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ABSTRACT
The well-being, productivity and engagement of employees in commercial buildings are important for creating  
contemporary working environments. This research article explores different working environments by applying 
two research methods to evaluate space use—motivational and spatial programming. Five case studies were 
used to explore the commonality and differences of spatial design and goals based on different industries. 
The industries that were investigated include a global co-working office, design offices, technology office, and 
research lab/science technology offices.  It was determined that all investigated types of commercial spaces 
benefit from a diverse layout. This allows the users to organize themselves according to their needs, which might 
vary for different types of office spaces. By using motivational and spatial programming, designers are able to 
consider users’ needs, and improve functionality of commercial office spaces. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this research was to understand the shift 
in workplace culture and the patterns in workspace de-
sign based on industry types. For this study we evalu-
ated three types of workspaces; the design office work-
place, the technology office workplace and the research 
environment workplace. 

With a dramatic shift in the trends seen in the new work-
place, progressing to address a more global and flex-
ible work environment, the new workplace culture has 
evolved. Instead of working at a designated type of work-
space, the market has more opportunities that accom-
modate many conveniences within a workplace environ-
ment. This has resulted in establishment of co-working 
office spaces, which allow for different subculture com-
munities to exist in the same working environment. The 
companies service offerings are shaped around entre-
preneurs, freelancers, startups, small businesses, and 
even large enterprises that need temporary workspace. 
The office environments can meet everyone’s needs. 
These commercial spaces allow members and users to 
connect through a communal and “open” workspace. 
This workplace model has caused a dramatic shift as it 
has the potential to maximize engagement, productivity, 
and well-being at a global community scale. 

2.0 BACKGROUND RESEARCH 
Before the 1950s, most open offices consisted of regu-
lar rows of desks where workers completed repetitive 
tasks. In the 1950s, the Quickborner team developed 
the office landscape, a method that used furniture, 
screens and plants to create working group areas using 
organic geometry. As office work becomes more knowl-
edge-based, many companies have moved towards a 
hybrid design that include offices, open workstations, 
and group workstations1. 

Driven by cost effectiveness and the trend to build for 
collaboration, open offices have gained steady momen-
tum, becoming the rule rather than the exception. Open 
offices have also transitioned towards fewer area per 
person (225 sf/person in 2010 to 176 sf/person in 2012 
to 151 sf/person in 2017)2. With this theoretical cost ef-
ficiency, it is difficult to design a mixed space for clients 
to maximize worker efficiency, as well as worker space. 
The move towards open offices have encountered other 
concerns as well. As connectivity technology integrates 
with work life, there are more distractions brought into 
the office, smartphones and ease of access to the in-
ternet being the primary contributors. On average, of-
fice workers lost 28 percent of their productive time due 
to interruptions and distractions3. Employees are more 
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likely to have to work extended hours and/or find a quiet 
space in the office in which they can concentrate and 
focus, such as unused conference or phone rooms4,5. 

The users’ needs are changing over time, and genera-
tional variations are affecting workforce. In 2015, mil-
lennials overtook baby boomers to become the largest 
generational cohort in the workplace, and by 2020 
millennials will make up over 50 percent of the entire 
workforce6. Some industries benefit from using a tradi-
tional, or enclosed workspace, and others from a more 
flexible, or open shared workspace. The key element in 
selecting and designing office spaces is to understand 
the motivation and goals from the users, companies, 
and industries.

3.0 RESEARCH GOALS AND TERMINOLOGY 
The focus of this study was to explore relationships be-
tween workspace design, spatial programming and mo-
tivational programming. Literature review was conduct-
ed on workspace design, and its’ effects on productivity.  

The primary goal was to use the two specific methods: 
spatial programming and motivational programming. A 
comparison between these two methods will be made 
in order to understand the relationship between spatial 
programming and motivational programming. These 
methods allow to understand efficiencies of space al-
locations.

During literature review, it became evident that most 
studies referred to the various ways of partitioning 
space in differing terms based on authors’ preferences. 
The most fitting terms that were encountered included  
“Activity Based Workstations versus Traditional Lay-
outs”5 and “Collaborative Workspace vs. Focused Work-
space”7. Therefore, these following definitions outline 
characteristics of different workspaces:

• Open Space: any unenclosed space in which 
collaboration, particularly unprompted collabo-
ration, may occur. 

• Enclosed Space: any enclosed space defined 
by walls or space referred to generally as tradi-
tional private workspace.   

• Shared Space: any space in which collabora-
tion or any form of interaction.

• Non-Shared Space: any space that is an inde-
pendent working space, solely used by a par-
ticular individual or for a specific use. 

An open office layout with desks instead of cubicles is 

an example of an open space. A conference room in 
which a team might meet to work on a project is an 
example of a shared space. An open lounge could be 
either open or shared depending on its use. Employees 
eating lunch in the lounge would define it as an open 
space, but the same employees meeting in the same 
lounge for a discussion or a meeting would change its 
use to define it as a shared space.

3.1 Research Methodology
3.1.1 Spatial Programming
Spatial programming identifies spaces that are en-
closed-shared space, enclosed non-shared space, 
open-shared space, and open-non shared spaces 
based on general observations. Different spatial pro-
grams were identified based on the spatial elements, 
as well as if they were shared vs. non-shared spaces. 
For the purpose of this study, the following descriptions 
outline how spaces have been defined:

• Enclosed Shared Spaces: are defined as a 
space enclosed by walls and intended for 
shared occupancy only. They have to be re-
served in advance via an online system, and 
prioritized on a first come first serve basis. (ex. 
conference room). 

• Enclosed Non-shared Spaces: are defined as 
a space enclosed by walls where only a single 
or particular occupancy is allowed. (ex. private 
office room). 

• Open Shared Spaces: are defined as spaces 
with no restricting walls, and open to the active 
circulation. These areas would be for shared 
occupancy (ex. team meeting tables and open 
lounge areas).

• Open Non-Shared Spaces: are defined as 
spaces with no restricting walls, open to active 
circulation. These areas would be for single oc-
cupancy only. (ex. open workstations).

 
3.1.2 Motivational Programming
Motivational Programming identifies spaces that en-
hance occupants’ activities, such as well-being, en-
gagement, and productivity. 

For the purpose of this research, well-being addresses a 
participants’ personal comfort, and relates to their phys-
ical environment. Categories for consideration included: 
control, facility conditions/building maintenance, facil-
ity location, access to clinic or hospital, neighborhood 
character, spatial quality, spatial organization, space ef-
ficiency, shared offices, furniture/ergonomics, lighting, 
views, amenities, transportation, campus connectivity, 
culture, generations and perception, and group iden-
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tity7. Spaces and amenities that supported these ba-
sic needs for personal use during working hours were 
evaluated.

Engagement refers to levels of enthusiasm or emotional 
investment that an employee has in terms of commit-
ment to the organization’s values and goals7. Engage-
ment is evaluated through these categories: process 
awareness, comparative cases, move management and 
communication, building use protocols, adaptations, 
and working elsewhere. In this research, we measured 
engagement through connectivity and collaborative 
spaces that facilitate communication. 

Across the case studies, productivity and performance 
were measured by the ability to do work within the work 
environment6, 7. The following categories were used to 
measure productivity in office environments: distrac-
tion, privacy, facility use, and administrative burden. In 
this research, observations were made to identify spac-
es that allow employees to work independently. 

In order to illustrate program elements that were as-
sociated with motivational programming elements, the 
following examples of spaces were recorded and ob-
served:

• Well-Being program elements included open 
lounge, mother’s room, prayer or meditative 
spaces,  bathrooms, or kitchen since these 
spaces relate to the basic biology of human 
function. Well-being spaces support basic 
needs, as well as emotional and mental well-
ness. 

• Engagement program elements included col-
laborative spaces, such as meeting rooms or 
conference rooms, which ranged from small to 
large scales. These spaces allow for connec-
tivity and interaction with fellow co-workers. 
Classrooms and lecture halls could also serve 
as engagement spaces.  

• Productivity program elements included in-
dependent workspaces that were mostly non-
shared (but have the ability to be shared). The 
key elements that were considered were those 
associated with productivity and efficiency in 
the workplace.

Figure 1 shows relationships between spatial and mo-
tivational programming, and how these methods have 
been used to evaluate characteristics of these case 
studies. 

Figure 1: Methodology for spatial and motivational programming.

RESEARCH JOURNAL / VOL 10.01

PRODUCTIVITY ENGAGEMENT

WELL-BEING

ENCLOSED OPEN

NON-SHARED

SHARED



     57    

Spatial and Motivational Programming in Office Environments

3.2 Methodology Application and Data Collection 
In analyzing the case studies, the first step was to de-
fine the organizations’ goals and values, which influ-
enced their spatial programming and thereby affected 
the results, which were driven by the motivational pro-
gramming methodology. The culture of working en-
vironments were also analyzed, since it impacts the 
fundamental ways how employees use the space and 
interact within their office environments. Then, data 
was collected based on spatial and motivational pro-
gramming requirements explained is Section 1.3. 

For spatial programming, the following data was re-
corded:

• Across all case studies, we recorded the area 
of each spatial use from each floor plan (for–
enclosed shared, enclosed non-shared, open 
non-shared and open shared spaces).

• Typical enclosed non-shared space, defined as 
private office space.  

• Typical enclosed shared spaces, defined as 
phone rooms, printing rooms, and bathrooms. 

• Typical open non-shared spaces, defined as 
office space, and/or independent workspaces. 

• Typical open shared spaces, defined as open 
kitchen, meeting tables, gallery halls, and 
workspace meeting tables. 

For motivational programming, the following data was 
recorded:

• Across all case studies, we recorded the area 
of each motivational use from each floor plan. 

• Typical productivity space, defined as inde-
pendent workspaces (non-shared spaces).  

• Typical engagement space, defined as confer-
ence rooms, meeting tables, gallery hall, open 
work areas (shared spaces). 

• Typical well-being, defined as lounges, kitch-
ens, and phone rooms (shared, open and en-
closed spaces). 

4.0 CASE STUDIES
4.1 Introduction to Case Studies
The research team applied spatial and motivational pro-
gramming as a methodology to analyze a number of 
different case studies:

Global Workspace
 Co-Working Space

Design Office Workspace
 Perkins and Will Seattle 
 Perkins and Will Minneapolis 

Tech Office Workspace
 Social Media Company

Research Workspace
 Research & Healthcare Facility

4.1.1 Global Workspace: Co-Working Space 
This case study is an open shared office workspace that 
identifies building a global community as their primary 
goal. The case study office space that was analyzed in 
this research study was 11,800 sf. The work culture 
utilizes shared resources (equipment, services, etc.), 
and connecting with other professionals in different 
fields. It provides the basic amenities for commercial 
office space, including a shared kitchen, open lounge 
space, and conference rooms. Transparency is highly 
emphasized in the work shared office spaces. There is 
no private partitioning unless requested. 

Enclosed non-shared space makes up 8,971 sf (63 
percent) of the space as primarily offices. Open-shared 
space makes up 3,657 sf (26 percent) of office space. 
These programs are open kitchens, hot desks, open 
lounges, and open workspace. Enclosed shared space 
makes up 1,655 sf (11 percent) of office space. These 
programs includes conference rooms, phone rooms, 
printing rooms, and bathrooms. In combination, shared 
spaces makes up 37 percent of office space. This 
shows how shared space highlights interaction and a 
sense of a global community regardless if it is enclosed 
or open workspace. Figure 2 shows results of spatial 
programming analysis.

There are 10,290 sf (72 percent) of office space used 
for productivity-based activities. Second, there are 
3,099 sf (22 percent) of office space used for well-be-
ing activities; programs include open-shared lounges, 
open shared kitchens, enclosed shared phone rooms, 
and enclosed shared bathrooms. These programs 
qualify for well-being due to human needs, emotional 
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Figure 2: Results of spatial programming for a co-working office.
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Figure 3: Results of motivational programming for a co-working office.
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well-being, and individual’s preference in use of space. 
Lastly, there are 894 sf (6 percent) office space dedi-
cated to engagement space. These programs include 
enclosed-shared conference rooms, open-shared work-
space, and open shared meeting space. These spaces 
allow building a global community and connecting with 
professionals from different fields. Figure 3 shows re-
sults of motivational programming analysis. 

Results indicate that 26 percent of office space is open 
space illustrating transparency and connectivity. 74 
percent of office space is enclosed, showing mostly 
collaboration and a community that is collective based 
on office goals. 37 percent of office space is shared, 
motivating collaboration, integration and connectivity 
goals. 55 percent of office space is non-shared, but it 
is equally as important as shared because these non-
shared spaces provide productivity. Figure 4 shows 
combined results. 

Figure 4: Combined results of spatial and motivational programming for a co-working office.
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4.1.2 Design Office Workspace: Perkins and Will Se-
attle Perkins and Will’s Seattle office, shown in Figure 
5, is 12,300 sf. The program goals for this architectural 
office space included adaptability, introduction of stu-
dio workspaces, improved connectivity and collabora-
tion. It primarily consists of open shared office spaces, 
collaborative spaces and studio work. As an archi-
tecture firm, the culture of the firm requires creative 
spaces, open spaces, transparency, collaboration, and 
connectivity. The firm identifies collaborative meetings 
are essential to the flow of ideas and creativity.
 
Enclosed shared spaces, open shared spaces, and 
open non-shared spaces are prevalent in the office. 
Open non-shared space makes up 6,703 sf (52 per-
cent) of the office space, defining the open independent 
workspaces. Open shared spaces are 3,541 sf (27 per-
cent) of the office, with programs like reception, open 
kitchens, meeting tables, lounges, gallery halls and 
workspace meeting tables. Enclosed shared spaces 
make up 2,683 sf (21 percent) of the office space with 
the programmatic uses of conference rooms, phone 
rooms, printing rooms and bathrooms. Enclosed non-
shared was not included in the program, indicating that 
there was no specific need for private use. Overall, 48 
percent of the office utilizes shared workspace. Figure 5 
shows results of spatial programming analysis. 

There are 6,703 sf (52 percent) of space used for pro-
ductivity, which include programs like independent 
open workspaces. There are 3,501 sf (28 percent) of 
office space for engagement spaces; programs include 
enclosed-shared conference rooms, open shared meet-
ing table’s spaces for teams to collaborate, and open 
shared gallery hall space for a studio work and critique 
session. There are 2,240 sf (18 percent) of office space 
dedicated to well-being. These programs include open 
shared lounges, open shared kitchens, and an enclosed 
shared phone rooms. Figure 6 shows results of motiva-
tional programming analysis.

Results indicate that 79 percent of office space is open 
space illustrating the transparency and connectivity 
culture of the office, while 21 percent of office space 
is enclosed, showing mostly collaboration and special 
use areas goals. Results also indicate that 48 percent of 
office space is shared, motivating collaboration, integra-
tion and connectivity goals, while 52 percent of office 
space is non-shared for productivity and efficiency.

Figure 7 shows results of combined spatial and motiva-
tional programming analysis.
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Figure 5: Results of spatial programming for Perkins and Will Seattle office.
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Figure 6: Results of motivational programming for Perkins and Will Seattle office.
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4.1.3 Design Office Workspace: Perkins and Will Min-
neapolis
Perkins and Will’s Minneapolis office, seen in Figure 8, 
is 9,800 sf. This case study is primarily an open shared 
office space that emphasizes the connection within a 
community, freedom to work anywhere on a daily ba-
sis, allowing the office space to be adaptable. The of-
fice culture requires creative space for individuals who 
either engage in project discussion, or work indepen-
dently at their desks. Collaborative meetings are essen-
tial to the flow of ideas and the space is intended to be 
completely flexible.

The amount of shared space, both enclosed and open, 
is highly prized in this office (5,613 sf or 65 percent). 
The program also includes kitchens, material librar-
ies, meeting tables, lounges and workspace. Enclosed 
shared space makes up 2,469 sf (28 percent) of the of-
fice space. These programs include conference rooms, 
phone rooms, printing rooms, and bathrooms. There 
are 618 sf (7 percent) of private office space.  Almost 
93 percent of the space is shared space. These shared 
spaces identify with the flexibility and adaptability re-
quired for daily use. Non shared space is limited as per 
the work culture of the office. Figure 8 shows results of 
the spatial programming analysis. 

There are 2,936 sf (32 percent) of space dedicated for 
productivity (open shared workspace). These shared 
spaces can be a hybrid of engagement and productivity 

use due to the change in seats and “work anywhere” 
concept. There are 3,739 sf (40 percent) of office space 
that is considered engagement space; programs in-
clude enclosed-shared conference rooms, open shared 
work space, and open shared meeting tables spaces for 
individuals or team meetings. These programs qualify 
for engagement due to connectivity, collaboration, and 
adaptability in work sessions. There are 2,621 sf (28 
percent) of office space dedicated to well-being. These 
programs include open shared lounges for independent 
time or collaborative meetings, open shared kitchens 
for dining with flexibility in its use based on the indi-
vidual’s choice and or open in a collaborative manner, 
and an enclosed shared phone rooms for private phone 
calls based on individual’s use. Figure 9 shows results 
of motivational programming analysis. 

Figure 10 shows results of combined spatial and mo-
tivational programming analysis. About 65 percent of 
office space is open space, illustrating transparency 
and connectivity. About 35 percent of office space is 
enclosed, showing mostly collaboration and a com-
munity that is collective and collective based on office 
goals. Almost 93 percent of office space is shared, mo-
tivating collaboration, integration and connectivity. Fur-
thermore, shared space in this office culture ties to the 
mobility and the flexibility of an individual’s work pref-
erence. Only 7 percent of office space is non-shared. 
There is a limit to non-shared spaces as it is not impor-
tant to office work culture. 

Figure 7: Combined results of spatial and motivational programming for Perkins and Will Seattle office.
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Figure 8: Results of spatial programming for Perkins and Will Minneapolis office.
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Figure 9: Results of motivational programming for Perkins and Will Minneapolis office.
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Figure 10: Combined results of spatial and motivational programming for Perkins and Will Seattle office.

4.1.4 Tech Office Workspace: Social Media Company 
The Social Media Company is located in Seattle, and 
consists of seven floors, but only three  floors were re-
searched for this study. Level 1 consists of 20,000 sf, 
while Level 2 and Level 3 have 16,000 sf and 13,500 
sf, respectively. Transparency is an important motiva-
tional factor within the office space (clear glazed office 
space, and clear partitions), and the primary activities 
are technology-based. In addition to office space, this 
commercial environment provides additional services to 
its employees, such as providing three meals a day for a 
40 hour work week.

Within Level 1, enclosed-shared space makes up 3,076 
sf (16 percent) of the office space, including confer-
ence rooms, pray rooms, and bathrooms. Enclosed 
non-shared space is 0 percent. Open shared space 
makes up 1,780 sf (9 percent) of office space, includ-
ing lounges, micro-kitchens, and meeting tables. Open 
non-shared space makes up 14,532 sf (75 percent) of 
work space, which consists of independent work sta-
tions. Overall shared space of Level 1 makes up 25 per-
cent of shared space. Open non-shared space is highly 
prized on this level, making 75 percent of the entire 
floor. Figure 11 shows results of spatial programming 
analysis for Level 1. 

Within Level 2, enclosed-shared space makes up 3,854 
sf (24 percent) of the office space, including confer-
ence rooms, pray rooms, mother rooms, computer 
rooms, laundry rooms, and bathrooms. Enclosed non-

shared space is 0 percent of the total office layout. 
Open shared space makes up 2,998 sf (19 percent) of 
the office space. These programs are lounges, micro-
kitchens, and meeting tables. Open non-shared space 
consists of 9,358 sf (57 percent) of work space. Overall 
shared space of Level 2 makes up 43 percent of shared 
space. Open non-shared is highly prized on this level, 
comprising 57 percent of the floor. Figure 13 shows re-
sults of spatial programming analysis for Level 2. 

Within Level 3, enclosed-shared space makes up 4,316 
sf (32 percent) of the office space, including conference 
rooms, fitness center, pray rooms, mother rooms, com-
puter rooms, well-being room and bathrooms. Enclosed 
non-shared space is 0 percent. Open shared space 
makes up 2,071 sf (15 percent) of office space, includ-
ing open lounges, micro-kitchens, meeting tables, and 
decks. Open-non shared space makes up 7,173 sf (53 
percent) of workspace. Overall shared space of Level 
3 makes up almost half 47 percent of shared space. 
Figure 15 shows results of spatial programming analysis 
for Level 3. 

Regarding motivational programming analysis, on Level 
1 there are 14,532 sf (77 percent) of space in the of-
fice used for productivity. This relates to the work cul-
ture form of spatial transparency. Secondly, there are 
2,546 sf (14 percent) of office space that is considered 
engagement space; program includes open-shared 
meeting table, and enclosed shared conference rooms. 
These spaces allow the work culture to reinforce con-



      68

RESEARCH JOURNAL / VOL 10.01

nectivity and interaction within teams. Finally, there are 
1,705 sf (9 percent) office space dedicated to well-be-
ing. These programs include bathrooms, micro kitch-
ens, open lounges, and enclosed pray rooms. Typically, 
other office workspaces usually provide three spaces 
dedicated to well-being, such as lounges, bathrooms, 
and break rooms whereas this work culture is able to 
provide more spaces. These programs include bath-
rooms, micro kitchens, open lounge, and enclosed pray 
rooms, computer rooms, laundry room, and mother’s 
room. Figure 12 shows results of motivational program-
ming analysis for Level 1.  

On Level 2, there are 3,757 sf (36 percent) of space 
in the office used for productivity. Second, there are 
2,014 sf (19 percent) of office space that is considered 
engagement space; program includes open-shared 
meeting tables, and enclosed share conference rooms. 
Lastly, there are 4,608 sf (45 percent) of office space 
dedicated to well-being. These programs include bath-
rooms, micro kitchens, open lounge, and enclosed pray 
rooms, computer rooms, laundry room, and mother’s 
room. Figure 14 shows results of motivational program-
ming analysis for Level 2.   

On Level 3, there are 3,193 sf (35 percent) of space 
in the office used for productivity. Secondly, there are 
2,800 sf (30 percent) of office space for engagement 
space; program includes enclosed-shared conference 
rooms, and open-shared meeting space. Lastly, there 
are 3,194 sf (35 percent) of office space dedicated to 
well-being. These programs include open shared loung-
es, open shared kitchens, enclosed shared pray rooms, 
enclosed shared bathrooms, enclosed shared fitness 
centers, enclosed shared well-being rooms, and en-
closed shared mother rooms. Level 3 prioritizes produc-
tivity and well-being around the same percentage, each 

at (35 percent). Engagement is relatively close, making 
30 percent. Figure 16 shows results of motivational pro-
gramming analysis for Level 2. 

Figure 17 shows combined results for Level 1, where 84 
percent of office space is open space illustrating trans-
parency and connectivity. 16 percent of office space is 
enclosed. 25 percent of office space is shared, moti-
vating collaboration, integration and connectivity goals. 
75 percent of office space is non-shared. Productivity is 
most important, then engagement and well-being is the 
last on this floor. 

Figure 18 shows combined results for Level 2, where 
76 percent of office space is open space illustrating a 
lot of transparency and connectivity. 24 percent of of-
fice space is enclosed, showing limited collaboration. 
43 percent of office space is shared, motivating collabo-
ration, integration and connectivity goals. 57 percent of 
office space is non-shared. Non-shared indicates that 
productivity is most important in this office space.

Figure 19 shows combined results for Level 3, where 68 
percent of office space is open space illustrating trans-
parency and connectivity. 32 percent of office space is 
enclosed, while 47 percent of office space is shared, 
motivating collaboration, integration and connectivity 
goals. 53 percent of office space is non-shared. Non-
shared means work productivity is most important in 
this office space. 

In terms of motivational factors, there is range from pro-
ductivity being the highest on Level 1. Then, well-being 
slowly overpowers within a good percentage of the floor 
area, defining more of a balance in their work culture. 
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Figure 11: Results of spatial programming for for Social Medial Company, Level 1.
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Figure 12: Results of motivational programming for Social Medial Company, Level 1.
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Figure 13: Results of spatial programming for for Social Medial Company, Level 2.
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Figure 14: Results of motivational programming for Social Medial Company, Level 2.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

MOTIVATIONAL PROGRAMMING TABLE 

Productivity Space: 3,757 sf 

Engagement Space: 2,014 sf  

Well-Being Space: 4,608 sf 

Open-Shared Lounge  

Open-Shared Kitchen 

Enclosed-Shared Pray Room 

Enclosed-Shared Mothers Room  

Enclosed-Shared Laundry Room 

Enclosed-Shared My Documents Room

Open Non-Shared Workspace  

P
R

O
G

R
A

M
S

 

PRODUCTIVITY SPACE WELL-BEING SPACE
3,757 4,608
36%

Enclosed-Shared Conference Rooms 

Open-Shared Meeting Space

ENGAGEMENT SPACE
2,014
19% 46%

36%

19%

45%

MOTIVATIONAL PROGRAMMING 

PRODUCTIVITY SPACE ENGAGEMENT SPACE WELL-BEING SPACE

LEVEL 2



   73

Spatial and Motivational Programming in Office Environments

Figure 15: Results of spatial programming for for Social Medial Company, Level 3.
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Figure 16: Results of motivational programming for Social Medial Company, Level 3.
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Figure 17: Combined results of spatial and motivational programming for Social Media Company, Level 1.

Figure 18: Combined results of spatial and motivational programming for Social Media Company, Level 2.

Figure 19: Combined results of spatial and motivational programming for Social Media Company, Level 3.
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4.1.5 Research Workspace: Research & Healthcare 
Facility
This case study is a higher education and science tech-
nology research office, combined with healthcare (Fig-
ure 20). Patient care and research are the focus of this 
institution. Patient privacy, patient care, and well-being 
were important considerations for the design of this 
case study. In this research, two floors (Level 2, consist-
ing of 11,400 sf and Level 4, consisting of 52,000 sf) 
were evaluated. 

As seen in Figure 20, enclosed-shared space makes up 
5,686 sf (50 percent) of the office space for Level 2. The 
program includes conference rooms, printing room, 
bathrooms, urgent care teaming areas, consultation 
rooms, and medical rooms. Enclosed non-shared space 
makes up 618 sf (5 percent) of the office. Open shared 
space makes up 3,852 sf (34 percent) of office space, 
including break rooms, open lounges, waiting areas, 
reception, and team meeting areas. Open-non shared 
space constitutes 1,217 sf (11 percent) of work space, 
including staff work stations and open office. Overall 
shared space for Level 2 typical clinic plan makes up 84 
percent of shared space. Non-shared spaces are only 
16 percent of office space. 

As seen in Figure 22, enclosed-shared space makes up 
2,123 sf (15 percent) of the office space for Level 4. 
The program includes conference rooms, bathrooms, 
break room, and lab rooms. Enclosed non-shared 
space makes up 4,052 sf (30 percent) of the office, 
including private offices, and lab rooms. Open shared 
space makes up 5,436 sf (40 percent) of office space. 
These programs are open labs and team lounge meet-
ings. Open-non shared space constitutes 2,059 sf (15 
percent) of work space. Open non-shared space makes 
up 2,059 sf (15 percent) of office space  (open office). 

Overall shared space for Level 4 typical clinic plan 
makes up 55 percent of shared space. Non-shared 
spaces are only 45 percent of office space. 

Motivational programming analysis results for Level 2 
are shown in Figure 21. There are 3,064 sf (39 percent) 
of space in the office that is used for productivity (open 
non-shared workspace and open non-shared open of-
fice). There are 749 sf (9 percent) of office space that 
is considered engagement space; the program includes 
enclosed-shared conference rooms, enclosed shared 
teaming area, and enclosed shared consult room and 
open-shared reception space. These elements qualify 
as engagement spaces due to connectivity between pa-
tient care and medical doctors. Lastly, there is a 4,110 
sf (52 percent) office space dedicated to well-being, 
including open shared lounge for independent time or 
collaborative spaces, open shared break room for din-
ing with flexibility in its use based on the individual’s 
choice and or in an open collaborative manner, en-
closed shared exam rooms for patient care and privacy, 
and an enclosed-shared bathrooms.  

Motivational programming analysis results for Level 2 
are shown in Figure 23. There are 6,975 sf (52 percent) 
of space that is used for productivity, including open 
non-shared private offices, open non-shared open of-
fice, and enclosed shared lab rooms. There are 5,435 sf 
(41 percent) of office space that is considered engage-
ment space; including enclosed-shared team lounges, 
meetings rooms, and open lab. These elements qualify 
as engagement spaces due to connectivity between re-
search labs and researchers. Lastly, there are 905 sf (7 
percent) office space dedicated to well-being, including 
open shared lounges for independent time or collabora-
tive spaces, open shared break room for dining, and an 
enclosed-shared bathrooms.
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Figure 22: Results of spatial programming for a research & healthcare facility, Level 4.
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Figure 23: Results of motivational programming for a research & healthcare facility, Level 4.
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Figure 24: Combined results for a research & healthcare facility, Level 2.

Figure 25: Combined results for a research & healthcare facility, Level 4.

Spatial and Motivational Programming in Office Environments

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 4



      82

5.0 SUMMARY
5.1 Spatial Programming
Within each industry type, spatial progamming provides 
a general guideline to determine enclosed shared, en-
closed non-shared, open-shared, and open non-shared 
spaces. Figure 26, summarizes a comparison of these 
different industry spaces to co-working space. 

Enclosed-Shared Spaces: Results suggest that en-
closed shared spaces for co-working office constitute  
12 percent compared to other industry types (within 25 
to 30 percent of the overall space).
 
Enclosed Non-Shared Spaces: Results suggest en-
closed non-shared spaces constitute 63 percent of co-
working office environment compared to other industry 
types (research and design offices) that stay within the 
range of 4 to 18 percent.

Open-Shared Spaces: Result suggest that co-working 
open-shared spaces is 26 percent compared to other 
industry types that stays within the range of 14 to 46 
percent of their overall space. 

Open Non-Shared Spaces: Results suggest that co-
working open non-shared spaces is 0 percent com-
pared to other industry types that stays within the range 
of 13 to 62 percent.

Overall, co-working office environment highly priori-
tizes enclosed non-shared spaces and has a higher 
percetage compared to other industry types. These 
programs include private office spaces, which accom-
modate small sized, 1 person office space to large en-
terprises of 30 to 50 people office space. In addition, 
open shared spaces becomes second in spatial plan-
ning. These programs include common spaces; open 
lounges, kitchen, and shared hot desks. 
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Figure 26: Spatial programming average comparison results between different industries (Office, Tech, & Research).
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5.1 Motivational Programming 
Within each industry type, motivational progamming 
provides a general guideline to determine spaces that 
promote productivity, engagement, and well-being. 
Figure 27 summarizes a comparison of these different 
industry spaces to the co-working office environment. 

Productivity: Results suggest that productivity spaces 
within co-working environment constitutes 72 percent 
compared to other industry (43 to 45 percent of overall 
space).  

Engagement: Results suggest that engagement spaces 
within co-working environment make up 6 percent,  
compared to other industry types (21 to 34 percent of 
the overall space).  

Well-Being: Results suggest spaces dedicated to well-
being constitute 22 percent of co-working office envi-
ronment, compared to other industry types (23 to 30 
percent). 

Overall, co-working offices highly prioritize productivity. 
These programs include private office spaces within an 
enclosed non-shared spaces. Well-being becomes sec-
ond in motivational planning. These programs make up 
common spaces and are “shared” through open and 
enclosed space: open lounges, kitchen, phone rooms, 
bathrooms, and shared hot desks. 
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Figure 27: Motivational programming average comparison results between different industries (Office, Tech, & Research).
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6.0 CONCLUSION
As workplace design gets more complex, and pro-
gresses to more co-shared working spaces, the next 
steps for this research would be to include a more di-
verse group of case studies, which require very differ-
ent space requirements.

However, by evaluating these case studies through 
the lenses of spatial and motivational programming, 
the collected data suggests that some industries ben-
efit from using a traditional enclosed workspace while 
others benefit from a more flexible open-shared work-
space. In comparing the case studies, the study con-
cluded that in addition to the critical and necessary 
open and enclosed environments, new trends require 
spaces for increased productivity, engagement and 
well-being. Technology-enabled and socially rich work 
environments have given the impetus to transition 
most work environments to becoming more global in 
scale. In the future with a more global influence, these 
shifts in workplace design are going to be constantly 
evolving.

The results indicate that the design offices, favor an 
open office environment, as this arrangement allows 
for more transparency within the work environment. 
The technology offices favor open non-shared offices 
since this layout promotes collaboration. In the re-
search offices, enclosed shared workspaces are preva-
lent, which support administration, patient care, and 
lab work. 

The next step for this research would be to create a tool 
that supports generic spatial or motivational program-
ming based on industry types, as it would demonstrate 
more eloquently the value behind this methodology. 
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