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Abstract: The COVID-19 pandemic has led to a massive switch from working at the office to work-
ing from home fulltime to minimize the spread of the virus. One of the main challenges, while work-
ing from home, are workspace distractions that might also affect employees’ mental health. This 
study aims to analyze the influence of workspace- and personal characteristics, mediated by work-
space distractions at home, on employees’ stress and burnout levels. Results indicate a major influ-
ence of workspace distractions on stress levels and disengagement from the job, affected by physical 
workspace characteristics. 
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1. Introduction and literature review  
The COVID-19 pandemic has led, worldwide, to an extraordinary situation, that sud-

denly obliged millions of people to work from home [1]. These new work arrangements 
have several implications for people’s mental health [2]. A recent survey by the National 
Institute for Public Health and the Environment [3] in the Netherlands indicated that ap-
proximately 30% of the Dutch population felt more stressed than they did before the 
COVID-19 pandemic. While immediate reactions to workspace stressors can result in 
short-term, reversible consequences, repeated, long-term exposure to such stressors could 
potentially cause burnout complaints. Here, burnout is defined by two dimensions, 
namely exhaustion and disengagement from the job [4]. Therefore, it is important to un-
derstand which workspace characteristics impair short-term feelings of stress to reduce 
the risk of burnout complaints while working from home [5]. 

Although working from home (WFH) has several benefits (e.g. more time with fam-
ily and less commuting time), it also has several known disadvantages, such as blurred 
lines between personal and professional life [6]. People who work from home tend to 
work longer and more continuous hours [7] and may experience more workspace distrac-
tions than they would at the office [8]. According to Lee and Brand [9], work distraction 
refers to the extent to which workers are disturbed or irritated by negative or undesirable 
stimuli at the workplace.  

Previous research showed that the temperature, noise level, size of the workspace, 
the adjustability of the furniture, the colours on the walls, and the cleanliness of the work-
space could all potentially cause workspace distractions [9]. Research also indicated that 
high noise levels [11]–[13], unclean or messy workplaces [14] and high workspace tem-
peratures [15] are frequently mentioned sources of stress [12]. Here, stress is defined as 
the objective stressors that mentally affect an individual [16].  
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Personal characteristics might also have an effect. For instance, studies have shown 
that an individual’s personality could affect their perception of distractions at the work-
space and their stress levels [17], [18]. Furthermore, Quick et al. [19] suggested that gender 
differences exist in how (much) people respond to work-related stressors. In open-plan 
office settings, it was found that males have a more positive perception of office conditions 
than females, which might indicate that females are more prone to workspace distractions 
than males [20]. However, these studies have usually been focused on workplace satisfac-
tion or perception and have been conducted in office settings instead of at home.    

Although previous studies have shown how distractions in the office could lead to 
negative effects on workers’ well-being [21], still little is known about distractions while 
working from home, and how they affect people’s mental health (i.e. stress and burnout 
symptoms). Therefore, the aim of this study is to analyse the influence of workspace char-
acteristics and personal characteristics, mediated by the perceived distractions at home, 
on employees’ stress levels and burnout complaints (i.e. exhaustion and disengagement), 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. The results of this study provide valuable insights for 
both workplace managers and employees, to optimize their home workspace to improve 
their mental well-being.   

2. Materials and methods  
2.1.  Measurement  

To study the relationships between personal and workplace characteristics, work-
place distractions, exhaustion, disengagement and stress, a cross-sectional approach in the 
form of an online survey was used. Respondents were asked about their age, gender, per-
sonality, household composition, number of children in the household, job rank, years of 
deployment, complexity of work tasks, contractual hours and hours worked at home be-
fore COVID-19 and during COVID-19. Personality was measured according to the 10-item 
Big Five Inventory that distinguishes five personality types: extraversion, conscientious-
ness, neuroticism, openness and agreeableness [22]. Household composition was divided 
in three categories, namely single-person households, couples with children, and couples 
without children. The complexity of work tasks was based on the perceived task complex-
ity survey that was developed by Maynard and Hakel [23] and adapted by Gupta et al. 
[24]. Respondents were also asked to indicate their perception of several workplace char-
acteristics, such as the cleanliness, workspace colors, furniture (desk size and chair adjust-
ability), size of the workspace, temperature, noise, work setting and number of people in 
the work setting, which were expected to influence people’s perceived distractions [11]–
[15].  

The level of workplace distraction was measured by the 5-item distraction scale de-
veloped by Lee and Brand [25]. Furthermore, exhaustion and disengagement from work 
were used as the two core dimensions of burnout and were measured by the 16-item Ol-
denburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) [4]. Finally, stress was measured based on the 4-item 
Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-4) of which two items were selected that measure 
stress (i.e. ‘feeling nervous, anxious, or on edge’ and ‘not being able to stop or control 
worrying’). These items were combined with two items (i.e. ‘feeling stressed’ and ‘think 
deeply about something’) by Beute and de Kort [26]. Cronbach’s Alpha (α) equals 0.862, 
which indicates that the sum score could be used. Data were collected in November and 
December 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic among 271 employees of a large-sized 
Dutch technology company. 

2.2.  Analytical approach  
To study the expected relationships between personal- and workplace characteristics, 

distractions and mental health, a path analysis was performed. The advantage of a path 
analysis over bivariate or regression analysis is that multiple indirect and direct relation-
ships between dependent and independent variables can be analyzed simultaneously. 
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The path model was estimated by the statistical package LISREL Version 8.54. First, biva-
riate analyses were conducted to observe the significant relationships between independ-
ent and dependent variables. All significant relationships of the bivariate analyses were 
added to the path model. Relationships that were not found to be significant in the path 
model at the 0.05 (t ≥1.96) significance level were then stepwise deleted. This backward 
stepwise process was repeated until all insignificant relationships were removed from the 
model.  

3. Results   
3.1. Sample  

Almost 80% of the sample consists of male employees who have a regular job rank, 
with a mean age of 47. Before the COVID-19 pandemic, employees worked on average 
five hours of their work week from home, while during COVID-19 this increased to 37 
hours per week. Employees indicated to have quite a cluttered desk (54.6%), to have an 
adjustable office chair (59.4%), and to have a dedicated work room (49.4%) (see Table 1). 
Only 20% of the employees indicated to share their workspace with at least one other 
person. The sum score for stress ranged from 4 to 16 and had a rather low mean (M=6.469), 
while the sum score for disengagement ranged from 11 to 30 with a somewhat higher 
mean (M=22.144). The sum score for exhaustion ranged from 10 to 32 and also had a some-
what higher mean (M=22.476).  

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.  

  Sample (%) 

Gender Male 

Female  

Missing 

20.3 

79.3 

0.4 

Job rank  Regular employee  

Manager 

Other 

80.8 

12.5 

6.6 

Workspace cleanliness Very clean, empty desk 

2 

3 

4 

Cluttered desk  

1.8 

6.6 

19.2 

54.6 

17.7 

Furniture: chair Adjustable office chair  

Non-adjustable office chair  

Regular chair  

59.4 

11.8 

28.8 

Amount of workspace Small 

Medium 

Large 

42.4 

41.0 

16.6 

Work setting Non-work setting  

Dedicated area 

Dedicated room  

Other 

20.7 

28.0 

49.4 

1.8  

Nr. of people in work setting (simul-

taneously) 

Nobody 

1 other person 

80.1 

16.6 
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2 other persons  

3 other persons or more  

3.0 

0.4 

 Range  Mean  

Stress  4-16 6.469 

Disengagement from the job  11-30 22.144 

Exhaustion  10-32 22.476 

 

3.2. Path analysis 

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit of the model. 

Degrees of Freedom 31 

Full Information ML Chi-Square 45.95 
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) 0.040 

90 Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA 0.0;0.13 
P-value for Test of Close Fit (RMSEA < 0.05) 0.71 

Goodness of Fit Index 0.98 

 
Table 2 shows the Goodness of Fit of the model, which indicated that the path model 

has a good fit. In addition, Table 3 and Figure 1 show the unstandardized coefficients of 
the path model. As the figure shows, stress is affected by age, neuroticism and distrac-
tions. The negative relationship between age and stress indicates that younger employees 
experience higher stress levels than older employees. In addition, highly neurotic employ-
ees are more likely to be stressed compared to less neurotic employees. Employees who 
perceive more distractions at their workspace are also more likely to experience stress. 

Exhaustion is negatively affected by the size of the workspace and stress. Employees 
with a small workspace are less exhausted than employees who work in medium or large 
sized workspaces. Employees who are stressed are also found to be less exhausted. For 
disengagement, significant relationships are found with conscientiousness, the job rank 
manager, the complexity of work tasks, the distractions and the stress level of employees. 
Conscientious employees, as well as employees with the job rank manager are more dis-
engaged than employees with other personality traits or other job ranks. People who per-
ceive their work tasks to be complex are also more disengaged. In contrast, stressed em-
ployees are found to experience less disengagement from the job. People who experience 
distractions in their work are also found to perceive less disengagement from the job.  

Distractions are significantly affected by the personal characteristics age and the per-
sonality type conscientiousness. Older aged employees are found to be less disturbed in 
their work than younger aged employees. Conscientious employees are also found to be 
less disturbed than employees with other personality types. Workplace characteristics 
that significantly influence distractions are cleanliness, type of chair, workplace size, type 
of workspace, number of people in the room and noise. People who work in non-dedi-
cated work areas that are small, or have a cluttered desk, or with more persons in the 
room, are found to be more frequently disturbed. In addition, the significant relationship 
between noise and distractions indicates that the experience of noise in the home work-
place could lead to distractions in employees’ work. Finally, people who have a non-ad-
justable chair seem to be less disturbed in their work tasks. In workspaces with low levels 
of distractions, workers were found to report lower stress levels. Results also indicated 
that low levels of distractions and low stress levels caused more disengagement from the 
job.  

Table 3. Results path model (unstandardized coefficients).  
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  Distractions Stress Exhaustion Disengagement 

Variables Categories Unstandardized coefficients 

Age  -10.73 -9.46   

Personality Conscientiousness 

Neuroticism  

-1.00 

 

 

2.24 

 

 

1.95 

Job rank  Manager (dummy varia-

ble) 

   0.18 

Complexity of tasks      2.47 

Cleanliness   0.76    

Type of chair Not adjustable chair 

(dummy variable) 

-0.14    

Size of workspace Small (dummy variable) 0.44  -0.29  

Type of workspace Non-dedicated work-

space (dummy variable)  

0.42    

Number of people in 

workspace  

 0.63    

Noise   -3.79    

Distractions   2.93  -4.56 

Stress    -5.14 -3.89 

Exhaustion     6.20 

R-squared   0.48 0.39 0.48 0.40 
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Figure 1. Relationships in path model.  

4. Discussion  
As the path model indicated, several personal and workspace characteristics affect 

the perceived distractions, stress level, exhaustion or disengagement from the job directly, 
as well as indirectly via distractions. First, younger employees were found to experience 
more stress and more workplace distractions than older employees. Previously, it has 
been shown that job stress among young employees is influenced by family-related fac-
tors, such as family conflicts, and the number and age of children [27]. It seems that older 
colleagues have a greater ability to regulate negative feelings caused by work-family im-
balance, and might therefore experience less job stress [28] and less workspace distrac-
tions. Especially when working from home, young employees might be more distracted 
by family members and (young) children. Furthermore, employees’ personality type af-
fects their level of distractions, stress and engagement. In line with previous studies [29], 
[30], current research found a strong link between stress and neuroticism. In addition, 
conscientious employees were found to be less distracted in their work. As Mateo et al. 
[31] indicated, conscientious people are characterized by their accuracy on the job, espe-
cially when working in a tidy work environment. Contradicting to previous research [32], 
[33] is the finding that conscientious employees are more disengaged from their job. It 
could be that conscientious people, who are known for their self-discipline and responsi-
bility [32], became more disengaged from their job due to being obliged to work from 
home for a prolonged period. Future research could investigate the influence of WFH in 
more depth. In addition, managers were found to be more disengaged from their job. Alt-
hough it is generally believed that job ranks with high autonomy and responsibility could 
contribute to employees’ engagement [34], such demanding jobs could also decrease em-
ployees’ engagement, especially when available job resources are low [35]. This could ex-
plain why people who perform more complex tasks were found to be more disengaged 
from their job. People in higher job positions, such as managers, might thus have more 
difficulties to stay engaged in their job while working from home. Future research could 
investigate whether such disengagement affects people’s work performance.  

In line with previous studies on office workplaces, current research showed that me-
dium-or large-sized home workspaces that are clean and tidy, without noise interrup-
tions, appear to reduce workspace distractions [31], [36], [37]. As the path model indi-
cated, only the size of the workspace directly affected feelings of exhaustion, while the 
influence of other workspace characteristics on dependent variables were mediated by 
distractions. These results indicate that distractions play a major role in the level of stress 
and burnout complaints while WFH. While workspace distractions were found to cause 
stress, results also indicated that they increased employees’ engagement from the job. It 
could be that some arousal, caused by workspace distractions, is necessary for people to 
perform better, to stay motivated and to keep engaged in their job. Such argumentation is 
in line with the Yerkes-Dodson law [38].    

5. Conclusion and limitations 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, office workers were obliged to work from home, 

which led to considerable changes in employees’ work settings and behaviours. Research 
that explains the influence of distractions while working from home on people’s stress 
levels and burnout complaints is limited. This study contributes to existing theory by 
studying the relationships between workspace and personal characteristics and burnout 
symptoms (i.e. exhaustion and disengagement from work) and employees’ stress levels, 
mediated by perceived workspace distractions at home.   

Although this research provided some valuable new insights on the importance of 
distractions at home for office users and workplace managers, there are a couple of limi-
tations. First, the study was based on a rather small sample that was generated among 
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employees of only one large technology company, with a lot of male employees, in the 
Netherlands. For future research, it would be interesting to collect data, using a more het-
erogeneous sample, among multiple companies in different sectors, to increase the gener-
alizability of the results. Second, an overrepresentation of male respondents with a regular 
job rank occurred in the sample. Future research should include a more representative 
distribution of males and females, to gain understandings of the importance of gender on 
workspace distractions, stress, and burnout.  

Overall, this study showed the significant role of workspace distractions in the rela-
tionships between workspace characteristics and stress and disengagement. While work-
space distractions, caused by physical workspace characteristics, could potentially cause 
increased stress levels, workspace distractions could also lead to more job engagement. 
Results of this study could be used by workplace managers and employees, to optimize 
their home workspace and eventually to improve their mental well-being.  

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, C.M.; Methodology, L.B., M.W.P.; Data curation, C.M.; 
Writing – original draft preparation, L.B., M.W.P., Writing – review and editing, L.B., M.W.P., 
R.A.M; Visualization, L.B.; Supervision, L.B., M.W.P., R.A.M.  

Funding: This research was funded by ABB, Ahrend, AMred, Arcadis, ASML, Cloudgarden, draai-
jer+partners, EDGE Technologies, Leesman, Mansveld, MapIQ, PwC, RoyalHaskoningDHV, Rijks-
waterstaat and SoftDB.  

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.  

References 

[1] J. Oakman, N. Kinsman, R. Stuckey, M. Graham, and V. Weale, “A rapid review of mental and physical health effects of 

working at home: how do we optimise health?,” BMC Public Health, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 1–13, 2020, doi: 10.1186/s12889-020-

09875-z. 

[2] M. Douglas, S. V. Katikireddi, M. Taulbut, M. McKee, and G. McCartney, “Mitigating the wider health effects of covid-19 

pandemic response,” BMJ, vol. 369, no. April, pp. 1–6, 2020, doi: 10.1136/bmj.m1557. 

[3] RIVM, “Resultaten onderzoek gedragsregels en welbevinden,” 2020. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.rivm.nl/gedragsonderzoek/maatregelen-welbevinden. 

[4] E. Demerouti, K. Mostert, and A. B. Bakker, “Burnout and Work Engagement: A Thorough Investigation of the Independency 

of Both Constructs,” J. Occup. Health Psychol., vol. 15, no. 3, pp. 209–222, 2010, doi: 10.1037/a0019408. 

[5] E. Demerouti, A. Bakker, F. Nachreiner, and M. Ebbinghaus, “From mental strain to burnout,” Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol., 

vol. 11, no. 4, pp. 423–441, 2002, doi: 10.1080/13594320244000274. 

[6] K. E. Hoffman, D. Garner, A. C. Koong, and W. A. Woodward, “Understanding the Intersection of Working from Home and 

Burnout to Optimize Post-COVID19 Work Arrangements in Radiation Oncology,” Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys., vol. 108, 

no. 2, pp. 370–373, 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2020.06.062. 

[7] M. Bubonya, D. A. Cobb-Clark, and M. Wooden, “Mental health and productivity at work: Does what you do matter?,” 

Labour Econ., vol. 46, no. May, pp. 150–165, 2017. 

[8] A. Baethge, T. Rigotti, and R. A. Roe, “Just more of the same, or different? An integrative theoretical framework for the study 

of cumulative interruptions at work,” Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol., vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 308–323, 2015, doi: 

10.1080/1359432X.2014.897943. 

[9] S. Y. Lee and J. L. Brand, “Effects of control over office workspace on perceptions of the work environment and work 

outcomes,” J. Environ. Psychol., vol. 25, pp. 323–333, 2005, doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2005.08.001. 

[10] J. Kim and R. De Dear, “Nonlinear relationships between individual IEQ factors and overall workspace satisfaction,” Build. 

Environ., vol. 49, pp. 33–40, 2012, doi: 10.1016/j.buildenv.2011.09.022. 

[11] S. Di Blasio, L. Shtrepi, G. E. Puglisi, and A. Astolfi, “A cross-sectional survey on the impact of irrelevant speech noise on 



The 3rd International Electronic Conference on Environmental Research and Public Health 8 of 9 
 

 

annoyance, mental health and well-being, performance and occupants’ behavior in shared and open-plan offices,” Int. J. 

Environ. Res. Public Health, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 1–17, 2019, doi: 10.3390/ijerph16020280. 

[12] J. D. Wineman and J. Barnes, “7. Workplace Settings,” in Environmental Psychology and Human Well-Being, Elsevier Inc., 2018, 

pp. 167–192. 

[13] P. Leather, D. Beale, and L. Sullivan, “Noise, psychosocial stress and their interaction in the workplace,” J. Environ. Psychol., 

vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 213–222, 2003, doi: 10.1016/S0272-4944(02)00082-8. 

[14] H. J. Chao, J. Schwartz, D. K. Milton, and H. A. Burge, “The Work Environment and Workers ’ Health in Four Large Office 

Buildings,” Environ. Med., vol. 111, no. 9, pp. 1242–1248, 2003, doi: 10.1289/ehp.5697. 

[15] J. C. Vischer, “The effects of the physical environment on job performance: Towards a theoretical model of workspace stress,” 

Stress Heal., vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 175–184, 2007, doi: 10.1002/smi.1134. 

[16] P. Jimenez and A. Dunkl, “The Buffering Effect of Workplace Resources on the Relationship between the Areas of Worklife 

and Burnout,” Front. Psychol., vol. 8, pp. 1–10, 2017, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00012. 

[17] S. Grant and J. Langan-fox, “Personality and the Occupational Stressor – Strain Relationship: The Role of the Big Five,” J. 

Occup. Health Psychol., vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 20–33, 2007. 

[18] N. Oseland and P. Hodsman, “A psychoacoustical approach to resolving office noise distraction,” J. Corp. Real Estate, vol. 20, 

no. 4, pp. 260–280, 2018, doi: 10.1108/JCRE-08-2017-0021. 

[19] J. C. Quick, M. Macik-Frey, and D. L. Nelson, “Job stress,” Curated Ref. Collect. Neurosci. Biobehav. Psychol., pp. 467–474, 2017, 

doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-809324-5.05616-9. 

[20] K. Yildirim, A. Akalin-Baskaya, and M. Celebi, “The effects of window proximity, partition height, and gender on perceptions 

of open-plan offices,” J. Environ. Psychol., vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 154–165, 2007, doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.01.004. 

[21] A. C. Keller, L. L. Meier, A. Elfering, and N. K. Semmer, “Please wait until I am done! Longitudinal effects of work 

interruptions on employee well-being,” Work Stress, vol. 34, no. 2, pp. 148–167, 2020, doi: 10.1080/02678373.2019.1579266. 

[22] B. Rammstedt and O. P. John, “Measuring personality in one minute or less : A 10-item short version of the Big Five Inventory 

in English and German ଝ,” J. Res. Pers., vol. 41, pp. 203–212, 2007. 

[23] D. C. Maynard and M. D. Hakel, “Effects of objective and subjective task complexity on performance,” Hum. Perform., vol. 

10, no. 4, pp. 303–330, 1997, doi: 10.1207/s15327043hup1004_1. 

[24] A. Gupta, H. Li, and R. Sharda, “Should i send this message? Understanding the impact of interruptions, social hierarchy 

and perceived task complexity on user performance and perceived workload,” Decis. Support Syst., vol. 55, no. 1, pp. 135–

145, 2013, doi: 10.1016/j.dss.2012.12.035. 

[25] S. Y. Lee and J. L. Brand, “Can personal control over the physical environment ease distractions in office workplaces?,” 

Ergonomics, vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 324–335, 2010, doi: 10.1080/00140130903389019. 

[26] F. Beute and Y. A. W. De Kort, “Stopping the Train of Thought: A Pilot Study Using an Ecological Momentary Intervention 

with Twice-Daily Exposure to Natural versus Urban Scenes to Lower Stress and Rumination,” Appl. Psychol. Heal. Well-Being, 

vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 236–253, 2018. 

[27] M. Christensen, P. Ø. Saksvik, and M. Karanika-Murray, The positive side of occupational health psychology. 2017. 

[28] S. Mauno, M. Ruokolainen, and U. Kinnunen, “Does aging make employees more resilient to job stress? Age as a moderator 

in the job stressor-well-being relationship in three Finnish occupational samples,” Aging Ment. Heal., vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 411–

422, 2013, doi: 10.1080/13607863.2012.747077. 

[29] M. Vollrath, “Personality and Stress,” Scand. J. Psychol., vol. 42, pp. 335–347, 2001. 

[30] A. Pollak, M. Dobrowolska, A. Timofiejczuk, and M. Paliga, “The effects of the big five personality traits on stress among 

robot programming students,” Sustainability, vol. 12, pp. 1–10, 2020, doi: 10.3390/su12125196. 

[31] R. Mateo, J. R. Hernández, C. Jaca, and S. Blazsek, “Effects of tidy/messy work environment on human accuracy,” Manag. 



The 3rd International Electronic Conference on Environmental Research and Public Health 9 of 9 
 

 

Decis., vol. 51, no. 9, pp. 1861–1877, 2013, doi: 10.1108/MD-02-2013-0084. 

[32] S. A. Woods and J. A. Sofat, “Personality and engagement at work: The mediating role of psychological meaningfulness,” J. 

Appl. Soc. Psychol., vol. 43, no. 11, pp. 2203–2210, 2013, doi: 10.1111/jasp.12171. 

[33] J. Mróz and K. Kaleta, “Relationships between personality, emotional labor, work engagement and job satisfaction in service 

professions,” Int. J. Occup. Med. Environ. Health, vol. 29, no. 5, pp. 767–782, 2016, doi: 10.13075/ijomeh.1896.00578. 

[34] D. Avery, P. F. Mckay, D. R. Avery, P. F. Mckay, and D. C. Wilson, “Engaging the Aging Workforce : The Relationship 

Between Perceived Age Similarity , Satisfaction With Coworkers , and Employee Engagement Engaging the Aging 

Workforce : The Relationship Between Perceived Age Similarity , Satisfaction With Coworkers , and E,” J. Appl. Psychol., vol. 

92, no. 6, pp. 1542–1556, 2007, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1542. 

[35] A. B. Bakker, E. Demerouti, and M. C. Euwema, “Job Resources Buffer the Impact of Job Demands on Burnout,” J. Occup. 

Health Psychol., vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 170–180, 2005, doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.10.2.170. 

[36] J. Kim and R. De Dear, “Workspace satisfaction: The privacy-communication trade-off in open-plan offices,” J. Environ. 

Psychol., vol. 36, pp. 18–26, 2013, doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.06.007. 

[37] P. M. Bluyssen, “What do we need to be able to (re)design healthy and comfortable indoor environments ?,” Intell. Build. J., 

vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 69–92, 2014, doi: 10.1080/17508975.2013.866068. 

[38] N. Kwallek, H. Woodson, C. M. Lewis, and C. Sales, “Impact of Three Interior Color Schemes on Worker Mood and 

Performance Relative to Individual Environmental Sensitivity,” Color Res. Appl., vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 121–132, 1997. 
 

 

 


