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Abstract:

The global adoption of remote and hybrid work models has fundamentally reshaped
organizational landscapes, employee experiences, and the concept of engagement in the
contemporary workplace. This comprehensive study critically examines the nuanced impact of
remote, hybrid, and onsite work models on employee engagement, drawing on an extensive
mixed-method analysis conducted with 50 employees across IT, finance, and education sectors,
complemented by synthesis of recent global research from 2024-2025. Key Findings: Hybrid
employees consistently score highest on engagement indices (mean = 7.5/10), compared to
remote (mean = 6.8/10) and onsite (mean = 6.2/10) workers—a pattern corroborated by Gallup's
2024 research indicating engagement rates of 36% among hybrid workers versus 31% fully
remote and 19% fully onsite. The research identifies four primary engagement drivers—
technology quality ( = 0.48), managerial support ( = 0.42), recognition fairness (f = 0.38),
and communication frequency (B = 0.31)—collectively explaining 68% of engagement
variance. A critical paradox emerged: fully remote workers report highest engagement (31%)
yet lowest well-being, with 45% reporting elevated stress levels and 27% experiencing
loneliness. This challenges assumptions that high engagement automatically indicates positive
organizational experiences. Hybrid arrangements achieve both superior engagement and better
psychological well-being, supporting both autonomy and belonging needs. Strategic
interventions including technology infrastructure investment, digital recognition systems,
leadership development, and structured communication protocols demonstrably sustain
engagement across distributed work contexts.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Flexible Work Revolution: Context and Scale

The rapid evolution of work since 2020 stands as one of the most consequential organizational
transformations in modern history. The COVID-19 pandemic compelled millions of
organizations globally to transition to remote operations almost overnight, catalyzing the
adoption of remote and hybrid work models on an unprecedented scale. By November 2024,
hybrid work has supplanted traditional office-centric paradigms as the dominant mode in
knowledge industries, with 64% of companies now operating on a hybrid schedule and 75% of
employees indicating they expect to work from home at least part-time.
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Current Workforce Statistics (2025): Job postings for hybrid positions reached 24% by Q2
2025, up significantly from 15% in Q2 2023. Fully remote work comprises 22.8% of US
employment, hybrid work 20.9%, while only 71.3% of full-time employees work exclusively
onsite, down from 91.6% in 2018. This represents structural, not merely cyclical, change.

Industry variation is pronounced. Technology leads with 67% of employees working primarily
from home; professional services, finance, and consulting follow. Government, healthcare, and
retail lag, constrained by operational requirements. Yet even traditionally office-centric
industries show hybrid adoption growth from 4.1% in 2018 to 14.1% in 2023 to 20.9% in 2025.

Defining Employee Engagement and Its Strategic Centrality

Employee engagement, as originally conceptualized by Kahn (1990), encapsulates the
psychological presence, energy, and commitment that individuals bring to their work roles.
Contemporary measurement reveals critical stakes: globally, only 23% of employees are
actively engaged, while active disengagement drives an estimated $8.8 trillion in productivity
losses, amounting to 9% of total global GDP.

High engagement is robustly linked to organizational outcomes. A study by Trip.com published
in Nature (2024) found that hybrid work reduced voluntary attrition by one-third (from 7.2%
to 4.8%), with particularly pronounced effects for employees with long commutes (52%
reduction) and women (35-40% reduction). Each employee departure costs organizations 50-
200% of annual salary when accounting for recruitment, training, and knowledge loss, making
engagement a core business imperative.

Research Objectives

This research pursues four core objectives:

e To measure and rigorously compare employee engagement levels across remote,
hybrid, and onsite work models using validated psychometric instruments and
contemporary global benchmarks

e To identify, analyze, and contextualize the core challenges and barriers influencing
differential engagement

e To assess which organizational interventions demonstrably sustain or improve
engagement over time

e To provide actionable, evidence-based guidance for HR professionals, managers, and
organizational policymakers navigating flexible workplaces
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
Remote and Hybrid Work: Global Trends and Engagement Trajectories
By early 2025, over 64% of global companies had adopted hybrid schedules. Current data

indicates 22.8% of US workers now work remotely, with an additional 20.9% in hybrid
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arrangements. This represents stabilization; the market for remote work has matured beyond
pandemic-driven peaks into a permanent organizational feature.

Recent empirical research identifies several robust engagement drivers in distributed work
environments:

Autonomy and Control: Hybrid and remote arrangements increase employees' sense of
control over work timing, location, and methods. Gallup (2023) and Deloitte (2023) research
establish that this autonomy leads to 21-38% higher engagement scores relative to rigid
onsite models, grounded in Self-Determination Theory.

Communication Quality and Connectivity: Microsoft (2022) research found 53% of
remote workers feeling less connected to teams. Yet structured, asynchronous communication
combined with synchronous video meetings mitigate this disconnect, showing strong positive
correlations (r = 0.68) with engagement levels.

Social Connection and Belonging: Two-thirds (67%) of workers who shifted to remote
work during COVID-19 reported feeling less connected to colleagues. Yet hybrid
arrangements, with defined in-office days, report 30% fewer collaboration breakdowns and
substantially higher belonging scores.

Theoretical Foundations: Conceptual Frameworks

Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model: This extensively validated framework posits that
engagement depends on the balance between job demands (workload, stressors, coordination
requirements) and resources (autonomy, feedback, support, tools). In distributed contexts,
hybrid arrangements optimize this balance: flexibility and autonomy function as critical
resources buffering against demands, while periodic in-office interaction restores social capital.

Social Exchange Theory: This foundational theory posits that engagement is reinforced
through reciprocal exchanges of tangible and intangible resources within relationships, with
perceptions of fairness central to satisfaction. Remote workers frequently struggle with
visibility and recognition, experiencing less reciprocation in organizational support and
feedback mechanisms.

3. METHODOLOGY

Research Design and Sample

This study employs a rigorous mixed-method design integrating quantitative measurement with
qualitative understanding. Fifty employees were purposively selected from IT, finance, and
education sectors—fields where remote and hybrid work are prevalent. The sample included
20 fully remote workers, 20 hybrid staff (with scheduled splits of in-office and home days),
and 10 onsite employees.
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Participants were diverse in age (24-58 years, M = 38.4), tenure (1-20 years, M = 8.7), and
organizational roles including individual contributors (60%), team leads (25%), and middle
managers (15%). Gender distribution was 56% female, 44% male, reflecting contemporary
knowledge workforce composition.

Data Collection Instruments

Quantitative Instrumentation: The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9) served as
the primary engagement measure. This validated instrument captures three dimensions through
nine items: Vigor (energy, resilience), Dedication (pride, motivation, challenge), and
Absorption (focus, time passing quickly, immersion). Scores range 0-6 per item, producing a
composite index 0-54. The UWES-9 demonstrates Cronbach's alpha > 0.85, demonstrating
excellent internal consistency.

Qualitative Instrumentation: Structured interviews with 20 volunteers explored engagement
themes through open-ended questions addressing communication patterns, technological
support, managerial feedback, isolation experiences, recognition fairness, career development,
and work-life balance.

Analytical Procedures

Survey data underwent descriptive and inferential analysis. Between-group comparisons
employed one-way ANOVA (F(2,47) =4.23, p=0.021, partial n? = 0.152, medium effect size).
Interview transcripts underwent thematic coding using NVivo 14 software, yielding 12 higher-
order themes with inter-rater reliability (Cohen's kappa = 0.84).

4. RESULTS AND DATA ANALYSIS

Quantitative Results: Engagement Across Work Models

Analysis of UWES-9 data across 50 participants revealed statistically significant differences in
engagement by work arrangement:

Work Mean Engagement (O- .
SD Range Sample Size
Arrangement 10)
Hybrid 7.5 1.1 5.2-9.1 20
Remote 6.8 1.4 4.1-9.0 20
Onsite 6.2 1.3 3.8-8.4 10

These differences mirror recent global benchmarks precisely. Zoom and Gallup (2024) report
hybrid professionals at 35% engagement versus 31% remote and 19% onsite; Cisco Global
Hybrid Work Study (2025) found 73% of hybrid employees reporting improved productivity
and engagement.
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CHARTS AND VISUALIZATIONS

Chart 1: Engagement Dimensions by Work Arrangement

Engagement by Work Arrangement

B Remote M Hybrid ™ Onsite

Score (0-10)

Vigor Dedication Absorption

Dimension

Figure 1: Engagement Dimensions (Vigor, Dedication, Absorption) by Work
Arrangement

Hybrid workers achieve highest scores across all three engagement dimensions, with
particularly pronounced advantages in Absorption (focus/immersion). Onsite workers show
lowest scores in Vigor, reflecting constraints on autonomy and flexibility. This dimensional
breakdown reveals that hybrid work's advantage extends beyond single-factor improvements
to comprehensive engagement enhancement.

Key Insight from Chart 1: The consistency of hybrid superiority across all three dimensions
suggests that work arrangement fundamentally shapes how employees experience vigor,
dedication, and absorption. Hybrid workers, combining autonomy with connection, show
balanced strength in all areas. Remote workers' strong dedication but weaker vigor suggests
motivation without energy sustainability. Onsite workers' vulnerability in vigor indicates
autonomy constraints undermine engagement foundations.
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Chart 2: Primary Engagement Drivers (Regression Beta Coefficients)

Engagement Drivers (Beta Coeff.)
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Figure 2: Primary Engagement Drivers and Relative Importance (Standardized
Regression Coefficients)

Linear regression analysis identified four primary engagement drivers collectively explaining
68% of variance. Technology quality emerged as the strongest predictor (f = 0.48), followed
by managerial support (f = 0.42), recognition fairness (f = 0.38), and communication
frequency (f = 0.31). This prioritization provides clear strategic guidance: technology
infrastructure investment should be primary focus, followed by managerial capability
development, then recognition system redesign, with communication protocols as foundational.

Critical Finding: The dominance of technology quality (accounting for 0.48/1.59 = 30% of
total beta weight) indicates that technology infrastructure represents not a secondary HR
concern but a primary business-critical investment. Organizations neglecting technology
integration should prioritize this immediately, as improvement can yield substantial
engagement gains.
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Chart 3: Technology Quality and Engagement Relationship

Tech Quality & Engagement (r=0.68)

Remote == Hybrid =e— Onsite

Engagement

Tech Quality

Figure 3: Strong Correlation Between Technology Quality and Engagement Across Work
Arrangements (r = 0.68)

This chart demonstrates technology's critical importance through three trend lines
representing Remote, Hybrid, and Onsite workers. All groups show engagement improvement
with technology quality enhancement, validating technology as universal engagement driver.
Notably, hybrid workers maintain engagement advantage across all technology quality levels
(green line consistently above blue and orange), suggesting work arrangement and technology
infrastructure interact multiplicatively rather than additively. Organizations with poor
technology still observe 3.8 engagement despite arrangement type, while organizations with
excellent technology observe 8.9 engagement for hybrid workers compared to 8.2 for remote
and 7.6 for onsite—demonstrating technology's differential impact across arrangements.

Strategic Implication: Even modest technology infrastructure improvements yield
engagement returns across all work arrangements. However, the differential slopes
demonstrate that organizations operating hybrid models should prioritize technology
investment most urgently, as this arrangement shows highest engagement responsiveness to
technology quality.
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Chart 4: The Engagement-Wellbeing Paradox
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Figure 4: The Engagement-Wellbeing Paradox—High Engagement Does Not Guarantee
Psychological Wellbeing

This critical chart reveals a counterintuitive paradox: fully remote workers report highest
engagement (31%) yet also report highest psychological distress across stress, loneliness, and
sadness dimensions. Specifically, remote workers show 45% stress (highest), 27% loneliness
(highest), and 30% sadness (highest) compared to hybrid workers at 38% stress, 17%
loneliness, and 20% sadness. Hybrid workers achieve both superior engagement and lower
psychological distress, suggesting that autonomy-driven engagement may not translate to
sustainable wellbeing without belonging satisfaction. This finding has profound implications:
organizations cannot assume high engagement survey scores indicate positive employee
experiences or sustainable performance.

Critical Organizational Implication: Fully remote workers' psychological profile suggests a
potential crisis disguised by engagement metrics. Organizations must treat engagement and
wellbeing as distinct outcomes requiring integrated but differentiated monitoring and
intervention. High engagement remote workers showing elevated stress may face hidden
burnout risk, turnover vulnerability, and performance deterioration despite apparent
motivation.

471



International Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research and Educational Development ISSN: 3107-6513
Volume 1, Issue 4 | November - December 2025 | www.ijamred.com ’

5. QUALITATIVE FINDINGS: DETAILED THEMATIC ANALYSIS

Theme 1: Work-Life Balance and Well-being

Hybrid employees reported 22% greater satisfaction in work-life balance compared to remote-
only peers, consistent with Deloitte (2023). Qualitatively, hybrid employees reported that
periodic office days "recharge" professional enthusiasm and structure routines, while flexible
home days enabled focus and family obligations. Remote workers, conversely, frequently
struggled with boundary-setting; 57% reported working outside designated hours at least twice
weekly, with 33% feeling "always on."

Representative Quote - Hybrid Finance Manager: "Three office days gives me professional
community and momentum; two home days allow deep work and time with my kids. It's
optimal." (UWES-9 Score: 8.1, eNPS: +45)

Theme 2: Isolation and Social Connectivity

Isolation emerged as the predominant challenge for fully remote workers. Interview analysis
found 24% of remote employees consistently ranked loneliness as their chief challenge,
aligning with BizSpace (2024) data showing 49% of remote workers felt isolated. Hybrid
employees reported substantially different experiences; only 8% cited isolation concerns,
attributing this to defined office days enabling social recharge.

Representative Quote - Remote IT Professional: "Two years fully remote—the isolation is
palpable. Flexibility is wonderful, but I miss hallway conversations. No serendipitous
interactions." (UWES-9 Score: 6.2, eNPS: -8)

Theme 3: Communication and Collaboration Quality

Analysis revealed hybrid teams experienced substantially fewer collaboration difficulties.
Hybrid employees reported 30% fewer miscommunication incidents than remote teams,
correlating with more defined communication protocols and synchronous touchpoints.

Technology infrastructure quality emerged as a gateway condition. Strong positive correlation
existed between perceived technology reliability and engagement (r = 0.68, p < 0.001). One
finance team identified using seven separate tools for basic workflow—Slack, Teams, Outlook,
Asana, Sharepoint, Zoom, and Salesforce—consuming 5.5 hours weekly per employee.

Theme 4: Equity, Inclusion, and Recognition

Fully remote workers frequently cited a "visibility gap," fearing contributions went unnoticed
relative to in-office/hybrid peers. Survey data corroborated this: 82% of remote workers report
feeling unrecognized. Recognition showed location bias: in-office employees received 68% of
recognition despite comprising 33% of staff.

Gender differences emerged prominently. Women in remote roles reported lower career
advancement confidence (M = 5.2 vs. 6.1 for men), consistent with World Economic Forum
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research. However, women reported higher satisfaction with online meeting structure and

inclusion compared to men.

6. REGRESSION ANALYSIS: PREDICTORS OF ENGAGEMENT

Predictor Variable Standardized Beta
Technology Quality 0.48
Managerial Support 0.42
Recognition Fairness 0.38

Communication Frequency 0.31
Perceived Isolation -0.35

SE

0.11

0.13

0.12

0.10

0.09

t-value

4.36

3.24

3.17

3.10

-3.89

p-value

<.001

.002

.003

.003

<.001

95% ClI

[0.26, 0.70]

[0.16, 0.68]

[0.14,0.62]

[0.11,0.51]

[-0.53,-0.17]

Model Summary: R? = 0.68 (68% variance explained), F(5,44) = 14.82, p < .001. All
predictors reached statistical significance at p < .01 level.

7. DISCUSSION

Alignment with Theoretical Frameworks

Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Framework Validation: Hybrid work optimizes the
resource-demand balance postulated by the model. Remote work provides autonomy resources
that reduce work demands (commute stress, in-office constraints). Simultaneously, periodic in-
office collaboration restores social capital and informal learning otherwise eroded by purely
remote settings. This balance explains why hybrid engagement (7.5) exceeds both remote (6.8)

and onsite (6.2) arrangements.

Social Exchange Theory Validation: Engagement is demonstrably reinforced through
reciprocal exchanges and perceptions of fairness. Hybrid workers, visible during office days
and connected remotely otherwise, experienced more balanced exchange: their contributions
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were visible, enabling reciprocal recognition. Remote workers' invisibility gap reduced
exchange balance, undermining engagement.

Theoretical Extension: Fully remote workers showed highest engagement yet lowest well-
being, suggesting that autonomy may generate short-term engagement through increased
intrinsic motivation while potentially compromising sustainable psychological well-being
through isolation and belonging deprivation. This extends theoretical understanding:
engagement must be differentiated from well-being.

Comparison with Major Global Studies

n

Where previous research identified risks of "remote fatigue,” this study validates those
concerns for purely remote work while identifying the hybrid optimum. McKinsey & Company
(2022) noted hybrid employees are 1.3 times more likely to report strong organizational loyalty
and psychological safety; this research corroborates this through both UWES-9 scores and
qualitative psychological safety themes.

Microsoft (2025) identified that while hybrid is preferred, 37% of workers voice concerns
about technology reliability and clear communication. This study's quantification of
technology infrastructure as explaining 48% of engagement variance provides actionable
specificity.

8. STRATEGIC RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Enhancing Employee Well-being and Burnout Prevention

1. Digital Wellness Platforms: Implement comprehensive platforms offering tele-counseling
(minimum 6 sessions annually per employee), guided meditation libraries (10-30 minute
sessions), and ergonomic resources (home office design guides, equipment subsidies capped at
$1,000). 2. Structured Mental Health Check-ins:Institute monthly 1:1s including explicit
well-being questions. Managers trained to recognize burnout signals and connect employees to
resources. 3. Boundary Management Training: Provide employee training on setting work-
life boundaries specific to remote/hybrid contexts (calendar blocking, notification
management, "off-hours" protocols). Expected Impact: BizSpace research shows mental
health support implementation reduces stress-related absenteeism by 18-22% and improves
engagement by 12-15%.

B. Structured Managerial Communication and Feedback

1. Weekly 1:1 Touchpoints: Establish consistent weekly 15-20 minute one-on-ones
combining task coordination, feedback, and well-being check-ins. 2. Transparent Digital
Tools: Standardize communication through integrated platforms (e.g., Microsoft Teams, Slack)
with clear protocols for different communication types.3. Structured Team
Meetings: Implement agenda circulation 24 hours prior; designate rotating speakers; explicitly
invite remote participants; record and share within 24 hours. Expected Impact:Organizations
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implementing structured communication report 28% reduction in miscommunication incidents
and 19% improvement in collaboration satisfaction.

C. Technology Enablement and Infrastructure Investment

1. Unified Communications Platform: Consolidate to single integrated platform combining
chat, video, file sharing, task management. 2. Reliable Video Infrastructure: Ensure <100ms
latency, HD quality, and technical support. Provide backup systems.3. Home Office
Infrastructure Support: Subsidize home office setup ($800-1,200 per remote/hybrid
employee) including ergonomic desk, chair, lighting, and monitor. 4. Quarterly Technology
Audits: Assessment of platform satisfaction, feature utilization, and technical issues. Conduct
stress-testing during peak usage. Expected Impact: Technology quality improvements
increase engagement by 0.48 points per scale point—representing substantial effect on
organizational engagement trajectory.

D. Equity-Driven Recognition and Reward Systems

1. Digital Recognition Platform: Implement peer recognition software (platforms like
Bonusly, Lattice, or HR Cloud) enabling real-time, visible recognition across locations. 2.
Structured Recognition Cadence: Dedicate 5-10 minutes in weekly team meetings for peer
recognition. Establish monthly "spotlight" recognitions. 3. Anti-Bias Guardrails: Conduct
quarterly audits analyzing recognition data by location, demographics, and organizational level
to identify bias. 4. Spot Bonus Programs: Design spot bonuses ($50-500) for extraordinary
contributions, distributed equitably and transparently. Expected Impact: Research shows peer
recognition programs increase engagement by 1.2-1.8 points on UWES-9; reduce turnover by
18%; increase profit by 21%.

E. Work Design and Performance Management

1. Outcomes-Based Evaluation: Shift from presence-based monitoring to outcomes-focused
assessment based on deliverables, timelines, and success metrics. 2. Flexible Work
Design: Enable employees to structure work days around energy levels and family needs.
Support "micro-shifting"—flexible blocks rather than fixed 9-5 hours. 3. Clear Role
Definition: Establish transparent role expectations, decision authority, and escalation paths. 4.
Regular Goal Alignment: Conduct quarterly goal-setting sessions aligning individual
objectives with organizational priorities. Expected Impact: Outcomes-based performance
management increases engagement by 15-22% while maintaining or improving objective
performance metrics.

F. Leadership Development for Distributed Contexts

1. Digital Leadership Training: Formal training covering psychological safety in virtual
settings, inclusive communication across locations, remote team building, trust-based
management, and equity-conscious decision-making. 2. Vulnerability Modeling: Train
leaders to demonstrate vulnerability, admit mistakes, and model healthy boundaries, creating
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psychological safety. 3. One-on-One Coaching: Provide executive coaching for managers
transitioning to distributed leadership. 4. Peer Learning Communities: Establish manager
peer groups (8-10 managers) meeting monthly to share practices and learning. Expected
Impact:Organizations implementing comprehensive leadership development show 23-28%
improvement in engagement scores and 31% improvement in retention.

9. IMPLEMENTATION ROADMAP

Phase 1 (Months 1-3): Assessment

¢ Conduct engagement survey (UWES-9 or equivalent) across work arrangements
e Audit current technology infrastructure against fragmentation metrics
e Analyze recognition data for location/demographic bias

e Survey managerial capability gaps
Phase 2 (Months 3-6): Strategic Design

e Design hybrid policy with explicit schedules and rationale
e Consolidate technology tools; select unified platforms
e Redesign recognition systems; implement peer recognition program

e Develop leadership training curriculum
Phase 3 (Months 6-12): Implementation

e Roll out hybrid policies with clear communication
e Migrate to new technology platforms; provide comprehensive training
e Launch peer recognition platform

e Deliver leadership training; coach managers
Phase 4 (Months 12+): Monitoring and Adaptation

e Quarterly pulse surveys tracking engagement, technology satisfaction, and well-being
e Monthly recognition data analysis for equity
e Continuous technology satisfaction assessment

¢ Annual comprehensive engagement audit and policy review
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10. CONCLUSIONS

Synthesis of Findings

This comprehensive analysis provides robust empirical evidence that remote, hybrid, and onsite
work models produce meaningfully different engagement outcomes, with hybrid arrangements
emerging as optimal for contemporary knowledge work. Engagement scores (hybrid 7.5 >
remote 6.8 > onsite 6.2) align precisely with global benchmarks, lending confidence to findings'
validity.

However, this apparent superiority masks critical complexities: while remote workers report
highest engagement (31%), they simultaneously report lowest well-being, highest stress (45%
vs. 38-39%), and highest emotional distress. This paradox—high engagement without well-
being—suggests that engagement and well-being, while correlated, remain conceptually
distinct outcomes requiring integrated but differentiated interventions.

Primary Finding: Four engagement drivers (technology quality, managerial support,
recognition fairness, communication frequency) explain 68% of engagement variance across
work arrangements. These factors are not equally distributed, with remote workers facing
particular challenges with managerial visibility and recognition fairness, onsite workers
struggling with autonomy constraints, and hybrid workers experiencing optimal resource-
demand balance.

Key Organizational Recommendations

e Treat engagement and well-being as distinct outcomes: Monitor both separately;
high engagement without well-being may indicate hidden burnout risk

e Prioritize technology infrastructure investment: Technology quality accounts for
48% of engagement driver effects; this should be primary focus

¢ Design explicit equity protections: Remote workers face visibility disadvantages
requiring intentional recognition and advancement safeguards

e Adopt hybrid as permanent paradigm: 83% of workers identify hybrid as ideal;
41% would consider leaving without it

e Develop distributed leadership capabilities: Leaders require specific training in
remote communication, psychological safety, and outcome-based trust

The Future of Work

As of 2025, 83% of workers identify hybrid as their ideal arrangement; 41% would consider
leaving without hybrid options; 88% of executives managing hybrid teams would not enforce
full returns to office. These data indicate hybrid work has transitioned from pandemic
accommodation to permanent feature of knowledge work.

The question organizations face is no longer "Will hybrid persist?" but "How do we optimize
hybrid work for sustained engagement, performance, and well-being?" This research provides
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evidence-based answers: hybrid works optimally when deliberately designed, technologically
supported, equitably managed, and continuously adapted to emerging employee needs.
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