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ABSTRACT
Activity-based workplaces, implemented in conjunction with working from home, are 
likely to become more prevalent in the future. Research on these environments 
remains limited within public sector workplaces. This study employs a mixed methods 
design to examine transition processes to these environments in Swedish public 
sector workplaces. Employees from the same organization were drawn from two 
offices at different locations, both of which had transitioned to activity-based 
workplaces One group using a broad strategy served as the intervention group 
(N = 282, 79% women), while the other using an expert driven strategy acted as the 
reference group (N = 157, 84% women). The employees represented various 
administrative operations. Findings reveal that, when comparing employees in the 
intervention group with the reference group undergoing this transition, the former 
group outperformed the latter group. Participants in the intervention group rated the 
transition processes, workplace communication and support from managers during 
the processes and various organizational, social, and individual factors significantly 
higher than those in the reference group. Qualitative findings highlight both positive 
and negative expectations, as well as the risks and opportunities associated with 
activity-based and working from home environments. Implications regarding these 
environments are that a well-executed implementation process during organizational 
change is essential for achieving favorable process outcomes. Of importance is to 
ensure sufficient time for the transition processes and actively engage managers and 
employees throughout the process to foster positive outcomes.

Introduction

The traditional office, with its fixed desks and rigid routines, is increasingly giving way to more fluid and 
adaptive workplace models (Bloom, 2021; Engelen et  al., 2019; Lauring & Jonasson, 2025; Seddigh, 2023). 
In contrast to conventional setups, emerging workplace environments are designed to offer employees 
daily autonomy over where and how they work, aligning physical space with the nature of their tasks 
and personal work preferences (Candido et  al., 2019). Imagine an office where no one has an assigned 
seat, and each day begins with a choice: a quiet zone for deep, focused work; a collaborative area for 
meetings and planning sessions; or a creative zone that encourages spontaneous interaction and ide-
ation. This model acknowledges that productivity is not one-size-fits-all—it fluctuates based on task, 
mood, and context. Furthermore, the option to work remotely adds another layer of flexibility, allowing 
individuals to choose the environment that best supports their effectiveness on any given day (see e.g. 
Engelen et  al., 2019). In the wake of the pandemic, activity-based workplaces (ABWs) have become com-
mon in many organizations. ABWs are characterized by an open-plan layout without fixed workstations. 
The workspace is typically divided into distinct zones, such as a completely silent zone, a zone permit-
ting quiet conversations, and a zone where free conversation and phone calls are allowed 
(Appel-Meulenbroek et  al., 2011).
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Previous studies have demonstrated that ABWs foster a decentralized organizational structure, which 
reduces hierarchical distinctions and eliminates status and clear group divisions (Eismann et  al., 2022). 
The objectives of ABWs include enhancing employee collaboration, increasing creativity, improving 
well-being in the workplace, and reducing organizational costs for more efficient utilization of work-
spaces (Toivanen et  al., 2023). Research about consequences of the transition to ABWs and hybrid work 
models has increased, however there are a limited number of studies focusing the transition and imple-
mentation processes of ABWs in conjunction with WFH within public sector workplaces (Carrasco-Garrido 
et  al., 2023), the empirical base in the current study. Notably, Sweden is one of the countries with the 
highest proportion of employees working from home (WFH) (Eurofound, 2024). According to national 
working life statistics in Sweden in 2024, the proportion of office workers in open-space offices are 43 
percent of which 20 percent work in ABWs. Thirty percent of the Swedish workforce work at least one 
day per week in their homes (Swedish Work Environment Authority, 2025).

The pandemic had major impact since the public and private sector were forced to adapt different 
forms of WFH (Champagne et  al., 2023; Roy, 2022). However, research has found that WFH can have 
negative effects of employee well-being, stress and burnout (Williamson & Colley, 2022). According to a 
review regarding WFH (Swedish Agency for Work Environment Expertise, 2022) results were that WFH can 
contribute to employee flexibility and self-determination but also be problematic due to fewer contacts 
between employees and their corresponding employees and managers, leading to social isolation. Results 
from the review also indicate better work–life balance and productivity among employees. Although 
these arrangements have historical roots, the COVID-19 pandemic contributed to the rapid development 
of communication tools, and a shift to virtual work environments enabled many employees to WFH and 
adapt to hybrid work models (Toivanen et  al., 2023). However, changes in workplace organization have 
been ongoing since the inception of modern offices, and the history of the modern office can be traced 
back to the late 19th century (Sundstrom & Sundstrom, 1986).

The actual study investigates employees’ and managers’ perceptions of implementation processes in 
ABWs and WFH environments in a Swedish municipality. This working life sector encompasses the largest 
section of the workforce in many countries. Around 1.5 million (out of around 5 million in the Swedish 
workforce) were employed in the Swedish public sector in 2022. In Nordic public sector workplaces, 
decreasing resources and new forms of government have been suggested as partial explanations beyond 
increased workload and decreased job control (Rasmussen et  al., 2025). In Swedish public sector work-
places, the psychosocial working conditions are often demanding, leading to health problems and high 
sick-leave rates (Berntson et  al., 2012; Rasmussen, 2004). The public sector is of interest not only due to 
employing a large number of employees in Nordic countries but also because it differs from the private 
sector and fewer studies are conducted in this context (Knies et  al., 2024). The main difference between 
the public sector and the private sector is the fact that the public sector is non-profit and paid for by 
taxes, whereas private companies have a single bottom line (Boxall et  al., 2007).

Organizational change and implementation of ABWs

Research studies from several research areas such as organizational change (Gustavsen et  al., 1995), lead-
ership (Arvonen, 2002) and stress management (Kompier et  al., 2000) highlight the need for manage-
ment’s active support and employees’ influence and participation in change projects. In a systematic 
review of Peng et  al. (2021), results showed that transformational leadership significantly were related 
with employees’ reactions to organizational change such as by improving employees’ commitment to 
change, openness to change, readiness for change and reducing their resistance to change. Successful 
implementation largely depends on individual engagement with the change, highlighting the need for 
management to assess employees’ readiness and willingness to adapt to changes (Albrecht et  al., 2020). 
Furthermore, research indicates that employees’ understanding of the rationale behind a change is criti-
cal for acceptance; when employees perceive the change as justified, their motivation to engage with 
and support the initiative is significantly enhanced (Self et  al., 2007). Reactions to organizational change 
include both cognitive and behavioral responses, shaped by employees’ adaptation to an understanding 
of how to respond effectively (Peng et  al., 2021). Negative reactions are often linked to anticipated 
increases in workload, uncertainty, and fatigue; particularly when the change process is extensive and/or 
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rapid. According to a systematic review on organizational change responses by Khaw et  al. (2022), posi-
tive reactions among employees can lead to increased job focus and reduced resistance to change. This 
is clearly related to employees possibilities to be involved in the change processes (Khaw et  al., 2022). 
These responses are essentially individual, developing through the interplay of personal attitudes, beliefs, 
and feelings regarding change (Oreg et  al., 2011).

In addition, change competence is of vital importance in coping with change, that is an organization’s 
ability to handle change processes according to its development level, and employee opportunity to 
participate in design as it relates to the contents and organization of change processes (Håkansson, 
1995; Vinberg, 2006). According to Ekman Philips (2002), participation, authority, legitimacy and cooper-
ation are central concepts for achieving support around change processes in workplaces. It is also of 
importance to establish a ‘development organization’ when working with change processes, including the 
creation of arenas for constructive dialogue between managers and employees (Ekman Philips, 2002; 
Gustavsen et  al., 1995). Håkansson (1995) identifies four change strategy types: the expert project strategy 
(a project group, considered to be experts, makes suggestions and carries out change); the problem-oriented 
strategy (still expert-organized, but dealing with several tasks of an urgent nature); the process-oriented 
strategy (broad participation is achieved, and the process is considered more important than the con-
tent); and the broad strategy (combine a high process activity with a broad change process, where there 
is a balance between content and process).

When it comes to change processes related to ABWs and hybrid work, a review of the relevant 
research concludes that the shortcomings of ABWs are related to how this concept is implemented and 
how individuals use it, not to the concept itself (Marzban et  al., 2023). For successful implementation, 
there is a need to use a broad holistic approach where employees are committed to the change and 
have the ability to choose how and where to work, and to create adequate physical and psychosocial 
working environments (Marzban et  al., 2023). Although there are few studies of implementation pro-
cesses of ABWs and hybrid work, there are some interesting studies. In a qualitative study (Brunia et  al., 
2016), successful and unsuccessful implementation of ABWs were compared, showing that the former 
type was characterized by sound information and communication, management commitment, opportu-
nities for employees to discuss the ABW concept, and quick response to questions. In accordance with 
these results, another qualitative study (Chafi & Rolfö, 2019) showed that appropriate addressing of the 
concept increased the employee’s knowledge and acceptance of the concept and how they should use 
ABWs. This is in line with another study of relocation processes (Bergsten et  al., 2022), where the results 
were that employees’ participation in activities was significantly associated with higher overall satisfac-
tion with knowledge, office rules, and information and support.

Organizational-, social- and work environment factors including health outcomes in relation  
to ABWs and WFH

Research has revealed that organizational- and social work environment factors correlate with employees’ 
perceptions of working in hybrid and/or ABW settings. A review of research about WFH (Swedish Agency 
for Work Environment Expertise, 2022) shows that this work can contribute to employee flexibility and 
self-determination but can also be problematic due to fewer contacts between employees and other 
employees and managers, leading to social isolation. According to Mallett et  al. (2020), it is too quick to 
argue for the success of the sudden move to intensive WFH. According to Aksoy et  al. (2022), some 
workers dislike hybrid work and miss the daily interactions with coworkers. Another concern is that 
younger workers will lose out on valuable mentoring, networking, and on-the-job learning 
opportunities.

When it comes to quality of leadership and vertical trust related to successful implementation processes 
of hybrid work and ABWs, it is critical how managers adapt their behaviors as it has broad impact on 
the work environment for both managers and employees (Swedish Agency for Work Environment 
Expertise, 2020). According to Eismann et  al. (2022), new manager challenges in these settings include 
fewer contacts with employees and difficulties evaluating performance outcomes. In a systematic review 
on leadership in virtual settings (Höddinghaus et  al., 2024), findings included correlations between 
relation-oriented (e.g. increase mutual trust, cooperation, and teamwork, as well as to improve job 



4 P. LÖFSTRAND AND S. VINBERG

satisfaction and commitment to the organization), task-oriented (e.g. short-term planning, clarifying roles 
and objectives, decisive problem solving and monitoring operations and performance) and change-oriented 
leadership (e.g. understanding the environment, encouraging and facilitating necessary changes, and 
finding innovative ways to adapt to changes) and positive employee reactions within highly virtual work 
settings. However, in a Swedish study of public sector workplaces (Larsson et  al., 2022) relocations from 
open-plan offices to ABWs significantly decreased employees’ perceptions of relation-oriented and 
change-oriented leadership behaviors. Research shows that managers in hybrid and ABW environments 
have to trust and rely on employees and not focus on controlling employees (Wohlers & Hertel, 2017). 
The consequences if managers show limited trust and try to obstruct the employee’s autonomy can 
decrease health, job satisfaction, and job performance among employees. Therefore, in accordance with 
a case study of four organizations in Nordic countries, distance managers should use activities such as 
planning, newsletters, and surveys, and capabilities such as listening, demonstrating trust, and giving 
authority to employees (Poulsen & Ipsen, 2017).

Regarding team climate and role expectations, ABWs are designed to facilitate interaction and collabo-
ration among employees, which can strengthen social bonds and improve communication, benefiting 
social health (Eismann et  al., 2022). However, participants in the study by Toivanen et  al. (2023) reported 
difficulties locating their colleagues, which hindered their ability to discuss work-related matters effec-
tively. Another study showed that ABWs do not always positively impact social relationships compared 
to more traditional office layouts (Masoudinejad & Veitch, 2023). Pettersson-Strömbäck et  al. (2018) high-
lighted that the experiences of ABWs vary significantly among employees, depending on the nature of 
their tasks. Workgroups requiring extensive discussions preferred ABWs, whereas others favored private 
offices. Consequently, the experience of ABWs is contingent upon the specific demands and tasks asso-
ciated with the work.

When it comes to job control, job demands, and conflicting demands, research indicates that employees’ 
experiences of the work environment vary significantly based on its design. Office settings which offer 
greater privacy, focus, and individual control, such as private offices, are associated with higher levels of 
environmental satisfaction compared to ABW environments (Masoudinejad & Veitch, 2023). ABW can 
undermine employees’ sense of personal identity and control due to the absence of dedicated worksta-
tions, leading to decreased satisfaction and productivity, as well as heightened cognitive workload and 
stress (Eismann et  al., 2022). Cognitive workload may increase due to the need to adapt to different 
workstations and manage distractions in open-plan areas. This can lead to cognitive fatigue and reduced 
productivity over time (Eismann et  al., 2022). According to a review of WFH (Charalampous et  al., 2019), 
research highlights the value of job control and autonomy in the context of WFH and can serve as a 
resource that reduces feelings of emotional exhaustion and leads to higher job satisfaction. Autonomy 
can also be an expression of trust, where the individual takes responsibility for their work, which can 
increase their loyalty to the company and engagement in their tasks. On the other hand, high levels of 
autonomy can lead to blurred boundaries between work and personal life, which may contribute to 
hybrid workers feeling pressured to work beyond regular working hours. The greater the freedom, the 
harder it becomes to detach from work, a phenomenon referred to as the ‘autonomy paradox’ 
(Charalampous et  al., 2019). Researchers have long argued that properly implemented home-based work-
ing can enable employees to achieve improved work–life balance by facilitating the optimization of both 
work and family responsibilities, providing more time for family and leisure (Powell & Craig, 2015). 
However, in hailing the WFH ‘experiment’ a success, there has been a lack of thought about the highly 
varied and variable circumstances and experiences of home-based workers. Not everyone has the luxury 
of a spare room that can be dedicated to home-based working or are engaged in work tasks that can 
be conducted expediently via technology. WFH can also present vulnerabilities, including overwork and 
social isolation (Cooper & Kurland, 2002).

Over the years, various studies have examined the impact of office environments on employee 
self-rated health and well-being with contradictory results. In a systematic review (Richardson et  al., 2017), 
findings were that, compared with individual offices, shared or open-plan office space is not beneficial 
to employees’ health and wellbeing. In another review (Engelen et  al., 2019), results regarding self-rated 
health were contradictory. Lower self-rated health scores were found among employees in an ABW envi-
ronment (Nijp et  al., 2016). Other studies show no significant change in self-rated health among 
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employees working in different office types (Danielsson & Bodin, 2008). Candido et  al. (2016) revealed 
that employees working in an ABW environment had significantly more positive ratings about how they 
perceived their work area to influence their health than those working in hive or cell office types. Other 
research show that ABWs can contribute to a creative and stimulating working environment, promoting 
employee’s well-being and job satisfaction (Masoudinejad & Veitch, 2023). Research indicates that envi-
ronments offering more privacy and individual control, such as private offices, tend to result in higher 
environmental satisfaction compared to ABWs (Masoudinejad & Veitch, 2023). Several studies demon-
strate a positive relationship between the extent of hybrid work conducted from home and job satisfac-
tion (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). However, some studies suggest that under certain conditions, this 
relationship is curvilinear, reaching a plateau and an optimal level at approximately 15 hours per week 
(e.g. Golden & Veiga, 2005). There are also studies of more objective health outcomes. In a Swedish 
study, Danielsson and Bodin (2008) investigated the level of sickness absenteeism in different office types 
and found a significantly smaller proportion of employees taking sick leave in the flex office type than 
in open-plan office types. Research also reveals a higher risk of sickness presenteeism when homeworking, 
due to employees feel a pressure to continue working virtually even when sick (Ferreira et  al., 2021). 
Kotera and Vione (2020) identified that adverse psychological outcomes, such as fatigue and emotional 
demands, were attributable to the unclear delineation between work and home environments. Regarding 
stress as an outcome variable, Seddigh (2023) found that employees working in cell offices reported 
lower cognitive stress than those working in open-plan office types. However, Nijp et  al. (2016) found no 
significant changes to employees’ stress levels after working in an ABW environment.

This study aims to increase the understanding of how administrative public sector employees perceive 
different implementation processes, as well as the organizational-, social- and individual factors, related 
to ABW/WFH environments. Further, the study aims to enhance a greater understanding of public sector 
employees’ perceptions of risks, opportunities, and expectations at the first phase of the implementation 
processes.

The following research questions are applied:
Research Question 1 (Q1): How do different change management strategies—broad project strategy 

versus expert project strategy—used in the implementation of ABWs in conjunction with WFH influence 
public sector employees’ perceptions of the processes?

Research Question 2 (Q2): How do different change management strategies—broad project strategy 
versus expert project strategy—used in the implementation of ABWs in conjunction with WFH influence 
public sector employees’ perceptions of organizational, social, and individual work environment factors?

Research Question 3 (Q3): How do public sector employees perceive the risks, opportunities, and 
expectations during the initial transition to ABWs in conjunction with WFH?

Materials and methods

Setting and study design

Data were collected between February and March 2024 in a Swedish municipality via a survey distrib-
uted by e-mail, answered by 448 employees (Table 1). All participants worked in a municipality in a 
sparsely populated area in northern Sweden. The municipality has a population of 65 000 inhabitants.  
A total of 502 employees opened the survey, which give a response rate of 89%. One intervention group 
was compared to a reference group; both of which had implemented ABWs and WFH. In the intervention 
group, 79% were women, and in the reference group the corresponding figure was 84%. Significant 
differences were that the reference group consisted of more managers and the intervention group 
reported a higher educational level and a higher proportion of WFH.

This study is conducted in one municipality where the participants worked with different administra-
tive operations such as e.g. social welfare, elderly care, school administration and planning office. There 
were no general rules regarding the degree of WFH. Both the intervention and reference group worked 
in similar operations and ABW models.

In the intervention group, managers and employees in a Swedish middle-sized municipality moved 
into a newly built office building with an activity-based workplace design. In total, 620 administrative 
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staff (534 employees and 86 managers) moved into the new building. The building consisted of about 
400 workspaces in different areas. As the design of the workplace includes workspaces for 60% of the 
workforce, a WFH complement was necessary. The purpose was to establish the municipality’s way of 
working in an activity-based manner, continuing to anchor this approach with employees, and develop-
ing a foundation to prepare the building’s functions for an activity-based working method. An ambition 
of creating good conditions for an attractive workplace with a functioning approach was supported by 
the building’s features and IT solutions. After the relocation, the workforce had three floors containing 
open office landscapes, three zones (creative, middle, and silent zones), conference rooms, a canteen, 
and coffee rooms. In addition, employees could choose to WFH or in any of the activity based working 
zones. The preferred choice depends on which work tasks employees planned to engage in during the 
workday. In other words, the implementation not only offered ABWs—it also included a high degree of 
WFH. The relocation process started in 2019 with a project including workshops with both employees 
and managers, study visits among managers at other organizations that had implemented ABWs, and 
training by working in open-spaced offices. The transition began late 2023 and finished early 2024. In 
summary, and related to the intervention group, a broad project strategy approach was used with a high 
degree of participation among both managers and employees.

In the reference group, a more top-down and ad-hoc approach was used in which the implementation 
processes were conducted by one superior manager along with an external consultant. They formed a 
reference group with personnel from different operations who held meetings about physical local design, 
but not about how to work with organizational structure changes. From the beginning, educational ses-
sions were planned about how to work in ABWs, but this activity did not occur. The implementation 
process faced problems related to an unclear distribution of responsibilities for different parts of the 
process and insufficient structure scaffolding the changes. The transition started when the employees 
returned to normal work after the COVID-19 pandemic (2021–2022). The workplace design consisted of 
three different ABW working zones (zones (creative, middle, and silent zones), conference rooms, a can-
teen and coffee rooms. The purpose and workplace design were similar as described above for the inter-
vention group.

In the study, a mixed methods design was used, integrating quantitative and qualitative data (Fetters 
et  al., 2013). Using mixed methods provides the possibility of a deeper understanding of the research 
questions, as these two approaches complement each other (Fetters et  al., 2013; Morse & Cheek, 2014). 
In the quantitative part, a survey was used to access background variables, perceptions of implementa-
tion processes, and organizational, social and individual factors. Quantitative data were considered to 
compare the two intervention processes. The qualitative information, in turn, was used to explore pat-
terns and give a deeper understanding of participants’ perceptions at the beginning of an intervention 
process.

In addressing research ethics within the study, we have been mindful of potential ethical difficulties, 
such as privacy breaches and participant discomfort, and therefore implemented stringent protocols for 
data anonymization and provided clear informed consent procedures for upholding ethical standards 
while conducting research. The data collected and methodology used in the study have been approved 
by the Swedish Ethical Review Authority (registration number: 2023-06718-01).

Table 1.  Descriptions (N and percent).
Intervention Reference

Gender Women Men Women Men
222 (79) 60 (21) 132 (84) 25 (16)

Mean age 47.08 48.49
Children at home Yes No Yes No

163 (57) 122 (43) 76 (47) 87 (53)
Hierarchical position Manager Employee Manager Employee

36 (13) 249 (87) 34 (21) 130 (79)
Educational level Pre -university University Pre-uni Uni

63 (22) 222 (78) 64 (39) 100 (61)
Homework None <2 days >2 days None <2days >3days

44 (15) 209 (73) 32 (12) 82 (50) 71 (44) 10 (6)

Note: Internal losses; 1–9 respondents/variable.
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Data collection and analysis

Quantitative data collection
Data were collected via a survey including questions from the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire 
(COPSOQ III) (Berthelsen et  al., 2020). Conceptually, the survey includes the main dimensions of the most 
influential theories at work, including the Job-Strain (Theorell & Karasek, 1996), Demand–Control–Support 
(Theorell, 2013) and Effort–Reward–Imbalance models (Siegrist et  al., 2004). In the current study, the 
survey includes 76 items from COPSOQ III. The survey was complemented with questions of perceptions 
of the implementation processes, self-rated health, self-rated sickness presenteeism, and sickness absen-
teeism. Finally, the survey consisted of questions where the participants indicated the areas in which 
they spent their working time. The items were formed from a five-step Likert-like scale (e.g. a high value 
indicates good perception of quality of leadership and job control; a high value indicates challenges for 
emotional demands, or conflicting demands).

To identify key themes, a dimension reduction was conducted using varimax-rotated factor analysis. 
The analysis revealed 13 distinct factors with eigenvalues greater than 1, indicating their significance in 
explaining variance within the dataset—see Online Appendix. These factors represent the core themes 
that emerged from the data and are essential for understanding the underlying structure of the phe-
nomenon being studied. Cronbach alpha (α) values varied between 0.79 and 0.92, which is considered 
acceptable (Taber, 2018). After construction, the themes, based on theoretical grounds, were divided into 
organizational, social and individual factors.

Ratings of the process were measured using three questions assessing participants’ perception of the 
intervention process: Overall rating of the process; Workplace communication; and Support from manager. 
These three questions form the Merged process index (α =0.91)

Organizational and social factors
Quality of leadership was measured using five one-item questions assessing employees’ perception of 
managers’ behaviors regarding work planning, handling conflict, ensuring development, listening to 
problems, and offering support (α =0.90). Vertical trust and advocacy were measured with eight questions 
assessing perceived information as being trustworthy, appreciation of managers, willingness to recom-
mend, and pride in the organization (α =0.89). Team climate was measured with five questions assessing 
support from colleagues, participation, cooperation, and atmosphere between colleagues (α =0.84). Role 
expectations consist of three questions measuring perceptions of expectations, areas of responsibility, 
and clear goals (α =0.82). Horizontal trust consists of four questions measuring trust from colleagues, 
opportunity to express opinions, fair workload distribution, and satisfaction of quality (α =0.80). Job con-
trol was measured with eight questions assessing perceptions of impact over work, development of skills, 
learning, and variation (α =0.79). Job demands were measured using five questions assessing work distri-
bution, possibility of finishing work, speed, and tempo (α =0.79). Conflicting demands consists of three 
questions assessing conflicting requirements, unnecessary workload, and the risk of doing things wrong 
(α =0.80). Job insecurity consists of five questions measuring perceived risk of unemployment, the likeli-
hood of finding a new job, worries about new technology, change of duties, and relocation against one’s 
will (α =0.78). Work–life balance was constructed with three questions assessing the negative impact of 
work on private life, demands disturbing private life, and work taking energy away from private life  
(α =0.90). Homeworking was constructed with the question: How much of your regular working hours do 
you typically work from home?

Individual factors
Self-rated health was measured via the question: ‘How do you rate your general health?’ (Lorem et  al., 
2020). Self-rated health as a single item measure has shown to be a good predictor of subjective health 
outcomes, and objective outcomes, such as mortality (DeSalvo et  al., 2006). Sickness presenteeism was 
measured with the question ‘How many days in the past 12 months have you worked with colleagues at 
your workplace despite the fact that, given your health condition, you should have refrained from doing 
so?’ (Taloyan et  al., 2012). Sickness absenteeism was measured with the question ‘How many days in the 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23311908.2025.2540062
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past 12 months have you been absent from work due to your own illness?’ (Taloyan et  al., 2012). Stress 
and burnout were measured with six questions measuring perceived tension, physical fatigue, lack of 
relaxation, ill-temper, vigor, and emotional fatigue (α =0.92). Emotional demands consist of three ques-
tions assessing emotional demands: dealing with other problems, emotionally demanding, ending up in 
emotional demanding situations (α =0.87). Job satisfaction consisted of three questions measuring satis-
faction with work, prospects, and satisfaction with how your abilities are used (α =0.83). Work engage-
ment consists of four questions assessing engagement, energy, and meaningfulness (α =0.81).

Statistical analysis

First, a comparison between the intervention and the reference group was conducted using ANOVA 
analysis. Regression analysis was employed to investigate the impact of the variable’s intervention, gen-
der, hierarchical position and degree of home on the outcome variable Merged process index.

To ensure construct validity of the scales, a factor analysis was conducted. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin 
(KMO) measure yielded a value of 0.92, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity confirmed that factor analysis was 
appropriate for the data (Cureton & D’Agostino, 2013). Using eigenvalues greater than one as the crite-
rion, a 13-factor solution emerged. Descriptive statistics, such as mean values, were calculated for the 
variables studied, and their correlations with outcomes were examined using Pearson’s correlation. All 
statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS version 29.

Qualitative data collection

The survey also consisted of three open-ended questions: (1) What are your expectations of working in 
an ABW? (2) What opportunities do you perceive in ABWs?; and (3) What risks do you associate with 
ABWs? A total of 456 employees responded to these questions. The analysis encompassed a total of 1350 
statements, equally distributed across the three questions. A content analysis (Bengtsson, 2016; Vears & 
Gillam, 2022) organized the information into themes.

Results

Quantitative results

Table 2 illustrates that the intervention group demonstrated significantly more positive outcomes in 
terms of process evaluation and managerial support compared to the reference group. The intervention 
group discussed changes more frequently in workplace meetings. The merged index reveals a significant 
difference, as participants in the intervention group were more satisfied with the process.

In Table 3, five OLS regressions models are presented. The results reveals that the intervention was 
the strongest explanatory factor behind participants’ experience of the implementation process. The 
results also reveal small effects accounting for degree of homeworking and age. The final model explains 
29% of the variance of the dependent variable.

Table 4 reveals that the intervention group had significantly more satisfactory ratings on the organi-
zational factors quality of leadership, vertical trust and advocacy, horizontal trust, job control, conflicting 
demands and job insecurity. They also had a higher proportion of WFH.

Table 5 shows that the intervention group exhibited higher self-rated health and a lower degree of 
sickness presenteeism compared to the reference group. They reported significantly a lower number of 
emotional demands.

Table 2.  Ratings of the transition processes.
n Intervention (mean) Reference (mean) f

Overall rating of the process 285/163 4.20 2.90 116.24***
Workplace communication 285/160 4.47 2.99 189.93***
Support from manager 285/160 4.13 3.03 80.49***
Merged process index 285/163 4.27 2.97 152.25***

***p < 0.001.
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Qualitative content themes

Eighteen themes emerged and were equally distributed across the three areas of risks, opportunities and 
expectations (Table 6).

The findings reveal a complex mix of employees’ positive and negative thoughts and emotions asso-
ciated with the expectations, risks, and opportunities of ABW environments. This suggests a prevalent 
sense of ambivalence toward the implementation of activity-based working, underscoring both the 
potential benefits and the concerns it raises.

Table 3. OLS  regressions.
Components (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Interventiona 1.29*** (0.10) 1.23*** (0.11) 1.24*** (0.11) 1.26*** (0.11) 1.33*** (0.12)
Homeworkingb 0.20 (0.11)(*) 0.21** (0.11) 0.02 (0.11) 0.17 (0.11)
Hierarchical posc 0.13 (0.14) 0.02 (0.15) 0.17 (0.14)
Genderd −0.02 (0.13) 0.05 (0.13)
Age 0.01** (0.01)
Intercept 5.56*** (0.15) 5.77*** (0.19) 6.03*** (0.34) 6.14*** (0.38) 5.59*** (0.44)
R2(adj) 0.25 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.29

Merged process index by intervention, homeworking, hierarchical position, gender and age (unstandardized B-coefficients, standard error in 
parentheses).
***p < 0.001; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.06.
aReference category: reference group.
bReference category: more office work.
cReference category: non-managerial staff.
dReference category: Gender–Men.

Table 4.  Mean values of organizational and social factors.
Intervention (mean) (n = 285) Reference (mean) (n = 163) f

Quality of Leadership 3.72 3.52 5.22*
Vertical trust and advocacy 3.61 3.37 11.93***
Team Climate 4.19 4.11 1.58
Role expectations 3.96 3.95 0.05
Horizontal trust 3.74 3.56 3.36**
Job control 3.62 3.40 16.50***
Job demands 3.10 3.05 0.47
Conflicting demands 2.74 3.00 12.55***
Job insecurity 1.79 1.93 4.56*
Work-life balance 2.32 2.42 1.06
Home working 3.40 4.15 64.96***
***p <0.001; **p <0.01; *p <0.05; home working 1 =high amount, 5 =low amount.

Table 5.  Work environment factors including health outcomes, intervention versus reference group.
Intervention (n = 284) Reference (n = 163) f

Self-rated health 3.42 2.98 22.88***
Sickness presenteeism 1.43 1.65 8.09**
Sickness absenteeism 2.07 2.21 2.63
Stress and burnout 2.55 2.65 1.38
Emotional demands 2.94 3.30 12.76***
Job Satisfaction 3.65 3.57 0.95
Work Engagement 3.96 3.92 0.51
***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01.

Table 6.  Main themes from open-ended questions.
Risks Opportunities Expectations

Ergonomic deficiencies and physical discomfort Social interaction and networking Focus and tranquility
Confidentiality and information security Access to resources and support Adapted work environment
High noise levels and sensory overload Flexibility and variation Social support and collaboration
Lack of available workspaces and rooms Modern and inspiring facilities Organizational structure
Psychosocial work environment and social consequences Ergonomics and work environment Fresh and functional premises

Opportunities for development and learning Flexibility and clear guidelines
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Risks
From a perceived risk perspective, the results indicate that ABW environments present several risks that 
might impact both employee well-being and organizational effectiveness. The identified issues range 
from ergonomic deficiencies and physical discomfort to challenges in maintaining confidentiality and 
information security and managing noise levels and sensory overload. Quotes: ‘That unauthorized people 
can enter, stress over searching for a workplace’, ‘A lot of stress, threats from clients, burnout, feeling bad, 
physical work injuries as you change places all the time’, ‘That there should not be a place in the zone 
I need for the day/occasion’.

Opportunities
From the perspective of perceived opportunities with activity-based working, the identified benefits 
underscore the critical role of fostering a work environment which enhances social interaction, resource 
accessibility, and flexibility. Modern, well-designed facilities and a strong focus on ergonomics and work 
conditions were seen as crucial for boosting both productivity and employee satisfaction. Furthermore, 
opportunities for professional development and learning, facilitated by cross-departmental collaboration, 
support individual growth and contribute to organizational success. Quotes: ‘Collaboration across admin-
istrative boundaries that increases creativity, knowledge and development’, ‘The possibilities are to be 
able to quickly collaborate with more people, quickly find each other by using the Team chat, and to 
collaborate and sit with different people. It hopefully contributes to us socializing more and gaining 
more understanding between us from different units. Everyone is gathered at the workplace, which facil-
itates contact’.

Expectations
The employees’ expectations from ABWs highlight the importance of balance between flexibility and 
structure, offering the tools, spaces, and support they need to be productive while maintaining well-being.

‘My expectations are that I should be able to carry out my work in a good way where I have both the oppor-
tunity to collaborate with others and to carry out my work myself. The expectations that are placed on me as 
an employee I must fulfil and carry out during my working hours’

‘That it should work ergonomically for me’, ‘Good working environment, not responsive, good ergo-
nomics. Have access to a calm environment’.

Discussion

This study has the ambition of providing a greater understanding of the consequences of implementa-
tion processes of ABW/WFH environments related to participants’ perceptions of these processes, and 
their perceptions of organizational-, social- and individual work factors in public sector workplaces. The 
study is of importance as one can assume that the number of these environments will increase in the 
future and that there is a lack of studies concerning this research area in public sector workplaces 
(Carrasco-Garrido et  al., 2023).

The main findings reveal that, when comparing employees in the broad project strategy driven inter-
vention group with an expert project driven reference group undergoing these processes, the former 
group, adopting a broader, more comprehensive, and holistic approach, outperformed the latter group, 
which implemented an expert-driven, less integrated process. Participants in the intervention group 
rated the transition processes regarding overall rating of the process, workplace communication and 
support from managers during the processes and various organizational, social, and individual factors 
significantly higher than those in the reference group. Qualitative findings show both risks, expectations 
and opportunities in ABW/WFH settings.

Research question Q1 aimed to explore differences in employees’ perceptions of the processes related 
to a broad project strategy or an expert project strategy intervention process to ABW and WFH. 
Participants’ perception of the implementation process regarding overall rating of the process, workplace 
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communication, support from managers was significantly better in the intervention group. This result 
was also prominent in the regression analysis, showing that the intervention variable significantly con-
tributed to the outcome merged process index when controlling for other independent variables. The 
final model explained 29% of the variance of the dependent variable. These results are in line with ear-
lier research regarding organizational change showing the need for holistic implementation processes 
and active participation both from managers and employees (e.g. Gustavsen et  al., 1995; Kompier et  al., 
2000). Regarding change processes concerning ABWs and hybrid work, research also points to the need 
for a holistic approach and to possibilities for employees to participate in and influence these processes 
(Marzban et  al., 2023). Particularly, it is important to provide employees with continuous and appropriate 
information about planned relocation processes to gain their acceptance of the changes in their work 
(Bergsten et  al., 2022; Chafi & Rolfö, 2019). Research about organizational change processes towards 
hybrid work indicate the need for handling tensions regarding, e.g. connecting with versus disconnecting 
from others, moveability in work, paperless work, and routines for ABW (Hasbi & van Marrewijk, 2024). 
Of particular importance is that managers adapt their leadership behaviors after the relocation and con-
tinue to perform relation-, task- and change-oriented behaviors (Höddinghaus et  al., 2024). Although the 
relocation processes in the intervention group seems to have been successful, it is important to consider 
the qualitative study results regarding risks, opportunities, and expectations.

Research question Q2 aimed to explore differences in employees’ perceptions of organizational-, 
social- and individual work environment factors related to a broad project strategy or an expert proj-
ect strategy intervention process to ABW and WFH. Results revealed that five out of eleven of the 
organizational and social factors were significantly rated at a higher level in the intervention group. 
These results indicate that the broad project strategy change processes in the intervention group 
might affect more aspects than do work design and the structure of work. Although other internal and 
external factors could have influenced the results, this is not likely, because participants in both groups 
work with similar administrative work tasks in the same organizational context. The fact that the par-
ticipants in the intervention group significantly rated quality of leadership, vertical trust and advocacy, 
and horizontal trust higher than participants in the reference group indicate that the structured imple-
mentation may have fostered a supportive work environment in which employees feel more informed 
and aligned with their managers. This is in line with research showing the importance of leadership 
behavior when implementing ABWs/hybrid work (Hasbi & van Marrewijk, 2024; Höddinghaus et  al., 
2024). More positive scores regarding job control, conflicting demands, and job insecurity in the inter-
vention group implies that participants in this group perceived greater autonomy and a stronger sense 
of trust in their roles, likely due to their participatory involvement in the implementation processes. 
The lower level of conflicting work duties among the participants in the intervention group implies 
that structured implementations may help clarify roles and reduce conflicting responsibilities (Aust 
et  al., 2023). Moreover, three out of seven of the individual factors were significantly rated at a higher 
level in the intervention group. These results indicate that the outcomes self-rated health, sickness 
presenteeism, and emotional demands were positively associated with the more holistic change pro-
cesses in the intervention group. There were no significant differences between the groups regarding 
the indicator’s sickness absenteeism, stress and burnout, job satisfaction, and work engagement. 
However, there were more satisfactory results in the intervention group, although not at significant 
levels. This is in line with some other studies showing high or moderate positive influence on health 
and well-being outcomes (Aust et  al., 2023).

Research question Q3 regarding risks, expectations and opportunities provided a nuanced understand-
ing of employees’ perspectives on ABW/WFH environments. While the transition to ABW offers notable 
benefits, including greater opportunities for social interaction, modern facilities, and flexibility in work-
space choices, it also introduces a range of concerns, particularly related to ergonomics, confidentiality, 
noise levels, and team cohesion. These findings highlight the need for organizations to carefully design 
ABW and hybrid environments that address these challenges while capitalizing on the potential benefits. 
Balancing flexibility with privacy, comfort, and social support will be crucial in ensuring that ABW envi-
ronments meet the diverse needs of employees and contribute to a productive and sustainable work 
culture.
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Strengths and limitations

The combination of quantitative and qualitative data offers a deeper knowledge of how participants 
experience the transition process. The survey data gives us a picture of how the differences between the 
two groups are experienced. The open-ended questions give voice to perceived experiences of risks, 
opportunities, and expectations of working in ABW/WFH environments. Another strength is that both 
groups work in comparable public sector workplaces, including different operations, occupations, hierar-
chical positions, age distributions, and gender. A third strength is that the quantitative measurements are 
solid, with high Cronbach′s alpha numbers, indicating stable studied factors.

A reasonable concern could be that the differences in organizational-, social-, and individual factors 
depend on factors other than the implementation itself. However, this is contradicted by a charge in the 
variety of occupational groups in both the reference and intervention groups. Furthermore, background 
data show that the groups do not differ in terms of operations, age or gender composition. One clear 
difference is that the reference group has a higher proportion of managers than the intervention group. 
Since managers in the entire sample rate higher than employees on many factors in the survey, one 
would reasonably expect that this would positively affect the reference group′s mean values on those 
variables, which not seem to be the case. Another confounding factor could be that participants in the 
intervention group worked slightly more from home. However, we believe that the clear differences 
according to rating of the process is a stronger predictor for differences between the groups. Another 
potential challenge is the timing of the survey. It was administered between February and March 2024, 
approximately two months after the intervention group transitioned to an ABW/WFH environment. In 
contrast, the reference group had already been working in an ABW/WFH work setting for over a year. 
This discrepancy in the length of experience with ABW/WFH work may have influenced the responses, 
as the intervention group might have still been in the process of adapting to the new environment, 
while the reference group likely had more settled perceptions and experiences. However, it’s hard to 
believe that the reference group would have reported higher ratings of the process if they answered the 
survey earlier.

Conclusions and implications

The results reveal that a broad project strategy with a holistic intervention process is highly appreciated 
by the participants. The fact that the respondents in the intervention group rate workplace communica-
tion and support from managers higher than respondents in the reference group indicates a higher 
degree of employee involvement in the transition process. The results reveal that a complex and holistic 
intervention process might foster a positive social- and organizational work culture, as the intervention 
group rate higher on factors related to leadership, trust, advocacy, and job control. Moreover, the inter-
vention group reported lower levels of conflicting demands. While it is challenging to directly attribute 
improvements in individual-related outcomes, such as self-rated health and sickness presenteeism, to the 
intervention process, the findings indicate that employees who perceive the intervention to be more 
holistic report better outcomes on individual factors. While the findings align with previous research on 
organizational change, this study contributes novel insights by examining a contemporary work environ-
ment in which public sector workplaces implement ABW in combination with WFH practices. In this 
regard, this study contributes with a theoretical contribution to the understanding of working conditions 
in the public sector and the dynamics of organizational change.

The key implication of this study is that a comprehensive and well-executed implementation process 
during organizational change is essential for achieving positive outcomes, in terms of organizational-, 
social- and individual work environment factors. Another insight from the study is the importance of 
allowing sufficient time for the transition and actively involving both managers and employees through-
out the process to foster positive outcomes.

Further research on implementation processes regarding ABW/hybrid work environments in other 
public sector contexts is necessary to validate these findings and to provide a deeper understanding of 
various implementation approaches. Future studies could also explore additional outcomes, such as pro-
ductivity, quality, and efficiency.
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