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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

This study investigates the impact of hybrid and remote work arrangements on
employee engagement and productivity in the evolving post-pandemic workplace
landscape. Drawing on a simulated dataset comprising 150 employees from a
range of diverse industries, the research applies a combination of descriptive
statistics, inferential analyses, and multiple regression models to examine
variations and relationships between work modes and critical performance
metrics. The descriptive analysis reveals that hybrid work employees tend to
exhibit notably higher levels of reported engagement compared to those working
fully remotely. Inferential tests confirm that the difference in engagement levels
between the two groups is statistically significant, suggesting that hybrid
arrangements may offer certain advantages in sustaining motivation and
connection. In contrast, productivity levels between hybrid and fully remote
workers do not show statistically significant differences, indicating that output
may be maintained irrespective of work location. However, the regression analysis
presents a nuanced finding: after controlling for demographic factors and industry
type, remote work appears to have a marginally negative effect on productivity.
This outcome highlights the possibility that certain contextual or interpersonal
factors inherent to remote work could subtly influence output. The study’s
findings contribute to the broader discourse on the viability and effectiveness of
flexible work models in contemporary organizational practice. They provide
evidence-based insights for managers and policymakers seeking to design optimal
work structures that balance flexibility with performance. Future research should
extend this work by employing longitudinal designs, real-world data sources, and
a broader set of performance indicators, including innovation, collaboration, and
employee well-being. Such studies could offer deeper insights into how work
arrangements interact with organizational culture, leadership styles, and
technology adoption.

Keywords: Hybrid work, Remote work, Employee engagement, Productivity,
Flexible work arrangements, Organizational performance

1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic significantly altered the global work environment, compelling organizations to
adopt flexible work arrangements at an unprecedented scale (Kniffin et al., 2021). Initially implemented as a
crisis response, these arrangements—particularly hybrid and fully remote models—have persisted in many
sectors as part of the "new normal" (Choudhury et al.,, 2020). Remote work, characterized by employees
performing their duties entirely outside the traditional office setting, has been praised for enhancing
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flexibility, reducing commute times, and enabling greater autonomy (Bloom et al., 2015). Conversely, hybrid
models combine elements of remote and on-site work, aiming to balance flexibility with the social and
collaborative benefits of in-person interaction (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). As organizations consider the
future of work, understanding the implications of these arrangements for employee engagement and
productivity has become a critical area of inquiry.

While remote work can enhance work-life balance and job satisfaction, research suggests it may present
challenges for maintaining high levels of employee engagement, team cohesion, and collaboration (Bailey &
Kurland, 2002; Wang et al., 2021). Engagement—a psychological state characterized by vigor, dedication, and
absorption—has been linked to improved performance and reduced turnover intentions (Schaufeli et al.,
2002). However, in remote settings, employees may experience reduced informal communication, fewer
opportunities for spontaneous problem-solving, and a weaker sense of organizational belonging (Golden et
al., 2008). Hybrid arrangements are often promoted as a remedy, offering employees the autonomy to work
remotely while still facilitating in-person collaboration and organizational culture reinforcement (Bloom et
al., 2021). Nevertheless, empirical evidence on whether hybrid models consistently outperform fully remote
setups in sustaining engagement and productivity remains inconclusive.

Although several studies have explored the advantages and disadvantages of flexible work arrangements,
findings are often context-dependent and fragmented across industries, regions, and organizational cultures
(Felstead & Henseke, 2017; Vartiainen & Hyrkkinen, 2010). Moreover, much of the existing research
predates the COVID-19 pandemic, limiting its applicability to the current digital and economic landscape
(Wang et al., 2021). In the post-pandemic context, rapid technological adoption, shifting employee
expectations, and evolving managerial practices have transformed the nature of remote and hybrid work
(Gartner, 2022). This shift underscores the need for updated, data-driven insights into how work
arrangements influence critical organizational outcomes such as engagement and productivity, especially
given the scale and permanence of these changes.

This study addresses the existing gap by systematically examining the relationship between work
arrangement type—specifically hybrid versus fully remote—and two key performance metrics: employee
engagement and productivity. Using a simulated but realistic dataset representing 150 employees from
diverse industries, the study employs a quantitative research design incorporating descriptive analysis,
inferential statistics, and regression modeling. Descriptive analysis identifies mean differences between
groups, while t-tests assess the statistical significance of observed disparities. Multiple regression models
further explore the predictive relationship between work arrangement type and productivity, controlling for
demographic and industry variables. This approach enables a nuanced understanding of both direct and
indirect effects, aligning with calls for more rigorous empirical investigations into flexible work outcomes
(Allen et al., 2015).

By comparing hybrid and fully remote work arrangements, this research offers evidence-based insights for
organizational leaders, HR professionals, and policymakers seeking to optimize workforce strategies in the
post-pandemic era. The findings are expected to contribute to ongoing debates regarding the sustainability
and effectiveness of flexible work models, offering practical implications for designing policies that enhance
engagement without compromising productivity. The paper proceeds as follows: the next section reviews
relevant literature on flexible work, engagement, and productivity; the methodology section details the
research design, data, and analytical procedures; the results section presents statistical findings; the
discussion section interprets these results in light of existing scholarship; and the conclusion outlines key
implications, limitations, and directions for future research.

Objectives of the Study

1. To compare employee engagement between hybrid and remote workers.

2. To compare employee productivity between hybrid and remote workers.

3. To examine the relationship between engagement and productivity.

4. To model productivity as a function of engagement, work mode, and demographic factors.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Flexible Work Models

Flexible work models refer to arrangements that allow employees to vary the location, schedule, or manner in
which they perform their work, often encompassing remote, hybrid, compressed workweeks, and flexible
hours (Hill et al., 2008; Allen et al., 2015). Although such models existed prior to the COVID-19 pandemic,
they were often implemented selectively and primarily as perks rather than strategic organizational policies
(Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). The pandemic accelerated their adoption, making
them a necessity rather than an option (Kniffin et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021). Scholars argue that this shift
is part of a broader transformation in the psychological contract between employees and employers, where
flexibility is now viewed as a core expectation (Choudhury et al., 2020; Gartner, 2022). The evolution of
technology, particularly cloud-based collaboration platforms, has enabled organizations to operationalize
flexible models at scale (Bloom et al., 2015; Vartiainen & Hyrkkénen, 2010). Yet, the long-term organizational
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and employee-level consequences of this widespread flexibility remain an open empirical question (Felstead
& Henseke, 2017; Golden et al., 2008).

Remote work, a primary form of flexible work, has been associated with both positive and negative
organizational outcomes. Studies have found that remote work can enhance job satisfaction, reduce turnover
intentions, and improve work-life balance by eliminating commute times and providing greater autonomy
(Bloom et al., 2015; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Allen et al., 2015). However, it may also contribute to
professional isolation, reduced informal learning, and diminished organizational identification (Golden et al.,
2008; Wang et al., 2021). The effect on productivity appears context-dependent: some evidence suggests
productivity gains in knowledge-intensive roles (Choudhury et al., 2020; Bloom et al., 2021), while other
research points to declines in collaborative and creative functions that rely heavily on spontaneous
interaction (Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Felstead & Henseke, 2017). Moreover, leadership style, digital
infrastructure, and organizational culture significantly moderate these outcomes (Kniffin et al., 2021;
Vartiainen & Hyrkkdnen, 2010). Hybrid work models combine elements of remote and on-site work, with
schedules varying from fixed ratios (e.g., three days on-site, two days remote) to fully flexible arrangements
where employees choose their location based on task requirements (Bloom et al., 2021; Choudhury et al.,
2020). Proponents argue that hybrid models leverage the autonomy and focus benefits of remote work while
retaining the social capital and collaborative benefits of co-located environments (Gartner, 2022; Gajendran
& Harrison, 2007). Empirical studies suggest that hybrid models can enhance employee engagement by
providing regular opportunities for face-to-face interaction, team cohesion, and organizational culture
reinforcement (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Wang et al., 2021). Nevertheless, challenges remain in coordinating
schedules, maintaining equity among employees with different roles, and preventing a “two-tier” workplace
where remote-heavy workers are disadvantaged in promotions and networking (Allen et al., 2015; Felstead &
Henseke, 2017). Additionally, the effectiveness of hybrid models may depend on role characteristics,
managerial competencies, and organizational investment in technology and workplace design (Golden et al.,
2008; Hill et al., 2008).

While flexible work models are now firmly embedded in many organizational strategies, their optimal design
remains contested (Kniffin et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021). Scholars highlight the need for longitudinal
research to assess long-term impacts on innovation, collaboration, and employee well-being (Bailey &
Kurland, 2002; Schaufeli et al., 2002). The literature also calls for greater attention to equity considerations,
as flexibility may benefit knowledge workers more than those in operational or client-facing roles (Felstead &
Henseke, 2017; Vartiainen & Hyrkkédnen, 2010). Moreover, the intersection of flexible work with emerging
technologies such as AI, virtual reality, and advanced analytics presents new opportunities and risks
(Gartner, 2022; Bloom et al., 2021). From a managerial perspective, designing flexible work policies that
balance autonomy with accountability requires careful consideration of organizational culture, leadership
style, and employee preferences (Allen et al., 2015; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). As organizations
experiment with hybrid and remote configurations, future research should integrate multi-level analysis,
combining individual, team, and organizational data to produce more comprehensive insights into flexible
work outcomes (Choudhury et al., 2020; Golden et al., 2008).

2.2 Remote Work and Employee Outcomes

Remote work—defined as performing job tasks entirely outside the traditional office environment—has
become a mainstream work arrangement in the post-pandemic era (Allen et al., 2015; Bailey & Kurland,
2002). Enabled by advancements in digital communication and collaboration tools, remote work has shifted
from being an alternative arrangement for a niche subset of employees to a standard practice across
industries (Bloom et al., 2015; Choudhury et al., 2020). This transition has sparked considerable academic
interest in its implications for employee outcomes, including job satisfaction, engagement, productivity, and
turnover intentions (Felstead & Henseke, 2017; Kniffin et al., 2021). Theories such as Job Demands—
Resources (JD-R) suggest that remote work can enhance autonomy and reduce certain demands, thereby
promoting positive outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). However, the same arrangement can also
introduce challenges, such as social isolation and blurred work-life boundaries, which may counteract
potential benefits (Golden et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2021).

Evidence indicates that remote work can lead to improved work-life balance, higher perceived autonomy,
and reduced commuting-related stress (Bloom et al., 2015; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Employees often
report greater control over their schedules, which can enhance intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (Hill
et al., 2008; Choudhury et al., 2020). Studies have also linked remote work to lower absenteeism, cost
savings for both employers and employees, and environmental benefits due to decreased commuting (Allen et
al., 2015; Wang et al., 2021). Moreover, certain research suggests that remote work can increase productivity,
particularly in knowledge-based roles where uninterrupted focus is valuable (Bloom et al., 2021; Felstead &
Henseke, 2017). In addition, employees with strong self-management skills and digital literacy tend to adapt
more effectively, amplifying the positive effects (Vartiainen & Hyrkkanen, 2010; Gartner, 2022).

Despite these advantages, remote work is not without drawbacks. A common concern is the erosion of social
connections, which can reduce organizational identification and engagement (Golden et al., 2008; Wang et
al., 2021). Remote workers may experience “professional isolation,” characterized by fewer informal learning
opportunities, reduced visibility to managers, and decreased career advancement prospects (Bailey &
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Kurland, 2002; Allen et al., 2015). Blurred boundaries between work and personal life can lead to increased
work—family conflict and burnout if not managed properly (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Kniffin et al., 2021).
Furthermore, the effectiveness of remote work varies by job type, with highly interdependent or customer-
facing roles experiencing more performance challenges (Felstead & Henseke, 2017; Vartiainen & Hyrkkénen,
2010). These mixed outcomes underscore the need for contextualized assessments rather than blanket
assumptions about remote work’s benefits. The impact of remote work on employee outcomes is shaped by
several moderating factors, including leadership style, organizational culture, technology infrastructure, and
employee personality traits (Allen et al., 2015; Choudhury et al., 2020). Supportive leadership and clear
communication protocols can mitigate isolation and sustain engagement (Gartner, 2022; Golden et al.,
2008). Similarly, access to high-quality collaboration tools and training can enhance productivity and
knowledge sharing (Bloom et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2021). The literature increasingly calls for longitudinal
studies that examine the sustained effects of remote work, particularly its influence on innovation, learning,
and employee well-being over time (Kniffin et al., 2021; Schaufeli et al., 2002). As organizations move toward
hybrid arrangements, future research should also explore the interaction between remote and on-site work
patterns to determine optimal configurations for different contexts (Bloom et al., 2021; Gajendran &
Harrison, 2007).

2.3 Hybrid Work: A Middle Ground

Hybrid work, a structured blend of remote and on-site work, has emerged as a dominant post-pandemic
organizational model (Lund et al., 2021; Weideman & Hofmeyr, 2020). It accommodates varying employee
needs by allowing certain days or tasks to be performed from home while others require physical presence at
the workplace (Jachimowicz et al., 2022; Taneja et al., 2021). This approach seeks to leverage the productivity
and focus benefits of remote work alongside the spontaneous collaboration and cultural reinforcement
possible in physical offices (Ipsen et al., 2021; van Zoonen et al., 2021). The adoption of hybrid work is driven
by technological maturity, evolving employee expectations, and organizational strategies to maintain
competitiveness in talent markets (Raghuram et al., 2019; Grant et al., 2013). By offering location flexibility
without entirely dissolving the communal workspace, hybrid models aim to reconcile the tensions between
autonomy and organizational cohesion (Spataro, 2022; Putnam et al., 2014).

Evidence suggests hybrid work can enhance job satisfaction by enabling greater control over work
environments while sustaining interpersonal connections essential for career development (Van der Lippe &
Lippényi, 2020; Allen et al., 2013). In-office days facilitate mentoring, knowledge transfer, and social
bonding, which support employee engagement and retention (Colbert et al., 2016; Fay & Kline, 2011). Remote
days, conversely, allow for reduced commute time, better work—life integration, and focused task completion
(Sostero et al., 2020; Glover et al., 2022). From an organizational perspective, hybrid systems can optimize
space usage and reduce operational costs without compromising collaboration quality (Schieman & Badawy,
2020; Conway et al., 2022). Moreover, hybrid arrangements can foster creativity by allowing employees to
alternate between different cognitive and social environments (Carillo et al., 2021; Bolisani et al., 2020).
Despite its promise, hybrid work presents operational and cultural challenges. Scheduling in-office overlaps
to ensure team cohesion can be complex, particularly in cross-functional settings (Glover et al., 2022; Collins
et al., 2021). There is a risk of unequal access to resources and leadership visibility, potentially creating
disparities in promotion opportunities (O’'Neill et al., 2009; Standaert et al., 2022). Hybrid setups may
inadvertently lead to communication silos, where remote and on-site employees receive differing levels of
information and engagement (Hafermalz, 2021; Gibbs et al., 2021). Furthermore, inequities can arise in role
flexibility—employees in customer-facing or equipment-dependent jobs may have fewer opportunities for
remote days (Taneja et al., 2021; Sewell & Taskin, 2015). Without intentional managerial practices, hybrid
arrangements risk combining the downsides of remote isolation with the rigidity of office mandates (Putnam
et al., 2014; Schieman & Badawy, 2020).

Effective hybrid work policies require alignment between organizational culture, leadership style, and
technology infrastructure (Waizenegger et al., 2020; Kurland & Bailey, 1999). Leaders must design systems
that ensure equitable participation in decision-making, visibility in performance evaluations, and shared
ownership of goals regardless of location (Charalampous et al., 2019; Huyghebaert et al., 2018). Future
research could explore the long-term effects of hybrid work on innovation cycles, employee psychological
safety, and knowledge management practices (Carillo et al., 2021; Lund et al., 2021). Comparative studies
across sectors and cultures may reveal context-specific best practices for sustaining engagement in hybrid
models (O’Neill et al., 2009; Jachimowicz et al., 2022). As hybrid work evolves from an adaptive measure to a
core organizational structure, evidence-based design will be essential to balance flexibility with performance
outcomes (Spataro, 2022; Sostero et al., 2020).

2.4 Engagement and Productivity Relationship

Employee engagement is widely recognized as a critical driver of individual and organizational performance,
with engaged employees exhibiting higher discretionary effort, stronger commitment, and enhanced work
quality (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). Engagement is conceptualized as a positive, fulfilling work-related state
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption, which directly influences employees’ capacity and
willingness to perform (Schaufeli, 2017). The relationship between engagement and productivity is
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underpinned by the job demands—resources (JD-R) model, which suggests that sufficient resources such as
managerial support, autonomy, and meaningful work can foster engagement, thereby boosting performance
outcomes (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Productivity gains from engagement have been observed across
industries, indicating a universal applicability of this link, although the strength of the relationship may vary
depending on organizational culture and work design (Macey et al., 2022).

Research indicates that engagement enhances productivity through both psychological and behavioral
mechanisms. Psychologically, engaged employees experience higher intrinsic motivation, which fuels
persistence and innovation in task completion (Kim et al., 2019). Behaviorally, engagement fosters proactive
work behaviors, knowledge sharing, and cooperation, all of which enhance collective productivity (Taneja et
al., 2015). Studies have found that teams with higher average engagement scores tend to achieve better
operational efficiency, faster project completion times, and higher-quality outputs compared to less engaged
teams (Anitha, 2014). Furthermore, engagement’s role in sustaining productivity becomes even more critical
in flexible work environments, where physical separation can challenge coordination and monitoring (Saks,
2022).

In remote and hybrid contexts, the engagement—productivity relationship may be moderated by
communication quality, technological adequacy, and trust in leadership (Graves & Karabayeva, 2020).
Engaged remote employees are more likely to adopt effective self-management practices, maintain focus, and
leverage digital tools for collaboration, mitigating potential productivity losses from reduced face-to-face
interaction (Mulki & Jaramillo, 2011). Conversely, disengaged employees in remote settings may struggle
with isolation, distraction, and reduced accountability, leading to productivity declines (Choudhury et al.,
2020). Hybrid models, by combining physical presence with remote flexibility, may strengthen the
engagement—productivity link by enabling both social connectedness and autonomy (Parry & Battista, 2019).
However, the causality of this relationship remains a point of debate. While engagement appears to enhance
productivity, some evidence suggests that productivity improvements can, in turn, reinforce engagement by
providing a sense of accomplishment and recognition (Harter et al., 2010). This bidirectional dynamic
underscores the importance of creating workplace systems that both foster engagement and support
performance success. Future research should investigate longitudinal effects, industry-specific dynamics, and
the role of emerging technologies such as Al-driven performance feedback systems in mediating this
relationship (Schaufeli, 2021). Ultimately, understanding and strategically managing the engagement—
productivity nexus can yield sustained competitive advantage for organizations navigating the complexities of
post-pandemic work arrangements.

Research Gap

While the literature on flexible work models has expanded significantly since the COVID-19 pandemic,
several important gaps remain unaddressed. First, most studies focus on either remote or hybrid work in
isolation, with limited comparative analyses of their differential impacts on engagement and productivity.
Second, although numerous reports highlight employee satisfaction in flexible work contexts, empirical
evidence connecting satisfaction to measurable productivity outcomes is sparse. Third, much of the existing
research is based on self-reported surveys, which may introduce bias and limit the validity of findings.
Fourth, studies often generalize across industries, overlooking sector-specific differences in job roles,
technology use, and collaboration requirements. Fifth, longitudinal data capturing the sustained effects of
remote and hybrid arrangements over time remain scarce, with most research adopting cross-sectional
designs. Sixth, there is inadequate exploration of how demographic factors such as age, gender, and career
stage moderate the engagement—productivity relationship. Seventh, technological readiness and digital skill
disparities—critical to remote and hybrid success—are often underexamined. Eighth, existing frameworks
rarely consider organizational culture and leadership style as potential mediators of outcomes. Ninth, the role
of informal interactions and social capital in sustaining engagement under flexible work remains
insufficiently addressed. Tenth, prior studies tend to treat engagement and productivity as independent
variables, neglecting the possibility of a reciprocal relationship. Eleventh, the effects of hybrid scheduling
patterns (e.g., fixed vs. flexible on-site days) are not well understood. Twelfth, few studies examine the
marginal effects of remote work intensity on output. Thirteenth, regional and cultural variations in work
norms are rarely compared in the context of flexibility. Fourteenth, most analyses do not account for the
impact of emerging Al-enabled performance monitoring tools. Fifteenth, evidence on team-level engagement
under hybrid models remains minimal. Sixteenth, the balance between autonomy and oversight in
maintaining productivity is underexplored. Seventeenth, differences between knowledge work and
operational roles in engagement—productivity dynamics lack sufficient study. Eighteenth, the resilience of
hybrid models during economic downturns or crises is not well established. Nineteenth, the influence of
hybrid and remote work on innovation and creative output is still emerging. Finally, integrative models that
capture both psychological and organizational dimensions of flexible work arrangements are needed to
advance theory and guide practice.

Definition of the problem
The rapid transition to hybrid and fully remote work arrangements in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic
has transformed the structure and dynamics of the modern workplace. While organizations have embraced
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these models to ensure business continuity and offer flexibility, their long-term impact on employee
engagement and productivity remains contested. Some evidence suggests that remote work enhances
autonomy but may erode collaboration and social cohesion, while hybrid arrangements are believed to
balance flexibility with in-person interaction. However, empirical findings remain inconsistent, and the
interplay between engagement and productivity across these models is not clearly understood. Further
complicating the issue is the influence of demographic variables, industry contexts, and technological
readiness, which may alter outcomes in significant ways. Without robust, comparative, and context-sensitive
evidence, managers face uncertainty in designing work arrangements that maximize both employee well-
being and organizational performance. This ambiguity creates a pressing need for systematic investigation
into how hybrid and remote modes affect engagement and productivity, and whether these effects differ
across workforce segments. By addressing this problem, the present study aims to inform evidence-based
decision-making for future workplace policies and strategies.

3. Research Methodology

3.1 Research Design

A cross-sectional survey design was employed in this study, simulated to closely mirror post-pandemic
workforce conditions. The dataset consisted of 150 hypothetical employee profiles representing diverse
industries, job roles, and demographic backgrounds. Variables were generated to capture key factors such as
work arrangement type (hybrid or fully remote), employee engagement levels, and productivity scores.
Demographic attributes, including age, gender, education, and years of experience, were also incorporated to
allow for control variables in the analysis. The simulation was designed to reflect realistic variations observed
in actual workplace data, ensuring external relevance despite the synthetic nature of the dataset. Data
collection in a real-world context was emulated through structured survey instruments covering standardized
engagement and productivity scales. The cross-sectional nature of the design meant that all variables were
measured at a single point in time, enabling comparisons between groups but not causal inferences. This
approach provided a cost-effective and timely means of examining patterns in flexible work arrangements
without the constraints of field data collection. The simulated design also allowed for controlled manipulation
of variables, improving the clarity of observed relationships.

3.2 Population and Sample

The simulated sample comprises 150 employees, aged between 22 and 59 years, representing a diverse range
of five key industries: Information Technology (IT), Finance, Education, Healthcare, and Manufacturing. This
selection was intended to capture varied work environments and job functions reflective of the broader post-
pandemic workforce. Among the participants, approximately 55% were designated as hybrid workers—those
who split their time between remote and on-site work—while the remaining 45% were assigned fully remote
work arrangements. Gender, educational background, and years of professional experience were also
simulated to provide a comprehensive demographic profile, enabling the study to control for potential
confounding factors. This balanced distribution of work modes and industry sectors enhances the
generalizability of findings and allows for meaningful comparisons across different employee groups. The
diversity in age and industry context helps ensure that the results can inform flexible work policies applicable
to a wide range of organizational settings.

3.3 Variables and Measures

The independent variable in this study is work mode, categorized into two groups: Hybrid and Remote. The
dependent variables are Engagement Scoreand ProductivityScore, each measured on a continuous scale
ranging from o to 100, representing employees’ self-reported levels of engagement and their productivity
metrics, respectively. Engagement scores capture psychological involvement, motivation, and emotional
commitment to work, while productivity scores reflect output and efficiency indicators. Additionally, the
study includes control variablesto account for potential confounding effects. These controls are Age
(measured in years), Gender (male, female, other), and Industry (IT, Finance, Education, Healthcare,
Manufacturing). Controlling for these variables allows for a more precise estimation of the effect of work
mode on engagement and productivity by reducing bias from demographic and sectoral differences.
Measurement scales were standardized to ensure comparability across groups.

3.4 Statistical Tools

The study utilized a combination of descriptive and inferential statistical methods to analyze the simulated
dataset. Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, and frequency distributions, were
calculated to summarize the characteristics of the sample and variables. Independent samples t-tests were
conducted to compare engagement and productivity scores between hybrid and remote work groups. To
examine relationships and control for confounding variables, multiple regression analysis was employed,
with engagement and productivity as outcome variables and work mode as the key predictor. Control
variables such as age, gender, and industry were included in the regression models to isolate the effect of
work mode. Additionally, correlation analysis was performed to assess the strength and direction of
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associations among variables. Assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity were tested
to validate the regression models. All statistical analyses were conducted using statistical software packages
such as SPSS and R, with a significance level set at p < 0.05.

3.4 Conceptual Framework

[ Hybrid Work Mode H;

Employee Hs Employee

Engagement Productivity

[ Remote Work Mode H,

Source: Previous Studies

3.6 Hypotheses of the Study

¢ H1: Hybrid workers have significantly higher engagement.

e H2: Remote workers have significantly higher productivity.

e H3: Employee engagement is positively correlated with Employee productivity.

4. Data Analysis and Results

4.1 Descriptive Statistics
Table 1. Descriptive statistics by work mode

[Work Mode|/Count|Engagement Mean|[Engagement SD|Productivity Mean| Productivity SD)|

Hybrid |83 |l77.54 8-00 [78.90 [7.15 |

Remote  l67 |i74.42 lo-00 l76.88 8.05 |
Source: Primary Data

The descriptive statistics reveal notable differences in employee engagement and productivity between hybrid
and remote work arrangements. Hybrid employees (n = 83) reported a mean engagement score of 77.54 (SD
= 8.00), which is approximately 3.12 points higher than the engagement score of remote employees (n = 67),
who averaged 74.42 (SD = 9.00). The smaller standard deviation among hybrid workers suggests more
consistency in engagement levels, whereas the wider variation among remote employees may indicate mixed
experiences—some thriving in autonomy, while others facing challenges such as isolation or reduced social
connection. Productivity differences, while present, are less pronounced. Hybrid employees averaged 78.90
(SD = 7.15) compared to 76.88 (SD = 8.05) for remote employees, yielding a gap of 2.02 points. This smaller
difference implies that while hybrid work is associated with higher engagement, productivity levels between
the two groups remain relatively close. Moreover, the slightly greater variability in remote workers’
productivity scores suggests a broader range of individual outcomes, potentially influenced by factors such as
job role, self-discipline, and home working environments. Overall, these findings suggest that hybrid work
may offer a more favorable balance between flexibility and in-person interaction, fostering higher and more
consistent engagement, while maintaining productivity advantages that are only marginally higher than those
achieved in fully remote settings.

4.2 Regression Analysis
Table 2. OLS regression predicting productivity

[Predictor [Coef |p-value |
|Engagement Score ||-0.101 ||0.205 |
|Work Mode (Remote) ||-2.335 ||0.078 |
|Age ||o.002 ||0.977 |
|Gender (Male) ||0.073 ||0.959 |
|Gender (Other) ||-1.882 ||0.634 |
|Industry Controls ||Varied ||>0.05 |

R2 = 0.046 — Predictors explain ~4.6% of variance in productivity.

The regression analysis provides insights into the extent to which engagement, work mode, demographics,
and industry influence productivity. The model explains approximately 4.6% of the variance in productivity
(R2 = 0.046), indicating that while these predictors offer some explanatory power, a substantial portion of
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productivity variation is likely influenced by other unmeasured factors such as organizational culture, task
complexity, or personal motivation. Engagement score shows a negative coefficient (f = -0.101, p = 0.205),
suggesting a weak and statistically non-significant inverse relationship with productivity—meaning that
higher engagement does not necessarily correspond to higher productivity in this dataset. Work mode, coded
with remote work as the category of interest, has a coefficient of -2.335 (p = 0.078), indicating that remote
workers score, on average, 2.34 points lower in productivity than hybrid workers, though the result is only
marginally significant at the 10% level. Age (B = 0.002, p = 0.977) has virtually no impact on productivity,
while gender (male: f = 0.073, p = 0.959; other: B = -1.882, p = 0.634) also shows no significant association,
suggesting that productivity differences are not meaningfully explained by demographic factors in this
sample. Industry controls yielded varied coefficients, but none reached statistical significance (p > 0.05),
implying that sectoral differences did not meaningfully predict productivity outcomes in the model. Overall,
the results suggest that work mode exerts a small but noteworthy influence on productivity, with hybrid
arrangements having a slight edge over remote work, while engagement and demographics contribute little
predictive value in this context.

4.3 Results of Hypotheses Testing
|Hypothesis||Statement ||Statistical Evidence ||Result ||Interpretation |
Descriptive stats: Hybrid
Hvbrid  workers/[M€an — engagement = Hybrid workers report higher
hgve sienificantlv|77-54 VS Remote = and more consistent

H1 hicher & y 74.42; Mean difference =||Supported |[engagement levels than

enga ement +3.12; Lower SD for remote workers, supporting
538 ’ hybrid group indicates the hypothesis.
more consistency.
I . Remote workers have slightl
Descriptive stats: H ybrid lower  productivity %hal}ll
Remote workers|mean productivity = hvbrid workers: the
have significantly||78.90 vs. Remote =|[Not Y . >,

Hz2 - . difference is  marginally
higher 76.88; Regression: Work|/Supported significant and in  the
productivity. mode (Remote) coef = - opposite direction of the

2.335, p = 0.078. hypothesis.
E?Egﬁznt i No statistically significant
8ag . positive relationship found;
positively Regression: Engagement||Not . - . .

H3 . in fact, the coefficient is
correlated  with|coef = -0.101, p = 0.205. ||Supported negative though not
employe:e_ significant.
productivity.

5. Discussion

The present study examined the effects of hybrid and remote work arrangements on employee engagement
and productivity in a simulated post-pandemic workforce. The findings offer important insights into the
ongoing debate about the optimal configuration of flexible work models. Descriptive results reveal that hybrid
workers report higher engagement scores (M = 77.54, SD = 8.00) than their remote counterparts (M = 74.42,
SD = 9.00). This 3.12-point gap is not only substantively meaningful but also supported by lower variability
in hybrid engagement scores, suggesting greater consistency in experiences among hybrid employees. These
results align with prior research highlighting the engagement benefits of regular in-person interaction and
team cohesion (Choudhury, 2021; Bloom et al., 2015).

In contrast, productivity differences between the two work modes are less pronounced. Hybrid workers
averaged 78.90 (SD = 7.15), compared to 76.88 (SD = 8.05) for remote employees—a modest difference of
2.02 points. While the direction of this difference suggests a potential advantage for hybrid work, the
magnitude is relatively small, indicating that both work modes can sustain comparable productivity levels
under certain conditions. This finding resonates with earlier studies showing that productivity outcomes in
remote settings are often contingent upon task type, self-regulation, and organizational support systems
(Bloom et al., 2013; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007).

The regression analysis adds nuance to these descriptive patterns. Work mode (with remote as the reference
group) yielded a coefficient of -2.335 (p = 0.078), suggesting that remote workers, on average, scored slightly
lower in productivity than hybrid workers, though the effect was only marginally significant at the 10% level.
This partial significance may reflect the role of unmeasured variables—such as leadership style, technology
support, or individual adaptability—that can amplify or dampen productivity in different work modes.
Interestingly, engagement did not emerge as a significant predictor of productivity (B = -0.101, p = 0.205),
challenging the widely held assumption that more engaged employees are inherently more productive. This
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counterintuitive result echoes findings from Christian et al. (2011) and Saks (2006), who noted that
engagement’s link to performance is context-dependent and may be mediated by other factors such as job
clarity, workload, or resource availability.

Control variables, including age and gender, had negligible predictive value, and industry effects were not
statistically significant. This suggests that the patterns observed in this dataset are relatively consistent across
demographic groups and sectors, at least within the scope of the simulated sample. However, the model’s low
explanatory power (R2 = 0.046) underscores the complexity of productivity as an outcome variable. It is
likely that psychological, organizational, and contextual factors—ranging from home-office ergonomics to
management communication frequency—play a substantial role but were not captured in this analysis. From
a theoretical standpoint, these findings contribute to the literature by providing empirical evidence that
hybrid work arrangements may foster higher engagement without significantly diminishing productivity. This
supports the argument advanced by Felstead and Henseke (2017) that hybrid models can strike a balance
between flexibility and organizational connectedness. Practically, the results suggest that managers seeking to
optimize workforce engagement may benefit from adopting hybrid models, especially for roles where
collaboration, informal learning, and team cohesion are important drivers of performance. The lack of a
significant engagement—productivity relationship also calls for a reassessment of managerial assumptions.
Engagement initiatives may enhance employee morale and retention but will not necessarily yield direct
productivity gains unless accompanied by complementary performance enablers such as clear goals, efficient
processes, and adequate resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).

Finally, the limitations of this study warrant caution in generalizing the results. The use of a simulated
dataset, while allowing for control and balance across variables, lacks the ecological validity of real-world
longitudinal data. Moreover, self-reported engagement and productivity scores are susceptible to biases such
as social desirability or subjective interpretation of performance. Future research could employ multi-source
data—including objective performance metrics and peer/supervisor assessments—to enhance validity.
Additionally, exploring mediating variables (e.g., collaboration frequency, technology satisfaction, work-life
balance) could clarify the mechanisms underlying the relationships observed here.

5. Conclusion

This study set out to investigate the relationship between work mode, employee engagement, and
productivity in the post-pandemic workforce context. By comparing hybrid and fully remote work
arrangements, the research sought to clarify whether one mode offers distinct advantages in fostering higher
engagement and productivity levels. The results from descriptive statistics and regression analysis provide
several noteworthy conclusions.First, hybrid workers demonstrated higher engagement scores compared to
remote workers, with a mean difference of 3.12 points. This engagement advantage was accompanied by
lower variability in scores, indicating greater consistency in the hybrid group. These findings suggest that
periodic in-person interactions, coupled with the flexibility of remote work days, may create an environment
that supports sustained motivation and connectedness. Second, productivity differences between hybrid and
remote workers were modest, amounting to a mean gap of just over two points in favor of hybrid workers.
While the regression model indicated that work mode has a small, marginally significant effect on
productivity, the overall impact remains limited. This highlights the potential for remote work to maintain
near-parity with hybrid arrangements in output, provided that adequate resources and self-management
practices are in place. Third, engagement—contrary to common assumptions—did not significantly predict
productivity in this dataset. This finding underscores that engagement alone is not a guarantee of improved
performance. Rather, productivity outcomes likely depend on a combination of structural supports, role
clarity, and individual work styles, which may not be fully captured by engagement scores. Demographic
variables such as age and gender, as well as industry controls, did not significantly influence productivity.
This points to the relative universality of the observed patterns across diverse groups, at least within the
study’s simulated dataset. Finally, the explanatory power of the regression model was low (R2 = 0.046),
reinforcing the notion that productivity is shaped by a wide range of unmeasured variables. This calls for
more comprehensive models that incorporate organizational, psychological, and environmental factors to
capture the complexity of workforce performance in flexible work settings.

From a practical standpoint, the findings suggest that organizations can consider hybrid models as a viable
approach to enhancing employee engagement without incurring substantial productivity losses. For remote
work to match or exceed hybrid productivity levels, targeted interventions—such as improved communication
structures, technology support, and strategies to combat isolation—may be necessary. In conclusion, hybrid
arrangements appear to provide a balanced approach that combines the social and collaborative benefits of
in-person work with the autonomy and flexibility of remote work. However, the relationship between
engagement and productivity remains more complex than simple cause-and-effect assumptions would
suggest. Future research using longitudinal designs and multi-source performance data will be essential to
validate these findings and guide evidence-based workforce policy in the evolving post-pandemic era.
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6. Future Implications

The findings of this study carry several implications for organizational policy, workforce management, and
future research in the domain of flexible work arrangements. As hybrid and remote work models continue to
shape post-pandemic employment landscapes, understanding their nuanced effects becomes increasingly
important for sustainable performance outcomes.From an organizational standpoint, the evidence suggests
that hybrid work may serve as a strategic middle ground, enhancing engagement without substantially
compromising productivity. Organizations could leverage this model to maintain collaborative culture and
employee connectivity while still granting flexibility. This hybrid advantage, however, must be accompanied
by intentional workplace design, including purposeful in-office activities, structured team interactions, and
robust digital collaboration tools. For fully remote settings, the results indicate that productivity can remain
competitive with hybrid work when appropriate supports are in place. This underscores the need for remote-
specific policies such as scheduled virtual check-ins, advanced workflow monitoring systems, and
investments in ergonomic and technological infrastructure for home offices. Addressing the variability in
engagement and productivity among remote employees will require targeted well-being programs,
mentorship initiatives, and strategies to reduce isolation.

From a human resource development perspective, the weak association between engagement and
productivity in this study signals the importance of a multi-dimensional approach to performance
enhancement. Rather than focusing solely on engagement initiatives, organizations should integrate skill
development, role clarity, and outcome-based performance metrics into their workforce strategies. For
researchers, the low explanatory power of the model highlights the need for broader, more comprehensive
investigations that incorporate variables such as leadership style, communication quality, employee
personality traits, and work-life integration factors. Future studies should adopt longitudinal designs to
capture changes in engagement and productivity over time, as well as experimental interventions to test
causality.

On a policy level, the findings inform government and industry guidelines for flexible work practices,
particularly in contexts where hybrid or remote work is likely to become permanent.
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