
Guest editorial
Healthy work environments
In the past decades, we have seen a shift in corporate real estate management (CREM) and
facilities management (FM) from a primary focus on cost reduction to a growing awareness
of the added value of CREM and FM. Two books on, respectively, The Added Value of FM:
Concepts, Findings and Perspectives (Jensen, van der Voordt and Coenen, eds., 2012) and FM
and CREM as Value Drivers: how to manage and measure adding value (Jensen and Van der
Voordt, eds., 2017) have shown that added value and value adding management have
become common issues in decision-making processes in practice and in academic research.
One of the possible added values of appropriate buildings, facilities and services is their
contribution to employees’ health and well-being. Important questions are for instance:
What are relevant physical and behavioral characteristics of healthy workplaces? How to
manage healthy workplaces? How to measure which interventions result in increased health
and well-being? Are there any positive or negative side effects? Are theWELL Standard and
happy building index reliable and valid assessment tools that can also be used ex ante to
support the design andmanagement of healthy work environments?

A recent literature review of the relationship between interior office space (layout,
furniture, light, greenery, controls and noise) and employee’s physical, psychological and
social well-being by Colenberg, Jylhä and Arkesteijn (2020, published open access in
building research and information) showed that research to find appropriate answers is
limited and scattered. Evidence on the relationship between interior space and health has
accumulated only within a few topics. On the one hand, open-plan offices, shared rooms and
higher background noise are negatively related to health. On the other hand, positive
relationships are found between physical well-being and aspects that encourage physical
activity; between physical/psychological well-being and (day)light, individual control and
real/artificial greenery; and between social well-being and small shared rooms. Therefore, I
am happy that this special issue of the Journal of Corporate Real Estate presents four papers
that shed more light on this complex relationship.

The paper by Jensen and Van der Voordt presents a literature review of all papers in four
CREMs- and FMs-oriented journals in a 10-year period that discuss possible impacts of
buildings, facilities and services on employees’ physical and mental health and well-being.
One of the results is a conceptual model that visualizes the possible influence of many
different variables. This complexity makes it rather difficult to “prove” cause–effect
relationships. Most reviewed papers regard the impact of indoor climate (indoor air quality,
light, sound) and plants, with only a few focusing on the impact of office layout and office
use. This paper also explores possible relationships between healthy workplaces and other
values such as employee satisfaction, productivity, creativity and sustainability. This paper
confirms the scarcity of sound research on healthy workplaces.

The paper by Cobaleda Cordero, Babapour and Karlsson presents a post-relocation study
on the relationships between employee’s well-being and office landscape. The case regards a
division of employees at a Swedish university that moved from a cellular office to a combi
office, still with assigned desks. The data collection involved 16 semi-structured interviews
with employees, an interview with the leading architect of the office renovation, a study of a
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dossier on the renovation project and observations. The authors make a distinction between
hedonic well-being, which refers to frequent positive feelings, infrequent negative feelings
and overall life satisfaction, and eudaimonic well-being, which is associated with
engagement, self-realization, autonomy and meaning in life. The findings reveal that spatial
attributes such as visual openness influenced the hedonic components of affect and
satisfaction and the eudaimonic components of social relations and environmental mastery.

The paper by Roskams and Haynes discusses the salutogenic approach to health care, i.e.
interventions that aim to support human health and well-being, in contrast to the pathogenic
approach which is primarily concerned with how to cope with impairment impacts that
cause disease. Based on a narrative review of the literature, this paper explores in what
ways the work environment could influence an individual’s sense of comprehensibility,
manageability and meaningfulness. The discussion is positioned in the environmental
demands–resources model and linked to Herzberg’s hygiene factors and motivators. As
such, the paper aims to contribute to a better understanding of the effects of the workplace
environment on knowledge worker’s job performance and the extent to which employees are
able to minimize pathogenic “demands” andmaximize salutogenic “resources”.

The fourth paper by Forooraghi, Miedema, Ryd and Wallbaum presents a scoping
review of 7,432 papers collected from four electronic databases and five scientific journals,
resulting in the selection of 18 papers for content analysis. This paper, too, advocates a
perspective shift from design approaches focused on limiting determinants of disease to
stimulating determinants of health. The positive aspects of health such as meaning,
personal growth, life management, social cohesion and a sense of community appeared to be
not abundant in the literature. Only a few authors included design features that present
opportunities to address needs related to those aspects. The findings highlight various
challenges for this emergent field, in particular, a lack of clear definitions of health and
healthy offices, ambiguous design strategies, a paucity of literature on office design
approaches and a lack of a holistic office design approach.

In addition, two other papers have been submitted to this special issue, one regarding a
post-occupancy evaluation of a healing office and the other one assessing the relationship
between activity-based workplaces and employees’ position on the burnout-engagement
continuum. Owing to lack of space, these papers have been postponed to future issues. A
third paper on the added value of healthy work places is work in progress. So keep a close
eye on the next issues of this journal as well. Hopefully more and in particular
transdisciplinary research will appear in the near future to build a body of knowledge that
enables evidence-based design andmanagement of healthy work environments.
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