect, as being an
inverse of cohesion, then the item is still concerned with
the phenomenon. Thus for all three elements cohesion 1is
most central. A dotted line has been drawn onto figure 9.4b

to show the focus.
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9.5.3 Site 3

The third datz set was also collected from participants
occupying two separate buildings. The results of the SSA,
which again had z2n acceptable coefficient of alienation of

.17, are shown in figures 9.5a and 9.5b.

9.5.3.1 Level of Interaction

The projection of the SSA space shown in figure 9.5a
reveals three distinct regions. The region on the right of
the plot contains all items concerned with the building,
next to that can be found those questions dealing with the
office and finally a workspace region. Again the
partitioning between the office and building 1is strong.
However the distinction between the office and the desk is
less clear cut, and two of the desk items are located in
the office region. The actuzl content of these items, 19
and 31, are concerned with interaction between the
individual and others, which helps explain their location.
Despite these two items the regions are sufficiently clear

in their support of the distinction between the levels.

The strength of the office/building distinction, again,
perhaps reflects the actual nature of the offices being
evaluated. The office spaces in these buildings were more
cellularised group offices. From this, and the discussion

of the previous site, it would seem that the model, while
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Figure 9.5a

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Level Facet (Site 3)
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remaining essentially consistent, is sensitive enough to
reflect differences due to the physical parameters of the

office designs.

9.5.3.2 Organisational Unit

The plot presented in figure 9.5b shows the three separate
elenents of the organisational unit facet. While the
results generally support the proposed facet, three itenms
are mnislocated; 13, 26 and 39. All three itens are
concerned with the organisation element. Item 13 1is located
almost in the self region. Given the content of the
question, "To what extent does the provision of rest rooms,
coffee areas, and so forth in the building help you to meet
people you work with", this location 'is understandable;
items 26 and 39 refer to other people meeting in the
organisation. These questions could have been interpreted
in terms of others in the department. However, with these
exceptions there is, again, considerable support for the

model.

9.5.3.3 Focus of Interaction

The focus of the evaluations of Site three tends to be the
inverse of that found for the previous two Sites. Excluding
the individual/self element, most of the cohesion items can
be found in the periphery of the space, with those

concerned with access and meetings being more central. The
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Figure 9.5b

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Organisational Unit Facet (Site 3)
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focus has been demarcated by the circular dotted line on

figure 9.5b.

While the pattern is the inverse of that previously found,
the results are consistent in that a distinction is found

between the two groups of items.

9.5.4 Site 4§
The plots of the final SSA of the evaluation data is shown

in figures 9.6a and 9.6b. The coefficient of alienation for

this solution is 0.13.

9.5.4.1 Level of Interaction

Figure 9.6a shows the plane of the SSA space wvhich
partitions in accord with the elements of the level facet.
It 1is clear that there is strong support for an evaluatory
distinetion between the building as a whole and the
office/workspace. The division between office and workspace
is also present. However, while the distinction is
sufficiently clear as to be supportive of the hypothesis,
it is less clear cut than that for the building and office.
It can also be seen that the three levels are ordered and

independent.
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Figure 9.5a

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Level Facet (Site 4)
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9.5.4.2 Organisational Unit

The SSA plot showing the organisational wunit facet is
presented in figure 9.6b. It can be seen that the plot
accords with the three elements of the facet and portreays
them as being qualitatively ordered. Only one item is
apparently mislocated; 40 (building prevents people feeling
like small and insignificant parts of the organisation).
Thus there is almost total agreement with the proposed

structure.

9.5.4.3 Focus of Interaction

The focus, shown by the dotted circular partition line on
figure 9.6b, is in keeping with the previous results. There
is a tendency for the cohesion items to be 1located more
centrally than those concerned with access and meeting.
Again, this applies to the department and organisation

elements.

9.5.5 Conclusion of Individual Site Analysis

In conclusion to this section it can be said that generally
all data collected at different Sites support the model of
cffice evzluation which has been proposed. There are sone
differences between the collection sites both in terms of
the strength of support for the three elements of the level
facet, and in relation to the the focus of the evaluations.

In one case the referent showed two regions for the
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Figure 9.5b

Projection of the SSA of the Socio-Spatial Items of the
Environmental Evaluation Showing Partitioning of the
Space for the Organisational Unit Facet (Site 4)
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organisation rather than one. However, the model does

appear to be extremely strong.

Those differences which do exist appear to, at 1least in
part, relate to design differences. This is especially seen
in the case of Site 2. These results, therefore, suggest
that the systematic collection of objective measures of the
physical parameters of the environment, for comparison with
differences in the structure of office evaluations, may be

~worthwhile.

One of the most interesting features is the focus. While
only three out of the four Sites show the same locaticn of
the regions, with the third site showing the inverse, the
regions are rather consistent. 1In this study a focus was
not specified in relation to the organisational unit. It is
therefore even more encouraging that a consistent and
interpretable focus has emerged. As will be seen in the

discussion, this has a number of implications.

9.6 Summary
In relation to the complete model of office evaluations,
the results support the elements of each facet except the

level of interaction.

The results of the analysis of the socio-spatial items
support the facets proposed previously, and provide a
coherent and nore detailed model of office evaluations than

has previously been achieved. It may be concluded that
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office workers, at 1least those of the present sample,
evalu?te the desk/workspace, office, and building as
discrete and separate levels of the environment, although
this does seem to be affected by the design of the office
and building. Furthermore, the socio-spatial environment is
evaluated from the perspective of, and in relation to, the
individual, work-group, and organisation simultaneously.
The relationship between each of these is gqualitative. The
focus suggested by- the results is one of cohesion and
access. Addit;onally, whatever the focus, it can be seen
that an item from each of the unit elements is located in

the centre of the radex. Such a result shows that no one

unit is more central than the others.

284



CHAPTER 10

Results 2: Individual Evaluation Profiles

10.1 Introduction

Having clearly established a strong model of office
evaluations, and shown that the evaluations of each Site
have a similar structure, the next stage is to consider the
building evaluations in more detail. Already new and
important aspects of evaluation have been established,
theoretically enriching the field of office evaluation.
There remains, however, the question of the ways in which
the individual evaluations differ. By identifying these
differences, and the groups to which they apply, the
potential exists for discovering how they relate to the

external domains which will be considered in the next

chapter.

In this chapter, the results of analysis aims to discover
the ways in which individuals' evaluations differ, and the

principal items which differentiate between themn.

10.2 Qualitative and Quantitative Difference Between
Evaluations

Individuals' evaluations of the environment can differ in
two  basic ways. First, there may be quantitative
differences; the total =score an individual gives an
environment in their evaluation of it. Just as importantly,

however, there are also qualitative differences between
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people's evaluations. At each quantitative 1level of
evaluation there will be differences between individuals
which are qualitative. 1In such a circumstance, people can
be said to be equally satisfied with their environment, but
they may still be different in that the values given to
different aspects of the environment are not the same; they

merely sum to the same total.

Previous research by Donald (1983) found that office
evaluations could be qualitatively differentiated in teras
of 2 social-spatial dimension. In the present research this
finding has been built wupon by examining the various
aspects of the socio-spatial referent of the office. The
aim of the present chapter is to consider the quantitative
and qualitative differences of these newly established

aspects of evaluation.

3 Partial Order Scalogram Analysis

One analysis method which has been shown to be appropriate
for the study of qualitative and quantitative relationships
in data within the facet framework is Partial Order
Scalogram Analysis (POSA or POSAC). A description of this
procedure in given in appendix 2. Basically, however, the
analysis provides two types of information. Firstly, it
gives a total score for an individual's profile of
responses to particular items. Secondly, it allows one to
observe qualitative differences between people who may have

the =same overall total score, but who are, nonetheless,

286



different in terms of the composition or quality of their
evaluations. The procedure assists in the identification of
the basic qualitative dimension differentiating between

evaluations.

The_ first step in using POSA to study numerous items is,
usually, to reduce the number of variables for 2analysis.
While it would be possible to include all the 1items
previously considered in the SSA, the inclusion of 1large
numbers of variables makes interpretation of the POSA
difficult. Additionally, as one is attempting to reduce the
evaluations to their most fundzmental discriminatory
dimensions, it is useful to include the essential aspects

of the original items, but in a reduced form.

There are several ways in which items can be selected for
inclusion in the POSA. One may select a sample of items
considered to Dbe representative of the domain being
studied. One problem with this procedure is that the
specific content of the items may confuse the rore

fundamental dimensions.

An alternative approach is to derive scores calculated fromn
the responses to the full item set in order to produce sub-
scales which can then be used in the analysis. The latter

course was taken in the present study.

A rélatively simple strategy for the calculation of sub-
scales within the facet frazmework was developed for

evaluations by Donald (1983); it has since been applied

287



successfully to other areas (eg. Canter and Donald, 1985,

Ziebland, 1985). The same method is adgpted here.

In essence a score is derived for each facet element which
has been validated by the SSA. This is simply achieved by
finding the mean score of all items with an element in
common. For example;

Department Build/Dept+Build/Dept+0ffice/Dept+Desk/Dept...

DHECTORI TS £8 i iy g e e e Sy e e e L S e
Score 3

The above hypothetical calculation would result in a score

for the organisational unit element of Department.

In calculating these element scores, the focus facet was
not included. The reason for this is that while a focus is
evident from the SSAs, the original items of the
questionnaire were not. specified in terms of a focus. Thus,
only the scores for thé elements of building, office, desk,

organisation, departmeﬁt/group, and self were calculated.

10.4 Composition of Facet Element Scores

Each of the new items representing one element were
calculated by following the above procedure. The new items,
and those questionnaire items from which they are composed,

are as follows:
Element 1. Organisation

Environmental questions, 13, 26, 28, 33, 35, 37, 38, 39,
and 40.
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Element 2. Department/Work group
Environmental questions, 9, 17, 19, 20, 21, 24, 31, 32, and
34,

Element 3. Self

Environnental questions, 2, 8, 12, 29, and 30.

Element 4. Building
Envircnmental questions, 13, 26, 28, 35, 37, 38, 39, and
1:0'

Element 5. Office

Environmental questions, 12, 20, 21, 24, 32, 33, and 34.

Element 6. Desk/Individual workspace

Environmental questions, 2, 8, 9, 17, 19, 29, 30, and 31.

There is one problem with the computation of the element
sccres as shown above. An inspection of those items of
which each element score is composed reveals a close
relationship between the items forming the elements of the

building and organisation.

The items composing the building and organisation elements
are the same with the exception of item 33, which is
present in calculating the organisation score, but is not
uéed to derive a score for the building. Thus the two

scores will only differ in terms of one component item.

The above is an unfortunate problem, the cause of which is
the reclassification of items 29 and 30. These two items

were originally conceived of as belconging to the level
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eiement of desk, and the organisational unit element of
organisation. If this conceptualisation had remained, there
would have ©been three items differentiating between the
element scores. However, the results of the SSAs presented
above, lead to these items being included in the self

category. The rationale for this has been given previously.

While the problem described is unfortunate, and one which
future research may rectify, its consequences are not too
limiting in terms of future analysis. The principal
implication 1is that one should be cautious in drawing

conclusions.

One final point is worth mentioning before going on to
consider the analysis of the elements. In uncovering the
underlying dimensions of a partial order scalogram it is
often helpful to dichotomise the scores on the items being
analysed. Such a procedure allows one to reveal structures
which may not be so apparent when including the full range
of available scores. In the present research it was
decided, however, to initially wuse the full five point
scale on which the judgments were made. At a later stage
the scores will be dichotomised in order to facilitate the
analysis of the evaluations in relation to the external

variables.
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10.5 Internal Consistency of the Element Scores.

The validity of the elements has already been shown by the
SSAs. The first stage in the analysis is thus to establish
the internal consistency, or reliability, of the element
items by calculating alpha coefficients for each. Table
10.1 shows the alpha coefficients for the sets of items
composing each "scale". Both alpha and the standardised

alpha are shown.

Table 10.1.

Alpha Coefficients for Each Element Scale

- S T S e e e B G | M W G S S S G SR B Y e S W E S e

' |
t ! ! t
| Element ! Alpha ! Standardised Alpha i
1 ] I
. P SR— |
! Organisation ! 0.73744 | 0.74376 |
1 ] 1 1
] ] 1 |
| Department ! 0.66357 : 0.67733 |
] ! I 1
' I 1 1
| Self ' 0.50487 ! 0.50582 '
| | 1 !
i 1 i I
| Building ! 0.72345 ! 0.72964 '
! ! ! i
! Office ' 0.72259 ! 0.72433 f
1 | | !
i i ] 1
! Desk | 0.61329 ! 0.62287 ;

| |

e B e S S s e e B e e W e - e e e S e S S S S S e

Within the criteria for acceptable levels of alpha,
specified by Nunnally (1967) and described above, all
element score are acceptably, in terms of present research,
reliable or internally consistent. The lowest alrpha
coefficient is that achieved for the element "self". There

are several explanations for this. Firstly, while all the
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items of a scale calculated in such a way all share a
comnon element, they may also differ in terms of other
components of the structuple of which they are composed.
Secondly, as has previously been mentioned, the value of
alpha is 1likely to increase with the number of items
included in the scale, assuming that they are drawn from
the same domain. Finally, within an individual there may be
greater variation in the evaluation of aspects of ‘the
environment which are closer to the individual. Nonetheless
the item scales represent adequate measures of each element

for exploratory research.

The resultant data was subjected to POSAC (Partial Order
Scalogram Analysis with base Coordinates) using the Hebrew
University Data Analysis Package (EUDAP). The results of

this analysis are shown in the following sections.

10.6 POSAC of Element Scores

The POSAC output provides a space diagram on which are
located points representing the individuals making the
evaluations. In addition, there is an item diagram fcr each
item included in the analysis; in this case there are six
items each representing an element. The item diagrams are
those of interest here, therefore the space diagrams will

not be included.

Each item diagram contains the scores which the

participants awarded that particular element of the
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environment in their evaluations. The scores are located as
points in the space. The actual points show the values
awarded that item. The actual location of the scores on
each plot is derived from the participant's full profile.
As this is the case, the points, or individuals, retain the
same position on each plot. Interpretation of the plots is
achieved by partitioning the space diagrams such that each
region contains profiles or individuals with the same value
on that item. The direction of the partition lines reveals
the role played by the item in structuring the partial

order scalogran.

As was noted, the POSAC has two axes. The joint axis runs
from top right to bottom left of the plots. This axis
simply represents the sum of people's scores on the items;
it is a quantitative (joint) axis. The second axis runs
from top left to bottom right of the diagram and represents
the qualitative (lateral) axis. It is the qualitative axis,
along which people with the same joint score but with
different compositions of that score are located, that one

is attempting to define by use of POSAC.

The partitioning of the item diagrams reveals the role
played by the item in structuring the partial order of the
evaluation, and in particular, in defining the 1laterezl,
qualitative axis. It is the item diagrems which may be
partitioned vertically or horizontally which differentiate
qualitatively between profiles. It should be pointed out

that such items are orthogonal, independent from one
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another. Other types of partitioning (see appendix 2)

reveal items playing other minor roles.

The analysis in this chapter follows that presented
previously, in that the partial order structure of the
evaluations will first be established for the full data
set. Following this, the data from each Site will be
analysed separately in order to establish the generality

and consistency of the results.

10.7 POSAC of the Full Data Set

Figures 10.1a to 10.1f show the plots for each of the six
iters (elements). The partitioning of the plots reveals the
role each item plays in structuring the partial order of
the evaluations. It =should be noted that the partition

lines should be as straight as possitle.

The plot shown in figure 10.1a is for item (element) 1, the
organisation. It can be seen that the partitioning of the
space is horizontal. The horizontal partitioning reveals
the organisation to be one of the elements of the
evaluation which define the qualitative axis

differentiating between participants.

The second plot, shown in figure 10.1b, shows that there is
no clear partitioning of the space possible for the
departnent element. The element therefore plays no

systematic role in the POSa,
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Figure 10.1a POSAC Item Diagran of the
Environmnental Evaluation Element of Organisation
(A1l Subjects)

Figure 10.1b POSAC Item Diagram of the
Environmental Evaluation Element of Department (All
Subjects)
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The third plot, figure 10.1c, shows the partitioning for
the self element. From the vertical partitioning of the
space it can be seen that the self item (element) forms the

second pole of the qualitative axis of the POSA.

The fourth item plot (building) presented in figure 10.1d,
reveals a second horizontally partitioned element. It was
expected that the building and organisation elements would
be rather similar. However, the partition lines of the
building plot are less linear than for the organisation.
This suggests that organisation more clearly plays a polar

role in the partial order scalogram than the building.

Figure 10.1e shows the iter plot for the office elenent.
Again it can be seen that it is not possible to partition

the space.

The final plot is shown in figure 10.1f. The plot has been
partitioned as far as is possible. It 4is quite clear,
however, that the partitioning is inadequate in terms of
arguing that the element plays a role in the structuring of

the partial order scalogran.

While the partitioning, or lack of partitioning, of the
first three elements, organisation, department/work group,
and self, correspond, to 2 degree, with the last three
items (elements), building, office, and desk, there is not
an exact correspondence. This suggests a tendency towarcs

-

each element of the organisational unit  having a
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10.1¢c POSAC Itemn Diagram of the

Figure
Environmental Evaluation Element of Self (All
Subjects)
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Figure 10.1d POSAC Item Diagran of
(A1l

Environmental Evaluation Element of Building
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Figure 10.1e POSAC Item Diagram of  the
Environuwental Evaluation FElenent of Office (All
Subjectg)
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Figure 10.1°¢F POSAC Item Diagran of the

Environmental Evaluation Element of Workspace (All
Subjects)
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corresponding element in the level facet. The tendency, it

must be stressed, is weak.

Before proceeding it is perhaps worth péoviding a sumnary
of the above results in a some what simplified form., Figure
10.2 below shows schematic diagram of the essential aspects
of the results of the POSAC. There are two points which
need to be remembered when considering the figure below.
The first point is that the figure has been, in effect,
rotated forty five degrees from the POSAC plots. The
horizontal and vertical coordinates of these plots are
shown by the 1lines forming the "box" on the figure.
Secondly, anyone familiar with POSA as portrayed by Hasse
diagrams will, of course, recognise that the figure below

basically represents such a diagram.

In the figure below there are two dimensions. The Jjoint
axis shows the total level of satisfaction/dissatisfaction
with the environment. The 1lateral axis shows the
qualitative axis, which is defined by the
organisation/building, and self elements. Four hypothetical
evaluations have been located on the figure in order to
provide exanmples to zssist interpretation and
understanding. Points 4 and 3 represent people who are
satisfied or dissatisfied with all aspects of the

environment respectively.

Persons 1 and 2 are both equally, and moderately, satisfied

with the environment; they are at the same mid-level of the
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joint axis, However, these two evaluations differ
qualitatively. Person 1 is satisfied with the environment
in terms of the organisation and building elements, but
dissatisfied with the environment frocm the perspective of
the self element. The converse of this is true for person

2.

Figure 10.2.
Schematic Representation of the Essential Aspects of
the POSAC of the Environmental Evaluation Elements
Quantitative (Joint) Axis

Very Helpful/
Satisfactory Environment

Qualitative
(Lateral)
Axds

High High
Organisation Self
(Building)
Low Self Low

Organisation

Very Unhelpful/
Unsatisfactory Environment

To summarise, of the six elements of the evaluation domain

the organisation and self elements are those which
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discriminate between people's evaluation, in terms of the
qualitative axis of the partial order scalogram of the

evaluations.

10.8 POSAC of the Evaluations of Each Site

Having established the general, overall dimensions of the
evaluations, the next step is to consider the data from
each of the 1individual <collection sites. Again the
rationale for this analysis is to discover the extent to
which the above general scalogram structure applies to a

variety of settings.

10.8.1 Site 1

The first plot, presented in figure 10.3a, shows the
organisation element to be partitioned by L-shaped bcundary
lines. The partitioning reveals this element of the
evaluation to be playing the role of a moderator iten.
Basically "this means that high scores on this element are
associated with middle scores on the lateral dimension of

the partial order scalogram.

This role can be made more clear if figure 10.2 1is
considered. In terms of positioning people on this figure,
a person with a high score on the moderator item would be
located close to the central vertical axis of this diagram.
It should, however, be remembered that items with this
partitioning are not playing .a role in defining the

qualitative axis, and are, therefore, only of minor
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interest.

The plot for the department element, figure 10.3b, is
partitioned horizontally, showing it to be one of the two

poles of the qualitative lateral axis.

The third plot, figure 10.3c, reveals that the self
element forms the second pole of the qualitative dimension;

it is vertically partitioned.

Plot 4, shown in figure 10.3d, reveals the building element
to be almost exactly the same, in terms of the partitioning
of the POSAC space, as the organisational element. The only
difference between the plots is with regard to the score of
1 on the organisation element, which is 2 on the building

plot.

The finzl two plots of the POSAC, shown in figures 10.3e
and 10.3f, for the office and desk elements respectively,
do not partition strongly; no partition lines have been

included on the plots.

From these plots it can be seen that for Site 1 the
qualitative axis of the Partial Order Scalogram is defined
by the department at one pole znd self at the other. The
high scores for the organisation element are associated
with the mid point of the qualitative axis defined by the

other two elements.
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Figure 10.3a PCSAC Iten  DPlagram  of the
Environmental EKvaluation [Element of Organisation
(Site 1)

Figure 10.3b POSAC Iten Diagram of the
Environmoental Evaluation Element of Department
(Site 1)

Figure 10.3c POSAC Item Diagraz of  the
Environmental Evaluation Element of Self (Site 1)

-

"
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Figure 10.3d FOSAC Iter Ciogrcon of the
Environmental Evaluation Elcument of Cuilding (Sitc 1)
[3
13
3
&
3
&
[
3
&
&
1
3
2
1 ?
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10.8.2 Site 2

The results of the analysis of the data collected at Site 2
are different from those collected at Site 1. The
partitioning for element 1, the organisation, is
horizontal. The boundary lines shown in figure 10.4z2 do
deviate a little from the linear. This suggests that while
the role played by this element is that of a polar item, it

is not as strong as the role played by the second element

The resultant plot of scores for the department element,
figure 10.4b, shows a strong horizontal partitioning. This
element, along with element 1, thus provides one pole of
the lateral axis. However, the major defining element of

the two is the department.

Element 3, figure 10.4c, again shows strong partitioning of
the space. However, for this, the self element, the regions
are demarcated vertically. Thus, again, the self element

provides the second pole of the qualitative axis.

Elements 4 and 5, figures 10.4d and 10.4e, the building and
office, partition in the same direction as elements 1 and
2. These results show that scores on each of the elements
are similar, or at least part of the same unidimensional

scale.

The final element, desk, approximztes an L-shaped
partitioning, as can be seen from figure 10.4f. This showus

elenent 6 to be a moderator.
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Figure 10.4a POSAC Iten Diagrac  of the
Envireornmental [Lvaluation Eleuent of Organisation
(Site 2)

Figure 10.40 POSAC Item Diagran of the
Environmental  Evaluation Element of Department
(Site 2)

Figure 10.4¢ POSAC Item Diagrac of the
Environmental Evaluation Element of Self (Site 2)
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Figure 10.4d FOSAC Itcn Diagram of the
Eaviroamental F[Evaluation Elcment of Bullding (Site 2)

Figure 10.4e POSAC Item Diagras of  the
Environmental Evaluation Element of Office (Site 2)

4

Figure 10.4¢0 POSAC Item Diagram of the
Environzental Evaluation Element of Workspace (Site 2)

‘307



10.8.3 Site 3
The plot for element 1, the organisation, can be seen from
figure 10.5a to be very clearly partitioned. This item once

again provides a pole of the partial order scalogram.

Figure 10.5b showing that the second element, department,
partitions with L-shaped boundaries. Thus high scores on
this item are associated with the mid point on the lateral

axis.

The third element, self, provides the second pole of the
axis differentiating qualitatively between evaluations. As
can be seen from figure 10.5c¢, the space contains strong
vertical regions, and thus follows the pattern already

established in the previous analysis.

From figure 10.5d it can be observed that the partitioning
of the plot for the building element is strong and
vertical. The clear partitioning of this item is in accord
with the partitioning for the organisation element, showing

them to be similar in terms of their evaluation.

The office element, shown in figure 10.5e¢, is divided into
regions by L-shaped partition lines. Thus the office 1is
playing a.similar role in structuring of the evaluations as

the department.,

The final item plot, figure 10.5°1, shows the desk element
‘to form, along with the self element, the second pole of

the POSA. The partitioning is, however not quite so clear.

308



Figure 10.5a POSAC Itex Diagren of the
Ervironmental Evaluation FElement of Orgauisation
(Site 3)

i

Figure 10.5b POSAC Item Diagranm of the
Enviroazental Evaluation Element of Departmeat
(Site 3)

Figure 10.5¢ POSAC Item Diagram of  the
Eavironcental Evaluation Element of Self (Site 3)
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Figure 10.5d PGSAC Iten Diagrem of the
Environmental Evzluation Element of Cuilding (Site 3)
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Figure 10.5e FOSAC Item Diagram of the
Environmental Evaluation Element of Office (Site 3)
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Figure 10.5f POSAC Item Diagram of  the
Envircnmental Evaluation Element of Workspace (Site 3)
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The close correspondence between the partitioning of the
elements of each facet reveals the association of the
organisational unit with a particular level of the
environcent, in terms of workers' evaluations of the

environment at this site.

10.8.4 Site }

The final POSAC reveals further consistencies in the way in
which people evaluate their office environments. As with
other analysis, the first element, the organisation,
provides a pole of the scalogram with the scores

partitioning horizontally, figure 10.6a.

From figure 10.6b it can be seen that the departnent
elenent does not reveal any strong partitioning of the
space, which suggests that it plays no great role in the

structure of the evaluations.

The third of the organisational unit elements, self, again
plays a polar role, and therefore a part in defining the

lateral axis (figure 10.6c).

The plot for the building element, shown by figure 10.6d,
partitions horizontally, and again this element corresponds

with the organisation element.

Figure 10.6e presents the plot for the level element of
office. The space partitions with approximately inverted L-

shaped boundaries. Inverted L-shaped partitions are the
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Figure 10.6a POSAC Itenw Diagranm of the
Envircnmeatal Evaluation Element of Organisatien
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Figure 10.6¢ POSAC Item Diagranm of the
Eavironzental Evaluation Element of Self (Site u)
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Figure 10.6d POSAC Item Diagran of the
Ervircnzental ECvaluaticn Element of Euilding (Site ¥)
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fourth and final type of POSAC partitioning. Items with
such a partitioning are polarizers; high scores on this
item are associated with extreme values on the lateral
axis. In terms of figure 10.2, participants with high
scores on the office element would be found located at the
extremes of the horizontal axis of the cross. Again the
polarizing items play a minor role in differentiating the

profiles.

The final figure of this section, figure 10.6f, reveals the
self element scores to fall into vertical regions. Although
the direction of the partitioning is the same as that for

the self element, it is not so linear.

The above analyses have shown considerable consistency in
the qualitative dimensions of the evaluations. It is
helpful to schematically represent the evaluations fron
each Site. The essential features of the partial order
scalograns are shown in figures, 10.7 to 10.10. In each of
the figures the weaker partitioned elements are shown in

parentheses.
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Figure 10.7
Schematic¢ Representation of the Essential Features of the
POSAC of the Environmental Evaluation Items for Site 1

Joint Axis

Lateral Axis
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Department
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Figure 10.8

Schematic Representation of the Essential Features of the
POSAC of the Environmental Evaluation Items for Site 2

Joint Axis

Lateral Axis

Department
(Organisation
Building
Office)
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Figure 10.9

Schematic Representation of the Essential Features of the
POSAC of the Environmental Evaluation Items for Site 3
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Figure 10.10

Schematic Representation of the Essential Features of the
POSAC of the Environmental Evaluation Items for Site §
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From the above results some important coneclusions can be
drawn. Firstly, there is a strong tendency for a particular
environmental level to be associated with a particular
organisational unit. This, however is only a tendency, and
the partitioning of the organisational unit elements is the
strongest. Secondly, the self element always provides one
of the poles of the partial order scalogram. The second

pole is provided by the organisation or department.

The latter of these two principal characteristices of the
evaluations can be stated more fundamentally. In an
evaluation of =an office the individual makes his or her
judgments from two basic perspectives; as a differentiated

individual and zs & member of a social entity.

Given this feature of the evaluations, one might expect
that qualitative differences between the evaluations would
be a function of some personality characteristice; work
orientation. This possibility will be considered in later

chapters.

10,9 Standardisation of Evaluation Scores

In the preceding sections the partial order structure of
the evaluations of the buildings of each Site have been
explored, and found to be relatively consistent. In the
later parts of the thesis the evzluations will be
considered in relation to other external domains,

specifically people's perceptions of their organisation,
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their work orientation, and the experience of cohesion 1in
their department. In considering the relationship between
internal and e%xternal domains, there are two possible

strategies.

The first strategy would be to examine the way in which the
Sites differ in terms of their evaluations, and then relate
this to the manner in which they differ in terms of the
external items, and thus draw some conclusions. This is the
approach taken by, for example, Marans and Spreckelmeyer
(1986). A second strategy would be to compare all the
individuals regardless of the site from which they are
drawn, and compare their responses in felation to the

different domains.

The basic difference between the two approaches is that in
the case of the former, one is drawing conclusions about
specific stimuli. In the latter approach the focus is on
relationships between the domains, regardless of the
stinuli which gave rise to the particular conditions, which
thus produces more generalisable results with regard to
the relationships. An additional advantage of this latter
approach is that it makes better use of the sample in

making the comparisons.

In order to pursue the latter strategy, it is necessary to,
in effect, remove the influence of the particular stipulil
to which people are responding.  This may be achleved by

standardising the scores from each site. 'In order to do
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this z scores were calculated for each individual from each
site. This was achieved by following the usual formula of:

Xi-X1i

SD x1
A one-way analysis of variance was performed on the
elements of the environmental evaluations of each Site 1in
order to discover whether there were 1indeed significant
differences 1in the evaluations, The results of this
analysis are presented in appendix 14. In summary, with the
exception of the department element, there is shown to be a
statistically significant difference between the
organisations (p < 0.05) in relation to the elements of
evaluation. In terms of the differences between =specific
organisations, the most consistently statistically
significant (p < 0.05) differences were between Site 1 and

4, with Site 3, and Site 4 with Site 2.

10.10 POSAC of Standardised Items

The interpretation of the POSAC is facilitated by the
dichotomisation of the evaluation scores. This is
especially the case when comparisons are to be wmade in
relation to external variables. The standardised scores

were therefore dichotomised above and below the mean (0).

In order to check that the partial order structure of the
dichotomised standardised score was the same as that for

the original 5 point scale, the data were subjected to
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POSAC. As the main interest was in the three organisational
unit elements, only these three items were included in the
POSAC., The results, shown 4in figures 10.11a to 10.11¢,
reveal that the poles of the POSAC continue to be formed by

the organisation and self referents.

The results of the POSAC are sumnarised in figure 10.12

Figure 10.12

Schematic Representation of the Essential Features
of the POSAC of the 3 Standardised
Environmental Evaluation Elements

Satisfied Organisation
Satisfied Self
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Satisfied ! Dissatisfied
Organisation ! Organisation
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Dissatisfied Satisfied Self

l
Self |
I
I

I
A
Dissatisfied Organisation
Dissatisfied Self

Each profile may be located at one of the four points of
the cross shown in the above figure. The figure shows the
two axes; horizontally across the space can be found the

qualitative axis, and vertically the quantitative axis.
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Figure 10.11a Item Diagranm of Envircnzental
Evaluaticn Element of Organisation frem tho PCSAC
of 3 Stancdardised Itens

Figure 10.11b Itew Tiagram of Environmental
Evaluation Flezent of Department from the FOSAC of
3 Standardiscd Iteas

Figure 10.11¢ Item Diagram of  Envircnmental
Evaluation Element of Self frouw the POSAC of 3
Standardised Items

2
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10.11 Summary

In the present chapter the partial order structure of the
participant's profiles of raw scores on six facet elements
has been investigated and established. The elements, which
have been calculated from the means of several items, show
a large degree of consistency in terms of the role they
play in differentiating between participants. Two
dimensions have been identified. The first dimension 1is
quantitative and represents the sum of people's score;

their total evaluation score.

The second dimension is qualitative. The items defining
this dimension are self and organisation/office. The
principal item forming the second pole of the qualitative

axis is the organisation.

The scores on the three organisational unit elements have
been standardised and dichotomised in order to relate themn
to the external domains in an attempt to discover which of
the external variables are associated with which positions

(profiles) in the POSAC of the office evaluations.
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CHAPTER 11

Results 3:
Organisational Perception, Work Orientation, & Cohesion

11.1 Introduction

In this chapter the results of the analysis of the data
concerned with what have been termed the external domains
will be presented. The data analysis will generally follow
a similar pattern to that for the environmental
evaluations. The analysis will, however, only be performed
on the total sample, and not on each organisation
separately., The reason for this is that the concern here is
with the general relationships between the office
evaluations and and external domains. The conditions within
the specific organisations which may have given rise to,
for exanple, the organisationzal pcrceptions, are,

therefore not of direct relevance to the present aims.

11.2 Organisational Perception

A number of questions in the organisational perception
section of the gquestionnaire were worded in such a way as
to reverse the underlying conceptual direction of the
response scale. Consequently the data from these questions
were recoded. The recoded items are; 14 15 16 18 20 24 25
26 27 29 and 30. Having recoded the data the next step was
to obtain a mwmeasure of the internal consistency of ‘the

questionnaire itens.
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11.2.1 Reliability and Internal Consistency

In order to a2ssess the internal consistency and reliability
of the organisational perception itens, the alpha
coefficient for the items was calculated. The standardised
alpha coefficient achieved by was 0.83978. Within the
criteria provided by Nunnally (1967), the alpha value is
acceptable. It is also encouraging given the stage of
development at which the model of organisational perception
stands. The next stage in the analysis was to test the
validity of the hypothesised facets of organisational

perception.

11.2.2 SSA of Organisational Perception Data

The data from the organisational perception section of the
questionnaire were subjected to SSA. The resultant SSA
solution, which had a ccefficient of alienation of .15, is

shown in figures 11.1a2 and 11.1b,

Figure 11.1a shows the SSA plot which nost clearly
partitions in  accord  with the elements  of the
organisational wunit and mode facets. Support for the
elements of both facets can be clearly seen from the

partitioning.

11.2.2.1 Organisational Unit
The partition line distinguishing between the elements of
the organisationzl unit fazcet can be seen running fron,

approximately, the top left to bottom right diagonally

324



across the plot shown in figure 11.1a. The only items not
located in the predicted regions are item 19, the extent to
which the individual is asked to zct as spokesperson for
others in their organisation, and item 20, which refers to

departments within the organisation.

It would seem that the apparent mislocations may be due, in
the case of item 19, to the possibility that if people are
asked at all to be a spokesperson, it will be for their
department, rather than the organisation. In the case of
item 20, it seems that the respondents may not only
distinguish between their own department and the
orgaﬁisation, but also between other departments and the
organisation. This would suggest a third element of the

organisational unit facet; other departments.

11.2.2.2 Mode

The partition 1line dividing the plot in accord with the
mode facet elements can be seen running from the top to the
bottom of the same plot (figure 11.1a). On the left of the
partiticn line can be found items concerned. with
involvenent, and on the right, those concerned with
flexibility. Thus, there is again support for the

hypothesised facet.

Only two items are found in regions other than those

predicted, The first of the two items, question 24, 'people
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Figure 11.1a

‘Projection of the SSA of the Organisational Perception
Items Showing The Organisat;onal Unit and Mode Facets
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ORGANISATION

15
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at the top of my organisation are isolated and out of
touch", was thought to refer to an aspect of involverent;
an organisation in which its higher echelons were isolated
was thought to be one which was not concerned or involved
with 1its workers. However it seems possible that such an

organisation may also be perceived as rigid and inflexible.

The second item, question 10, "most of my friends are
people in my departnment", is also 1located 1in the
flexibility region. It was originally envisaged that the
answer to this question would reflect the extent to which
the people in the department involved the 'respondent
socially. However it seems likely that the question in fact
relates to the individual's behavioural tendencies and

their flexibility in making friendships.

11.2.2.3 Area of Organisational Life

Although the third facet, area of organisational life, 1is
not to Dbe considered in relation to the envircnmental
eveluations, as a matter of interest and completeness the
partitioning of the SSA space which accords with this facet
is shown in figure 11.1b. It can be seen that the elenments

of the facet are distinguished in the plot.

A number of items are found in regions other than those
previously hypothesised. Item 9 for example is concernred
with the environment. Items 7, 19, 23, and 28 are zll

general questions and fall in the work region. Items 7 ahd



Figure 11.10

Projection of the SSA of the Organisational Perception
Items Showing the Area of Organisational Life Facet
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19 are concerned with the individual as a "go-between".
This would suggest that either there is an additional,
unspecified, facet element, or, more likely, rather general

questions are conceptualised as part of the work element.

Despite +the anomolies found in the positioning of a small
number of items, the support for the model is considerable.
Generally, enpirical evidence supports the multiple
classification of workers! perceptions of their
organisation. In the next sections we will consider the
role of each of the elements of the organisational unit and

node facets further.

11.2.3 Construction of Element Scores

Following the procedure outlined previously 1in respect to
the office evaluation data analysis, an item representing
each of the four elements of the two facets of interest of
the organisational perception mapping sentence vas
constructed. The items wused in the construction of ezach

elenent score were as follows;

1. Organisation 14 21 22 23 26 27

2. Department 1 3 5 6 7
3. Involvenent T 8 9 12 19 21 22 23 28
4. Flexibility ¥ 5 14 17 18 27

The items selected to construct each scale were based on
their position in the SSA space, whether they were located

appropriately, and the extent to which the 2lpha
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coefficient of the -element could be improved by their

inclusion or exclusion.

The final alpha coefficient measuring the internal
consistency of each element composition are shown in table

11.1.

Table 11.1

Alpha Coefficient for Each Organisational
Perception Element Scale

e ’----u----——----—n--—-ﬂ

I

E Element E Standardised Alpha i
EOrganisation 5 0.64514 i
%Department E 0.58735 E
EInvolvement E 0.81631 i
iFlexibility i 0.67511 i
| ] e e e -

It can be seen that the alpha coefficient for three of the
four elements is quite low. However, all coefficients are
sufficiently large as to be useful for basic research
(Nunnally, i967) and the present purposes. With the
exception of the involvement scale, all scales should be

improved in any future research.
11.2.4 POSAC of Organisational Perception Data

It has previously been noted that the strategy adopted in

the present thesis is to consider the individual's
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responses without regard to the particular organisations
and environments in which they work. Hcwever, as a matter
of dinterest, a one-way analysis of variance was performed
Iin order to discover whether there are differences between
the organisations with regard to organisational perception.
The results of this analysis is presented in appendix 15.
Basically, the =analysis failed to show any statistically
significant (p < 0.05) differences between the
organisations except in relation to the organisational
element. The only tvo organisations which differ at the p <

0.05 level of significance are Site 1 and 2.

For the analysis presented in the remainder of the thesis
the scores on each element were standardised. The data was

then dichotomised above and below 0 (the mean).

A POSAC was performed on the dichotomised and standardised
data. The results of the POSAC of the organisational

perception elements are shown in figures 11.2a to 11.2d.

Figures 11.2a and 11.2b show that the organisation &and
department elements play the polar roles of the partial
order =scalogran, partitioning the space vertically and

horizontally respectively.

Figure 11.2c shows the partitioning of the POSAC space for
the 4involvement element. The partitioning is L-shaped
revealing the -elewment to be associated with the mniddle

scores on the laterzl axis.
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The plot of scores on the flexibility element, presented in
figure 11.2d, can not be partitioned. Flexibility,
therefore, plays no role in structuring the organisational

perception partial order scalogran.

Fror the above results it can be seen that the qualitative
axis of the POSAC is defined by the organisational unit
elements., Thus the respondents can be qualitatively
differentiated betweén those ﬁho have a positive view of
the organisation and 2 negative view of the depa}tment, and
vice-versa. The remaining participants either have positive
or negative .perceptions of both organisation and

departnment.

In the final results chapter we will consider the
relationship between the scores on the zbove elements in
relation to the environmental evaluations. In the next
section of this chapter the results of the work orientation

questions will be presented.

11.3. Work Orientation

Again, the first atep.in the analysis of this section of
the questionnaire was to reverse the scores on a number of
items in order to achieve a wunidirectionality of the
response scale. The following iteus were recoded: 3 5 6 8 ¢

16 16 20 21 22 24 29,
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11.3.1 Internal Consistency of the Work Orientation
Questions

The recoded data set waé analysed in order to calculate the
alpha coefficient for the work orientation questions. The
resultant alpha ccefficient obtained was 0.7500. The alpha
level achieved is within our present criteria of

acceptability.

11.3.2 SSA of the Work Orientation Questions

The data from the work orientation section of the
questionnaire were subjected to SSA. The plot presented in
figure 11.3 shows a projection of the SSA space partitioned
in accord with the single mode facet. It can be seen from
the figure that there is a clear partitioning of the space
such that there are distinct regions for each of the
elements. The coefficient of =alienation for this SSA

solution was .19, which is acceptable.

WYhile the partitioning of the space is very clear, there
are four items located in a2 region other than predicted; 9,
17, 19, and 23. Given the exploratory nature of this part
of the study, the mislocation of only four items is rather

encouraging.
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Figure 11.3

Projection of the SSA of the Work Orientation Items
Showing the Elements of the Mode Facet
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11.3.3 Construction of Element Items

Following the pattern of previous analysis, an item
representing each element of the facet of the work
orientation section of the questionnaire was constructed.
The questians used in the construction of each element

score were;

1. Involvement 5 6 10 12 14 15 31

2. Flexibility 9 16 18 20 21 22 24 30

The 4internal consistency coefficient alpha was calculated
for ' each of the two element items. The alpha coefficients

are shown in table 11.2 below.

Table 11.2

Alpha Coefficients for Each Work
Orientation Element

|

]
| Element | Standardised Alpha |
| mm—m—— e ——— e i |
| Involvenent | 0.63617 |
| | t
! Flexibility ! 0.64737 ;
]

| - - I---.———-_-_n-—-------

The =2lpha values are relatively low and clearly further
work would be ' necessary to improve the measures,
nonetheless, the coefficients are sufficiently high as to

be useful here.

Finally, the element scores of the work orientation
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elements were standardised and dichotomised for use 1in

later comparative analysis.

A one-way analysis of variance, presented in appendix 15,
showed there to be no statistically significant differences

between the Sites in terms of work orientation.

With regard to the partial order structure of the work
orientation data, with a two item dichotomised data set it
is inevitable, assuming that four different profiles exist,
that one will obtain a structure in which each item plays a
polar role. Consequently a POSAC of the data would have
been pointless. If the data are not dichotomised such a

structure is not inevitable.

The final section of the questionnaire to be included in
the thesis 1is the part concerned with departmental

cohesion, It is to this that we now turn.

11.4 Cohesion

The data regarding departmental cohesion required 1little
analysis at this stage. The cohesion items were not
composed of multiple classification questions. The only
analysis deemed relevant at this stage was the measurenent

of the internzl consistency of the cohesion items.

The data from the four cchesion questions were therefore
analysed and alpha coefficient was 0.65303. Again this is
not as high as would be preferred, but it does indicates a

reliability or internzl consistency of a degree sufficient
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for present purposes. Finally, for reasons noted several
times previously, the scores on the cohesion item were

standardised for later analysis.

In keeping with the analysis of data concerned with other
aspects of the present study, a one-way analysis of
variance was performed on the cohesion data. The results,
presented in appendix 15, revealed no statistically
significant differences between the four sites at the p <«

0.05 level.

11 .5 Summary and Conclusion

In the preceding section the results of the analysis of the
"external" domains of the present study heave been
presented. Support for all proposed facets and elements has

been shown.

The POSACs of the data have revealed which elenents of each
domain . play the polar roles in structuring the data. For
organisational , perception the polar itens are
"Organisation" and "Department". The two work orientation

elecents also, inevitably, play polar roles,
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CHAPTER 12
Results 4:

Evaluations and Organisational Perception,
Cohesion and Work Orientation

12.1.Introduction

In the previous chapters models of office evaluation and
organisational perception have been developed and
empirically validated. The first stages of a model of work
orientation have also been successfully completed, and
finally a measure of perceived departmental cohesion has
been produced. From these models, element scores have been
calculated. The reliability of some of these subscales
needs improvement, however all are sufficiently reliable

for the exploratory purposes of the present study.

The elemnents have been subjected to POSAC and the 1itenms
playing the principal roles in structuring the partial
order structures of the domains have been identified.
Finally the scores on each item have been standardised and

dichotomised.

From the previous analysis the following elements have been

validated and scores calculated.

Environmental Evaluation:
Organisation
Department
Self

The other elements of the evaluation mapping sentence have

not ©been included for further analysis due to their
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generally subsidiary roles in structuring people's

evaluations of their environment.

Organisational Perception:
Organisation
Department
Involvement
Flexibility
Work Orientation:

Involvement
Flexibility

and the single measure of cohesion.

12.2 Aims of the Analysis

The aims of the analysis preéented in this chapter are
threefold. Firstly, to demonstrate or provide an example of
the advantages and uses of descriptive models in
investigating the relationships which may exist between
domains. Throughout the thesis mention has been made of the
linitations of models which presuppose the existence of
descriptive models, when these mnodels have not been
established. By developing descriptive models prior to
investigating the relationships between different areas it
is hoped that it will be possible to show that their
establishment allows a better, clearer, and more subtle

understanding of the relationships.

A second a2im of the analysis presented in this chapter is
to show how the analysis'procedures widely used within the
facet theory framework can be usefully combined with the

more conventional inferential statistics. In previous
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research Donald (1983) applied POSA to environmental
evaluations for the first time. In this thesis the
application-is being taken further. Basically, the results
presented in this chapter will attempt to demonstrate that
the use of inferential statisties can benefit from a
foundation provided by the prior application of the MDS
procedures of SSA and POSAC. From the converse perspective,
it is hoped that the analysis will demonstrate that the use
of POSAC can also benefit from inferential statistics. When
considering the profiles in POSAC it is usual to simply
note the frequency with which particular profiles are
associated with scores on external variables; no test of
statistical significance, or measures of association, is
applied to the relationships. This will be the first time
such procedures have been combined., It is hoped that this
will facilitate the integration of the two research

approaches.

It should be noted that most facet theorists reject the use
of tests of statistical significance. The rationale for
this 1lies in Guttman's (1981) criticisms of the procedure.
While the author is aware of these, and accepts them, such
tests will be applied. However, the reader who disagrees
with their application can decide for him/her self as to
whether they consider any of the relationships shown are

truly significant; sufficient detail will be provided.

The final aim‘ of the chapter is substantive; it is to
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discover which relationships actually exist between the
various domains and their elements. A number of areas have
been suggested as being related to office evaluations.
Tests of these have previously been inadequate due to poor
conceptual specifications. They therefore remain open to
question. Answering some of these questions 1s of

importance to our understanding of the office environment.

At a later stage in the chapter, analysis will be performed
on nominal level data. The analysis procedures chosen
should reflect this. 1In the present study Chi square will
be used. This procedure also has the advantage of departing
minimally from the usual approach of those who use POSAC;

it is concerned with frequencies.

In the next section the results of the crosstabulation of
each of the external element items with the three
evaluation items of organisation, department, and self will
be presented. Following this we will consider the joint and

lateral axes of combinations of environmental elements.

12.3 Crosstabulation of Environmental Elements with
External Elements

The dichotomised scores on the individual environmental
elements were crosstabulated with the items drawn from the
other domains. Chi square between the items was then
calculated. The results of the Chi Square are shown 1in

table 12.1.
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Table 12.1

Chi Squares of Environmental Element
Scores and External Variables

| e em - - -

|

| |
|External | I
e e T it ot ol Wby A
;Perception i -: ----- H i
EOrganisation ; 4,72028 * ; 6.66752 ® : 1.22495 ;
?Department i 0.15369 ; 0.00193 ; 0.0 :
iInvolvement ; 1.42687 : 1.50966 i 0.87891 :
iFlexibility % 0.0 : 0.29915 ; 0.08236 :
ortentation 1T I I |
EInvolvement ! 4.,54202 % i 14.,07233 * ; 0.82800 i
|Flexibility | 0.16993 | 3.70879 % | 0.01135 :'
ooneston oleenr i Towoste I 3bias e
b i e o PRSP SR —— T B e tattatte !

# P < 0.05 1 Degree of Freedom n=216" -

N.B. All Chi squares, in this chapter, with 1 degree of
freedom are corrected Chi sguares.
From the above table it can be seen that six of the twenty

one Chi squares are significant at the P < 0.05 level.

It is useful for understanding how evaluations are related
to the external variables to consider the actual
frequencies of the crosstabulations. In the following
paragraphs we will consider the frequencies for each of the
the Chi squares which are significant at the P < 0.05

level.

In discussing the tables below, a score of 1 will be
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referred to as negative, and a score of 2 as positive. This
simply aids the explanation of the tables, and it should be
remenbered that a 1 refers to a score below the
standardised mean for the population, and a score of 2
refers to a score above the standardised mean of the

population.

12.3.1 Frequencies.of Organisational Perception and
Environmental Evaluations

Table 12.2

Frequencies of the Organisation Element of Organisational
Perception and the Organisation Element of the Environment

Organisational Perception
Element: Organisation

1 2
Environmental Element e T
Organisation 1 ! 74 ! 25 i
| !
R B et
| | |
2 I 70 | A7 !
! i

.
It can be seen from the above table of frequencies (table
12.2) that of those individuals with a positive evaluation
of the organisation, 65.3% also have a positive evaluation
of the organisational element of the environment, and only
34.7% have a negative evaluation. Additionally, of those
who have a negative evaluation of the environmental
element, T74.7% have a negative, and 25.3% a positive,

perception of the organisation.
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A negative perception of the organisation is almost equally
associated with a positive or negative environmental
evaluation. Similarly, a positive evaluation of the
environment 1is almost equally associated with positive and

negative perception of the organisation.

Table 12. 3

Frequencies of the Organisation Element of Organisational
Perception and the Department Element of the Environment

Organisational Perception
Element: Organisation

1 2
Environmental Element e e e
Department 1 | 70 | 21 |
I I |
T il Ratattate et |
; i | I
2 | T4 | 51 |
|

SRS, S =

Table 12.3 shows a similar pattern to the previous table;
70.8% of participants with positive perceptions of the
organisation have a positive evaluation of the departmental
element of the environment, compared to 29.2% who have
negative evaluations. However, a negative perception of the
organisation is almost equally associated with a positive
or negative evaluation of the departmental element of the

environment.

Again, a negative evaluation of the environment elenment is
associated with a negative perception of the organisation.
Of those with a negative evaluation of the environment,

76.9%2 and 23.1% perceive the organisation negatively or
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positively respectively. There is little difference between
those who have a positive evaluation of the environment in

terms of their perception of the organisation.

Table 12.4

Frequencies of Involved Work Orientation and the
Organisation Element of Environmental Evaluation

Involved Work Orientation

1 2

Environmental Element T et
Organisation 1 | 34 | 65 :

I I
NS, (S
I | |
2 | 24 | 93 |

|

In the above table it can be seen that 58.9% of people with
a positive orientation of involvement have a positive
evaluation of the organisational element of the
environment, and 41.1% have a negative evaluation, Also
58.6% of those with a negative involvement orientation have
a negative evaluation of the environmental element, and

41.1% have a positive environmental evaluation.

Additionally, while there are more people with a positive
evaluation of the environment than a negative evaluation,
from both levels of involvement orientation, the difference
between the levels of involvement are greater for the
positive environmental evaluation. For example, 20.5% of

those with a positive evaluation have a négative
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orientation, and 79.5% have a positive orientation. In the
case of negative evaluations, 34.3% and 65.7% have a

negative or positive involvement orientations respectively.

Thus, while the relationships between the domains is not as
strong as those shown previously, in essence the more
oriented toward being involved a2 person is, the more highly
they evaluate the organisational element of the
environment, or more precisely, the more likely they are to
consider that the environment facilitates the organisation

related objectives of the person-environment transaction.

Table 12.5

Frequencies of Involved Work Orientation and the
Department Element of Environmental Evaluation

Involvement Orientation

1 2
EnViI‘onm ental El ement l-—-—-——— I-H--—--- I
Department 1 ! 37 | 5 !
I | |
fommmem il
: ! t |
2 P21 I 104 i
I
I

From table 12.5 it can be seen that the relationship
between the individual's orientation toward dinvolvement,
and their evaluation of the departmental element of the
evaluation, is similar, though more strong, to that shown

in the previous tzble.

65.8% of people with a positive orientation of involvement
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have a positive evaluation of the departmental element of
the environment, and 34.2% have a negative evaluation,
Also, 63.8% of those with a negative involvement
orientation, have a negative evaluation of the
environmental element, and 36.2¢ have a positive

environmental evaluation.

Additionally, while there are more people with a positive
evaluation of the environment than a negative evaluation
from both levels of involvement orientation, the difference
between the 1levels of involvement are greater for the
positive evaluation. For example, 16.8% of those with a
positive environmental evaluation, have a negative
orientation, and 83.2% have a positive orientation. In the
case of negative evaluations, 40.7% and 59.3% have a

negative or positive involvement orientations respectively.

Table 12.6

Frequencies of Flexible Work Orientation and the
Department Element of Environmental Evaluation

Flexible Orientation

1 2
Environmental Element lecmmecee |cccccen= ]
Department 1 ! 58 ! 33 |
t ! |
e -
| | |
2 | 62 I 63 i

Table 12.6 reveals that of those individuals who are
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positive with regard to the orientation of flexibility at
work, 34.4% evaluate the departmental element of the
environment negatively, but 65.6% evaluate it positively,
In terms of a negative flexibility orientation, 48.3% of
people are also negative with regard to environnmental

element, and 51.7% are positive.

While in both categories of orientation the percentage of
people who are positive in their evaluations of the
environment is greater than the percentage who are
negative, the proportion of those who are positive in terums
of flexibility who are also positive in terms of the
environment, is greater than those who are nregative in
terms of flexibility. In essence, there is a stronger
association between positive flexibility and positive
environmental evaluation, than between negative flexibility
and positive evaluation. Thus people who are flexible in
their approach to work are more likely to evaluate the
environment highly in terms of the facilitation of the
departmental related environmental objectives, than those

who are not flexible.
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Table 12.7

Frequencies Cohesion and the Self Element
of Environmental Evaluation

Cohesion

1 2
Environmental Element | e e~ R e —
Self 1 | 77 i 29 t
' t t
R et e el
! | !
2 ' 65 | 45 E
| i

- !-—ﬁﬂ-‘--

In the final table of this section it can be seen that of
those who perceive their department as cohesive, 60.8% are
positive in their evaluation of the self element of the
environment, and 39.2¢ are negative. Considering those who
are negative with regard to the cohesion measure, 54.2% are
negative, and 45.8% are positive in their environmental

evaluations.

In terms of the percentage of people at each 1level of
evaluation who are positive or negative in relation to
cohesion, it can be seen that at each level of evaluation
their 1is a higher percentage of people with negative,
rather than positive, cohesion scores. However, at the low
environmental evaluation level there are 72.6% who perceive
the cohesion negatively, and only 27.4% who have a positive
perception. The oproportions are somewhat different at the
high evaluation 1level with 59.1% having a positive

perception of cohesion, and 40.9% a negative view.
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Thus in general it can be said that a person who perceives
his/her department as cohesive is likely to be positive in
their evaluation of the self element of the environment.
Further, a negative evaluation of the self element is more
strongly associated with a negative perception of

departmental cohesiveness.

From the above results it is possible to generally state
that a positive orientation or perception of an
organisation is more 1likely to be associated with a
positive environmental evaluation than it is with a

negative evaluation.

12.4 Description of Analysis to be Performed

The analysis presented in the remaining sections of the
chapter are a little different to those which are
conventionally undertaken., It is in this analysis that the
use of combining POSAC and Chi Square is shown. The
analysis will take advantage of the results of the POSACs
of the evaluation data. Chi square will be used to consider
the relationship between profiles on two environmental
evaluation elements, and the external variables. HMore
complex profiles could he'considered, however this would
cause fhe interpretation of the results to be mnore
difficult to those unfamiliar with the techniques
associated with facet theory, and require larger sample
sizes. In this section the analysis to be performed will be

explained in some detail,
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Taking the environmental evaluation analysis as an example,
there were originally six items. Using dichotomised items
for clarity, a POSAC of the full set of data shows two of
the six items to be structuring the POSA. If we then take
these two items, it is possible to assign the individual's
profiles to one of the four possible groups. The first
group is composed of people who evaluate their envircnment
more highly than the mean for the sample; their profile is
22. This group has a total evaluation score of 4. The next
groups have total, or in POSAC terms, Joint, score of 3.
There are however, two qualitatively distinct groups at
this level., The first of these two groups is above
averagely satisfied with one of the aspeets of the
evealuation, and below averagely satisfied with the other.
For the second of these two groups the converse of this
scoring is true., The final group is composed of individuals
who have a joint evaluation score of 2, and are below the
sample mean in terms of their evaluation of the

environment.

The above example may be represented in the figures below.
The figures are similar representations to those used in
the previoﬁs chapters to portray the essential aspects of
the POSAs. Consequently they should assist in the basic
exposition of the analysis description; they are of no

significance in themselves,
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Figure 12.1

Hasse Type Representation
of Evaluation Profiles
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In figure 12.1 the four possible profiles can be seen
located on the joint and lateral axes. The joint, or total,
evaluation score runs from 4 (2+2) at the top, through 3
(2+1 or 1+2) at the intersection, to 2 (1+1) at the base of
the cross. The qualitative dimension can be seen running

across figure from 2 1 to 1 2.

A relationship between the evaluations and the external
variables may be explored by discovering whether the
relationship is between the qualitative or the quantitative
dimension, In order to investigate this  possibility
different values may be assigned to the profiles according
to their position in relation to each axis. Again the use
of a schematic representation of the profiles may be

useful.
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Figure 12.2

Hasse Type Representation
of Values Assigned to the
Joint Evaluation Scores

(3)

(2) (2)
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It can be seen that each point on figure 12.2 is assigned a
value of 1, 2, or 3, depending upon their position along
the Jjoint (quantitative) axis; the vertical 1line. Fron
these scﬁres it is possible to discover the relationship
between the quantitative levels of environmental evaluation
and other variables by crosstabulating these scores with

the external variables.

The final aspect of interest is the qualitative axis. In
this case we are interested in two of the four groups;
those with the profiles at the extreme ends of the

horizontal axis. This may be seen in figure 12.3 below.
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Figure 12.3
Hasse Type Representation

of Values Assigned to the
Lateral Evaluation Scores

(2)

Again it is possible to crosstabulate the assigned =scores,
each representing a position on the lateral axis, with the
external variables. By doing this one can discover whether
the extremes of the qualitative axis are significantly

associated with the particular external variable.

It should be noted that we have moved from interval data to
nominal level data. The analysis procedures chosen reflects
this. It should also be clear that each score represents a
two 1item profile, and that the analysis is concerned with
the qualitative, and quantitative differences between the

evaluations.

12.5 Chi Square of Two Environmental Element Profiles with
External Elements

The next, and final, set of analyses performed are of
profiles on a combination of two environmental elements in
relation to the external variables. As was shown above,
there are two sets of scores.which can be assigned to the

profiles; qualitative and gquantitative. In the following
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sections the crosstabulation of the six external variables
with combinations of pairs of environmental element scores

will be presented.

12.5.1 Environmental Profile of Organisation and Self

In the chapter concerned with the environmental
evaluations, we saw that the two items which, overall, nost
consistently distinguished qualitatively between the the
evaluations were the organisation and self elements. It is

this comnbination that will be considered first.

Scores were assigned to each of the three quantitatively
different profiles, and to both of the laterzl profiles.
These were then crosstabulated with the six external
variables. A Chi square of the relationship was also
calculated. The resultant Chi square values for both the

joint and lateral scores are presented in table 12.8 below.
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Table 12.8

Chi Squares of External Variables by
Organisation/Self Environmental
Evaluation Profiles

T e !

! Environmental Profile

| E Organisation/Self ;
{External | el l
iVariables E Lateral Axis | Joint Axis !
;FZ;ZZ;ZZZZ"""i""'"""""": """ '“'_--E
iOrganisation i 0.40648 ; 6.79544 *® E

] ]
;Department ; 0.6817 : 0.08835 :
!Involvement E 0.0 | 2.82597 i
{Flexibility | 0.04393 ; 0.03867 |
EEFIZ;ZEEEZZ"'-'“g"*"*"""""i"""""""i
EInvolvement E 4.,87014 # ; 0.970686 ;
EFlexibility i 0.0 :: 6.44785 # ;
Cobeston i o.8oksy | kA6 |

# P < 0.05

Joint Score 2 degrees of freedom n=216

Lateral Scores 1 degree of freedon n=101
It can be seen that the qualitative differentiation of the
participants is related to their work involvement
orientation. The quantitative differences between the
participants is related to their perception of the
organisation, and their orientation of flexibility toward

their work.

Again, it is useful to look at the actual frequency tables.
We will begin with a consideration of the lateral axis.

Table 12.9 shows the frequency of people with each of the
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two lateral profiles and their involvement orientation.

Table 12.9
Frequencies of Involvement Work Orientation and

the Lateral Score the Self/Organisation
Element Profile of the Environment

Involvement Orientation

1 2

Environmental Profile e ———— |mm———— -1

Organisation 2 Self 1 | 10 ! Ly i
! H

R el bttt b |

| ! t

Organisation 1 Self 2 ! 19 ! 28 :
1 !
]

- e

Generally, table 12.9 shows that a positive involvement
orientation is more likely to be associated with a positive
evaluation of the organisational element, and a negative
evaluation of the self element, than an evaluation which is
positive toward the self element, and negative toward the

organisational element. A negative involvement orientation

is likely to have the reverse association.

If table 12.9 is considered in a2 little more detail, it can
be seen that while the percentage of people in both
environmental categories with a positive involvement
orientation is greater than those with a negative
orientation, of the participants with a profile of 2 1,
18.5% are negative and 81.5% are positive in their
orientation. A profile of 1 2 shows a difference between

the percentages which a somewhat smaller; 40.,4% have a
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negative orientation and 59.6% are positive.

Additionally, 34¢ of people who are negative in their
orientation have a profile of 2 1, but 65.5% have the 1 2
profile. The reverse trend is found for those with a
positive orientation, with 61% with a profile of 2 1, and

38.9% with a profile of 1 2.

Table 12.10

Frequencies of the Joint Score on the
Organisation/Self Element Profile and the
Organisational Perception Element of Organisation

Organisational Perception
Element: Organisation

1 2
Environmental Profile I--------I------—-I
Joint Score 4 | 34 t 29 E
! | i
R JER
! | |
Joint Score 3 ! 71 ! 30 !
| ne |oemonene |
! ! |
Joint Score 2 ! 39 ! 13 !
1
]

- - - - I - .

In sumnary, from table 12.10 it can be seen that a positive
perception of the organisation is likely to be associated
with quantitatively higher evaluations of the environment
profile of self/organisation. A negative organisational
perception is likely to be associated with quantitatively

nore negative evaluations of the environmental profile.
At each 1level of environmental evaluation there are more
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participants who perceive the organisation negatively than
positively. The difference between the percentage of people
from each level of evaluation in relation to their
organisation perception, reveals some considerable
differences. Of those with a joint score of 2, 75% are
negative in their perception of their organisation, and 25%
are positive., At the Jjoint evaluation level of 3, a similar
pattern 1is evident, with 70.3% being negative and 29.7%
having a positive perception. At the final 1level of
evaluation, 4, 54% of people are negative, and 46% positive
in their organisational perception. Thus it is clear that

as the evaluation of the environment decreases, the

proportion of people perceiving their organisation

negatively increases substantially.

Table 12.11
Frequencies of the Joint Score on the Organisation/Self

Environmental Element Profile and
Flexible Work Orientation

Flexible Orientation

1 2

Environmental Profile jemmmmemme e |
Joint Score 4 | 32 I 31 E
| ! H
=== |- -
' | )
Joint Score 3 ! 65 i 36 :

I----‘-—- - e S . -
! i !
Joint Score 2 ! 23 | 29 !
! i

- - !-----—--u-
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From table 12.11 it can be seen that the person's
flexibility toward work does not differ greatly in relation
to the highest and lowest joint scores. However, a negative
orientation toward flexibility is strongly associated with

a mid score, 3, on the joint axis.

Taking the two extreme profiles, 4 and 2, little difference
is evident, Of those participants with a negative
flexibility orientation, 19.2% have a low evaluation of
the environment, and 26.7% have 2 high evaluation. The
difference between the two levels of evaluation in terms of
the group who have a positive flexibility orientation is
even less; 30.2% have a low evaluation and 32.3% a high

evaluation.

Considering the percentage of people at each of the two

extreme levels in relation to their flexibility
orientation, one can observe that, at the lowest level of
evaluation, 2, 44.2% are negative, and 55.8% are positive
in their orientation. At the highest level of evaluation,
4, +there 1is almost an equal division of people in each

orientation category; 50.8% are negative and 49.2% are

positive in their flexibility.

The results from this table are a little curious. One would
expect that as the 1individuals increased in their
flexibility, they would become more satisfied in relation
to the ‘environment, in that individuals who are nmnore

flexible would, or could, adapt more readily. However, it
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is =also possible that while they may be more flexible in
their approach to work life, they are also more aware of
the ways 1in which the environment hinders their goals,
especially 1if these goals are more unusual as a result of

the individual's orientation.

12.5.2 Environmental Profile of Department and Self

In the analysis of the individual data collection Sites it
was shown that the overall partial order structure of the
data differentiated qualitatively between the self and
organisation elements of the organisational unit of the

evaluations. However, some of the sites had 2 lateral axis

composed of the department and self elements.

Table 12.12 shows the Chi Square values for the joint and

lateral axes of the department/self profile. It can be seen

from the table that there are statistically significant
relationships between the quantitative axis and people's
perception of the organisation element of organisational
perception, and the involvement encouraged in the
organisation. The qualitative differences in the

evaluations relate, again, to the orientation toward

involvement by the participants.
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Again,

used

Table 12.12

Chi Squares of the External Variables
Environmental Evaluation
Profile of Department/Self

by the

|External
iVariables

| e e e e -

iPerception

H
{Organisation
]

]

{Departnent

|
iInvolvement
]

|
]
]

Flexibility

iOrientation
1

1
iInvolvement
i
1
1

Flexibility

iCohesion

® P < 0,05
Joint Score

S S S

TR S EEan dmem m e T S - —— — e —— e S - S — —— ———

Environmental Profile
Department/Self

Laterzl Axis

e S e e e B

0.61954
0.0

0.03931

e e e

12.,37339 ¢
2.TU347

e PO ma B B S

i
|
|
i

2 degrees of freedon

Joint Axis
7.96924 *
0.748717
6.08704 *
0.65073
4,97087
2.,04608

4.76190

- —— e — i ————— T ————— —— —— i — —— ——— i — —— — —— ——

n=216

Lateral Scores 1 degree of freedom n=95

we can look more closely at the actual

in the calculation of the Chi square.

with the lateral or qualitative axis.
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Table 12.13
Frequencies of Involved Orientation and the Lateral

Profile on the Self/Department Elements
of the Environment

Involvenent Orientation

1 2
Environmental Profile T T
Department 2 Self 1 | 9 t 46 i
| i |
T LT !
' | '
Department 1 Self 2 H 21 H 19 ;
1 I
1

The relationship of an involvement orientation to the
department/self laterzl axis is similar to that shown
previously for the organisation/self profile. People with
an orientation toward being involved are more likely to
have a positive evaluation toward the department element
and negative evaluation toward the self element, than the

opposite profile. The reverse is the case for those with an

orientation which is negative in relation to involvenment.

of those individuals with a negative involvenent
orientation, 30% have a high evaluation of the department
and 2 low evaluation of the self elements. For the reverse
profile of 1 for department and 2 for self, 70% are
negative in their orientation. Almost exactly the opposite
tendency 1is found for people with a positive involvenent
orientation; T70.8% have a profile of 2 1, and 29.2% a

profile of 1 2.

364



Taking each environmental profile, of those with a profile
of 21, 16.4¢% have a negative orientation, and 83.6% a
positive orientation. For the other profile, 1 2, 52.5%
have a negative orientation and 47.5% a positive

orientation.

Table 12.14%

Frequencies of the Organisation Element of
Organisational Perception and the Joint Score
on the Environmental Evaluation
Profile of Department/Self

Perception Organisation

1 2

Environmental Profile :__--_-_-,-_--_---E
Joint Score 4 | 41 ! 29 |
! | |
P— T s a
i i |
Joint Score 3 | 61 ! 34 ;

P B
i I i
Joint Score 2 ! 42 ! 9 i
| i

e i

From the above table the general pattern is evident that a
positive perception of the organisation elenent of
organisational perception is associated with higher Jjoint
scores. A negative perception of the organisation elenent
is not associated with either extremes on the joint axis,

but is strongly associated with the mid score.

Again, however, it is useful to compare the proportion, or
percentage differences between people at each 1level of

evaluation in relation to their perceptions of the
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organisation. At the 1lowest level of environcental
evaluation, the difference in the percentage of people who
are positive or negative in their perception of the
organisation is greatest with 82.4% being negative and
17.6% positive. At the next level of evaluation, Joint
score of 3, the difference 1is less} 64,2% are negative and
35.8% positive. Finally, at the highest 1level of
evaluation, there 1is little difference in the percentage
difference between the two groups of individuals. At this
level, 58.6% have a negative perception of the organisation

and 41.4% a positive perception.

Considering the proportion of participants from each of the
groups of organisational perception separately, it can be
observed that of the individuals with a negative perception
of the organisation, the largest proportion, 42.4% have an
evaluation score of 3. In relation to the extrene
evaluation scores, 29.2%9 have the lowest evaluation and
28.5% the highest; there is little difference. However, if
one considers the positive organisational perception group,
a rather different pattern is evident. Of this group one
again finds a large proportion at the mid level of
evaluation; 47.2%. There is a though, a large difference
between the two extremes of environmental evaluation. Only
12.5% of the positive organisational perception group have

a negative evaluation of the environment, compared to 40.3%

who have a high evaluation of the environment.
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Thé final set of frequencies is shown in table 12.15. Here
one can observe the proportion of people at each
environmental level in relation to their scores on the
perception of organisational involvement. The proportion
with a positive perception increases as the environmental
evaluation rises. At the lowest level of evaluation, 27.5%
and 72.5% have negative or positive perceptions
respectively. At the mid level of evaluation the difference
is less with 32.6% being negative and 67.4% being positive.
At the highest level of evaluation the difference in the
proportion of individual with positive and negative
perceptions is the greatest. Of the individual with a joint
evaluation score of 4 only 15.7% have negative perceptions
of organisational involvement, but 82.3% have a positive
perception. Thus there is =a large difference in the
proportions of people with negative or positive perceptions
of the organisational involvement element in relation to

the evaluation of the environment.

Taking the percentage of individuals from each the two
different groups in terms of their perception of the
organisation and their evaluations of the environment, it
can be seen that of those with a negative perception of the
organisation, the largest proportion, 55.4%, have a mid
point evaluation of the environment. However, there are
differences at the extremes of the joint evaluation scores;
25% of participants with negative perceptions have the

lowest evaluation of the environment, and 19.6% evaluate
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the envirénment-at the highest level. At the extrenes of
evaluation, the reverse trend is evident in relation to
those individuals with positive perceptions of the
organisational involvement element. Again the largest
proportion of individuals, 40%, have a mid =score on
evaluation. However 23.1% of those with a positive
perception have a low evaluation, and 36.9% have a high
evaluation of the environment. Thus, again, there is a
positive association between organisation perception and

environnmental evzluation,

Table 12.15
Frequencies of the Involvement Element of Organisational

Perception and the Joint Score on the Environmental
Evaluation Profile of Department/Self

Perception Organisation

Involvenent
1 2
Environmental Profile jm———— e o ————— E
Joint Score A4 ! 11 ! 59 i
i i i
jmm——— e | mmm—————]
| | |
Joint Score 3 ! 31 ! 6U ;
(R -
| | ]
Joint Score 2 S B R ¥ { i
]
I

- e | S e e e e s S S

In the next chapter, the discussion, we will consider these
results in terms of their implications for environmental
and organisational psychology, and office design. For the

present it is helpful to sumparise the findings presented
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in this chapter,

12.6 Summary

The <chapter has been concerned with the relationship
between people's evaluations of their offices and their
perceptions of various aspects of the organisation, their
orientation toward work, and their perceptions of the

cohesion of their departments.

The first set of analyses was concerned =sinply with
people's evaluations of individual aspects of the
environment and the external variables. The analysis
following that was more complex in that it considered
quantitative and qualitative differences in the evaluation
of two aspects of the environment. The results generally
revealed that perceptions of the organisation were related
to the quantitative differences in evaluations, and that an
involved orientation toward work is associated with the

qualitative differences in the evaluations.

In performing the above analysis it has been shown that it
is possible to combine the scaling procedures associated
with facet theory with inferential statisties in a fruitful
manner. Additionally, it is also clear that an empirically
based descriptive model of a domain facilitates a Dbetter
understanding  of the ways in  which environmental
evaluations are associated with the various external

variables, by allowing the discrimination between elements
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of facets of domains nore precisely. It has also been
possible to discover where group differences lie in terrs
of gquantitative and qualitative differences in

environmental evaluation.
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CHAPTER 13

Discussion

13.1 Introduction

The field of environmental psychology is multidiseiplinary.
To be applied, psychology in general needs, likewise, to be
an activity which crosses many disciplinary boundaries.
While the present thesis represents research in a2 narrowly
focused area of applied environmcental psychology, 1ts
results and findings have implications for a wide variety
of areas. Foremost amongst the areas upon which the present
work has drawn, and consequently has implications for, are
design, organisational theory, environmental psychology,
and environmental evaluation. In this chapter the results
presented previously will be discussed within  this
nultidisciplinary framework. The discussion, however, nmust,

by necessity, draw most heavily on environmental research.

In discussing the present research each component of the
stuﬁy will be discussed in turn in relation to the primary
areas of relevancé. Finally the discussion will broaden in
focus to consider the general contributions and

inplications of the research.

13.2 Model of Office Evaluation
The overall model of office evaluations was presented in
the form of a mapping sentence based on Canter's general

mapping sentence for the purposive evaluation of place
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(1983). In adapting the model to the field of ' office
evaluation an additional sub-facet was added to those
proposed by Canter. As a consequence the mapping sentence
consisted of Canter's three facets with a fourth sub-facet.
The overall mnodel of office evaluation has a number of
general implications, however each facet has importance in
its own right. In the following sub-sections each of the

facets will be discussed.

13.2.1 Level of Interaction

In a review of the purposive model Donald (1985) proposed
that, in addition to being conceptualised in terms of the
proximity of actions in relation to an overriding goal,
such as patient care in hospitals, the level facet could be
interpreted in terms of the level of the environmental
scale with which one is concerned. Such a conceptualisation
refers to particular architectural loci. While the
environmental scale interpretation of the level facet was
proposed as a additional facet of the GUS, the present
study apélied oﬁly this latter conceptualisation suggesting
three environmental levels; building, office, and inmmediate

workareza.

The results of the SSA of all 41 environmental evaluation
questions provides some support for the proposed level
elements. However, no distinction was evident between the
office and the individual workspace in this analysis. The

second set of analyses, performed on the 23 socio-spatial
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referent items, did reveal a distinction between the office
and workspace. The analysis of individual Sites showed that
this finding is in fact consistent. The difference between
the two sets of analysis suggest that there may be
differences in the nature of the referents in relation to

the elements of the level facet.

Four different questionnaires (Donald, 1983; Present study)
have failed to show any distinction between the workspace
and office in the structure of people's evaluations. This
suggests that this 1is a relatively enduring and
generalisable finding. The present research is the first to
include and analyse the socio-spatial items separately. It
is also the first to reveal the tripartite distinction. The
implication from these results is that the distinction
between the workspace and wider office is only relevant to
socio-spatial considerations. The corollary of this is that
the distinction is not relevant to services and non-social

space.

There are a number of possible explanations for the
differences between the referents in relation to the level.
Firstly it is possible that the physical characteristics of
the environment account for them. Secondly, the activities
of the people making the evaluations may not require an
evaluatory distinction between the two levels in relation
to all of the referents. Finally, the psychological
processes in relation to each referent may vary, and so

result in different level distinctions.
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Considering the actuazl physical environment, it is not
surprising that people are not making a distinction between
their workspace and the wider office in terms of lighting,
heating, and ventilation. In & recent discussion of office
lighting, for exanmple, Ellis (1986) notes that;
"The convention of the last 20 years or so has been to
provide overhead fluorescent 1lighting at uniformly

(emphasis added) high levels of illumination throughout
the office." (p 225).

and Pile (1976), reviewing developments in office design,
and in discussing individual task lighting in particular,
notes that;
"this idea has been lost with the practice of lighting
offices to achieve a uniform, high 1level, of 1light
throughout the space from ceiling sources." (p 18%)
Both of these quotes make the point that lighting tends not
to be differentiated for individual workspaces in open plan
offices. If lighting is uniform throughout an office, it
seems likely that workers will not make distinctions in
their evaluations between the office and their personal

workspace.

Individual task lighting could lead to some differentiation
between the office and workspace. The offices evaluated in
the present study contained a considerable number of
participants working in drawing offices who consequently
h#d desk 1lighting. The general ambient lighting was,

however, sufficiently high as to negate the effect of
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personal 1lighting in terms of space differentiation. The
above quotes also make the point that lighting is nost
often found to be at excessively high levels of
illumination. This Ythe more the better"™ approach to

lighting is widespread (Ellis, 1986; Sundstrom 1986; 1987).

The potential for task lighting to create spaces 1is

recognised:

"Task/ambient systems that provide higher light 1levels
on the primary work surface but reduce the overall
ambient 1light 1levels create an unevenly 1lit space
surrounding the work space" (Goodrich, 1986, p 123)

The picture painted by Goodrich is, however, alien to the
offices evaluated. Consequently, it would be expected that
no differentiation between workspace and office would be

found.

Similar arguments apply to the ventilation and heating of
offices. While localised conditions may be different for a
snall number of office workers, the majority are likely to
experience uniform office temperatures. The offices in the
present study were, with one exception, air conditioned. A
consequence of centrally controlled heating and ventilation

is often uniformity.

There 1is evidence for a distinction between the building
and office/workspace in the evaluations. This can be
explained by the differences between offices and floors in

terms of these services; offices are uniform, building have
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variation. Numerous studies have found that satisfaction
with service conditions vary between offices within a
single building (Hedge, 1982; 1986). If there is variation
between offices it would suggest that conditions are not

uniforn.

Few of those participating in the research occupied
screened or physically differentiated spaces. Yet in socio-
spatial terms a distinetion was made between their
workspace and the office. This suggests that the
differentiation of space is a social-psychological
phenomenon rather that a direct consequence of the physical

characteristics of the environment.

The concept of human territoriality is useful in
understanding why, without physical differentiation of
space, people distinguish between the office and the
workspace. Territoriality has been widely discussed in the
environmental 1literature. From the definitions which have
been given of the concept (eg. see Brown, 1987, p 507, for
a review) one finds a number of interesting features. It is
clear that territoriality 4is a group as well as an
individual phenomenon. This of course has relevance for the
organisational unit facet. A second important
characteristic of the definitions is that little reference
is made to the physical characteristics of the space;
physical boundaries. Thus it would seem that while
differentiation between levels in relation to services may

require physical differentiation, in relation to socio-
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spatial considerations, physical barriers are not
necessary; physical boundaries are replaced in open offices

by psychological and behavioural boundaries.

It was suggested above that the activities and objectives
of office workers may be such that a distinction Dbetween
the office and workspace is unnecessary in relation to
services. The majority of participants in the present study
were clerical workers. It seems likely that the tasks they
perform do not require lighting at their desk in addition
to the office lighting. It is possible that specialist
tasks requiring much attention to detail or the use of VDTs
may necessitate different lighting at the workspace. As a
consequence, such workers may differentiate the two levels
in their evaluations. This possibility should be

investigated in future research.

The worker's objectives in relation to the socio-spatial
referent are different. Sundstrom (1986) notes that
territory applies to human action, and the workspace
represents a zone of control that helps a person regulate
his or her contacts with others. The regulation of such
contacts is important for both organisational and
individual functioning (Altman, 1975). The notion that the
objectives of the individual include differentiation
between the self and others provides a rationale for the
organisational wunit facet. The support for this facet

suggests that this is an objective which forms a basis for
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the evaluations.

The importance attached to defining spaces within the
larger office space is present in the work of many authors
and, again, denonstrates that the differentiation is a
socio-spatial objective. In discussing the PRU's early
study of the office environment, Manning (1965) noted that
many of the participants in the study placed an emphasis on
the démarcation of areas within an office space. In a
review of the health effects of office design Canter and
Donald (1983) concluded that the available evidence
suggests that the lack space differentiation may be
associated with stress-related psychological and
psychosomatic disorders. Duffy (19742) has argued that it
is important for the efficiency of an organisation, and the
well-being of the individual workers, that distinctions
between different spaces within an office 1is made, and

especially if these are associated with status differences.

The final possible explanation for the difference in the
structure of the evaluations between the full and sub-set
of data, is that it is possible that different
psychological processes are associated with the different
referents. The socio-spatial items are concerned with
social-psychological phenomena. The service referents,
however, may be concerned with physiological and perceptual
processes. It is possible that the distinction between the

office and workspace is concerned with social-psychological

processes and not physiological or perceptual
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considerations.

In relation to this point, attention can be drawn to the
quofation by Goodrich (1986) presented above. The use of
lighting suggested by Goodrich is different to that
necessary for the performance of tasks. The creation of
spaces 1is a social and aesthetic process. It is possible
that the distinction between 1levels, in relation to
services, may be relevant for services when the objectives
are social in nature. In the present study such questions
wére not included. This area represents another topic which

would benefit from future research.

The final consideration of the level facet 1s concerned
with the actual structure of the elements of the facet.
Rapoport argued that the experience of each level of the
environment is a function of other levels which are lower
in the hierarchy; each level is nested. Canter (1977; 1953)
contends that each level is quite distinct and independent
of each other 1level, and further that the levels are
arranged along a continuum. The results presented here
clearly support Canter's proposition that the 1levels are

arranged along a continuun and are independent.

This characteristic of place hierarchy has important
inplications for both design and research. In relation to
the design of offices the most clear implication is that

the quality of one level can not compensate for that at

other levels, and converéaly, poor quality of design will
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not carry over to different ievels. In relation to the lack
of distinction between office and workspace in evaluation
when service items are included, the results suggest that
the ambient conditions of the office as @a whole are
indistinguishable from those of the individuals space. This
finding is specific to the ambient characteristics of the
offices studied. However it does suggest that if a designer
wishes to create distinct areas, it is insufficient to rely
only on space, and that lighting of individual workspaces
needs to be considered in relation to the overall office
lighting. This would imply reductions in office lighting

levels.

The independence of the levels of the office environment is
in direct contradiction to the findings of Marans and
Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986) who, in relation to ‘their
research findings, write that,
"One of the more general and perhaps most important
findings is that people's assessments of the larger
environmental settings...were influenced Dby their
feelings about their inmediate workplace." (1982, p 343)
One of the principal problems with discussing the work of
Marans and Spreckelmeyer is that little information is
givenk with regard to the actual content of their mecasures
and the analyses employed. At no point are the actual
questions specified. This, of course leaves open to
question what the actual facet f;om which their conclusions

are drawn is.
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If, for exanple, the 1level was being &ifferentiated in
terms of services, the lack of evaluatory differentiation
found here maf explain their results. Additionally, it is
possible that their mreasures at the workspace were
concerned with the central objectives of the workers, and
that measure of the office and building were concerned with
less central goals. It would only be by nultiple
classification that this issue could be resolved; NMarans
and Spreckelmeyer would need to consider central and
peripheral goals in relation to both immediate workarea and

building.

Given the «clarity of the evidence shown by the present
study, the most clear explanation of Marans and
Spreckelneyer's results 1s that they were neasuring
conponents or facets of the environment other than the
level. It 1is of concern that the authors appear to have
beeﬁ inprecise in their conceptual thinking, and the
operationalisation of their research. The findings they
present hafe important and direct implications for design
which, from the evidence here, and that presented elsewhere

(eg. Canter, 1983; Donald, 1985), is incorrect.

13.2.2 Referent of Interaction

Previous applications of the GMS to hospitals wards (Kenny
and Canter, 1981), housing (Canter and Rees, 1982) and
Offices (Donald 1983) have specified threec elements of the

referent facet; spatial, social, and service. It was argued

"
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in the present study that while each of these elements
would be valid ip office evaluations, a fourth facet would
exist; socio-spatial. The inclusion of this element stemmed
from the argument that while there are clearly social and
spatial components of environmental interaction, there are
many instances when the objectives of an office worker

imply a combined social and spatial phenomenon.

The social-spatial element of the referent has been of
‘central concern to office researchers, designers, and
organisational psychologists. It has been seen that
territoriality has received much attention. Additionally,
communication, a central consideration in neo-classical
organisational theory and office design, has been the focus
of attention by organisational psychologists (eg. Hanson,
1978; Oldham and Brass, 1979; Sundstrom, 1982). Privacy is
‘one of the most widely researched areas, especially in
iyelation to open offices (Ferguson and Weisman, 1986;
Hedge, 1982; 1986; Sundstrom, 1986; Sundstrom et al., 1982;
1982a)., Finally, small group research in relation to the

environment also focuses on a socio-spatial phenomena.

From this interest it is clear that the soclo-spatial
element 1is of importance. The results of the present
research are consequently of importance in facilitating our
understanding of this element in relation to the rest of
the model. The pilot study had shown that this element

existed as a distinct aspect of evaluation along with the
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other three referents. In the final office napping sentence
the social element was not included, nonetheless, the
additional element was again seen to be part of the
referent facet. Additionally, the results show that the
referent elements, 1including the additional socio-spatial

element, are qualitatively differentiated.

There are a nucber of implications from this result. It is
clear that socio-spatial aspects of the environment are
only one part of the domain of evaluation. As a
consequence, those studies which attempt to understand the
nature of person-office relationships by focusing on this
one aspect, are only considering a very small part of the
system and are therefore inadequate; from the evidence
presented here, socio-spatial phenomena, such as privacy,
are one conmponent of the referent and not a 'special' or

different aspect of the domain compared to services, for

example.

An axample. 6r an attempt to model person-environnent
interaction in the office can be found in the work of
Ferguson and Weisman (1986). The centrality of concern with
privacy can be seen from this model. The problem with this
model is tha£ there is no indication as to how privacy fits
into the broader person-environment system. It is only by
the production of models such as that presented here that
it becomes possible to understand how privacy fits within

the wider systen.
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Not only do the results show that the referents are
distinct conponents of a system, and therefore should be
all included in the evaluation, but also that one can not
compensate for inadequacies of one element by improving
another; they are qualitatively different. Additionally,
the qualitative circular ordering of the elements shows
that no one element is more important than another; they

are not located on a continuun.

This qualitative difference between the itens has
implications for research into office design. HNumerous
researchers attenpt to obtain rankings of aspects of the
envircnment in terms of their importance (eg. Louis Harris
and Associates, 1978). The problem with such an approach is
that it is not possible to meaningfully rank features of
the environment which are drawn from qualitatively
different components of the environment. This will be
returned to when the focus facet is discussed. For the
mnoment attention will be paid to the organisational unit

facet.

13.2.3 Organisational Unit

The organisaﬁional unit facet was proposed in addition to
those provided in the GMS, Three elements were suggested
for this facet; organisation, department and individual. It
was argued that each of these units are in fact sub-
elenents of the referent elements, and that while the facet

nay be relevant to all of the elements of the referent, the
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najor 1link would be with the socio-spatial element. Az a
consequence it was in relation to this element that the
unit facet was applied. The analysis of the socio-spatial
referent showed clearly the elements of the organisational
unit facet. From a number of perspectives the nature and

validity of this facet is of importance.

Firstly, 1in relation to evaluations of different settings
and the purposive model, the results suggests that an
additional facet, "social wunit", could be fruitfully
applied. For examnple, in a housing evaluation the elenments
could include, self and family. In areas, such as the
quarters of Paris or Rorme, the ethnic identity of the
quarter could be used to define an additional group, with
Parisian being a fourth. The application of this additional
facet to such areas could reveal how generalisable the
facet and its structure is, and help us to achleve an
understanding of person-environment and group-environment
relations. It is therefore suggested that future research

should include this facet.

The validity of this facet is important for design and
research. For exanmple, design should not focus on the
individual as a being isolated from his or her social
context or group. The individual evaluates and experiences
the setting in relation to being distinct, but also, and
equally importént, as a member of a group. The important
consideration for design is that the individual must have

sufficient control over the environment 2s to enable thenm
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to be separated and integrated from and into the group.

This facet represents a social psychological phenomenon
which is at the heart of the problems associated with
open-plan and cellular, private offices. The private office
emphasises and facilitates the distinctiveness of the
individual. The open plan office relegates this aspect of
person-environment interaction to other issues, such as

communication (Pile, 1976).

The problems of a lack of privacy in open offices has been
shown by numerous researchers (eg. Elder et al. 1979;
Goodrich, 1979; Nemecek and Grandjean, 1973; Wineman, 1981;
1982; Sundstrom; 1982; 1982a; 1986), and represents a
"major issue of concern" (Wineman, 1982, p 280). This focus
is due, perhaps, to the eoncentratioé of study by
environmental psychologists on burolandschaft. Given the
results of the present thesis, however, it is clear that
privacy is merely one aspect of . the person-others
relationship. Equally important is the requirement to be a
member of a gfoup. Little attention has been paid to the
private office. From the present results one would expect
that problems would be found from the perspective of group
integration. Clearly, design should not be concerned with
either group or individual considerations, but in striking
a balance between the two; both are necessary. This should

also be recognised by office researchers.
The integrated and qualitative structure of the
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organisational wunit facet also has implications for the
study of 1issues related to the group and individual,
‘especially privacy related issues. Traditionally research
has considered the group-person relationship to be one of
stinulus-response. Both the individual and group have been
conceived of as providing the stimulus or response
conponent of this relationship. From the results it is
clear that rather than one or other unit providing a
stimulus and thé other the response, both are part of the

same systen.

Ore of the foundations for this facet was the work of
Sundstrom (1986). It is worth noting, therefore, that the
structure which Sundstrom imposed on his reviews of work
environments (1986; 1987) has been shown to be an important
‘part of person-office interaction, and that it is indeed,
as argued, an implicit theory which has been manifestly

specified and empirically supported here.

It will ©be recalled that previously it was argued that
purposive action can be considered in relation to the
individual or group (Giddens, 1987; Gould, 1973). It was
also argued that the individual is aware of their present
state in relation to an envisaged future or desired state.
A comparison of present and future can be considered a
process of evaluation. The evidence from the research
presented here shows that an individual is not only capable

of such assessment, but also capable of assessing the gap
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between an envisaged and present state in relation to the
group. It 1is also clear that action 1is a group and
individual phenomenon. At this point attention can be drawn-
to territoriality which may be considered a group, as well

as an individual, phenomenon (Brown, 1987).

The results of this facet also have 4implications for
organisational psychology. It was noted previously that
organisational writers (Argyris, 1964; Porter et al., 1975)
have pointed to the issue and problem of integrating the
individual and organisation. Argyris (1964) considers that
the individual as a distinct being and their integration
into the organisation represents a conflict. The results
here show that, at 1least in relation to environmental
evaluation, the two states are part of a system and not a
conflict; the individual is both an individual and member
of an organisation. From Porter et al.'s argument that the
individual is socialised into the organisation, a number of
issues ensue. One important area of future study could be
the evolution of the elements of the facet. The basic
question to be answered is whether the elements are valid
at all points in time, or whether the group perspective
evolves over time as the individual is socialised into the

group.

The results also have dimplications for participative
design. Rather than considering the requirements of the
individual as if he or she is isolated, their relationship

with, and assessment from the perspective of, the group
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nust also be considered. Thus in participative design it is

necessary to obtain a group related perspective.

As we have zlready seen that an area for future research is
the process by which the groups perspective emerges. Fronm
the theory of evaluation presented here, this 1is of
especial interest. It has been argued that evaluation is an
energent process of person-environment interaction in
relation to their purposes and goals. Evaluating the
environment in relation to the person's interaction with
the group is likely to emerge as a result of numerous work,
organisational, and personal conditions. It would be of
interest to discover whether these emerge in ways different
to the interaction with the environment. Related to ‘this,
the ability to make evaluations from the group perspective,
presumably, as has been noted, requires a process of
socialisation into the group in order to understand and
assimilate their goals and purposes. Again there is the

question as to whether this process works by different

nechanisns.

A further area of interest is with regard to the
relationship between organisational units and environzental
levels. In the present study, due to the reclassification
of two items, the questions addressing the unit element of
organisation were, with one exception, the same as those
for the building. It would seem likely that environmental

features associated with the building are more 1likely to
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relate to the organisational unit. However, it is also
unlikely that it is inevitable. In future research attenpts
should be made to discover and include items which address

this issue.

Another important question to be answered is whether the
organisational wunit sub-facet is relevant to zll of the
evaluation referents, and thereby a facet in its own right.
There 1is some indication from the present results to
suggest that this is the case. However, the evidence is, at

this point, tentative.

The final aspect of this facet is its role in the
differentiation between individuzl's evaluations. UWhile
there 1s a correspondence between the unit elements and
those of the 1level facet, it is the former which
consistently play an important role in qualitatively

differentiating between evaluations,

The results of the POSACs reveal a basic division between
the self element and others, or group. This suggests that
there are perhaps different criteria and processes involved
in the evaluations in relation to each element. It is worth
mentioning that this fundamental self-others distinction is
also central to Goffman's notion of front and back stage

behaviour (Goffman, 1961).
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13.2.4 Focus of Interaction

From the analysis of the full set of environmental items,
and the socio-spatial sub-set, there are indications as to
the focus of office evaluations. The results from the full
41 items suggests that the environmental focus is in terums
of the extent te which a particular aspect is central or
peripheral to the goals of the workers. The classification
of items in relation to these elements was not made prior

to the analysis of the data.

The sub-set of items revealed something rather interesting
with regard to the focus. Although no such elenents vere
specified, there appears to be two regions which
approximately accord with cohesion and access/neeting
others. This could be termed cohesion and communication. If
one assunes that the «centrality/peripherality argunent
applies, then it is clear that comnunication is periphercl

to the evaluztions and cohesion central.

In terms of design, burolandschaft has been prinarily
concerned with communication, and not group feeling and
cohesion. The results suggest that cohesion should be a
central focus. In relation to organisational theory and its
implications for design, the «classical theories were
concerned with work~flow. This is a peripheral
consideration., The neo-classical theorists understood the
imnportance of the group. Designs, however, reflected
comnunication rather than cohesion. However Hopf (1931)

some considerable time ago, pointed to the esprit de corps
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that can be created by appropriate designs. T[From the
present results it is clear that architects should pay uore

attention to this neglected aspect of design.

The gquestion as to the underlying conceptual elenents of
the focus 1s important. The discovery of the two elerents
of the focus is therefore of significance. However, even
had the identification of such elements not been possible
the findings, in terms of the structure of evaluations,

would nonetheless have been important.

In relation to the referent facet it has been shown that,
in addition to the elements being qualitatively
differentiated, no one element is more central or
peripheral than any of the others. Thus, for exanple,
lighting is not more important than social or socio-spatial
elements. It was noted earlier that research has attenpted
to show that either lighting or privacy, or some other
aspect of the environment, is more important than others.
However there is a basic problem with this research. While
particular items drawn from within one element may vary in
their centrality, all elements are important, and, as they
are qualitatively different, it is therefore not possible
to rank their importance as if they were arranged along a

unidimensional scale.

If 4t 1is accepted that there are qualitative differences

between the various elements, it is necessary to use mnore

than one scale. For example, one can rank which particular
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aspect of privacy is more inportant, however, it is not
possible to say that it is more important than lighting as

the two elements are not comparable.

A rather trivial example may help in denmonstrating this
problem. Cox's apples may for example, be preferred to
Granny Smith's, but are they preferable to tea or coffee;
tea may be preferable to coffee, but can that preference be
compared with difference between cabbage and spinach. Each
of these mnust be considered in relation to conceptually

similar objects.

Again, in relation to the organisational unit, each elenent
contains items which are central or peripheral. Therefore
one can only consider the importance of each in terms of

each element, and not between the elements.

13.2.5 Contribution of the Model
Having considered each of the facets of the model of office
evaluation separately, this section will discuss the wmodel

as a whole,

Earlier it was contended that the evaluation field had
suffered from the lack of a framework or model which could
help - the research in the field become more integrated and

cunulative.

It 4is apparent that the research reported here has 1its

general foundation in Canter's (1983) purposive model of
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evaluation which was derived from, primarily, hospital ward
evaluations (Kenny and Canter, 1981). It also draws on the
nore limited model of office evaluation proposed by Donald
(1983). It has been possible to compare the results of the
present study with those of other distinect settings;
offices, housing, and hospital wards. In doing this the
research has drawn on the findings in these areas, and
contributed additional facets which may in turn be applied
to them. As a result, it can clearly be seen that the
research has been both cumulative and comparable, despite
the considerable differences in the particular

characteristics of the environments.

From the above it is clear that contributions have been
nade to our theoretical understanding of the process of
environnental evaluation and person-environment
transaction. Equally important, however, are applied

contributions of the research.

It was seen earlier that there is a need for standardised
instruments of evaluation (Canter, 1983; Donald 1985;
Kenny, 1983; Wener, 1982). The problem with previous
proposals has been that they are either too general to be
applicable to particular settings (eg. BPRU, 1972), or too
specific as to be useful in more than one environment. The
general model of place evaluation, grounded 2s it is in the
basic psychological processes of evaluation, is indeed
general. However, the form in which it is specified makes

it readily adaptable to specific settings. The same can be
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said of the model of office evaluation. It has identified
possibly generalisable facets which may be applied to other
settings, social unit, ©but also particular elements which

can be applied to the office.

The mapping sentence is the standardised instrument, rather
than a questionnaire or inventory. Using the mwmapping
sentence, it is a relatively simple mnatter for the
researcher to produce items based con the skeleton provided
by the structuples derived from it. Additionally, those
aspects which are not of interest can simply be excluded.
However, the exclusion process can be precise and

systematic.

The =anount of time required to develop a particular
questionnaire for different offices would be clearly
reduced using the mapping sentence for office evaluation.
As a consequence, not only could research be more rapid,
but also less costly. Two very important considerations in

applied research and consultancy.

Canter (1983) considered that the potential of the GHS for
providing a template to be one of its important
characteristics. It is clear that the GMS can be fruitfully
used in this way. While the provision of a general
tenplate, such as that provided by the GHS, requires
considerable work in its first application to a particular
setting, once it has been validated in relation to that

setting, future research concerned with that environment is
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facilitated. Thus the GIS provides a generzl environmental
template, and the mapping sentence for office -evaluation
provides a tenmnplate of nmore direct applicability to the

office setting.

13.2.6 Model of Office Evaluation and Design

In the preceding chapters the use of evaluation research
for design was considered. In addition to the rather
linited number of precise ergonomic type guides which can
be established and wused by designers, an important
contribution can take the form of frameworks and ideas
which nay influence the designer's initial
conceptualisations upon which they base their designs

(Cooper and Crisp, 1983; Donald, 1987).

In terms of influencing initial ideas, each of the facets,
as well as the model as a whole, can be specified in ways
which may be assimilated into the designers conceptual
system. For example, the need for group and individual
perspective. Designing for cohesion and comnunication, and

flexibility.

The model, however, can contribute to design in other ways.
For example, the mapping sentence may find use in the
structuring of design goals and questions. Each structuple
may be specified as a question or goal. For example, does
the proposed location of =a workstation facilitate

individual goals, or does the location of the workstation

396



facilitate group goals. Does the lighting help distinguish
between areas in an office. All of these may be seen as
guides to the designer. Additionally, of course the
structuples can guide research questions in evaluations
which are incorporated as an ongoing part of the design
process. The use of the mapping sentence by researchers and
designers would allow a direct point of reference between
the two professions, and assist in assessing the extent to
which the design goals are being met. Additionally, as with
a standardised instrument, the designer can select and

delete facets depending upon his or her particular aiums.

An interesting issue, which could be a topic of valuable
research in the future, is the relationship between the
architects and users conceptualisations of a particular
setting. Taking the purposive model as a model of
environmental conceptualisation, it would be possible to
discover whether the designers and users conceptualise the
environment in a similar way. For example, if it were found
that the focus of the users were different to those of the
architect, it would be possible to direct attention to

bringing the two sets of conceptualisation closer together.

In an interesting study which has compared architects and
non-architects (accountants) conceptualisations of building
facades, it was found that while there are areas of
similarity, there are also important differences between
the two groups. These differences are not only in terms of

the particular constructs which are used by the groups, but
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also differences in the structure of the conceptuzlisations
(Wilson and Canter, 1966). It would seem from this research
that the discovery of differences in relation to the
internal elements of a building would be a fruitful area

for exploration, and have considerzble pragnatic value.

13.2.7 The Purposive Model and Other Models of Evaluation

As was seen there is a trend toward model building in
general environmental evaluation (Holahan, 1986; Stokols
and Altman, 1987) as well as in the field of office
research (Weisman, 1986). However a principal criticism of
these models is that they have dwelt on the activities of
the researcher, or the proposition of causal relationships
with limited foeci, and are lacking in terms of definition
and precision in the actual phenomena being studied; mnany

have lacked a psychological component.

The present model can relate, in numerous ways, to those
proposed by other authors. The model provided by Ferguson
and Weisman (1986) for example, focuses on the relationship
betwveen, among other things, enclosure and and evaluations
of privacy. The present study has provided an overall nodel
of evaluation which shows that privacy is one part of a
larger integrated system., It can be seen that their
research investigates one small part of the system, the
overall context and framework of which is provided by the

nodel developed here.
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Russell and Pratt's (1980) model of affective assessment is
a little wunclear in terms of whether they are specifying
criteria or components of evaluation. The model is also, as
the authors recognise, 1limited in that it only addresses
affective aspects of environmental assessnent. then
discussing Russell and Pratt's model it was seen that it
can readily be incorporated into the present model. Their
model could be a part of an additional facet which
distinguishes between evaluation in terms of cognitive,

instrumental, and affective objectives of evaluation.

The models provided by Freidman et al. (1978) and Keys and
Vener (1980) are concerned with the actual process of
carrying out an evaluation study. Neither provide any clear
specification of the components of the environment and
their'relationships, neither do they consider evaluation as
a psychological process on the part of the building user.
The frameworks proposed by these authors are useful,
however their utility can be increased by incorporating the
present model at the appropriate stage in the conduct of
research in order to specify empirically validated

components of the environment.

Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986) provide a conceptual
model which 1s concerned with various components of the
office~work context. This model is in the form of 2 set of
causal hypotheses. Unfortunately the model 1is rather

imprecise in its specification of its components. The

addition of the present evaluation model in the form of a
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precise .definition or description of the environmental
conponents would enhance their model. Additionally, the
incorporation of the facets of the external domains of the

evaluation would also improve the model.

In generzl the purposive nmnodel can be seen to be of
considerable applied and theoretical importance. The
application here suggests further evidence that the mnodel
of evaluation relates to universal conceptualisations of
the environment in terms of evaluation. In a recent paper
Donazld and Canter (1986) proposed that the model may in
fact be a model of place experience in general, rather than
being limited to 2 model of evaluation. It would be useful
for future research to zpply the model to domains other
than evaluation. Donald and Canter (1986) have, for
exanple, suggested that the model has potential for
application to the study of environmental well-being and
stress. Given the repeated validation of the model in
evaluation, theoretically one of the most fruitful future

directions would be its application to other areas.

13.3 Model of Ofganisational Perception

It has become well established that people's positions and
roles within organisations are associated with different
evaluations of their environment (eg. Hedge, 1982; 1986;
Sundstrom et al., 1982; Zalesny et al., 1985) even when the
physical characteristics of that environments are similar

(Donald, 1983). What has not been established, however, is
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the relationship between the organisation and people's
evaluations. As the objective conditions of the environment
account only in part for different evaluations, 1t is
inportant to discover whether relationships exist ©betwecen

evaluations and other domains.

One of the problems with research in this area 1is that
objective organisational conditions are compared with
environmental perceptions. Another problen is that
organisational conditions are not adequately specified.
Harans and Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986) have made one of the
only, if not the only, attempt to relate the organisation
to people's evaluations. Their measure of the organisation
is, however, inadequate in that it represents the objective
organisation and it is too gross and inprecise. To an
extent, an awareness of this is shown by the authors who
write;
"At best we were able to differentiate between
organisations by indicating the particular agency in
which the individual employees worked." (Marans and
Spreckelnmeyer, 1982, p 342)
In order to investigate the possible relationship between
environzental evaluations and aspects of the organisations,
it was necessary to develop a more precise model. The facet
approach allows precise specification of research domains,
it has also been useful in model developrent in
environmental evaluation, and was being used in the major

section of the thesis. Consequently a facet model has been
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proposed. The nodel is of organisational perception. While
the objective conditions of an organisation «can be
neasured, it seemed more reasonable to compare perceptions
of the organisation with the perceptual eveluations of the

environnent.

While thé organisational perception component of the thesis
has direct relevance to organisational psychology, and
makes a contribution to that discipline, the focus of the
present researéh is within the field of environmental
psychology; in effect the contribution to organisationzal
psychology is incidental. As a consequence the
organisational perception facets will be discussed in
relation to organisational psychology in a more limited
way. Even with this limited discussion it is hoped that
some steps toward an integration of environmental and

organisational psychology will be achieved.

The mnodel of organisational perception drew, at least
initially, fron the concept of organisational climate or
culture. Each of the facets of the mapping sentence were
enpirically supported and have implications for
organisational psychology. In the next section each facet

will be considered.

13.3.1 Mode
The results supported the two elements of this facet. 1In

describing the organisation people distinguish between the

organisation's flexibility and involvement in relation to
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then.

While =attention has ©been paid to the couponents of
organisational climate, psychologists have tended to
present them in the form of 2 list of areas which nay be of
relevahce (eg. Campbell et al., 1975; Katz and Kahn, 1978;
Payne and Pugh, 1978; Robbins, 1986). The results here
suggest that there are fundamental constructs which

underlie the various areas included in these lists.

If one considers the components of organisational climate
proposed by Campbell et al. (1975), which seems universally
to be thé basis of most expositions of organisational
climate, it becomes transparent that dinvolvement and
flexibility- are part of each of the components. The first
component, autonomy - the freedom of the worker and their
responsibility in decision making - inecludes both
flexibility and involvement by the organisation. The
organisation Ican be seen as flexible in giving the
individual the opportunity to exercise autonony, and
involvement in allowing them to take part in decision

naking.

The second aspect of Campbell et al.'s list is the degree
of structure imposed on work positions; the degree of
Specifﬁcation of tasks and supervision. Again  this
component refers to the flexibility of thé organisation.
The fourth componént.is the consideration and warmth from

supervisors. Consideration and warmth can be reflected 1in
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flexibility, making allowances, and 4involvement, being
concerned about the workers. The fifth component implied by
Campbell et al., is cooperative interpersonzl relation zmong

peers. Again this implies involvement.

From this l1ist of components it is clear that flexibility
and involvement are underlying aspects of each. UWhat
differentiates between the components is the areas of life
to which the refer. Had the multiple-classification
approach inherent in facet theory been applied to the area,

this may have been originzlly more apparent.

The notion of involvement and flexibility is present in
other approaches to organisational climate. For exauple,
following the need-press theory of Murray (1938), Stern
(1970) argued that there are two categories of press;
anabolic and catabolic. The anabolic press describes a
context which is conducive to self-enhancing growth, and
the catabolic press represents a context which is
antithetical to personal development. The anabolic and
catabolic presses appear to be opposite poles on & single
dimension of growth and constraint. However from the
present results these two types of press could be Seen as

located in relation to flexibility and involvement; two

dimensions.

The basic climate of an institutional setting may also be

seen as related to the characteristics of involvement and

flexibility. For example, the particular model of mental
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illness may define the climate of 2z setting or institution
(Canter and Canter, 1979). A custodial or medical model of
mental 1llness may be assoclated with an inflexible
organisation or regime, and one in which involvement in the
patient 1is mninimal. A normalisation paradigm of mental
illness may be associated with a flexible and involved
institution. Recent, unpublished, research (Shattock, 1987)
suggests that evaluations of hospital wards may differ
depending on the model of mental illness held by workers in
the environment, and which are associaté?with institutional
climate. In Shattock's reseﬁrch there was found to be two
basic wmodels, humanist and medical/custodial. Both can be
seen to relate to the elements of flexibility and

involvement.

The notion of involvement and flexibility apply to many
areas of dinterest to organisational psychologists. For
exauple, the humanisation of work and job enlargenent,
expansion and enrichment suggest increased efforts by the
organisation toward_being involved in, and flexible toward,
its enployees. The elements are also relevant to
discussions of participative organisations and
orgahisational connitment, two areas which are seeing a
growth of interest with comparative studies of western and
Japanese organisations (eg. Luthans et al., 1985). It is
quite possible that in most areas of concern for
organisational psychologists involvement and flexibility

are important dimensions. The validation of these elenments,
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therefore, suggests their application in these areas could

be of value,

A further consideration with regard to involvement is the
way in which it has been used in organisational psychology.
The focus of concern has been the extent to which the
individual is involved or comnitted to the organisation or
identifies with his or her job (eg. Rabinowitz and Hall,
1977; Saal, 1981; Saleh, 1981; Kanungo, 1981; 1982). It is
clear that involvenent has wider meaning and relevance, and

should be investigated further.

13.3.2 Organisational Unit

The difference between the organisation as a whole and the
department is clearly shown. These results are again of
importance in organisational theory in relation to culture

and climate.

It was seen earlier that Payne and Pugh (1978) consider
clinate to be a concept applying to the organisation as a
whole, or some definable part of it. In making this
statement Payne and Pugh made no suggestions as to whether
one would expect to find differences between perceptions of
the organisation and the department. Stern (1970) has shown
differences in ierms of assessment of an organisation's
climate by departments within the organisation. However,
the results didl not show whether the difference in

perceptions were due to the participants describing the
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climate of the departnent or the organisation azs a whole,
From the results presented here, it is clear that the
départment is perceived differently to the organisation as
a whole., In relation to other findings, such as Stern's, it
is open to question whether different departments were
assessing the organisational climate separately, or wvhether
in fact they were assessing the more local clinate of the
department. Using the present model questions such as this

could be answered.

That departments represent Sub-cultures within an
organisation has pragmatic importance. For example, changes
in organisational practice mnay not necessarily lead to
improved perception of the  sub-units. Additionally,
problens within & particular department may be a result of
a poor climate within that group, and not as a result of
organisational practices as a whole. 0f course, the
imporﬁance of groups within organisations has been shown
many times, ﬁowever, the results here may facilitate a
better wunderstanding of the ways in which the sub-groups

relate to the organisation.

One final point needs to be made with regard to the
relationship between organisational climate and
organisational perception. There is some debate as to
whether the individual perceptions constitute
organisational climate or job context (Payne et al., 1976).
It 1is quite clear that it would be possible to incorporate

an additional facet, similar to that of the organisational
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unit facet in the environmental evaluation uapping
sentence, into the model of organisational perception, and
thereby allow the development of a model which integrates
both 1individual and group perceptions of the Jjob and

organisational context.

13.3.3 Area of Organisational Life

Although the elements of the areas of organisational 1life
facet were not considered in ?elation te evaluations, the
facet, and its empirical structure, do have implications
for organisational psychology that are worth briefly

considering.

The structure of the elements of organisational life was
found to be circular, indicating a qualitative
differentiation. Such a qualitative structure suggests that
no one area of organisational life is more important than
any other; they are not located along a continuum. In
comnon with the arguments pertaining to the referent facet
of environmental évaluation, it is not possible to consider
the areas of life_ to be ordered. Additionally,
environmental psychologists have attempted to obtain ranks
of areas of the wo;k context in an attempt to discover how
important the environment is. It can be seen from: these
results that the environment is not only a factor
contributing to performance (VWineman, 1966), but is also an

area in which the general orientation of an organisation

toward the worker can be assessed.
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The structure of the facet is also interesting in relation
to other areas of psych;logical inquiry which have used the
facet apﬁroach. The structure found in the present study is
the same as that reported by Levy (1986) in her study of
social values. In this study Levy included a facet "life
areas". Apmongst the elements included in this facet can be
found parallels with those of the organisational life facet
here. For example, Levy's work, social-comnunity work, and
social-hunan relations elements correspond to the elements
of work, welfare/well-being, andlsocial, réspectively. It
was noted in the introductory chapters of the thesis that
Levy's work relafed to the referent facet of the evaluation

mapping sentence which also results in a similar empirical

structure.

It seens possible from these results that an "area of 1ife"
facet may exist for many areas of psychological research
and be ;niversal in its structure. If this is the case, it
is important to note the qualitative differentiation
between the elements and the conceptual implications this
has. Additionally, if fhis is an important facet for
psychology, its nonlinear quality has implications for the
use of factor analysis; It is possible, for example, that
the facet ‘could be included in personality models as the
context within which people exhibit particular traits. The

favour with which factcr analysis has traditionally been

viewed by personality researchers and theorists suggests
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that a methodological change would be fruitful.

The final considerations  in relation to  the. model of
organisational perception developed here, 1is with regard to
its wuse and generality. It has been suggested that the
facets of the model may be applicable to other areas of
organisational research. One &area where this may have
relevance to environmental evaluations is the description
of the objective characteristics of the organisation. The
structuples provided by the mapping sentence could be used
as -items for the classification of objective
characteristics. For example, the researcher could note the
organisation's policy on 2llowing people to structure their
own work, or the department's policy in relation to that

and other zrezss.

Using the nodel in such a way may also help in integrating
areas of organisational psychology. For example, by the
inclusion of an additional facet, cognitive, affective, and
instrumental, it would be possible to assess satisfaction,
as well as obtaining descriptions and perceptions. It would
seem worthwhile for research to attempt to replicate the
present findings in order to discover how robust the model
is. Because of the precision of the facet approach it would
be possible for researchers to establish the validity of

other facets while replicating the present model.
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13.4 Work Orientation

In was nqted that workers' personal characteristics also
have a potential effect on their environmental evaluations.
In order to 1hvestigate these more personality related
considerations, the first stages toward developing a model

of work orientation has also been made.

One facet consisting of two elements was used in the
specification of work orientation items. The results
support the distinction between flexibility and involvement

in the person's approach to organisational life.

In chapter seven it was seen that 4in the general
organisational psychology literature involvement in one's
job 1is generally taken to be jidentification with it (eg.
Kanungo, 1984). However Saleh and Hosek (1976) have
distinguished between identification with a job and active
participation. Both . were taken to Dbe parttzof the
involvement concept. In this study participation in the
individuals Job context has been shown to be a valid
construct; the term participation being wused here to
distinguiéh present interests in -involvement from

identification.

In addition to participative involvement, it has been shown
that flexibility is a valid construct, and is part of the
same facet. If the factors revealed by Saleh and Hosek are
valid, then there is a possibility that identification is

also an element of this facet. However, it is also possible
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that identification represents a different facet. This

possibility suggests an area for future research.
o

The work orientation section of the study is of relevance
to the personality approach to person-environment studies.
Donald (1987) has criticised the personality approach to
environmental research on the basis that the measures which
have been developed often do not measure underlying
personality traits but, in essence, the extent to which
specified attitudes are supported by, or predictive of,
similar future behaviour. For example, the Environmental
Response Inventory (McKechnie, 1974) includes a sub-scale
of "Urbanism"™., The scale measures the extent to which
people prefer an urban environment. People who are high on
this scale will, when given the freedom, choose an urban
environment. The problem with this, and other scales, is
that they do not explain why people prefer urban settings.
If scales could be developed which neasure more fundanental
traits or orientations they would be of more value from the
perspective of gaining a psychological wunderstanding of
person-environment relations. It is possible that
involvemént and flexibility are orientations of relevance
to settings other than the office. If this is the case, it
seens likely that they will have more useful explanatory
power than, for example, McKechnie's Urbanism Scale.
Clearly, characteristics such as involvenent and
flexibility, in general, rather than only toward life at

work, need to be explored further in other settings.

412



The obvious focus for future research is the specification
of further facets of worker orientation. Clearly facets of
organisational unit and area of life reﬁresent two possible
facets. If a more detailed model of work orientation could
be established, the ensuing model would have application in
organisational psychology, including such areas as
personnel selection, for which a facet rodel already exists
(Canter and Donald, 1985), training, and other areas.
However, these represent areas for future consideration.
For the present attention will now be turned to the
relationships between the evaluations and the external

domains.

13.5 Office Evaluation and Organisational Perception,
Cohesion, and Work Orientation

The crosstabulations of the external 4items with the
elements of the organisational unit elements reveal some
interesting- relationships. 1In generaf terms, the results
show a clear trend; the more positive the participants work
orientation and perception of the org;nisation the more
likely that their evaluations of the environment are
positive. VWhile some of the external variables' show no
statistically significant relationship to evaluation, on no
occasion is there a negative correspondence between the

variables of the domains.

There are few studies which have considered the

relationship between the organisation and evaluations of
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the environment. The only research project known to the
author, which /has attempted to consider office evaluations
and the organisation, are those performed by larans and
Spreckelmeyer (1982; 1986). Recent volumes concerned with
the office environment (Sundstrom, 1986; Wineman, 1986)
also contain no references to studies exploring these
relationships other than those conducted by Marans and
Spreckelmeyer. It is therefore the work of these two
authors with which the present aspect of the thesis can be

considered and conpared.

Marans and Spreckelmeyer's (1986) research revealed a
significant difference between the environmental
evaluations  made by employees of two different
organisations. To the extent that this reveals a
relationship between the organisation and office
"evaluations, the findings here support those of HMarans and
-lSpreckelmeyér. However, there are a number of problems and
limitations with Marans and Spreckelmeyer's study. Sone of
these have already Dbeen mentioned. Below further
limitations will be discussed in relation to the present

research.

The principal problem and limitation of the work is
concerned with the particular organisational
characteristies which can be said to be associated with
differences in evaluations. Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1982)

write that;
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"The organisational context encompasses but 1is not
limited te the mission of the organisation, the
activities which take place within it, the morale of the
organisation, and the general ° nature of
enployee/employer relations." (p 340)
However, as was previously noted, the only way in which
individuals were distinguished in relation to the
organisation was in terms of the agency for which they
worked. - There are a number of problems with this. Firstly
little systematic information is given with regard to the
ways in which the agencies differed. A second problem is
that there is no distinction between the objective and
perceived characteristics of the agency. Finally, there is

the question as to whether the actual physical conditions

present in each agency were significantly different.

At most, the only conclusion that can be drawn fron larans
and Spreckelneyer's study is that people working 1in the
different agencies, evaluate their environment differently.
Considering the statement by these authors, in relation to
other evaluation studies, that;

"the things that are to be measured in the workplace,

both objectively and subjectively, have either been
poorly or incorrectly specified and measured". (1982, p

335),

one would have thought that they would have paid more
attention to the specification and measurement of the

various aspects of their own study.

Marans and Spreckelmeyer also considered what they termed
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"personal characteristics" in relation to office
evaluations. However, as was argued in the introductory
chapters, the authors are incorrect in asserting that the
characteristics which they considered are persopal. In the
sense of being an intrinsic characteristic which the person
brings . to the context, the characteristics of the
individuals proposed by MKarans and Spreckelmeyer are not,
in fact, personal, but role related. There have been, as
has ©been noted, many studies which have considered role
relationships in office evaluation. It is to that body of
research that Marans and Spreckelmeyer's study contributes.
The important implications which acerue from personal and
role differences were mentioned in the introductory

chapters, consequently, they will not be repeated here.

At this point, attention can be drawn to the various one-
way analysis of variance results presented in appendices 14
and 15. These resulté show a statistically significant
difference between thé four sites in terms of office
evaluations. One could conclude from this that they show
that different organisations result in different
evaluations. This is, of course similar to the contention
of Marans and Spreckelmeyer. One challenge to this would be
that the sites are physically different, and therefore the
evaluations are different. If, as is the case with Marans
and Spreckelmeyer, 1little information is given with regard
to the physical conditions of the office, it 1is not

possible to confirm either conclusion.
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Taking the one-wvay analysis of variance results in relation
to the organisations, ore finds only one organisational
variable which shows & significant different betwcen the
organisations. Thus one can conclude that the diffcrcnces
in evaluation can nét be accounted for by organisational
differences. This of course is in opposition to Marans and

Spreckelmeyer's results.

The point of this argument is that it is inzdequate to
sinply show evaluation differences between organisations
and then conclude that these are a result of the different
agencies. 1In order to investigate the differences one nust
consider particular groups, in terms of their
organisational perception, rather than comparing
evaluations at the gross level of differences between

agencies.

The present study, using descriptive facet models, allows
us to observe precisely which aspects of the organisations
are related to different evaluations. It is to some of

these specific relationships to which we can now turn.

13.5.1 Single Evaluation Elements and External Domains

In looking at the relationships between eclements of office
evaluation and external variables, the present discussion
will principally focus on the overall trends rather than
the specific relationships, There are two reasons for this,

Firstly the trends are very consistent, and secondly, in
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concentrating on each particular finding in great detail,
there is a risk of obscuring the more generazl and
fundanmental inplications of the research. Nonetheless sone
consideration of the particular relationships will be

briefly given.

The first characteristic of these relationships is that the
department element of the organisational unit of the
environmental evaluztion facets is consistently the element
nost  strongly related to the external variables.
Additionally, with the exception of the rather weak, though
still statistically significant (P < 0.05), relationship
between the department unit of evaluation and flexibility
orientation, both departmental and organisation elements of
the evaluation are related to the same external elenents;
the organisational perception element of organisation, and
the dinvolvement element of orientation. In both of these
cases, however, the relationship is most strong between the
external elements and the departmental element of the

evaluation.

It would seem that evaluations of the department element of
evaluation, the extent to which the environment facilitates
the feelings of a cohesive and distinct group of which the
individual is a part, is most strongly influenced by the
external domains. It seems likely that feelings of being
part of the department are more important and inmediate
than part of the organisation. The majority of daily

contact, both in terms of work and socialising, is likely
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to be with neumbers of the department, (Wells, 1965) even
within an open office (Hedge, 1986). It is therefore likely
that it is the department element of the evaluation which
is most sensitive to the worker's personal involvement
orientation; and perception of the organisational elcuent

of the organisation.

An interesting feature is that positive involvenrent is most
highly associated with a positive evaluation of the
department and organisation elements of the evaluations. It
is conceivable that people who like to become involved are
those most 1likely to be dissatisfied with an environment
that may frustrate these orientations. However, it is also
possible that when an individual is satisfied with their
environcent, in terms of it helping them to be part of a
distinét group or department, they they are more likely to
want to be involved. Additionally, as will be argued
later, there is a possibility that general feelings with
regard to both the organisation and environment is mutually

positive or negative,

The external variable of cohesion and the evaluation
element of self are only associated with one another. This
relationship is, however, relatively weak, though still
statistically significant. Although the number of people
with negative descriptions of cohesion is greatest for both
positive and negative evaluations, the majority of people

with positive perceptions of cohesion are also 1likely to
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have positive evaluations.

It would seem likely, from the results, that when an
individual is positive about the group, they will perceive
the extent to which the environment facilitates their
distinctiveness positively, regardless of the actuzl
environmental conditions. If the individual does not like,
or want to be a part of their work group, they do not
consider that the environnent provides sufficient
distinction between them and the group, again regardless of
the actual environewent. In effect the people making their
evaluations are Jjudging the environment by different
criteria., This can be clarified by a hypothetical question
and ansvers; "Do you think that the environment
sufficiently helps you to separate yourself from the group
7" "Yes, because I really quite like my group and so do not
need to be too strongly separated from it", or "lo, I hate
the group I work with and want as mnuch separation as

possible",

Before moving on it may be worth noting that Sundstron's
comprehensive review of the office literature (Sundstron,
1986), he only refers to two studies of cohesion and office
design (Richards and Dobyns, 1957; Wells, 1965). Both of
the above studies are, however, concerned with the effects
of the physical environment on the formation of groups and
group norms. Neither considered the workers' evaluations of
their-environment in relation to their feelings with regard

to cohesion. The present study represents the first such
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study.

13.5.2 Two Element Profiles and External Domains

The analysis of the two element profiles is interesting.
Tﬁe association bétween the joint (total) evaluation scores
and external variables follows the same trend as the
analysis of the =single elements. The most interesting
relationships, however, are between the lateral axis and
the external elements. The only item which is associated
with qualitative differences 1in evaluztion is the
involverent orientation. That the relationship is similar
for both profiles, self/department and self/organisation,
is following the generzl finding regarding the distinction
between self and others. Additionally, one also finds that
relationships with the environmental element of the

department are the strongest.

For both sets of two element profiles there is 2 similar
relationship with the workers! orientations toward
involvement. Those who have an orientation toward being
involved are more likely to evaluate the
organisation/department elenent of the evaluation
positively and the self element negatively. The converse of
this is true for those with a negative involvenent

orientation.

One possible explanation of the results is that the

worker's general orientation is reflected in the aspects of
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the environment positively evaluated, rather than whether
the environments actually allows involvement. Thus because
they like being involved, a person will consider any aspect
of the environment which allows this as positive, with the
converse of this being so for those who do not want to be

involved.

Another possible explanation is that individuals who work
in an environment which facilitates their membership of the
group, will want to be involved in that group ie. the
environment nmakes them feel a part of the group,
consequently they want to be involved in the group; the

department or organisation.

While these represent possible explanations, others may be
suggested. Indeed, it would be possible to provide a
rationale for results which are the opposite to those
above. What is, perhaps of most importance therefore, 1is
simply that the qualitative differences in evaluation are
related to personal characteristics. Anything beyond this,

fron the present data, remains tentative speculation.

Rather than discussing the relationship between each of the
total and qualitative evaluation scores in relation to the
external variables further, it is perhaps more useful to
suggest an explanation which can generally account for the
relationships. From the results there is 2 basic
characteristic of the evaluations which is evident.

People's total evaluation score is positively related to
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perceptions of the organisation, and qualitative

differences between evaluations are related to personal

characteristics, especially an orientation toward being

involved.

A possible explanation for the pattern of results can be
derived from the work of symbolic interactionists. While
this group of writers represent a movenent within
sociology, their basic conceptualisations have

psychological implications, and their approach is

compatible with the work of numerous psychologists (eg.
Harre and Secord 1972). Additionally their systemic and

action orientations (eg. Strauss, 1964) are in keeping with

the general approach taken here.

Essentially, sywmbolic interactionists contend that people
ascribe meanings to events, objeets, and azctions. Via the
meanings which are ascribed and interpreted, people and
groups interact with one aznother in symbolic ways. In
interacting in this manner various, media may be used for
both verbal and nonverbal communication between the groups.,
From this perspective the environment can be viewed as a
nedium of symbolic comnunication, rather than being a
stimulus which evokes human response (Ellis, 1986), or as a
environment has

means of carrying out behaviour; the

properties beyond the purely functional.

It would seem likely, taking this basic approach, that an

Organisation may, intentionally or otherwise, communicate a
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positive and caring (involved/flexible) image via 1its
action in relation to numerous areas of the organisational
context, including the environment. A person who evaluates
or perceives the environwent positively, may consider that
an organisation which provides such an environment {is
generally caring toward its employees. As a consequence
their perception of the organisation will be positive.
Additionally, workers' perceptions of the organisation as
positive, are likely to be reflected in their assessment of
the environment. It should be clear that it is not being
suggested that the perception of the environment causes the
perception of the organisation, or vice versa. Rather, it
is suggested that there is an evolving, nutually
reinforeing, interaction between the perceptions and
evaluations of the organisation and environment, and that
what links the two is the possible symbolic qualities of

the components of the context.

Underlying this proposition one can discern the contention
that a "halo" effect is taking place; positive perceptions
of one area result in positive pérceptions of other areas.
This should be recognised as part of the systemic nature of
person-environment-organisation interaction. If this is the
case one would expect that total evaluations (Jjoint scores)
would be most strongly related to perceptions of the
organisation. This tendency is found in the present
research. Additionally, one would expect that qualitative

distinctions would depend to a greater degree on the
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personal characteristics of the individual, again this was

found.

The synmbolic quality of the environment, and actions by
organisations, may be observed dating from the Hawthorne
studies of the 1930s. In relation to this work Schein
(1980), for example, writes that it shows that;

"almost any change which is introduced and conmnunicates

interest and concern with the workers will produce an

increase in production." (p 56)
That the env;ronment can comnunicate is widely recognised
by most environmental psychologists. In the field of office
research this is most evident in, for example, the use of
status synbols (eg. Steele, 1986). However, there has
recently been research in which the more subtle and
fundamental symbolic qualities of the office environcent,
with which we are presently concerned, have been shown (eg.

Ellis, 1986).

From the results of his research, which supports the
symbolic interactionist framework in relation to the
environment, Ellis suggests that, as a consequence of this
feature of person-cnvironment interaction;
"Design researchers cannot afford to ignore (the)
organisational context: first it provides the key to
understanding the reasons behind users' expressions and
feelings; and second, through an understanding of the
organisational context, researchers may be able to

influence it in order to increase the PPObabilitY that
the design will be accepted.." (p 228).

It is clear from the remarks of Ellis and the results of
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the present study, that organisational context, and
people's perceptions of it, including symbolic
interpretation, are an essential ingredient in
understanding evaluations. Most, if not all, research on
offices has ignored the organisational context. It is clear
that this represents a2 major inadequacy in the field, and

one which should be addressed.

Additionally, the importance of individuals personal
characteristics, rather than their roles, has been
neglgcted in evaluation research, and further, personality
approaches to the environment have failed to identify truly
personality related characteristics (Donald, 19687). Again
from the present results it is clear that these are
inportant and should be considered in evaluations. This is
especially important as it has direct implications for

design decision making.

An additional implication from the present results 1is
concerned with the advantage of the facet approach and
descriptive models. Comparisons throughout the thesis with
Harans and Spreckelmeyer's (1982; 1986) work have clearly
demonstrated that descriptive models have considerable
power. It can be suggested that other such models should be
developed for other areas of research. The use of such
models, specified with the precision of facet theory, would

greatly enhance our study of the environment.
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13.6 POSAC and Chi Square

The use of POSAC along with Chi square is unique to the the
present study. Although this conbined use of the two
analysis mnmethods does not represent a contribution of any
great significance, it does provide a useful example of how
the two orientations may be integrated. Although there is
an increasing use of POSAC in the psychological literature,
the results of the POSAC, when related to external itens,
are often presented in terms of simple frequencies. It
would seem, from their use here, that it is possible and
useful to perform analyses on these frequencies in order to
discern how statistically significant the associations
between the internal and external domains are;j the

pragmatic significance is, of course, a different issue.
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CHAPTER 114

Conclusion

14.1 Introduction

There are a number of interesting and important conclusions
which can be drawn from the results of the present
research. In the following sections the major conclusions
for each model developed in the study, along with those
which accrue from the individual facets, will be presented.

Directions for future research will also be suggested.

14.2 Model of Office Evaluation

14.2.1 Level of Interaction

The level facet revealed evaluations to be made in relation
to the building, office, and workspace. Further, each level

was shown to be independent and linearly ordered.

Service and -purely spatial aspects of the person=-
environment interaction do not lead to distinctions between
the office and workspace. It is suggested that this lack of
distinction may be due to different processés being
involved in the use and experience of socio-spatial, and
service/space components of the environment. Future work
should attempt to clarify what these processes are, and how
they function. Also the socio-spatial features of, for
example 1lighting, require 4investigation in relation to

level differentiation in evaluations.
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It may also be concluded that, contrary to the contention
of previously cited authors, one can not compensate feor
poor quality at one level by improving design at other
levels; the evaluation of one level is not dependent upon

the evaluations of other levels.

An important conclusion form the research is that the
workspace/office distinction is not a direct function of
physical parameters, but rather of behaviourally based
social psychological perceptions, and the objectives of the

building user.

14.,2.2 Referent

In relation to the referent facet and its elements, the
results of the research affirm that the original tripartite
classification of elements is valid, and, moreover, that
they are qualitatively distinct and non-linear in their
structure. It can also be conclude that a fourth important
element exists 1in terms of people's evaluations of the
office environment. This fourth element, socio-spatial,
should be included in future research and tested in

different settings.

It 1is clear from the present work that studies which
enphasise only one element of the environmental referent
are 1inadequate, in that no one element is more or less
central than any other. It is also apparent that the mnuch
researched aspect of office 1ife, privacy, is but one part

of this facet. In relation to the attention which has been
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paid to privacy, and the importance placed upon it, it is
evident that imnprovements in terms of such phenomena are
unlikely to improve evaluations of other aspects of the

environrent.

Given the degree of effort which has been directed toward
gaining an understanding of privacy in the office, the
present model is important as it integrates the phenomenon
of privacy into the context of a wider, more comprehensive

nodel .

14.2.3 Focus

Although no conceptually explicit focus -elements were
specified for the study, the results show that, at least in
terms of the socio-spatial referent, a focus of cohesion

and comnunication exists in workers' evaluations of their

offices.

fhe present enphasis in design tends to be on efficient
comnnunication in organisations. Although this 1is an
important consideration, attention clearly need to be paid
to group unity and cohesion, and feelings of belonging in

terms of the employees.

The importance of understanding alienation and involvement
in organisations has been shown by the considerable effort
which has been directed to its study. The results presented
here suggest that not only is it an important area, but one

which has at least some implications for the role of the
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environnent which have not previously been fully or

adequately recognised.

Cohesion may be related to the concept of alienation in
organisations. Alienation, in turn, has important
implications for worker well-being. It has previously been
suggested that those aspects which are centrazl to the
evaluation model are likely to be important for the place
user's well-being. Given the centrality of cohesion, and
its association with alienation, this argument appears to

have sone support.

Originally the focus facet was specified in terms of work
and well-being. Given the lack of support for this
distinction from the pilot study results, and the equal
inportance of cohesion for well-being and organisational
functioning, it «can be concluded that these two areas of
organisational life are, in fact, integrated. As a result,
it can be suggested that the distinction between work and

well-being made in the office literature is too simplistic.

Finally, previous research using the GMS has revealed two
foci. The first is concerned with the overall and specific
qualities of the place. The second focus is in terms of how
central or peripheral an aspect of the environment is to
the objectives of its users. From the analysis of the full
set of evaluation data, it is evident that it is the latter

focus which applies to the office environment.
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14.2.4 Organiaational.Unit

The organisational unit facet had not previously been
included in studies based on the purposive model. The
results of the present study show considerable support for
the facet and its elements. From this support it may be
concluded that office workers make subjective (from the
perspective of the =self) and projective (from the
perspective of the group) evaluations. Additionally, the
objectives of the individual include both being a member of

a group, as well as being distinct from the group.

The structure of the facet elements leads to the clear
conclusion that they are qualitatively differentiated and
non-linear. Additionally, no one perspective, or socio-
spatial objective, is nore or less central to the
evaluations. This is an important conclusion as it
challenges many assumptions. In research concerned with
burolandschaft, for example, it appears to be assumed that
the differentiation of the individual from the group is of
paramount importance. This neglects the equally important
consideration of integration. Generally the results show

that design must allow for control and be flexible.

A future direction for research would be to identify other
groups within an organisation, and more generally, to seek

support for a 'social unit' facet in other settings.

Finally, the facet has been considered 2 sub-facet of the

socio-spatial referent element. It seems likely that the
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organisational, or social, wunit is a facet in its own
right. Effort should be directed toward discovering if the

facet applies to 2ll referent elenents.

14.2.5 The Model of Office Evaluation in General

There are a number of general conclusions which can be
drawn with regard to the models of place and office
evaluation. It is clear that the proposed model of office
evaluation has been strongly supported. The results have
shown that there is a generalisable, integrated structure
of office workers' conceptualisations and evaluations of
their work environments. That there has been support for
the model from four organisations in evidence for its
generélity, The evidence presented here concurs with that
found in Donald's previous office studies, and adds to it

in important and significant ways.

The generality of the model of office evaluation suggests
numerous possibilities for its future use. Firstly the
model, and mapping sentence, may be utilised in evaluation
research. The mapping sentence may be harnessed to provide
an enpirically validated structure for the observations to
be made. To date, research using the mapping sentence has
been conducted using questionnaires. One future direction
would be to apply the mapping sentence to other data
collection cethods, such as behavioural mapping or

unstructured/semi-structured interviews. Additionally, the

post hoc interpretation of research findings, and content
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analysis, could be enhanced by using the rmapping sentence
as a framework for the classification of wuser statements
and research findings, and the integration of previous

research.

The mnapping sentence <can be fruitfully exploited in
relation to the three types of evaluation research
utilisation identified previously; feedforward, feedback
and feedin. In relation to the latter of these types,
feedin, the use of the frameworl: provided by the present
research could provide a number of reference points for the
comparison of the designer and prospective user as the
building design travels through the design process.
Additionally, the mapping sentence can frame the questions
which the designer needs to ask regarding the environment
which is being designed; each structuple identifies an &area

of design requiring attention.

The use of the mapping sentence could also facilitate
cross-cultural office research. One of the problems with
conducting cross-national research is the need to translate
research questionnaires in to the languages of the various
nations. The mapping sentence can readily be adapted to a
different language, while preserving the important aspects
of the evaluation. Thus instead of translating culturally
bound questionnaires, one would simply form a questionnaire
from the mapping sentence in the appropriate language.

This, of course, is one further example of how the mapping
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sentence mnmay facilitate the conparison between research

studies.

In addition to the need for future research to test the
utility of the mapping sentence in relation to research
nethods other than questionnaires, there is also a need to
apply the model to different office designs. To date, the
nodel has only been applied to the most controversial of
office.designs; burolandschaft. Effort should be directed
toward testing the model in cellular/private offices, and

settings with mixed office provision.

14,2.6 Model of Office Evaluation and The Purposive Model
of Place Evaluation

One of the explicit aims of the purposive model of place
evaluation was to provide a generzl template for the
construction of place specific models of environmental
evaluation. It can be concluded from the present study that

the model is useful in this regard.

It was contended that the basic components and structure of
people's place evaluations are general in nature and not
place specific. Again the results presented here provide
further support for this argument. One important concern
for future research would be to seek settings which are an
exception to the findings of the existing studies using the
place model. If such exceptions could be found and
explained, they would further our understanding of person-

place interaction.
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The present research has not only provided further support
for the purposive model of place evaluation, but also added
significantly to it. A fourth element, socio-spatial, nay
be added to the referent facet, and z 'social unit' facet

can also be included.

The elements of the social unit facet would be likely to
differ between settings. Such differences as these could
form the basis for the classification of places. The strong
support for the general model, and its application to

specific places, suggests that this may be a possibility.

14.3 Organisational Perception

The results of the present study with regard to
organisational perception allows conclusions to be drawn at
both a general level, and in relation to specific facets.
This part of the conclusion will begin with a consideration

of each facet.

14.3.1 Area of Life

The areas of organisational 1life were shown to be
qualitatively differentiated and non-linear. It is clear
that each area represents a distinct aspect of the worker's
perception of their organisational context. The structure
further leads to the contention that it is not possible to
compensate for negative perceptions of one aspect of the

organisation by improving the quality of other areas.
The relationship between the elements allow one to observe
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how particular aspects of the context fits within an
overall model, and shows that in order to be comprehensive
research should consider each element. The inclusion of an
environmental element in this facet also helps one to
understand the place of the environment in organisations;

it is a valid component of the organisational context.

There are a number of issues which may be addressed in
future research, Firstly, additional elements covering
other areas of organisational 1life may be included.
Secondly, the generality of the facet could be considered
in relation to both work and life in general. From the
evidence which exists, it would seem that area of life is a
generalisable facet applicable to many different domains

including, work-life, well-being, and political action.

14,3.2 Organisational Unit

Considerable research has addressed the issue of sub-groups
in organisations. The research presented here shows that,
in terms of organisational perception, people do nake
distinctions between at least two organisational units, and
further, the two units are independent. This is a rather
important conclusion as it would be reasonable to
hypothesise that perceptions of the organisation would be a
function of perceptions of the department, or vice~-versa.

In the present study this was not the case.

In an organisation there are many social units in addition
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to the organisation and department; future research could
be directed to identifying some of these and discovering

their structural relationships.

14.3.3 Mode

The principal conclusion to be drawn from this facet is
that workers' perceptions of the organisation differentiate
the actions of the organisation in relation to both the
organisation's flexibility, and the extent to which it is
involved in its workforce. additionally, both flexibility
and involvement are independent aspects of the perceived

organisation.

Studies in organisationzl psychology have, principally,
been concerned with the worker's identification with the
organisation. It is clear that this is but one part of
involvement, and additionally, that involvement is but one
aspect of person-organisation relations. Flexibility is a
second aspect of this relationship, and it would seen
likely that other elements may be valid. The search for
additional elements of this facet would be a fruitful
direction for future research.

14.3.4 Model of Organisational Perception: General
conclusions

In general it can be concluded that it is possible to
produce a useful descriptive structural nodel of
organisational perception. By adding other facets it would

be possible to integrate a number of areas of
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organisational psychology in to & comprehensive model.
Included amongst the arezs which can benefit from the mnodel

is the field of job satisfaction.

The mnodel represents a first attempt at developing such a
framework. Attention should first be directed toward
replication of the basic model, and then to its expansion.
As 2 general framework the model could be fruitfully
applied in a number of areas with the researcher adding or
deleting facets and elements depending upon his or her

research focus.

Finally, the validity of the model in contexts other than
those of work, should be established. If it is found that
the mnodel is indeed generalisable, it could be of
considerable benefit in studying nurgerous domains,

including, for example, perceptions of societies.

14.4 Worker Orientation

The thesis was not concerned with developing a full model
of work orientations. One facet of work orientation was
however included. The two facet elements of flexibility and
involvenent were both supported and shown to be
independent. Again it is clear that involvement in only one
part of the individuzl's approach to, or relationship with,
the organisation and work. Therefore, flexibility should
also be investigated, along with other possible elements of

this facet,
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The most clear requirement for the future development of
this part of the study would be the addition of further
fécets. One avenue of investigation which could be readily
pursued would be to incorporate the facets of
organisational perception into a model of work orientation.
Not only would this be beneficial for the area of work
orientation, but also may help in integrating the two

areas.

14.5 Office Evaluations and the External Domains

It is clear from thehpresent results that there =zare a
number of statistically significant relationships between
evaluations of the office, and worker orientations and
organisational perceptions. In essence, the results have
shown that a person's total environmental evaluation is
positively associated with their perceptions of the
organisation. It has been argued, further nore, that this
relationship may be due to the symbolic qualities of the
environment communicating a positive organisational image

to the worker.,

The qualitative differences in evaluation are related to
more organisationally independent factors; involved worker
orientation. Previous research has not considered personal
characteristics, such as work orientation, in relation to
office evaluation. Instead the research has considered the
relationship between role and evaluations. As the present

research has shown the importance of personal
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characteristices, and as different consequences for design
and research ensue from role and personal differences,

t

attention should be paid:to the latter of these.

From these general trends it is evident that in conducting
evaluations researchers need to pay attention to
organisational perceptions and worker orientation in order
to account for within and between organisation variance.
Organisational psychology has increasingly taken a systenic
perspective. This approach is clearly one which should be

adopted by environmental and office researchers.

14.6 Facet Theory and Descriptive Models

It is the manifest aim of facet theory to specify
hypotheses and describe domains in such a way as to; allow
their precise and clear exposition, facilitate the
systématic addition and deletion of components of an area
of study, and thereby allow cumulative "and comparable

research.

In using the facet app}oach to research here, it has been
shown that additioné to the model of place evaluation
proposed by Canter (1983), and the office evaluation model
developed by Donald (1983), have been fruitfully made; the
study  has clearly demonstrated systematically cumulative
research. The use of the approach has also revealed how the
descriptive models which are developed within the facet
framework can allow comparable research. The present study

has compared the evaluations of hospital wards, housing and
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offices at fundamental levels,

The precise specification of research domains, which is
essential and unavoidable in facet research, has been shown
to be of considerable importance. This has been
demonstrated in relation to the only other study to address
the issues with which the present research hkas been
concerned, In the case of that study (Marans and
Spreckelmeyer, 1982; 1986) the imprecise nature of their
domain specification has led to confusion and difficulties

in making comparisons.

The general tendency for facet researchers enploying the
POSAC procedure is to present raw profile frequencies. Here
it has been shown that POSAC users can fruitfully enploy
inferential statistics in assessing the results of their
POSACs; whether they in fact chose to do so is a matter of

taste.

A forceful call for descriptive models in social psychology
has been made by numerous authors. It was contended by the
researcher that before office evaluation can Pprogress,
descriptive models need to be established. From the results
here it is apparent that such models are fruitful and
facilitate an understanding of the complex issue of person-

environment-organisation relations.
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14.7 Summary: General Aims of the Thesis Revisited
There were a number of general aims of the present thesis,

In this final section cenclusions directly related to these

will be specified by way of a summary.

The primary aim of the research was to develop a
multivariate descriptive model of people's evaluations of
the office environment., The research has successfully
developed the mnodel of evaluation and thereby added to
office evaluation and place evaluation in general, as well
as providing a useful teocol for structuring design

participation.

The second aim of the thesis was to develop models and/or
fzcets describing the external domains of organisational
perception and work orientation. These models/facets have
been successfully developed and validated. In achieving
this, ‘contributions to organisational, as well  as

environmental, psychology have been made.

The third aim of the thesis has been to discover whether
there are any systematic relationships between office
evaluations and a number of external variables. The results
have shown that quantitative evaluation differences are
related to organisational perception, ' and qualitative
differences in office evaluation are related to work

orientation.

The final aim was to integrate the use of the scaling

procedure of POSAC with an inferential statistical
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procedure., In revealing the relationship between external
domains and office evaluations the usefulness of using both

POSAC and Chi square together has becn shown.

Each of these aims, and their findings, represent the first
tize such problems and research have been conducted in the
area of office evaluation. In the case of the evaluation
rnodel, the research rehresents a significant advance on
previous work conducted by the author. In the spirit of
cumulative, scientific research, it is hoped that others

advance and build upon the foundations laid by the present

work.
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APPENDIX 1

Facet Theory

A1.1 Introduction
Environmental psychologists, in moving away from the
controls of the laboratory and into naturally occurring
settings, have 1increasingly found it necessary to employ
multivariate statistical procedures in order to fully
understand and study the plethora of variables and
influences which occur in these environments. However, with
few exceptions, 1little attention has been paid to methods
of specifying the complex, mnultivariate research problens
and questions., Fca noted some time ago that;
"The increasing complexity of data requires, more than
ever, systematic design and a rigorous statement of
hypotheses." (1965, p 262).
Facet theory was developed in order to overcome not only
the problem of analysing complex data, but also ‘the
difficult task of specifying the labyrinthine hypotheses in
an orderly, systematic, and precise form. It is, as Canter
(1982) writes,
"a coherent approach to the design of research projects,
weasuring instruments and data analysis." (p 143).
The field of place and office evaluation represents a
multivariate area of research which can benefit from the
application of facet theory. However, while facet theory

has been with us for more than twenty five years, it has
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not yet become comnon. Consequently, the present appendix

will briefly outline the growth and development of facet

theory along with its basic concepts and terminology.

A1 .2 Development and Growth Facet Theory

Facet theory grew out of the discontent of Guttman and his
colleagues with the selection of items for test
construction and what they perceived as weaknesses in
factor analytic approaches (eg. Guttman, 1954). The
criticisms of factor analysis will be considered in

appendix 2.

The basis of facet theory can be found in the early work of
Brunswik (1956) and Fisher's (1949) factorial designs. The
approach, however, was finally named and formalised by
Guttman (1954a), who suggested that variables could be
formally defined by using the notion of the Cartesian
product. In this publication Guttman introduced the term
facet to indicate a component set of the Cartesian product

(Foa, 1965).

Despite its relatively long history, facet theory has not
become part of the research orthodoxy. There are 2 nunber
of rezsons for the slow acceptance and development of facet
theory. In her introductory paper on facet theory Brown

(1985), for example, notes that:

"Choosing the facet approach requires a shift in
thinking, an imaginative 1leap even, not only in the
conception of the research problem but also in the
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design and execution of the inquiry" (p 17)

In addition to the essentially psychological problem of
accepting the facet approach to research, there has also
been a problem of accessibility. Until recently most of the
published accounts of facet theory were relatively
technical in nature (eg. Borg, 1981; Shye, 1978) which make
them difficult reading for the non-specialist. lHore
recently, less technical expositions have been published
(eg. Canter, 1982, 19€5), and may well provide access to

the approach to a wider zudience.

In addition to the technical nature of the accounts of
facet theory, studies which have employed the approach are
not found in one particular area. The diversity of Jjournals
in which facet studies have been published, and the variety
of substantive concerns which have been subjected to the

approach, again hinders general exposure to facet theory.

Despite the above, there are clear signs of a growth in use
of facet theory. In 1984, for exanmple, the first
international conference and workshops on facet theory was
held at the University of Surrey. More recently, the 21st
International Congress of Applied Psychology, held in 1986,
included no less than sixteen presentations which utilised

the approach.
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A1.3 Facet Theory and Theory Construction

Facet theory is a method of integrating three components of

research, all of which can be found in Guttman's (Gratch,

1973) definition of a theory as:
"an hypothesis of a correspondence between 2
definitional systems for a universe of observations and
an aspect of the empirical structure of those
observations, together with a rationale for such an
hypothesis"

The same three components are also to be found in the

writing of Shye (1978) and Canter (1982). Fcr exanple,

Canter states that facet theory;
"utilizes three major constituents of scientific
activity: (a) formal definition of the variables being
studied, (b) hypotheses of some specified relationship
between the definition and an aspect of empirical
observations, and (c¢) a rationale for the ccrrespondence
between (a) and (b)." (Canter, 1982 p 143).

These statements clearly emphasise the importance of the

formal definition of the area being studied, and the

integration of hypothesis and data analysis.

The emphasis placed on the development of hypotheses prior
to data collection and analysis is, of course, not unique
to facet theory. Thurstone (1951), for instance, relates

that;

"In the psychometric laboratory at Chicago we spend nmore
tinme in designing the experimental tests for a facter
study than on all the computational work...If we have
several hypotheses about postulated factors, we design
and invent new tests which may . be crucially
differentiating between several hypotheses. This'is an
entirely psychological job with no computing.It calls
for as wmuch psychological insight as we can gather zmong
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students and 4instructors...l mention this aspect of
factorial work in the hope of counteracting the rather
general impression that factor analysis is all concerned
with algebra and statistics. These should be our
servants in the investigation of psychological ideas."

(p 277)
The glose link between statistical analysis and the design
and definition of variables is evident in the work of
Fisher (1949) and Spearman (1927). Despite this, however,
few attempts have been made to develop a method to guide
and represent theory and theory construction. As Guttman
(1953) notes in relation to the above quotation;
"Thurstone suggested no guide for theory construction
beyond gathering insights for 'students and
instructors'." (p 499).
Additionally, as McGrath (1967) argues, in relation to
factor analysis, that;
"The post factor analysis can tell us is about the
pattern in which the things we 'put in' go together. It
is nute about the more eritical question  of
classification, namely: what things should be 'put in'
in the first place. For classification, we need a
nultiproperty input logic as well as a systematic
procedure for assessing results." (pp 192-163) .

Facet theory provides the required input logilc for

organising and designing research projects.

The basic activity of facet theory is comnon to research in

general, as McGrath notes;

"for a long time many of us have been using the logic of
facet analysis, more or less systematically, without
knowing it" (McGrath, 1967, p 191)
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However, what facet theory does provide is a systematic
method to help and guide the researchers intuition (Foz,

1965); it is of course not a substitute for this intuition.

A number of concepts and components are used in facet
theory for precisely specifying the area of concern. It is

to an exposition of these that we now turn.

A1 .4 Components of Domain Definition

A1.4.1 Facets

The definition of 2 domain of concern, such as office
evaluation, 1s achieved by specifying the major conceptual
components of the decmain in the form of facets. The facets,
in effect, precisely prescribe the boundaries of the
research, A facet may be defined as:

"a set playing the role of &a component set of a
cartesian set" (Shye, 1978 p 412).

A less technical definition is provided by Brown (1985);

"a conceptual categorization wunderlying a group of
observations"™ (p 22).

Basically, a facet 1s a distinct conceptual category
describing a component, or dimension, of a particular
object or area of research. Examples of facets could be

age, sex, colour, and area of life,

There are three basic types of facet; background, donain

(or content) and range. Background facets describe what nay
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be considered to be the context of the study or certain
population parameters. For example, age and sex would
usually be considered as background facets. In the present
study one could also include the organisation or building

from which participants are drawn as background facets.

The domain facets describe what may be considered as the
"body" of the area of interest. In the present study, for
example, the facets describing the content of the

evaluation questions are the domain facets.

Canter et al. (1984), in drawing the distinction Dbetween
domain and background facets in relation to nore
conventional approaches to research, have noted that;
"There are parallels between the study of treatment
effects in conventional factorially designed research
and the examination of background facets. The study of
domain facets is more akin to the search for dimensional
structure in factor analytic procedures." (p 2).
It is often the case that background facets are not
formally specified in a mapping sentence. Additionally, as
the above quotation shows, the two types of facet provide
different foci for the research. In studying domain facets
one is generally concerned with the internal structure of a
domain. Background facets are usually considered in order

to discover individual or situational differences in

relation to the domain.

In the present study there is an example of domain facets

being used as background facets. The first part of the
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study establishes the domain facets of office evaluation.
In a later part of the study the 4internal domain of
organisational perception is also specified and tested. 1In
both cases the concern is with the domain facets of each
area. Later in the thesis the domain facets of
organisational perception are used as background facets of
office evaluation; they are used to describe
characteristics of the population in relation to their

of fice evaluations.

The present study provides the first exanple of research
establishing the facets of a domain and then employing themn
as background facets in relation to another domain. It can
be expected that as more facet studies are undertaken, and
the facets of a wide variety of domains are established,

there will be an increase in such use of domain facets.

The range facet describes the possible responses to the
stimuli provided by the domain facets. In z questionnaire
it is usually represented by the response scale. When .the
range of ezch item is a) ordered and, b) ordered in the
same sense (i.e. has the same underlying meaning), it is
considered to be a 'comnmon range' (Borg 1977, p 87). A full
discussion of the concept ancd properties of 'comnon range'
is given by Borg (1977). For present purposes, it 1is
sufficient to note that items of @& questionnaire, or
observations in generezl, should be unidirectional in
relation to the range (in order to achieve this, items may,

due to their wording, reguire reverse coding) .
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Additionally, it should be noted, as the comwmon range
defines the possible responses to the domain, it 1is an
important facet in defining the nature of the study. For
example in the present study, the ccomnon range for
evaluation 1is "helps =&a great deal" to "hinders a great
deal”", This shows the evaluaztions to be descriptive. A
range of very satisfactory to very dissatisfactory would

represent a more affective assessment.

A1.4.2 Elements
Each facet consists of a number of elements. The elenments
of a facet may be defined as;

"the different values or the points that logically and
conpletely describe all the variation of the dimension"
(White and Mitchell, 1976, p 60).

Basically an element is a discrete ccmponent cf a facet. An
example may be the elements of male and female in a facet
of "sex". Elements may also be numerical; for instance

intelligence scores.

A1.4.3 Properties of Facets and Elements
There are a number of requirements which facets and their
elenents are should fulfil (lMcGrath, 1967; Runkel and

McGrath, 1972; White and Mitchell, 1976).

1. Each facet should consist of a mutually exclusive set of
values or categories (elements). For example, a facet with

the elements of male and female could not be included along

453



with a facet consisting of husband and wife. The elements

within a facet should zlso be mutually exclusive.

2. Each facet should consist of a collectively exhaustive
set of elements. That is, the elements should fully cover
all possible categories of which the underlying concept of
the facets consists. Of course it is 1likely that some
facets will consist, potentially, of a vast number of
elements. Consequently the researcher may decide to exclude

some of the elenments.

3. The facets should collectively exhaust the domain of
interest. In the social sciences it is unlikely that the
facets developed by a researcher will fully exhaust the
aspects of the domain of interest. This requirement of the
facets of & domain is an ideal, and something toward which

the research is ultimately directed.

The present study provides a clear example of systematic
progress toward achieving a more exhaustive coverage of a
domain. In a previous study by Donald (1983) the mapping
sentence for office evaluation consisted of two facets. In
the present study additional facets are validated. The
facets supported in the present study may also be added to

those presented by Canter (1983) as part of a generzl model

of place evaluation,

The next two requirements are not specifically concerned

with the properties of the facets per se. They are



requirenments placed on the researcher when he or she is

proposing a facet study.

L]

4, The loglcal relations among the elements of a facet

should be specified.

5. The 1logical relations among the facets should be

specified.

These latter two points relate to the second component of
Guttman's definition of a theory. The researcher should g
pbriori specify the expected relations between the face@s
and elements. Basically, this 4is a substantively based
prediction of, and vrationale for, the structural
relationships within the data derived from instruments

developed from the facets.

A1.4.4 Mapping Sentences
The background, domain, and range facets are linked
together in the form of a mapping sentence. A number of
exanples of mapping sentences may be found in appendix 3,
and throughout the text., Shye (1978) describes a mapping
sentence as;
"A verbal statement of the domain and of the range of a
mapping including connectives between facets as in
ordinary language" (p 413).
Basically, a mapping sentence is a concise way of
specifying the components of a research area and the

relationships between them.
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It should be noted that a mapping sentence in itself does

‘'not represent a hypothesis. As Shye (1978) notes;
"Various hypotheses may be stated in terms of the
constituents of a mapping sentence and its features: its
facets, the relationships among facets, the orderings of
elements within a given facet, the relative degree of
association between items that are formed 1in certain
ways from facet elements, and so on. All these can enter
into the formulation of hypotheses" (p 180).

It is clear that rather than representing a single

hypothesis, many interrelated hypotheses are embedded in a

mapping sentence.

There are numerous uses and advantages of mapping
sentences. Before mentioning what these advantages are, it
should be noted that even if a researcher does not wish to
apply the particular =znalysis methods which have been

associated with facet theory, the advantages nonetheless

apply.

Levy (1976) outlines what she considers to be three

principal uses of a mapping sentence;

1. The provision of & precisc definition of the universe of
observation,

2. an aid to the perception of systematic relationships,

3. the provision of z way of modifying aspects of facets or

their interrelztionships.

These uses have been echoed in the writings of other facet

theorists. Guttman and Guttman (1976) state that nmapping
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sentences give mnore specific instructions on how to mpake
observations, and provide a detailed definitional framework
for the observations such that theory construction is

facilitated. i

Brown (1985) notes that mapping sentences, provide a
succinct statement of the research design that is readily
conmunicable, provide a template from which questionnaire
and other observational items may be constructed, and
facilitate the extension and reduction of the content of a

domain by allowing the addition and collapse of facets.

The precision with which components of the domain are
specified mnakes deletion and addition more systematic and

apparent.

There are 2 nunber of examples of the facet approach aiding
in the clarification of concepts and research content.
Payne et al. (1976), for example, applied a facet framework
to the area of Jjob satisfaction. After applying the
framework to the field they note that;
"some researchers have worked with nmixtures of facets
that are conceptually questionable and others have
believed that they were operationalizing one conceptuzl
type when they have actually operationalized another."
(p 59)
The authors are also a2ble to go on to clearly reveal gaps

in the literature and investigation of job satisfaction and

organisational clinzte.
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A1.4,.5 Structuples and Multiple Classification
A structuple is technically defined as;

"an element of a cartesian set; it is a profile couposed
by selecting an element from each facet." (Shye, 19782,

pp 9-10).
Each structuple represents one possible item or observation
in relation to the domain. A structuple is constructed by
drawing one, and only one, element of each, and all, domain
facets in the mapping sentence. By generating all possible
structuples, one obtains a complete multiple classification

of the domain and the observations to be made of it.

If for example, a mapping sentence consists of two facets,
A and B, and each facet has two elements, A1 A2 and B1 B2,
there are four (2x2) unique structuples; A1 B1, A1 B2, A2

B1, and A2 B2.

The structuples may be used to form the basis of
observations or questionnaire items. In the case of a

questionnaire item, it should be clear that each question

will be formed by one element from all facets of a domain.

From the structuples which form the basis of the items, 1t
is readily apparent exactly how each gquestion is different
and similar to each other question. In the text of the
thesis there are examples of problems in the interpretation
of research results which would not have occurred if the
researchers had employed the facet approach. This is most

apparent in the work of Herans and Spreskelmeyer (1986).
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With regard to the use of structuples in forming the basis
of obsgervations or questionnaire items, it is preferable
that an observation be made for each and every structuple.
However, as Shye (1978a) notes, "there is nothing in the
logic of theory construction that suggests that this must
be so." (p 10). The generation of structuples can point to
areas of research and conceptualisations of the domain
which may require revision and close attention. To refer to
Shye (1978a) once mnore;
"experience with applying facet analysis to research
contents hints that it is useful to examine carefully
all structuples that can be formed; often we would find
that these complement the defined concept in an
appealing way, inviting us to consider shaping the
original concept accordingly." (p 10).
In effect, this process allows the logical test of the
validity of one's conceptualisation of the domain prior to
data collection. Of course, empirical validation is sought

once the concept has been 1logically refined to an

acceptable degree.

In addition to the systematic multiple classification of
objects facilitating a clearer understanding of a domain,
and facilitating conceptual precision, it can also prove to
be more appropriate and fruitful than other mnethods of
classification., MeGrath, for example, argues that;
"Many theoretical efforts based on 'Type A' vs. 'Type B!
typologies have failed to gain general usefulness

because cases with the attributes of neither A nor B or
of both A and B readily arise." (1967 p 194).
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1.5 Principle of Contiguity

The extent to which a structuple, op item, is conceptually
similar to another structuple, or item, is a function of
the number of elements they have in common. The principle
of contiguity states that items which are more similar in
their conceptual content (thé nunber of elements they have
in comnon) will be more highly related empirically. Canter
(1982) argues that it is the principle of contiguity which
distinguishes facet theory from other mwnultidimensional

scaling procedures (p 148)

From this principle, it can be seen that, in the examplé
provided above, structuple A1 Bl is equally related to A1
B2 and A2 51; it differs in terms of one element in
relation to each of the other two structuples. Further it
can be seen that A1 B1 is least strongly relate to A2 B2;
they have no elements in common. Structuple Al B2 ig least
strongly related to A2 B1, Enmpirically one would predict
that the association between A1 B2 and A1 B1 would be
greater than between A1 B1 and A2 B2. This assumption is,
of course, the basis of Smallest Space Analysis, described

in appendix 2.

With regard to background facets, a similar hypothesis nay
be specified. Basically, the more similar the structuples
deseribingl two individuals, the more similar one would
expect their responses to a particular stimuli would be.

This, of course, assumes that the facets describing the
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population or context are valid. 1In relation to the domain
facets, a similar assumption applies; if the facets
represent valid constructs with regard to differentiating

components of a domain, this will be shown empirically.

A1 .6 Summary

The increasing complexity of research projeccts requires a
method of specifying hypotheses and domains in a way in
which the exact components of the domain are clearly

observable. Facet theory provides a method by which this

can be achieved.

In facet theory research domains are specified in the form
of a mapping sentence. The mapping sentence consists of
facets which describe fully the domain of interest. Each
facet is a conceptual dimension of the domain. The facets
consist of mutually exclusive elements which describe all
the possible éategories or values of which the facet is

composed.

Questions or observations are formed by selecting one
clement from each domain facet included in the mapping
sentence. The similarities and differences between each
observation, or question, is clear as a consequence of this

nultifacet classification process.

Facet theory assumes that the more similar the conceptual
content of observations, the more elements they have in

comnon, the more similar they will be enpirically. This
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assumption forms the basis of Smallest Space Analysis.
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APPENDIX 2

Analysis Methods

A2 .1 Introduction

The principal analysis methods used in the present thesis,
and those whiph may require a brief exposition, are
Smallest Space Analysis (also referred to as Similarity
Structure Analysis) and Partial Order Scalogram Analysis
with base Coordinates (POSAC). SSA is used to examine the
structural relationships between the items, elements and
facets; the internal structure of the domains. The focus of
POSAC is the variations between individuals in terms of
their profiles across a number of items. In doing this
POSAC allows an understanding of the differences between
individuals, as well as between the items themselves, in

relation to external or background variables, to be

achieved.

A2.2 Smallest Space Analysis

A2.2.1 Advantages of SSA

Smallest Space Analysis grew out of a discontent with the
factor analytica; procedures (eg. Guttman, 1954z). Some of
the criticisms 1levelled at factor analysis have direct
relevance to the research reported in the present thesis.
Factor analysig, for example, often places considerable
emphasis on the orthogonality of the dimensions it derives.

As Guttman (1981), however, points out;
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"mathematicians know that...orthogonality 1is but an
artifact created by the designer of experiments, and may
have nothing to do with the interrelationships of
natural phenomenon" (p 27).
The use of an oblique factor rotation is often considered a
solution to the problem of imposed orthogonality. However,
it has been contended that oblique factors depart from the
nathematical conditions which are necessary for the
validity of the factor model (Skenmp, 1979). Whether an
oblique factor rotation is accepted or not, there remains,

however, a second problem with factor analysis in relation

to the present study, which is that the factors are linear,

Clearly the purposive model hypothesises relationships
which are not orthogonal or 1linear; specifically those
between the elements of the referent and organisational
unit facets, and between the referent and focus facets.
Thus the imposition of a structure such as that given by
factor analysis would be inappropriate. As the SSA allows
the structure of relationships between aspects of the data
to freely emerge, it is a more appropriate method than

factor analysis

A2 .2.2 The Procedure: What It Does

Smallest Space Analysis is prineipally used to analyse the
structure of the domain facets. The first =step in the
procedure is the calculation of a matrix of associations

between =2all of the items; every item is correlated with
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every other item. In the present thesis these would be
items from, for example, the office evaluation section of

the questionnaire.,

The program then plots each of the items into an m-
dimensional space. Items are plotted in accord with the
rank order of the correlation coefficients, and not their
numerical value. The procedure is thus non-netric. The
points of.items are plotted in such a way that the distance
between ﬁhe points 15 the inverse of the correlations
between the items; that 1is, the greater the distance

bétween'two points the lower their correlation.

A2.2.3 Regional Hypotheses and the Interpretation of SSA
Plots

The SSA plots are partitioned into regions by the
researcher. A region is an area of the space which contains
itens which are similar on conceptual content. In a facet
design this . means that items of a region are 1likely to
share the same element of a particular facet. The other
regioﬂs of the space shouid, assuming a valid facet,
contain items composed of other elements from that facet.
If a region for each elementlof a facet is evident then
supporﬁ forlthé facet is.found. It Qhould also be noted
that fhe partition line for a particular region should not

cross the boundaries of the other regions.

The rationale for the drawing of regions in such a manner

is derived from the principle of contiguity; the nmore
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similar items are in the conceptual content (or facet
components) the more highly correlated they will be, and
thus the closer together they should be located on a plot.
It 4is clear from this that the g priori classification of
items in terms of the facet elements of whiech they are

composed is of considerable importance.

The second aspect of the partitioning which is of interest
is the shape of the regions. Levy (1965) gives a full
account of the different types of partitions and regions.
However, it can be briefly noted that there are basically
two types of relationship shown by the nature of the
partitioning. The first is a quantitative order between the
facet elements. In this case the partition 1lines will
generally be parallel across the space. The second type of
partitioning portrays qualitative relationships. In this
case, the items, and regions, will be arranged in a circle

around the space.

Depending on the relétionship between the various facets, a
number of structures can result from these two basic types.
For exémple, a radex is formed by the combination of a
circular arrangement of elements of one facet, and an
ordered set of elements from another facet, when both
facets are located on the same plane of the SSA space, and
when the ordered facet mnodifies the unordered facet.
Whether or not two facets will be found in the same plane
of SSA space, and whether one facet will modify another, is

a substantive issue. Levy (1985) covers these issues in
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some detail, and is recommended for consultation.

A2 .2 .4 Dimensionality

The dimensionality of the SSA solution sought should be
the lowest necessary to adequately represent the
relationships in the data; hence smallest space analysis. A
low dimensionality is desirable as it provides for a nore
parsimonious solution representing the full data by a
smaller number of numerical paraﬁeters. Furthermore, the
likelihood of a greater degree of reliability exists with a

lower level of dimensionality (Shepard et al. 1972).

The relationship between the number of facets, and the
dimensionality required to represent them, is not a simple
one. The issue has béen discussed by Borg (1977) who argues
that as facets are qualitative and quantitative, that is
not equivalent to rezl numbers, then the number of
dimensions will not necessarily be the same as the number
of facets. The actual number of dimensions necessary \is,
therefore a substantive question. If the facets and their
relationships have been specified 1in advance, the
dimensionality of the SSA should be apparent prior to the

data analysis.,

On a more pragmatic level, however, one guide to the
required dimensionality is the measure of fit between the
correlation matrix and its spatial representation.. This

measure is a measure of stress. One such stress measure is
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provided by Guttman~Lingoes'! coefficient of alienation. An
acceptable 1level of alienation is often said to be around
.15 (Bloombaum, 1970; Runkel and McGrath, 1972), although
this 1level 1is proposed more as a "rule of thumb" than a
strict guide. In practice, the level of stress which |is
acceptable is a function of severazl factors, including, for
example, the number of items included in the =2analysis.
Therefore, coefficients of approximately .2 can be
accepted. If the stress level is around this figure, one
can assume that the relationships in the correlation matrix

are being adequately represented in the spatial plots.

In relation to an acceptable level of stress, Coxon (1982)
has argued that one should select the dimensionality at
which further increases in the number of dimensions does
not significantly improve the stress level., In practice
this means that if one plots stress values against the
number dimensions, the point at which the curve bends and
levels out, the "elbow", is the point at which further

increases in dimensionality are wasteful.

It 1is clear that the issue of dimensionality is not a
simple one. In reality the research must take into account
measures such as stress, in conjunction with the important
considerations of the substantive aspects of the data;
there are no hard and fast rules. This may make the matter
problematic to the researcher. However, if the basic rules
of facet theory have been followed, the correct decision

making will be facilitated.
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A2 .3 Partial Order Scalogram Analysis

Partial Order Scalogram Analysis (POSA) is basically an
extension of the unidimensional procedure of Guttman
Scaling (ef. Guttman, 1950). While a full understanding of
Guttman Scales 1s not essential for understanding the
following discussion, those unfamiliar with the basics of
this concept are referred to a brief description by
Oppenheim (1966 pp 143-151) and the fuller treatment by van
der Ven (1980). When the concept being studied deviates
from a unidimensional scale, Guttman Scaling proves to te
inadequate. In order to overcome this problem Guttman and

his colleagues developed the POSA procedure.

With @a unidimensional scale all profiles across the scaled
items are comparable; it is possible, for example to say
that one individual is more satisfied with their
environment, than another person is. In actual multivariate
research, however, such unidimensionality amongst profiles
is rather rare (Shye, 1978b). As a consequence it is often
not possible to state simply that one person is, for
example, more satisfied with their environment, than
another individual; while two people may share a similar
total degree of satisfaction, they may be very different
in terms of the aspects of the environment with which they
are satisfied. This difference between profiles can be

considered to be qualitative.
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POSA is an attempt to allow the study of sets profiles with
a dimensionality greater than one. The analysis essentially
consists of rinding‘a partial order configuration that best
acconnodates the data whiist having a relatively simple
structure (Shye, 1978b). In attempting to achieve this, the

sets of profiles are represented spatially.

The original and best known form of representation of a
POSA is the Hasse diagram. An example of a Hasse diagranm
consisting of four dichotomously scored items is given in
figure A2.1. In a Hasse diagram profiles which are greater
in terms of their sum across the items, are represented as
a point higher in the diagram than those profiles which
have a lower total score. Thus, for example, a total
profile score of 3 in the diagram below, would be located
at a higher level of the diagram than a score of 2. Fron
this it is possible to see which profiles are greater than
others in terms of their total. For -example, if the
pra}ilea are measures of environmental satisfaction, those
at the top of the diagram are the most satisfied, those at

the bottecm - -are the least satisfied.

The next issue is concerned with profiles which have the
sane total score, but different scores on particular itens.
In this case it is not possible to state that either is
greater than the other; they are noncomparable. On the
Hasse diagram presented in figure A2.1. this would apply to
profiles 0111 and 1110. In a Hasse diagram profiles which

are similar in total, but different in quality, are located
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at the same vertical level, but separated horizontally.

Figure A2.1

Hasse Diagram of a Set of Hypothetical Profiles

Comparable and noncomparable profiles can be indicated on
the Hasse diagram by line segments. Such 1line segments
connect comparable profiles. Noncompareble profiles are not
connected by the line segments. By observing the figure
above, it <can 2also be seen that profiles at similar

vertical levels may also be noncomparable.

?rom the above it should be clear that a partial order
representation of a set éf profiles has two dimensions. The
first dimension runs from top to bottom of the diagram and
is simply the summation of the scores for each profile; it
represents the amount of a particular quality, or
satisfaction, an individual poses. This vertical axis in

termed the Jjoint axis, and the score on it is the joint
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score.,

The second dimension runs horizontally across the diagram
and 1is the lateral axis. The laterzl axis represents the
qualitative difference between the profiles. Interpretation
of the lateral axis is more complex than the joint axis,
and represents a major challenge to the researcher  using
POSA. In order to interpret this axis it is necessary to
discover which items of the profile =account for the

horizontal (qualitative) differentiation between profiles.,

Profiles may thus differ quantitatively and qualitatively.
It should be clear that a profile represents one or more
individuals with a particular pattern of scores on a set of
measures. In interpreting a POSA one is attempting to
uncover groups of individuals who have profile
characteristics in commnon. Thus one considers the
distribution of individuals throughout the POSA in relation
to the two axes. If a group of individuals who are located
similarly on the POSA have a characteristic in comron which
is different to the characteristic of people 1located on
different parts of the POSA, it can be suggested that that
particular characteristic accounts for the differences 1in,
for example, evaluation. The groups are considered in

relation to the qualitative and quantitative axes,

Recently an alternative technique for the representation of

partial orders has been developed which more readily

facilitates the identification of the items defining the
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structure of the POSA., This method, termed Partial Order
Scalogram Analysis with base Coordinates (POSAC), plots the

profiles in an m-dimensional space .

The procedure provides two basic sets of plots. The first
plot shows the position of each profile in the space. The
positioning of the profile is derived by comparisons
between all the item scores. Profiles are located according
to the principle of contiguity. Thus the more similar a
profile, the closer in the space they will be. In relation
to the Hasse diagram, the first plot basically represents
the Hasse diagram rotated to the right by forty five
degrees. In addition, a plot is provided for each iten.
This plot shows the score of each profile on that item. The
position of the points remains constant throughout all of

the plots.

The item diagrems are then partitioned, by the researcher,
in such a way that the regions of the space contain
profiles with the same score on that item. The partitioning
of the plots for each item may be compared with the
partitioning of each other item diagram in order to reveal
their relationships. If two items, for exanmple, partition
in the same direction the are both measuring a similar

dimension or concept.

The role played by an item is discerned by the shape of the
partition line. There are four ideal roles or types of

partitioning. Of course, these may not all be found in
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practice. The four types of partitioning are:

1) Vertical; this type of partitioning constitutes one of
the two ideal poles of the scalogram. The polar items are

those which define the qualitative or lateral axis.

2) Horizontal; the horizontal partitioning provides the

second of the scalogram poles.

3) L-shaped; the L-shape partitioned items are 1deal
moderators of the scalogram. In effect this means that high

scores on this item are associated with middle values of

the lateral sccres.

4) Inverted L-shaped; this final shape of partition line is
found with items playing the role of polarizers in the
scalogran. In this case high values on this item are

associated with the extreme values on the lateral axis.

As it is the two polar items which define the lateral or
qualitative axis of the scalogram, it is these which are
the most important from a substantive perspective. By a
consideration of the content of the polar items the
researcher can provide a meaningful interpretation of the

Qualitative dimension on which individuals differ.

Once the laterzl axis has been established, the researcher
can relate the individuals' position on the axis to other
background variables in order to see is there is any

correspondence between the two. This of course can also be
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done in relation to the joint axis.
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APPENDIX 3.

Evaluation Happing Sentences Using the GUS

Table A3.1
Kenny and Canter's (1981) Happing Sentence for
Nurses' Evaluations of Wards

Aston University

Hlustration removed for copyright restrictions
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Table A3.2
Canter and Rees' (1982) Mapping Sentence
for Housing Evaluation

Aston University

lustration removed for copyright restrictions

Table A3.3
Donald's (1983) Mapping Sentence for
Office Evaluation

Aston University

llustration removed for copyright restrictions
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APPENDIX 4

Environmental Evaluation Pilot Questionnaire
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Environmental Evaluation

Below are some questions which refer to your work environment.
The questions are divided into two main sections. The first
section asks you to evaluate your environment with regard to the
extent to which it helps or hinders you in doing your Jjob. Give
your answer by putting a ring around the number which most
represents your feelings. Please answer all questions.

Very Satisfied Neither Satisfied Very Dissatisfied
nor Dissatisfied
1 h 7

In terms of doing your work
how satisfied are you with;

1. The a2mount of light in your office...esse...1 2 3 4 5 6

2. The degree of control you have over
the 1lighting at your desk/work station....1 2 3 4y 5 6

3. The amount of light at your desk/work
Station.....l..'......‘..........ll....-...1 2 3 q 5 6

4. The lighting in other places in the
building you may have to go to during
the course Of YOUr WOPK.eeeeososssssossesssl 2 3 4 5

5. The level of heating in your office
(ego to hot or cold to HorkJ..o.-o-ocotclcv1 2 3 l‘ 5 6

6. The ventilation or air quality
at your desk (eg. is it too
Bthry to wor‘k)..'l!00.0...0!0..0.00..!....1 2 3 li 5 6

T. The levels of visual distraction while
working &t Your Gk cssissssvsssussenenssal 2 3 9 8 6

8. Your ability to hold confidential
conversations while at your desKeeesseoeessal 2 3 4 5 6

9. The amount of privacy in the office
genepallyooooil...lo...............lIU.l..01 2 3 u 5 6

10. The ease with which you can tell the
status and role of people in the building
by their physical surroundiNgS...e.seeeeseeel 2 3 4 5 6



11.

1@

13.

1”.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

The availability of people in the
building whom you need to talk to about

wor‘k.....l.ll...l.'........'......"...'I..1

The degree to which people in your
of fice cooperate when working..eeeeeosseeesl

The levels of noise you experience
when you are working at your desKeeeooeooaosol

The amount of space you have at your desk..l
The amount of filing space at your desk....!
The position of your desKeecoseossseossoseel

The amount of storage space in
your ofrice..‘Ct.‘.U..l.l...l‘.l...l.‘...!.1

The degree to which your department
or section is spatially distinct..cecececeel

The layout of your office.....llll.'.....'.1

The location of other departments
and people in the building.ceeeeesscssscassl

The degree of visual privacy that you
have at YO'L!I‘ desk‘lﬁoloobﬂll.llll..'l'."..1

The location of facilities
in the bu11ding Senerally..-ococooooooooooo1

The provision of meeting places in
your office for discussing WOrK.iseesososooal

The provision of meeting place in
the building as a whole for
discussing work matters.cecececsescssccccsel

w w w  w
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In this section the questions require you to evaluate your work
environment in terms of your general comfort and well-being. For
this section it does not matter whether the various aspects of
the environment are good or bad for your work.

Again, please answer 211 questions and do so by putting a circle
around the number which best describes your level of
satisfaction.

Very satisfied Heither satisfied Very dissatisfied
nor dissatisfied
1 y 7

In terms of your general copmfort

and well-being how satisfied are

you with:

25. The 1lighting levels at your desKes.eeeeeeeel 2 3 4 5 6
26. The amount of daylight in your office.......1 2 3 4 5 6

27. The position of your desk in relation
to the ‘\'indows....'......'............I....1 2 3

28. The heating in your OffiCEe.eeecesessscsssssl 2 3 4 5 6
29. The ease with whieh you can sit at

your desk without others being able

to watch you....l..‘IO...I.!...........0'..‘1 2 3 ll 5 6

30. Freshness of the air in your office.........1 2 3 4 5 6

31. The air quality throughout the building
gener‘allyll..l....l..l..ll'.l.lll...........1 2 3 u 5 6

32. The extent to which you can modify
or rearrange your work area to suit
yout‘self..................-.................1 2 3 4 5 6

33. The friendliness of people in
YOUI" Office“-DOlono-ooo.oo.t.0100000000000001 2 3 ” 5 6

34, The visual privacy you have at your desk....1 2 3 4 5 6

35. People's respect for your privacy
generzlly in your OffiCC.secescesesssssssseel 2 3 4 5 6

36, The extent to which you get on with
people in the building...eeecececesssscsssssl 2 3 4 5 6

37. The general attitude of people in
your office toward YOU...eeooecesossoscone «e1 2 3 4 5 6



38.

39.

4o.

41.

42.
u3-
u”.

45,

46 .
u?-

48,
49,

50.

51.

2.

The extent to which you have chance
encounters with people around the

building with whom you can stop and

have a8 chatecescesvsosossssesnscsssvevnsovsosveses]
The degree to which people fron

different departments mix socially

With ecach othelsssssswsosvssossssossoseessss)

The extent to which your physical
surroundings reflect your status.ceececcecesl

The degree to which you are
isolated at your deskitl...I..llﬁol0000000101

The level of crowding in your office..evessel
The layout of your officCeccccceccccccossccal

The amount you are allowed to
personalise your wWork are€@.cceescssssssssessl

The extent to which people's work
areas in your office are demarcated..cseseol

The location of toilets in the building.....1

The provision of refreshment
facilities in the bUilding.-..o.oo-nooO-c--01

The COmePt Of }I'O\.II‘ Ohai.l"...-.....--o-oc--o-1
The decoration of your offiC€ececsssssvoscssl

The general appearance of the
building thr‘OughOut-......-o--o-----0--'000"1

The extent to which people in your
department mix s0cially..eecescescssvocssceal

The amount of acoustic or verbal privacy
you have at your desKieessoososososssosossnesl
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In this section there are some questions which ask about aspects
of your work and organisation. Please give a mark, again out of
7, which you ¢think is most appropriate in describing your
opinion.

1 2 3 ] 5 6 T
Never Neutral Always

To what extent do you find that:

1. People in your organisation have

clearly defined roles and positions. sesens
2. People generally get on well together, ceeees
3. The organisation sticks to rules. S

(eg. time keeping, appearence etc)

4, The people at the top of your
organisation are isolated and
out of touch. s

5. People in different offices and
departments form tight knit groups. e

6. The people in your office or
department form a tight knit group. eI

7. You are asked to participate in
decisions about the organisation. csesee

8. Suggestions you make about things
affecting the organisation are
listened to and taken notice of. cessas

9. You are asked to participate in
decisions regarding the physiczal
environment in which you work. ceeees

10.WVhen you make suggestions about your
physical environment they are take
notice Ofo = * ® 80

11 .When you have a question about your
work, there is someone who you should

officially talk to. Seurmn 0 0

12.You talk to the officially
designated person about problems
about work. wdice v aiie

13.People ask you questions about theilr
work. .- e 0 9 80



14,.Dealing with the questions people ask
is seen officially as part of your job.

15.You can go directly to any
person you need to talk to about
problems regarding work.

16 .Any questions or problems have
to go through a whole string of
people before getting to the right one.

17 .Your job and tasks are clearly defined.

18.At work you stick to doing only the work
you are officially supposed to do.

19.The people who you actually talk to
about you work or job are located
conveniently.

20 .When there is a question about your
work, there is someone who you can
talk to who knows more than the
person who you should officially talk to.

21 .You worry about asking the officially
designated person about problems to do
with work, in case they think you can't
do your Jjob.

22.You make most of your friendships at
work with people in your office.

23 .You can tell the status of someone in
the organisation by looking at their
workspace or office.

24 .There are informal meeting places
around the building.
25.The organisation cares about its employees.

26 .The organisation is more concerned
with productivity than people.

27 .You feel loyal to the company.

28.You feel that you are a snall
cog in a big wheel at work.

L B BN B B BN

L B B B O B )

L B B B B BN ]

« 88 88 00

L B B B

e " 0 " 800

T I O B B

T T B I B

« 8 8 8 8 80

.4 08 8 00



29.You can sit thinking and relaxing
without feeling you are being watched. TR

30.You prefer to talk face-to-face with
people at work even when you could
'phone or write to then. Ve & el

31.You are located close enough to people
to allow you to talk face-to-face with
them. L L B B I ]

32.There are places around the building
where you feel you are intruding if
you go there, even though they are
not private offices. sess e

33.Groups tend to form in physically
distinct areas of the building. ssesnes

Please feel free to use the rest of the space available to
any conmoents you have about the questionnaire.

Thank you very much for your help.

make
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In this section you are asked to assess the extent to which your
physical environment at work helps of hinders the work or coufort

of you, your department or group, and

the

organisation in

general. In order to do this simply circle the nunber which best
describes your opinjon. The meaning of the numbers is as follows

Hinders a Hinders Neither helps
great deal nor hinders
1 2 3

1. To what extent does the design of the
surroundings immediately around your desk
help or hinder when you want to hold
private conversations

2. Does the layout and space around your
desk help or hinder to create a feeling
that it is your own distinect place

3. When your are a2t your desk how well
does the heating help you to feel
confortable

L, Vhen your are at your desk to what
extent does the lighting hinder or help
you to carry out your work efficiently

5. How well does the location of your
desk in relation to windows help you to
have sufficient access to daylight.

6. To what extent does the awmount of
filing space you have at your desk help
you to Keep the papers you need within
easy reach '

T To what extent does the amount

of space around your desk help or hinder
the sterage of your personal
belongings

8. To what extent does the design of your
office help you feel that you are able to
control the zmount of access people can
have to you

9. How helpful is the location of your
work area in preventing you from feeling
isolated and cut off from others

Helps

Helps 2
great deal
5




10. To what extent does the lighting in
your office help to provide you with a
pleasant place in which to work

11. How nuch does the zmount of space in
your office help you to store your
personal belongings

12. How well does the design and 1layout
of your office help you to work
efficiently without being distracted by
other things that are going on 1in the
office

13. To what extent does the provision of
restroons coffee areas and so forth in
the building help you to informally mneet
others your work with

14. How well does the heating around the
building help or hinder your feeling of
confort

15. How well does the ventilation around
the ©building help or hinder your feeling
of comfort

16. Does the design of the building help
or hinder you getting to places without
having to walk too far

17. How muuch does where you sit in the
office help you feel a part of your
department or work group

18. To what extent does the 1lighting
around your desk help when Yyou =are
working with others there

19. How nuch does the layout of space at
your desk help when people in your
departuwent or work group want to sit down
and talk with you

20. To what extent is the design of your
office helpful.in creating a feeling of
unity and cohesion amongst people in your
departnent or work group

21. How helpful is the design and layout
of your office in making your department
or section. distinct within the
organisation



22. How well does the heating in your
office help to make it a comfortable
place for the group or department to work
effectively

23. How well does the ventilation 1in
your office help to make it a coufortable
place for the group or department to work
effectively

24, How helpful is the amount of space
in your office in allowing people to work
in 1t without feeling that they are
crowding one another

25. How helpful is the location of space
for filing papers that people in your
department generzlly need zccess to for
their work

26 . How well does the design of the
building help people to have chance
neetings with one znother

27. How much does the heating throughout
the building help mazke it a conmfortable
place for people to stand and talk to
each other

28. To what extent does the amount of
space throughout the building help in
providing meeting places for people

29. How nmnuch does the design of your
work space help people to recognise your
role in the organisation

30. How much does your work space help
reflect your status in the organisation

31. How rmuch does the amount of space
around your desk or workspace help people
to have access to you

32. How nuch does the design of your
office help people from other parts of
the organisation to enter it with out
feeling that they &are intruding

33. To what extent does the location and

design of your office help to make people

- feel that your department fits in as a
part of the whole organisation



34. To what extent does the space in your
office help give other people in the
organisation access to members of your

departnent

35. How nuch does the design of the
building help people from the various
departments in your organisation meet
with each other

36 . How nmuch does the lighting around the
building help to create an environnment
which gives people the impression of an
efficient and successful organisation

37. To what extent does the location of
departnents around the building help them
to comnunicate with each other
conveniently

38. How nuch does the design and layout
of the building help in making people
feel part of the organisation

39. How nuch does the provision of
informzl meeting places such as eating
places, washrooms and restrooms help 1in
allowing people from different parts of
the organisation meet with each other and
feel part of the same organisation

40. How nuch does the design and layout
of the building help prevent people from
feeling like they are a small and
insignificant part of the organisation

4. Generally how helpful is your
physical environment for carrying out
your day-to-day work
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In this section there are a number of statements about how
involved and flexible your department and organisation is with
regard to various aspects of your life at work. All you need to
do is to indicate the extent to which Yyou =zgree with the
statements as they apply to you. To do this simply circle the
nunber which best represents your feelings. The neanings of the
nucbers are given below.

Strongly Disagree Heither agree Agree Strongly
disagree nor disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5

1. When I have a question at work I can
talk to anyone I want in my department 1 2 3 4 5
about it

2. My department is happy for me to
Personalise or arrange my workspace 1 2 3 4 5
/office however I want to

3. People in my department let me join
in with them socially 12 3 4 5

4. My department allows me to carry out
ny work in the way I think is best 1 2 3 4

o

5. The people in my department will allow
ne to arrange my work so that it fits in 1 2 3 4 5
with my life in general

6. If I have a personal problen which

which affects the way I work the 1 2 3 4 5
department will make allowances until

I can sort it out

7. I an often called upon to play the
role of a2 go between in my department 1 2 3 4 5

8. If a person has a question to ask
someone else they will talk to me first 1 2 3 it 5
or get me to ask the other person

9. I an asked to participate in decisions
which are being made about the physical 1 2 3 4 5
environcent in my department

10. Most of my friends at work are people
in my department 1 2 3 i



11. The department is interested in any
views I have about the best way to do my
job

12. The department is concerned about wny
generzl welfare even if it does not
interfere with my work

13. If I have a question at work I can go
straight to zny one in the organisation
to ask them about it

14. All questions in my organisation have
to go through "proper channels™".

15. People in my organisation have their
physical surroundings specified according
to rules and regulations

16. It is possible to tell the status or
role of someone in ny orgzanisation by
their physical surroundings

17. The organisation will generally let
e carry out my work in the way that
suits pme best

18. The organisation will only sympathise
with any personal problers I have as long
as they do not affect my work

19. I often find nyself teing asked to
act as a spokesperson for others in ny
organisation

20. People in the different sections or
cdepartments of my organisation only
socialise with each other

21. My views about the way in which I
carry out my work are listened to and
respected in the organisation

22. The organisation cares about ny
general welfare and happiness

23. I an encouraged to play an important
role in the work of nmy organisation

24, People at the top of my organisation
are isolated and out of touch

25. People in my department form cliques



26. My company cares more about
efficiency than people 1 2 3 4 5

27. Hy organisation expects me to carry
out my work in clearly defined and 1 2 3 Yy 5
prescribed ways

28. My views about things affecting the
organisation generzlly are sought and 1 2 3 4 5
listened to

29. If I have a question about my work
there is an officially designated person 1 2 3 4 5
whon I nust ask

30. The way I am treated at work makes me
feel like a small cog in a big wheel 1

n
w
4=
un

31. If I had the chance to do the sane

work for the same pay but in a different 1 2 3 4 5
department I would still want to stay

where I an

32. The way I am treated in my department 1 2 3 4y 5
nakes feel like I "belong"

33. Generally people in the department 1 2 3 4 5
share the same goals

34. People in ny department share similar 1 2 3 4y 5
interests

If you have any comnents about this questionnaire, or about
your organisation and physical environment which you think
are important but have not already been included, please feel
free to use the remaining space to make then.

Thank you very much for your time and co-operation
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In this section there are a number of statements about your
general approach to life at work. All you are required to do is
to circle the number which best represents the extent to which
you zagree or disagree with the statement as it applies to you.

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly
disagree nor disagree agree
1 2 3 L 5

1. I feel loyalty to the company I work

for 1 2 3 4 5
2. I enjoy getting involved in office

polities 1 2 3 4 5
3. I am only in the job for the money 1 2 3 5y 5

4., I like to be involved in the social
life of the company 1 2 3 4 5

5. I am quite disinterested in the
decisions of higher management f 2 3 8 5

6. I like to work for a company where I
do not have to get too involved. {1 2 3 4 5

7. I feel frustrated if I can not have a
say in things at work 1 2 3 4 5

8. I try not to become too involved in
things at work 1 2 3 by 5

9. If I can't have ny say in how things
at work are done, I hope they go wrong 1 2 3 4 5

10. I should take part in decisions at
work which effect me 1 2 3 y 5

11. I prefer to talk face to face with
people at work even when it might be 1 2 3 4 5
easier to telephone ther

12. If someone at work has a personal
problem I would try to help them if I 1 2 3 4 5
could

13. I should have a say in the way ny
physical environment at work is designed 1 2 3 4 5

14, It makes me feel good when I do ny
Jjob well 1 2 3 y 5



15, I am always looking for better ways
to do ny Job

16. I try to work according to an
established pattern

17. It is inportant for me to be
consistent in ny work decisions

18. Once my mind is made up about work I
rarely change it

19. I find zubigious situations at work
very unconfortable

20. I think that to compromise at work
is a2 sign of weakness

21, If I can't do things at work the way
I want I'd rather not do then at all

22. I need clearly defined rules to work
sucecessfully

23. I think that life at work is all
about give and take

24, I believe that things never get done
properly at work unless there are clear
rules and guidelines on how to do then

25. I will cover for people at work if
they are having personal problenms

26. I can adapt myself to working in
almost any physical conditions

27. Generally I can get on with anyone
at work

28. I can zlways think of other ways of
comuunicating when "official channels"
don't work

29. I work better without rules and
regulations to cramp my style

30, I like to be flexible in my approach
to work

31. I generally like to get involved at
work '

(7]

w
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Office and Organisation Questionnaire

This questionnaire is part of an ongoing project on office design
and evaluation. It is independent of your organisation.

It would be very helpful if you could please answer the following
questions. All the information you give will be completely
confidential and will only be seen by members of the research
group.

It would be helpful if you could put your name on the
questionnaire. However if you are uncomfortable about coing this
it zay be left off.

Instructions
Think of each question in relation to where you usually work.

In most cases you are given a number of options for your answer.
All you need to do is put the number which most closely resembles
your feelings in the space provided.

Some questions refer to the building in which you work. If your
company occupies part of a larger building answer the question in
relation to the part which it uses.

We are interested in your opinions so please try not to discuss
the questions until you have completed themn.

Do not spend tco long on each question. Answer them as quickly as

possible.

Do not worry about some questions being repeated. This is for
statistical purposes.

Your completed questionnaire will be <collected 1later this
afternoon. If you have not completed the questionnaire by this
tinme please mail it to us as soon as possible. A freepost
envelope is provided. No stamp is necessary.

Please try to answer all questions.

Thank you very nuch for your time and co-operation.

Te€le EXE. sinievroiecaies n s sine

Nameio.'i...I‘l..............l.'...i'.



Personal details
What 1s your agesseccces
What sex are you. 1 .Fenmale 2. Hale

Which section or department do you work in.seceseeccerescececsccsns

What is the highest qualifications you have (Please circle)

1.None 2.CSEs 3.0=-1levels 4.A-levels 5.Degree

How long have you worked for your present organisation
cessensssilSeesssscsesMonths
How long have you worked in your present office.....¥rs......Months

How long have you worked in offices generally.......¥rs......Months

Below are a list of four office types. Following them are some
questions. Please indicate which office applies to each question
by putting the appropriate number in the space provided.

Open Plan (More than five people and screens)
Open Space (lore than five people and no screens)
Small (Shared office with less than five people)
. Private (Only one person)

S -
- =

Which of the above have you painly worked in before cesseee

Which type of office do you work in now teseens
Of the above which type of office do you

prefer to work in QieE ¢ aee
Which type of office do you like least vesssss

Physical Description
Approximately how far do you sit from a window ssasasvskFeet
Can you see out of the windows from where you sit.

1.Yes 2.A little 3.No (please circle)

Approximately where do you work in the building...cececeven
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Approximately how large is the office in which you work

Approx.........58q.feet
Roughly how nany people are in your officC€iscveseccrsceccvnsas
Approximately how much floor space do you have.......sq feet

Approximately how far are other people from your desk. ......feet

Privacy and Partitions

Can other people overhear conversations you are having while you

are at your desk.
1. Yes 2. Sonetimes 3. No (please cirecle)

Can you be seen easily by others in your office
when you work at your desk.

1. Yes 2 A IdEELE 3. No (please circle)

Generally do people of different ranks or doing different Jobs

have different furniture, space and so on.

1.Yes 2.No (please circle)

Do you share your office 1.Yes 2. No (please circle)

If there are other people in your office, do you have partitions

around your desk
1. Yes 2. No (please circle)

If you have partitions, how many sides around your

work space are enclosed,
1 2 3 y (please circle)

What form do the partitions take on each side. Please put the

appropriate number in the spaces.

1. Purpose built screens

2. Filing cabinets or other furniture
3. Window

y, Wall

Side 1. Side 2. Side 3. Side 4.

L Y [ I “ s 8 s LR SR B



How high are the partitions on each side.
1. Less than 4 feet 2. 4 to 5 feet
3. 5 to 6 feet 4. 6 feet or over

Side 1 Side 2 Side 3 Side 4

L B LI B B N ] L

Your Job

What position do you hold in your company (Job title, grade etc.)

Approximately how nuch time do you spend doing the following.
Circle the number which is most appropriate. The meanings of the
nunbers are

1 2 3 4 5
1 to 20% 21 to 40% 41 to 60% 61 to 80% 81 to 100¢%

If no time is spent on a particular activity do not circle a
nunber for that activity.

Lo IRPLBG cve « susnmomwnnns » s soswewnneesssh & 3 4 B
2. Using a word procesSOl.....eeeeeeeessl 2 3 4 5
3. Using ‘a computarescssisssnnsvonsncsisl 2 3 4 8
Be FLLIDB: ssomunnensenvessscusanvenssaen) & 3 4 5
5+ On the telephonNCssississssnvsvesssssnel 2 3 4 5
6.« Writing reportS.yesscosvnwsssvesssvsoel 2 3 4 5§
T. Filling out forms etCevecescesseessesel 2 3 4 5
O+ Dictabingivevsiosssvnsnssnsissssavee) 2 3 4 5
Do T0 MOBLLUEE e v ¢ ¢ s svmwswmosnn s oo s oueed & 3 § 5

10.Talking face to face with people
in your department/office.ceeececessel 2 3 4 5

11.Talking face to face with people
from other offices/department.ec....e1 2 3 4 5

120 ”Iaking decisions....-.........-...c-1 2 3 u 5



In this section you are asked to assess the extent to which your
physical environment at work helps of hinders the work or confort
of you, your department or group, and the organisation in
general. In order to do this simply circle the number which best
describes your opinion. The meaning of the numbers is as follows

Hinders a Hinders Neither helps Helps Helps a
great deal nor hinders great deal
1 2 3 y 5

1. To what extent does the design of the

surroundings immediately around your desk 1 2 3 4 5
help or hinder when you want to hold

private conversations

2. Does the layout and space around your
desk help or hinder to create a feeling 1 2 3 Y 5
that it is your own distinct place

3 When your are a2t your desk how well
does the heating help you to feel 1 2 3 4 5
comfortable

4 When your are at your desk to what
extent does the lighting hinder or help 1 2 3 4 5
you to carry out your work efficiently

5. How well does the location of your
desk in relation to windows help you to 1 2 3 4 5
have sufficient access to daylight.

6. To what extent does the amount of

filing space you have at your desk help 1 2 3 4y 5
you to keep the papers you need within

easy reach

T. To what extent does the amount

of space around your desk help or hinder 1 2 3 4 5
the storage of your personal
belongings

8. To what extent doces the design of your

office help you feel that you are able to 1 2 3 4 5
control the zmount of access people can

have to you

9. How helpful is the location of your
work area in preventing you from feeling 1 2 3 - 5
isolated and cut off from others



10. To what extent does the lighting in
your office help to provide you with a
pleasant place in which to work

11. How nuch does the amount of space in
your office help you to store your
personal belongings

12. How well does the design and 1layout
of your office help you ¢to work
efficiently without being distracted by
other things that are going on 1in the
office

13. To what extent does the provision of
restrooms coffee areas and so forth in
the building help you to informally mneet
others your work with

14. How well does the heating around the
building help or hinder your feeling of
comfort

15. How well does the ventilation around
the building help or hinder your feeling
of comfort

16. Does the design of the building help
or hinder you getting to places without
having to walk too far

17. How nuch does where you sit in the
office help you feel a part of your
department or work group

18. To what extent does the 1lighting
around your desk help when you &re
working with others there

19. How nuch does the layout of space at
your desk help when people in Yyour
departunent or work group want to sit down
and talk with you

20. To what extent is the design of your
office helpful in creating a feeling of
unity and cohesion amongst people in your
department or work group

21. How helpful is the design and layout
of your office in making your department
or section distinet ' within the
organisation



22. How well does the heating in your
office help to make it a comfortable
place for the group or department to work
effectively

23 How well does the ventilation in
your office help to make it a comfortable
place for the group or department to work
effectively

24, How helpful is the amount of space
in your office in z2llowing people to work
in it without feeling that they are
crowding one another

25. How helpful is the location of space
for filing papers that people in your
department generzally need access to for
their work

26 . How well does the design of the
building help people to have chance
neetings with one another

27. How uwuch does the heating throughout
the building help make it a comfortable
place for people to stand and talk to
each other

28. To what extent does the amount of
space throughout the building help in
providing meeting places for people

29. How mnuch does the design of your
work space help people to recognise your
recle in the organisation

30. How much does your work space help
reflect your status in the organisation

31. How nuch does the amount of space
around your desk or workspace help people
to have access to you

32. How nmuch does the design of your
office help people from other parts of
the organisation to enter it with out
feeling that they are intruding

33. To what extent does the location and
design of your office help to make people
feel that your department fits in as a
part of the whole organisation



34. To what extent does the space in your
office help give other people in the
organisation access to members of your
department

35. How nuch does the design of the
building help people from the various
departments in your organisation meet
with each other

36. How much does the lighting around the
building help to create an environment
which gives people the impression of an
efficient and successful organisation

37. To what extent does the location of
departments around the building help them
to communicate with each other
conveniently

38, How nuch does the design and layout
of the building help in making people
feel part of the organisation

39. How nuch does the provision of
informal meeting places such as eating
places, washrooms and restrooms help in
allowing people from different parts of
the organisation meet with each other and
feel part of the same organisation

40. How nuch does the design and layout
of the building help prevent people from
feeling like they are a snall and
insignificant part of the organisation

1. Generally how helpful is your
physical environment for carrying out
your day=-to-day work




In the following scction there are some statements about various
aspects of work. Can you indicate the extent to which you agree
with them by drawing a circle around the number which best
describes your opinion. The meanings of the numbers are as
follows.,

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly
Disagree nor disagree agree

1 J 2 3 B 5
1. My job is secure 1 2 3 e 5
2., I recieve benefits such as sick

leave, pensions, holidays and so on 1 2 3 4 5
3. I have influence in the organisation 1 2 3 ) 5
4, I recieve proper recognition for

doing my job well 1 2 3 - 5
5. My office is comfortable 1 2 3 4 5
6. I am valued as a person at work 1 2 3 4 5
T. I have responsibility for others at

work 1 2 3 4 5
8. I am given fair chances of promotion 1 2 3 4 5
9. I have an office, desk etec

which reflect my status 1 2 3 4 5
10. I have an influence over what

work I do, and how I do it 1 2 3 4 5
11. Fellow workers are friendly

and helpful 1 2 3 4 5
12. I do interesting work 1 2 3 4 5
13. I know what role my work

plays in that of the organisation 1 2 3 4 5
14, I have a fair and considerate boss

or supervisor 1 2 3 4 5
15. I have a job with status 1 2 3 4 5

16. I am proud to work for the company 1 2 3 b 5



17.

18.

219,
20.
21 .

e

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

I have an opportunity to use my
abilities and skills at work

I find my Jjob interesting and
enjoyable

I have independence at work
I have good level of pay
I find my hours of work convenient

My physical environment
supports my work

The variety in my job is such that
I do different things each day

I work in an office where I
feel free and not watched

I am told how well I anm
doing at my job

I have a clearly defined job, so that
I know what I will be deing each day

I an closely supervised when doing my
Jjob

I do a job which involves a lot of
concentration

My Jjob requires me to work closely
with others

I need to be kept informed about
what's going on in the organisation
to do my Jjob

w w w w



In this section there are a number of statements about your
general approach to life at work. All you are required to do is
to circle the number which best represents the extent to which
you agree or disagree with the statement as it applies to you.

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly
disagree nor disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5

1. I feel loyalty to the company I work

for 1 2 3 4 5
2. I enjoy getting involved in office

politiecs 1 2 3 4 5
3. I an only in the job for the money 1 2 3 4 5

4, I like to be involved in the social
life of the company 1t 2 3 4 5

5. I am quite disinterested in the
decisions of higher management 1 2 3 4 5

6. I like to work for a company where I
do not have to get too involved. 1 2 3 4 5

T. I feel frustrated if I can not have a
say in things at work 1 2 3 & 5

8. I try not to become too involved in
things at work 1 2 3 4

n

9. If I can't have nmy say in how things
at work are done, I hope they go wrong 1 2 3 4 5

10. I should take part in decisions at
work which effect me 1 2 3 4y 5

11. I prefer to talk face to face with
people at work even when it might be 1 2 3 by 5
easier to telephone therx

12. If someone at work has a personal
problem I would try to help them if I 1 2 3 e 5
could

13. I should have a say in the way ny
physical environment at work is designed 1 2 3 i 5

14, It makes me feel good when I do ny
Job well 1 2 3 4 5



15. I am always looking for better ways
to do my Jjob

16. I try to work according to an
established pattern

17. It is important for me to be
consistent in my work decisions

18. Once my mind is made up about work I
rarely change it

19. I find amnbigious situations at work
very uncomfortable

20. I think that to compromise at work
is a sign of weakness

21. If I can't do things at work the way
I want I'd rather not do them at all

22. I need clearly defined rules to work
successfully

23. I think that 1ife at work is all
about give and take

24, I believe that things never get done
properly at work unless there are clear
rules and guidelines on how to do then

25+ I will cover for people at work if
they are having personal problems

26. I can adapt myself to working in
almost any physical conditions

2T. Generally I can get on with anyone
at work

28. I can 2lways think of other ways of
compunicating when "official channels"
don't work

29, I work better without rules and
regulations to cramp my style

30. I 1like to be flexible in my approach
to work

31. I generally like to get involved &t
work



In this section there are a number of statements about how
involved and flexible your department and organisation 1is with
regard to various aspects of your life at work. All you need to
do is to 4indicate the extent to which you agree with the
statements as they apply to you. To do this simply circle the
number which best represents your feelings. The meanings of the
numbers are given below.

Strongly Disagree Neither zgree Agree Strongly
disagree nor disagree agree
1 2 3 y 5

1. When I have a question at work I can
talk to anyone I want in my department 1 2 3 4 5
about it

2. My department is happy fer me to
personalise or arrange my workspace 1 2 3 4 5
/office however I want to

3. People in my department let me join
in with them socially 1 2 3 &% 5

4. Hy department allows me to carry out
ny work in the way I think is best 1 2 3 4 s

5. The people in my department will allow
ne to arrange my work so that it fits in 1 2 3 it 5
with my life in general

6. If I have a personal problem which

which affects the way I work the 1 2 3 4 5
department will make allowances until

I can sort it out

7. I an often called upon to play the
role of a go between in nmy department 1 2 3 4 5

8. If a person has a question to ask
someone else they will talk to me first 1 2 3 4 5
or get me to ask the other person

9. I an asked to participate in decisions
which are being made about the physical 1 2 3 4 5
environment in my department

10. Most cof ny friends at work are people
in my department 1 2 3 4 5



11. The department is interested in any
views I have about the best way to do my
job

12. The department is concerned about ny
generzl welfare even if 1t does not
interfere with my work

13. If I have a question at work I can go
straight to any one in the organisation
to ask them about it

14, All questions in my organisation have
to go through "proper channels",

15. People in ny organisation have their
physical surroundings specified according
to rules and regulations

16. It is possible to tell the status or
role of someone in ny organisation by
their physical surroundings

17. The organisation will generally let
ne carry out my work in the way that
suits me best

18. The organisation will only sympathise
with any personal problems I have as long
as they do not affect my work

19. I often find myself being asked to
act as a spokesperson for others in ny
organisation

20. People in the different sections or
departments of ny organisation only
socialise with each other

21. My views about the way in which I
carry out my work are listened to and
respected in the organisation

22. The organisation cares about ny
general welfare and happiness

23. I am encouraged to play an important
role in the work of my organisation

24. People at the top of my organisation
are isolated and out of touch

25, People in my department form cliques



26 . My company cares more about
efficiency than people 1 2 3 4 5

27. Hy organisation expects me to carry
out my work in clearly defined and 1 2 3 4 5
prescribed ways

28. My views about things affecting the
organisation generally are sought and 1 2 3 - 5
listened to

29. If I have a question about my work
there is an officially designated person 1 2 3 y 5
whomn I nmust ask

30. The way I am treated a2t work makes me
feel like a small cog in a big wheel 1 2 3 5 5

31. If I had the chance to do the sanme

work for the same pay but in a different 1 2 3 4 5
department I would still want to stay

where I anm

32. The way I am treated in my department 1 2 3 4 5
nakes feel like I "belong"

33. Generally people in the department 1 2 3 4 5
share the same goals

34. People in my department share similar 1 2 3 4 5
interests

If you have any comnents about this questionnaire, or about
your organisation and physical environment which you think
are important but have not already been included, please feel
free to use the remaining space to make them.

Thank you very much for your time and co-operation
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ASTON UNIVERSITY

THE MANAGEMENT CENTRE
APPLIED PSYCHOLOGY DIVISION

Head: N C Graham BA DipEd

BA MSc PhD ABPsS
Address
of
the
Organisation Date
Dear X

I am carrying out research into the relationship between people's
evaluations of their office environment and various aspects of
their work and organisation. If it is possible, I would like the
employees of XXXXXX XXX Xxxxxxx to participate in the study.

The study would involve members of your staff spending a few
minutes completing a questionnaire containing questions regarding
how they feel about their work and organisation, with a number of
further questions referring to the design of their offices. The
questionnaire has been designed to take the minimrum time to
produce useful information.

I have already spoken to your public relations officer, who has
agreed 1in principle to participate. In accordance with her
suggestion I have enclosed a draft copy of the questionnaire for
your consideration and comnent.

A report of the findings which, it is hoped, would be of
considerable use to you in future decision making, will be
available to you if you wish.

A1l the data collected will be treated as confidential, and the
results will only be presented in statistical terns. The
organisation will not be named and the individual questionnaires
will only be seen by the research group at the university.

I will telephone you within the next few days to discuss the
natter further.

Yours Sinberely

Ian Donald. M.Sec.

Aston Triangle, Biiiningham B4 7ET, Telephone 021-359 3611. Telex 336997 UNIAST G



APPENDIX 11

Descriptions of the Data Collection Sites

A11.1 Collection Site 1

The ©building is occupied by an international estate agent
dealing in commercial properties. The organisation moved to
the building approximately two years prior to the study due
to a twenty five per cent growth in the company. At the

time of the study 500 people worked in the building.

The building itself, located in central London, consists of
seven stories, the first five of which are occupied by the
participating organisation; the top two floors are sub=-let.
The building was not purpose built. It is a modern building

although no exact date of construction is available. There

is wide use of screens, and offices are not crowded. The
only people occupying cellular offices are "partners", that
is, high ranking members of the organisation, Ceilings and
floors are raised, ventilation is fan coiled centrally
ducted, and 1lighting is provided by fluorescent tubing

which produces shadows.

The impression gained of the building by the author was one
of high quality and spaciousness. In terms of its ambient
conditions, there appeared to be considerable glare and the

temperature rather high.
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A11.2 Collection Site 2

This site, 1located in the mid-north west of England,
consists of two buildings. The first building at this site
is large and modern, being opened 1in early 1984,
Approximately 90% of the occupants are engineers, most of
whom require drawing boards. Approximately 2000 people
occupy the building. Around two thirds of the building 1is
open plan. There is very little use of partitioning, either
in the form of purpose built screens or furniture. The

building is air conditioned and sealed., Uplighters provide

illumination.

While the zmbient conditions seemed quite pleasant to the
author, there were localised areas which suffered from
draughts. It was also on the whole extremely crowded.
the

Vending machines and similar are provided around

building, but there seemed to be 1little provision of

informal meeting places.

The second building of this site was a speculatively built
in 1978, and consists of two floors. The office space is
occupied by commercial staff and engineers who occupy the
second and first floors respectively. Approximately 400

people work in the building.

The first floor consists of one open space. Most people use
drawing boards which are organised in rows. Around the
periphery of the space are 2 small number of desks. No

partitioning is evident. The wide use of drawing boards
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creates some visual screening. The floor is again extremely

crowded.

The second floor is a contrast to the first. The density of
workers is far less, There are potted plants around several
of the spaces. Individuals do not have partitions around
them, However, unlike the first floor, there are
partitions, consisting of furniture, which separate various
work groups. Generally it offered a more pleasant

environment in which to work.

The organisation itself is a private company involved 1in

the nuclear power industry.

A11.3 Collection Site 3

This site again consists of two buildings. The first of
these was constructed 1971-1972 and lay vacant for a year
until its present occupiers purchased it. It was occupied
in 1974. The building was designed to be open plan, and
with the exception of ohe floor, not covered in the study,
is wused as such. The building consists of nine floors.
Approximately 400 people work in the building. The general

condition of the building is rather poor.

The second building was constructed in the 1950s. The
building has four stories and is inhabited by approximately
1000 people., The offices run down each side of the building
with a corridor in the middle. Approximately 607 of the

offices are cellular and 40% open plan. The open plan
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offices, in which most people work, vary in the number of
occupants from five to forty. Generally the building 1is
quite spacious, although one does gain the impression that
it is smaller than it actually is, perhaps because of the

relatively small window size.

The organisation occupying the buildings is a county

council in the North Midlands.

A11.4 Collection Site 4

Few detailils are available with regard to the fourth
collection site. The building is located in Cardiff and
houses two central government departments. The general
quality of the building appears to be high. The office
spaces are large open areas sub-divided at dintervals by
furniture or partitions. The offices are spacious. A number
of cellular offices exist in the building; these were not
surveyed. The facilities offered to the staff are high.

Finally the building has won architectural competitions.
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APPENDIX 12

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of the 41
Environmental Evaluation Items
(Full Data Set)
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APPENDIX 13

Alpha Coefficients of the Environmental Evaluations
Following the Deletion of Each Item

Table A13.1
Alpha Coefficients for the Environmental Evaluation
Questionnaire if Individual Items are Deleted

Item Alpha if Iten Alpha if
Item Deleted Item Deleted

1 .90155 21 .90199
2 .90037 22 .89926
3 .90046 23 .89821
i .90125 24 .89920
5 .90328 25 .90088
6 .90187 26 .90278
if .90007 27 .89939
8 .90305 28 .90097
9 .89993 29 .90190
10 .90035 30 .90132
11 .90057 31 .90021
12 .90089 32 .90222
13 .90383 33 .899¢89
14 .89907 34 .90054
15 .89803 35 .90096
16 .90295 36 .89962
17 .90098 37 .90099
18 .90057 38 .89947
19 .90085 39 .90167
20 .89985 40 .90065
41 .89828

N.B. The above alpha coefficients are not standardised. The
non-standardised alph coefficient for the full
questionnaire is .90294.
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APPENDIX 14

One-Way Analysis of Variance:
Site by Environmental Evaluation

N.B. The "Groups" label on the tables refers to the Site.
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APPENDIX 15

One-Way Analysis of Variance:
Site by External Domains

N.B. The "Groups"™ label on the tables refers to the Site.
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ANOVA
of Site by Organisational Perception Element of Organisation

Table A15.1
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ANOVA of Site by Organisational Perception Element of Involvement
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ANOVA of Site by Cohesion

Table A15.5
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ANOVA of Site by Work Orientation Element of Involvement

Table A15.6
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ANOVA of Site by VWork Orientation Element of Flexibility

Table A15.7
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