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Executive Summary

The evolution of remote work, initially known as "telecommuting," began in 1975 with efforts to
reduce commuting times in California. Over time, driven by advancements in communication and
information systems, this term evolved into the broader expression of “telework”. The COVID-19
pandemic accelerated the shift to telework, leading to a significant increase in full-time teleworking
across European countries in 2020. This shift varied across different industries, job types, countries,
and extended beyond knowledge and ICT intensive sectors. Now that the pandemic has eased, people
are returning to the office, but the office is no longer the sole hub of work. Hybrid work emerged as
an ideal model, offering employees flexibility in their work location and/or schedule. It offers benefits
such as improved job performance, job satisfaction, and reduced stress levels, but challenges such as
professional isolation, blurring of work-life boundaries and an “always-on” mindset also exist.

As the COVID-19 pandemic transitions to an endemic phase and employees have a prolonged exposure
to hybrid work, understanding their shifting preferences requires research. Current research on hybrid
work explores factors which influence employees’ work location preferences such as individual and
work characteristics and physical workplace aspects. Previous research also started to explore the
impact of hybrid work on employee support, trust, professional isolation, and work-life balance.
However, these studies often have gaps, contradictory findings, and varying definitions of hybrid work.
Additionally, while many studies focus solely on the main office or employees' homes as hybrid
workplaces, this thesis considers more locations. This thesis aimed to comprehensively analyse the
combined relationships of personal and work-related characteristics, and physical workplace
satisfaction with employees’ chosen hybrid work location, as well as investigate the extent to which
the perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-being within a hybrid work setup are related to
such characteristics and work-location choices. Therefore, this research aimed to answer the following
research question:

“What is the relationship of personal and work-related characteristics and physical workplace
satisfaction with employees’ chosen hybrid work location, and to what extent are the perceived levels
of support, trust, and social well-being related to such characteristics and work-location choices?

To answer the research question, an existing dataset, comprising of 10,491 valid responses was used
for quantitative analysis. This dataset was obtained from online surveys among Dutch office workers
employed in 10 public organizations in the Netherlands, as part of a collaborative effort between the
Center for people & buildings in Delft, Delft University of Technology, and Eindhoven University of
Technology.

The bivariate analyses together with the effect sizes of all relationships revealed that employees’
personal characteristics played a minor role in their work location choice. Gender, age, and
psychological empowerment did not determine employees’ work location choice, nor did the presence
of children in the household determine employees’ decision to work from the main office or home.
These findings were unexpected and contradicted multiple existing studies that highlighted
relationships between these variables (e.g., Mokhtarian, 1996; Zhang et al., 2020; Drucker and Khattak,
2000). It became evident that work characteristics were the main determinants of employees’ work
location choices, in comparison to personal characteristics and physical workplace satisfaction.
Moreover, location autonomy did not relate to employees’ work location choices. Although prior
research did not specifically study this relationship, it was suggested that perceived location autonomy
influenced individuals' choice of work environment to enhance productivity and well-being (Thomas
& Velthouse, 1990; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Therefore, a potential relationship was anticipated here.



Furthermore, prior research had not established a relationship between physical workplace
satisfaction and hybrid work location choice. This thesis added to current literature by showing that
employees’ satisfaction with the physical aspects of their home environment determined their choice
for working at home or in the office. Conversely, satisfaction with the physical aspects of their office
environment did not relate to their work location choice.

The relationships between perceived support, trust, and social well-being aligned with expectations
from pre-hybrid work studies (e.g. Egriboyun, 2015; Tse & Mitschell, 2010). Perceived support and
trust positively related to each other and exhibited a reciprocal effect. Employees’ increased perceived
support and trust have also shown to relate to reduced experienced professional isolation and work-
life conflict, and reduced work-life conflict related to reduced professional isolation. Furthermore, the
findings of this thesis revealed that social well-being, especially work-life conflict was related to many
personal and work-related characteristics, as well as physical workplace satisfaction, whereas very few
of these antecedents shaped employees’ perceived trust in the workplace. Additionally, current
literature only highlights the influence of workspaces on social well-being, mediated by social
interactions (e.g. Stephens et al., 2011, Colenberg, 2022). This thesis added to current literature by
showing that office workplace satisfaction was mainly related to social well-being and support from
colleagues, while home satisfaction was primarily associated with trust, support, and work-life conflict.
Employees’ personal characteristics, other than psychological empowerment, had a minor role in
shaping levels of perceived support, trust, and social well-being. This thesis added to literature by
showing that psychological empowerment had a holistic, and positive impact on these outcomes, but
findings regarding age and gender did not align with prior research, which indicated differences in
communication styles and strategies within hybrid work settings across different ages and genders
(Troemel-Ploetz, 1991; Furumo and Pearson, 2007). Furthermore, increased location autonomy
somewhat related to higher perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-being, but other work
characteristics did not play a major role in these outcomes. Specifically, work hours and distance to
work showed no relationship with these variables, contradicting expectations based on prior literature
(e.g. Omdiris et al., 2020; Marshall et al., 2007).

Last, hybrid work location choice only related to work-life conflict, contrary to the expectation of
relationships with perceived support, trust, and professional isolation as well, based on findings of
prior research (e.g. Morganson et al., 2010; Fayard et al., 2021). Although the relationships between
work location choice and these outcomes were negligible in size, the direction of some were not as
expected. For example, employees who primarily worked from home were found to experience less
professional isolation than others, whereas numerous studies suggested that working away from the
office environment can potentially result in feelings of social and professional isolation (Baruch &
Nicholson, 1997). The findings of this thesis also contradict previous research (e.g. Smith et al., 2018;
Fayard et al., 2021) by showing that employees who primarily worked at the main office or evenly
divided their time across multiple locations perceived less trust among themselves and their
colleagues compared to those primarily working from home or splitting their time evenly between
home and the main office.

The findings of this thesis highlight several implications for further research, aiming to address the
identified limitations and expand understanding in some areas. This thesis found that demographic
factors like gender and age do not relate to hybrid work location choices or employees' perceptions of
support, trust, and well-being. Understanding the specific conditions under which gender and age
influence work location choices and experiences, revealing any mediating variables or contextual
factors that alter these relationships in hybrid setups can offer valuable insights. Another critical area
for future research is professional isolation. This thesis challenges the widespread belief that hybrid or



remote work increases feelings of professional isolation, showing that employees predominantly
working from home experience the lowest levels of professional isolation. Future studies should
explore whether this discrepancy arises from the subjective nature of measuring professional isolation
or from employees not recognizing missed opportunities for better connections with colleagues. This
thesis found that office satisfaction is mainly related to social well-being, while home satisfaction is
primarily associated with trust and support. Future research could identify the specific aspects of the
home workplace which are linked to perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-being.
Identifying these would enable organizations to help employees create optimal home work
environments. Additionally, considering psychological or spatial factors that influence workspace
satisfaction, beyond the physical elements considered in this thesis, could provide a more holistic view.

The positive relationship between psychological empowerment and perceived support, trust, and well-
being in a hybrid work environment suggests an underexplored area that future research could
address. Promoting cross-disciplinary research, particularly between fields such as Psychology and
Real Estate, can help integrate the concept of psychological empowerment into hybrid work studies
and delve deeper into these dynamics. Methodologically, future studies could benefit from performing
a path analysis to explore indirect relationships and provide more robust findings. Additionally,
adopting a longitudinal approach could identify patterns and changes in employees' work location
choices and perceptions over time, offering insights into the dynamics of hybrid work environments.
By addressing these areas, future research can further enhance our understanding of hybrid work
environments and contribute to more effective work practices and policies.

In terms of practical recommendations, organizations can leverage insights from this thesis to optimize
hybrid work environments. By promoting increased autonomy in work location choices, organizations
can foster’ greater support, trust, and social well-being. Organizations might address distrust in hybrid
work settings by offering workshops about building trust and differences in the work preferences of
individuals. Ensuring high satisfaction with the physical work environment is as well crucial for
supporting employees in hybrid work arrangements. This is especially true for the home office, as it
relates to increased perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-being. Organizations should also
explore means to reduce or prevent work-life conflict based on employees’ work locations and
establish clear agreements on hybrid work arrangements to ensure a healthy office presence.
Managers could promote face-to-face team check-ins and mandate office days for team meetings,
among others, to give employees a reason to come to the office and ensure that their close colleagues
are present at the office when they are. Organizations might also benefit from promoting psychological
empowerment due to its positive relationship with perceived support, trust, and social well-being.
Finally, organizations should recognize and accommodate employees' individual differences and
understand their experience across different work locations to be able to retain talent.
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1. Introduction
1.1. Background

The concept of remote working, initially known as “telecommuting,” emerged in 1975 with a focus on
reducing commuting times in California (Nilles et al., 1976). Over time, driven by progress in the
information industry, this term evolved into the broader expression of “telework” (Nilles, 1988). As
communication and information systems advanced, the telework trend gained momentum
(Messenger & Gschwind, 2016). The COVID-19 pandemic significantly transformed teleworking, as
companies implemented emergency measures in 2020 to minimize the spread of the virus.

According to the European Office of Statistics, the proportion of full-time teleworkers increased from
6.0% to 14.1% between 2019 and 2020 in the initial nineteen countries of the European Union (EU-19)
(Eurostat LFS, 2020). However, considerable variations in teleworking prevalence exist among the EU
Member States. For instance, in 2020, 17.8% of the employed population in the Netherlands worked
full-time from home, arise from the 14.1% recorded in 2019 (Eurostat LFS, 2020). The degree of change
in Northern European countries is smaller compared to other EU-19 nations, largely due to the fact
that telecommuting was already more widely practiced prior to the COVID-19 pandemic (European
Commission, 2020). Furthermore, the adoption of telework differs considerably across different
industries, job types, and countries. While teleworking was historically predominant in knowledge-
and ICT-intensive sectors, as well as occupations involving desk-related tasks (European Commission,
2020), the COVID-19 pandemic demonstrated that a broader range of jobs could be conducted
remotely compared to previous assumptions. For instance, following the pandemic, sectors such as
education, public administration, and financial services embraced telecommuting as their
predominant operational approach (ILO, 2020).

The unanticipated and sudden shift to remote working caused by COVID-19 prompted many
organizations to shift from being reactive to proactive in shaping the working model that is most
suitable for their needs. While all-remote firms are not yet widespread in Europe, a notable number
of employers (43%) now allow their on-site employees the flexibility to work remotely or from a
different location for a few days each week or month (Ones, 2023). Furthermore, approximately 45%
of European companies offer the option for employees to work remotely for up to three days per week
(Ones, 2023). Now that the pandemic is no longer a health emergency, people are gradually returning
to office spaces; however, the office is no longer the sole hub of work. A shift to hybrid work means
that people will be returning to the office both with varying frequencies and for a new set of reasons
such as in-person collaborations.

1.2. Problem Analysis

Hybrid working emerged as the ideal model for satisfying employees’ need for flexibility while
maintaining company culture and preserving investments made in their work environment (physical
workspaces, technology, etc.). Hybrid work can be described as a work arrangement that offers
flexibility in terms of when and where the work is performed (temporal and geographical flexibility),
whether that is on the employer’s premises, a designated location, or remotely, utilizing digital tools
such as laptops, mobile phones, and internet (Vartiainen & Vanharanta, 2023). This arrangement is
shaped by the organization’s objectives, the employee’s requirements and responsibilities, and the
context. Employees can conduct their tasks either independently or in collaboration with others, as
mutually determined by the worker and the organization. Therefore, in a hybrid work setup, an
individual operates within a middle ground, not exclusively within a traditional in-person team nor
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within a completely virtual one. The existing research on hybrid work has taken various approaches.
On the one hand, some studies have investigated the impact of hybrid work on factors such as
employee support, trust, social well-being, and other related aspects (Smith et al., 2018; Fayard et al.,
2021; McRae and Kropp, 2022). On the other hand, different studies have focused on understanding
the factors that influence an employee’s preference for or choice of specific hybrid work locations
during the week (Munnich, 2022; Clark, 2012; Galanti et al., 2021; Costantini & Weintraub, 2022).
These factors consist of a wide range of aspects, including individual characteristics (such as gender,
age, education level, personality traits), work-related characteristics (like task interdependence, and
commuting distance), and physical workplace design factors. By examining some of the influences of
hybrid work on employees or the factors influencing their preference in their work locations,
researchers have aimed to gain a comprehensive understanding of this evolving work arrangement.

However, despite the existing growing body of literature, studies have yet to comprehensively analyze
the combined relationships of personal and work-related characteristics and physical workplace
satisfaction with employees’ chosen hybrid work location and the subsequent relationship with
support, trust, and social well-being. Moreover, to the author’s knowledge, the literature has not yet
investigated the extent to which the perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-being within a
hybrid work setup are related to personal characteristics of employees. The focus on support, trust,
and social well-being in the context of hybrid work is highly important for several reasons. Firstly, trust
has been found to positively affect the success of hybrid teams (Furumo, 2009). Trust plays a pivotal
role in fostering collaboration and sharing knowledge (Brahm & Kunze, 2012: Peters & Karen, 2009;
Pinjani & Palvia, 2013). Additionally, trust between employees and employers, as well as among
colleagues, is key to building strong working relationships (Page, 2024). This is especially true in
environments where physical proximity and therefore face-to-face interactions may be limited (Fayard
et al., 2021). Secondly, support is key for ensuring that employees feel valued, connected, and well
engaged to perform their tasks effectively (Osborne & Hammoud, 2017; O’Sullivan, 2023). In hybrid
work environments, providing the right support is integral in maintaining job satisfaction and
performance (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Further, understanding how hybrid work locations relate
to social well-being is vital for both employees’ mental health and an organizations’ ability to engage
its workforce.

Lastly, most research on hybrid work has either been conducted before or during the COVID-19
pandemic (e.g. Zhang et al., 2020; Sokolic, 2022; Marshal et al., 2007). However, as the current
research takes place, COVID-19 is no longer classified as a pandemic and 43% of employees have
regained the ability to make their own choices regarding their work location (Ones, 2023). As time has
gone by, employees have accumulated more prolonged exposure to hybrid work and have progressed
beyond their initial reactions (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2022) and experiences tied to the pandemic.
For instance, employees are now placing renewed emphasis on factors such as quality of life, human
connection, and personal values (JLL, 2020), potentially resulting in shifts in their priorities and
preferences of their workplace. As a result, new findings and insights are likely to emerge compared
to research conducted during or at the peak of the COVID-19 pandemic.
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1.3. Research Question

Given the existing gaps in the research on hybrid working arrangements, it is imperative to develop a
comprehensive understanding of various hybrid work styles, their antecedents, and the consequences.
The main research question that arises is:

“What is the relationship of personal and work-related characteristics and physical workplace
satisfaction with employees’ chosen hybrid work location, and to what extent are the perceived
levels of support, trust, and social well-being related to such characteristics and work-location
choices?”

Based on the main research question, several sub-questions are formulated to provide a more
comprehensive exploration as follows:

1. What is hybrid working and how does it differ from traditional work arrangements?

2. What is the relationship between personal and work characteristics, and physical workplace
satisfaction of employees, and their choice of work locations within a hybrid work
environment?

3. How do support, trust, and social well-being relate to each other within a hybrid work
environment?

4. What is the relationship between employees’ work locations choice and their perceived
support, trust, and social well-being within a hybrid work environment?

5. What is the relationship between personal characteristics and work characteristics, and
physical workplace satisfaction of employees and their perceived support, trust, and social

well-being?
Personal Support
Characteristics
« Support from leadership
« Gender « Support from
* Age colleagues
» Education level
« Household composition
« Personality trait
« Psychological empowerment
Work
Characteristics
« Internal interdepend: > Trust
| « External interdependence a
« Nature ohob ¥ Work Location )
« Tenure » . Hon_zonla! trust
] « Work hours Choice o Vertical trust
» Perceived leadership
characteristics
+ Performed activities
+ Distance to work
« Location autonomy
Physical
Workplace
Satisfaction § "
Social Wellbeing
« Home workplace 3 = & <
satisfaction » Professional isolation
» Office workplace « Work-life conflict
satisfaction T

Figure 1 Preliminary conceptual model
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1.4. Research Design

This research is structured into two main sections. The first section begins with an extensive literature
review focusing on hybrid work. Its objective includes defining the concept, discussing the existing
knowledge, and identifying personal, work-related, and physical workplace factors influencing
individuals’ hybrid work location. This section also explores literature on how these factors influence
perceived support, trust, and social well-being among employees across different work locations.

The second part of this research is based on an existing dataset obtained from online surveys among
Dutch office workers employed in 10 public organizations in the Netherlands, as part of a collaborative
effort between the Center for people & buildings in Delft, Delft University of Technology, and
Eindhoven University of Technology. This dataset, comprising 10,491 valid responses, undergoes
descriptive and bivariate analysis to determine relationships between the variables. This research also
looks further at the effect sizes of the relationships and discusses the main findings in comparison to
prior research. The thesis concludes with a summary of the relationships, addresses research
limitations, and outlines future research opportunities along with practical recommendations.

1.5. Practical and Academic Relevance

This thesis delves into the factors relating to employees' choices regarding work locations within a
hybrid work environment, providing organizations with valuable insights for creating a suitable work
environment. For instance, if employees favour the office for collaborative work, prioritizing spaces
favourable for teamwork is essential. Additionally, these insights can be used by organizations to refine
their hybrid work policies, providing autonomy for employees in their choice for work locations based
on their individual and work characteristics. Furthermore, the identification of factors relating to
perceived support, trust, and social well-being within the workplace plays a crucial role in ensuring
employees feel valued, connected, and are satisfied with their job performance (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002). Prioritizing social well-being not only contributes to employees’ mental health, but
also influences retention rates and makes the organization more attractive to top talents (Sears et al.,
2013). Additionally, as this research digs into the relationship between work locations and these
factors, it provides insights essential for organizations in developing strategies that ensure consistent
levels of support, trust, and social well-being across all work locations. By comprehensively addressing
these factors, this research contributes to an overall understanding of the dynamics involved in hybrid
work setups and contributes to overall organizational success.

This research also stands out as it explores post-pandemic work location choices, recognizing the shift
towards hybrid work as a lasting change. Unlike studies conducted prior or during the pandemic, this
research looks into the experiences of individuals who have become accustomed to hybrid work.
Additionally, this thesis benefits from an extensive data collection, drawing from ten organizations with
10,491 valid responses. Furthermore, this research combines the factors from previous studies into
one unified research, resulting in a better holistic understanding of factors influencing employees’
experiences in a hybrid work setting. This research also addresses a gap in existing research by
investigating the relationship between employees’ satisfaction with the physical elements of their
workspaces in both office and home and their choice of work locations, rather than only exploring the
physical factors influencing employee satisfaction. At last, acknowledging the lack of consistency in
current terminologies and definitions, this thesis aims to establish a clear and comprehensive
definition, ensuring a solid foundation for the subsequent parts of the research.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Flexible Workplace Arrangements

Prior to investigating the relationships highlighted in the research sub-questions, it is essential to
establish a clear and precise definition of what hybrid work entails. However, this task is particularly
challenging for two main reasons. First, hybrid work is a relatively new and complex concept. Second,
it can be quite challenging to distinguish it from other pre-existing work approaches such as ‘flexible
working’, ‘remote working’, ‘teleworking’, ‘virtual working’, ‘distributed working’, etc. (Sailer et al.,
2023). In response to the increasing need for greater clarity within this research domain, Schéafer et
al., (2023) explored the diverse conceptualizations and terminologies used in the analysis of workplace
arrangements as distinct research streams. Below, an overview of the key findings from their research
is described.

Telework serves as a broad term for the following work arrangements:

e Future of work: Conduct work where and when employees are most effective. Technology as
main enabler of employee effectiveness (Khanna & New, 2008).
e Telecommute: Use of communication technologies to perform all or part of their work during
regular working hours outside the employing organization’s physical boundaries (Olszewsky et
al., 1994).
e Remote Work: Geographical and temporal flexibility, but detailed description of work location
(Van Zoomen & Sivunen, 2021).
o Home office: Temporal flexibility, and home as the primary work location (Hill
et al., 2003).
o Working from home: Temporal flexibility, but no switching between more
remote work locations (Venkatraman et al., 1999).
o New Ways of Work: Geographical and temporal flexibility while using new
technological tools. Having control over the work content and having access
to organizational knowledge (Aroles et al., 2021; Assarlind et al., 2013).
o Distributed Work: Geographical and temporal flexibility (Vlaar et al., 2008).
o Mobile Work: Geographical and temporal flexibility, also including work that
requires physical movement from one place to another, with a strong focus on
mobile devices (Chatterje et al., 2022; Jo & Lee, 2022).
o Smart Work: Geographical and temporal flexibility, with maximum degree of
flexibility and autonomy (Cellini et al., 2021).
o Virtual Work: Temporally and spatially dispersed and described as working
remotely (Robey et al., 2003; Raghuram, 2001)

As seen above, flexible work arrangements are characterised by two key dimensions: time and place.
These arrangements vary in the degree of flexibility they offer along each of these dimensions. For
instance, smart work grants the highest level of flexibility in both time and place, whereas working
from home provides flexibility in time but restricts flexibility in place by limiting employees to working
from either their home or their traditional office and no other location. Furthermore, the extent of
flexibility within each work approach can be negotiated at different levels, including the team,
individual, or between managers and employees (Mauch, 2022).

However, the study by Schafer et al. (2023) did not delve into the hybrid work stream. The term hybrid
is a commonly used label that encompasses a range of concepts related to work, such as hybrid
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workplaces, hybrid work, and hybrid team, and is frequently linked with flexible work arrangements
(Fayard et al., 2021; Setty, 2021; Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2022; De Souza Santos & Ralph, 2022).
Much like the other terminologies, the term ‘hybrid’ exhibits variability, lacks clear definition, and
overlaps with the explanations of specific telework categories mentioned above.

According to Sailer et al. (2023), the term “hybrid work” seems to have initially appeared in academic
literature in 1994, as a side note in a US-based research report focused on distributed work. In this
report, the authors make the following argument:

“The United States is catching up to worldwide interest in satellite offices, rural telework centers, and
other hybrid work sites intermediate between the home and the central office” (National Research
Council, 1994).

The initial reference connects it with distributed work and specifically excludes home-based work.
However, other research has taken different angles on this concept. For example, Halford’s (2005)
study explicitly focuses on transitioning between home and office environments. In contrast, other
researchers have explored the broader idea of ‘hybrid’ work, delving into aspects like the interplay
between physical space, social space, and technologically afforded spaces (Bakke & Yttri, 2003;
Vartiainen et al., 2007; Vartiainen & Hyrkkanen, 2010).

This thesis follows the definition of Allen et al. (2015), characterizing hybrid work as an arrangement
where individuals work outside the traditional office for part of the workweek and maintain
connectivity through information and communications technology. This approach can coexist with
other flexible work arrangements like flexible work hours.

Hence, hybrid work also operates across two axes:
place and/or time, as illustrated in Figure 2 on the
right. The matrix outlines that companies falling
within the lower left quadrant provide minimal
flexibility in both aspects, requiring employees to
work in the office during fixed hours. Those
granting greater flexibility in terms of working
hours are situated in the lower right quadrant.
Companies situated in the top left quadrant extend
flexibility to employees regarding their work
location but maintain strict hour requirements.
Finally, organizations positioned in the upper right
quadrant provide employees maximum flexibility,
allowing them to work from any location and at any
time. In this research, the top two quadrants are Constrained < Time > Unhcotistrained
categorized as hybrid work arrangements.

Anywhere, Anywhere,
9-5 Anytime

Traditional In the

office, office,
9-5 Anytime

Constrained «—— Place ——>» Unconstrained

Figure 2 Hybrid work dimensions (Gratton, 2023)

2.2.  Opportunities and Risks of Hybrid Working

When the pandemic began, restrictions prohibited on-site work within companies, leading to a large
portion of the workforce adopting remote work from their homes. As the opportunity to work beyond
the office setting expanded, many employees seized this chance to engage in remote work from
various locations, including different countries, which was facilitated by digital means (Wendt et al.,
2021).
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There are benefits to these hybrid work settings and schedules, including improved job performance,
job satisfaction, reduced work-family conflict, lowered stress levels, and diminished turnover
intentions (Contreras et al., 2020). Working hybridly also positively affects corporate reputation and
image, particularly for environmentally conscious companies aiming to address issues like traffic and
air pollution (Giovanis, 2018; Nilles, 1998). Furthermore, autonomy in work location and time boosts
productivity (Pavlova, 2019). Hybrid working also allows for personalized work schedules, fosters
commitment, reduces coworker interruptions and employee absenteeism (Klopotek, 2017;
Nakrosiene et al., 2019).

However, managerial, coworker, and technological support are essential to mitigate potential negative
impacts (Bentley, 2014). Remote work settings could also lead to potential drawbacks in terms of
feedback, networking, access to mentoring, and informal learning opportunities (Carillo, et al., 2020;
Madsen 2003; Pyoria, 2011). This can contribute to feelings of professional isolation and hinder career
advancement prospects, leading to increased anxiety among employees (Filardi et al., 2020; Kurland
& Cooper, 2002; Maruyama and Tietze, 2012). Furthermore, telecommuting necessitates strong
organizational skills (Ktopotek, 2017), making it only suitable for individuals who excel at self-
management. Moreover, the blurring of boundaries between work and personal life can have
repercussions for both employees and their families (Chung and van der Horst, 2018; Kossek et al.,
2006). A study by Tavares et al. (2021) conducted in Portugal during the pandemic when childcare
facilities were often closed, revealed that 27.5% of respondents admitted that their attention was
diverted from work to household chores or childcare responsibilities. This suggests that while working
from home may reduce work-related stress, it could potentially amplify stress arising from household
and family responsibilities, possibly due to challenges in effectively balancing both spheres (Andrade
& Lousd, 2021; Mustafa & Gold, 2013; Nakrosiené et al., 2019). Finally, telecommuting nurtures an
“always-on” mindset, making it difficult for employees to detach from work (Andrade & Lous3, 2021;
Ipsen et al., 2021). This leads to an extension of working hours, as the time saved from commuting
often gets redirected towards work-related tasks (Maillot et al., 2022; Sousa-Uva et al., 2021).

2.3. Person-Environment Fit

Person-environment fit (P-E fit) refers to the alignment between individuals (abilities, needs) and the
broader environment (demands, supplies) (Edwards & Cooper, 1990; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). P-E
fit theory argues that individuals seek out environments that align with their characteristics and needs
(e.g. Edwards et al., 1998; van Vianen, 2018). Research indicates that a good fit between the work
environment and an employee’s needs and abilities leads to positive outcomes such as increased job
satisfaction, performance, productivity, and mood (Wu et al., 2023; Appel-Meulenbroek & Danivska,
2021). P-E fit can be viewed objectively, where attributes are derived from external sources, or
subjectively, based on employees’ perceptions (Appel-Meulenbroek & Danivska, 2021).

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model classifies factors affecting work outcomes into job demands
and job resources, irrespective of the specific context (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job demands
encompass the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of a job that require sustained
cognitive and emotional effort or skills, leading to physiological and/or psychological costs. Job
resources refer to the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of a job that help
achieve work goals, reduce job demands, or stimulate personal growth, learning, and development.
These resources can be found at the levels of interpersonal and social relations (e.g. supervisor and
coworker support), and task-specific aspects (e.g. skill variety, task identity, task significance,
autonomy, performance feedback). The characteristics of the work environment as job resources or
demands significantly impact strain, motivation, and organizational outcomes (Hoendervanger, 2022).
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Wessels et al. (2019) introduced the concept of ‘time-spatial job crafting,’” highlighting that in flexible
work contexts, employees need to actively adjust their work in terms of locations and other aspects.
Time-spatial job crafting can enhance P-E fit and work-life balance, leading to improved work
engagement, performance, and organizational commitment. Hoendervanger (2022) integrated these
ideas into a P-E fit model, which identifies two routes to perceived P-E fit through time-spatial job
crafting: (1) aligning personal needs with environmental supplies/resources, and (2) aligning personal
abilities with environmental demands. This model considers that, in flexible work settings, personal
needs and abilities are influenced by job characteristics (e.g. job autonomy, task complexity, task
variety, mobility) and environmental supplies/resources are influenced by personal home situations
(e.g. home work settings, distance to work, household composition).

Combining this model with Holland’s theory of vocational choice, which suggests that people select
work environments congruent with their personality and interests (Appel-Meulenbroek & Danivska,
2021), and research by Edwards et al. (1998) indicating that people gravitate to environments matching
their characteristics and needs, it becomes clear that employees’ personal and work characteristics,
among others, should be considered in their work location choices.

2.4. Work Location Choice

This section consists of a literature review on personal characteristics, work characteristics, and
physical workplace satisfaction. These factors could play a critical role in individuals’ choice of hybrid
work locations.

2.4.1. Personal Characteristics

Gender

Research shows that women generally exhibit stronger motivation for hybrid work compared to men
(Mokhtarian, Bagley, & Salomon, 1998; Mokhtarian, 1996). Among those who favour working hybridly,
women tend to lean towards this option for reasons associated with family responsibilities, stress
reduction, and having more personal time, whereas men often view hybrid working as a means to
enhance work output (Mokhtarian et al., 1998). A survey study by Positive Group (2023) revealed
contradicting reasons for this gender-based motivation. Their findings reveal that female employees
reportedly experience significantly higher productivity, task engagement, and effective workload
management while working remotely, in contrast to male employees who do not indicate any
significant differences in these aspects between office and remote work settings. Lastly, research by
Drucker and Khattak (2000) shows a difference in the likelihood of working hybridly between males
and females depending on the presence of a child, where males are more likely to work hybridly than
females if they do not have children. Conversely, for individuals with children, females are more likely
to work hybridly than males. Nevertheless, despite certain studies suggesting that females show a
greater propensity for hybrid working and do so for varied reasons, other research has yielded contrary
results (Zhang et al., 2020; Clark, 2012). As a result, the relationship between employees’ gender and
their choice of hybrid work location remains uncertain.

Hla: Gender relates to choice of hybrid work locations
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Household Composition

Research by Zhang et al. (2020) shows that individuals with children are less likely to work hybridly
compared to those without children, contrary to the widely held assumption that having children
would increase the likelihood of hybrid working due to childcare responsibilities (Asgari et al., 2014;
Drucker & Khattak, 2000; Popuri & Bhat, 2003; Sener & Bhat, 2011; Singh et al., 2012). This finding is
not entirely unexpected, as previous studies have also shown that entering parenthood reduces the
likelihood of hybrid working (Walls et al., 2007; Singh et al., 2012). It implies that having children not
only increases work-to-family conflict but also family-to-work conflict (Zhang et al., 2020), causing
potential distractions during work. For individuals without children, single individuals are more likely
to work hybridly compared to married individuals, while partnered parents are more likely to work
hybridly than single parents (Drucker & Khattak, 2000) aligning with findings by Jin and Wu (2011).
These studies suggest that individuals’ household compositions relate to their work location choice.

H1b: Household composition relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Age

According to a study conducted by Rothe et al. (2012), age plays a significant role in shaping employees’
preference for his or her work environment. Zhang et al. (2020) reveals a positive correlation between
age and hybrid working. Specifically, individuals aged over 35 years are more likely to participate in
hybrid working compared to those between 18 and 34 years old. Younger employees tend to prioritize
work settings that foster teamwork, social interaction, and innovation more than their older
counterparts. Moreover, younger generations, such as Gen Z and Millennials, are particularly eager to
connect with senior leadership and their immediate managers in person (Microsoft, 2021). One
probable explanation for this difference is that older employees usually have more advanced careers,
leading to more experience in working independently. They also have established social networks
within the company, which may diminish their need for a highly interactive work environment
(Westerman & Yamamura, 2007; Drucker & Khattak, 2000; Popuri & Bhat, 2003; Sener & Bhat, 2011,
Zhang et al., 2020). Moreover, older employees might have distinct preferences and adopt different
approaches due to their proximity to retirement (Kniffin et al., 2021). As retirement approaches, they
may seek a more stable and less disruptive work environment, which could influence their preferences
for less collaborative and innovative settings. However, while some studies show that older people are
more inclined to work hybridly, another study by Clark (2012) suggests otherwise. As a result, the
relationship between age and employees’ choice of hybrid work location remains uncertain.

Hilc: Age relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Education Level

Lyttelton et al. (2020) show that hybrid workers, whether they work part-day or full-day from home,
tend to have a higher socioeconomic status (SES) compared to those who work exclusively in the office
workplace. This higher SES is reflected in several aspects, such as higher earnings, a greater
representation in professional and management positions, and higher educational qualifications.
Furthermore, there is a strong correlation between a higher level of education and increased income
(Mou, 2023). With a higher income, individuals are more likely to reside in a more suitable and
comfortable home environment for working from home. Additionally, a study by Stich (2022) indicates
that even during the pandemic, employers showed a preference for higher-educated and more skilled
workers to work remotely. This is likely attributed to the fact that individuals with higher levels of
education have an advantage when negotiating with their employers to obtain the option to do hybrid
work (Zhang et al., 2020). Nonetheless, while studies indicate that individuals with higher levels of
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education are more frequently afforded the opportunity to engage in hybrid working, the question of
whether employees’ educational attainment relates to his or her choice of hybrid work locations
remains unanswered.

H1d: Education level relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Personality Traits

Research conducted by Clark (2012) on the Big Five personality traits (Agreeableness, Extraversion,
Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Openness) indicated that some traits are significantly related
to attitudes toward hybrid working. Individuals with higher levels of agreeableness tend to show more
positive attitudes toward hybrid working. This can be attributed to their helpful, cooperative, and less
competitive nature, as well as their ability to trust others, which are beneficial traits for remote work
(Zweig & Webster, 2004; Kowalski & Swanson, 2005). Conversely, emotional stability was found to be
positively associated with an unfavourable attitude towards hybrid working. The other three traits;
extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness were not found to have significant relationships with
overall attitude towards hybrid work. One possible explanation could be that conscientious individuals
are known for their diligence in fulfilling work responsibilities, whether they work in an office or from
a remote location. Similarly, individuals with high levels of openness are receptive to various work
approaches, irrespective of whether they are working in a traditional office or are working hybrid. As
for extraversion, it is possible that extraverts readily find ways to interact with others, regardless of
their work environment and some may view hybrid working as a chance to increase their social
connections beyond their colleagues at work. In this sense, extraverts may perceive hybrid working as
a means to fulfil their social interaction needs, regardless of their work location (Clark, 2012).

Hle: Personality traits relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Psychological Empowerment
Psychological empowerment is a motivational idea consisting of 4 dimensions: meaning, competence,

impact, and self-determination (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015). Meaning refers to individual’s
perception of alignment between their beliefs, work roles, behaviours, and values. Self-determination
involves an individual’s belief in their work process, reflecting the level of autonomy, which is vital for
a sense of empowerment. Impact relates to individual’s perception of their influence on operative,
administrative, and strategic outcomes at work. Last, competence refers to an individual’s ability to
perform their job well (Shgerat, 2022).

Tetik (2016) added that psychological empowerment promotes psychological well-being, and it’s
influenced by person’s self-leadership qualities. Self-leadership is defined as a process in which
individuals exert influence over their thoughts, feelings, and behaviours in the workplace (Harari et al.,
2021). In the context of hybrid work literature, a study by (Annelie et al., 2023) has investigated
employee’s perceived psychological empowerment based on the hybrid work model, whereas to the
author’s knowledge, no prior study has investigated the relationship between employee’s perceived
psychological empowerment and their choice of hybrid work location. However, the topic of self-
leadership has been largely studied, particularly concerning its impact on work-related aspects like
proactive behaviors, employee productivity, work engagement, stress experienced during remote
work, and variations in self-leadership between home and office workdays (Galanti et al., 2021;
Costantini & Weintraub, 2022).

Therefore, while existing literature does not explicitly establish a relationship between employees’
perceived psychological empowerment and their choice of hybrid work locations, based on findings
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from prior studies on self-leadership in the realm of hybrid work, and the influence of self-leadership
on psychological empowerment, it is expected that psychological empowerment relates to individual’s
choice of hybrid work location.

H1f: Psychological empowerment relates to choice of hybrid work locations

2.4.2. Work Characteristics

Task (Internal) Interdependence

Groups are typically established due to interdependence (Mintzberg, 1979). Task interdependence, as
described by Campion et al. (1993), represents one form of interdependence. It refers to the extent to
which the actions of one team member affect others, and to the level of collaboration required to
complete tasks (Thompson, 1967; Van De Ven et al., 1976). Task interdependence plays a crucial role
in the context of hybrid work, as it demands increased information exchange and interaction between
hybrid workers and their colleagues. Although higher task interdependence often fosters cooperation,
communication, and coordination among team members to achieve individual and collective goals
(Slocum & Sims, 1980; Susman, 1976), the scenario shifts in the realm of hybrid work. Here, it may
hinder collaboration and performance due to the limited range of interactions (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002;
Bordia, 1997). For tasks with less interdependence, where individual performance contributes directly
to the overall outcome, hybrid working is unlikely to have negative impacts on teamwork, as team
members do not require significant direct interaction with each other to successfully perform
(Beauregard et al., 2019). Considering these factors, it can be suggested that when employees' jobs
involve high task interdependence, they might be more inclined to work in the office rather than from
home or elsewhere. The need for close collaboration and face-to-face interactions in such situations
could make office work more conducive of achieving team objectives.

H2a: Task (internal) interdependence relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Nature of job

Employees’ nature of job may influence their perception of hybrid working, their concerns and
challenges related to it, and the opportunities available to work hybridly. The perceptions of
employees in managerial roles and non-managerial positions regarding hybrid working can differ
significantly. Managers may express concerns about losing control over their subordinates, while
employees might fear feelings of isolation and limited access to important information (Kurland &
Cooper, 2002; McCloskey & Igbaria, 2003). The reduced face-to-face interaction in remote work can
make it difficult to provide and receive immediate feedback and emotional cues (Hallowell, 1999).
Moreover, employees who opt for telecommuting may face questions from their managers about their
dedication and commitment (Desrosiers, 2001; McCloskey & Igbaria, 2003), whereas those in
managerial roles are more prone to have the option to work hybrid (Singh et al., 2013), possibly due
to a higher job autonomy.

In the context of career advancement, "face time" or visibility at the main office is often seen as crucial
for receiving outstanding performance evaluations, which are essential for progressing in one's career
(O'Mahony & Barley, 1999). Consequently, hybrid workers may worry that working away from the main
office could hinder their chances of advancing in their careers. They might perceive fewer
opportunities to showcase their high performance in a face-to-face setting, leading to concerns that
others may view them as less committed and loyal to the organization, prioritizing personal life over
professional responsibilities (McCloskey & Igbaria, 2003). This may suggest that employees who are in
the early stages of their career; lower job positions, and/or seeking advancement opportunities may
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prefer working more in the office. However, according to research by Gajendran and Harrison (2007),
hybrid workers do not necessarily perceive reduced career prospects compared to those following
traditional work arrangements. As a result, the relationship between employees’ nature of job and
their hybrid work location choice remains uncertain.

H2b: Nature of job relates to choice of hybrid work locations
Tenure

Tenure refers to the duration of an individual's employment with an organization. According to
research by Zhang et al. (2020), seniority (years served within an organization) is negatively linked to
hybrid work, which aligns with the findings of Walls et al. (2007). The reason behind this negative
association could be that employees in supervisory roles, often correlated with seniority, are more
likely to be present at the workplace. However, Turetken et al. (2011) have explored the role of
organizational tenure in hybrid work success, leading to contradictory results. Their findings suggest
that employees with shorter tenure are generally less satisfied when working from home, possibly due
to being less familiar with the organization's expectations, resulting in increased stress. Consequently,
for employees with shorter tenure, working from home might negatively impact their well-being. It is
therefore reasonable to expect that such employees would prefer spending more time in the office
within a hybrid working setup compared to employees with longer tenure (Munnich, 2022). This aligns
with the observations of Popuri and Bhat (2003), who found a positive association between the length
of service and hybrid work.

H2c: Tenure relates to choice of hybrid work locations
Work Hours

Zhang et al. (2020) found a positive correlation between working hours and the choice for working
hybridly. This finding aligns partially with Asgari et al. (2014), who observed a positive association
between total weekly working hours and the choice of working hybridly, but a negative association
with hybrid work frequency. However, Zhang et al. (2020) emphasizes that it should not be assumed
that individuals with full-time work are more likely to work hybrid than those with part-time jobs.
According to Felstead and Henseke (2017), part-time jobs, with their greater flexibility and fewer
working hours, are conducive to hybrid working. This aligns with previous studies, which have also
found a positive association between part-time work and hybrid work, as well as hybrid work
frequency (Drucker and Khattak, 2000; Paleti, 2016; Popuri & Bhat, 2003). Therefore, the relationship
between employees’ working hours and choice of hybrid work locations remains uncertain.

H2d: Working hours relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Leadership Characteristic

Research findings suggest that the attitudes and behaviours exhibited by managers indirectly influence
the alignment of individual and organizational aspirations and goals, consequently impacting
employees' expectations, performance, and job satisfaction (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1975). Employees
perceive managers as representatives of the organization who are responsible for implementing and
monitoring the norms and procedures established at the organizational level (Kurtessis et al., 2017,
Rouleau & Balogun, 2011). Simultaneously, these managers also play a significant role in shaping
organizational control through their leadership style and behaviours (Pianese et al., 2022).

Various forms and styles of leadership applicable to different organizations and teams have been
described in numerous studies. These include emergent leadership (Carte et al., 2006), leader-member
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exchange (Goh & Wasko, 2012), transformational and transactional leadership (Strang, 2011), cross-
cultural leadership (Sarker et al., 2009), inspirational leadership (Joshi et al., 2009), among others. The
leadership style that a leader adopts can significantly impact the success and well-being of remote
workers (Wang et al., 2020).

Kerrissey and Edmondson (2020) discuss effective leadership during a global pandemic and outline
four pillars for leaders to follow. First is to act with urgency, making swift decisions even with limited
information. Second is to communicate with transparency, providing honest and accurate descriptions
of the current circumstances. Third is to respond productively to eventual missteps, quickly
reassessing, listening, acknowledging, and orienting everyone toward solving problems. Lastly, leaders
should engage in constant updating, using strategies to elicit new information and keep everyone
informed as the situation evolves. Shachaf and Hara (2005) also propose four dimensions of effective
virtual team leadership. These include communication, understanding individual team members'
schedules, challenges, interests, and opinions, clarity of roles and responsibilities, and maintaining a
positive, caring, and collective attitude toward the team.

However, to the author's knowledge, little attention has been given to the leader's characteristics in
relation to employees' choices in their hybrid work location, as hybrid working is a relatively new
phenomenon in leadership research. Therefore, the relationship between leadership characteristics
and choice of work locations remains unknown.

H2e: Perceived leadership characteristics relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Performed Activities

Two of the fundamental yet contrasting needs of office employees are concentration and
communication (Deci & Ryan, 2014; Vischer, 2008), both of which necessitate a well-functioning and
balanced office environment (Roper & Juneia, 2008). A study by Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2022)
investigated the likelihood of employees choosing between working in the office or from home, based
on their specific work activities. Their findings revealed a 74% probability that employees would opt
for the office when their workday primarily involves communicative activities, a 57% likelihood when
their workday combines both concentrated and communicative activities, and only a 21% chance on
days primarily focused on concentrated work. Consequently, it can be concluded that employees
engaged in predominantly individual concentrated work may prefer to avoid the office due to its
potential distractions, while planned or desired spontaneous communication activities may drive them
to choose office-based work (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2022).

H2f: Performed activities relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Distance to Work

Initially, reducing commuting time was believed to be the main impetus behind working from home
(Munnich, 2022). However, research has presented contradicting views on this matter over time. While
some studies, such as Bailey and Kurland (2002), suggest that commuting distance is not a strong
motivator for remote work adoption, other research, like that of Helminen and Ristim&ki (2007),
indicate that a longer commuting distance increases the likelihood of individuals choosing to work
from home. Additionally, a survey by Hubble HQ (2024) showed a big increase in the number of people
preferring to work remotely more often, especially those with longer commutes, compared to their
2023 survey. Therefore, longer commuting distances are expected to relate to the choice for work
locations other than the main office. However, the strength of this relationship remains uncertain.

H2g: Distance to work relates to choice of hybrid work locations
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Location Autonomy

Location autonomy has surfaced as a result of the expansion of mobile technologies and the growing
accessibility of Wi-Fi. These technological advancements empower knowledge workers to carry out
their tasks from various locations beyond the conventional office or home setups. Research by Spivack
and Milosevié¢ (2018) suggests that as individuals deliberate on where to work, they exhibit a sense of
perceived location autonomy. Unlike other autonomy dimensions such as job autonomy (Karasek,
1979) and schedule autonomy (Schieman, Milkie, & Glavin, 2009), perceived location autonomy stands
out as it specifically enables individuals to explore diverse work location options and select the most
suitable one according to their current requirements. Research also highlights that perceived location
autonomy enhances intrinsic motivation among individuals (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990; Zhang &
Bartol, 2010), subsequently influencing their choice of work environments that will increase both
productivity and well-being. Therefore, a relationship between location autonomy and hybrid work
location choice is expected.

H2h: Location autonomy relates choice of hybrid work locations

2.4.3. Physical Workplace Satisfaction

Home Workplace Satisfaction

The feasibility of working from home hinges on the presence of a suitable workspace for employees,
ensuring that tasks can be executed smoothly and without interruptions. The limited space at home
and constant distractions have proven to be challenging for employees, affecting their ability to
concentrate and engage in various cognitive tasks, empathizing with others, considering alternatives,
and remaining open-minded, ultimately hindering their learning and growth (Caligiuri et al., 2020). As
a result, research indicates that in an unsuitable remote working environment, employees may
struggle with autonomy, decision-making, and control over their work tasks (Hackman & Oldham,
1980; Spector, 1986). On the other hand, studies have found that a well-equipped remote workplace
tailored to hybrid workers' needs leads to higher concentration levels and reduced need for recovery
on home working days compared to office working days (Mann et al., 2000; Nardi & Whittaker, 2002;
Konradt et al., 2003; Biron & van Veldhoven, 2016). This enhanced environment enables a higher
degree of autonomy and control over work tasks. Therefore, the crucial aspects of an effective hybrid
work setup involve minimizing distractions, enabling concentration, and having suitable equipment for
efficient task execution (Miiller et al., 2022). Studies indicate that employee’s satisfaction with their
workspace is influenced by the suitability of their workspace (e.g. comfort, functionality, workstation,
etc.). Factors such as workspace ergonomics and background noise, temperature and lighting also play
a role in shaping their workplace satisfaction. Consequently, individuals who have a well-suited home
office environment may be more likely to hold a favourable view of hybrid work and may choose to
spend less time working in a traditional office setting.

H3a: Satisfaction with physical factors of home workplace relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Office Workplace Satisfaction

Studies have shown that cleanliness, natural lighting, orientation, and regulation of lighting of the
workplace significantly affect employees’ satisfaction with their workspace, regardless of the type
(Barici¢ & Salaj, 2014). Additionally, some indoor environmental quality (IEQ) factors, termed “Basic
Factors” by Kim and De Dear (2012), may go unnoticed when they meet expectations but can lead to
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dissatisfaction when they fall short. These factors are temperature, noise level, amount of space, visual
privacy, adjustability of furniture, colours, and textures, and cleanliness. Furthermore, in open-plan
office settings, five IEQ factors — office layout, air quality, thermal environment, lighting environment
and acoustic environment can directly impact employees’ environmental satisfaction and productivity
(Kang et al., 2017). Research also highlights that dissatisfaction with acoustics in the workplace can
hinder post-workload recovery and that those content with their workspace tend to have a more
positive outlook on their future work ability (Lusa et al., 2019). These findings suggest that employees
who are satisfied with their physical office space may be more inclined to choose the office as their
preferred work location, as opposed to working from home or elsewhere. Additionally, if employees
are satisfied with their home workplace, they may set higher standards for their office workplace,
influencing their office workplace satisfaction. Conversely, their dissatisfaction with their home
workplace may make the office environment more appealing by comparison, or vice versa. Therefore,
while to the author’s knowledge, current research has not investigated this relationship, there is a
potential relationship between home workplace satisfaction and office workplace satisfaction.

H3b: Satisfaction with physical factors of office workplace relates to choice of hybrid work locations

H3c: Home workplace satisfaction relates to office workplace satisfaction

2.5. Support, Trust, and Social Well-being

Trust has been defined as an individuals’ acceptance of being vulnerable to another party’s actions
with the expectation that the latter will take certain actions (Mayer et al., 1995). This psychological
state operates in two directions: vertically, involving the establishment of trust between managers and
their subordinates, and horizontally, among colleagues. Trust is very closely related to coworker
support, meaning an employee must perceive trust from the coworker before reciprocating support
(Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2012). Employees also perceive trust from their supervisors, which is defined
as “employee assessment of whether or not their managers care about them and value their work”
(Gordon et al., 2019). Research indicates that employees' trust in management is positively correlated
with supervisor support (Boselie et al., 2001).

Human well-being and health are deeply intertwined with relationships and social interactions and
this need for connection does not diminish when individuals enter the office (Baumeister and Leary,
1995; Diener and Seligman, 2004; Ryff and Keyes, 1995; Rath & Harter, 2010). Among the dimensions
of well-being, social well-being holds a significant place, alongside physical and mental well-being.
Fisher (2014) conceptualizes social well-being as “feeling embedded in meaningful communities and
having satisfying short-term interactions and long-term relationships with others”. One aspect of social
well-being is professional isolation (Golden et al., 2008), defined as a state of mind or belief that one
is out of touch with others in the workplace (Diekema, 1992), essentially hindering one’s innate drive
for social connection in a professional setting (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Professional isolation can
arise from physical separation from colleagues or from perceptions of a lack of emotional and physical
support from both colleagues and the organization (Marshal et al., 2007). Research shows a negative
relationship between workplace isolation and employee relationships, such as their trust in colleagues
and supervisors (Van Zoonen et al., 2023), indicating a relationship between trust and social well-
being.

Furthermore, when individuals experience workplace isolation, whether due to physical distance or
perceived separation, it can lead to feelings of loneliness (Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010). This feeling of
isolation is especially higher for those living alone (Abgeller et al., 2022). Workplace loneliness is
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characterized by distress resulting from an employee's perception of inadequate interpersonal
relationships in their work environment. In simpler terms, employees may feel lonelier if they believe
they have fewer social connections at work compared to their peers or if they have limited control
over opportunities to establish meaningful social relationships in the workplace. Research by D’Oliveira
and Persico (2023) supports earlier findings by Marshal et al. (2007), indicating a negative association
between supportive behaviours and company isolation and loneliness. However, the study does not
establish a significant relationship between colleague isolation and supportive behaviours.

H4a: Support relates to trust
H4b: Support relates to social well-being
H4c: Trust relates to social well-being

When organizations implement remote work options, it sends a positive symbolic message to
employees, indicating that management cares about their well-being (Wood & de Menezes, 2010).
This symbolic effect fosters a sense of trust in management among employees, reassuring them that
their managers are there to assist them in dealing with stressful situations (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002). Trust in a workplace environment is a result of repeated positive interactions over time. Minor
in-person interactions, such as informal conversations around the "water cooler," can significantly
speed up this process, fostering affective bonds among colleagues (Munir et al. 2015). When
organizations opt for an approach that requires more frequent office presence for employees, it
naturally increases the likelihood of face-to-face interactions with coworkers, which research indicates
is the highest form of communication (Smith et al., 2018). This face-to-face interaction is crucial for
building and sustaining relationships, ultimately leading to greater trust among colleagues (Fayard et
al., 2021).

Additionally, studies indicate that the implementation of hybrid work has resulted in tension between
employees who embrace telecommuting and those who do not. For instance, hybrid workers often
experience concerns that non-telecommuting colleagues might cast doubts on their commitment,
trustworthiness, and level of contribution (Sewell & Taskin, 2015). Furthermore, the dynamics of
relationships between hybrid work adopters and non-adopters have shifted, resulting in shallower
connections and fears of potential difficulties in cooperation. Therefore, hybrid workers often make
efforts to be present in the workplace on the days they are not telecommuting (Sewell & Taskin, 2015;
Wilson & Greenhill, 2004), which can help increase the level of trust among coworkers.

Furthermore, individuals engaged in hybrid working voice concerns about feeling excluded from the
workplace due to limited interactions (Morganson et al., 2010; Sewell & Taskin, 2015). This feeling of
isolation can have various undesirable effects on trust and even contribute to the acceleration of
burnout (Dinh et al., 2021). While there is evidence in the literature suggesting that hybrid working
could offer opportunities for communication, collaboration, and interaction (Engelen et al., 2019), such
arrangements may also lead to less social cohesion among colleagues, resulting in a weaker sense of
community within the workplace. The reduced interaction among team members resulting from
hybrid working arrangements may consequently limit the availability of social support and feedback
(Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2020). This is supported by a study by Beckel and Fisher (2022), showing
that employees who worked more days a week away from the office experienced less social support.

H5: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to support

H6: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to trust
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The theory of evolution suggests that humans have an innate need to belong to a group. Historically,
group membership was vital for survival, as humans are fundamentally social beings. This social nature
explains why substantial evidence shows that individuals are happier and healthier when they
experience a sense of social belonging (Newman et al., 2007). In current work environments, group
belonging allows employees to share responsibilities and engage with one another. However, hybrid
work arrangements can reduce these interactions, potentially impacting social well-being.
Furthermore, social well-being also relates to work-life balance, a state in which work-family conflict
(which occurs when the demands from one set of roles interferes with the completion of the demands
from another set of roles) is considered to be at an acceptable level (Rutkowski & Saunders, 2018).
This balance has been identified as a significant factor motivating hybrid work (Haddad et al., 2009;
Mokhtarian and Salomon, 1997), driven by the belief that hybrid work, with its inherent flexibility, can
at least partially improve work-life balance (Athanasiadou & Theriou, 2021). Yet, opposing viewpoints
suggest that hybrid working hinders work-life balance. This standpoint is exemplified by Noonan and
Glass (2012), who found that hybrid work not only feels short of enhancing work-life balance but also
gives employers a greater leeway to increase work demands. Russel et al. (2009) supported this idea
by indicating that hybrid work intensifies work pressure and deteriorates work-life balance. This occurs
by not only prolonging working hours but also by blurring the boundaries between work and personal
life, leading to work spillover into family time. Furthermore, research suggests that hybrid work
arrangements can result in irregular and socially isolated working hours, particularly when remote
work hours expand due to working hybrid (e.g. Faulds & Raju, 2021; Lafl & Wooden, 2022).
Consequently, the impact of hybrid work locations on work-life conflict remains inconclusive. Last,
current research shows that employees’ work location relates to feelings of isolation (Choudhury et
al., 2022). Therefore, a relationship between employees’ work location choice and social well-being is
expected.

H7: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to social well-being

An employee's personal and work characteristics may also exert an influence on the trust and support
encountered within a hybrid work environment. Research has indicated that communication patterns
are influenced by gender, where men often employ communication within teams to assert dominance
and position, while women use it to foster relationships and build trust (Troemel-Ploetz, 1991).
Additionally, a study conducted by Furumo and Pearson (2007) suggests that in virtual teams, females
exhibit slightly higher levels of trust compared to males. However, this finding does not reveal whether
females inherently possess a higher inclination to trust or if certain interactions within virtual teams
contribute to their higher trust levels compared to males. Furthermore, Ibrahim and Ismail (2007)
demonstrate that communication styles significantly vary based on an employee's age and educational
attainment within an organization. This difference in communication styles has the potential to
influence an employee's perceived trust and support within a hybrid work environment. Moreover,
age is also linked to an individual's familiarity with and ease of use of computer technology (Elias et
al., 2012). As a result, the communication strategies adopted by different age groups within a hybrid
work setting can potentially impact the degree of trust established among fellow employees. For
instance, those who opt for scheduled video calls as opposed to sending messages via online platforms
might build a deeper sense of trust with their colleagues over time.

It is important to consider that personality traits can have an impact on how individuals interact and
collaborate as well (Ahmed & Naqvi, 2015). For instance, the trait of agreeableness presents
tendencies toward cooperation and social harmony. Individuals who possess this trait tend to exhibit
openness, value others’ opinions, support and trust their peers. Conversely, for instance, neuroticism
is associated with a disposition to readily experience negative emotions such as anger, hostility,
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anxiety, etc (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Therefore, an individual’s personality could have an influence on
the extent to which they place their trust and support in colleagues, as well as the extent to which
they receive such from their peers.

Furthermore, research by lbrahim and Ismail (2007) mention that communication style varies
significantly based on employee’s tenure and job position within an organization. This is in line with
research by Whitener and Cross (2006), who support the idea that trust in coworkers is closely tied to
the duration of the relationship, which is comparable with an employee’s tenure. Moreover, extended
working hours and specific work activities can increase the time spent on informal interactions among
employees (Omiiris et al. (2020). These interactions hold the potential to facilitate the availability of
support and the establishment of trust among colleagues. The physical distance to the workplace can
also affect the frequency of face-to-face interactions, potentially influencing the perception of trust
and support. Moreover, research by De Jong, Van der Vegt and Molleman (2007) reveals that task
interdependence is critical in the development of trust. High levels of task interdependence
correspond with heightened demands for communication, coordination, mutual adaptation, and
collective decision-making (Guzzo & Shea, 1992), thereby creating an environment conducive to
cultivating trust within virtual project teams. Last, employees view autonomy as a significant job
resource and a social reward provided by their employers or managers, which is essential for coping
effectively with their responsibilities (Whitener et al., 1998). Some research suggests that autonomy
in jobs can be viewed as a manifestation of trust in employees, as perceived autonomy reflects an
organization's and managers' willingness to delegate control, thereby enhancing trust in management
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Seppala et al., 2011; Whitener et al., 1998). The extent of this delegation of
control may reflect the level of trust placed in and perceived by the subordinate.

H8a: Personal characteristics relate to support
H8b: Personal characteristics relate to trust
H9a: Work characteristics relate to support

H9b: Work characteristics relate to trust

Moreover, professional isolation is a highly subjective experience (Simpson et al., 2003), and whether
this isolation is seen as a disadvantage is based on factors like role nature, personal experiences,
personal and work characteristics (Simpson et al.,, 2003; Wilks & Billsberry 2007). For instance,
research by Kose et al. (2021) shows that all Big Five personality traits except agreeableness are related
to work-life balance. Research also indicates a relationship between age and work-life balance, where
older employees are more likely to prioritize work-life balance (Richert-Kazmierska & Stankiewicz,
2016). Furthermore, literature indicates that specific job roles are linked to workplace isolation but
does not specify these positions (D’Oliveira & Persico, 2023; Simpson et al., 2003). Furthermore, a
negative correlation exists between isolation and weekly working hours (Marshall et al., 2007). As
employees devote more hours to their work, their chances for interaction rise, fostering the
relationships developed with colleagues and supervisors. These connections are anticipated to
positively affect the availability of peers and supervisors, ultimately leading to a reduction in perceived
isolation.

Research by D’Oliveira and Persico (2023) indicates a significant negative relationship between
loneliness and task interdependence. However, the study also reveals a significant positive association
between professional isolation and task interdependence. One plausible explanation for these findings
is that high task interdependence requires colleagues to rely on each other rather than collaborate or
coordinate activities. In such scenarios, the increased interdependency might be perceived as a form
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of dependency on others, creating a constraining working environment. Furthermore, individuals who
prioritize individualistic outcomes or operate within an organizational culture that promotes
individualism might experience negative emotions when they need to depend on colleagues for work
tasks. Consequently, in cases of high task interdependence, being isolated from colleagues may be
seen as a means to reduce this perceived dependency on others, leading to a strong association
between task interdependence and colleague isolation. This finding aligns partially with the research
conducted by Rico et al. (2009), which discusses how task interdependence, owing to its relational
implications concerning cooperation and interaction requirements, has the potential to mitigate
individuals’ feelings of isolation. This is achieved by promoting greater social presence and increases
attentiveness to the behaviours of others.

H8c: Personal Characteristics relate to social well-being
H9c: Work characteristics relate to social well-being

Furthermore, social well-being in the workplace may be influenced by how satisfied employees are
with their physical workspace. Within the context of work, positive interactions play a crucial role in
enhancing trust, a sense of vitality, appreciation, usefulness, and aid in nurturing and maintaining
relationships (Stephens et al.,, 2011). These, in turn, influence social well-being. While positive
relationships provide emotional and instrumental social support (Dutton & Ragins, 2007), unwanted
social interactions can lead to perceived lack of privacy and noise annoyance, which have emerged as
prominent concerns in office environments (Colenberg, 2022). An employee’s workspace consists of
multiple features that have the potential to influence their social well-being mediated by social
interactions. For instance, spatial and social density reduce the possibilities to achieve desired privacy
and can induce feelings of crowding. Furthermore, the layout and spatial organization of the
workspace dictate the flow of people and sound within the office premises. Passers-by can infringe
upon an employee’s privacy by peering into their workspace or generating noise through their
movements and conversations. Even the arrangement of furniture, as highlighted by Colenberg et al
(2020) holds significant. This includes, among others, considerations such as whether individuals face
each other and their proximity to neighbouring colleagues (Laurence et al.,, 2013). Moreover,
Colenberg et al. (2022) have proposed a conceptual framework where ambiance, comfort, personal
space, accessibility, etc. are said to be integral in creating opportunities for social interactions. These
factors exert both direct and indirect influence on individuals’ social well-being.

Research also shows a significant connection between the perceived comfort of office spaces and
employees’ feeling of recognition and appreciation. These emotions, in turn, play a role in increasing
workers’ involvement (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2020; Maslach & Leiter, 2008). These findings may
imply that employees’ satisfaction with their physical office environment may have a direct impact on
their perception of social support within the workplace. Last, while to the author’s knowledge, there
is no existing literature specifically linking satisfaction with the physical workplace to perceived trust,
the interconnectedness of trust and support implies a potential relationship. This suggests that
employees' satisfaction with their physical workplace may influence their perception of trust.

H10a: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to support
H10b: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to trust

H10c: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to social well-being
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2.6. Conclusion

The literature revealed that there most likely exist relationships between gender, age, household
composition, education level and employees’ hybrid work location. Nevertheless, these findings
displayed variability and did not provide clear evidence to draw definitive conclusions about the nature
of these relationships. Furthermore, the literature indicated that individuals with specific personality
traits are prone to working hybridly, and certain personality traits are advantageous in the context of
hybrid work. The literature also revealed that there may exist a relationship between psychological
empowerment and employee’s choice of hybrid work location.

Existing research revealed likely relationships between job position, working hours, perceived
leadership characteristics, distance to work, and hybrid work location of employees as well. However,
these findings were inconclusive regarding the nature of these relationships. Furthermore, both
internal and external independence, as well as tenure, may positively influence employees’ inclination
to work from the office. The nature of employees’ tasks also plays a significant role in their hybrid work
arrangement. Moreover, literature suggests a positive relationship between employees’ satisfaction
with the physical aspects of their home workplace and their hybrid work location and indicates a
potential relationship between employees’ satisfaction with their physical workplace and hybrid work
location. However, the nature of this relationship remains unclear.

Trust and support are influenced by various personal and work characteristics, as well as physical
workplace satisfaction. Differences in the levels of trust and support experienced by individuals may
be based on factors such as gender, education level, personality traits, and an employee’s tenure,
among others. Certain personal and work characteristics, such as working hours and the degree of task
interdependence, were found to have an influence on employees’ social well-being. While the
literature did establish a connection between job position and social well-being, the specific job roles
mentioned were not clearly defined, leaving the precise nature of this association uncertain. Finally,
literature revealed a relationship between hybrid work arrangements and employees’ perceived trust,
support, and social well-being.

This chapter's literature review identified factors that relate to or could relate to employees' choice of
work locations in a hybrid work environment. In the next chapter, the methodology used in this thesis
will be discussed, along with the conceptual model and the hypotheses formulated in this chapter.
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3. Methodology

In the previous chapter, the relationships among the personal and work characteristics of hybrid
workers, their satisfaction with their workplace, their hybrid work locations choice, perceived support,
trust, and social well-being were established. The aim of this chapter is to outline the methodology
used in the current research, as a prelude to conducting a quantitative analysis.

To begin with, the chapter provides detailed insight into the research design. It then proceeds to
discuss the process of data collection and general research methodology. Following this, the chapter
elaborates on the survey design and the included variables.

3.1. Research Design

Through the literature review, it became evident which factors play a role in employees’ work location
choice, resulting in a preliminary conceptual model, shown in Figure 3 below. According to the model,
it is hypothesized that employees’ personal characteristics, work characteristics, and physical
workplace satisfaction relate to their choice of work locations, as well as to their perceived support,
trust, and social well-being. Furthermore, the model suggests that employees’ work location choice
also relates to their perceived support, trust, and social well-being.
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Figure 3 Conceptual model
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Earlier, literature delved into the examination of how personal characteristics, work characteristics,
and physical workplace satisfaction relate to work location choice. The following hypothesis were
formulated:

H1: Personal characteristics relates to choice of hybrid work locations
H2: Work characteristics relate to choice of hybrid work locations
H3: Satisfaction with the physical workplace relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Additionally, literature indicated that trust, support, and social well-being are interlinked. Therefore,
the following hypothesis were formulated:

H4: Support, trust, and social well-being relate to each other

Furthermore, the literature revealed a relationship between employees’ work location choice and their
perceived trust, support, and social well-being. The following hypotheses were formulated:

H5: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to support
H6: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to trust
H7: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to social well-being

Lastly, literature indicated that personal and work characteristics, as well as physical workplace
satisfaction, relate to support, trust, and social well-being. The following hypotheses were formulated:

H8: Personal characteristics relate to support, trust, and social well-being
H9: Work characteristics relate to support, trust, and social well-being

H10: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to support, trust, and social well-being

3.2. Data Collection

This research was conducted based on an existing dataset obtained from online surveys, as part of a
collaborative effort between the Center for People and Buildings in Delft, Delft University of
Technology, and Eindhoven University of Technology, aimed at understanding employees’ experience
with hybrid working. Data from Dutch office workers employed in 10 public organizations had been
collected over different periods in 2023, as highlighted in Table 1 below.

Table 1 Organizations in the dataset

Company Frequency Sample % Duration

DCMR environmental department 306 2.90% | 17/01-31/01
Ministry of finance / tax department 5415 51.60% | 05/06 - 30/06
Ministry of social affairs and employment 144 1.40% | 27/06 - 21/09
Ministry of infrastructure and water management 688 6.60% | 30/06 - 25/09
Ministry of justice and safety 842 8.00% | 03/08 - 01/09
Police 930 8.90% | 18/09 - 02/10
Ministry of foreign affairs 1311 12.50% | 12/09 - 10/10
Ministry of agriculture, nature, and food safety 253 2.40% | 11/09 - 04/11
Ministry of economics 458 4.40% | 11/09 - 04/11
Ministry of public health, welfare, and sports 144 1.40% | 23/10-04/11
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3.3.  Survey Design

The survey started by inquiring about employees’ work aspects (e.g. work hours, tenure, activities,
nature of job), process and performance, both at the team and individual levels. Subsequently, the
survey distinguished between the workplace in the office and the workplace at home, seeking
feedback on employees’ satisfaction with these locations for the purpose of work. Following this, the
survey explored employees’ experiences in collaborating with others by delving into interpersonal
processes such as social support and trust. It also examined the leadership style of the supervisors and
employees’ psychological empowerment. Continuing, the survey addressed aspects of employee
health, specifically, social well-being. Finally, the survey concluded with a set of general questions to
gather demographic information about the employees (e.g. age, gender, education level, etc.). It is
good to note that only a subset of variables included in the survey were used for this thesis.

3.3.1. Personal Characteristics

Data concerning most personal characteristics were collected using straightforward questions (e.g.
what is your education level?). However, for the assessment of more complex concepts like personality
traits and psychological empowerment, established measurement scales were utilized in the survey.
To assess employees’ personality traits, the survey employed the Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI),
a 10-item measure of the Big Five personality dimensions, shown below in Table 2. This inventory is
particularly useful in situations where very short measures are needed, and personality is not the
primary focus of the study. Furthermore, the survey utilized a multidimensional measure of workplace
psychological empowerment, originally developed, and validated by Spreitzer in 1995. This measure is
based on scales adapted from prior research and is composed of four distinct subdimensions, spanning
across 12 statements, seen in Table 3.

Table 2 Personality scale (TIPI)

Measure Scale
Personality 7-point scale

| see myself as: Extraverted, enthusiastic (Extraversion) (1=Strongly

| see myself as: Critical, quarrelsome (Agreeableness) (R) Disagree to 7=
| see myself as: Dependable, self-disciplined (Conscientiousness) Strongly Agree)

| see myself as: Anxious, easily upset (Emotional Stability) (R)

| see myself as: Open to new experiences, complex (Openness to New
Experiences)

| see myself as: Reserved, quiet (Extraversion) (R)

| see myself as: Sympathetic, warm (Agreeableness)

| see myself as: Disorganized, careless (Conscientiousness) (R)

| see myself as: Calm, emotionally stable (Emotional Stability)

| see myself as: Conventional, uncreative (Openness to New Experiences) (R)

Table 3 Psychological empowerment scale (Spreitzer, 1995)

Measure Scale
Psychological Empowerment 7-point scale
Meaning (M) (1=Strongly
M1: The work | do is very important to me Disagree to 7=
M2: My job activities are personally meaningful to me Strongly Agree)
M3: The work | do is meaningful to me
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Competence (C)

C1: I am confident about my ability to do my job

C2: | am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities
C3: | have mastered the skills necessary for my job

Self-Determination (SD)

SD1: | have significant autonomy in determining how | do my job

SD2: | can decide my own how to go about doing my work

SD3: | have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how
| do my job

Impact (1)

I11: My impact on what happens in my department is large

12: | have a great deal of control over what happens in my department
13: | have significant influence over what happens in my department

3.3.2. Work Characteristics

Regarding work characteristics, most data were acquired through straightforward questions, (e.g. how
long have you worked at this organisation?). However, for the measurement of internal and external
interdependence, a well-established measurement scale was employed. The measurement of internal
interdependence, referred to as task interdependence, is based on a 3-item measure developed by
Campion et al. (1993). Similarly, the measurement of external interdependence, which relates to
communication and collaboration between groups, also uses a 3-item measure developed by Campion
et al. (1993), shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4 Internal and external interdependence scale (Campion et al., 1993)

Measure Scale

Internal Interdependence 5-point scale (1=
| cannot accomplish my tasks without information or materials from other | Strongly Disagree
members of my team to 5= Strongly

Other members of my team depend on me for information or materials | Agree)
needed to perform their tasks

Within my team, jobs performed by team members are related to on another
External Interdependence

| frequently talk to other people in the company besides the people on my
team

There is little competition between my team and other teams in the company
Teams in the company cooperate to get the work done

Last, employee autonomy, particularly in terms of work location, was evaluated using a 5-point scale
that ranged from “completely inflexible” to “completely flexible”.

3.3.3. Physical Workplace Satisfaction

To assess physical workplace satisfaction, data was collected by asking employees to rate their
satisfaction with various physical aspects of both their home and office workplace. Appendix A
provides an overview of these aspects.
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3.3.4. Work Location Choice

Information regarding the work location choice of employees was obtained using a straightforward
question: “In which locations do you perform your work?". Respondents were required to specify the
percentage of their work conducted in different locations per week. These locations included: office,
home, on the way, another location within their organization, and another location outside their
organization.

3.3.5. Support, Trust, and Social Well-being

To assess support, trust, and work-life conflict, a well-established tool was utilized in the survey.
COPSOQ is specifically designed for workplace psychosocial risk assessment and organizational
development, consisting of three different levels and varying number of items. In measuring support,
a total of six items were used, distributed across two scales: social support from supervisors and social
support from colleagues. Trust was evaluated using seven items distributed across two dimensions:
horizontal trust, which refers to trust between employees, and vertical trust, which relates to trust
between management and employees. Additionally, work-life conflict was assessed using a 5-item
scale within the COPSOQ framework. Respondents used a 5-point scale to indicate to what extent they
experience support, trust, and work-life conflict, ranging from “to a very small extent” to “to a very
large extent”. The COPSOQ Il scales that have been utilized in this research are shown in Table 5 below.

Table 5 Support, trust, and work-life conflict scale (COPSOQ)

Item Scales Items Scale

Support

Social Support | How often is your immediate superior willing to listen to | 5-point scale (1=To a

from your problems at work, if needed? very small extent to

Supervisor How often do you get help and support from your 5=Toavery large
immediate superior, if needed? extent)

How often does your immediate superior talk with you
about how well you carry out your work?

Social Support | How often do you get help and support from your
from colleagues, if needed

Colleagues How often are your colleagues willing to listen to your
problems at work, if needed?

How often do your colleagues talk with you about how
well you carry out your work?

Trust

Horizontal Do the employees in general trust each other? 5-point scale (1=To a
Trust very small extent to
Vertical Trust Does the management trust the employees to do their 5=To a very large

work well? extent)
Can the employees trust the information that comes
from the management?

Does the management withhold important information
from the employees?

Are the employees able to express their views and
feelings?
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Work-life Conflict

Work-life Are there times when you need to be at work and at 5-point scale (1=To a
Conflict home at the same time? very small extent to
Do you feel that your work drains so much of your 5=To a very large

energy that it has a negative effect on your private life? | extent)
Do you feel that your work takes so much of your time
that it has a negative effect on your private life?

The demands of my work interfere with my private and
family life?

Due to work-related duties, | have to make changes to

my plans for private and family activities.

Finally, the degree of professional isolation experienced by employees was assessed using a 7-item
measure developed by Golden (2008) shown in Table 6 below.

Table 6 Professional isolation scale (Golden, 2008)

Measure: To what extent do you agree with: Scale

| feel excluded from activities and meetings that could improve my career 5-point scale (1=
| miss opportunities to be mentored To a very small

| do not feel informed about what is going on extentto5=To a
I miss face-to-face contact with colleagues very large extent)
| feel isolated

| miss emotional support from colleagues

I miss informal interaction with others

3.4. Reliability and Validity

Prior to conducting quantitative analyses, during the data refinement process, additional steps were
performed on multiple-item variables to test the reliability and validity of the established scales within
the specific population used in this thesis. Validity relates to how accurately an instrument measures
what it intends to measure, while reliability concerns the instrument's consistency in measurement
(Tavakol & Dennick, 2011).

To evaluate the internal consistency of the scales, Cronbach's Alpha was used, with acceptable values
ranging from 0.70 to 0.95, ideally not exceeding 0.90 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). As Cronbach's Alpha
is recognized as problematic for scales with only two items (Eisinga et al., 2012), for such scales, the
mean inter-item correlation was calculated, with an acceptable range of 0.20 to 0.40.

External validity relates to the extent to which the research findings can be generalized and applied in
real-world contexts (Baarda et al., 2012). Although the sample differed from the population in some
respects such as being slightly male-dominated, older, and more highly educated compared to the
Dutch labour population (as described in the following chapter), it is expected that the results are
largely generalizable to knowledge workers in both the Dutch public and the Dutch private sector with
similar job roles.
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3.5. Quantitative Analyses

Bivariate analyses on the data collected from online surveys were performed, but prior to conducting
these analyses, it was essential to perform descriptive analyses. This section aims to give a further
description of each of these analyses.

3.5.1. Descriptive Analysis

Initiating a statistical analysis begins with conducting a descriptive analysis. This step provides insights
into the data distribution, aids in identifying outliers and variables suitable for further analysis in the
next steps. As part of the descriptive analysis, principal components analysis (PCA, for short) was
conducted for variables: nature of job and leadership characteristics. PCA is a variable-reduction
technique, and its aim is to reduce a larger set of variables into a smaller set of 'artificial' variables that
account for most of the variance in the original variables (Laerd Statistics, 2023).

3.5.2. Cluster Analysis

Prior to performing bivariate analysis, a K-means cluster analysis was conducted on two variables: work
location and performed activities due to the large number of items within each variable (5 and 7
respectively). A non-hierarchical approach was chosen for its suitability and efficiency in rapidly
clustering large datasets. These clusters largely improved the interpretability of the data and helped
draw meaningful conclusions. For performed activities, the clusters were used for all analyses, instead
of the original variable. For hybrid work location choice, the clusters were used only if work location
choice was the independent variable. As no statistical tests were available for conducting bivariate
analysis that enabled an examination between a continuous independent variable and a nominal
dependent variable, the work location clusters could not be utilized when work location choice was
the dependent variable. In that case, the original variable was used for analysis.

3.5.3. Bivariate Analysis

Bivariate analysis serves as a fundamental approach in quantitative statistical analysis, focusing on
examining the relationship between two variables and offering insights into the significance of these
relationships. The choice of a bivariate analysis method is contingent upon the measurement level of
each variable.

Additionally, the bivariate test used for each variable is contingent upon the distribution of the
population from which the sample was drawn. If the variable is normally distributed, a parametric test
is suitable. Conversely, if normality is not met, non-parametric tests should be used. However, in the
case of a dataset comprising hundreds of observations, the data distribution can be disregarded, and
normality violations are unlikely to pose issues (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012). As the dataset for this
thesis includes thousands of observations, only parametric bivariate analysis tests are applied.

Due to the varying metric scales of the variables in this thesis, different parametric tests are used,
namely the Pearson correlation test, Independent samples t-test, and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).
Prior to conducting the analyses, it was checked whether the underlying assumptions for each method
were met. Using Figure 4, the appropriate bivariate test was determined for each relationship.
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Independent

Dependent Variable

Variable Nominal Nominal Ordinal Interval/Ratio
2 categories >2 categories
Nominal Mann-Whitney Independent
2 cat(?gorles Chi- square test lj test . sumplel r-te_st
Nominal Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of
>2 categories H test Variance
(ANOVA)
Ordinal Mann-Whitney Kruskal-Wallis Wilcoxon T-test Wilcoxon T-test
U test H test Spearman Spearman
correlation correlation
Ratio Independent Analysis of Wilcoxon T-test Paired sample
sample t-test Variance Spearman t-test
(ANOVA) correlation Pearson
correlation
Figure 4 Analysis methods (Arentze, 2020)
3.5.3.1. Independent t-test

Independent t-tests, also known as the two-sample t-test, independent-samples t-test, or student's t-
test, are executed to determine if a statistically significant relationship exists between a dichotomous
and an interval/ratio scale variable (Field, 2013). This test involves examining the difference between
the means of two independent groups. An independent samples t-test must meet the following three
assumptions:

1. There should be no significant outliers in the two groups of the independent variable in terms
of the dependent variable.

2. The dependent variable should be approximately normally distributed for each group of the
independent variable.

3. There should be homogeneity of variances.

If the assumption of homogeneity is not met, a Welch t-test is performed instead of an independent
samples t-test as it uses separate variances (i.e., non-pooled variances) and corrects for degrees of
freedom.

3.5.3.2. Pearson Correlation

The Pearson product-moment correlation calculates a coefficient that describes the strength and
direction of a linear relationship between two continuous variables. This coefficient is called the
Pearson correlation coefficient and is denoted as ‘R’. Its value can range from -1 (a perfect negative
linear relationship) to +1 (a perfect positive linear relationship). A coefficient value of O (zero) indicates
that there is no linear relationship between two continuous variables. This test is also referred to as a
Pearson correlation or Pearson's correlation (Laerd Statistics, 2023).

A Pearson correlation test must meet the following three assumptions:

1. There needs to be a linear relationship between the two variables.
2. There should be no significant outliers.
3. There should be bivariate normality.
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Upon meeting the assumptions, the test is performed, and the strength of associations is recorded
according to the coefficient value. While there are no strict rules for determining the strength of
association for specific values, this thesis adheres to the general guidelines outlined by Cohen (1988),
seen in Table 7 below.

Table 7 Pearson correlation strength of association (Cohen, 1988)

Coefficient Value Strength of association
0.1<]|r|<03 Small correlation
03<|r|<05 Medium correlation

| r|>0.5 Large/strong correlation

3.5.3.3. One-way ANOVA

A one-way analysis of variance is used to determine whether there are any statistically significant
differences between the means of two or more independent groups. A one-way ANOVA must meet
the following three assumptions:

1. There should be no significant outliers in the groups of the independent variable in terms of
the dependent variable.

2. The dependent variable should be approximately normally distributed for each group of the
independent variable.

3. There should be homogeneity of variances.

If all assumptions are met, the test is performed and followed by a Tukey post hoc test to determine
which specific groups differ from each other. If the assumption of homogeneity of variances is not met,
a modified version of the ANOVA is used, namely: the Welch ANOVA. If this test is statistically
significant, the results are interpreted using Games-Howell post-hoc test.

3.6. Effect Sizes

The bivariate tests would provide insights into the statistical significance of the relationships among
the variables in the model. However, relying solely on the p-value to support the significance for
differences between groups or measurements, or significance of a relationship, is insufficient (Tomczak
& Tomczak-tukaszewska, 2014). This would not allow for an assessment of the magnitude and
importance of the obtained result. Therefore, this research investigated and reported the effect sizes
which represent the strength of the relationships between variables and facilitates the evaluation of
their meaningfulness. This enabled the comparison of results from different bivariate tests.

The effect sizes were computed using three distinct formulas corresponding to the three different
bivariate tests utilized. These effect sizes include Cohen's D for independent samples t-test, Omega
Squared (w?) for One-way ANOVA tests, and R Squared (Model R?) for Pearson correlations. As each
test varies, different rules of thumb were used for interpreting the magnitude of the effect, as
illustrated in Table 8 below.

Table 8 Rules of thumb for effect sizes

Cohen’s D Omega Squared R squared
Negligible 0-.19 0-.01 0-.02
Small .2-.49 .01-.06 .02-.13
Medium .5-.79 .06-.14 .13-.26
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‘ Large \ >.8 >.14 >.26

3.7. Conclusion

This chapter aimed to explain in detail the methodology employed in this thesis, providing an overview
of the data collection process, survey design, and the research’s validity and reliability. Additionally, it
aimed to extensively discuss the quantitative analyses employed in this research. This thesis utilized
an existing dataset obtained from the "Work in Transition" (WiT) research project, which is a
collaborative initiative between the Center for People and Buildings in Delft, Delft University of
Technology, and Eindhoven University of Technology. By employing established scales and conducting
Cronbach Alpha reliability analysis, the stud prepared the variables used in the distinct bivariate tests.
Ultimately, the research interpreted the effect sizes, indicating the strength of relationships between
variables.
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4. Data Description

As mentioned earlier, this research is based on an existing survey. However, as the focus of the existing
survey is wider than the focus of this research, only the relevant variables were selected and used for
this research. To prepare for the descriptive analysis, specific steps were undertaken, and are explained
in the following sections. Following these preparations, the descriptive analyses were conducted.

4.2. Data Refinement

4.2.1. Case Removal

The initial step involved examining the dataset with 17,041 respondents for patterns related to missing
data. A noticeable observation was that a significant number of respondents did not continue their
participation early in the survey, soon after providing their work locations. Subsequently, these cases
were excluded, resulting in a remaining 12,100 respondents available for analysis. Additionally, given
the research's emphasis on work locations, respondents who did not indicate their work location (n=
19) were further excluded.

To classify a work arrangement as hybrid, a criterion was established: employees should in general not
work at a single location for more than 80% of their working time. Consequently, cases exceeding this
threshold in any location were eliminated (n=1,495). Additionally, respondents who reported working
more than 20% of their time at the office and at home but did not provide satisfaction ratings for the
respective workplace variables were removed. Likewise, respondents who did not work from home
but submitted satisfaction ratings for the physical aspects of their home workplace were excluded.
Lastly, respondents who worked less than 12 hours a week were removed (n=9). This refinement
process resulted in a dataset comprising of 10,491 cases for analysis.

4.2.2. Missing Values

The data cleaning process significantly reduced the number of missing values, though complete
elimination was not achieved. Consequently, the next step involved replacing these missing values.
The following detailed explanation outlines the approach taken for each variable.

The missing values of the continuous variables: age, work hours, and tenure were replaced with the
series mean. Location autonomy, and horizontal trust, both Likert-scale variables consisting of only one
item with minimal missing values, were treated likewise.

Missing values of nominal variables (education level, distance to work, gender, and household
composition) were replaced by the median of the series. Furthermore, missing values related to work
location choice and performed activities were present due to a likely error of respondents only
providing information for those locations and activities that were relevant to them. Consequently,
these were treated as non-missing values and replaced with zero. For the variable ‘nature of job’, there
were two types of missing values. One was due to respondents only responding yes to applicable
options and leaving the non-applicable options empty. In this case, the missing values were not
replaced and were kept as missing values (0.4%). If the respondents did not fill in any value for neither
of the “nature of job” options, these missing values were replaced with the series mean. Last, for the
leadership characteristics, all missing values were recoded to “Not Applicable”.

For variables consisting of multiple Likert-scale variables, respondents often did not respond to all
items, likely selecting those they found applicable. First, Cronbach’s Alpha was computed using all
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items of a variable. If the alpha exceeded 0.7, a new variable was created to replace the multiple items.
This variable was computed by taking the average of the items for each case, only if the participant
responded to at least half the items. However, this meant that there were still cases which had a
missing value (i.e. participants who responded to less than half the items for multiple item Likert-scale
variables). These missing values were then replaced with the series mean. This process was applied to
support from leadership and colleagues, internal interdependence, psychological empowerment,
professional isolation, work-life conflict, office and home workplace satisfaction, and vertical trust. An
overview of the replacement method for each variable can be found in Appendix B.

4.2.3. Preparation of Variables

Upon further examination, it became evident that certain variable categories within the dataset
required refinement to yield more sensible and easily interpretable categories, particularly those with
small sample sizes. These variables, along with the modifications made, are detailed in Table 9 below.

Table 9 Variable identification and reduction

Classification | Variable Original categories Used/new categories

Personal Gender 1= Male 1= Male

Characteristics 2=Female 2= Female, Others (2,3)
3= Others

Education level

1= Primary education
2= Secondary education
3= Secondary vocational
education

4= Higher vocational
education

5= Scientific education
6= Other

1= Primary education,
secondary education, others
(1,2,3,6)

2= Higher education (4)

3= Scientific education (5)

Household
composition

1=Single household

2= Single-parent household
with children living at home
3= Couple without children
living at home

4= Couple with children living
at home

5= Independent living with
roommate

6= Living at home with
parents/caregivers

1=Single household

2= Single-parent household
with children living at home

3= Couple without children
living at home

4= Couple with children living at
home

5= Others (5,6)

Work
Characteristics

Performed activities

1= General and more routine
work

2= Focus work

3= Actively collaborating with
colleagues

4= Scheduled consultations
(including video-calls)

5= Unscheduled consultations
(including video-calls)

1= Mostly focus work
2= Mostly routine work
3= Mostly scheduled
consultations

4= Even mix of activities
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6= Telephone

7= Others

Distance to work 1= 0-15 minutes 1= Up to 30 minutes (1,2)
2=16-30 minutes 2=31-60 minutes (3,4)
3=31-45 minutes 3= More than 60 minutes (5,6)

4= 46-60 minutes
5=61-90 minutes
6=>90 minutes

Work Location | Work location 1= Office 1= Even mix of home and main
Choice clusters* 2= 0On the way office
3=Home 2= Emphasis on home
4= Another location of 3= Even mix of all locations
organization 4= Emphasis on main office

5= Another location outside
organization

Work location 1= Office 1= Office
2=0n the way 2= Others (2,4,5)
3=Home 3=Home

4= Another location of
organization

5= Another location outside
organization

*Work location clusters are based on the results of the cluster analysis.

4.3. Descriptives

This section consists of a thorough analysis of all variables within the conceptual model. When it comes
to nominal variables, the analysis offers insights into the frequency and percentage distribution of each
response category. In the case of continuous and ordinal (Likert-scale) variables, the discussion
focusses on essential statistical measures, including the mean and standard deviation providing
insights into the variability or spread of responses around the mean. Furthermore, the kurtosis and
skewness values were recorded for each variable. A skewness value within the range of -2 to +2 and a
kurtosis value between -7 to +7 indicate that the data falls within the parameters of a normal
distribution (Hair et al., 2010; Bryne, 2010; George & Mallery, 2010). Histograms for Likert-scale and
continuous variables used further in bivariate tests are presented in Appendix C.

4.3.1. Personal Characteristics

When examining the gender of the respondents, females and males were nearly equally represented,
accounting for 47.0% and 53.0% respectively. Examining the household composition of the
respondents revealed that a substantial majority (77.8%) were married, of which 40.8% had children
living at home and 37% do not. The next prevalent category consisted of single respondents (14.4%),
followed by single parent households with children living at home (5.4%). This indicates that a very
limited portion of the respondents did not fall into any of these categories and had other living
arrangements (2.4%).

Moreover, when analysing the educational background of the respondents, it was clear that the
majority were well-educated, having completed higher vocational or scientific education (41.3% and
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37.0%) respectively. This was followed by 21.7% of respondents who had completed primary,
secondary, or other levels of education.

Additionally, the assessment of perceived psychological empowerment among the respondents was
determined by 12 items, on a 7-point scale (ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree). As the
internal consistency was found to be within acceptable limits (a = 0.87), all 12 items were summed
and averaged to yield a mean value of 5.50 (SD = 0.74). This suggests that on average, respondents
were psychologically empowered. A skewness value of -.635 and kurtosis value of .933 was noted,
meaning the distribution was slightly left skewed.

Furthermore, respondents were required to provide ratings on a scale ranging from 1(strongly
disagree) to 7(strongly agree) for a set of 10 items that represented five distinct personality traits. Half
of these items were reverse coded to accurately reflect the personality trait. Following this, the mean
inter-item correlation for the two items on each personality trait was examined, as seen in Table 10
below. The mean inter-item correlation values of four of the items were above 0.3, and therefore, each
pair of items were averaged, resulting in a final variable for each trait. However, the mean inter-item
correlation for the personality trait of agreeableness did not fall within the threshold and the
Cronbach’s Alpha was not calculated. As the trait of agreeableness does not demonstrate a reliable
result, this variable was not included for further analysis.

Table 10 Descriptive statistics - Personality trait

Personality Trait Items Mean Inter-item
correlation

Extraversion Extraverted, enthusiastic 0.536
Reserved, quiet (R)

Agreeableness Critical, combative (R) -0.019
Sympathetic, warm

Conscientiousness Reliable, disciplined 0.383
Sloppy, careless (R)

Neuroticism Anxious, easily upset (R) 0.423
Calm, emotionally stable

Openness to experience Open to new experiences, complex 0.314
Reserved, not creative (R)

Last, the respondents had an average age of 48 years (SD = 11.07), spanning from the youngest at 19
to the eldest at 70. Furthermore, a skewness value of -.444 and kurtosis value of -.844 was noted,
meaning the distribution was slightly left-skewed.

Table 11 Descriptive statistics - Personal characteristics overview

Personal Characteristics Frequency Sample %
Gender Male 5564 53.0%
Female 4927 47.0%
Household Composition Single household 1514 14.40%
Single-parent household with children 563 5.40%

living at home
Couples without children living at home 3880 37.0%
Couples with children living at home 4281 40.80%
Others 253 2.40%
Education Level Primary, secondary education, other 2281 21.7%
Higher vocational education 4329 41.3%
Scientific education 3881 37.0%
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Mean SD.

Personality Trait Extraverted 4.75 1.56
Agreeableness 4.21 0.88

Conscientiousness 6.10 0.96

Neuroticism 5.75 1.16

Openness to experience 5.23 1.16

Psychological Empowerment 5.50 0.74
Age 48.46 11.07

4.3.2. Work Characteristics

The evaluation of the internal interdependence of individuals was based on 3 items, scored on a 5-
point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. As the internal consistency was found
to be within acceptable limits (a =0.798), all 3 items were summed and averaged to yield a mean value
of 3.34 (SD = 0.86). This implies that, on average, respondents held a neutral stance regarding their
level of internal interdependence. A skewness value of -.364 and a kurtosis value of -.202 was noted,
meaning that the distribution was slightly left skewed. The external interdependence of individuals
was excluded from further analysis as the internal consistency did not fall within the acceptable limits.

When examining the tenure of employment among the respondents, it became evident that the
average duration of employment stood at 14 years (SD = 14.01), ranging from 0-50 years. A skewness
value of .771 and kurtosis value of -.738 was noted, meaning that the data was slightly left-skewed.
Moreover, the average weekly working hours for the respondents were estimated at 35 hours (SD =
4.20), ranging from 12 to 40 hours. A skewness and kurtosis value of -1.509 and 3.241 were
respectively noted, meaning that the data was left-skewed.

Furthermore, when examining the distance respondents commute to their workplace, it was observed
that the majority of respondents (43.1%) resided between 31-60 minutes commute from their work.
This was followed by respondents who lived less than 30 minutes distance to work (31.2%), leaving
25.7% whose commute to work exceeded an hour.

Additionally, respondents were asked to rate their degree of autonomy in selecting their work location
using a 5-point scale, ranging from “totally not autonomous” to “totally autonomous”. It was evident
that, on average, respondents exhibited a certain degree of autonomy in choosing their work location,
as evidenced by the mean value of 3.83 (SD = 1.00). A skewness value of -.837 and a kurtosis value of
.221 were noted, meaning that the data was slightly left-skewed.

Moreover, to assess the leadership style/characteristics, employees were tasked with choosing the
characteristics that aligned with their leaders. The findings revealed that the most prevalent leadership
style, at approximately 46.5%, was characterised by goal-setting. This was closely followed by
leadership styles characterized by vision setting (41.1%), proactive approach (40.2%), an absence of
authority (39.8%), and steering (39.1%). Conversely, the least prevalent leadership trait was that of
indecision, with only 7.9% of respondents associating their leaders with this quality. These leadership
characteristics can be seen in Figure 5 below.
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Leadership Characteristics
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Figure 5 Descriptive statistics - Leadership characteristics

Additionally, a principal component analysis was run on the 12 leadership characteristics. PCA revealed
three components that had eigenvalues greater than 1 which explained 15.9%, 13.7%, and 13.3% of
the total variance, respectively. The three-component solution explained 42.9% of the total variance.
As this value was below 60%, and the original variable consisted of too many items, this variable was
excluded from further analysis.

To assess the nature of respondents’ jobs, they were presented with a selection of 20 job categories
and asked to indicate 1 to 3 categories that best described their position. Figure 6 below shows that
the most prevalent job categories were advising and informing, at 52%, closely followed by
investigating and analysing, at 39.3%. Subsequently, there was organizing and coordinating at 34%,
and administrative work at 21.4%. It is notable that less than 15% of respondents identified with each
of the remaining job categories, with the least common roles being receiving and securing at a mere
0.3% and governing at 1.6%.

Nature of Job
60.0%

50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

10.0%

Figure 6 Descriptive statistics - Nature of job
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Additionally, a principal component analysis was run on the 20 job categories. PCA revealed eight
components that had eigenvalues greater than one. The eight-component solution explained 51.5%
of the total variance. As this value was below 60%, and the original variable consisted of too many
items, this variable was excluded from further analysis.

To analyse the activities performed by employees during their work hours, they were provided with a
list of 6 distinct work-related activities, along with an “others” option. They were asked to allocate the
percentage of their weekly work time spent on each activity, ensuring that the sum equalled 100%.
Examining the dataset showed that on average, respondents spent 25.39% of their time performing
focus work (SD = 17.64). The average time allocation for respondents engaged in general and routine
tasks, as well as scheduled consultations, was quite similar, at 21.72% and 18.25% respectively (SD =
19.33, SD = 13.62). This was followed by actively collaborating with colleagues at 14.95% (SD = 10.50).
A relatively smaller proportion of employees spent their time on phone calls (8.03%, SD = 9.75),
unscheduled consultations (6.84%, SD = 6.24), and other activities (4.51%, SD = 7.57).

Next, a K-Means cluster analysis was conducted on this variable to identify relatively homogeneous
groups of cases on the performed activities. Multiple K-means analyses were performed with different
numbers of clusters. In total, four cluster groups were selected to find contrasting activity clusters. The
results of the cluster frequencies are presented in Table 12 further below.

Performed Activities
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50
40
30
20

10

Mostly focus work Mostly routine work Mostly scheduled Even mix of activities
consultations

B Routine work B Focus work H Collaboration
B Scheduled consultation B Unscheduled consultation mTelephone

m Others

Figure 7 Descriptive statistics - Performed activities clusters

Figure 7 above shows that cluster 1 predominantly included focus work (51% of the time). Cluster 2
included mainly general and routine work (55% of the time). Cluster 3 primarily involved scheduled
consultations (40% of the time). The fourth and final cluster exhibited a balanced distribution of
various activities: general and routine work (17%), focus work and collaborative tasks, both at 20%
each, scheduled consultations (16%), unscheduled consultations (8%), telephone (11%), and other
tasks (7%).

Table 12 Descriptive statistics - Work characteristics overview

Work Characteristics Mean SD.
Internal Interdependence 3.34 0.89
Tenure 14.60 14.01
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Work hours 35.07 4.20
Location Autonomy 3.83 1.00
Frequency Sample %

Distance to work Up to 30 minutes 3273 31.2%
31-60 minutes 4517 43.1%

>60 minutes 2701 25.7%

Performed activities (1) Mostly focus work 2481 23.6%
(2) Mostly routine work 2002 19.1%

(3) Mostly scheduled consultations 2093 20.0%

(4) Even mix of activities 3915 37.3%

4.3.3. Physical Workplace Satisfaction

Employees’ satisfaction with their home and office workplace was assessed by their responses on 10
and 15 physical aspects respectively, which were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from “very
dissatisfied” to “very satisfied”.

For home workplace satisfaction, the internal consistency of the 10 aspects fell within acceptable
thresholds (a = 0.902). Consequently, the scores for these items were summed, yielding an average
value of 4.21 (SD = 0.64). This suggests that, on average, respondents were satisfied with the physical
conditions of their home workplaces. A skewness value of -.722 and kurtosis value of .345 was noted,
meaning the data is slightly left-skewed.

For office workplace satisfaction, the internal consistency of the 15 items was found to be within
acceptable limits as well (a = 0.887). Therefore, all 15 items were summed and averaged to yield a
mean value of 3.17 (SD = 0.63). This suggests that, on average, respondents were neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied with the physical attributes of their office workplace. Therefore, it became clear that
respondents were more satisfied with their home workplace than with their office workplace. A
skewness value of -.287 and kurtosis value of .371 was noted, meaning the data was slightly left-
skewed.

4.3.4. Work Location Choice

Respondents predominantly worked from home, spending 49.88% of their working time at this
location on average (SD = 19.33). The office is the second most common work location, accounting for
36.25% of their working time (SD = 20.32). Respondents worked in other locations than the main office
and at home for a smaller amount of time (13.87%, SD = 15.53). For main office location, a skewness
value of 0.465 and kurtosis value of -.455 was noted, meaning that data was slightly right skewed. For
home location, a skewness and kurtosis value of -.375 and -.626 was respectively noted, showing data
was slightly left-skewed. For other locations, a skewness value of 1.445 and kurtosis value of 2.069 was
noted, meaning data was right skewed.

Additionally, a K-Means cluster analysis was conducted on this variable to identify relatively
homogeneous groups of cases on work location. Multiple K-means analyses were performed with
different numbers of clusters. In total, four cluster groups were selected to find contrasting work
location clusters. The results of the cluster frequencies and final clusters are presented in Table 13 and
Figure 8 below.

48



Table 13 Descriptive statistics — Work location choice

Work Location Choice Frequency Sample %
(1) Even mix of home and main office 3604 34.4%

(2) Emphasis on home 3716 35.4%

(3) Even mix of all locations 1483 14.1%

(4) Emphasis on main office 1688 16.1%

Work Location Choice
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Figure 8 Descriptive statistics — Work location choice clusters

Figure 8 above indicates that in Cluster 1, there was a roughly equal combination of home and office
work locations, constituting 49% and 44%, respectively. In Cluster 2, there was a notable preference
for the home as the primary work location, accounting for 71%. Cluster 3 displayed an even distribution
across various work locations, with office (22%), on the way (13%), home (35%), another location
within the organization (20%), and another location outside the organization (10%). Finally, the fourth
cluster was predominantly characterized by an office work location, making up 68%.

4.3.5. Support, Trust, and Social Well-being

The assessment of employees’ perceived support from their colleagues was based on 3 items, each
rated on a 5-point scale ranging from “never” to “always”. The internal consistency was found to be
within acceptable limits (a = 0.715). These individual items were summed and averaged to yield a
mean value of 3.85 (SD = 0.64), suggesting that, on average, respondents often perceived support from
their colleagues in the workplace. A skewness value of -.331 and kurtosis value of .345 was noted,
meaning the data was slightly left-skewed and within ranges of normal distribution.

Employees’ perception of support from their leadership was measured the same way. The internal
consistency was determined to be within an acceptable threshold (o = 0.820). These 3 items were
summed and yielded an average score of 3.99 (SD = 0.75), indicating that, on average, respondents
often perceived support from their leadership within the workplace. A skewness value of -.714 and
kurtosis value of .471 was noted, meaning the data was slightly left-skewed.

Furthermore, trust between leadership and employees (vertical trust) within the workplace was
assessed based on a 5-point scale ranging from “to a very small extent” to “to a very large extent”. The
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internal consistency fell within the acceptable threshold (a = 0.837). These individual items were
summed, yielding an average score of 3.89 (SD = 0.70), suggesting that, on average, respondents
perceived that management exhibits trust in them to a large extent. A skewness value of -.912 and
kurtosis value of 1.905 was noted, meaning the data was left-skewed.

Moreover, trust between colleagues (horizontal trust) was experienced slightly more, with a mean
value of 3.95 (SD = 0.66), indicating that respondents perceived that their colleagues exhibit trust in
them to a large extent. A skewness value of -.732 and kurtosis value of 2.065 was noted, meaning the
data was slightly left-skewed.

The assessment of employees’ work-life conflict was based on their responses to 5 items scored on a
5-point scale ranging from “to a very small extent” to “to a very large extent”. The internal consistency
fell within acceptable limits (a = 0.820). All 5 items were summed to yield an average value of 1.85 (SD
= 0.67), suggesting that on average, respondents experienced work-life conflict to a small extent. A
skewness value of 1.004 and kurtosis value of .948 was noted, meaning the data was right-skewed.

Last, the evaluation of employees’ professional isolation was based on their responses to 7 items
scored on a 5-point scale ranging from “never” to “always”. The internal consistency was found to be
within the acceptable threshold (a = 0.858). All 7 items were summed and averaged to yield a mean
value of 2.05 (SD = 0.64). Given the negative wording of these questions, these scores suggest that
respondents seldom experienced professional isolation. A skewness value of .449 and kurtosis value
of .236 was noted, meaning the data was slightly left-skewed and within ranges of normal distribution.

Table 14 Descriptive statistics - Support, trust, and social well-being

Support Mean SD.
Support from Colleagues 3.85 0.64
Support from Leadership 3.99 0.75
Trust

Horizontal Trust 3.89 0.70
Vertical Trust 3.95 0.66
Social Well-being

Work-life Conflict 1.85 0.67
Professional Isolation 2.05 0.64

4.4. Conclusion

This chapter aimed to describe the variables in the dataset. After data cleaning, a total of 10,491 valid
responses were available for descriptive analysis. This analysis revealed that few variables, namely
personality trait, external interdependence, nature of job, and leadership characteristics were
unsuitable for bivariate tests, as explained earlier. Additionally, a K-Means cluster analysis was applied
to the hybrid work locations and the performed activities variable to enhance data interpretability in
the bivariate tests. The clusters derived from the performed activities variable will replace the original
variable in all future tests. However, hybrid work location clusters as described in Figure 8 were only
used in bivariate tests if the work location variable serves as the independent variable; otherwise, the
original variable was utilized to comply with statistical testing requirements. Last, it is important to
note that all variables exhibited a normal distribution.
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5. Bivariate Analyses

This chapter aims to examine the relationships between variables and to assess the significance of
these relationships, where the relationships considered statistically significant are linked to a p-value
of .05 or lower. The results presented in this chapter are as follows (also presented with section
numbers in Figure 10). First, the bivariate relationships of personal characteristics, work
characteristics, and physical workplace satisfaction with work location choice are discussed. Second,
the bivariate relationships between support, trust, and social well-being are explored. Third, the
bivariate relationships of work location choice with support, trust, and social well-being are
investigated. Last, the bivariate relationships of personal and work characteristics, and physical
workplace satisfaction with support, trust, and social well-being are explored.

| H8c
i HOb 1
Personal Support
Characteristics HSL « Support from leadership
« Support from colleagues
* Gender
o Age
« Education level
« Household composition
« Psychological empowerment
L H Hda
HI
Work
Characteristics
L] HOa Trust
« Internal interdependence Work Location i
« Tenure « Horizontal trust H4b
—  Workhours Choice o Vertical trust
« Performed activities H2 H6
« Distance to work
« Location autonomy I
H3 Hdc
_ / H
Physical H10a
Workplace
Satisfaction n A
Social Well-being
« Home workplace H10c¢ le—]

« Professional isolation
* Work-life conflict

satisfaction
« Office workplace
satisfaction

| i

H10b

Figure 9 Conceptual model indicating hypotheses
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5.1. Personal and work characteristics, and physical workplace satisfaction in
relation to hybrid work location

In the following sections, the bivariate analyses for the relationships in bold in Figure 11 below are
elaborated. As the hybrid work location is the dependent variable in the context of these relationships,
the hybrid work location clusters could not be used due to the limitations of bivariate tests between
continuous independent variables and categorical dependent variables. Therefore, the bivariate
analyses in this section were performed using the time spent at the three original work locations:
office, home, and others, each presented by a variable in the dataset.
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Figure 11 Bivariate tests for H1, H2, and H3

5.1.1. Personal characteristics and work location choice
In this section, the bivariate analyses between personal characteristics and work location choice are
discussed. Three distinct types of bivariate analyses were conducted: Independent t-test, One-way
ANOVA, and Pearson’s correlation.

The following remaining sub-hypotheses were tested:

H1la: Gender relates to choice of hybrid work locations

H1b: Household composition relates to choice of hybrid work locations
Hlc: Age relates to choice of hybrid work locations

H1d: Education level relates to choice of hybrid work locations

H1f: Psychological empowerment relates to choice of hybrid work locations
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Gender

Table 15 Independent samples t-tests: Gender and Work location choice

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Office Home Others
(t=2.415; p=.016) (t=3.628; p<.001) (t=7.740; p<.001)
Gender Mean
Male 35.82% 49.21% 14.97%
Female 36.73% 50.65% 12.62%

Independent samples t-test and welch t-test were run to determine if there were differences in the
percentage of time spent working from different locations between males and females. The results
indicated a statistically significant difference in the percentage of time spent in all locations between
the two genders. Table 15 above shows that females spent a larger percentage of their time working
at the office and at home than males, whereas males spent a larger percentage of their time working
at other locations than home and office. While the differences were significant, the mean percentages
spent at each location only differed slightly between the genders, with on average both genders
spending about 35% at the office, 50% at home and 13-15% at other locations.

Age and Psychological Empowerment

Table 16 Pearson’s correlation tests: Age, Psychological empowerment, and Work location choice

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Office Home Others
Age - 101%* 067** .037**
Psychological empowerment -.027%* -.061%* J113%*

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlation was computed to assess the relationship between employees’
age and their hybrid work locations. All relationships were statistically significant. The results indicate
that younger employees worked less at the office, but more at home and other locations. Additionally,
Pearson’s product-moment correlations also revealed statistically significant relationships between
employees’ psychological empowerment and their hybrid work location. Table 16 above shows that,
employees with higher perceived psychological empowerment spent a smaller percentage of time
working from the office and from home and worked more from other locations.

Education Level

Table 17 One-way ANOVA tests: Education level and Work location choice

Dependent Variable
. Office Home Others
Independent Variable (F=18.891; p<.001) | (F=15.558; p<.001) | (F=41.997: p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD. Mean SD.
Education level
Primary, secondary, and others 37.77 20.38 50.97 22.76 11.26 15.34
Higher education 34.91 19.23 50.56 20.31 14.53 16.40
Scientific education 36.85 18.72 48.49 18.68 14.66 14.74

One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if the time spent working at the three locations
was different for groups with different education levels. Table 17 above shows that respondents with
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primary, secondary, and other educations and scientific education attainments spent more time
working from the office than employees with higher vocational education. Furthermore, employees
with primary, secondary, and other educations, and those with higher education spent more time
working from home than employees with scientific education. Last, employees with higher and
scientific education spent more time working from other locations than employees with primary,
secondary, and other educational attainments respectively. The differences between the groups for
each work location can be seen in Appendix D.1.1.

Household Composition

Table 18 One-way ANOVA tests: Household composition and Work location choice

Dependent Variable

Independent Variable Office Home Others
(F=10.550, p<.001) | (F=3.235,p=.012) | (F=17.672; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD. Mean SD.

Household composition
Single household 37.69 19.93 50.24 21.07 12.07 15.02
Single-parent household with children

. 37.80 19.81 49.49 20.64 12.72 14.65
living at home

Couple without children living at home 35.62 19.36 50.64 20.33 13.73 15.60
Couple with children living at home 35.76 18.96 49.24 20.10 15.00 16.08
Others 42.09 18.95 18.10 28.10 10.08 12.12

One-way ANOVA and Welch ANOVA were conducted to determine if the time spent working at the
three locations was different for groups with different household composition. Table 18 above shows
that single households spent a lower percentage of their time working at the office than couples with
and without children living at home. Furthermore, employees with ‘other’ household compositions
spent a higher percentage of their time working from the office than the other four household
composition groups. Additionally, it is apparent that couples without children living at home spent a
higher percentage of their time working from home than couples with children. No other group
differences were statistically significant. This implies that the presence of a child results in differences
in the percentage of time employees spend working at their home. Looking at other locations, it is
seen that people in the single household category and the other household category spent a lower
percentage of their time working from other locations than couples with and without children. Last,
couples with children living at home spent a higher percentage of time working from other locations
than all household groups. The differences between the groups for each work location can be seen in
Appendix D.1.1.

5.1.2. Work characteristics and work location choice
In this section, the bivariate analyses between work characteristics and work location choice are

discussed. Two distinct types of bivariate analyses were conducted: One-way ANOVA, and Pearson’s
correlation.

The following remaining sub-hypotheses were tested:

H2a: Internal interdependence relates to choice of hybrid work locations
H2c: Tenure relates to choice of hybrid work locations

H2d: Work hours relates choice of hybrid work locations

H2f: Performed activities relates to choice of hybrid work locations
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H2g: Distance to work relates to choice of hybrid work locations
H2h: Location autonomy relates to choice of hybrid work locations

Internal Interdependence, Tenure, Work Hours, and Location Autonomy

Table 19 Pearson’s correlation tests: Internal interdependence, Tenure, Work hours, Location autonomy and Work location
choice

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Office Home Others
Internal interdependence .150** -.175** .055**
Tenure -.084%** .026** .069**
Work hours -.034%* -.062** 123%*
Location autonomy -.086** (p;(.)3154) 119**

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlations were computed to assess the relationship between
employees’ hybrid work location and their internal interdependence, tenure, work hours, and location
autonomy, seen in Table 19 above. Employees with higher internal interdependence worked more at
the office, less at home and more at other locations. Looking at tenure, it is seen that employees who
had been at the organizations for a longer time spent less time working at the office, and more time
working from home and other locations. Furthermore, employees who worked for longer hours, spent
less time working at both home and the office, whereas they spent more time working from other
locations. Moreover, the results indicated that employees who had more autonomy in choosing their
work location spent less time working at the office and more time working at other locations. On the
contrary, there was no statistically significant relationship between employees’ location autonomy and
the percentage of time they spent working from home.

Distance to Work

Table 20 One-way ANOVA tests: Distance to work and Work location choice

Dependent Variable
. Office Home Others
Independent Variable (F=292.340; p<.001) | (F=105.853, p<.001) | (F=49.735; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD. Mean SD.
Distance to work
Up to 30 minutes 41.20 20.23 46.76 21.32 12.03 14.70
31-60 minutes 36.49 19.08 49.61 20.24 13.90 15.88
>60 minutes 29.85 16.62 54.13 18.41 16.03 16.05

One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if the time spent working at the three locations
was different for groups with different commuting distance to work. Games-Howell post hoc analysis
as seen in Appendix D.1.2, revealed a statistically significant difference in time spent working at the
office, home, and other locations between employees in all work distance groups. Table 20 above
shows that with longer commuting distances to work, employees spent a lower percentage of their
time working at the office. On the contrary, with increasing commuting distance to work, employees
spent a higher percentage of their time working from their home and other work locations.
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Performed Activities

Table 21 One-way ANOVA tests: Performed activities and Work location choice

Dependent Variable

Independent Variable Office Home Others
(F=77.590; p<.001) | (F=199.338; p<.001) | (F=146.350; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD. Mean SD.

Performed activities
(1) Mostly focus work 31.76 17.54 56.85 18.09 11.39 13.19

(2) Mostly routine work 38.34 20.04 52.27 21.86 9.39 13.87

(3) Mostly scheduled consultations 35.53 19.19 46.79 18.66 17.68 16.52

(4) Even mix of activities 38.42 19.61 45.90 20.36 15.79 16.59

A one-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if the time spent working at different locations
was different for groups with different performed activities, seen in Table 21 above. Games-Howell
post hoc analysis seen in Appendix D.1.2, revealed that all group differences were statistically
significant for the office location except between performed activities cluster 2 and 4. This shows that
employees spent the lowest percentage of time working from the office when they performed mostly
focus work. Further, they spent more time working from the office when they performed mostly
routine work rather than primarily scheduled consultations. Employees spent the highest percentage
of time working from home when they primarily performed focus work. This is followed by mostly
routine work, implying that employees spent more time working from home when they performed
mostly routine work in comparison to primarily scheduled consultations or an even mix of activities.
Last, it is seen that respondents who performed mostly scheduled consultations spent the highest
percentage of time working at other locations in comparison to participants in other activity clusters,
followed by an even mix of activities. Respondents who mostly performed routine work spent the
lowest percentage of time working at other locations in comparison to other participants. Last, it is
good to note that the differences across the activity clusters in percentage of time spent in each work
location was less pronounced for the office work location than the others.

5.1.3. Physical workplace satisfaction and work location choice
In this section, the bivariate analyses performed to investigate the relationship between physical
workplace satisfaction and work location choice are discussed.
The following sub-hypotheses were tested:

H3a: Satisfaction with physical factors of home workplace relates to choice of hybrid work locations
H3b: Satisfaction with physical factors of office workplace relates to choice of hybrid work locations
H3c: Home workplace satisfaction relates to office workplace satisfaction

Table 22 Pearson correlation tests: Home and Office workplace satisfaction and Work location choice

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Office Home Others
-.015
. : : * % _ *%
Office workplace satisfaction .101 .084 (p=133)
Home workplace satisfaction -.168** .197%** -.048**

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

56



Pearson’s product-moment correlations were computed to assess the relationship between
employees’ home and office workplace satisfaction, and their hybrid work location. It is seen in Table
22 above that employees who were more satisfied with their office workplace spent more time
working from the office, and less time working from home. However, there was no statistically
significant relationship between employees’ satisfaction with their office workplace and time spent
working at other locations than their main office and home. Similarly, employees who were more
satisfied with their home workplace spent less time working from their office and other locations, and
more time working from home.

Additionally, a Pearson’s product-moment correlation was computed to assess the relationship
between employees’ home workplace satisfaction and office workplace satisfaction. There was no
statistically significant correlation between home workplace satisfaction and office workplace
satisfaction, as seen in Table 23 below.

Table 23 Pearson’s correlation test: Home workplace satisfaction and Office workplace satisfaction

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Office workplace satisfaction
. . -.018
Home workplace satisfaction (p=.060)

5.2. Support, trust, and social well-being

In this section, the bivariate analyses performed to investigate the relationships between support,
trust, and social well-being are discussed. Here, additional bivariate tests were performed to
investigate the relationships within support, trust, and social well-being.

Support
A . Support from leadership
H:d * Support from colleagues
T A
H4a
Trust
A . Horizontal trust H4b
H:e o Vertical trust

|

H4c

|-

Social Wellbeing

H*4f * Professional isolation
« Work-life conflict

Figure 12 Bivariate tests for H4
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The following sub-hypotheses were tested:

H4a: Support relates to trust

H4b: Support relates to social well-being

H4c: Trust relates to social well-being

H4d: Support from leadership relates to support from colleagues
H4e: Vertical trust relates to horizontal trust

H4f: Professional isolation relates to work-life conflict

Table 24 Pearson’s correlation tests: Support and Trust, and Social well-being

Variable
Vertical Horizontal Professional Work-life
Variable trust trust isolation conflict
Support from leadership .500** .295%* -.323** -.194**
Support from colleagues .333** .395%* -.340** -.188**

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlations were computed to assess the relationship between support
from leadership and vertical trust, horizontal trust, professional isolation, and work-life conflict. All
relationships were statistically significant, seen in Table 24 above. A strong correlation was found
between support from leadership and vertical trust, indicating that with an increase in support from
leadership, trust between management and employees increased as well. As employees perceived
greater support from leadership, trust among colleagues also increased, but to a lesser extent than
vertical trust. Additionally, employees experienced less professional isolation and work-life conflict
when they perceived more support from leadership. These correlations were medium and small,
respectively.

Similar outcomes were observed for the correlations between support from colleagues and vertical
trust, horizontal trust, professional isolation, and work-life conflict. A medium correlation was found
between an increase in support from colleagues and an increase in vertical and horizontal trust.
Notably, the correlation with horizontal trust was slightly higher, as it relates to trust between
employees. Furthermore, professional isolation and work-life conflict reduced with increased support
from colleagues.

Looking further at Table 24 above, it is seen that with an increase in perceived support from leadership,
respondent’s perceived vertical trust increased to a larger extent than horizontal trust. The opposite
was true for an increase in perceived support from colleagues. Additionally, the results imply that more
support from colleagues had a slightly more positive correlation with experienced professional
isolation than higher levels of support from leadership, whereas this is the opposite for work-life
conflict experienced by employees.

Table 25 Pearson’s correlation tests: Trust and Social well-being

Variable
Variable Professional isolation Work-life conflict
Horizontal trust -.264** -.164**
Vertical trust -.295** -.219%**

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlation was computed to assess the relationship between horizontal
trust and professional isolation, and work-life conflict. All correlations were statistically significant, but
small, seen in Table 25 above. The findings indicated that an increase in trust, whether perceived
between management and employees, or among colleagues, was significantly related to a decrease in

58



both experienced professional isolation and work-life conflict. It is also seen that an increase in vertical
trust related to a decrease in experienced professional isolation and work-life conflict, but to a lesser
extent than horizontal trust.

Table 26 Pearson’s correlation test: Support from leadership and Support from colleagues

Variable
Variable Support from colleagues
Support from leadership A10%*

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Additionally, Pearson’s product-moment correlation was computed to assess the relationship between
support from leadership and support from colleagues, seen in Table 26 above. A medium positive
correlation is seen between the two variables, meaning that with higher perceived support from
leadership, employees perceived more support from their colleagues as well.

Table 27 Pearson’s correlation test: Vertical trust and Horizontal trust

Variable
Variable Horizontal trust
Vertical trust AT76**
** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlation was computed to assess the relationship between vertical trust
and horizontal trust, seen in Table 27 above. A medium positive correlation is seen between the two
variables, meaning that employees who perceived more trust between themselves and their
management, perceived more trust between themselves and their colleagues as well.

Table 28 Pearson’s correlation test: Work-life conflict and Professional isolation

Variable
Variable Professional isolation

Work-life conflict .289**
** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlation was computed to assess the relationship between professional
isolation and work-life conflict, seen in Table 28 above. A small positive correlation is seen between
the two variables, showing that employees who experienced more work-life conflict also felt more
professionally isolated.
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5.3. Work location choice and support, trust, and social well-being

In this section, the bivariate analyses performed to investigate the relationships between employee’s

work location choice and their perceived support, trust, and social well-being are explained.

Support
« Support from leadership
* Support from colleagues
HS
Trust
Work Location )
« Horizontal trust
Choice Sio w o Vertical trust
i) >
7

Figure 13 Bivariate tests for H5, H6, and H7
The following hypotheses were tested:

H5: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to support
H6: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to trust
H7: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to social well-being

Support

Table 29 One-way ANOVA tests: Work location choice and Support

Social Wellbeing

* Professional isolation
« Work-life conflict

Dependent Variable
. Support from leadership Support from colleagues
Independent Variable (F=7.249; p<.001) (F=3.449; p=.016)
Mean SD. Mean
Work location choice

(1) Even mix of home and main office 4.01 0.74 3.87 0.63

(2) Emphasis on home 4.00 0.76 3.84 0.66

(3) Even mix of all locations 3.93 0.77 3.81 0.63

(4) Emphasis on main office 3.93 0.78 3.84 0.65
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One-way ANOVA was performed to assess the relationship between employees’ work location and
their perceived support, trust, and social well-being using the clusters described earlier for work
location, seen in Table 29 above. The results of Games-Howell post hoc analysis seen in Appendix D.2
revealed that respondents perceived more support from leadership when they divided their time
evenly between office and home or worked primarily at home than when they primarily worked from
the office or divided their time evenly across all locations. Furthermore, the analysis showed that
respondents who divided their time evenly between their main office and home perceived more
support from colleagues than those who divided their time evenly across all work locations.

Trust

Table 30 One-way ANOVA tests: Work location choice and Trust

Dependent Variable
. Vertical trust Horizontal trust
Independent Variable (F=6.165; p<.001) (F=13.576; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Work location choice

(1) Even mix of home and main office 3.92 0.67 3.97 0.64

(2) Emphasis on home 3.90 0.71 3.98 0.65

(3) Even mix of all locations 3.85 0.69 3.89 0.65

(4) Emphasis on main office 3.85 0.72 3.88 0.71

The results indicated that respondents perceived statistically significant different levels of vertical and
horizontal trust across the four work location clusters. Games-Howell post hoc analysis seen in
Appendix D.2, revealed that employees who worked primarily in the main office perceived less vertical
trust than those who worked primarily from home and those who divided their time evenly across
home and the main office. Further, Table 30 above shows that employees who divided their time
evenly across all locations perceived less vertical trust than those who divided their time evenly across
the two locations: home and office. Last, it is seen that employees who worked primarily at the main
office or divided their time evenly across all locations perceived less horizontal trust than those who
primarily worked from home or divided their time evenly between their home and the office. No other
group differences were statistically significant.

Social Well-being

Table 31 One-way ANOVA tests: Work location choice and Social well-being

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Professional isolation Work-life conflict
(F=12.699; p<.001) (F=25.928; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Work location choice

(1) Even mix of home and main office 2.05 0.64 1.84 0.65
(2) Emphasis on home 2.01 0.63 1.79 0.65
(3) Even mix of all locations 2.12 0.64 1.95 0.69
(4) Emphasis on main office 2.08 0.66 1.92 0.71

The results indicated that respondents perceived statistically significant different levels of professional
isolation and work-life conflict across the four work location clusters. Tukey and Games-Howell post
hoc analysis seen in Appendix D.2 revealed that employees experienced the lowest level of
professional isolation when they worked primarily from home. Additionally, Table 31 above shows that
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employees experienced more professional isolation when they divided their work hours evenly across
all work locations than when they worked primarily from home or divided their time evenly between
their office and home. Furthermore, they experienced more professional isolation when they primarily
worked from the office than when they primarily worked from home. Looking at work-life conflict, the
same pattern is seen. Those who divided their time evenly between home and the office or primarily
worked from home experienced lower levels of work-life conflict than those in cluster 3 and 4. Last,
they experienced more work-life conflict when they primarily worked from the office than when they
primarily worked from home.

5.4. Personal and work characteristics, and physical workplace satisfaction in
relation to support, trust, and social well-being

In the following sections, the bivariate analyses performed to investigate the relationships between
personal characteristics, work characteristics, physical workplace satisfaction and support, trust, and
social well-being are discussed.
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Figure 14 Bivariate tests for H8, H9, and H10
5.4.1. Personal Characteristics and support, trust, and social well-being
In this section, the bivariate analyses between personal characteristics and support, trust, and social

well-being are discussed. Three distinct types of bivariate analyses were conducted: Independent t-
test, One-way ANOVA, and Pearson’s correlation. The following sub-hypotheses were tested:

H8a: Personal characteristics relate to support
H8b: Personal characteristics relate to trust
H8c: Personal characteristics relate to social well-being
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Gender

Table 32 Independent samples t-tests: Gender and Support, Trust, and Social well-being

Dependent Variable
Support Support Work-

Independent from from Vertical | Horizontal | Professional life
Variable leadership colleagues trust trust isolation conflict
(t=.141; (t=4.677; | (t=1.379 | (t=5.650; (t=2.077; | (t=1.126;
p=.888) p<.001) | ;p=.168) | p<.001) p=.038) p=.260)

Gender Mean
Male 3.98 3.82 3.88 3.98 2.06 1.86
Female 3.98 3.88 3.90 3.91 2.03 1.84

Welch t-test was run to determine if there were differences in perceived support from leadership and
colleagues between males and females. There was no statistically significant difference in support from
leadership between males and females. The results indicated a statistically significant difference in
support from colleagues between males and females. Table 32 above shows that female employees
perceived more support from their colleagues than male employees.

Additionally, Welch t-test was conducted to determine if there were differences in perceived vertical
and horizontal trust between the two genders. There was no statistically significant difference in
vertical trust between males and females. The results indicated a statistically significant difference in
trust experienced among colleagues between males and females. Table 32 above shows that male
employees perceived more horizontal trust than female employees.

Last, independent samples t-test was run to determine if there were differences in professional
isolation and work life conflict, between males and females. There was no statistically significant
difference in work-life conflict experienced between the two genders. The results indicated a
statistically significant difference in professional isolation between males and females. Table 32 above
shows that males experienced slightly more professional isolation than females.

Age and Psychological Empowerment

Table 33 Pearson’s correlation tests: Age, Psychological empowerment and Support, Trust, and Social well-being

Dependent Variable
t t
Independent St;:o:r:r Sl;f:r:r Vertical Horizontal | Professional Work-life
. . trust trust isolation conflict
Variable leadership colleagues
011 i -015 -.004 x x
Age (p=.277) .080 (p=.131) (0=.667) .049 114
Psychological 280** 266** 331%* 259%* -.303%* -169**
empowerment

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlations were computed to assess the relationship between age and
support from leadership, support from colleagues, vertical trust, horizontal trust, professional
isolation, and work life conflict. The results shown in Table 33 above indicated that with an increase in
age, employees perceived less support from colleagues, and experienced less professional isolation
and work-life conflict. No other correlations were statistically significant.

Additionally, the relationships between psychological empowerment and support from leadership,
support from colleagues, vertical trust, horizontal trust, professional isolation, and work life conflict
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were assessed. The results shown in Table 33 above indicated that employees with higher perceived
psychological empowerment perceived more support and trust at work. Furthermore, they
experienced less professional isolation and work-life conflict. It is important to note that all correlations
except between psychological empowerment and vertical trust were small/negligible.

Education Level

Table 34 One-way ANOVA tests: Education level and Support

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Support from leadership Support from colleagues
(F=15.445; p<.001) (F=14.644; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Education level

Primary, secondary, and others 4.05 0.77 3.89 0.67

Higher education 3.99 0.77 3.87 0.66

Scientific education 3.94 0.74 3.81 0.60

One-way ANOVA and One-way Welch ANOVA were conducted to determine if the perceived level of
support from leadership and colleagues were different for groups with different education levels.
Employees with primary, secondary, and other education levels perceived the most support from
leadership followed by employees with higher education, as seen in Table 34 above. Support from
leadership was least perceived by employees with scientific education. This implies a negative linear
relationship between education level and support from leadership. Last, support from colleagues was
perceived more by employees with primary, secondary, and other education attainments or higher
education than employees with scientific education. The differences in support perceived by
employees from different education level groups can be seen in Appendix D.3.1.

Table 35 One-way ANOVA tests: Education level and Trust

Dependent Variable
. Vertical trust Horizontal trust
Independent Variable (F=2.926; p=.054) (F=22.581; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Education level

Primary, secondary, and others 3.87 0.68 3.87 0.68

Higher education 3.88 0.72 3.95 0.68

Scientific education 3.91 0.69 3.99 0.62

One-way Welch ANOVA was run to determine if vertical trust and horizontal trust were perceived
differently for groups with different education levels. The differences between the education level
groups were not statistically significant for vertical trust, as seen in Table 35 above. However,
employees with scientific education perceived highest levels of horizontal trust, and those with
primary, secondary, and other education levels perceived the least horizontal trust. This implies a
positive linear relationship between education level and horizontal trust. The differences in trust
perceived by employees in different education level groups can be seen in Appendix D.3.1.
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Table 36 One-way ANOVA tests: Education level and Social well-being

Dependent Variable
. Professional isolation Work-life conflict
Independent Variable (F=73.254; p<.001) (F=108.85; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Education level

Primary, secondary, and others 1.92 0.63 1.72 0.62
Higher education 2.05 0.64 1.82 0.65
Scientific education 2.12 0.63 1.97 0.70

One-way ANOVA and One-way Welch ANOVA were conducted to determine if professional isolation
and work-life conflict levels were different for groups with different education levels. Employees with
scientific education experienced the most professional isolation, and those with primary, secondary,
and other education experienced the least professional isolation, seen in Table 36 above. This was the
same for work-life conflict. This implies a positive linear relationship between education level and both
professional isolation and work-life conflict. The differences in professional isolation and work-life
conflict in different education level groups can be seen in Appendix D.3.1.

Household Composition

Table 37 One-way ANOVA tests: Household composition and Support

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Support from leadership | Support from colleagues
(F=2.560; p=.037) (F=5.562; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Household composition
Single household 3.93 0.76 3.79 0.66
Single-parent household with children living at
home 3.95 0.82 3.82 0.71
Couple without children living at home 3.99 0.77 3.85 0.64
Couple with children living at home 4.00 0.74 3.86 0.62
Others 3.96 0.8 3.96 0.65

One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if support from leadership and support from
colleagues were different for groups with different household composition. The post hoc analysis seen
in Appendix D.3.1 revealed that single household respondents perceived more leadership support than
couples with children living at home. No other group differences were statistically significant although
the One-way Welch ANOVA was statistically significant.

Looking at support from colleagues, it is seen that respondents with partners perceived more
colleague support than single household respondents, regardless of the presence of a child at their
home. Furthermore, post hoc analysis seen in Appendix D.3.1 revealed that other household
compositions perceived more colleague support than all other types of household compositions
except couples with children living at home. No other group differences were statistically significant.

65



Table 38 One-way ANOVA tests: Household composition and Trust

Independent Variable

Dependent Variable

Vertical trust
(F=3.716; p=.005)

Horizontal trust
(F=3.963; p=.002)

Mean SD. Mean SD.
Household composition
Single household 3.84 0.71 3.91 0.67
Single-parent household with children living at
home 3.84 0.74 3.88 0.70
Couple without children living at home 3.90 0.71 3.97 0.65
Couple with children living at home 3.91 0.67 3.95 0.64
Others 3.89 0.73 3.95 0.77

One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if vertical and horizontal trust were perceived
differently for groups with different household composition. The post hoc analysis as seen in Appendix
D.3.1 revealed that single household respondents perceived less vertical support than couples with or
without children living at home. No other group differences were statistically significant. Furthermore,
Table 38 above shows that single households and single parent households with children living at home
perceived less horizontal trust than couples without children living at home. This implies that having a
partner plays a role in the levels of perceived trust between colleagues. No other group differences
were statistically significant.

Table 39 One-way ANOVA tests: Household composition and Social well-being

Dependent Variable

Independent Variable

Professional isolation
(F=8.557; p<.001)

Work-life conflict
(F=15.106; p<.001)

Household composition
Single household
Single-parent household with children living at
home
Couple without children living at home
Couple with children living at home
Others

Mean SD.
2.13 0.69
2.05 0.65
2.02 0.62
2.04 0.64
2.09 0.60

Mean SD.
1.84 0.72
1.89 0.67
1.79 0.64
1.90 0.67
1.83 0.68

One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if experienced professional isolation and work-
life conflict were different for groups with different household composition. The results of the post hoc
analysis seen in Appendix D.3.1 indicated that single households experienced more professional
isolation than couples with and without children. Looking at work-life conflict, the results revealed that
couples without children living at home experienced less work-life conflict than single-parent
households with children living at home and couples with children living at home, as seen in Table 39
above. This implies that the presence of children at home increases work-life conflict. Last, single
households experienced less work-life conflict than couples with children living at home.

5.4.2. Work Characteristics and support, trust, and social well-being

In this section, the bivariate analyses performed to investigate the relationships between work
characteristics and support, trust, and social well-being are discussed. Two distinct types of bivariate
analyses were conducted: One-way ANOVA, and Pearson’s correlation.
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The following sub-hypotheses were tested:

H9a: Work characteristics relate to support
H9b: Work characteristics relate to trust
H9c: Work characteristics relate to social well-being

Internal Interdependence, Tenure, Work Hours, Location Autonomy

Table 40 Pearson’s correlation tests: Internal interdependence, Tenure, Work hours, Location autonomy and Support, Trust,
and Social well-being

Dependent Variable
Independent Support from | Support from Vertical Horizontal | Professional | Work-life
Variable leadership colleagues trust trust isolation conflict
Internal 019* 062** 046** 044%* 077** .089**
interdependence
Tenure ~013 -.068** -.076** -.020* -.042** -.057**
(0=.169) . . . . .
-.008 -.001 .009 .013

Work h .028* .061**

orkhours (p=.393) (p=.912) (p=.349) (p=.167)
Location 147+ 123** 153** 110%* -057** ~130%*
autonomy

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlations were computed to assess the relationship between multiple
work characteristics and support, trust, and social well-being. Looking at internal interdependence in
Table 40 above, all relationships were statistically significant. As employees’ internal interdependence
increased, they perceived more support, trust, professional isolation, and work-life conflict. Looking at
tenure, it is seen that employees who have been at the organizations for a longer time, perceived less
support from their colleagues, as well as less vertical and horizontal trust. Employees also experienced
less professional isolation and work life conflict if they have been employed at the organization for a
longer amount of time. Furthermore, employees who worked for longer hours experienced more
work-life conflict and more trust between themselves and their colleagues. Moreover, it is seen that
when employees had autonomy in choosing their work location, they perceived more support and
trust from both leadership and colleagues. They also experienced less professional isolation and work-
life conflict when given more autonomy in their choosing their work location.

Distance to Work

Table 41 One-way ANOVA tests: Distance to work and Support

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Support from leadership Support from colleagues
(F=.904; p=.405) (F=1.217; p=.296)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Distance to work

Up to 30 minutes 3.99 0.76 3.86 0.64

31-60 minutes 3.98 0.76 3.84 0.64

>60 minutes 3.97 0.77 3.84 0.64
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One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if perceived support from leadership and support
from colleagues were different for groups with different distances to work. However, the differences
between these distance groups were not statistically significant, as seen in Table 41 above.

Table 42 One-way ANOVA tests: Distance to work and Trust

Dependent Variable
Horizontal trust
(F=5.000; p=.007)
SD.

Vertical trust
(F=1.691; p=.184)
SD.

Independent Variable

Mean Mean

Distance to work

Up to 30 minutes 3.89 0.69 3.94 0.66
31-60 minutes 3.88 0.71 3.93 0.66
>60 minutes 3.91 0.68 3.98 0.01

One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if vertical and horizontal trust were different for
groups with different distances to work. The differences between these commuting distance groups
were not statistically significant for vertical trust, seen in Table 42 above. Regarding horizontal trust,
the post hoc analysis seen in Appendix D.3.2 revealed that employees who travelled more than an
hour to work perceived more horizontal trust than those who commuted shorter distances. No other
group differences were statistically significant.

Table 43 One-way ANOVA tests: Distance to work and Social well-being

Dependent Variable

Professional isolation Work-life conflict
(F=.417; p=.659) (F=23.457; p=<.001)

Independent Variable

Mean SD. Mean SD.
Distance to work
Up to 30 minutes 2.05 0.65 1.80 0.64
31-60 minutes 2.04 0.64 1.85 0.67
>60 minutes 2.05 0.62 1.92 0.69

One-way Welch ANOVA was conducted to determine if professional isolation and work-life conflict
experienced were different for groups with different distances to work. The differences between these
distance groups were not statistically significant for professional isolation, seen in Table 43 above.
Employees who travelled more than an hour to work, experienced the most work-life conflict. This was
followed by employees who travelled between 31-60 minutes to work, and by employees who
travelled less than 30 minutes to work. This implies that there is a positive linear relationship between
distance to work and work-life conflict. These differences can be seen in Appendix D.3.2.

Performed Activities

Table 44 One-way ANOVA tests: Performed activities and Support

Dependent Variable
Support from leadership Support from colleagues
(F=3.450; p=.016) (F=8.783; p<.001)

Independent Variable

Mean SD. Mean SD.
Performed activities
(1) Mostly focus work 3.95 0.78 3.81 0.67
(2) Mostly routine work 4.01 0.78 3.85 0.68
(3) Mostly scheduled consultations 3.96 0.74 3.82 0.61
(4) Even mix of activities 4.00 0.74 3.89 0.62
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One-way Welch ANOVA was performed to determine if experienced support from leadership was
different for different performed activities clusters. However, Games-Howell post hoc analysis seen in
Appendix D.3.2 revealed no statistically significant difference across the clusters in terms of leadership
support. Looking at support from colleagues, Table 44 shows that employees perceived more support
from colleagues when they divided their time evenly across a mix of activities than when they
performed mostly focus work or primarily had scheduled consultations. No other group differences
were statistically significant.

Table 45 One-way ANOVA tests: Performed activities and Trust

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable Vertical trust Horizontal trust
(F=8.952; p<.001) (F=5.977; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Performed activities

(1) Mostly focus work 3.88 0.73 3.98 0.67
(2) Mostly routine work 3.86 0.71 3.89 0.69
(3) Mostly scheduled consultations 3.96 0.65 3.95 0.6
(4) Even mix of activities 3.88 0.69 3.95 0.66

One-way Welch ANOVA was performed to determine if experienced vertical and horizontal trust were
different between different performed activities clusters. The results shown in Table 45 indicated that
respondents perceived statistically significant different levels of perceived vertical and horizontal trust
across the four performed activities clusters. The results of the post hoc analysis revealed that
employees who mainly had scheduled consultations perceived more vertical trust than respondents
in other activity clusters. Additionally, it is seen that employees who primarily performed routine work
perceived less horizontal trust than employees in other activity clusters. These results can be seen in
Appendix D.3.2.

Table 46 One-way ANOVA tests: Performed activities and Social well-being

Dependent Variable
. Professional isolation Work-life conflict
Independent Variable (F=7.300; p<.001) (F=70.706; p<.001)
Mean SD. Mean SD.
Performed activities

(1) Mostly focus work 2.02 0.65 1.89 0.69
(2) Mostly routine work 2.02 0.67 1.69 0.61
(3) Mostly scheduled consultations 2.09 0.61 1.97 0.69
(4) Even mix of activities 2.06 0.63 1.85 0.66

One-way Welch ANOVA was performed to determine if experienced professional isolation and work-
life conflict were different between different performed activities clusters. The post hoc analysis
revealed that respondents who mainly had scheduled consultations experienced more professional
isolation than those who primarily performed focus work or routine work. Looking at work-life conflict,
it is seen in Table 46 above that those who mainly had scheduled consultations experienced most
work-life conflict, and those who primarily performed routine work the least. Last, those who primarily
performed focus work experienced more work-life conflict than those who primarily performed
routine work. These differences can be seen in Appendix D.3.2.
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5.4.3. Physical workplace satisfaction and support, trust, and social well-being

In this section, the bivariate analyses performed to investigate the relationships between physical
workplace satisfaction and support, trust, and social well-being are discussed. The following sub-
hypotheses were tested:

H10a: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to support
H10b: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to trust
H10c: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to social well-being.

Table 47 Pearson’s correlation tests: Office and Home workplace satisfaction and Support, Trust, and Social well-being

Dependent Variable

Independent Support from | Support from | Vertical | Horizontal | Professional | Work-life

Variable leadership colleagues trust trust isolation conflict
Office workplace 156%* 126%* 217% 160%* -104%* - 196%*
satisfaction
H kpl

ome workplace 106** 121%+ 096** .088** _318%* L 152%*

satisfaction
** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson’s product-moment correlations were computed to assess the relationships between office
workplace satisfaction and support, trust, and social well-being. All relationships, although small, were
statistically significant, seen in Table 47 above. As employees’ satisfaction with their office workplace
increased, their perceived support and trust increased. Additionally, with higher levels of satisfaction
with their office workplace, they experienced less professional isolation and work-life conflict.

Similar outcomes were observed in the correlation analysis between home workplace satisfaction and
support, trust, and social well-being. As employees’ satisfaction with their home workplace increased,
their perceived support and trust increased. Furthermore, with higher levels of satisfaction with their
home workplace, they experienced less professional isolation and work-life conflict. Last, it is
important to note that the correlations with trust were negligible, whereas other correlations were
small, except for professional isolation.

5.5. Conclusion

This chapter aimed to examine the relationships between various variables and assess their
significance of these relationships, with statistically significant relationships defined by a p-value of .05
or lower. The analyses revealed that all personal and work characteristics, as well as employees'
physical workplace satisfaction, were related to the percentage of time they spent working across all
three work locations, except for location autonomy, which did not correlate with the time spent
working from home. Additionally, support, trust, and social well-being were related to each other and
perceived differently depending on employees' choice of work location. Last, the analysis showed that
employees' perceived support, trust, and social well-being significantly varied based on some personal
and work characteristics and their satisfaction with the physical aspects of their workplace.
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6. Discussion of Effect Sizes

Relying solely on the p-values of bivariate tests to assess the statistical significance of relationships between the variables is insufficient in the case
of such a large dataset. Therefore, this section reports on the effect sizes to identify which of the significant relationships are meaningful in practice.
Moreover, it includes a discussion that compares the findings of this thesis with previous research. An overview of the effect sizes is seen in Table
48 below. An example showing how the effect sizes for each of the three different tests are calculated can be seen in Appendix E.

Table 48 Effect sizes overview

Physical Workplace
Personal Characteristics Work Characteristics Work Location Choice Support Trust Social well-being
Satisfaction
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 13 14 15 15 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
@ 1 Gender 1
8
H k] 2 Age - 1
2 e 3 Education level - il
8
& E 4 Household composition - 1
° 5 Psychological empowerment - 1
6 Internal interdependence - 1
g 7 Tenure - 1
¥ 5 8 Work hours - 1
; E 9 Performed activities - 1
ﬁ 10 Distance to work = 1
< 11 Location autonomy 1
- 35
g = S 13 Home workplace satisfaction 1
£z
=3 14 Office workplace satisfaction - - - - - - - - - - - .000 1
e 15 Office .047 .010 .004 .004 .000 | .023 .007 .001 .020 .049 .007 .028 .010 1
£ S g 15 Home .071 .004 .003 .001 .004 | .031 .001 .004 .049 .018 .000 .039 .007 - 1
s
= 8§ 15 O0thers .151 .001 .008 .005 .013 | .003 .005 .015 .038 .009 .014 .002 .000 - 1
= 16 Work location clusters = s a % - = & < £ S s = & 1
é 17 Support from leadership .003 .000 .003 .001 .078 | .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .022 .024 .011 .002 1
&
A 18 Supportfrom colleagues .092 .006 .003 .002 .071 | .004 .005 .000 .002 .000 .015 .016 .015 .001 | .168 i
g 19 Horizontal trust .011 .000 .004 .001 .067 | .002 .000 .001 .002 .001 .012 .026 .008 .001 | .087 .156 i
i 20 Vertical trust .000 .000 .000 .001 .110 | .002 .006 .000 .002 .000 .023 .047 .009 .004 | 250 .111 | .227 1
% Z ¥ 21 Professionalisolation .041 .002 .014 .003 .092 | .006 .002 .000 .002 .000 .003 .011 101 .003 | .104 .116 | .070 .087 1
®
s =38 22 Work-life conflict .000 .013 .020 .005 .029 | .008 .003 .004 .018 .004 .017 .038 .023 .007 | .088 .035 | .027 .048 .084 i
. . . ')
*Bivariate tests have not been performed for cells labelled with '- =T
Cohen’s D Omega Squared R squared
Negligible 0-.19 0-.01 0-.02
Small .2-.49 .01-.06 .02-.13
Medium .5-.79 .06-.14 .13-.26
>.8 >.14 >.26

Figure 15 Effect sizes legend
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6.1. Support, Trust, and Social Well-being

Upon examination of the effect sizes overview shown in Table 48 above, predominantly negligible, and
small relationships were observed, with only four medium size relationships identified (between and
within perceived support and trust). These indicate that higher perceived support from leadership
related to increased perceived vertical trust and perceived support from colleagues. Such increased
perceived support from colleagues was also related to increased perceived horizontal trust. And last,
horizontal and vertical trust had a medium size positive relationship, so these all seem to be
intertwined. These findings align with prior research indicating that when employees perceive support
from supervisors in their tasks and feel valued, their trust in their supervisors increases (Egriboyun,
2015). Additionally, a study by Tse and Mitschell (2010) suggests that positive supervisor-subordinate
relations can influence colleague relations, creating an environment where employees feel supported
and motivated to commit more.

These same pre-Covid studies also suggested a direct link between perceived support from leadership
and trust between colleagues (Egriboyun, 2015; Tse & Mitschell, 2010). The small effect size of this
relationship in this thesis confirmed this but suggests a less strong relationship than these studies. This
could potentially be due to the nature of hybrid work, with a considerable part of interactions among
colleagues now taking place online, rather than in the physical presence of leaders at the office.
Therefore, these interactions may not be directly observed by leaders, which was not the case for
these earlier studies which were conducted in a non-hybrid work setting, allowing for more direct
oversight.

The current results further indicated that both forms of perceived trust negatively correlated with
professional isolation and work-life conflict, aligning with the findings of Raghuram and Wiesenfeld
(2004), suggesting that the isolation experienced by remote workers, coupled with their reliance on
communication media increases the probability of miscommunication and distrust. Mulki et al. (2008)
also suggest that increased isolation (among salespeople) leads to a decline in supervisor and coworker
trust. Van Zoonen et al. (2023) showed that within a remote work setting, the quality of
communication within an organization influences vertical trust, and the quality of information sharing,
horizontal trust. Besides professional isolation, the results of this thesis indicated that employees who
perceived more support from their supervisors and colleagues experienced less work-life conflict. This
aligns with research by Siddiqi et al. (2023), showing that perceived supervisor and colleague support
had a significant negative relationship with work-family conflict. Other older studies (e.g. Allen, 2001,
Behson, 2002) have also emphasized the crucial role of supervisor or managerial support in reducing
work-family conflict. Last, higher professional isolation related to increased work-life conflict, aligning
with literature suggesting that workplace isolation during the COVID-19 pandemic contributes to
increased work-family conflict (Shagirbasha et al., 2023). Therefore, organizations can consider the
influence of supervisors on employee workload, work-family conflict, and overall well-being. They can
set clear goals, create a safe environment for employees to raise their concerns, keep track of their
performance, etc. Supervisors should also ensure that employees receive support from their
coworkers, as this thesis showed that the increased support from supervisors and colleagues relate to
reduced professional isolation. Based on the findings, the sub-hypotheses of hypothesis 4 were
accepted/rejected as seen in Table 49 below.
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Table 49 (Sub)Hypotheses overview — Support, Trust, and Social Well-being

Hypothesis Sub-hypothesis Accepted/Rejected
H4: Support, trust, and H4a: Support relates to trust Accepted
social well-being relate | Ha4p: Support relates to social well-being Accepted
to each other Hd4c: Trust relates to social well-being Accepted

6.2. Work Location Choice

Regarding the relationships of employees’ choice of hybrid work location and their perceived support,
trust, and social well-being, previous research shows significant yet contradicting relationships. This
thesis found only one relationship, contrary to the expectation of at least a small effect size for all
relationships between the respective work location and support, trust, and social well-being. The only
small relationship found, shows that employees experienced less work-life conflict when they evenly
split their time between home and the office or predominantly work from home, in relation to those
who primarily work at the office or divide their time evenly across all hybrid work locations. While this
finding contradicts a substantial body of existing research (e.g. Noonan & Glass, 2012; Russell et al.,
2009; Faulds & Raju, 2021), which emphasizes that hybrid work diminishes work-life balance, it aligns
with Athanasiadou and Theriou's (2021) findings, suggesting that the flexibility of hybrid work may
enhance work-life balance to some extent. The results of this thesis could potentially be due to a shift
in how employees perceive work-life conflict, with commuting to the office interfering with employees’
personal and family time, while working from home may reduce commuting stress (Bailey & Kurland,
1999) and provide increased family support.

Relationships of work location choice with perceived support, and professional isolation were found
but were negligible in size. However, it is unexpected, that employees who evenly split their time
between home and the office or predominantly work from home, experienced less professional
isolation to those who primarily work at the office or divide their time evenly across all hybrid work
locations. This thesis showed that work location choice related to professional isolation and work-life
conflict in the same way, where primarily working from home showed positive outcomes on
employee’s professional isolation and work-life conflict. Numerous empirical studies suggest that
working away from the office environment can potentially result in feelings of social and professional
isolation (Baruch & Nicholson, 1997). However, professional isolation is a subjective experience and
could be perceived differently by employees and under current hybrid working contexts than before.
For example, working away from the office environment can also reduce unwanted
distractions/interruptions from colleagues and provide employees more autonomy, thereby giving
them more time to focus on work, avoid office politics, etc. (Bailey & Kurland, 1999). The lower
experienced professional isolation while working from home may also be due to employees putting
more effort in connecting with their coworkers. This is different when they are in the office, where
interactions occur casually or spontaneously, requiring less intentional effort to initiate or engage in
conversations. Additionally, those who divide their time among multiple work locations may struggle
to establish relationships with colleagues in each setting, thus increasing feelings of professional
isolation. This is particularly evident with the rise of hybrid work setups, where employees divide their
time between working from home and other locations. As a result, the likelihood of colleagues meeting
at the main office during the workweek is considerably reduced, which may not sufficiently reduce
feelings of isolation compared to working primarily from home.
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Relationships with perceived trust were also existing but negligible in size. Again, it is unexpected that
employees who primarily work at the main office or evenly split their time across multiple locations
perceived less trust among themselves and their colleagues compared to those primarily working from
home or splitting their time evenly between home and the main office. However, it seems in line with
the other analyses, that people working from home have more positive perceptions. Prior studies
suggest that a more frequent office presence increases the likelihood of face-to-face interactions with
coworkers, likely leading to greater trust among colleagues (Smith et al., 2018; Fayard et al., 2021).
One reason for this difference is that those who primarily work from the office might question the
commitment, trustworthiness, and level of contribution of those who work from home or other
locations (Sewel & Taskin, 2015) due to the lack of a visual oversight, leading to feelings of distrust
towards their colleagues. Additionally, those who primarily work in the office may feel exposed,
especially in open-plan offices, and feel that their privacy is violated (Frank, 2023). Employees may also
feel monitored or observed in the office, which can result in them feeling as though they are not
trusted (Sims, 2012). Based on these findings, the hypotheses seen in Table 50 below were
accepted/rejected.

Table 50 Hypotheses overview — Work Location Choice

Hypothesis Accepted/Rejected
H5: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to support Rejected
H6: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to trust Rejected
H7: Choice of hybrid work locations relates to social well-being Accepted

6.3. Personal Characteristics

The relationships between personal characteristics and employees’ choice of hybrid work location, and
their perceived support, trust, and social well-being were predominantly negligible with only a few
small relationships. Prior research has shown that individuals with higher levels of education are more
often afforded the opportunity to work hybridly (Zhang et al., 2020). This thesis adds to existing
research by investigating whether employees with different educational attainments make significantly
different choices in regard to their hybrid work location, independent of the afforded opportunity. The
current results show that employees’ choices only differ for the time they chose to spend working from
‘other’ locations and not for working from the main office or home, where those with higher and
scientific education chose to spend more time working from ‘other’ locations than individuals with
primary, secondary, and other educational attainments. Employees with higher education levels were
also found to experience more work-life conflict. This result was anticipated as individuals with higher
levels of education typically earn more and occupy professional jobs with greater pressure. This can
lead to employees bringing work home, which may result in increased work-family conflict (Glavin,
2011).

This thesis also showed a small effect size indicating that couples with children living at home spent a
higher percentage of time working from ‘other’ locations than all other household groups. Existing
studies have also shown mixed relationships between household composition and hybrid working.
These studies suggest that having children can significantly impact employees' choice of work location
due to their influence on work-life conflict (e.g. Zhang et al., 2020; Drucker & Khattak, 2000). However,
although the bivariate tests in this thesis indicated that couples without children tend to work from
home more often than those with children, this relationship was found to be negligible in size. This
could be because household composition involves a variety of factors beyond just the presence or
absence of children, such as the ages of children and the roles of other household members, etc.
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Moreover, as hybrid work models have become more normalized, employees and organizations may
have developed effective strategies to manage work-life conflict, blurring the relationship between
household composition and work location choices.

In addition, the results indicated that increased psychological empowerment related to increased
perceived support, trust, and social well-being. Although existing research, to the best of the author’s
knowledge, has not explored such relationships, these findings align with expectations. Employees
who are more psychologically empowered, perform their jobs better and perceive more meaning in
their work, in addition to believing that they have an influence at work (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015).
Therefore, they may be more inclined to take initiatives in building positive relationships, leading to
perceptions of greater trust and support in the workplace. These individuals may also experience less
work-life conflict as they are capable of monitoring the standards they set for themselves.

Furthermore, multiple prior studies have explored the relationships between gender, age, and
employees' preference for hybrid work, often with contradictory findings (e.g. Mokhtarian, 1996;
Zhang et al., 2020; Drucker and Khattak, 2000). This thesis, however, found these relationships to be
negligible in size. Regarding gender and employees’ choice of work location, the negligible effect size
could be due to the wide range of individual preferences and reasons for choosing different work
locations within each gender group, making it difficult to identify a clear, direct relationship. For
instance, literature suggests that women may choose to do hybrid work due to family responsibilities
or stress reduction, while some men might opt for it to enhance productivity (Mokhtarian et al., 1998).
However, not all males or females fit within these generalizations. Some women may prioritize career
advancement and prefer the office environment for better interaction with senior leadership (Fortune,
2023), while some men may prefer working from home for various personal reasons. Regarding the
relationship between age and choice of work location, previous research has highlighted differences
in social networks, preferences, and independent working experience among employees of different
ages (e.g. Westerman & Yamamura, 2007; Kniffin et al., 2021). The negligible effect size found in this
thesis may be because age alone may not strongly relate to employees' chosen work location due to
the influence of career stages. For example, younger employees in leadership roles may have similar
preferences to older employees. Last, although previous literature has not extensively examined all
relationships between employees' gender, age, and their perceived support, trust, and social well-
being, it was hypothesized that gender and age would influence these perceptions based on
differences in communication styles/strategies and familiarity with computer technology (Elias et al.,
2012; lbrahim and Ismail, 2007). However, this thesis found negligible or no relationships between
these variables.

The sub-hypotheses of hypothesis 1 were accepted if the relevant personal characteristic was related
to a choice for at least one work location. The sub-hypotheses of hypothesis 8 were accepted if at least
one personal characteristic related to at least one aspect of the dependent variable (support, trust, or
social well-being). An overview is provided in Table 51 below.

Table 51 (Sub)Hypotheses overview — Personal Characteristics

Hypothesis Sub-hypothesis Accepted/Rejected
H1: Personal H1a: Gender relates to choice of hybrid work Rejected
characteristics relate locations
to choice of hybrid H1b: Household composition relates to choice of Accepted
work locations hybrid work locations

H1c: Age relates to choice of hybrid work locations | Rejected
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H1d: Education level relates to choice of hybrid Accepted
work locations
H1f: Psychological empowerment relates to choice | Rejected
of hybrid work locations

H8: Personal H8a: Personal characteristics relate to support Accepted
characteristics relate H8b: Personal characteristics relate to trust Accepted
to support, trust, and | Hgc: Personal characteristics relate to social well- | Accepted
social well-being being

6.4. Work Characteristics

It was seen that all work characteristics showed a small relationship with at least one hybrid work
location choice except for location autonomy with only negligible/insignificant relationships. The
analyses showed that the home is perceived most suited for focus work whereas the office is perceived
better suited for routine work and a mix of activities. This was in line with prior research suggesting
employees with predominantly concentrated work may prefer to avoid the office with its noise
distractions (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2022). This thesis also showed that ‘other’ work locations were
primarily used for scheduled consultations and video-calls. The ‘other’ work location choice in this
thesis includes on the way, another location within the organization, and another location outside the
organization, two of which refer to an office space. Therefore, this finding aligns with the prior study
by Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2022), which showed a high probability that employees would opt for
the office rather than their home, when their workday primarily involves communication activities.

This thesis also showed that individuals experienced more work-life conflict when they primarily had
scheduled consultations or focus work, in comparison to when they performed routine work. One
possible reason for this could be that scheduled calls impose rigidity on employees’ work schedule,
thus reducing perceived schedule flexibility which results in higher levels of work-life conflict (Hill et
al., 2010). Moreover, employees primarily performing focus work experiencing more work-life conflict
may be due to potential exhaustion from prolonged or intense periods of concentration (Pillay, 2023).
This may leave them with insufficient energy to meet personal/family obligations or spend quality time
with their family after work.

Additionally, a longer commuting distance was shown to relate to employees working less at the office,
and more at home and other locations. This is also in line with prior literature indicating that a longer
commuting distance increases the likelihood of individuals choosing to work from home (Ristimaki,
2007). The relationships between commuting distance and perceived support, trust, and social well-
being were found to be negligible in size. This negligible effect may be attributed to the rise of hybrid
work setups and remote working, where employees no longer commute to the main office daily. As a
result, commuting distance is less relevant to their daily experience and likely has less impact on their
perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-being. In contrast, if employees worked solely at the
office, longer commute distances could lead to increased fatigue, stress, and reduced availability,
thereby influencing workplace relationships more significantly.

Furthermore, employees with more internal interdependence spent more time working from the
office and less from home. This finding is as expected due to prior research stating that for tasks with
less interdependence, hybrid working is unlikely to have negative impacts on teamwork (Beauregard
et al., 2019) thus resulting in the hypothesis that with higher levels of internal interdependence,
employees would be more inclined to work in the office rather than from home or elsewhere. Internal
interdependence also showed a small negative relationship with professional isolation and work-life
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conflict. Prior research on this topic has shown mixed results. For instance, research by D’Oliveira and
Persico (2023) suggested a negative relationship between internal interdependence and professional
isolation, whereas Cowles (2023) found no relationship between the two. This highlights a need for
further research on the relationship between internal interdependence and professional isolation in
the context of hybrid work. The finding of this thesis may be explained by internal interdependence
contributing to a sense of inclusion within the team through fostering better team collaboration and
communication (Slocum & Sims, 1980; Susman, 1976), thus lowering the feelings of isolation.
Furthermore, as better ‘within-team’ collaboration leads to higher levels of productivity and efficiency
in work (Vitasek, 2022), work-life conflict could potentially be perceived lower as well.

The analyses in this thesis revealed that employees with longer tenure worked less at the office, and
more at home and other locations. On the one hand, this finding aligns with observations by Popuri
and Bhat (2003), who also found a positive association between the length of service and engaging in
hybrid work. On the other, it contradicts findings by Walls et al (2007), who suggest a negative
correlation between seniority and hybrid work. Additionally, it was seen that employees with longer
tenure perceived less colleague support and supervisor trust. Research shows that job tenure
determines work competence and experience (Veltrop et al., 2015), where longer tenure employees
benefit from a larger skill set and experience with the organization. Therefore, colleagues who perceive
their coworkers as more competent may not feel the need to provide them with support, thus resulting
in reduced perceived support from coworkers by such workers. Moreover, existing literature indicates
that employees with longer tenure show less motivation to carry out their core tasks diligently and are
more prone to making mistakes in their core tasks. This is due to lower engagement and attentiveness
to detail (Ng & Feldman, 2013), which is likely to result in lower perceived supervisor trust.

Furthermore, while prior research has only investigated the association between the choice of working
hybrid, hybrid working frequency and employee’s total weekly hours (e.g. Asgari et al., 2014, Popuri &
Bhat, 2003, Drucker and Khattak, 2000), this thesis provided new insights, showing that employees
who worked more hours per week, worked less at the office and home, and more at other locations.
In addition, prior research suggested that longer working hours could potentially facilitate availability
of support and foster trust between employees due to longer times spent on informal interactions
(Omiiris et al., 2020). Longer working hours have also shown to reduce professional isolation (Marshall
et al., 2007). In this thesis, relationships between employees’ work hours and their perceived support,
trust, and social well-being were negligible, which is not in line with findings of past studies.

It is important to highlight that although location autonomy only had a negligible relationship with
work location choice, the bivariate tests showed that employees who had more autonomy in choosing
their work location spent less time working from the office and more time working at other locations.
The negligible effect size observed in this thesis may be due to the high level of autonomy that most
employees in the dataset had when choosing their work location, with an average score of 3.83 (SD =
1). Consequently, the minor differences in location autonomy likely did not alter employee’s choice of
work location. Location autonomy was shown to be related to increased perceived support and trust
and reduced work-life conflict. Previous studies supported this notion, by suggesting that autonomy in
jobs can be viewed as a manifestation of trust in employees, as perceived autonomy reflects an
organization's and managers' willingness to delegate control. This perceived autonomy increases trust
in management (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Seppéla et al., 2011; Whitener et al., 1998), and correlates
positively with supervisor support (Boselie et al., 2001). Additionally, prior studies also argue for a
positive relationship between levels of job autonomy and experiences of work-life balance (Vaquero
Presa, 2018). As job autonomy refers to the degree to which employees can control and decide on
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their own method of work, work arrangements, and work standards (Breaugh, 1985), the relationships
found in this thesis were as expected.

The sub-hypotheses of hypothesis 2 were accepted if the relevant work characteristic was related to a
choice for at least one work location. The sub-hypotheses of hypothesis 9 were accepted if at least one
work characteristic related to at least one aspect of the dependent variable (support, trust, or social
well-being). An overview is provided in Table 52 below.

Table 52 (Sub)Hypotheses overview — Work Characteristics

Hypothesis Sub-hypothesis Accepted/Rejected
H2: Work H2a: Internal interdependence relates to choice of | Accepted
characteristics relate hybrid work locations
to choice of hybrid H2c: Tenure relates to choice of hybrid work Accepted
work locations locations

H2d: Working hours relates to choice of hybrid Accepted

work locations
H2f: Performed activities relates to choice of hybrid | Accepted
work locations
H2g: Distance to work relates to choice of hybrid Accepted
work locations

H2h: Location autonomy relates choice of hybrid Rejected
work locations
H9: Work H9a: Work characteristics relate to support Accepted
characteristics relate H9b: Work characteristics relate to trust Accepted

to support, trust, and | Hg¢: Work characteristics relate to social well-being | Accepted
social well-being

6.5. Physical Workplace Satisfaction

The data showed that higher levels of home workplace satisfaction related to more time that
employees spent working from home and less time from the office (for other locations it was
negligible). Prior research has not established a relationship between physical workplace satisfaction
and hybrid work location choice yet, but suggests that the suitability of employees’ workspace plays a
role in shaping their workplace satisfaction. Workspace suitability is one of the crucial aspects of an
effective hybrid work setup (Mann et al., 2000), allowing for higher concentration levels due to lowered
distractions (Mdller et al., 2022). Based on this, it was expected that individuals who have a well-suited
home office environment may choose to spend more time working from home and less from the office,
which the findings of this thesis indeed showed. Additionally, in comparison to previous studies (e.g.
Stephens et al., 2011, Colenberg, 2022) which highlight the influence of workspaces on social well-
being mediated by social interactions, this thesis added to literature by including additional social
factors: support, trust, and social well-being. By doing so, it found that employees who were more
satisfied with their home workplace, perceived more trust and support, as well as less work-life
conflict. This implies that organizations should think of ways to help employees create a suitable home
workspace within a hybrid work setup. In addition, individuals who experienced more satisfaction with
their office environment, perceived more support from colleagues and benefitted from a higher social
well-being as well. Otherwise, predominantly negligible relationships were found relating to the office
workplace satisfaction. It is especially unexpected that the relationship between office workplace
satisfaction and hybrid work location choice is negligible. This could be attributed to the employers’
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expectation for employees to work from the office, even if they are not satisfied with the workplace
there. In contrast, when given the option to work from home, individuals can make their own decisions
regarding their preferred work location.

Based on the findings, the sub-hypotheses of hypothesis 3 were accepted if physical workplace
satisfaction, whether at home or the office, was related to at least one work location choice. The sub-
hypotheses of hypothesis 10 were accepted if physical workplace satisfaction at home or the
workplace related to at least one aspect of the dependent variable (support, trust, or social well-
being). This can be seen in Table 53 below.

Table 53 (Sub)Hypotheses overview - Physical Workplace Satisfaction

Hypothesis Sub-hypothesis Accepted/Rejected

H3: Satisfaction H3a: Satisfaction with physical factors of home Accepted

with the physical workplace relates to choice of hybrid work locations

workplace relates H3b: Satisfaction with physical factors of office Rejected

to choice of hybrid | workplace relates to choice of hybrid work locations

work locations H3c: Home workplace satisfaction relates to office Rejected
workplace satisfaction

H10: Physical H10a: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to Accepted

workplace support

satisfaction relates | H10b: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to trust | Accepted

to support, trust, H10c: Physical workplace satisfaction relates to social | Accepted

and social well- well-being

being

6.6. Conclusion
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Figure 16 Detailed overview of all small (grey lines) and medium (black lines) relationships
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Personal characteristics Support

Work characteristics Work location choice Trust

Physical workplace satisfaction Social well-being

Figure 17 General overview of all relationships

To conclude, while the bivariate tests have shown significant relationships between most variables, the
effect sizes indicated that many of these relationships were negligible in size. The analyses showed
very few relationships between personal characteristics and employees’ choice of hybrid work
locations (not supporting H1), while more relationships were seen between individuals’ work
characteristics and their choice of hybrid work location (partially supporting H2). Additionally, this
thesis found relationships between employees’ home workplace satisfaction and their choice of hybrid
work location, while no relationship was found between this choice and satisfaction with their main
office (partially supporting H3). Furthermore, this thesis fully supports H4 by having found small and
medium relationships between support, trust, and social well-being.

Looking at the relationship between hybrid work location and support, trust, and social well-being,
only one small relationship was found with work-life conflict (partially supporting H7), thereby
rejecting H5 and H6, suggesting that the choice of hybrid work locations does not relate to perceived
support or trust. Moreover, there were only a few small relationships between employee’s personal
characteristics and their perceived support, trust, and social well-being, mostly pronounced in
psychological empowerment (partially supporting H8), as well as between employees’ work
characteristics and their perceived support, trust, and social well-being (partially supporting H9). Last,
employees’ satisfaction with the physical aspects of their home and office work locations also related
to perceived support, trust, and social well-being, where these relationships were more pronounced
in regard to home workplace satisfaction (partially supporting H10).
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7. Conclusion, Limitations, and Recommendations

The previous chapter aimed to identify significant and meaningful relationships among the variables
within the model using bivariate tests and discussing the results by interpreting the effect sizes. This
chapter aims to highlight its contribution to the existing literature as well as findings which were not
expected or contradicted prior research. Additionally, it explores its limitations and provides
implications for future research and practice.

7.1. Conclusion

This thesis aimed to identify the relationships of employees’ personal and work characteristics, and
physical workplace satisfaction with both the office and home workspace with their hybrid work
location choices, and the subsequent relationship with perceived support, trust, and social well-being.

To achieve this, initially, literature review was performed to get a better understanding of the diverse
terminologies and concepts which are currently used in the analysis of workplace arrangements and
define hybrid work for the purpose of this thesis. Based on that, this thesis followed the definition of
Allen et al. (2015), defining hybrid work as an arrangement where individuals work outside the
traditional office for part of the workweek and maintain connectivity through information and
communications technology. This approach can coexist with other flexible work arrangements like
adjustable work hours. Afterwards, several research sub-questions were answered.

What is the relationship between personal and work characteristics, and physical workplace
satisfaction of employees, and their choice of work locations within a hybrid work
environment?

Gender

@
®

Education level

Household composition

Personal charaderistics

Psychological
empowerment

Office

Internal interdependence

Tenure

Work hours Home

2201P UO}}RI0] HOAR

Performed activities

Work characteristics

Distance to work

Location autonomy Others

Home workplace
satisfaction

Office workplace
satisfaction

Physical workplace
satisfaction

Figure 18 Small relationships (grey lines) between personal and work characteristics, physical workplace satisfaction and
work location choice
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Figure 18 above shows that employee’s personal characteristics played a minor role in their work
location choice. Gender, age, and psychological empowerment did not determine employees’ work
location choice, nor did the presence of children in the household determine employees’ decision to
work from the main office or home. These findings were unexpected and contradicted multiple
existing studies that highlighted relationships between these variables (e.g. Mokhtarian, 1996; Zhang
et al., 2020; Drucker and Khattak, 2000).

Further, prior research had not established a relationship between physical workplace satisfaction and
hybrid work location choice. This thesis added to current literature by showing that with increased
satisfaction with home workplace, employees spent more time working from home, and less from the
office or other locations. Conversely, satisfaction with the physical aspects of their office environment
did not relate to their work location choice.

It became evident that work characteristics were the main determinants of employees’ work location
choices, in comparison to personal characteristics and physical workplace satisfaction. Moreover,
location autonomy did not relate to employees’ work location choice. Although prior research did not
specifically study this relationship, it suggested that perceived location autonomy influenced
individuals' choice of work environment to enhance productivity and well-being (Thomas & Velthouse,
1990; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Therefore, a potential relationship was anticipated here.

How do support, trust, and social well-being relate to each other within a hybrid work
environment?

Support from leadership
A A »
o=
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©
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Support from colleagues
A
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Work-life conflict a

Figure 19 Small (grey lines) and medium (black lines) relationships between support, trust, and social well-being
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The relationships between perceived support, trust, and social well-being depicted in Figure 19 aligned
with expectations from pre-hybrid work studies (e.g. Egriboyun, 2015; Tse & Mitschell, 2010).
Between and within perceived support and trust, only two of the relationships were found to be small,
in comparison to others which were medium. These were between perceived leadership support and
colleague trust, and between perceived colleague support and trust in leadership, as shown in Figure
19. This could potentially be due to the nature of hybrid work, with a considerable part of interactions
taking place online, rather than in the physical presence of colleagues and leaders at the office.
Furthermore, positive relationships between and within perceived support and trust exhibited a
reciprocal effect, indicating that employees only reciprocate support and trust after perceiving these
from coworkers or leadership. Employees’ increased perceived support and trust have also shown to
relate to reduced experienced professional isolation and work-life conflict. Last, reduced work life
conflict also related to reduced professional isolation.

What is the relationship between employees’ work locations choice and their perceived
support, trust, and social well-being within a hybrid work environment?

Support from leadership )
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Figure 20 Small (grey line) relationship between work location choice and support, trust, and social well-being

This thesis found only one small relationship — between hybrid work location choice and work-life
conflict, seen in Figure 20 contrary to the expectation of at least a small effect size for all relationships
based on findings of prior research in regard to support, trust, and social well-being. It was seen that
employees who primarily work from home experienced less work-life conflict than those who
primarily work at the office. Additionally, although almost all relationships were negligible in size, the
direction of some were not as expected. For example, employees who primarily worked from home
were found to experience less professional isolation than others, whereas numerous studies
suggested that working away from the office environment can potentially result in feelings of social
and professional isolation (Baruch & Nicholson, 1997). The same holds true for the relationships
between employees’ work location and their perceived trust where the findings of this thesis
contradict previous research (e.g. Smith et al., 2018; Fayard et al., 2021) by showing that employees
who primarily worked at the main office or evenly divided their time across multiple locations
perceived less trust among themselves and their colleagues compared to those primarily working from
home or splitting their time evenly between home and the main office.
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What is the relationship between personal characteristics and work characteristics, and
physical workplace satisfaction of employees and their perceived support, trust, and social
well-being?

Gender Support from leadership
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Figure 21 Small (gey lines) relationships between personal and work characteristics, physical workplace satisfaction and
support, trust, and social well-being

The relationships between personal and work characteristics, physical workplace satisfaction and
perceived support, trust and social well-being, depicted in Figure 21, showed that social well-being,
especially work-life conflict, was related to many antecedents from all three independent variable
categories, whereas very few antecedents shaped employees’ perceived trust in the workplace.
Additionally, current literature only highlights the influence of workspaces on social well-being,
mediated by social interactions (e.g. Stephens et al., 2011, Colenberg, 2022). This thesis added to
current literature by showing that office satisfaction was mainly related to social well-being, while
home satisfaction was primarily associated with trust and support.

Moreover, employees’ personal characteristics, other than psychological empowerment, had a minor
role in shaping levels of perceived support, trust, and social well-being. Psychological empowerment
had a holistic, and a positive correlation with all dependent variables, but findings regarding age and
gender did not align with prior research, which indicated differences in communication styles and
strategies within hybrid work settings across different ages and genders (Troemel-Ploetz, 1991;
Furumo and Pearson, 2007).

Last, while location autonomy somewhat determined employees’ perceived levels of support, trust,
and social well-being, other work characteristics did not play a major role in the outcomes of these
dependent variables. Specifically, work hours and distance to work showed no relationship with the
dependent variables, contradicting expectations based on prior literature (e.g. Omiiris et al., 2020;
Marshall et al., 2007).
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7.2. Implications for Further Research and Practice

7.2.1. Implications for Further Research

This research explored post-pandemic work location preferences, recognizing the shift towards hybrid
work as a lasting change and delved into the experiences of individuals who have become accustomed
to hybrid work. Overall, this thesis contributes to a better understanding of the sometimes-
contradictory choice of hybrid work locations based on various aspects, and how these aspects
together with employees’ choice of work location relate to employees’ perceived support, trust, and
social well-being.

Further research should prioritize addressing the limitations of this thesis as discussed in section 7.3,
including sampling both from the private and public sectors. Future research should investigate the
relationships between personal and work characteristics in a hybrid work setup and extend beyond
the Netherlands as diverse cultures view hybrid working differently due to variations in values, norms,
and communication styles (Linea, 2023). Future research should address the topics that have shown
mixed results compared to prior literature. For instance, despite the widespread belief that hybrid or
remote work increases feelings of professional isolation, this thesis challenged these findings by
demonstrating that employees predominantly working from home experience the lowest levels of
professional isolation. Future research should explore whether this discrepancy results from the
subjective nature of measuring professional isolation or from employees not recognizing missed
opportunities for better connections with colleagues. Investigating employees’ effort to connect
virtually through examining the quality, frequency, and type of virtual interactions such as video calls
and instant messaging could also provide valuable insights into understanding the nature of this
relationship.

Moreover, while existing studies suggest that work location influences support, trust, and social well-
being, this thesis found that these outcomes are more dependent on employees’ personal and work
characteristics, as well as physical workplace satisfaction, in comparison to their work location. Future
studies should aim to gather knowledge on creating work environments where all employees feel
supported, trusted, and enjoy a hight level of social well-being. Additionally, research should
investigate why demographic factors like gender and age, which usually play a significant role in
physical workplace research, do not determine hybrid work location choices, nor employees’ perceived
support, trust, and social well-being. Comparative studies between various hybrid work models and
traditional office environments could help identify the specific conditions under which gender and age
influence work location choices and experiences, revealing any mediating variables or contextual
factors that alter these relationships in hybrid setups.

This thesis also found that office satisfaction was mainly related to social well-being, while home
satisfaction was primarily associated with support and trust. Future research could determine whether
specific aspects of the home workplace relate to perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-
being, or if overall satisfaction is the key factor. Identifying specific aspects would allow organizations
to help employees create the optimal home work environment. Further research could also consider
additional aspects of employees’ workspaces, such as psychological or spatial factors, which could
influence workspace satisfaction. These aspects go beyond the physical elements considered in this
thesis.

Considering the positive relationship between psychological empowerment and perceived support,
trust, and well-being in a hybrid work environment, and recognizing that this area is underexplored,
Eindhoven University of Technology can promote cross-disciplinary research. By fostering
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collaboration between disciplines such as Psychology and Real Estate, the university can integrate the
concept of psychological empowerment into hybrid work studies and delve deeper into these
dynamics.

Moreover, autonomy in work location can exist at different levels: at an individual level, where
employees make independent decisions without consulting others; at a team level, where agreements
may be reached regarding specific days or arrangements for office presence; or through negotiations
between employees and their managers. Further research can integrate such a variable to allow for
examination of differences in perceived trust, support, and social well-being between employees
following different levels of agreements on their hybrid work arrangement.

Further research could be performed by using a multinomial logistic regression, in order to utilize the
clustered version of the hybrid work location variable as both dependent and independent variable.
Moreover, as the conceptual model considered both the relations between personal characteristics,
work characteristics, physical workplace satisfaction and hybrid work location and support, trust, and
social well-being, as well as relations between hybrid work location and support, trust, and social well-
being, indirect relationships were not explored within this thesis. Consequently, future research will
benefit from conducting path analysis to gather insights into the presence and impact of potential
indirect relationships, therefore providing more robust findings. Last, this research could benefit from
a longitudinal approach, identifying patterns of change and the dynamics of individual behaviour. This
could potentially provide insights into changes in employees’ work location choices and perceived
support, trust, and social well-being over an extended period of time.

7.2.2. Implications for Practice

The analyses in this thesis suggest that individuals who primarily worked from home or divide their
time evenly between home and office tend to perceive greater levels of trust, support, and social well-
being compared to those who primarily work in the office. Given these attractive potential outcomes,
organizations may want to consider increasing the degree of autonomy they provide their employees
with, in choosing their work location. Organizations should address concerns of distrust in hybrid work
environments and create supportive work environments where colleagues can rely on each other and
build trust, regardless of their work location. To do this, organizations or managers could offer
workshops about building trust and how employees can vary in individual work preferences.
Additionally, they could ensure employees are highly satisfied with the physical aspects of their work
environment, for example through providing ergonomic and comfortable office setups, among others.
This is especially important in their home environment as higher satisfaction might increase
employees’ perceived levels of support, trust, and social well-being. Furthermore, given the different
levels of work-life conflict experienced by employees across different work locations, as seen in this
thesis, organizations that care strongly about employees’ perceived support, trust, and social well-
being can explore means to reduce work-life conflict based on employees’ work location. Organizations
or managers can establish agreements with employees regarding their hybrid work arrangements to
ensure a healthy balance between being present at the office and working remote from it.

Furthermore, this thesis has shown how different work locations are utilized for different activities.
Therefore, corporate real estate and workplace managers can use the insights gained from this thesis
to understand employee experience across different work locations and the aspects influencing their
choices regarding their work location in a hybrid work arrangement. Managers may benefit from
encouraging face-to-face communication through regular check-ins with the team where employees
have dedicated time to discuss their projects, share updates, and discuss any concerns. In addition,
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organizations can also mandate office days for team meetings as well as arrange regular team-building
activities and events to promote interaction among employees and give them reasons for coming to
the office and make their trips worthwhile. Otherwise, given the potential for employees to work from
various locations, face-to-face interactions may remain limited, limiting team communication and
collaboration.

Last, the positive relationship between psychological empowerment and perceived support, trust, and
social well-being suggests the importance of psychological empowering of employees. Organizations
can build employee confidence through employee reward and recognition programmes and provide
incentives such as sponsored courses to enhance knowledge and skills. Organizations can also provide
more autonomy to their employees to improve employees’ psychological empowerment.
Furthermore, organizations should be more considerate of the changes in the work of longer tenure
employees, such as potential decreased motivation to carry out their core tasks diligently, being more
prone to making mistakes due to lower engagement and attentiveness to detail (Ng & Feldman, 2013),
likely leading to reduced perceived supervisor trust. Organizations should implement strategies to re-
engage employees with longer tenure and promote shorter tenured employees to provide support for
their longer tenured employees regardless of their competence or experience levels. All in all,
organizations should consider employees’ differences on a personal and work level and discover how
they experience working at different locations to attract and retain employees.

7.3. Limitations

As the research was conducted among Dutch office workers in the public sector, the generalizability of
the findings of this thesis was initially considered to be limited to public organizations. A number of
studies and surveys have suggested differences between the private and public sector organizations at
the individual level, available support, flexibility in hybrid working, organizational commitment and job
satisfaction, etc. (Hobbs & Mutebi, 2024; Mind, n.d.; Lyons et al., 2006; Steel & Warner, 1990).
However, other studies (e.g. Bas and Wilderom, 2011) found no consistent pattern of significant
differences. Almost every individual-level variable examined in the literature showed mixed and
inconclusive results. Therefore, the widespread idea that employees in public-sector organizations
behave differently from those in private-sector contexts lacks empirical evidence, which might make
the findings of this thesis also more generalisable to non-public sector organisations.

Furthermore, while validated scales were used for the measurement of support, trust, and social well-
being, caution is needed in interpreting the findings. These scales measure perceived, and thus
subjective, levels of support, trust, and social well-being. Therefore, while they offer valuable insights
into the topic, employees’ perception may differ from the intended/provided support and trust by
their colleagues and supervisors. It is also crucial to recognize that employees’ perceptions of support,
trust, and social well-being can vary over time and may be highly specific to moments in time. For
example, something as simple as employees’ emotions and moods can influence their perceptions
(Zadra & Clore, 2011; Vanlessen et al., 2016) and how they view different matters. Therefore, these
findings should be interpreted with careful consideration.

The findings of this thesis are subject to methodological constraints, particularly concerning the hybrid
work location variable. The work location clusters provided more interesting insights compared to the
original hybrid work location variables. However, their applicability was limited to cases where hybrid
work location was the independent variable. If the work location clusters could have been used across
the entirety of this thesis, a higher level of consistency would have been kept. Moreover, two variables,
namely nature of job and leadership characteristics could not be included in the bivariate tests as they
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consisted of many items which could not be reduced into fewer factors due to their low explained
variance. Additionally, respondents likely misinterpreted the agreeableness dimension of the
personality trait variable, resulting in unreliable results and a mean inter-item correlation too low for
further analysis.

Furthermore, as this thesis focused on hybrid work location choice and support, trust, and social well-
being, the relationships between and within personal and work characteristics were not taken into
consideration in the scope of this thesis. The relationships investigated in this thesis, while statistically
significant, were mostly characterized by small effect sizes. Nonetheless, this is common in social and
behavioural sciences, where even small effect sizes can be impactful (Anvari et al., 2022). One potential
explanation for this observation is the complex nature of human behaviour within a work environment,
which is influenced by numerous factors including individual differences, organizational culture, and
external variables (Duong et al., 2005). Last, the large number of significant but negligible relationships
may be attributed to the large sample size used in this thesis. In large samples, even small differences
are likely to show as statistically significant, despite their insignificance (Faber & Fonseca, 2014).
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Appendix A. Workplace satisfaction aspects

Home workplace satisfaction

- Greenery

- Daylight

- lllumination on workspace

- Ventilation possibilities

- Temperature

- Acoustics (sound attenuation, and reflection of sound)

- Atmosphere and appearance

- View

- Comfort

- Functionality of workspace (including dimension and layout of workplace)

Office workplace satisfaction

- Greenery

- Daylight

- lllumination on workspace

- Ventilation possibilities

- Temperature

- Acoustics (sound attenuation, and reflection of sound)

- Atmosphere and appearance

- View

- Comfort

- Functionality of workspace (including dimension and layout of workplace)

- Layout of immediate work environment

- Number of available workstations

- Range of different types of available workstations

- Number of available places for meeting and consultation in the immediate work environment

- Supply of different space types for meeting and consultation in the immediate work
environment
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Appendix B. Replacement methods for missing values

Variable Missing Values Replacement Method
Age Series Mean

Work hours

Tenure

Location autonomy

Horizontal trust

Education level

Distance to work

Gender

Household composition

Series Median

Work location

Performed activities

Replaced with 0

Support from leadership & support from
colleagues

Professional isolation & work-life conflict

Internal & external interdependence

Home & office workplace satisfaction

Psychological empowerment

Vertical trust

Personality

If Cronbach’s Alpha was above 0.7, average of all
items within a variable was taken, only if the
participants responded to at least half the items.
If the participants did not respond to at least half
the items, missing values were replaced with the

series mean.

Nature of job

Leadership characteristics

Mixed approach. Please refer back to page 41
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Appendix C. Distribution of Likert-scale and continuous variables
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Appendix D. Post hoc analysis tables - Bivariate tests

A.D.1. Personal and work characteristics, and work location choice

A.D.1.1. Personal characteristics and work location choice

Education Level

Dependent Variable: Office

Multiple Comparisons

95% Confidence Interval
(n ) Mean
Education Education Difference Lower Upper
Level Level (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games-  Primary, Higher vocational 2.860" 0.517 0.000 1.65 4.07
Howell  secondary education
and others Scientific education 0.913 0.522 0.187 -0.31 2.14
Higher Primary, secondary -2.860" 0.517 0.000 -4.07 -1.65
vocational and others
education Scientific education -1.947" 0.419 0.000 -2.93 -0.96
Scientific Primary, secondary -0.913 0.522 0.187 -2.14 0.31
education and others
Higher vocational 1.947" 0.419 0.000 0.96 2.93
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Home
95% Confidence Interval
(1 (J) Mean
Education Education Difference Lower Upper
Level Level (1-) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games-  Primary, Higher vocational 0.410 0.568 0.751 -0.92 1.74
Howell  secondary education
and others Scientific education 2.4817 0.563 0.000 1.16 3.80
Higher Primary, secondary -0.410 0.568 0.751 -1.74 0.92
vocational and others
education Scientific education 2.0717 0.430 0.000 1.06 3.08
Scientific Primary, secondary -2.481" 0.563 0.000 -3.80 -1.16
education and others
Higher vocational -2.0717 0.430 0.000 -3.08 -1.06
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Others
95% Confidence Interval
(n ) Mean
Education Education Difference Lower Upper
Level Level (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games-  Primary, Higher vocational -3.26978" 0.40659 0.000 -4.2230 -2.3166
Howell  secondary education
and others Scientific education -3.39370" 0.39891 0.000 -4.3289 -2.4585
Higher Primary, secondary 3.26978" 0.40659 0.000 2.3166 4.2230
vocational and others
education Scientific education -0.12392 0.34372 0.931 -0.9296 0.6818
Scientific Primary, secondary 3.39370" 0.39891 0.000 2.4585 4.3289
education and others
Higher vocational 0.12392 0.34372 0.931 -0.6818 0.9296
education

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Household Composition

Dependent Variable: Office

Multiple Comparisons

95% Confidence

Mean Interval
(1) Household (J) Household Difference Lower Upper
Composition Composition (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Single Single-parent -0.107 0.980 1.000 -2.78 2.57
Howell  household household with
children living at home
Couple without 2.065" 0.599 0.005 0.43 3.70
children living at home
Couple with children 1.932" 0.589 0.009 0.33 3.54
living at home
Others -4.397" 1.297 0.007 -7.95 -0.84
Single-parent Single household 0.107 0.980 1.000 -2.57 2.78
household Couple without 2.173 0.891 0.106 -0.26 4.61
with children children living at home
living at home  Couple with children 2.039 0.884 0.144 -0.38 4.46
living at home
Others -4.289" 1.455 0.027 -8.27 -0.31
Couple Single household -2.065" 0.599 0.005 -3.70 -0.43
without Single-parent -2.173 0.891 0.106 -4.61 0.26
children living  household with
at home children living at home
Couple with children -0.133 0.425 0.998 -1.29 1.03
living at home
Others -6.462" 1.231 0.000 -9.84 -3.08
Couple with Single household -1.932" 0.589 0.009 -3.54 -0.33
children living  Single-parent -2.039 0.884 0.144 -4.46 0.38
at home household with
children living at home
Couple without 0.133 0.425 0.998 -1.03 1.29
children living at home
Others -6.329" 1.226 0.000 -9.69 -2.96
Others Single household 4.397" 1.297 0.007 0.84 7.95
Single-parent 4.289" 1.455 0.027 0.31 8.27
household with
children living at home
Couple without 6.462" 1.231 0.000 3.08 9.84
children living at home
Couple with children 6.329" 1.226 0.000 2.96 9.69
living at home
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Home
95% Confidence
Mean Interval
(1) Household (J) Household Difference Lower Upper
Composition Composition (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Tukey Single Single-parent 0.758 1.003 0.943 -1.98 3.49
HSD household household with
children living at home
Couple without -0.398 0.616 0.967 -2.08 1.28
children living at home
Couple with children 1.001 0.607 0.467 -0.66 2.66
living at home
Others 2.414 1.380 0.403 -1.35 6.18
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Single-parent Single household -0.758 1.003 0.943 -3.49 1.98
household Couple without -1.156 0.916 0.715 -3.66 1.34
with children children living at home
living at home  Couple with children 0.243 0.911 0.999 -2.24 2.73
living at home
Others 1.657 1.538 0.818 -2.54 5.85
Couple Single household 0.398 0.616 0.967 -1.28 2.08
without Single-parent 1.156 0.916 0.715 -1.34 3.66
children living  household with
at home children living at home
Couple with children 1.399" 0.450 0.016 0.17 2.63
living at home
Others 2.812 1.318 0.206 -0.78 6.41
Couple with Single household -1.001 0.607 0.467 -2.66 0.66
children living  Single-parent -0.243 0.911 0.999 -2.73 2.24
at home household with
children living at home
Couple without -1.399" 0.450 0.016 -2.63 -0.17
children living at home
Others 1.414 1.314 0.819 -2.17 5.00
Others Single household -2.414 1.380 0.403 -6.18 1.35
Single-parent -1.657 1.538 0.818 -5.85 2.54
household with
children living at home
Couple without -2.812 1.318 0.206 -6.41 0.78
children living at home
Couple with children -1.414 1.314 0.819 -5.00 2.17
living at home
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Others
95% Confidence
Mean Interval
(1) Household (J) Household Difference Lower Upper
Composition Composition (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Single Single-parent -0.65042 0.72768 0.899 -2.6389 1.3381
Howell  household household with
children living at home
Couple without -1.66760" 0.46005 0.003 -2.9233 -0.4119
children living at home
Couple with children -2.93274" 0.45758 0.000 -4.1817 -1.6838
living at home
Others 1.98239 0.85440 0.141 -0.3591 4.3239
Single-parent Single household 0.65042 0.72768 0.899 -1.3381 2.6389
household Couple without -1.01718 0.66576 0.545 -2.8376 0.8032
with children children living at home
living at home  Couple with children -2.28232" 0.66406 0.006 -4.0981 -0.4665
living at home
Others 2.63280 0.98061 0.057 -0.0505 5.3162
Couple Single household 1.66760" 0.46005 0.003 0.4119 2.9233
without Single-parent 1.01718 0.66576 0.545 -0.8032 2.8376
children living  household with
at home children living at home
Couple with children -1.26514" 0.35086 0.003 -2.2224 -0.3079
living at home
Others 3.64999" 0.80233 0.000 1.4484 5.8515
Single household 2.93274" 0.45758 0.000 1.6838 4.1817
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Couple with
children living
at home

Others

Single-parent 2.28232" 0.66406
household with

children living at home

Couple without 1.26514" 0.35086
children living at home

Others 4.91513" 0.80092
Single household -1.98239 0.85440
Single-parent -2.63280 0.98061
household with

children living at home

Couple without -3.64999" 0.80233
children living at home

Couple with children -4.91513" 0.80092
living at home

0.006

0.003

0.000

0.141

0.057

0.000

0.000

0.4665 4.0981
0.3079 2.2224
2.7174 7.1129
-4.3239 0.3591
-5.3162 0.0505
-5.8515 -1.4484
-7.1129 -2.7174

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

A.D.1.2. Work characteristics and work location choice

Distance to work

Dependent Variable: Office

Multiple Comparisons

Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Distance (J) Distance to Difference Lower Upper
to Work Work (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 minutes 4.714" 0.453 0.000 3.65 5.78
Howell  minutes >60 minutes 11.358" 0.477 0.000 10.24 12.48
31-60 Up to 30 -4.714" 0.453 0.000 -5.78 -3.65
minutes minutes
>60 minutes 6.644" 0.428 0.000 5.64 7.65
>60 minutes Up to 30 -11.358" 0.477 0.000 -12.48 -10.24
minutes
31-60 minutes -6.644" 0.428 0.000 -7.65 -5.64
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Home
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Distance (J) Distance to Difference Lower Upper
to Work Work (1-) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 minutes -2.848" 0.479 0.000 -3.97 -1.73
Howell  minutes >60 minutes -7.363" 0.514 0.000 -8.57 -6.16
31-60 Up to 30 2.848" 0.479 0.000 1.73 3.97
minutes minutes
>60 minutes -4.515" 0.465 0.000 -5.60 -3.42
>60 minutes Up to 30 7.363" 0.514 0.000 6.16 8.57
minutes
31-60 minutes 4,515" 0.465 0.000 3.42 5.60
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Others
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Distance (J) Distance to Difference Lower Upper
to Work Work (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 minutes -1.86571" 0.34901 0.000 -2.6838 -1.0476
Howell minutes >60 minutes -3.99466" 0.40165 0.000 -4.9363 -3.0531
31-60 Up to 30 1.86571" 0.34901 0.000 1.0476 2.6838
minutes minutes
>60 minutes -2.12894" 0.38875 0.000 -3.0403 -1.2176
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>60 minutes  Up to 30 3.99466" 0.40165 ‘ 0.000 ‘ 3.0531 ‘ 4.9363
minutes
31-60 minutes 2.12894" 0.38875 | 0.000 | 1.2176 | 3.0403
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Performed Activities
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Office
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Performed  (J) Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 -6.577" 0.570 0.000 -8.04 -5.11
Howell 3 -3.769" 0.548 0.000 -5.18 -2.36
4 -6.657" 0.471 0.000 -7.87 -5.45
2 1 6.577" 0.570 0.000 5.11 8.04
3 2.807" 0.614 0.000 1.23 4.38
4 -0.080 0.547 0.999 -1.49 1.32
3 1 3.769" 0.548 0.000 2.36 5.18
2 -2.807" 0.614 0.000 -4.38 -1.23
4 -2.887" 0.524 0.000 -4.23 -1.54
4 1 6.657" 0.471 0.000 5.45 7.87
2 0.080 0.547 0.999 -1.32 1.49
3 2.887" 0.524 0.000 1.54 4.23
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Home
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Performed  (J) Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 4,582" 0.609 0.000 3.02 6.15
Howell 3 10.064" 0.546 0.000 8.66 11.47
4 10.955" 0.488 0.000 9.70 12.21
2 1 -4.582" 0.609 0.000 -6.15 -3.02
3 5.482" 0.636 0.000 3.85 7.12
4 6.373" 0.587 0.000 4.86 7.88
3 1 -10.064" 0.546 0.000 -11.47 -8.66
2 -5.482" 0.636 0.000 -7.12 -3.85
4 0.891 0.522 0.320 -0.45 2.23
4 1 -10.955" 0.488 0.000 -12.21 -9.70
2 -6.373" 0.587 0.000 -7.88 -4.86
3 -0.891 0.522 0.320 -2.23 0.45
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Others
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
() Performed  (J) Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 1.995” 0.408 0.000 0.95 3.04
Howell 3 -6.294" 0.448 0.000 -7.45 -5.14
4 -4.298" 0.375 0.000 -5.26 -3.34
2 1 -1.995" 0.408 0.000 -3.04 -0.95
3 -8.289" 0.476 0.000 -9.51 -7.07
4 -6.293" 0.408 0.000 -7.34 -5.24
3 1 6.294" 0.448 0.000 5.14 7.45
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2
4
1
2

3

8.289"
1.996"
4.298"
6.293"
-1.996"

7.07 | 9.51
0.84 | 3.15
334 | 5.26
5.24 | 7.34
-3.15 | -0.84

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

A.D.2. Work location choice and support, trust, and social well-being

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Support from Colleagues

95% Confidence Interval

(1) Work (J) Work
Location Location Mean Lower Upper
Cluster Cluster Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 0.02947 0.01501 0.202 -0.0091 0.0680
Howell 3 .05854" 0.01930 0.013 0.0089 0.1082
4 0.03229 0.01892 0.320 -0.0163 0.0809
2 1 -0.02947 0.01501 0.202 -0.0680 0.0091
3 0.02907 0.01950 0.443 -0.0211 0.0792
4 0.00283 0.01913 0.999 -0.0463 0.0520
3 1 -.05854" 0.01930 0.013 -0.1082 -0.0089
2 -0.02907 0.01950 0.443 -0.0792 0.0211
4 -0.02625 0.02265 0.653 -0.0845 0.0320
4 1 -0.03229 0.01892 0.320 -0.0809 0.0163
2 -0.00283 0.01913 0.999 -0.0520 0.0463
3 0.02625 0.02265 0.653 -0.0320 0.0845
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership
95% Confidence Interval
(1) Work (J) Work
Location Location Mean Lower Upper
Cluster Cluster Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 0.00204 0.01758 0.999 -0.0431 0.0472
Howell 3 07676 0.02351 0.006 0.0163 0.1372
4 .07724" 0.02260 0.004 0.0192 0.1353
2 1 -0.00204 0.01758 0.999 -0.0472 0.0431
3 .07472" 0.02355 0.008 0.0142 0.1353
4 .07521" 0.02263 0.005 0.0170 0.1334
3 1 -.07676" 0.02351 0.006 -0.1372 -0.0163
2 -.07472" 0.02355 0.008 -0.1353 -0.0142
4 0.00048 0.02749 1.000 -0.0702 0.0712
4 1 -.07724" 0.02260 0.004 -0.1353 -0.0192
2 -.07521" 0.02263 0.005 -0.1334 -0.0170
3 -0.00048 0.02749 1.000 -0.0712 0.0702
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Vertical Trust
95% Confidence Interval
(1) Work (J) Work
Location Location Mean Lower Upper
Cluster Cluster Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 0.01841 |  0.01614 | 0.664 |  -0.0231 | 0.0599
Howell 3 .06867" 0.02116 | 0.007 | 0.0143 | 0.1231
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4 .07286" 0.02090 0.003 0.0191 0.1266
2 1 -0.01841 0.01614 0.664 -0.0599 0.0231
3 0.05026 0.02135 0.087 -0.0046 0.1051
4 .05445" 0.02109 0.049 0.0002 0.1087
3 1 -.06867" 0.02116 0.007 -0.1231 -0.0143
2 -0.05026 0.02135 0.087 -0.1051 0.0046
4 0.00419 0.02515 0.998 -0.0604 0.0688
4 1 -.07286" 0.02090 0.003 -0.1266 -0.0191
2 -.05445" 0.02109 0.049 -0.1087 -0.0002
3 -0.00419 0.02515 0.998 -0.0688 0.0604
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Horizontal Trust
95% Confidence Interval
(1) Work (J) Work
Location Location Mean Lower Upper
Cluster Cluster Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 -0.0101 0.0151 0.907 -0.049 0.029
Howell 3 .0793" 0.0199 0.000 0.028 0.131
4 .0914" 0.0203 0.000 0.039 0.144
2 1 0.0101 0.0151 0.907 -0.029 0.049
3 .0894" 0.0200 0.000 0.038 0.141
4 .1015" 0.0204 0.000 0.049 0.154
3 1 -.0793" 0.0199 0.000 -0.131 -0.028
2 -.0894" 0.0200 0.000 -0.141 -0.038
4 0.0121 0.0242 0.960 -0.050 0.074
4 1 -.0914" 0.0203 0.000 -0.144 -0.039
2 -.1015" 0.0204 0.000 -0.154 -0.049
3 -0.0121 0.0242 0.960 -0.074 0.050
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Professional Isolation
95% Confidence Interval
(1) Work (J) Work
Location Location Mean Lower Upper
Cluster Cluster Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Tukey HSD 1 2 .04064" 0.01496 0.033 0.0022 0.0791
3 -.07305" 0.01974 0.001 -0.1238 -0.0223
4 -0.03031 0.01887 0.375 -0.0788 0.0182
2 1 -.04064" 0.01496 0.033 -0.0791 -0.0022
3 -.11369" 0.01965 0.000 -0.1642 -0.0632
4 -.07095" 0.01878 0.001 -0.1192 -0.0227
3 1 .07305" 0.01974 0.001 0.0223 0.1238
2 .11369" 0.01965 0.000 0.0632 0.1642
4 0.04274 0.02277 0.238 -0.0158 0.1012
4 1 0.03031 0.01887 0.375 -0.0182 0.0788
2 .07095" 0.01878 0.001 0.0227 0.1192
3 -0.04274 0.02277 0.238 -0.1012 0.0158
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Work-life Conflict
95% Confidence Interval
(1) Work (J) Work
Location Location Mean Lower Upper
Cluster Cluster Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 .05205* | 0.01525 | 0.004 | 0.0129 | 0.0912
Howell 3 -10953* | 0.02094 | 0000 |  -01634 |  -0.0557
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3

-.07223* 0.02035
-.05205* 0.01525
-.16158* 0.02088
-.12428* 0.02028
.10953* 0.02094
.16158* 0.02088
0.03731 0.02484
.07223* 0.02035
.12428* 0.02028
-0.03731 0.02484

0.002 -0.1245 -0.0199
0.004 -0.0912 -0.0129
0.000 -0.2153 -0.1079
0.000 -0.1764 -0.0721
0.000 0.0557 0.1634
0.000 0.1079 0.2153
0.437 -0.0266 0.1012
0.002 0.0199 0.1245
0.000 0.0721 0.1764
0.437 -0.1012 0.0266

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

A.D.3. Personal and work characteristics on support, trust, and social well-being

A.D.3.1. Personal characteristics on support, trust, and social well-being

Education Level

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership

95% Confidence Interval
(n ) Mean
Education Education Difference
Level Level (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Tukey Primary, Higher vocational .06000" 0.01962 0.006 0.0140 0.1060
HSD secondary  education
and others  Scientific .11046" 0.02001 0.000 0.0636 0.1574
education
Higher Primary, -.06000" 0.01962 0.006 -0.1060 -0.0140
vocational  secondary and
education others
Scientific .05046" 0.01676 0.007 0.0112 0.0898
education
Scientific Primary, -.11046" 0.02001 0.000 -0.1574 -0.0636
education secondary and
others
Higher vocational -.05046" 0.01676 0.007 -0.0898 -0.0112
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Support from Colleagues
95% Confidence Interval
(1 (J) Mean
Education Education Difference
Level Level (1)) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Games  Primary, Higher vocational 0.02350 0.01730 0.363 -0.0171 0.0641
- secondary  education
Howell andothers Scientific .08303" 0.01706 0.000 0.0430 0.1230
education
Higher Primary, -0.02350 0.01730 0.363 -0.0641 0.0171
vocational  secondary and
education others
Scientific .05953" 0.01387 0.000 0.0270 0.0921
education
Scientific Primary, -.08303" 0.01706 0.000 -0.1230 -0.0430
education secondary and
others
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Higher vocational -.05953" 0.01387 ‘ 0.000 ‘ -0.0921 ‘ -0.0270
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Vertical Trust
95% Confidence Interval
(1 (J) Mean
Education Education Difference
Level Level (1)) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Games  Primary, Higher vocational -0.00885 0.01784 0.873 -0.0507 0.0330
- secondary  education
Howell and others  Scientific -0.03872 0.01794 0.079 -0.0808 0.0033
education
Higher Primary, 0.00885 0.01784 0.873 -0.0330 0.0507
vocational  secondary and
education others
Scientific -0.02987 0.01549 0.131 -0.0662 0.0064
education
Scientific Primary, 0.03872 0.01794 0.079 -0.0033 0.0808
education secondary and
others
Higher vocational 0.02987 0.01549 0.131 -0.0064 0.0662
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Horizontal Trust
95% Confidence Interval
(n ) Mean
Education Education Difference
Level Level (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Games  Primary, Higher vocational -.0755" 0.0176 0.000 -0.117 -0.034
- secondary  education
Howell and others  Scientific -.1164" 0.0173 0.000 -0.157 -0.076
education
Higher Primary, .0755" 0.0176 0.000 0.034 0.117
vocational  secondary and
education others
Scientific -.0409" 0.0143 0.012 -0.074 -0.007
education
Scientific Primary, .1164" 0.0173 0.000 0.076 0.157
education secondary and
others
Higher vocational .0409" 0.0143 0.012 0.007 0.074
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Professional Isolation
95% Confidence Interval
(1 (J) Mean
Education Education Difference
Level Level (I1-)) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Tukey Primary, Higher vocational -.12479" 0.01647 0.000 -0.1634 -0.0862
HSD secondary  education
and others  Scientific -.20321" 0.01679 0.000 -0.2426 -0.1639
education
Higher Primary, .12479" 0.01647 0.000 0.0862 0.1634
vocational  secondary and
education others
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Scientific -.07843" 0.01407 0.000 -0.1114 -0.0454
education
Scientific Primary, .203217 0.01679 0.000 0.1639 0.2426
education secondary and
others
Higher vocational .07843" 0.01407 0.000 0.0454 0.1114
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Work-life Conflict
95% Confidence Interval
(1 (J) Mean
Education Education Difference
Level Level (1)) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Games  Primary, Higher vocational -.09400" 0.01628 0.000 -0.1322 -0.0558
- secondary  education
Howell  and others Scientific -.24565" 0.01715 0.000 -0.2858 -0.2055
education
Higher Primary, .09400" 0.01628 0.000 0.0558 0.1322
vocational  secondary and
education others
Scientific -.15165" 0.01497 0.000 -0.1867 -0.1166
education
Scientific Primary, .24565" 0.01715 0.000 0.2055 0.2858
education secondary and
others
Higher vocational .15165" 0.01497 0.000 0.1166 0.1867
education
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Household Composition
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Household (J) Household Difference (I- Std. Lower Upper
Composition Composition J) Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Single Single-parent -0.01540 0.03971 0.995 -0.1239 0.0931
Howell  household household with
children living at
home
Couple without -0.05922 0.02320 0.080 -0.1225 0.0041
children living at
home
Couple with children -.06573" 0.02262 0.030 -0.1275 -0.0040
living at home
Others -0.02430 0.05387 0.991 -0.1721 0.1235
Single-parent Single household 0.01540 0.03971 0.995 -0.0931 0.1239
household with  Couple without -0.04382 0.03667 0.754 -0.1441 0.0565
children living children living at
at home home
Couple with children -0.05034 0.03631 0.637 -0.1496 0.0490
living at home
Others -0.00890 0.06090 1.000 -0.1756 0.1578
Couple without  Single household 0.05922 0.02320 0.080 -0.0041 0.1225
children living Single-parent 0.04382 0.03667 0.754 -0.0565 0.1441
at home household with
children living at
home
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Couple with children -0.00652 0.01672 0.995 -0.0521 0.0391
living at home
Others 0.03492 0.05167 0.962 -0.1070 0.1768
Couple with Single household .06573" 0.02262 0.030 0.0040 0.1275
children living  Single-parent 0.05034 | 0.03631 0.637 -0.0490 0.1496
at home household with
children living at
home
Couple without 0.00652 0.01672 0.995 -0.0391 0.0521
children living at
home
Others 0.04143 0.05142 0.929 -0.0997 0.1826
Others Single household 0.02430 0.05387 0.991 -0.1235 0.1721
Single-parent 0.00890 0.06090 1.000 -0.1578 0.1756
household with
children living at
home
Couple without -0.03492 0.05167 0.962 -0.1768 0.1070
children living at
home
Couple with children -0.04143 0.05142 0.929 -0.1826 0.0997
living at home
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Support from Colleagues
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Household (J) Household Difference (I- Std. Lower Upper
Composition Composition J) Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Single Single-parent -0.03205 0.03428 0.883 -0.1257 0.0616
Howell  household household with
children living at
home
Couple without -.05486" 0.01992 0.047 -0.1092 -0.0005
children living at
home
Couple with children -.07266" 0.01949 0.002 -0.1259 -0.0194
living at home
Others -.17283" 0.04443 0.001 -0.2947 -0.0510
Single-parent Single household 0.03205 0.03428 0.883 -0.0616 0.1257
household with  Couple without -0.02280 | 0.03149 0.951 -0.1089 0.0633
children living children living at
at home home
Couple with children -0.04061 0.03122 0.691 -0.1260 0.0448
living at home
Others -.14078" 0.05068 0.045 -0.2795 -0.0020
Couple without  Single household .05486" 0.01992 0.047 0.0005 0.1092
childrenliving  sjingle-parent 0.02280 | 0.03149 |  0.951 -0.0633 |  0.1089
at home household with
children living at
home
Couple with children -0.01780 0.01402 0.710 -0.0561 0.0204
living at home
Others -.11797* 0.04231 0.045 -0.2341 -0.0018
Couple with Single household .07266" 0.01949 0.002 0.0194 0.1259
childrenliving  sjingle-parent 0.04061 | 003122 |  0.691 -0.0448 | 0.1260
at home

household with
children living at
home
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Couple without 0.01780 0.01402 0.710 -0.0204 0.0561
children living at
home
Others -0.10017 0.04211 0.124 -0.2158 0.0155
Others Single household 17283 0.04443 0.001 0.0510 0.2947
Single-parent .14078" 0.05068 0.045 0.0020 0.2795
household with
children living at
home
Couple without .11797° 0.04231 0.045 0.0018 0.2341
children living at
home
Couple with children 0.10017 0.04211 0.124 -0.0155 0.2158
living at home
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Vertical Trust
95% Confidence Interval
(n Mean
Household (J) Household Difference (I- Lower Upper
Composition  Composition J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Single Single-parent -0.00081 0.03607 1.000 -0.0994 0.0978
Howell household household with
children living at
home
Couple without -.05917* 0.02153 0.048 -0.1179 -0.0004
children living at
home
Couple with -.07188" 0.02097 0.006 -0.1291 -0.0146
children living at
home
Others -0.05106 0.04924 0.838 -0.1861 0.0840
Single- Single household 0.00081 0.03607 1.000 -0.0978 0.0994
parent Couple without -0.05836 0.03310 0.396 -0.1489 0.0322
household children living at
with home
children Couple with -0.07108 |  0.03274 | 0.192 -0.1606 0.0185
living at children living at
home home
Others -0.05025 0.05528 0.893 -0.2016 0.1011
Couple Single household .05917* 0.02153 0.048 0.0004 0.1179
without Single-parent 0.05836 | 0.03310 | 0.396 -0.0322 0.1489
children household with
living at children living at
home home
Couple with -0.01271 0.01532 0.921 -0.0545 0.0291
children living at
home
Others 0.00811 0.04711 1.000 -0.1212 0.1374
Couple with  Single household .07188" 0.02097 0.006 0.0146 0.1291
children Single-parent 0.07108 | 0.03274 | 0.192 -0.0185 0.1606
living at household with
home children living at
home
Couple without 0.01271 0.01532 0.921 -0.0291 0.0545
children living at
home
Others 0.02082 0.04685 0.992 -0.1078 0.1495
Others Single household 0.05106 0.04924 0.838 -0.0840 0.1861
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Single-parent 0.05025
household with
children living at
home

Couple without
children living at
home

Couple with
children living at
home

-0.00811

-0.02082

0.05528

0.04711

0.04685

0.893

1.000

0.992

-0.1011 0.2016

-0.1374 0.1212

-0.1495 0.1078

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Horizontal Trust

U]
Household
Composition

Mean
(J) Household Difference (I-
Composition J)

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Games-
Howell

Single
household

Single-
parent
household
with
children
living at
home

Couple
without
children
living at
home

Couple with
children
living at
home

Others

Single-parent 0.0317
household with
children living at
home

Couple without
children living at
home

Couple with
children living at
home

Others

Single household

-.0624"

-0.0403

-0.0368
-0.0317

Couple without -.0941"
children living at
home

Couple with
children living at
home

Others

Single household

-0.0720

-0.0685
.0624"

Single-parent .0941"
household with
children living at
home

Couple with
children living at
home

Others

Single household

0.0221

0.0256
0.0403

Single-parent 0.0720
household with
children living at
home

Couple without
children living at
home

Others

Single household
Single-parent
household with
children living at
home

-0.0221

0.0035
0.0368
0.0685

0.0341

0.0202

0.0198

0.0516
0.0341

0.0313

0.0310

0.0569
0.0202

0.0313

0.0144

0.0498
0.0198

0.0310

0.0144

0.0497
0.0516
0.0569

0.886

0.017

0.250

0.954
0.886

0.023

0.140

0.750
0.017

0.023

0.539

0.986
0.250

0.140

0.539

1.000
0.954
0.750

-0.062 0.125

-0.117 -0.007

-0.094 0.014

-0.178
-0.125

-0.180

0.105
0.062

-0.009

-0.157 0.013

-0.224
0.007

0.009

0.087
0.117

0.180

-0.017 0.061

-0.111
-0.014

-0.013

0.162
0.094

0.157

-0.061 0.017

-0.133
-0.105
-0.087

0.140
0.178
0.224
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Couple without -0.0256 0.0498 0.986 -0.162 0.111
children living at
home
Couple with -0.0035 0.0497 1.000 -0.140 0.133
children living at
home
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Professional Isolation
95% Confidence Interval
(1 Mean
Household (J) Household Difference Lower Upper
Composition  Composition (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Single Single-parent 0.07861 0.03280 0.117 -0.0110 0.1682
Howell household household with
children living at
home
Couple without .11649" 0.02041 0.000 0.0608 0.1722
children living at
home
Couple with children .09088" 0.02028 0.000 0.0355 0.1462
living at home
Others 0.04185 0.04165 0.853 -0.0723 0.1560
Single- Single household -0.07861 0.03280 0.117 -0.1682 0.0110
parent Couple without 0.03788 | 0.02931 0.696 -0.0423 0.1180
household children living at
with home
children Couple with children 001227 |  0.02921 0993 | -0.0676 0.0922
living at living at home
home Others -0.03677 |  0.04666 0.934 -0.1645 0.0909
Couple Single household -.11649" 0.02041 0.000 -0.1722 -0.0608
without Single-parent -0.03788 0.02931 0.696 -0.1180 0.0423
children household with
living at children living at
home home
Couple with children -0.02561 0.01395 0.353 -0.0637 0.0124
living at home
Others -0.07464 0.03896 0.311 -0.1816 0.0323
Couple with  Single household -.09088" 0.02028 0.000 -0.1462 -0.0355
children Single-parent -0.01227 | 0.02921 0.993 | -0.0922 0.0676
living at household with
home children living at
home
Couple without 0.02561 0.01395 0.353 -0.0124 0.0637
children living at
home
Others -0.04904 0.03889 0.715 -0.1558 0.0577
Others Single household -0.04185 0.04165 0.853 -0.1560 0.0723
Single-parent 0.03677 0.04666 0.934 -0.0909 0.1645
household with
children living at
home
Couple without 0.07464 0.03896 0.311 -0.0323 0.1816
children living at
home
Couple with children 0.04904 0.03889 0.715 -0.0577 0.1558

living at home

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Multiple Comparisons

121



Dependent Variable: Work-life Conflict
95% Confidence Interval
(1 Mean
Household (J) Household Difference Lower Upper
Composition  Composition (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- Single Single-parent -0.04957 0.03385 0.586 -0.1421 0.0429
Howell household household with
children living at
home
Couple without 0.04756 0.02125 0.166 -0.0104 0.1056
children living at
home
Couple with children -.06282" 0.02127 0.026 -0.1209 -0.0048
living at home
Others 0.01197 0.04649 0.999 -0.1155 0.1394
Single- Single household 0.04957 0.03385 0.586 -0.0429 0.1421
parent Couple without .09713" 0.03006 0.011 0.0149 0.1794
household children living at
with home
children Couple with children -0.01325 |  0.03008 0.992 -0.0955 0.0690
living at living at home
home Others 0.06154 | 0.05112 0.749 -0.0785 0.2015
Couple Single household -0.04756 0.02125 0.166 -0.1056 0.0104
without Single-parent -.09713* 0.03006 0.011 -0.1794 -0.0149
children household with
living at children living at
home home
Couple with children -.11039" 0.01450 0.000 -0.1500 -0.0708
living at home
Others -0.03560 0.04381 0.927 -0.1559 0.0847
Couple with  Single household .06282" 0.02127 0.026 0.0048 0.1209
children Single-parent 0.01325 |  0.03008 0992 |  -0.0690 0.0955
living at household with
home children living at
home
Couple without .11039" 0.01450 0.000 0.0708 0.1500
children living at
home
Others 0.07479 0.04382 0.431 -0.0455 0.1951
Others Single household -0.01197 0.04649 0.999 -0.1394 0.1155
Single-parent -0.06154 0.05112 0.749 -0.2015 0.0785
household with
children living at
home
Couple without 0.03560 0.04381 0.927 -0.0847 0.1559
children living at
home
Couple with children -0.07479 0.04382 0.431 -0.1951 0.0455
living at home

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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A.D.3.2. Work characteristics on support, trust, and social well-being

Distance to work

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership
Mean

95% Confidence Interval

(1) Distance (J) Distanceto  Difference (I- Lower
to Work Work J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Upper Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 0.01028 0.01737 0.824 -0.0304 0.0510
Howell  minutes minutes
>60 minutes 0.02645 0.01981 0.376 -0.0200 0.0729
31-60 Up to 30 -0.01028 0.01737 0.824 -0.0510 0.0304
minutes minutes
>60 minutes 0.01617 0.01855 0.658 -0.0273 0.0597
>60 minutes  Upto 30 -0.02645 0.01981 0.376 -0.0729 0.0200
minutes
31-60 -0.01617 0.01855 0.658 -0.0597 0.0273
minutes
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Support from Colleagues
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Distance (J) Distanceto  Difference (I- Lower
to Work Work J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Upper Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 0.01954 0.01475 0.381 -0.0150 0.0541
Howell  minutes minutes
>60 minutes 0.02308 0.01662 0.347 -0.0159 0.0620
31-60 Up to 30 -0.01954 0.01475 0.381 -0.0541 0.0150
minutes minutes
>60 minutes 0.00355 0.01555 0.972 -0.0329 0.0400
>60 minutes  Upto 30 -0.02308 0.01662 0.347 -0.0620 0.0159
minutes
31-60 -0.00355 0.01555 0.972 -0.0400 0.0329
minutes
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Vertical Trust
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Distance (J) Distanceto  Difference (I- Lower
to Work Work J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Upper Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 0.00889 0.01607 0.845 -0.0288 0.0466
Howell  minutes minutes
>60 minutes -0.02211 0.01781 0.429 -0.0639 0.0197
31-60 Up to 30 -0.00889 0.01607 0.845 -0.0466 0.0288
minutes minutes
>60 minutes -0.03100 0.01679 0.155 -0.0704 0.0084
>60 minutes  Upto 30 0.02211 0.01781 0.429 -0.0197 0.0639
minutes
31-60 0.03100 0.01679 0.155 -0.0084 0.0704
minutes
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Horizontal Trust
95% Confidence Interval
Mean
(1) Distance (J) Distanceto  Difference (I- Lower
to Work Work J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Upper Bound

123



Games- Upto30 31-60 0.0044 0.0152 0.954 -0.031 0.040
Howell  minutes minutes
>60 minutes -.0432" 0.0169 0.029 -0.083 -0.003
31-60 Up to 30 -0.0044 0.0152 0.954 -0.040 0.031
minutes minutes
>60 minutes -.0476" 0.0159 0.008 -0.085 -0.010
>60 minutes  Upto 30 .0432" 0.0169 0.029 0.003 0.083
minutes
31-60 .0476" 0.0159 0.008 0.010 0.085
minutes
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Professional Isolation
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Distance (J) Distanceto  Difference (I- Lower
to Work Work J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Upper Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 0.01311 0.01490 0.653 -0.0218 0.0480
Howell  minutes minutes
>60 minutes 0.00427 0.01656 0.964 -0.0345 0.0431
31-60 Up to 30 -0.01311 0.01490 0.653 -0.0480 0.0218
minutes minutes
>60 minutes -0.00884 0.01532 0.832 -0.0447 0.0271
>60 minutes  Upto 30 -0.00427 0.01656 0.964 -0.0431 0.0345
minutes
31-60 0.00884 0.01532 0.832 -0.0271 0.0447
minutes
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Work-life Conflict
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Distance (J) Distanceto  Difference (I- Lower
to Work Work J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Upper Bound
Games- Upto30 31-60 -.04446" 0.01501 0.009 -0.0797 -0.0093
Howell  minutes minutes
>60 minutes -.11944" 0.01746 0.000 -0.1604 -0.0785
31-60 Up to 30 .04446" 0.01501 0.009 0.0093 0.0797
minutes minutes
>60 minutes -.07498" 0.01667 0.000 -0.1141 -0.0359
>60 minutes  Upto 30 .11944" 0.01746 0.000 0.0785 0.1604
minutes
31-60 .07498" 0.01667 0.000 0.0359 0.1141
minutes
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Performed Activities
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership
95% Confidence Interval
)] () Mean
Performed Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 -0.05253 0.02350 0.114 -0.1129 0.0079
Howell 3 -0.00378 0.02264 0.998 -0.0620 0.0544
4 -0.04856 0.01969 0.066 -0.0992 0.0021
2 1 0.05253 0.02350 0.114 -0.0079 0.1129
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3 0.04875 0.02384 0.172 -0.0125 0.1100
4 0.00397 0.02106 0.998 -0.0502 0.0581
3 1 0.00378 0.02264 0.998 -0.0544 0.0620
2 -0.04875 0.02384 0.172 -0.1100 0.0125
4 -0.04478 0.02010 0.116 -0.0964 0.0069
4 1 0.04856 0.01969 0.066 -0.0021 0.0992
2 -0.00397 0.02106 0.998 -0.0581 0.0502
3 0.04478 0.02010 0.116 -0.0069 0.0964
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Support from Colleagues
95% Confidence Interval
(n ) Mean
Performed Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 -0.03561 0.02027 0.294 -0.0877 0.0165
Howell 3 -0.00748 0.01889 0.979 -0.0560 0.0411
4 -.07382" 0.01672 0.000 -0.1168 -0.0308
2 1 0.03561 0.02027 0.294 -0.0165 0.0877
3 0.02813 0.02010 0.500 -0.0235 0.0798
4 -0.03821 0.01808 0.149 -0.0847 0.0083
3 1 0.00748 0.01889 0.979 -0.0411 0.0560
2 -0.02813 0.02010 0.500 -0.0798 0.0235
4 -.06634" 0.01653 0.000 -0.1088 -0.0239
4 1 .07382" 0.01672 0.000 0.0308 0.1168
2 0.03821 0.01808 0.149 -0.0083 0.0847
3 .06634" 0.01653 0.000 0.0239 0.1088
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Vertical Trust
95% Confidence Interval
)] () Mean
Performed Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 0.01957 0.02165 0.803 -0.0361 0.0752
Howell 3 -.07898" 0.02035 0.001 -0.1313 -0.0267
4 -0.00623 0.01835 0.987 -0.0534 0.0409
2 1 -0.01957 0.02165 0.803 -0.0752 0.0361
3 -.09856" 0.02128 0.000 -0.1533 -0.0439
4 -0.02580 0.01939 0.543 -0.0756 0.0240
3 1 .07898" 0.02035 0.001 0.0267 0.1313
2 .09856" 0.02128 0.000 0.0439 0.1533
4 .07276" 0.01792 0.000 0.0267 0.1188
4 1 0.00623 0.01835 0.987 -0.0409 0.0534
2 0.02580 0.01939 0.543 -0.0240 0.0756
3 -.07276" 0.01792 0.000 -0.1188 -0.0267
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Horizontal Trust
95% Confidence Interval
)] () Mean
Performed Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 .0847° 0.0205 | 0.000 | 0.032 | 0.137
Howell 3 0.0224 |  0.0188 | 0.632 | -0.026 | 0.071
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4 0.0255 0.0171 0.439 -0.018 0.069
2 1 -.0847" 0.0205 0.000 -0.137 -0.032
3 -.0623" 0.0203 0.012 -0.115 -0.010
4 -.0592" 0.0188 0.009 -0.107 -0.011
3 1 -0.0224 0.0188 0.632 -0.071 0.026
2 .0623" 0.0203 0.012 0.010 0.115
4 0.0032 0.0169 0.998 -0.040 0.046
4 1 -0.0255 0.0171 0.439 -0.069 0.018
2 .0592" 0.0188 0.009 0.011 0.107
3 -0.0032 0.0169 0.998 -0.046 0.040
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Professional Isolation
95% Confidence Interval
)] () Mean
Performed Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 0.00548 0.01989 0.993 -0.0456 0.0566
Howell 3 -.07388" 0.01872 0.000 -0.1220 -0.0258
4 -0.03620 0.01650 0.125 -0.0786 0.0062
2 1 -0.00548 0.01989 0.993 -0.0566 0.0456
3 -.07936" 0.02013 0.000 -0.1311 -0.0276
4 -0.04168 0.01808 0.097 -0.0882 0.0048
3 1 .07388" 0.01872 0.000 0.0258 0.1220
2 .07936" 0.02013 0.000 0.0276 0.1311
4 0.03768 0.01679 0.112 -0.0055 0.0808
4 1 0.03620 0.01650 0.125 -0.0062 0.0786
2 0.04168 0.01808 0.097 -0.0048 0.0882
3 -0.03768 0.01679 0.112 -0.0808 0.0055
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Work-life Conflict
95% Confidence Interval
n ()] Mean
Performed Performed Difference Lower Upper
Activities Activities (1-)) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound
Games- 1 2 .19785" 0.01937 0.000 0.1481 0.2476
Howell 3 -.08667" 0.02046 0.000 -0.1393 -0.0341
4 0.04162 0.01733 0.077 -0.0029 0.0861
2 1 -.19785" 0.01937 0.000 -0.2476 -0.1481
3 -.28452" 0.02037 0.000 -0.3369 -0.2322
4 -.15623" 0.01722 0.000 -0.2005 -0.1120
3 1 .08667" 0.02046 0.000 0.0341 0.1393
2 .28452" 0.02037 0.000 0.2322 0.3369
4 .12829" 0.01845 0.000 0.0809 0.1757
4 1 -0.04162 0.01733 0.077 -0.0861 0.0029
2 .15623" 0.01722 0.000 0.1120 0.2005
3 -.12829" 0.01845 0.000 -0.1757 -0.0809

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Appendix E. Effect sizes example calculation

A.E.1. Independent samples t-test - Cohen’s D

Independent Variable: Gender

Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership

Group Statistics
Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Support from Male 5564 3.9841 0.73883 0.00990
Leadership Female 4927 3.9820 0.78194 0.01114
M1 — M2
d=—
,SD12 + SD,?
2
M = Mean of each group
SD = Standard deviations of each group
3.9841 — 3.9820
J0.738832 + 0.781942
2
d = 0.003
A.E.2. One-way ANOVA test - Omega Squared (w?)
Independent Variable: Hybrid Work Location
Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership
ANOVA
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Support from Between Groups 12.782 3 4.261 7.403 0.000
Leadership Within Groups 6035.829 10487 0.576
Total 6048.611 10490

SS, — df (MS,,)
SS, + MS,

2:

5SSk =Sum of Squares between groups
5S¢ = Total Sum of Squares
dfy = Degree of freedom between groups
MS,, = Mean Square within groups

_12.782 - 3(0.576)
"~ 6048.611 + 0.576

w? =0.003

2

127




A.E.3. Pearson Correlation test — (Model R?)

Independent Variable: Age
Dependent Variable: Support from Leadership

Correlations

Support from Leadership

Age Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

0.011

0.277
10491

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

R? = Correlation Coef ficient?
R%? =0.0112
R%? =0.000121
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