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The aim of this research is to provide an understanding of the assessment of the initial readiness for 
alternative workplace arrangements (AWA) to assist the process of decision-making for its adoption 
from an organizational perspective. A set of readiness level assessment indicators (RLAI) with three 
main categories of relative advantage, compatibility and complexity was developed to help decision 
makers assess the extent of an organization’s readiness for the adoption of an AWA. Using the RLAI, a 
total of 64 real adoption cases were collected from 19 large high-tech companies that had already 
adopted any of the six AWA types: hoteling, group address, shared office, home office, and virtual 
office. RLAI proposed by this research established a comprehensive and systematic approach and 
provided decision makers with helpful guidelines for the AWA readiness assessment. The results 
documented in this paper provided many other organizations facing similar decision problems with 
insightful strategies and useful implications. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
A growing body of evidence shows that globalization and 
advances in information and communication technology 
(ICT) have prompted a revolution in the way work is 
produced. One of the most notable changes is the 
establishment of the alternative workplace arrangement 
(AWA), in which workers have more freedom in their work 
hours and workplaces. As more and more businesses 
have begun to adopt AWAs, the number of employees 
who are working away from a permanently assigned 
office space and those who are geographically and 
virtually distributed has been increasing throughout the 
world (Venezia et al., 2007; AT&T, 2003). At the same 
time, real estate costs, air pollution, and traffic congestion  

 
 
 
*Corresponding author E-mail: yikaija@gmail.com. 

 
Abbreviations: AWA, Alternative workplace arrangements; 
IRLA, readiness level assessment indicators; ICT, information 
and communication technology; TBL, triple bottom line; CVR, 
content validity ratio. 

resulting from mass commuting have worsened while 
companies seek to retain talented, knowledgeable 
workers in order to remain competitive (Roper and Kim, 
2007). 

Nemertes’s benchmark study 2007 discloses that 83% 
of the participating organizations consider their workplace 
structure as virtual where 91% of participating organiza-
tions’ employees work outside of headquarters and about 
96% of them utilize some forms of real-time collaboration 
tools such as Web conferencing, instant messaging and 
video conferencing. Thus, the trend of AWA is likely to 
continue in the future, leading to greater reductions in the 
traditional ratio of workers to workspace, particularly in 
large companies. To successfully respond to the various 
demands of the competitive business environment 
(Martinez-Sanchez et al., 2008) and to adapt to the 
growth of AWAs, such organizations are moving away 
from their physical headquarters and entering larger net-
works across cities and countries. All of these changes 
have forced them to reevaluate their goals and find 
solutions to the challenges they face by adopting AWA, 
ICTs, and other workplace practices  (Roper and Kim, 2007). 



 
 
 
 

The purpose of this research is to provide an 
understanding of the assessment of the initial readiness 
for AWA to assist the process of decision-making for AWA 
adoption from an organizational perspective. The specific 
objective is to develop Readiness Level Assessment 
Indicators (RLAI) for assessing the extent of an organi-
zation’s readiness for the adoption of an AWA. RLAIs can 
be used as to predict the potential successfulness of AWA 
adoption. To achieve this, at the outset, with particular 
emphasis on Roger’s innovation attributes (Roger, 1995) 
and the Leavitt’s model of organizational subsystems 
(Leavitt, 1965), surrounding factors and relevant 
attributes that can be used to assess the organizational 
readiness for AWA adoption were identified and selected, 
and based on these parameters, RLAI was developed. 
Using RLAI, a total of 64 AWA adoption cases were 
collected from high-tech companies for this research. 

In exploring various types of AWA, this research was 
limited to only primary places for work. If employees work 
in an alternative workplace only part of the time and still 
retain the permanently assigned workspace at the central 
office, organizations cannot expect to reduce their 
business cost because they have not actually imple-
mented an AWA. Therefore, only primary place for work 
and full-time AWAs were considered in this research. 
Other types of AWA, such as mixed (for example, hoteling 
and home office), part-time, and supplemental work-at-
home AWAs were not examined in this research. In a lite-
rature review focusing on a primary place of work, AWAs 
were limited to six recurring types: on-site workplaces, 
such as hoteling; group addresses; shared offices; off-site 
workplaces, such as satellite offices; home offices, and 
virtual offices. Off-site types were selected based on the 
place of work. On-site types could be differently classified 
by their space configuration (for example, group office) 
and usage (for example, hoteling and shared office).  
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Much scholarly work has been done on the topics of 
AWA, especially on significant factors and characteristics 
to be considered for the AWA adoption. Venkatesh and 
Vitalari (1992) have provided three factors in a con-
ceptual model for AWA study: organization/work, ICT, and 
household including worker’s characteristics. All three 
independent variables are related to a fourth factor: 
supplemental work at home which is the dependent 
variable in their study. Characteristics surrounding AWA 
are organizational, individual, work, household and 
technology characteristics (Belanger and Collins, 1998) 
and the AWA environments are separated into four 
components: social environment,  technical  environment, 
resource   environment,   and   organizational   structure 
environment (Venezia et al., 2007). 

Numerous studies of AWA adoption have focused on 
organizational   factors   (Ruppel   and Harrington,  1995), 
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worker and task attributes (Kayworth and Leidner, 2002), 
and technological supports (Gupta and Somers, 1995). 
Kowalski and Swanson (2005) provide a framework of 
critical success factors including support, communication 
and trust that are instrumental for organizations looking to 
develop an AWA program.  

Much research has attempted to find solutions for AWA 
adoption issues. Fritz et al., (1994) proposed a method 
for determining the suitability of an AWA implementation 
framework. (Bui et al., 1996) have described various 
types of AWAs and discussed the suitability of each AWA 
type from the organizational perspective. Shin et al. 
(2000) have depicted a conceptual model of intra-
organizational adoption of telework at four stages: initia-
tion, adoption, implementation and institutionalization. 
Higa and Wijayanayake (1998) have delineated the 
adoption patterns of different AWA types by different 
areas and the size of organizations in Japan. Higa and 
Shin, (2003) have examined and compared five suc-
cessful AWA adoption cases and four not-so-successful 
adoption cases in terms of four AWA adoption phases: 
inception, testing, implementation and future planning. 
However, none of the decision models has shown clear 
evidence regarding its applicability to the AWA adoption 
decision process (Clark, 1998). A literature review reveals 
that there is little guidance about which organization, 
work types, workers and workspaces are compatible for 
AWA programs (Belanger and Collins, 1998), and no 
research about how the decision should be made to 
adopt a particular type of alternative workplace 
arrangement (Fritz et al., 1996). Today’s enterprises need 
assistance in assessing their readiness for AWA and 
developing a distributed workplace strategy (Harrison, 
2002). The problem is that decision makers have no 
established tools to assess their readiness for AWA or to 
select among the most appropriate AWA type considering 
their organizations’ business reasons of adoption and the 
current readiness conditions.  
 
 
ASSESSMENT METRICS 
 
Organizational readiness assessment needs to be 
performed to provide decision makers with a reliable, 
quantifiable assessment of the organization’s potential 
readiness to successfully making the transition to 
alternative workplaces (Grantham et al., 2007). Major 
business reasons, surrounding factors and relevant 
attributes were identified based on Roger’s innovation 
attributes and Leavitt’s model of organizational 
subsystems as shown in Figure1.  

Assessment indicators were finally determined by two 
different stages. First, significant factors, relevant 
attributes    and    assessment   indicators   were   initially 
selected based on the literature review. Next, the validity 
of the selected   assessment indicators was additionally 
evaluated by the panel of experts  formed  for  this  research 
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Figure 1. Development process for the assessment indicators. 

 
 
 

research in order to build up the RLAI, which measure 
the initial readiness of high-tech companies for adopting 
an AWA.  
 
 
Innovation attributes 
 
Many researchers describe innovation as a new idea, 
policy, process, product or program. An adoption of AWA 
as an alternative form of workplace arrangement would 
create some type of innovation in the organization. There 
are five perceived innovation attributes influencing 
adoption intention: relative advantage, compatibility, 
complexity, observability and trialability in innovation 
diffusion theory (Rogers, 1995).The innovation theory can 
be served as a foundation for decision makers to start 
considering the adoption of AWA as an organizational 
innovation. Among these attributes speeding the adoption 
of organizational innovation, which is AWA in this study, 
relative advantage, compatibility and complexity are 
found more important in influencing adoption decision 
(Karnowski and White, 2002; Sia et al., 2004). Therefore, 
relative advantage, compatibility and complexity were 
used to investigate factors in each of the three AWA 
categories: business reasons, appropriateness and 
challenges.  

From a readiness assessment standpoint, business 
reasons were represented as objectives and how clearly 
objectives of AWA adoption are identified and selected 
were assessed. Next, appropriateness was measured as 
appropriateness level and how appropriate in general the 
AWA adoption is with existing conditions was evaluated. 
Finally, challenges were measured as overcoming level. It 
measured whether or not managerial control practices 
exist, and if they do exist, evaluated how actively they are  

practiced. All the factors and attributes were extracted 
from each AWA category and readiness assessment 
areas to build up the RLAI as shown in Figure1. 
 
 
AWA category 
 
Business reasons 

 
Relative advantage can be described as the degree to 
which an organizational innovation is considered as being 
beneficial over the existing practice (Roger, 1995). The 
business reasons, objectives or expected benefits of 
adopting AWA can be substituted for relative advantage in 
adopting AWA. Organizational objectives, for instance, 
could be focused on office space cost savings and 
improved productivity. Its objectives should match for the 
expected benefits of establishing AWA (Roper and Kim, 
2007). Adopters of AWAs have reported clear benefits 
such as reduced operating costs by office space savings 
and requirement parking spaces, improved productivity, 
ease in staff recruitment and retention of skilled 
knowledge workers, reduced turnover and absenteeism, 
improved customer satisfaction, reduced traffic con-
gestion and environmental impacts, improved employees’ 
work-life balance, provision of working opportunities for 
the elderly and handicapped (Belanger and Collins, 1998; 
Kurland and Bailey, 1999; Cascio, 2000; Higa and Shin, 
2003; Peters et al., 2004). David Elkington (1998) coined 
the concept of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL), which he 
introduces to emphasize that a single dimension of eco-
nomic value alone cannot fully explain various benefits. 
Thus, reporting on social and environmental performance 
is also necessary to explore its various benefits. The TBL 
concept provides with convincing approach to  appreciate 
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Table 1. Reasons for AWA adoption in the TBL concept. 
 

Aspect  Adoption reason Variable 

Economic 

Retention/attraction of skilled workers A1 

Reduced office space costs A2 

Improved productivity A3 

Reduced turnover and absenteeism A4 

Improved customer satisfaction A5 

   

Environmental Reduced traffic congestion, better air quality A6 

   

Social 
Employment opportunities for aging and handicapped people, 
better employee work-life balance 

A7 

 
 
 

business reasons of  AWA  adoption from three aspects. 
Various business reasons for AWA adoption can fall into 
three categories as classified in the triple bottom line 
(TBL) as depicted in Table 1. 
 
 
Appropriateness 
 
When the adoption of an AWA is seen as suitable given 
an organization’s existing conditions, it can be concluded 
that the organization is ready to adopt the AWA. The 
existing conditions can be represented as significant 
factors surrounding the AWA. Leavitt selected four 
elements for describing an organization: technology, 
structure, task and people (Leavitt, 1965), and manage-
ment scholars added organizational culture to the four 
elements selected by Leavitt (Gordon and Olson, 1985). 
These elements gave an outline at the beginning to 
identify the important factors for AWA adoption when 
measuring appropriateness for a given organization. As 
work patterns and structures evolve faster than 
workplaces are able to adapt, business patterns are also 
dramatically changing. AWAs can be attractive to large 
organizations due to their potential benefits, but 
organizations need to consider whether or not their goals, 
objectives, and surrounding conditions, as well as 
characteristics of their work, employees, and facilities, 
are appropriately suited for readiness assessment. 
 
 
Challenges 
 
At the organizational level, control, coordination and 
supervision of distributed workers are much harder than 
they are for workers on-site. Most challenges in adopting 
AWA are found in the area of managerial issues, 
including performance evaluation and coordination from 
the organizational perspective. It can be assumed that 
well-prepared managerial actions including a wide range 
of activities dealing with challenges in AWA settings can 
positively influence the success of AWA adoption. Areas 
in which AWA can lead to difficulties are performance 

evaluation, supervision, coordination, policy and guideline 
provision and learning opportunities for distributed 
workers (Fritz et al., 1996; Fritz et al., 1998; Apgar, 1998; 
Kurland and Bailey, 1999; Cascio, 2000; Felstead et al., 
2003; Roitz and Jackson, 2006). 
 
 
Readiness level assessment indicators (RLAI) 
 
In addition to the final selections of significant factors and 
attributes, assessment items for each attribute were 
added to complete the RLAI. RLAI was developed to 
provide decision makers with an understanding of how to 
assess the initial organizational readiness AWA adoption. 
The survey questions were designed to get RLAI 
validated by experts. According to a three-point likert 
scale (“1”= not necessary, “2”=important but not 
essential, “3”=essential) each assessment item was care-
fully rated by the 15 experts and finally selected for this 
research using the content validity ratio (CVR) method to 
ensure the adequacy of indicators items. The CVR, which 
is an item statistic, is helpful in the retention or rejection 
of specific items (Lewis et al., 1995). According to the 
CVR table published by Lawshe, a CVR of 0.49 is 
minimally required for each item to prove its validity for 
AWA readiness assessment metrics when there are 15 
people on the content evaluation panel. Among all items 
identified from the literature review and finalized through 
the analysis of the results on the first survey, items with 
CVR values higher than 0.49 were retained, and a list of 
18 assessment items was finalized for RLAI as shown in 
Table 2.  
 
 
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSES 

 
Through telephone interviews, conference calls and email 
questionnaires, the RLAIs are used to collect a total of 64 real 
adoption cases from 19 large high-tech companies such as 
computer, consumer electronics, engineering, IT, networking and 
telecom companies that had already adopted any of the six AWA 
types: hoteling, group address, shared office, satellite office, home 
office, and  virtual  office.   Most  of  the  companies  provided  more 
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Table 2.  Readiness level assessment indicators (RLAI). 
 

Innovation 

Attribute 

RLAI 

Category 
Factor Attribute Variable Assessment indicator Readiness assessment 

Please mark top three important objectives of AWA adoption for your company with an X Check your objectives 

R
el
at
iv
e 
A
dv

an
ta
ge

 

O
bj
ec

tiv
es

 

Triple Bottom 
Line(TBL) 

Economic 

A1 Retention/attraction of skilled employees  

A2 Reduced office space costs  

A3 Improved productivity  

A4 Reduced turnover and absenteeism  

A5 Improved customer satisfaction  

Environmental A6 Reduced traffic congestion and environmental impacts  

Social A7 Employment opportunities for aging and handicapped people and employees’ work-life 
balance 

 

       

What is the appropriateness level of your company for each assessment indicator? Please rate each item for your case (“1”= Relatively low, “2” = medium, “3” = relatively high) 

C
om

pa
tib

ili
ty
 

A
pp

ro
pr
ia
te
ne

ss
 le

ve
l 

Organizational 
culture 

Support X1 AWA is supported at all levels of organization  

Fairness X2 The degree of equal promotional opportunity for distributed workers  

Trust X3 The level of trust between managers and their employees  

Work 

Type X4 The level of interaction/communication needed to perform the work  

Process X5 

The degree of sequential work process vs. reciprocal work process 

(The degree of transactional vs. open ended work process) Close to reciprocal 
process:1, close to sequential process:3, middle or both: 2 

 

Autonomy X6 The degree of autonomy for work (work scheduling, decision prerogatives, etc.)  

Deliverables X7 The level of clarity of defined deliverables  

Physical presence X8 Required physical presence at the office for work to be able to access specific 
technology, equipment or live interpersonal response(location dependency) 

 

Employee 

Preference X9 Employees’ level of preference for AWA  

Sufficiency X10 Employees’ level of self-sufficiency to work  

Familiarity X11 Employees’ level of familiarity with ICT  

Experience X12 Employees’ work experiences with flexible work style  

Facilities 

ICT X13 The provision of ICT support  

Premises services X14 Building maintenance, cleaning, alternative workplace services, etc.  

Business support 
services 

X15 Utilities, furniture, business equipment, office set-up, etc.  

 

What is the overcoming level (establishment capacity) for each assessment indicator? Please rate each item for your case (“1” = if not exist, “2” = if exist but not actively in practice, “3” = if exist 
and actively in practice) 
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Table 2. Contd 
 

C
om

pl
ex

ity
 

O
ve

rc
om

in
g 
 le

ve
l 

Managerial issues 

Performance 
evaluation 

X16 Results-based performance evaluation method in practice  

Coordination 

(Teamwork) 

X17 Virtual teamwork in practice within the organization  

Policy/Guideline X18 Clear policy/guideline provision for AWA  

Outputs Y1 Please select only one type with an X for 
your case 

Hoteling Group 
address 

Shared 
office 

Satellite 
office 

Home 
office 

Virtual 
office 

Y2 Please rate your overall satisfaction with the adoption (“1”=less satisfied, “2”=satisfied, 
“3”=highly satisfied) 

 

 
 
 
provided more than one adoption cases since most of the 
cases are documented by different years. The number of 
cases documented in 2005 was three; in 2006, six; in 
2007, eleven; and in 2008, 22. The number of ongoing 
cases was 22.  

 
 

Case description on objective of AWA 
Adoption (A1-A7) 
 
Major objectives of the actual adoption cases from 
high-tech companies were tabulated as shown in 
Table 1 and differences between responses from 
the experts without focusing on technology 
companies and the ones from the actual adoption 
cases from technology companies were identified. 
The most important objectives of AWA adoption 
from both experts (26.7%) and actual adoption 
cases from technology companies (25.5%) were 
“reduced office space costs”. The second most 
important objectives selected by the experts 
(22.2%) were “retention/attraction of skilled 
employees,” whereas the second most important 
objectives selected by the actual cases (25.0%) 
were “improved productivity.” Finally, the third 
most important objectives selected by the experts 
(17.8%) were “improved productivity,” whereas the 
third most important objectives selected by the 
actual cases (14.6%) were “retention/attraction  of  

skilled employees”. More than half of the 
technology companies felt that reduced office 
space costs and improved productivity are im-
portant. Therefore, it can be concluded that there 
is not much difference between selecting general 
objectives and specific objectives of high-tech 
companies for AWA adoption. Most technology 
companies felt that reduced turnover and 
absenteeism, improved customer satisfaction, 
reduced traffic congestion and environmental 
impacts, and employment opportunities for aging 
and handicapped people and employees’ work-life 
balance (A4-A7) are not important.  
 
 
Case description on type selection (Y1) and 
satisfaction level (Y2) 
 
As shown in Table 3, among on-site types, 
hoteling was selected by eleven cases 
representing 17.2% followed by shared office 
(14.1%) and group address (12.5%). Among off-
site types, satellite office was selected by thirteen 
cases representing 20.3%, followed by virtual 
(18.8%) and home office (17.2%). Over 55% of 
the technology companies allowed off-site working 
situations. As suggested by respondents in the 
pre-testing stage, only 20.3%  of  the  cases  were 

categorized as “less satisfied,” and 28.1% of the 
cases were marked as “satisfied”. More than half 
of all the cases were categorized as “highly sa-
tisfied”. About 80% of all the cases were marked 
as “satisfied” or above with their satisfaction level, 
which means that adoption cases collected by 
RLAI, which was expected to effectively capture 
the readiness level of the organizations, could 
represent best practices for AWA adoption.  
 
 
Case description on readiness level (X1-X18) 
 
Most of the high-tech companies seemed to have 
rated the readiness levels, named as X1-X15, 
“medium.” However, a substantial number of 
companies rated X2, X6, X9, and X13 “relatively 
high,” as shown in Table 4. Among managerial 
issues measuring the establishment capacity of 
managerial practices, results-based performance 
evaluation methods and virtual teamwork in 
practice within the organization existed in most 
technology companies, but they were not actively 
in practice. However, most technology companies 
not only had a clear policy/guideline provision for 
AWA, but actively followed it. Among the 18 
variables measuring the readiness level of each 
case, 16 variables were positively  correlated  with  



11482         Afr. J. Bus. Manage. 
 
 
 

Table 3. Outputs of AWA adoption. 
 

High-tech company 

Type selection (Y1) N % 

On-site 

Hoteling 1 11 17.2 

Group address 2 8 12.5 

Shared office 3 9 14.1 

     

Off-site 

Satellite office 4 13 20.3 

Home office 5 11 17.2 

Virtual office 6 12 18.8 

     

Satisfaction level (Y2) 64  

Satisfaction level 

Less satisfied 1 13 20.3 

Satisfied 2 18 28.1 

Highly satisfied 3 33 51.6 

 
 

Table 4. Readiness levels of collected cases. 
 

High-tech Company 

X1-X15 
Relatively low(1) Medium(2) Relatively high (3) 

N % N % N % 

Organization 

Support X1 7 10.9 39 60.9 18 28.1 

Fairness X2 7 10.9 34 53.1 23 35.9 

Trust X3 11 17.2 42 65.6 11 17.2 

         

Work 

Type X4 12 18.8 42 65.6 10 15.6 

Process X5 11 17.2 35 54.7 18 28.1 

Autonomy X6 10 15.6 34 53.1 20 31.3 

Deliverables X7 15 23.4 31 48.4 18 28.1 

Physical presence X8 25 39.1 30 46.9 9 14.1 

         

Employee 

Preference X9 16 25.0 23 35.9 25 39.1 

Sufficiency X10 9 14.1 39 60.9 16 25.0 

Familiarity X11 14 21.9 32 50.0 18 28.1 

Experience X12 24 37.5 28 43.8 12 18.8 

         

Facilities 

ICT X13 5 7.8 32 50.0 27 42.2 

Premise X14 17 26.6 35 54.7 12 18.8 

Business X15 10 15.6 37 57.8 17 26.6 

    

X16-X18 

Does not         
exist (1) 

Exist but not 
active (2) 

Exist and          
active (3) 

N % N % N % 

Managerial 
issues 

Performance evaluation X16 12 18.8 26 40.6 26 40.6 

Coordination(Teamwork) X17 18 28.1 32 50.0 14 21.9 

Policy/guideline X18 29 45.3 17 26.6 18 28.1 
 
 
 

the satisfaction level of AWA adoption, and among the 16 
readiness variables showing a positive rank correlation 
with Y2, 13 variables were significant at the .01 level 
(99% level) for a two-tailed prediction. 

DISCUSSION 
 
While describing AWA adoption cases collected from 
high-tech    companies,   some    important    features   of  
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Figure 2. Overcoming level comparison between different AWA types. 

 
 
 
successful AWA adoption cases were revealed. One was 
the relatively more important objectives by different AWA 
type, and the other feature was that there are different 
readiness levels expressed in appropriateness and 
overcoming levels as reported for on and off site types. 
First, relatively more successful cases were extracted 
from the case data. Only 33 cases with the satisfaction 
level “3”, highly satisfied with AWA adoption, were 
selected for more analysis to determine suggested 
objectives by different AWA types. For each AWA type, 
the main objectives of each case have been identified 
based on the higher frequency of selection from the 
respondents. According to the frequency of selection, the 
main objectives for adopting each AWA type are the 
following: 
 

       (i) Hoteling: “reduced office space costs” and “improved 
productivity” 

       (ii). Group address: “improved productivity” and “reduced 
turnover and absenteeism”  

       (iii) Shared office: “reduced office space costs” and 
“employee’s work-life balance”  

       (iv) Satellite office: “improved productivity” and “improved 
customer satisfaction”  

       (v). Home office: “reduced office space costs” and 
“improved customer satisfaction”  

       (vi) Virtual office: “reduced office space costs” and 
“improved customer satisfaction” 

Next, the average overcoming levels were calculated 
from successful cases to compare differences in over-
coming levels between on-site and off-site types. Among 
three overcoming measurement areas, levels of off-site 
types were higher than the ones of on-site types in all 
three areas as shown in Figure 2 This confirms the pre-
vious research findings (Kurland and Bailey, 1999) that 
managerial   challenges   become  greater  as  distributed 

workers are further from the central office in terms of 
physical distance so that higher overcoming levels are 
needed for successful AWA adoption. 

Finally, the average appropriateness levels were 
calculated from successful cases to compare differences 
in the levels between on-site and off-site types. Among 
the 15 appropriateness measurement areas, levels of off- 
site types indicated higher than the ones for on-site types 
in 11 areas. However, the appropriateness levels for on-
site types found to be higher in four areas are as follows 
(Figure 3): 

 
      (i) The level of interaction/communication needed to 

perform the work  
      (ii) The degree of sequential work process vs. reciprocal 

process (The degree of transactional vs. open ended 
work process) “close to reciprocal process”: 1, “close to 
sequential process”: 3, “middle or both”: 2  

      (iii) Required physical presence at the office for worker to 
be able to access specific technology, equipment or live 
interpersonal response (location dependency)   

      (iv) The level of premise supports  
The areas in which obvious distinctions between on-site 
and off-site types revealed were work types, process and 
physical presence. These attributes are all under “work” 
factor.  
  This indicated that the level of interaction needed to 
perform the work and the level of required physical 
presence at the office are found to be lower in off-site 
types. Surprisingly, sequential work processes were 
found more in on-site types, whereas it was assumed that 
sequential work processes would be found more in off-
site types. This indicated that work process is not a 
critical attribute in selecting an appropriate AWA type 
because work process itself doesn’t seem to be a 
significant    issue    anymore    with  the  development  of 
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Figure 3. Appropriateness level comparison between different AWA types. 

 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4. Spearman and Kendall’s Correlation between X’s and Y2. 

 
 
 
sophisticated ICT. 
 
 
Rank correlation analysis results 
 

Rank correlation analysis was conducted to measure the 
association between two ordinal variables: the readiness 

level and the satisfaction level. Two rank correlations, 
Spearman’s and Kendall’s, show similar results. Among 
the 18 variables measuring the readiness level for each 
case, the 16 variables were positively correlated with the 
organization’s satisfaction level with AWA adoption as 
depicted in Figure 4. Among the 16 variables showing a 
positive correlation with Y2, 13 of them were significant at  



 
 
 
 
the 0.01 level (99% level) for a two-tailed prediction. 
Assuming that X4 and X8 are less significant variables 
measuring the readiness, it is concluded that a positive 
correlation exists between organizational readiness level 
for AWA adoption and organization’s satisfaction with 
AWA. 

 
 
CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
This research resulted in the development of RLAI that 
decision makers can use when measuring their 
organization’s readiness for AWA adoption. Secondly, 
three important features were revealed from analyzing 
only 33 best practice cases. First, more important 
objectives were found in each of six AWA type adopted by 
participating high-tech companies. Another finding was 
that the average overcoming levels of off-site types are 
higher than those of on-site types in three measurement 
areas such as “results-based on performance evaluation 
method in practice”, “virtual team work in practice within 
the organization” and “clearly written policy, guideline and 
procedure provision for AWA”. The final feature was that 
among the 15 appropriateness measurements, the 
average appropriateness levels of off-site types indicated 
higher incidence than the ones of on-site types in 11 
areas.  
   However, appropriateness levels for on-site types were 
higher in the four features of “the level of interaction/ 
communication needed to perform the work”, “the degree 
of sequential work process vs. reciprocal process (The 
degree of transactional versus open ended work pro-
cess)”, “required physical presence at the office for work 
to be able to access specific technology, equipment or 
live interpersonal response” and “the level of premise 
supports including building operation and maintenance 
and cleaning.  

Finally, of special note, X1, X3, X7, X12, X13, X15 and 
X18 were highly correlated with the satisfaction level 
expressed in how much an adoption meets the initial 
objective of the AWA adoption(correlation is significant at 
the .01 level). Therefore, it is concluded that a positive 
rank correlation exists between organizational readiness 
level for AWA adoption and organization’s satisfaction 
with AWA.  

The scope of this research was limited to only the 
initiation stage and adoption stage. In the future, it will be 
necessary to extend the scope to the next implemen-
tation stage, where a detailed feasibility study including 
cost estimation and risk analysis for the final adoption 
decision is conducted. In future research, based upon a 
larger sample of AWA adoption cases from other 
industries, more efforts could be researched to develop 
decision support systems which can provide even more 
accurate and solid predictions regarding AWA adoption 
decision issues as well as measure the performance of 
distributed workers.  
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