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Six Critical Ingredients in Creating
an Effective Workplace
Jenet I. Jacob
Brigham Young University

James T. Bond and Ellen Galinsky
Families and Work Institute

E. Jeffrey Hill
Brigham Young University

Using a nationally representative sample of data collected from waged and salaried
employees in the United States (n = 2810) by the 2002 National Study of the
Changing Workforce (NSCW), we evaluate workplace flexibility as another critical
ingredient in creating an effective workplace. The study examined the bivariate
relationships between six factors of workplace effectiveness and three job outcomes
(job engagement, job satisfaction, employee retention) and one employee outcome
(mental health). It also examined the relationship between a composite measure
of overall workplace effectiveness and the four outcomes. Results indicated that
all six aspects of workplace effectiveness and the composite measure of overall
workplace effectiveness were strongly and positively related to job engagement, job
satisfaction, and employee retention. They were also positively, but more modestly,
related to employee mental health.

It is more challenging than ever to manage effectively—to recruit top talent,
to engage and retain this talent, and to maximize productivity—in the face of
fierce competition, more complicated jobs, and changing workforce demographics.
Growing numbers of employers are managing quite differently than they did
only two decades ago as they attempt to create workplaces in which employees
can work more effectively. These efforts have led researchers and management
consultants to explore workplace factors that are essential to effective workplaces.
Correspondence should be sent to Jenet I. Jacob, 2061 Joseph F. Smith Building, Brigham Young
University, Provo, UT 84602. E-mail: jenet_jacob@byu.edu

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

142

JACOB, BOND, GALINSKY, AND HILL

Five of the factors that are frequently identified by management consultants
and researchers as essential to an effective workplace focus exclusively on
work (Bond, Thompson, Galinsky, & Prottas, 2003; Crabtree, 2004; Galinsky,
Bond, & Friedman, 1993; Gallup Organization, 2001, 2006; Jones, 2006). These
include job autonomy, learning opportunities, supervisor support for job success,
coworker team support for job success, and involvement in management decision
making. A sixth factor, workplace flexibility, recognizes the relationship between
employees’ work life and their life outside of work. As noted throughout this
special issue, flexible work arrangements have received increasing attention
because of changes in the demographics of the workforce and the disruptive
effects of increasing work demands on life off the job (Galinsky, Bond, & Hill,
2004; Jacobs & Gerson, 2004; Mischel, Bernstein, & Schmitt, 1999).
Each of these six factors has been associated with positive employer and
employee outcomes in previous studies (Bond et al., 2003; Crabtree, 2004;
Gallup Organization, 2001, 2006, Galinsky et al., 1993; Glass & Finley, 2002;
Jones, 2006), but they have not been explored together as critical ingredients of
effective workplaces. The purpose of this study is twofold: first, to examine the
relationship between the six factors that have been associated with workplace
effectiveness and the three work outcomes of job engagement, job satisfaction,
and employee retention, and the employee outcome of mental health; and second,
to examine the relationship between a composite measure of overall workplace
effectiveness and the four outcomes. The relationships between workplace factors
and organizational and employee outcomes have received increased attention in
research on the workplace because of their relationships with important financial
outcomes for businesses (Galinsky et al., 2004).
The study uses data from the largest and most comprehensive study of the U.S.
workforce, the 2002 National Study of the Changing Workforce (N = 3,504).
For these analyses a subset of 2,810 waged and salaried employees in the
United States was selected. The analyses are descriptive in nature and cannot
identify causal relationships between factors of workplace effectiveness and their
associated outcomes. Descriptive analyses, however, are an essential first step
in examining more complex relationships between job factors and work and
employee outcomes.
The study is interested in exploring workplace factors and flexibility options
as strategic policies and practices intended to serve business and employee needs,
rather than exploring workplace factors designed simply to accommodate the
needs of employees. Efforts to create more effective workplaces recognize that
people are the employer’s greatest resource and that people make the critical
difference between loss and profit, between mediocre and stellar business
success. The effective workplace is not a “perk” for employees. It is a strategic
business tool that may enhance employees’ engagement and productivity, thereby
serving employers as well as employees.
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RELATED RESEARCH
The following section reviews research on the relationship between each of the
six factors of workplace effectiveness and the four outcomes of job engagement,
job satisfaction, employee retention, and employee mental health. The six factors
of workplace effectiveness that are reviewed include job autonomy, learning
opportunities, supervisor support for job success, coworker team support for job
success, involvement in management decision making, and workplace flexibility.
The review provides a framework for exploring the relationship between each
of the six factors of workplace effectiveness and each of the four outcomes, and
the relationship between a composite measure of workplace effectiveness and
each of the four outcomes.

Job Autonomy and Work and Employee Outcomes
Job autonomy has been identified as “the degree to which the job provides
substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to the individual” in work
content, the method for accomplishing work, and the pace at which work is
accomplished (Hackman & Oldham, 1980, p. 79). Job autonomy emerged as an
important dimension of job outcomes following deCharms’s (1968) theory of
personal causation, which asserted that individuals will “cherish” behavior and
results that they perceive as “stemming from [their] own choice” (deCharms,
1968, p. 273). In support of the definition advanced by deCharms, the Gallup
Organization found job autonomy to be associated with job engagement and
job retention (Gallup, 2001). A later poll found autonomy in how tasks are
accomplished and sense of fulfillment in job tasks to be the most frequently
cited reasons for liking a job (Jones, 2006).
Perceived job autonomy has also been associated with psychological wellbeing. A study of 418 Norwegian employees found high decision authority to
be associated with enhanced psychological functioning and health (Mikkelsen,
Saksvik, Eriksen, & Ursin, 1999). Perceived psychological strain was also
moderated by job autonomy when individuals felt more accountability for work
outcomes (Hall et al., 2006). These findings suggest that job autonomy may be
a potentially important factor of workplace effectiveness.

Learning Opportunities and Work and Employee Outcomes
Learning opportunities have generally referred to three dimensions of learning
on the job: opportunities to learn new things on the job, having a job that
requires one to be creative, and being able to influence what happens on the
job (Galinsky et al., 2004; Quinn & Staines, 1979). The Gallup Organization
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found learning opportunities on the job, as with job autonomy, to be associated
with increased employee engagement as well as increased employee retention,
productivity, and profitability (Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2000). The availability
of learning opportunities was identified as an important predictor of employee
satisfaction in a study of numerous U.S. commercial banks (Rowden & Conine,
2005). Another study found challenging and extensive learning opportunities to
be associated with better psychological functioning, subjective health, and coping
styles (Mikkelsen et al., 1999). Rowden (2002) concluded that the dramatic
difference in higher rates of job satisfaction for employees in small companies
relative to large companies could be attributed to the extent of workplace learning
opportunities available in small companies.
According to the Active Learning Hypothesis (Karasek & Thoerell, 1990),
most learning takes place in demanding and challenging situations, particularly
when an individual feels autonomy in job decision making. Thus, learning opportunities have been associated with job autonomy as mutually reinforcing aspects
of work (Mikkelsen et al., 1999). These findings suggest that learning opportunities may also be a potentially important factor of workplace effectiveness.

Supervisor Support and Work and Employee Outcomes
Supervisor support has been defined as the relationship between subordinate and
supervisor which is viewed by the subordinate as having a positive contribution
to career development (Kram, 1985). Supervisor support has been characterized
as including some or all of the following components: provision of information
on how to perform well in a job, realistic expectations of job performance,
recognition of good job performance, and support with work problems (Galinsky
et al., 2004; Jiang & Klein, 2000). The Gallup Organization found these characteristics of supervisor support to be associated with increased job engagement
as well as less frustration on the job and higher life satisfaction (Gallup, 2006).
Supervisor support has also been associated with increased career satisfaction
and decreased turnover (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990). These
findings suggested that a key mechanism through which supervisor support facilitated increased job satisfaction and retention was career advancement support
(Greenhaus et al., 1990).

Coworker Team Support and Work and
Employee Outcomes
Coworker team support is defined by the feeling that one is really a part of the
group and that coworkers provide the support needed to do a good job (Galinsky,
Bond, & Hill, 2004). Both instrumental and affective coworker support in the
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form of facilitating opportunities for success and providing emotional support
have been identified as significant contributors to job satisfaction (Ducharme &
Martin, 2000). The Gallup Foundation found that employees who agreed that
their organization encouraged close friendship at work were significantly more
likely to be extremely satisfied with their place of employment than employees
whose organizations did not encourage close friendships (Crabtree, 2004).
Studies have also found coworker support to be associated with less psychological strain for employees (Beehr, 1995; Beehr, Jex, Stacy, & Murray, 2000).
For instance, Beehr et al.’s (2000) study of psychological strain for door-to-door
salesmen suggested that coworker support may be “calming” for employees
by facilitating global feelings of support and communication about stressors.
Such findings provide support for including coworker support as a potentially
important aspect of an effective workplace with implications for employee mental
health and work outcomes including job engagement, satisfaction, and retention.
Involvement in Management Decision Making and Work
and Employee Outcomes
Involvement in management decision making has been defined as having
managers at a workplace who actively seek out information and new ideas
from employees at all levels of the organization to guide their decision making
(Galinsky et al., 2004). Work empowerment theory (Kanter, 1977) has been
useful in providing a framework for investigating how structural factors that
enable subordinate participation in managerial decision making facilitate psychological empowerment (Laschinger, Purdy, & Almost, 2007). Psychological
empowerment has in turn predicted lower levels of emotional exhaustion and
higher job satisfaction (Laschinger, Purdy, Cho, & Almost, 2006; Laschinger
et al., 2007). The Gallup Organization found involvement in management
decision making to be associated with job engagement, satisfaction, and retention
(Gallup, 2001).
Workplace Flexibility and Work and Employee Outcomes
Flexibility in when and where work is done has consistently predicted better
work relations and job commitment, whereas low levels of flexibility have
predicted higher employee turnover (Meyer, 1997). A meta-analysis of flextime
studies found workplace flexibility to be associated with decreased absenteeism
and increased productivity (Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright, & Neuman, 1999).
Flexibility to reduce the number of work hours or to move from full-time to
part-time work status was specifically associated with increased organizational
commitment and less absenteeism (Blank, 1990; Epstein, Seron, Oglensky, &
Saute, 1999).
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Workplace flexibility including family-supportive policies and management
has also been associated with increased job satisfaction (Thomas & Ganster,
1995). Other flexibility options including alternative work schedules, flextime,
and compressed workweeks have also predicted greater job satisfaction
and affective commitment to employment (Grover & Crooker, 1995). The
relationship between workplace flexibility, job engagement, and satisfaction
supported other findings that indicated that flexibility was also linked to retention
(Bond et al., 2003).
Glass and Finley’s (2002) review of research on workplace flexibility
concluded that there were many robust findings indicating positive outcomes
associated with job flexibility on employee outcomes including mental and
physical health. As an example, Thomas and Ganster’s (1995) study of employees
in the health care setting found that scheduling practices that afforded high
levels of flexibility showed a significant direct effect on reduced somatic health
complaints and enhanced mental and physical health outcomes. These findings
provide support for inclusion of workplace flexibility as a factor of workplace
effectiveness and predictor of positive outcomes for employers and employees.

HYPOTHESES
Based on these reviewed findings, two hypotheses were proposed and tested in
this study.
H1: Each of the six factors of workplace effectiveness (job autonomy,
learning opportunities, supervisor support for job success, coworker
team support for job success, involvement in management decision
making, and workplace flexibility) will be related positively to three work
outcomes (job engagement, job satisfaction, employee retention) and to
the employee outcome of mental health.
H2: Overall workplace effectiveness will be related positively to three work
outcomes (job engagement, job satisfaction, employee retention) and to
the employee outcome of mental health.
Testing these hypotheses is a first step in facilitating increased understanding of
the complex relationships between job factors and job and employee outcomes. The
analyses specifically enable an exploration of whether employees in workplaces
where responsibility is shared between managers and workers, where workers
are supported in developing and exercising their skills, and where workers have
greater flexibility to manage their work, personal, and family lives will be more
committed and engaged in their jobs, experience greater job satisfaction, be
more likely to remain with their current employers, and exhibit better mental health.
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Participants
This study uses data from the 2002 National Study of the Changing Workforce
(NSCW), conducted every 5 years by the Families and Work Institute (Bond
et al., 2003) to evaluate the relationship between six factors of workplace
effectiveness and four outcomes of interest to employers. The NSCW contains
hundreds of questions about work, personal, and family life as well as soliciting extensive background and demographic information from respondents. It is
frequently cited in the press and in scholarly publications.
The original study’s sample consisted of 3,504 respondents from a nationwide
cross section of employed adults interviewed by telephone between October
2002 and June 2003. Calls were made to a stratified (by region) unclustered
random probability sample generated by random-digit-dial methods. Interviews
averaged 45 minutes in length and were conducted using a computer-assisted
telephone interviewing (CATI) system.
The response rate was 52% of eligible households. Response rate is defined as
the number of complete interviews divided by the number of eligible reporting
units in the sample. This response rate follows guidelines of the Council of
American Survey Research Organizations (CASRO) and the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR).
Study Sample
The sample used in the current analysis included the 2,810 adults from the
population of the original study (N = 3,504) who were waged and salaried
employees. Business owners and self-employed respondents were not included
in the sample used in the current analysis. The sample was first weighted by the
number of eligibles in the respondents’ households and then to proportions in the
March 2002 Current Population Survey for eligibles per household (number of
employed persons 18 and older per household with any employed person 18 or
older), eligible men and women, and eligibles with different educational levels.
The average design effect for the weighted sample is estimated to be 1.25. When
this design effect is applied, the maximum sampling error for waged and salaried
sample statistics (n = 2,810) is approximately ±2%.
Measures
Measures of Factors of Workplace Effectiveness
The six factors of workplace effectiveness that were measured included job
autonomy, learning opportunities, supervisor support for job success, coworker
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team support for job success, involvement in management decision making, and
workplace flexibility. A composite measure of overall workplace effectiveness
was created to address the study’s second hypothesis.
Job autonomy. An index of job autonomy ( = .71) was produced by
calculating the mean score of responses to three questions drawn from the 1977
Quality of Employment Survey (QES; Quinn & Staines, 1979). The questions
included “In my employment, (a) I have freedom to decide what I do on my job,
(b) I have basic responsibility for deciding how my job gets done, and (c) I have
a lot of say about what happens on my job.” Responses ranged from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The top quartile of job autonomy scores were
classified as “high,” the middle two quartiles were classified as “mid,” and the
bottom quartile were classified as “low.”
Learning opportunities on the job. An index of learning opportunities on
the job ( = .64) was produced by calculating the mean score of responses
to three questions drawn from the 1977 QES (Quinn & Staines, 1979). The
questions included “In my employment, (a) I am required to learn new things on
the job, (b) I have a job that requires one to be creative, and (c) I have a job that
allows me to develop my skills and abilities.” Responses ranged from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The top quartile of learning opportunities on the
job scores were classified as “high,” the middle two quartiles were classified as
“mid,” and the bottom quartile were classified as “low.”
Supervisor support for job success. An index of supervisor support for
job success ( = .89) was produced by calculating the mean score from responses
to four questions drawn from previous work by the Families and Work Institute
(Galinsky et al., 1993). The questions included “My supervisor or manager
(a) keeps me informed of things I need to know to do my job well, (b) has
expectations of my performance on the job that are realistic, (c) recognizes when
I do a good job, and (d) is supportive when I have a work problem.” Responses
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The top quartile of
supervisor support for job success scores were classified as “high,” the middle
two quartiles were classified as “mid,” and the bottom quartile were classified
as “low.”
Coworker team support for job success. An index of coworker team
support for job success ( = .73) was produced by calculating the mean score
from responses to three questions drawn from previous Families and Work
Institute research projects. The questions included the following: (a) “I feel I am
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part of the group I work with” (Galinsky et al., 1993), (b) “I have the support
from my coworkers that I need to do a good job” (Galinsky et al., 2004), and
(c) “I have the support from my coworkers that I need to manage work/family
life” (Galinsky et al., 2004). Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to
4 (strongly agree). The top quartile of coworker team support for job success
scores were classified as “high,” the middle two quartiles were classified as
“mid,” and the bottom quartile was classified as “low.”
Involvement in management decision making. The involvement in
management decision-making indicator was created using the following question:
“I have managers at my workplace who actively seek out information and new
ideas from employees at all levels of the organization to guide their decision
making” (Galinsky et al., 2004). Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 4 (strongly agree). Those responding “1” were classified as “low,” those
responding “2” or “3” were classified as “mid,” and those responding “4” were
classified as “high.”
Flexible workplace. An index of flexible workplace was created by adding
together the total number of indicators of flexibility that were responded to with
a “yes” by the respondent. Each response was coded as 1 (yes) or 0 (no). Several
of the questions used to create the indicators were drawn from the 1977 QES
(Quinn & Staines, 1979) and the remainder were developed and used by the
Families and Work Institute during the past 15 years. The questions included
the following: “In my workplace, I (a) have traditional flextime (set daily hours
within a range periodically), (b) have daily flextime, (c) am allowed to take
time off during the workday to address family matters, (d) am able to take a
few days off to care for a sick child without losing pay, having to use vacation
days, or having to make up an excuse for absence, (e) am able to work some
regular hours at home, (f) am able to take breaks when I want to, (g) have a
work shift that is desirable, (h) have complete or a lot of control over my work
schedule, (i) am able to work part-time (if currently full-time) or full-time (if
currently part-time) in my current position, (j) am able to work a compressed
workweek, (k) am able to work part-year in my current position, (l) believe that
one can use flexible work arrangements without jeopardizing job advancement,
and (m) am seldom required to work paid or unpaid overtime with little or no
notice.” The top quartile of flexible workplace scores were classified as “high,”
the middle two quartiles were classified as “mid,” and the bottom quartile of
scores were classified as “low.”
Overall workplace effectiveness. The composite measure of overall
workplace effectiveness was created by averaging the scores from the six factors

150

JACOB, BOND, GALINSKY, AND HILL

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

of workplace effectiveness: job autonomy, learning opportunities on the job,
supervisor support for job success, coworker team support for job success,
involvement in management decision making, and flexible workplace options.
The top quartile of the composite workplace effectiveness scores were classified
as “effective,” the middle two quartiles were classified as “neither effective nor
ineffective,” and the bottom quartile was classified as “ineffective.”
Measures of Work and Employee Outcomes
The four work and employee outcomes that were measured in order to evaluate
their relationship with the six factors of workplace effectiveness included
job engagement, job satisfaction, employee retention, and employee mental
health.
Job engagement. Job engagement was measured by a single direct
question that has been used in previous Families and Work Institute projects
(Galinsky et al., 1993): “Please    tell me whether you strongly agree, somewhat
agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree [with the following statement]:
I am willing to work harder than I have to, to help my company succeed.” The
61% of respondents who agreed strongly with this statement were categorized
as “highly engaged.” The 31% of respondents who agreed somewhat with this
statement were categorized as “somewhat engaged.” The 8% of respondents who
disagreed somewhat or strongly disagreed were categorized as “disengaged”
from their jobs.
Job satisfaction. An index of job satisfaction ( = .68) was produced by
combining the standardized mean scores from responses to two questions that
have been widely used in workplace research and were used in the 1977 QES
(Quinn & Staines, 1979).The first question asked, “All in all, how satisfied are
you with your job?” Responses ranged from 1 (not satisfied at all) to 4 (very
satisfied). The second question asked, “Knowing what you now know, if you
had to decide all over again whether to take the job you now have, what would
you decide?” Responses were coded as 1 (definitely NOT take job), 2 (have
some second thoughts), and 3 (take the same job again without hesitation). The
top quartile of job satisfaction standardized scores were classified as “high,”
the middle two quartiles were classified as “mid,” and the bottom quartile were
classified as “low.”
Job retention. Job retention was based on a single question that has been
used extensively in survey research with employees and was used in the 1977
QES (Quinn & Staines, 1979): “Taking everything into consideration, how likely
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is it that you will make a genuine effort to find a new job with another employer
within the next year?” Responses included very likely, somewhat likely, or not
at all likely. The 61% of respondents who said they were not at all likely to make
a genuine effort to find a new job were categorized as “high job retention.” The
21% of respondents who said they were “somewhat likely” were categorized as
“somewhat job retention.” The 17% of respondents who said they were very
likely to make a genuine effort to find a new job were categorized as “low job
retention.”
Employee mental health. An index of employee mental health ( = .78)
was produced by calculating the mean score from responses to seven questions
drawn from psychiatric/medical research that tap various dimensions of stress,
coping, and depression (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983; Whooley,
Avins, Miranda, & Browner, 1997). These questions included (a) “How often
in the past month have you been bothered by minor health problems such as
headaches, insomnia, or stomach upsets?” (b) “How often in the past month
have you had trouble sleeping to the point that it affected your performance on
and off the job?” (c) “How often in the past month have you felt nervous and
stressed?” (d) “How often in the past month have you felt unable to control
the important things in your life?” (e) “How often in the past month have you
felt that difficulties were piling up so high you could not overcome them?” (f)
“During the past month, have you been bothered by feeling down, depressed,
or hopeless?” and (g) “During the past month, have you been bothered by little
interest or pleasure in doing things?” Employees with scores in the top 25% of
means calculated from responses to these questions were classified as “high.”
Employees with scores in the bottom 25% were classified as “low.” Employees
with scores in the middle two quartiles were classified as “mid.”
Analyses
Two sets of analytical tasks were performed to address the hypotheses advanced
by this study. The first task involved transforming the variables into categorical
variables. The second task involved cross-tabulation analyses. The statistical
analyses used were not inferential. This is due to the fact that the paper is based
on a report from the Work and Families Institute directed specifically to an
audience of workplace managers. The current study does not deviate from the
analyses used in the original report, but the strength of the relationships produced
from the analyses indicates statistical significance. The two sets of analytical
tasks that were performed determined the relationship of each hypothesized
factor of workplace effectiveness to each outcome, and the relationship between
the composite measure of overall workplace effectiveness and each of the four
outcomes.
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Transforming Variables Into Categorical Variables
The six factors of workplace effectiveness, the composite of overall workplace
effectiveness, and the four outcome factors were trichotomized into high, mid,
and low values. “High” was defined as the top quartile of the distribution of
values for each variable, whereas “low” was defined as the bottom quartile,
leaving “mid” as the middle two quartiles. Given the highly skewed distribution
of responses for some variables and the limited number of possible values for
responses, the proportion of responses in the low/mid/high categories sometimes
varies substantially from the desired 25%/50%/25% distribution.

Cross-Tabulation Analyses
Cross-tabulation analyses were performed by comparing respondents in the
top and bottom quartiles of the distribution for each of the six factors of
workplace effectiveness and the composite of overall workplace effectiveness
with respondents in the “high” and “low” categories of each of the four
outcomes. To evaluate the relationship between workplace effectiveness and
job engagement, the top and bottom quartiles for each of the six factors of
workplace effectiveness and overall effectiveness were cross-tabulated with
respondents who were “highly engaged” and “disengaged.” For job satisfaction,
the top and bottom quartiles for each of the six factors of workplace effectiveness and overall effectiveness were cross-tabulated with respondents who
were classified as “high job satisfaction” and “low job satisfaction.” For job
retention, the top and bottom quartiles for each of the six factors of workplace
effectiveness and overall effectiveness were cross-tabulated with respondents
who were categorized as “high job retention” and “low job retention.” For
mental health, the top and bottom quartiles for each of the six factors of
workplace effectiveness and overall effectiveness were cross-tabulated with
respondents who were categorized as “high mental health” and “low mental
health.”

RESULTS
The results for the cross-tabulation analyses used to address hypothesis 1,
which explored the relationship between each of the six job factors and the
four outcomes, are presented in Table 1. The results for the cross-tabulation
analyses used to address hypothesis 2, which explored the relationship between
a composite measure of overall workplace effectiveness and the four outcomes,
are presented in Table 2.
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TABLE 1
Relationships Between Job Factors and Workplace Flexibility and High Job
Engagement, High Job Satisfaction, High Job Retention, and High Mental
Health for Each Factor of Workplace Effectiveness
Factor of Workplace
Effectiveness
(n = 2810)

% High Job
Engagement

% High Job
Satisfaction

% High Job
Retention

% High
Mental
Health

Degree of job autonomy
High
Low

73
53

65
27

73
49

36
20

Extent of learning opportunities
High
Low

80
49

72
29

74
50

34
22

Extent of supervisor support
High
Low

79
46

64
24

68
47

31
21

Extent of coworker support
High
Low

76
42

66
18

71
47

34
15

Extent of involvement in managerial
decisions
High
Low

74
38

62
16

71
43

31
16

Extent of workplace flexibility
High
Low

66
56

67
23

72
49

35
19

Analysis of Each Workplace Effectiveness Factor
and Outcomes
Job autonomy. The positive implications of job autonomy, learning opportunities, decision-making involvement, coworker/supervisor support, and flexible
work arrangements for job engagement are evident in Table 1. Employees in
workplaces categorized as “high” in any of the six factors of workplace effectiveness were more likely to have high job engagement scores. For example,
73% of employees in workplaces with a high degree of job autonomy had
high job engagement scores compared with 53% of those with a low degree of
job autonomy. Similarly, 80% of employees in workplaces rated “high” in the
extent of learning opportunities had high job engagement scores compared with
49% of those with fewer learning opportunities. Employees from workplaces
with greater decision-making involvement, coworker/supervisor support, or
flexible work arrangements were also more likely to be more engaged with
their jobs.
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TABLE 2
Relationship Between Job and Employee Outcomes and
the Composite Measure of Overall Workplace Effectiveness

Outcome Level (n = 2810)

% Overall
Workplace
Effectiveness

Degree of job engagement
High
Mid
Low

82
15
3

Degree of job satisfaction
High
Mid
Low

81
17
2

Degree of job retention
High
Mid
Low

77
14
9

Level of mental health
High
Mid
Low

38
49
15

Job satisfaction. The positive implications of job autonomy, learning
opportunities, decision-making involvement, coworker/supervisor support, and
workplace flexibility for job satisfaction are also revealed in Table 1. Employees
in workplaces categorized as “high” in any of the six factors of workplace effectiveness were more likely to have high job satisfaction scores. For example,
72% of employees in workplaces categorized as “high” in the extent of learning
opportunities had high job satisfaction scores compared with 29% of those
categorized as “low” in the extent of learning opportunities. Similarly, 66% of
employees in workplaces with greater coworker support had high job satisfaction
scores compared with 18% of those with less coworker support. Employees
from workplaces with greater job autonomy, supervisor support, involvement in
decision making, and workplace flexibility were also more likely to have high
job satisfaction.
Job retention. Table 1 further provides evidence of the positive implications of job autonomy, learning opportunities, decision-making involvement,
coworker/supervisor support, and workplace flexibility for job retention.
Employees in workplaces categorized as “high” in any of the six factors of
workplace effectiveness were more likely to have high job retention, as with job
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engagement and job satisfaction. For example, 73% of employees in workplaces
with a high degree of job autonomy also rated high in job retention compared
to 49% of employees with a low degree of job autonomy. Employees from
workplaces with greater learning opportunities, supervisor support, coworker
support, involvement in decision making, and workplace flexibility were also
more likely to rate high in job retention.
Mental health. Table 1 also presents the percentage of employees from
workplaces rated high and low in each factor of workplace effectiveness who
exhibited very good mental health. The findings demonstrate positive outcomes
associated with each of the factors of workplace effectiveness on mental health,
although they were not as dramatic as for the other outcomes. For example,
34% of employees with a high degree of coworker support exhibited very
good mental health compared to 15% of those with a low degree of coworker
support.
Analysis of Composite Measure of Overall Workplace
Effectiveness and Outcomes
Table 2 presents the relationships between the composite measure of overall
workplace effectiveness and each of the four job outcomes. The percentage
of respondents with high, mid, and low level scores for each of the four job
outcomes and the corresponding percentages of respondents with high, mid,
and low level scores for overall workplace effectiveness are illustrated. Among
employees in highly effective workplaces, 82% expressed high levels of job
engagement, 81% expressed high levels of job satisfaction, and 77% expressed
high job retention. Very few employees in effective workplaces were rated “low”
on any of the desirable outcomes considered, while most were rated “high.”
The only exception to this pattern is mental health where nearly a majority of
employees in effective workplaces are rated in the middle category. Findings
from Table 2, however, indicated that more than 21/2 times as many employees
in effective workplaces (38%) as in ineffective workplaces (15%) exhibited very
good mental health.

DISCUSSION
This study explored the relationships between six factors of workplace effectiveness and four outcomes of importance to employers (job engagement, job
satisfaction, employee retention, and employee mental health). The study also
explored the relationship between a composite measure of overall workplace
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effectiveness and the four outcomes. The findings indicated that each of six
factors of workplace effectiveness was positively related to job engagement, job
satisfaction, and employee retention. They were also each positively, but more
modestly, related to employee mental health. The composite measure of overall
workplace effectiveness was more associated with each of the outcomes than the
individual factors of workplace effectiveness.
Combined Workplace Effectiveness and Outcomes
Results from the descriptive analyses confirm previous studies that have
identified these factors as associated with positive outcomes. They also indicate a
positive relationship between the combined effect of all six factors of workplace
effectiveness and outcomes that benefit both employers and employees. A more
effective and flexible workplace was associated with increased job engagement,
job satisfaction, employee retention, and employee mental health. Respondents
with scores in the highest quartiles of each of the six factors of workplace
effectiveness were more likely to have higher job engagement, higher job satisfaction, higher job retention, and higher mental health scores than respondents
with scores in the lowest quartiles of the six factors. Further, a higher mean
score for the six combined workplace factors was more strongly associated with
higher scores for each outcome than each of the factors independently.
Combined Workplace Effectiveness and Mental Health
The relationship between workplace effectiveness and mental health is
important to note given that employees with poorer mental health have lower
productivity on the job and generate higher health care costs for employers—not
to mention the pain, suffering, and costs experienced by the workers themselves
and their families (Burton, Conti, Chen, Schultz, & Edington, 1999). Obviously,
factors off the job as well as factors on the job may affect the mental health of
employees. However, the difference in the proportions of employees judged to
have good mental health in effective and ineffective workplaces suggests that
workplace factors may play an important role.
Further exploration of the finding that employees in effective workplaces rated
in the middle category rather than the highest category for mental health may
be explained by one aspect of our measure of mental health. Stress, measured
by the frequency of feeling stressed and not having enough sleep, is the main
reason why more employees in effective workplaces are not rated as having “very
good” mental health. Stress and inadequate sleep are pervasive within today’s
workforce as employees struggle to manage unprecedented work demands and
personal and family responsibilities. Uncertain job security during the period of
data collection (late 2002 to early 2003) may also have been a stressor.
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More than 21/2 times as many employees in effective workplaces (38%) as in
ineffective workplaces (15%), however, exhibited very good mental health. This
suggests that employees may be able to handle relatively high levels of stress
in their lives if they have sufficient supports on and off the job. More effective
workplaces may actually protect employees from stress.
Workplace Effectiveness and Employers
In addition, the findings suggest that unlike traditional fringe benefits, a
more effective workplace—including more flexible work arrangements—for
employees can typically be provided without any direct costs to the employer. To
the extent that effective workplace options do not impose costs but do generate
benefits to the bottom line, a positive return on investment is ensured. These are
notable findings—supported by various small-scale, nonrepresentative studies
and confirmed by this large nationally representative survey of employees. When
workers are empowered and supported, they are more likely to be satisfied with
their jobs, more committed and engaged, and more likely to stay with their
current employers. They may also be more likely to exhibit better mental health,
which bodes well for higher productivity and lower health care costs.
Workplace Effectiveness and Workplace Flexibility
The findings about workplace flexibility are particularly noteworthy because
the relationships between workplace flexibility and business outcomes have not
received the same attention as the relationships of other aspects of effective
workplaces to the outcomes employers care about. This analysis found that
flexible work arrangements had the same positive relationships with measures
of business success outcomes for employees of different ages and occupational
groups. Similar results have been reported elsewhere for men and women,
single and married employees, as well as parents and nonparents and employees
with and without elder care responsibilities (Galinsky et al., 2004). This
suggests that flexible workplaces do not merely benefit small segments of the
workforce—women, mothers, or caregivers—but the workforce as a whole.

LIMITATIONS
There are several limitations in the current analysis to consider in interpreting
the results and their implications. First, the analyses were only descriptive and
exploratory. They do not establish any causal relationships between the six factors
of workplace effectiveness and job engagement, job satisfaction, employee
retention, and employee mental health. Cross-tabulation analyses suggest a
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relationship but do not identify the direction or causality of the relationship.
Second, exploratory cross-tabulation analyses provide little information about
the extent to which each factor influences each of the four outcomes. Future
research would further understanding by isolating the unique effects of each
factor and their effect sizes.
Third, the nature of survey research and use of phone interview surveys
limits the extent to which constructs including job engagement, job satisfaction,
job retention, and mental health can be evaluated. Previous use of all of these
measures further establishes the reliability and validity of the measures, but
the use of large representative samples generally limits the capacity to ask the
number of questions that would increase reliability and validity. For example,
if there had been more items in the measure of job engagement, it is likely
that there would have been fewer employees who were identified as “highly
engaged” than were found by asking only one question.
Finally, differences in measures across studies of the workplace may make it
difficult to compare findings and identify patterns in the relationships between
factors of workplace effectiveness and employer and employee outcomes. The
National Study of the Changing Workforce has attempted to establish more
uniformity in measures by using the same measures consistently in their own
studies and those that were also used in the QES (Quinn & Staines, 1979). But
other studies that have attempted to look at these factors have used a variety
of measures, making it difficult to interpret and compare findings. Given these
limitations, the findings from this study provide needed and unique insight into
the workplace factors that are essential to effective workplaces and suggest
important implications for employers as well as employees.

IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGERS
For some time, management theory, with limited support from small-scale and
often nonrepresentative empirical research studies, has argued that sharing greater
responsibility with employees and increasing workplace flexibility have positive
effects on the bottom line. These findings from the 2002 National Study of the
Changing Workforce provide support from a nationally representative survey of
workers that this course of action makes sense. Moreover, as growing numbers
of employees experience greater autonomy in their jobs and greater flexibility
in their workplaces, we expect it to become increasingly difficult for employers
who are not on board to attract, grow, and retain the talent they need.
In particular, we suggest that employers consider new options for
flexibility—not as “perks” designed to accommodate employee needs, but as
strategic management tools that can improve business performance while also
helping employees manage the sometimes conflicting demands of their work,
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personal, and family lives. When employees are unable to manage their “whole”
lives effectively because of inflexible work arrangements, work suffers and
turnover often results.
The effective and flexible workplace requires new ways of managing and
working. It requires both managers and employees to assume greater responsibilities in organizing and scheduling work. Some managers may find it difficult to
break with traditional ways of doing things, and some employees may not be able
to handle new responsibilities of working more flexibly. In addition, some jobs
are less conducive to flexibility than others. However, organizations that have
committed themselves to developing more effective and flexible workplaces are
typically strongly persuaded that they have made the right decision and have
reaped benefits far outweighing costs.

CONCLUSION
Findings from these descriptive analyses suggest that the workplace factors of job
autonomy, learning opportunities, supervisor support for job success, coworker
team support for job success, and involvement in management decision making
combined with workplace flexibility are associated with important employer and
employee outcomes. Although each of these factors is positively related to job
engagement, job satisfaction, employee retention, and employee mental health,
the combination of all of these factors of workplace effectiveness shows an even
stronger positive relationship with these outcomes. Although the analyses cannot
establish a causal relationship, they suggest that managers and their employees
benefit both on and off the job when the workplace provides an effective work
environment. When implemented in the workplace, these factors of workplace
effectiveness become strategic management tools that can improve employee
performance and enable a more facilitative relationship between employees’
work and family lives.
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