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Since 2020, remote and hybrid working has been a permanent aspect of employment in the UK, but there is still a lack of consensus on the extent of flexibility to be provided, and previous studies have typically looked at one aspect of the experience rather than all three (well-being, engagement, retention). This dissertation aims to fill that gap by exploring how the working arrangement (fully remote, hybrid or predominantly office-based) is related to these three outcomes, using the lens of Self-Determination Theory and Job Demands-Resources Model.
We conducted a cross-sectional online survey with employees in the UK in financial services, consultancy, technology and education and got 150 valid questionnaires. Each construct was assessed with a composite scale that included 4 or 5 items, and had internal reliabilities ranging from .738 to .817 (Cronbach's alpha). Multiple regression was used to analyse the data, controlling for sector, seniority and organisation size, and one-way ANOVA with Tukey post-hoc comparisons were performed across the three groups of working arrangements.
All three outcomes were significantly predicted by working arrangement. Those who primarily work in an office-based environment had significantly worse well-being, engagement and intention to stay than those who work completely remotely and those who work in a hybrid setting, with no significant differences between the two groups who work remotely and hybrid. This trend remained when the factors of sector, seniority and organisation size were taken into account, none of which were significant predictors.
The findings indicate a non-linear (threshold) relationship between the working arrangement and employee outcomes, such that some flexibility (full remote/blended working) is correlated with a significantly positive impact on outcomes that is not observed with no flexibility. The dissertation concludes that this is a measurable cost to well-being, engagement and retention which should be taken into account by UK organisations when deciding on a full return to the office, and that policy should focus on the importance of maintaining flexibility rather than favouring one particular flexible arrangement.

Keywords: remote working; hybrid working; employee well-being; employee engagement; employee retention; Job Demands-Resources Model.
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[bookmark: _Toc241024464]Background to the Study
The working pattern in the United Kingdom has become forever altered since 2020. The UK workforce has been forever changed by the COVID-19 pandemic, and it seems that the shift is here to stay. Between January and March 2025, 28 per cent of working adults in Great Britain worked on a hybrid basis (ONS, 2025), combining working from home and a workplace. In a slightly later study, the House of Lords Home-based Working Committee (2025) found that 13 per cent of working adults were working from home all of the time in the second quarter of 2025 and a further 26 per cent were working a hybrid working pattern. Work from home and remote working is not just a coronavirus catch-up. They have now become a regular part of the working lives of people in the UK, and are unlikely to end up going back to pre-pandemic routines.
This has put employers in a difficult position. Three-quarters (74%) of UK organisations now have some hybrid working arrangements in place, with a small number of employers wanting more working from the office (CIPD, 2025). The same report identified approximately 1.1 million workers in the UK who left their job due to not being offered flexible working policies in the year to 2025 (particularly pronounced among those aged less than 35 years), and over half of workers felt pressured by their senior colleagues to attend more frequently, with a majority of firms specifying that employees must be in the office at least a certain number of days each week. Employer policy and employee preference are therefore going in opposite directions, and have direct implications for three outcomes that are important to any organisation: how employees feel at work, how engaged they are, and whether they stay.
The CIPD (2025) found that flexible working has gained wider traction, underscoring the significance of this tension. Eight in 10 of those staff who do have access to flexible working have said it has had a beneficial impact on their quality of life, with numbers of those who feel it has had a positive effect on their career prospects increasing from 22 per cent in 2022 to 33 per cent in 2025. Because of this, flexible and remote working has now become more than a bonus for employees, but is considered a valuable part of the career and wellbeing support they receive in the workplace. Flexibility that is viewed as reversible is a risk that organisations may not be aware of, as flexibility has become an integral part of the overall employee perception of their employer, and therefore an integral part of whether the employee chooses to stay or not.
There is no single sector which faces this tension. Distributed working is now used to a greater or less extent in each of the financial services, professional consultancy, higher education and technology sectors and in each of these sectors, there is an underlying question of how much flexibility to afford, and at what cost if it is denied. The repercussions for an organisation of making this wrong decision is quantifiable. The cost of recruitment and induction is high and when a good employee walks out the door as a result of a policy on working arrangements that could have been modified, it is a loss of organisational knowledge and capability that is avoidable. This is the real world context for the present work: a policy debate which is still open and being considered by UK employers, and in which the evidence base is still incomplete, largely restricted to a single sector, firm or pandemic disruption period, as fully explored in Chapter 2.
[bookmark: _Toc241024465]Research Focus
As described in detail in the literature review in Chapter 2, previous studies on remote working have focused almost exclusively on either well-being or engagement or retention, and have typically been conducted within a single organisation, sector or within a specific time period of the pandemic disruption. Research examining all three outcomes concurrently, in more than one sector, and with consistent and comparable measures is lacking. This is a significant identified gap as the link between well-being and engagement and retention are closely related in practice. An employee is less likely to be engaged when they feel sick at work and an employee is more likely to leave when they are disengaged. With these outcomes being treated separately it will be challenging to see the big picture around a change in working arrangement's impact on an employee's overall relationship with their employer.
This study will fill that gap. It examines the relationship between remote and hybrid working and employee well-being, engagement and retention in UK organisations, and utilises employees from a variety of knowledge-work sectors where remote and hybrid working is prevalent, such as financial services, consultancy, technology and higher education. The aim is not just to capture the current landscape but to provide insights to assist organisations considering how much remote or hybrid working to allow.
The study is guided by two theoretical frameworks: Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000), which focuses on well-being and motivation as a result of meeting the needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness, and Job Demands-Resources Model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2017), which focuses on engagement and retention as a result of the balance between demands and resources faced by an employee. Both approaches indicate that the impact on employees of working remotely is not predetermined, but rather a function of the advantages and disadvantages involved, such as having more autonomy and not commuting as much, while at the same time having less face-to-face contact with co-workers.
The literature review (Chapter 2) ends with the identification of three main research questions that will guide the research instrument employed in this research: what is the relationship with working arrangement (and its intensity) and employee well-being; what is the relationship between working arrangement and employee engagement; and what is the relationship between working arrangement and intention to stay with the employer? The results of the multiple regression and group comparison analyses presented in Chapter 4 address these three questions directly: does working arrangement predict each of the three outcomes; and if so, do the prediction relationships hold true and how strong are they, once other explanatory factors are controlled for, such as sector, seniority and organisation size?
The aim of this study is to make both a practical and an academic contribution. The bulk of the studies examined, detailed in Chapter 2, were conducted in a single organisation, or in countries outside the UK, or within the atypical context of the pandemic when the forced remote working experience of those employees meant they were unable to choose how they worked. A recent UK-wide research study, which sees well-being, engagement and retention as three interdependent outcomes, not merely three distinct research questions, addresses a gap that is relevant and significant in today's HR and people management decisions for UK organisations, as well as in their future policies on office attendance by the end of 2026.
For the purposes of this study, working arrangement is treated as a three-category variable, with the following categories: fully remote, hybrid, predominantly office-based. This is in keeping with the general literature where it seems that the extent to which an employee is remote and how much choice is granted to them in their remote working is as important as if they work remotely or not. This study was designed to assess the relationship between the amount of remote working and the three outcomes of interest, but to also test if a graded relationship exists between the amount of remote working and the three outcomes of interest, or if there is another pattern of relationship between the amount of remote working and the three outcomes of interest that would better describe the UK data collected here.
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The purpose of this research is to explore the effect these remote and hybrid work arrangements have on wellbeing, engagement and retention of employees in UK organisations, and to provide evidence-based recommendations for managing distributed employee populations.
The objectives of this study are to:
· Define the key aspects of employee psychological well-being, engagement, and retention as they are represented in the remote and hybrid literature.
· Examine the connection between remote working and employee engagement and organisational belonging, specifically with regards to social connectedness, motivation and institutional identification.
· Analyse well-being, engagement and retention data on a cross-sectional level for fully remote, hybrid and office-based workers to assess if working modality has a meaningful impact.
· Examine the relationship between remote working and employee retention, specifically employees' intention to remain with their organisation.
· Propose evidence-based organisational recommendations for improving employee well-being, engagement and retention in distributed work environments.
The objectives are aligned with the research aim and to the research question set out in the proposal: to what extent has remote working impacted on employee well-being, engagement and retention across UK organisations? The first objective is addressed mainly in the literature review in Chapter 2, the second, third and fourth objectives are addressed in the survey instrument, the analysis of the instrument and the results reported in Chapter 4, while the fifth objective is addressed in the concluding chapter of the dissertation in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241024467]Definitions of Key Terms
The following are a few terms that are used consistently throughout this dissertation without definition, the definitions of which are provided here. A fully remote working arrangement is one that allows a worker to work away from an employer workplace for effectively all of the hours in their contract, and does not include a regular expectation of attendance at an employer workplace. Hybrid working is a pattern of work which involves an employee splitting their time between the employer's workplace and a different place of work, usually their home, on a regular basis. Office-based working is where an employee works at the employer's workplace for the majority or all of the time, but rarely or not regularly works at home.
When it comes to employee well-being, this study adopts the framework of Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000), which refers to a psychological state that is influenced by the meeting of the needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness, and is defined by a sense of calm, rest and confidence in one's working life. Based on Kahn (1990), employee engagement is defined as the extent to which an employee brings their whole self (physically, cognitively and emotionally) to their job, as evidenced by showing energy, enthusiasm and absorption in tasks. Retention intention was measured as how likely a person is to continue working for a company, as well as whether he has thought about leaving or plans to look for a new job, based on the turnover model proposed by Mobley (1977).
[bookmark: _Toc241024468]Scope and Boundaries
This study is bounded in a number of intentional ways. It is based on people working in a UK organisation, not on trying to compare to other countries as there are many differences between countries in terms of norms for working arrangements, employment law and expectations. It attracts respondents from mainly knowledge-work/ professional-service industries, financial services, consultancy, technology and higher education where remote/hybrid working is commonplace, but not manufacturing or retail where remote working is generally not possible. It reflects how things are at the moment of the survey and is based on employees' self-reported perceptions of their well-being, engagement and retention intention, not on organisational data like turnover or absence. The notion of these boundaries and their implications are addressed in the limitations sections in Chapters 3 and 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241024469]Structure of the Dissertation
The rest of this dissertation is structured in four chapters. The literature review in Chapter 2 covers remote working, well-being, engagement and retention, gives the theoretical framework based on Self-Determination Theory and Job Demands-Resources Model and provides the background for this study. Chapter 3 outlines and justifies the research design, survey instrument, sampling, statistical methods and ethical considerations. The findings are presented in Chapter 4, starting with data screening and the demographic profile then followed by the reliability, descriptive, correlational, regression and group comparison. Each finding was related to the research objectives. Chapter 5 offers conclusions for each objective, practical recommendations, theoretical contribution of the study and limitations and further research recommendations.
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[bookmark: _Toc241024471]The Changing Landscape of Work in the UK
How people work in the UK has transformed since 2020. What began as an emergency response to the COVID-19 pandemic has become a permanent part of working life. The data reveals that 28 per cent of working adults in Great Britain worked in a hybrid way between January and March 2025 (ONS, 2025). However, this is not the case for all workers, as hybrid working is significantly more prevalent among older, higher paid and more highly qualified workers than among those aged under thirty (ONS, 2024). The House of Lords Home-based Working Committee (2025) estimated that 13 per cent of working adults worked from home every day (April-June 2025) and a further 26 per cent had a hybrid working system. Remote and hybrid working is therefore not a short-term solution, but an integral aspect of the UK labour market. The legal landscape has followed suit: the Employment Relations (Flexible Working) Act 2023 increased the rights to request flexible working, meaning this is a day-one right from April 2024 (UK Parliament, 2023) and is echoed in the revised statutory guidance on how to deal with flexible working requests by Acas (2024).
The transition leaves a clear problem for employers and policy makers. 74 per cent of organisations now provide some kind of hybrid working, down from 84 per cent in 2023 (CIPD, 2025). The same report revealed that flexible working was the biggest reason for job loss, with approximately 1.1 million UK workers quitting their positions in the past 12 months for this reason, with younger workers most likely to have left, at 24%. Meanwhile, over half of workers say they feel pressured to work more hours at the office; and a majority of employers have an expectation that employees are going to work at least a certain number of days each week. This concern of employers and employees about flexibility is at the heart of the current debate and has implications on three of any organisation's most important outcomes: the sense of belonging of employees, the level of engagement they display, and their intent to remain.
This tension is also expressed in various ways around organisations. Generally, larger organisations, with more well-established HR practices, have been able to formalise hybrid policies quicker than smaller employers, and in some cases, sectors with high levels of in-person collaboration, such as parts of financial services, have introduced tougher office attendance rules than technology and consultancy, where remote-first working models were likely to be the first to be adopted (CIPD, 2025). Equity is also part of the picture, and not just confined to a particular sector; disabled workers are much more likely to benefit from the flexibility of becoming involved in both a job and home office than to be deterred by the lack of one, as argued by Taylor et al. (2022) for whom a well-designed hybrid arrangement can expand labour-market participation. This variation is important for the design of this current study as it indicates that sector, organisation size and seniority are all potential influences on the outcomes of interest and should therefore be considered along with working arrangement and not ignored.
This review pulls together literature on these three related outcomes well-being, engagement and retention in the context of remote and hybrid working. It starts with theoretical underpinnings on why working arrangement may impact these outcomes. It then examines the empirical evidence on each outcome sequentially, extracting from the studies the commonalities and inconsistencies between studies and then highlights the gap this research will address and the questions it will inform to guide the research instrument.
[bookmark: _Toc241024472]Theoretical Foundations: Self-Determination Theory and the Job Demands-Resources Model
There are two frameworks that are useful in comprehending the relationship between remote work and employee outcomes, both of which have a strong theoretical grounding, dating back over many decades, and which have influenced occupational psychology over the years.
According to the Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000), these three basic needs for psychological well-being and motivation are autonomy (feeling of choice and ownership over actions), competence (feeling of mastery and effectiveness), and relatedness (feeling connected with others). The three needs are impacted differently by working from home, making the theory relevant for the research of remote working. As autonomy increases, so does employees' control over their work schedule and workplace, with relatedness decreasing as informal interactions with co-workers are more difficult to sustain. The tension helps to explain mixed findings around remote working and well-being; one benefit could come with one cost and the overall impact would rely on which need is most important to the individual. Evidence of this can be seen in studies which put the theory directly to the test in the context of telework: Brunelle and Fortin (2021) compared teleworkers with workers in the office and concluded that satisfaction with autonomy, competence and relatedness better accounted for differences in job satisfaction than location itself.

The Job Demands-Resources Model developed by Bakker and Demerouti (2007) (later extended by Bakker and Demerouti, 2017) has a complementary perspective: the model posits that both demands and resources are important, and that the specific demands and resources taken together predict and influence motivation and strain over time (Bakker, Demerouti and Sanz-Vergel, 2023). It differentiates job demands, components of work in which a sustained effort is required that can result in exhaustion, from job resources, components that enable employees to complete their goals and to ward off strain. Digital overload, blurred work-home boundaries and reduced informal supervision are demands that have been identified in remote and hybrid working and are valid strains as constant connectivity can lead to technostress, even though it supports collaboration (Bondanini et al., 2025). Flexibility, decreased commute and sometimes increased task control are all resources. In the absence of adequate resources to meet demands, the outcome is exhaustion, disengagement and increased attrition rates; when demands are met, the outcome is engagement. A known antecedent for withdrawal is resource depletion (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), which is relevant to the retention strand of this research.
These two are not explanatory alternatives, but different lenses to be used at different levels. The level of Self-Determination Theory is the individual's psychological needs, and the level of the Job Demands-Resources Model is the objective characteristics of the work environment. When used together, they account not only for the positive or negative impact that working remotely may have on employees but also the different results of various studies and even different outcomes for various individuals. They both share the same underlying message: The type of work arrangement doesn't have a single definitive effect. Its impact will be contingent on the gains, like autonomy and decreased requirements, and losses, like relatedness and informal support. This balance is the conceptual thread which follows throughout the rest of this review.
[bookmark: _Toc241024473]Remote Working and Employee Well-being
The initial findings related to remote work and well-being are not as promising as might be assumed. Based on the findings of the UK Skills and Employment Survey, Felstead and Henseke (2017) reported that being a remote worker was linked to an increase in organisational commitment, job satisfaction and wellbeing at work. The same study, however, revealed that these advantages had a downside: the remote workers reported more intensification of work and less ability to disconnect from work. The discovery is significant because it suggests that the idea that working remotely is always positive for well-being is not so easy to accept. It proposes that the trade-off between flexibility and control over boundaries has shifted in the context of remote work, not that it has gone away. This was corroborated by another evidence-based review, which found that remote work can have a positive impact on well-being when conditions and processes within the organisation are conducive, and a negative effect when these are not (Ferrar et al, 2022).
This is corroborated by broader meta-analytic data, although the specific point of transition from benefit to cost is subject to debate. Gajendran and Harrison (2007), in a meta-analysis of 46 studies and almost thirteen thousand employees, found telecommuting had small but largely positive effects on autonomy and work-family conflict, with no general negative effect on relationships with managers or colleagues except where employees worked away three or more days a week. A similar finding was published by Allen, Golden and Shockley (2015): the higher the percentage of time worked at home and the better the arrangement is managed, the higher the job satisfaction and the lower the stress. Both agree that, while remote working is present, the outcome is determined by the intensity of the remote working, but have different ideas regarding what constitutes the cut point. This ambiguity continues in the post-pandemic literature, as hybrid schedules are generally linked to more positive well-being impacts than either all-remote or all-office schedules (Lyzwinski, 2024).
The COVID-19 pandemic resulted in another set of data, some of which is less positive, but it is different from the studies mentioned above. In a study of employees in China who were forced to work entirely remotely, Wang et al. (2021) found four common problems: interference between work and home life, less effective communications, procrastination and loneliness that were found to be the most severe when social support, autonomy, monitoring and workload were low. This confirms the importance of Self-Determination Theory as a determinant of strain, as the absence of relatedness, not autonomy, seems to be the more uniform cause of strain. The remote working Wang et al. (2021) studied was compulsory and not voluntary, which may also be a reason for their results being more negative than the largely voluntary setups of Gajendran and Harrison (2007) and Allen, Golden and Shockley (2015); choice over working arrangement may act as a psychological resource. Longitudinal data further highlights the role of context: After having tracked employees across five European countries, Kornadt et al. (2025) found that during the initial, more turbulent, months of the pandemic, WFH was negatively associated with well-being, but was not associated in later months, indicating that some of the negative effects reported in early pandemic studies were due to the context of lockdown rather than to remote working.
Another factor to consider is the demarcation between work and home. Felstead and Henseke (2017) note that the lack of cues to signal the end of the working day can create a boundary-management problem in the context of the demands-resources balance as well as the physical separation between the working day and the home environment; in other words, the absence of a physical boundary between home and work leaves fewer cues to indicate the end of the working day, which extends the workday informally even when hours of work stay the same. This is one of the more explicit ways in which remote working becomes a demand for resources, flexibility, and that's why well-being is measured with items that reflect the capacity to switch off, not with just one single question. Presenteeism is another related boundary issue, as it is not as strict at home as it is in the workplace, hence workers may still work when they are ill instead of taking time to rest and recover, with this tendency being stronger among remote than in-office workers (Schmitz, Bauer and Niehaus, 2023).
All together this evidence suggests that the relationship between remote working and wellbeing is contingent, rather than causal, and varies based on the amount of remote time, the level of choice, and the level of social support. The relationship between home working and mental health changed throughout the pandemic, not remaining constant, as was seen in UK populations by analysing seven longitudinal surveys throughout the pandemic (Wels et al., 2023). This mechanism has since been described as a dual pathway whereby relaxation and exercise of resources on the one hand and strain on the other through working from home operate simultaneously, with the final impact depending on the relative strength of the two for a specific employee (Dong et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc241024474]Remote Working, Engagement and Organisational Belonging
The term employee engagement is most often used as part of the seminal work of Kahn (1990), who defined it as the extent to which employees physically, cognitively and emotionally bring themselves to their work roles; and highlighted meaningfulness, psychological safety and availability as the three conditions that enable employee engagement. This is the basis of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale by Schaufeli and colleagues, which defines work engagement as a state of vigour, dedication and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) directly connected engagement with the Job Demands-Resources Model and across various samples found job resources to be the best predictor of engagement and job demands to be the best predictor of burnout. More contemporary research has returned to Kahn's conditions, reconfirming meaningfulness, safety and availability as the states in which job resources can manifest as engagement (Albrecht, Furlong and Leiter, 2023). One of the most obvious of these theoretical connections is the combination of Kahn's model with the Job Demands-Resources framework, a psychological perspective about the causes of engagement and an environmental perspective about the causes of engagement.
This is a particular concern in relation to remote and hybrid working. Many factors that Kahn (1990) found to be essential for engagement, including interpersonal trust and trust-based shared identity, rely on frequent contact with colleagues and managers; this can be diminished when the interaction is limited to online or digital communication. This aligns with the above well-being results, in which loneliness and a diminished social support system proved to be the most harmful effects of remote work (Wang et al., 2021), and also UK studies showing that remote working more often is linked with an increase in loneliness, especially when digital interaction is replacing physical contact (Chen, Wang and Yan, 2026). It is also an extension of Self-Determination Theory, as relatedness is a need for well-being as well as a precondition for engagement. This is borne out by empirical evidence: Basit and Nauman (2023) determined that workplace loneliness resulted in lower work engagement and subsequently job dissatisfaction, while the interpersonal foundations needed to sustain this are more difficult to maintain at a distance, as trust and psychological safety that forms the basis of them, is greatly established through informal interactions that are minimised in virtual work circumstances (Hao et al., 2022).
Organisational belonging (the feeling of being valued, included and identified as an employee) may be considered as a result of engagement and a factor that helps engagement. The best bridge from this to retention is provided by Allen and Meyer (1990), who identify three forms of commitment: affective, which is based on feelings towards the organisation; continuance, which is based on cost of leaving; and normative, which is based on duties. Belonging most directly influences affective commitment, which relies on the feelings of individual attachment among colleagues and to the organisation's identity. Organisations that use remote or hybrid working may need to create new ways of achieving belonging, as the aspects of belonging and affective commitment that rely on frequent interactions and touching base are not as easy to achieve through remote or hybrid working. Across nearly two thousand workers in over two hundred companies, Petitta and Ghezzi (2025) have found that a sense of belongingness protected from the impact of work stressors on performance and distress, and that this protection was less pronounced for employees who spent time away from the workplace.
One more thing in the hybrid working research literature is relevant here. While not directly assessing engagement, Bloom, Han and Liang's (2024) experimental results that a moderate (two-day) hybrid schedule improved retention without negatively impacting performance align with the theoretical account developed in this section, which suggests that a hybrid pattern that maintained some regular in-person contact would retain some of the conditions that Kahn (1990) describes as necessary for engagement, including psychological safety and availability, while also delivering the autonomy benefits of remote work more broadly. Given that this is the case, one would expect engagement to be maintained better with hybrid arrangements than with those that involve little or no face-to-face interaction at all, which this study is well positioned to test directly, as all types are compared using the same instrument.
[bookmark: _Toc241024475]Remote Working and Employee Retention
A relationship between working conditions and the likelihood of leaving an organisation has been established in management literature for years. Mobley (1977) introduced a model that was influential in explaining that job dissatisfaction does not directly cause turnover, but instead it goes through a series of intermediate steps: thoughts of quitting, assessment of the potential benefit of a job search, an actual job search, and finally, a turnover decision. This model continues to have considerable use due to the linkage between dissatisfaction and turnover, but not a complete one. Employees may be unhappy for a while before they have to decide to act because they are faced with circumstances or alternatives, and Allen and Meyer (1990) note that the affectivity of the commitment an employee has towards an organisation buffers or accelerates this progression, especially when the commitment is weak. Recent assessments of the turnover field have improved but not superseded this sequence, combining the traditional withdrawal models with new research on pros and cons of alternatives and attachments before the employees quit their jobs (Hom and Kiazad, 2025).
This is reflected in the contemporary UK data for flexible working, specifically. According to the CIPD (2025), approximately 1.1 million UK workers changed jobs over the past year due to the lack of flexible working and 80 per cent of those who have access to flexible working believe that it has had a positive impact on their quality of life, with 33 per cent stating that it had positively affected their prospects for a career, up from 22 per cent in 2022. The numbers reflect that flexible working is one of the intermediate variables in Mobley's model, a factor that will take away the dissatisfaction and push employees towards the active choice to leave. Bermudez-Gonzalez, Lucia-Casademunt and Padilla-Angulo (2024) directly tested the commitment mechanism in a remote-work environment, revealing that involuntary remote work negatively influenced organisational commitment among information-technology workers, thus establishing a causal relationship between the affective commitment as described by Allen and Meyer (1990) and the desire to stay.
The best causal evidence is from a randomised controlled trial by Bloom, Han and Liang (2024). They randomly selected 1,612 employees at a Chinese tech firm to work a two-day hybrid work schedule or strictly at the office and followed them for two years. Hybrid working led to a third fewer workers leaving their jobs, and workers were more satisfied with their job, with no measurable impact on performance, and this reduction in quitting rates was greatest for non-managers, females and those with long commutes. The study also overcomes a drawback of many of the studies cited above: that participants were not self-selected, so that they could not be different from the other employees in the office, which might also influence retention. It is thus more evidence of a direct causal effect of a moderate, two day hybrid schedule on the decision to stay. A second randomised field experiment, independently conducted in a different national context, came to a similar conclusion, namely that a schedule of approximately two office days a week would be an optimal balance for retention and output (Choudhury et al., 2026), giving the two-day pattern a special significance in this literature.
This experimental result can be explained by the Job Demands-Resources Model. Continuous resource depletion has been documented as a precursor to withdrawal, such as intentions to turn over one's job (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). When a remote/hybrid work is used as a resource, limiting it increases the overall demand that the employee feels, along with the chances of disengagement and turnover. This is why the current trend for mandatory attendance to the workplace (CIPD, 2025) will increase a measurable retention risk even if rates of pay are not adjusted, and why the hybrid working effect of Bloom, Han and Liang (2024) was greater among employees with lengthy commutes, where commuting is a clear sign of a job requirement and is removed by hybrid working. Two additional threads of recent evidence There are two additional threads of recent evidence that link these mechanisms to the decision to remain: The study of job embeddedness suggests that employees stay because they feel connected to their organisation, and see significant costs to leaving, while hybrid and remote working arrangements are changing the nature of these connections which are only starting to be understood (Sang, 2025). Research on required return-to-the-office policies, in turn, reveals that such policies can increase the feeling of lack of control that flexible work affords and in so doing increase the odds for disengagement and turnover (Lezcano et al., 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc241024476]The Research Gap and Conceptual Framework
When these three outcomes are read together with the two frameworks, a pattern is evident which is not always clearly visible in any individual study. Gajendran and Harrison (2007) determined that the effects of telecommuting are negative after about three days at home; Bloom, Han and Liang (2024) determined two days a week create the highest retention gain without any negative impact on performance; and Wang et al. (2021), who analyzed the impact of mandatory full-time home work on the well-being of employees, found the most negative well-being effects of any study reviewed here, with loneliness dominating all of them. Taken together, these depict a dose-response relation: moderate, voluntary remote working serves as a job resource for well-being, engagement, and retention, whereas very high intensity or involuntary working are job demands that threaten well-being, engagement, and retention. It extends the Self-Determination Theory, as it indicates that the relatedness need allows some reduction in the face-to-face dimension, and the Job Demands-Resources Model because it demonstrates that this can be a resource or a demand, depending on how intense the need is and how much choice is involved in the arrangement.
Three observations follow. First, the well-being relationship is contingent; it is dependent on the amount of remote work conducted (see Gajendran and Harrison 2007), and the boundary control and support provided (see Felstead and Henseke 2017), rather than location per se (see Allen, Golden and Shockley 2015). Second, the interpersonal conditions that support engagement and belonging are conditions that are also diminished through intensive remote working, which combine the engagement conditions of Kahn (1990), the relatedness need of Deci and Ryan (2000) and the affective commitment of Allen and Meyer (1990). Third, current UK evidence demonstrates that flexible working is a measurable driver of retention and turnover (CIPD, 2025), in line with Mobley's (1977) turnover model and the evidence of Bakker and Demerouti (2017), the resource-depletion mechanism and evidence of Bloom, Han and Liang (2024).
What is currently lacking is a single study that measures the three outcomes together, across a UK sample of organisations, not just one sector, one organisation or a short period of a pandemic disruption, and using validated psychometric scales. The most compelling causal evidence by Bloom et al. (2024) is from one technology company in China and does not quantify engagement or well-being. The best account of mechanism, from Wang et al. (2021), represents mandatory, not selected, remote work in one country and period. Current practice in the UK is described by the CIPD (2025) and the ONS (2025) but they do not employ validated measures and do not test the association between arrangement and these outcomes. These findings are reinforced by recent direct comparisons between the three, even if neither of them investigated all three arrangements or included a UK sample: Walczak (2026) found that basic psychological need satisfaction was a more effective differentiator among the groups than location was; and Rosander (2026), who sampled a national probability sample, was able to show association between different arrangements and distinct, but not identical, patterns of satisfaction and health.
This is a research that fills in that gap. It is based on Self-Determination Theory, which outlines the well-being and engagement implications of alterations in autonomy and relatedness, and the Job Demands-Resources Model, which states that the relationship between demands and resources of the various working arrangements, including the intensity of the demands and the degree to which these are chosen, affect engagement and, consequently, retention. This construct is directly related to the design of the research instrument. It highlights three key questions which the survey needs to address: the relationship between working arrangement including intensity and employee well-being, as measured by a validated scale; the relationship between working arrangement and relatedness and social resource aspects as shown in this review and discussed in relation to affective organisational commitment as a measure of intention to leave an organisation; the relationship between working arrangement and intention to stay with an organisation. The following methodology is based on these three questions.
This framework also has an immediate methodological implication that is further explored in Chapter 3. The dose-response relationship found in this review relied on intensity of remote working, so the research instrument had to measure working arrangement beyond a binary of working remotely or in the office. This three-category classification, fully remote, hybrid and predominantly office-based, is a direct operationalisation of this reasoning, and in Chapter 4 the analysis reported tests to see if this same pattern suggested by Gajendran and Harrison (2007) and Bloom, Han and Liang (2024) is also found in a UK cross-sector sample, or if some other pattern, such as a simpler threshold between having some flexibility and having none, describes the relationship between working arrangement and the three outcomes under study better.

[bookmark: _Toc241024477]Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc241024478]Aims and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of remote and hybrid working arrangements on employee well-being, engagement and retention in organisations in the United Kingdom (UK), to inform the development of evidence-based recommendations for the management of distributed workforces. This chapter describes and justifies the research design, philosophy, data collection instrument, sampling approach and analysis methods used to meet this aim and the five research objectives outlined in Section 1.3 and reports the actual methodology that was used.
[bookmark: _Toc241024479]Research Rationale
A methodology was needed that would both reveal the strength and direction of the relationship between working arrangement with three outcome variables, as well as have a sample size sufficiently large to facilitate group comparison. Each outcome can be assessed within constructs which are based upon known and validated scales, and the research question concerns the strength of an effect, but not a rich understanding of the experience of individuals. A quantitative approach was thus considered more suitable than a qualitative approach, in order to allow for the measurement of these variables in a numerical way, the relationships proposed by the theories in this context (Self-Determination Theory and Job Demands-Resources Model) to be tested, and the results to be generalised within a defined population (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Bell, 2005; Veal, 2011); also relevant to this study is the fourth objective of comparing outcomes between different groups, which would be better accomplished through a quantitative approach. A mixed methods design with qualitative interviews was explored but not implemented to maintain feasibility of the study within the time and resources of the dissertation while also providing an opportunity for comparison of the data with the research question in mind, a compromise that is explored in further detail in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241024480]Research Design and Philosophy
Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2023) describe the 'research onion' as a visual aid which depicts the various layers of decisions involved in a research design, from the outer surface indicating the research philosophy, through to the approach to theory, the methodological choice, and then to the research strategy, the time frame of the research and finally to the specific techniques used for data collection and analysis. This is illustrated in Figure 3.1 below, with the option(s) that were selected within this study highlighted.
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[bookmark: _Toc241024437]Figure 3.1 The Research Onion, showing the choices adopted in this study (adapted from Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023)
The research philosophy used in this research was positivist. Positivism states that social reality such as the well-being of employees, employee engagement and retention can be objectively observed and measured and that relationships between variables can be tested by using quantifiable data (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). It was the aim of the study to test relationships predicted by theory, as opposed to developing new theory from the participants' perceptions, that was consistent with the use of psychometrically-derived scales.
Based on the philosophy, the study used a deductive model for theory development. The literature review of the SST and the Job Demands-Resources Model clearly highlighted expectations regarding the relationship between working arrangements and well-being, engagement and retention. The intention of the research was to use the data gathered to test these expectations, not to construct new theory inductively from the qualitative accounts (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
Methodologically, the study adopted a mono-method quantitative design, where quantitative data was the only form of evidence collected and analysed using one method which is structured questionnaire (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). The research method adopted was a survey, involving a single structured questionnaire, sent to employees in various organisations in the UK. A survey strategy is appropriate for obtaining standardised data from a relatively high number of participants and then statistically comparing the data from different groups based on working arrangement (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). The data were cross-sectional, meaning that data were collected from each respondent at one time, rather than from the same respondents over a long period of time. A cross-sectional design was felt to be the most suitable design for the dissertation because of the time constraints, as will be discussed in Section 3.8, the conclusions that could be reached regarding cause/effect were limited.
At design stage, alternative ways of research were thought of and neglected. The study had four aims and would have been stronger and more contextualised if it had been a case study of one organisation which had changed their working policy, but would not have enabled comparison across the three working-arrangement groups that was required, and would have restricted the generalisability of any findings to the context of that one organisation. It would not have been possible to design an experiment, like Bloom, Han and Liang (2024) did, within the scope of a scale of a dissertation that depended on randomisation with direct cooperation from an employer who was prepared to randomise their staff into various working conditions. The methodology for the survey adopted here was thus the most realistic option for ensuring a statistically meaningful comparison across a broad range of organisations in the UK that could be achieved within the limitations of the dissertation.
[bookmark: _Toc241024481]Data Collection
The main data collection tool used was a structured, self-administered online questionnaire, designed and disseminated via Google Forms, with six sections. In Section A, the respondents were screened for three eligibility criteria: current employment in the UK, age 18 and over, and duration of current employment arrangement of at least 6 months. Information for the purposes of group comparison is collected in Section B and includes classification, age band, gender/identity, sector, organisation size, seniority, highest qualification, and current working arrangement. The well-being items of Section C were based on five items of the Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (Tennant et al., 2007), the engagement items of Section D were based on five items of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2002) covering vigour, dedication and absorption, and the retention intention items of Section E were based on four items of the established turnover research of Mobley (1977). There was one optional open text comment in Section F. The complete questionnaire can be found in Appendix A.
The response format for all scale items was the five-point Likert scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree) that was used in the source constructs and facilitates statistical analysis described in Chapter 4. To analyse two items from each of the four scales included in the well-being and engagement, and retention scales, each of these was worded in a negative direction, and was reverse-scored prior to the analysis, such that a higher score on each item across the four scales indicated a more positive outcome.
The research proposal included an ethical safeguard that the questionnaire was reviewed and approved by the dissertation supervisor before it was distributed. It was distributed via LinkedIn professional groups relevant to remote working and human resources (with moderator permission) and via UWTSD working students currently working remotely or in a hybrid setting (as per e-research principles of Anderson and Kanuka (2003)). The written Participant Information Sheet described in Section 3.9 was presented to the respondents before the first question was asked, outlining the purpose of the study, participants' rights to confidentiality and the voluntary nature of participation. 
The pilot exercise involved a small group of working professionals who were administered the questionnaire before it was widely distributed, and engaged in three checks: (1) the wording of each item was clear and unambiguous, (2) that the five point response scale seemed appropriate for each construct and, (3) that the questionnaire could be feasibly completed within the timeframe indicated in the participant information (5-10 minutes). The length and structure of the survey did not change for full distribution and no item wording difficulties were identified during the piloting. This would be a small-scale step, consistent with Cottrell's (2014) advice to pilot a dissertation-level survey, even if this is not an option for larger, formal pilot studies.
[bookmark: _Toc241024482]Population and Sample
The target population consisted of employees in knowledge work and professional service jobs, who were currently working in a remote and hybrid or office-based setting, and are based in the United Kingdom. Because a full random sample of UK employees within the resources available for this dissertation was not practically achievable a multi-channel purposive-convenience sampling approach was used, utilising LinkedIn professional groups, sector based outreach and UWTSD working students (Brown, 2006).
To ensure the responses aligned with a settled experience and not a recent transition, the inclusion criteria included current full-time or part-time employment, and at least six months of the respondent's current working arrangement. The study focused on the employment relationship between an employee and an employer, excluding those who are self-employed, but not affiliated with any organisation. The information provided by Veal (2011) on the minimum sample size required for reliable inferential comparison between groups was followed, setting a target of 200 completed responses at the design stage and confirming a minimum of 150. The final sample of 150 valid and eligible responses The screening and cleaning procedure which yielded 150 valid and eligible responses is fully described in Section 4.1 and falls within the minimum sample size pre-determined for the study.
[bookmark: _Toc241024483]Data and Analysis
IBM SPSS Statistics, version 27, was used to analyse the data. The classification variables and the scale scores were first summarised using descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations. These cross tabulations were then created to analyse trends within the demographic groups. For the second and third aims comparisons between the different types of work arrangements (fully remote, hybrid, and office-based) were completed using independent samples comparisons and one-way ANOVA, respectively. In order to test the fourth objective, multiple regression was applied to test working arrangement as a predictor of well-being with classification variables such as sector, seniority and organisation size (Bryman and Bell, 2007) controlled for. For the nominal variable working arrangement, the three categories were converted into two dummy variables to incorporate into the regression models, with hybrid working as the reference category as it was the largest single group in the achieved sample. Specifically, the analyses performed, and the rationale for each analysis, are described with the results in Chapter 4.
Assumptions of all parametric tests were checked before moving to inferential analysis. Skewness and kurtosis statistics were examined for each composite scale to assess approximate normality; Levene's test was used to check the assumption of homogeneity of variance ahead of each ANOVA; and variance inflation factors were examined for each regression model to check for problematic multicollinearity among the predictor variables. The results of each of these tests are discussed with the corresponding analysis in Chapter 4 and in all tests the assumption was found to be sufficiently satisfied to justify use of the parametric tests listed above, compared with the non-parametric alternatives.
[bookmark: _Toc241024484]Reliability and Validity
According to Bryman and Bell (2007), reliability is an indication of whether a measure yields consistent results and validity is an indicator of whether the measure measures what it is supposed to measure. Construct validity was achieved by the use of item sets with a conceptual foundation in scales with a proven history of use in workplace studies. Although, as mentioned in the following section (3.8), the exact wording of the items that comprised the constructs differed from the validated instruments. After the data was collected, the internal consistency reliability of each scale was measured with Cronbach's alpha, with all three scales having an alpha of more than 0.7, which is the established threshold for determining good reliability; complete Cronbach's alpha results are reported in Section 4.3. The instrument was pre-piloted with a small number of working practitioners before finalising the instrument for full distribution to identify and correct any unclear items or those that could affect the reliability of the scales as suggested by Cottrell (2014).
Common method bias, which has been documented when all measures are administered using the same instrument (self-report) (Podsakoff et al., 2024), was mitigated by the use of different item wording across different sections and by assuring the anonymity of respondents (also intended to reduce socially desirable responding); these are among the procedure recommendations to reduce socially desirable responses when all measures are self-report (Polas, 2025). The content validity of the instrument in terms of the extent to which items covered the construct they were designed to measure was substantiated by having the instrument checked the content by the supervisor before it was distributed to the participants, which is an independent check on content of the items on the instrument other than the researcher's judgement.

[bookmark: _Toc241024485]Limitations of the Research
There are some caveats that should be noted. This cross-sectional design does not allow for causal inferences to be made, therefore, the conclusions made about the relationships do not imply a cause and effect relationship between the working arrangement and any observed differences in well-being, engagement or retention. Self-report methods may engender a degree of response bias, such as social desirability response biases in particular when reporting on wellbeing measures. The use of a purposive-convenience sample of LinkedIn groups and UWTSD students may not be representative of the wider UK working population as those recruited may not be representative of all sectors or seniority within those groups. The number of sectors included, which is essential for a sufficient sample size, also brought in some variance between sectors, although this was somewhat counteracted by including sector as a control variable (Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2009). Lastly, the well-being, engagement and retention items were conceptually similar to previously validated items, but they did not mirror the exact language of these other scales-this choice and its impact on comparisons with other published research are discussed in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241024486]Research Ethics
Ethical approval was requested and received from the relevant UWTSD process following the research proposal and the ethics documentation having been reviewed by the dissertation supervisor (a copy of the proposal form approved is attached as Appendix B) with participation being entirely voluntary and informed consent being obtained at the beginning of the online questionnaire, participants were informed that they could withdraw at any time, without giving a reason or without facing repercussions but a specific response would not be withdrawable once they had been submitted, due to the anonymity of responses. Personally identifiable information was not obtained, but instead each response was given a unique identifier to maintain anonymity. Data was stored in the University's Office 365 system on the cloud and was protected by a password that was only accessible to the researcher and supervisor and maintained only for the period of the project as outlined by the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the Data Protection Act 2018 (UK Parliament, 2018). The survey instrument and all item wording was pretested and approved by the supervisor prior to distribution.

[bookmark: _Toc241024487]Summary
The chapter has followed and argued for a mono method quantitative survey design, based on a positivist philosophy and a deductive approach, which was used to test the relationships between working arrangement and three employee outcomes, within a sample of employees in the United Kingdom. It has explained the instrument used in data collection, sampling method, the plan for data analysis, measures taken to ensure reliability and validity of the data, limitations of the design used, and ethical considerations that were followed in conducting the study. The minimum number of responses required to be collected as specified in Section 3.5 was 150, which was achieved during the data collection process. First, the results of the data screening process are reported in full in the next chapter, and then the demographic profile of the data achieved sample and the above described statistical analysis are presented.





[bookmark: _Toc241024488]Data Analysis and Findings
The outcomes of the survey data collected for this study are presented in this chapter. As in the methodology chapter, screening of the data, the demographic profile of the respondents, reliability of the three composites, descriptive statistics, correlations between the composites, use of multiple regression to test the effect of working arrangement, one-way ANOVA and post-hoc comparisons between the three working-arrangement groups, and a chi-square check for confounding by seniority is followed. The results of each are related to the research objectives in Chapter 1 and the literature reviewed in Chapter 2.
Data was analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 27 and the analysis methods outlined in Chapter 3. As promised in Section 3.6, the assumptions underlying the inferential tests were checked prior to the analysis of each. In the case of skewness and kurtosis, they were used as a check for approximate normality before each inferential test was run; variance inflation factors were checked for each regression model; and Levene's test was used as a check of homogeneity of variance before each ANOVA test was performed. The results of these checks are presented in the below analysis and in each case the assumption was met to a sufficient degree.
[bookmark: _Toc241024489]Data Screening and Response Profile
150 responses were obtained. All 150 answered the three screening questions (are currently employed in the UK, are aged 18 or over, and have been in the current working relationship for at least 6 months). A pattern of careless straight-lining was not observed in the answers of any respondent as all 14 Likert items were answered differently by each one; a pattern of multivariate outlier was not observed with regard to the response pattern of the respondents as the Mahalanobis distance threshold value was not exceeded (critical value=36.12, df=14, p<.001). There were no cases excluded and all subsequent analyses listed below used N=150.

This is something that is noteworthy, as a survey of this size usually drops off a few at the screening and/or cleaning phase. Two characteristics of the process could account for this: Because the Google Forms branching logic prevented those who did not meet the screening questions from continuing, it is likely that the workers who responded were those who did meet the criteria, and not otherwise eligible, and, because the form was distributed via targeted LinkedIn working student groups, but not an open public link, a relatively engaged and relevant pool likely was reached, explaining the lack of straight-lined or extreme responses.
[bookmark: _Toc241024445]Table 4.1 Data screening funnel
	Stage
	Cases removed
	N remaining

	Responses collected
	-
	150

	Failed screening questions
	0
	150

	Straight-lining (near-zero variance across items)
	0
	150

	Multivariate outliers (Mahalanobis distance, p<.001)
	0
	150

	Final sample used in analysis
	-
	150


Note: no cases were excluded at any stage; the final analytic sample is equal to the number of responses collected.
[bookmark: _Toc241024490]Demographic Profile of Respondents
The respondents' demographic and organisational characteristics are summarised in Table 4.2. The composition of the sample is fairly representative in terms of gender, age bands, sector, organisation size and seniority. In this study, the primary independent variable is the working-arrangement variable with 48 respondents (32.0%) working remotely full time, 67 respondents (44.7%) working hybrid, and 35 respondents (23.3%) predominantly in the office.
The proportions of hybrid and fully remote work respondents are broadly comparable to the overall mix of UK respondents found in Chapter 1, who indicated hybrid or fully-remote work, depending on whether they had access to any flexibility at work (House of Lords Home-based Working Committee, 2025). The sample is also reasonably senior and size ranged from entry level to executive/director, and from less than 50 employees to more than 1,000 employees, allowing for this range in these variables to be used as statistical controls in the regression models reported in Section 4.6.

[bookmark: _Toc241024446]Table 4.2 Demographic and organisational profile of respondents (N=150)
	Variable
	Category
	n
	%

	Age band
	Under 25
	10
	6.7

	
	25-34
	43
	28.7

	
	35-44
	48
	32.0

	
	45-54
	28
	18.7

	
	55-64
	19
	12.7

	
	65 or over
	2
	1.3

	Gender/identity
	Man
	68
	45.3

	
	Woman
	70
	46.7

	
	Non-binary
	6
	4.0

	
	Prefer not to say
	6
	4.0

	Sector
	Financial services
	30
	20.0

	
	Consultancy
	24
	16.0

	
	Technology
	36
	24.0

	
	Higher education
	34
	22.7

	
	Other
	26
	17.3

	Organisation size
	Under 50
	29
	19.3

	
	50-249
	38
	25.3

	
	250-999
	42
	28.0

	
	1,000 or more
	41
	27.3

	Seniority level
	Entry-level
	54
	36.0

	
	Middle management
	55
	36.7

	
	Senior management
	25
	16.7

	
	Executive/Director
	16
	10.7

	Qualification
	Below degree level
	19
	12.7

	
	Undergraduate degree
	56
	37.3

	
	Postgraduate degree
	50
	33.3

	
	Professional qualification
	25
	16.7

	Working arrangement
	Fully remote
	48
	32.0

	
	Hybrid
	67
	44.7

	
	Predominantly office-based
	35
	23.3

	Tenure in arrangement
	6-12 months
	46
	30.7

	
	1-2 years
	51
	34.0

	
	More than 2 years
	53
	35.3



[bookmark: _Toc241024491]Reliability of the Composite Scales
Internal reliability of each composite scale was examined with Cronbach's alpha, before testing relationships between variables. The coefficient value of more than .70 is considered acceptable (Bryman and Bell, 2007). All three scales fulfilled the criterion of meeting the required number of items, with each set being averaged to create a composite scale for each of the three measures: well-being, engagement and retention intention.
The scale with the best reliability was the well-being scale (α=.817), followed by engagement (α=.769) and retention (α=.738). Retention has a relatively low alpha but still good, which is also in line with the fact that it is constructed with the least number of items (4, compared to 5 for the other two scales) because Cronbach's alpha is somewhat sensitive to the length of the scale. None of the items when removed would have raised the alpha above that reported by a significant amount, and they were therefore kept in as originally designed.
[bookmark: _Toc241024447]Table 4.3 Reliability statistics for the composite scales
	Composite scale
	Number of items
	Cronbach's alpha

	Employee Well-being
	5
	.817

	Employee Engagement
	5
	.769

	Retention Intention
	4
	.738



[bookmark: _Toc241024492]Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics for the three composite scores are reported in Table 4.4. On average, respondents reported moderately positive well-being, engagement and intention to remain, as all three are above the midpoint of the scale (3). Skewness and kurtosis of the three are within the "normal range" of ±1 typically used to indicate that there is not a significant departure from normality, and thus are not problematic for the parametric tests (ANOVA and multiple regression) used below.
The ordering of retention intention, engagement and well-being is not strong, because the means are close together and the standard deviations similar (from .665 to .700), but the informative comparisons are those that are made between working-arrangement groups, presented in Sections 4.6 and 4.7.
Table 4.4: 
[bookmark: _Toc241024448]Table 4.4 Descriptive statistics for the composite scores (N=150)
	Composite
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	SD
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Well-being
	2.00
	5.00
	3.664
	.700
	-.214
	-.690

	Engagement
	1.80
	5.00
	3.704
	.665
	-.232
	-.471

	Retention Intention
	2.00
	5.00
	3.785
	.690
	-.216
	-.561



[bookmark: _Toc241024493]Correlations Between the Composites
Table 4.5 shows the Pearson correlations between the three composite scores. The positive significant correlation among all three pairs is at the level of p<.001. The strongest relationship is between well-being and engagement (r=.849), which is consistent with the Job Demands-Resources Model, which states that a balance of demands and resources that benefits well-being also benefits engagement (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). There is a similar relationship between retention intention and well-being (r=.736) and retention intention and engagement (r=.729), which is also consistent with resource depletion harming engagement, and subsequently, the chance of staying (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc241024449]Table 4.5 Correlations between the composite scores (N=150)
	
	Well-being
	Engagement
	Retention

	Well-being
	1
	.849**
	.736**

	Engagement
	.849**
	1
	.729**

	Retention Intention
	.736**
	.729**
	1


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



[bookmark: _Toc241024494]Multiple Regression Analysis
Multiple regression was employed to assess whether working arrangement is a significant predictor of each outcome once sector, seniority and organisation size have been controlled for. Two dummy variables were entered: 'Fully remote (vs Hybrid)' and 'Office-based (vs Hybrid)' for working arrangement with the reference category being Hybrid. This is directly related to Research Objectives 2, 3 and 4, which are related to the impact of working arrangement on well-being, engagement and retention.
[bookmark: _Toc241024450]Table 4.6 Multiple regression predicting Employee Well-being
	Predictor
	B
	SE
	Beta
	t
	p
	VIF

	(Constant)
	3.745
	.205
	-
	18.296
	<.001
	-

	Fully remote (vs Hybrid)
	-.075
	.133
	-.050
	-.563
	.574
	1.255

	Office-based (vs Hybrid)
	-.454
	.142
	-.275
	-3.188
	.002
	1.173

	Sector
	.049
	.042
	.097
	1.179
	.240
	1.064

	Seniority
	-.062
	.058
	-.087
	-1.066
	.288
	1.041

	Organisation size
	.010
	.053
	.015
	.184
	.854
	1.069


Model: R=.293, R²=.086, Adjusted R²=.054, SE=.680, F(5,144)=2.700, p=.023. Dependent variable: Well-being composite mean.
Office-based working arrangement also significantly correlates with lower well-being compared to hybrid (B=-.454, p=.002), and there is no significant difference between fully remote and hybrid working (p=.574). The control variables (sector, seniority, size of the organisation) are not significant. The VIF for all the predictors is below the usual limit of 5, suggesting that there is no significant multicollinearity among the predictors.
The model is statistically significant, but only accounts for a small amount of variance in well-being (R²=.086). That is not uncommon with any model with a single predictor of interest for a psychological outcome and it suggests that most variance in the wellbeing scores is from other factors not included in this study such as personality, home environment or job satisfaction. The practical implications are in the size and stability of the office-based effect rather than on the overall explanatory power of the model.
[bookmark: _Toc241024451]Table 4.7 Multiple regression predicting Employee Engagement
	Predictor
	B
	SE
	Beta
	t
	p
	VIF

	(Constant)
	3.950
	.192
	-
	20.536
	<.001
	-

	Fully remote (vs Hybrid)
	-.041
	.125
	-.029
	-.326
	.745
	1.255

	Office-based (vs Hybrid)
	-.482
	.134
	-.307
	-3.605
	<.001
	1.173

	Sector
	.003
	.039
	.006
	.075
	.940
	1.064

	Seniority
	-.087
	.055
	-.128
	-1.591
	.114
	1.041

	Organisation size
	.017
	.050
	.028
	.350
	.727
	1.069


Model: R=.328, R²=.108, Adjusted R²=.077, SE=.639, F(5,144)=3.477, p=.005. Dependent variable: Engagement composite mean.
The pattern of engagement is similar to well-being, with lower engagement with office-based arrangement compared to hybrid (B=-.482, p<.001), which has the largest standardised effect in this model (Beta=-.307), but not significantly different from hybrid for fully remote. This aligns with Kahn's (1990) theory that engagement is achieved through frequent interpersonal interactions, which are best maintained through arrangements that leave some flexibility.
[bookmark: _Toc241024452]Table 4.8 Multiple regression predicting Retention Intention
	Predictor
	B
	SE
	Beta
	t
	p
	VIF

	(Constant)
	3.886
	.200
	-
	19.396
	<.001
	-

	Fully remote (vs Hybrid)
	.013
	.131
	.009
	.101
	.920
	1.255

	Office-based (vs Hybrid)
	-.444
	.139
	-.273
	-3.186
	.002
	1.173

	Sector
	-.014
	.041
	-.027
	-.334
	.739
	1.064

	Seniority
	-.064
	.057
	-.092
	-1.134
	.259
	1.041

	Organisation size
	.064
	.052
	.101
	1.235
	.219
	1.069


Model: R=.314, R²=.099, Adjusted R²=.067, SE=.666, F(5,144)=3.153, p=.010. Dependent variable: Retention composite mean.
Office-based arrangement predicts lower intention to stay relative to hybrid (B=-.444, p=.002), but there is no significant difference between fully remote and hybrid (B=.013, p=.920). This aligns with the Job Demands-Resources Model of withdrawal behaviour, as resource depletion (linked to a fully office-based arrangement) increases the risk of withdrawal and intention to leave (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), and the CIPD (2025) finding that flexibility is a measurable factor of staff turnover in the UK.
In each of the three regression models, office working is linked with significantly poorer outcomes while working fully remotely and hybrid working are not significantly different from each other on any outcome. As noted in the literature review, the dose-response relationship was not as clearly defined as the pattern that was anticipated in this study, where a moderate, predetermined amount of remote work (Bloom, Han and Liang 2024 two-day hybrid model) would be expected to perform better than either 100-percent presence in the office or 100-percent remote work (Gajendran and Harrison 2007). The data, however, indicate that fully remote and hybrid work are similar, while there is a clear outlier, office-based work, on the low performance side.
[bookmark: _Toc241024495]One-Way ANOVA and Group Comparisons
In order to address Research Objective 4, one-way ANOVA was used to compare well-being, engagement and intention to remain across the three groups without adjusting for any other variables. However, Levene's test was not significant for any of the three outcomes well-being F(2,147) = .830, p = .438; engagement F(2,147) = .058, p = .943; retention F(2,147) = .447, p = .640, indicating that homogeneity of variance was confirmed and the standard ANOVA and Tukey HSD post-hoc test could be used. 

[bookmark: _Toc241024453]Table 4.9 Group means and ANOVA results by working arrangement
	Outcome
	Fully remote (n=48)
	Hybrid (n=67)
	Office-based (n=35)
	F(2,147)
	p

	Well-being M (SD)
	3.729 (.730)
	3.791 (.662)
	3.331 (.636)
	5.594
	.005

	Engagement M (SD)
	3.779 (.653)
	3.839 (.625)
	3.343 (.645)
	7.425
	.001

	Retention M (SD)
	3.901 (.723)
	3.888 (.636)
	3.429 (.638)
	6.556
	.002



All three ANOVAs are significant, indicating that the working arrangement significantly contributes to well-being, engagement and intention to remain. Tukey HSD post-hoc comparisons (Table 4.10) reveal a similar pattern: the office-based workers have significantly lower scores on all three outcomes compared to both fully remote and hybrid workers, and there are no significant differences between fully remote and hybrid workers on any of the outcomes.
The ANOVA results further support the results of the regression analysis presented in Section 4.6, both of which point to the factor office-based working arrangement as being the significant driver of poorer outcomes, albeit in different ways. With the ANOVA, the three groups are compared directly without assuming any linearity; with the regression the three groups are compared, accounting for sector and size of the organisation, and seniority at the same time. The fact that both come to the same conclusion adds to the confidence in a finding than either one alone would.
[bookmark: _Toc241024454]Table 4.10 Tukey HSD post-hoc pairwise comparisons
	Outcome
	Comparison
	Mean difference
	SE
	p

	Well-being
	Fully remote vs Hybrid
	-.062
	.128
	.880

	
	Fully remote vs Office-based
	.398*
	.151
	.025

	
	Hybrid vs Office-based
	.460*
	.142
	.004

	Engagement
	Fully remote vs Hybrid
	-.060
	.121
	.874

	
	Fully remote vs Office-based
	.436*
	.142
	.007

	
	Hybrid vs Office-based
	.496*
	.133
	.001

	Retention
	Fully remote vs Hybrid
	.013
	.126
	.994

	
	Fully remote vs Office-based
	.472*
	.148
	.005

	
	Hybrid vs Office-based
	.459*
	.139
	.003


* Mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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[bookmark: _Toc241024438]Figure 4.1 Mean Well-being score by working arrangement
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[bookmark: _Toc241024439]Figure 4.2 Mean Engagement score by working arrangement
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[bookmark: _Toc241024440]Figure 4.3 Mean Retention Intention score by working arrangement
The pattern of the groups is more apparent when plotted as bar charts in Figures 4.1 to 4.3 and as line plots in Figures 4.4 to 4.6: the fully remote and hybrid groups are more similar to each other at the top and more distinct from the office-based group, which is lower. This aligns with some degree of flexibility being a job resource when compared to 100% working from home, but the data do not support the idea that hybrid specifically outperforms 100% working from home, as the dose-response account predicted (Gajendran and Harrison, 2007; Bloom, Han and Liang, 2024).
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[bookmark: _Toc241024441]Figure 4.4 Estimated marginal means plot - Well-being by working arrangement
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[bookmark: _Toc241024442]Figure 4.5 Estimated marginal means plot - Engagement by working arrangement
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[bookmark: _Toc241024443]Figure 4.6 Estimated marginal means plot - Retention Intention by working arrangement
[bookmark: _Toc241024496]Chi-Square Test of Association
To ensure that the above group comparisons were not confounded by systematic differences in the composition of the seniority level in each of the three working-arrangement groups, a chi-square test of independence was performed between working arrangement and seniority level. The association was not significant, χ²(6, N=150)=4.177, p=.653 (likelihood ratio 4.210, p=.648). The test result is considered reliable as the expected count of one cell (8.3%) is below the guideline of no more than 20% of cells having an expected count below 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241024455]Table 4.11 Chi-square test - Working arrangement by Seniority level
	Test
	Value
	df
	p

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.177
	6
	.653

	Likelihood Ratio
	4.210
	6
	.648


This is a positive outcome as the three groups do not differ significantly on seniority profile, meaning that the differences in well-being, engagement and retention indicated above is not likely to be due to the uneven distribution of junior and senior employees. This check does not eliminate all potential extraneous factors, and as mentioned above, sector and organisation size and qualification were checked as control variables in the regression models in Section 4.6, however, other unmeasurable factors, such as personal circumstances or the reason why an employee joined in a specific arrangement cannot be ruled out by this design and is discussed in Chapter 5 as a limitation.
[bookmark: _Toc241024497]Summary of Findings
This section relates the findings of the research to the research objectives outlined in Chapter 1. A note on framing: The following summary is organised by objective, as was the original proposal and Chapter 1, following the framing of the study.
However, it is important to reiterate the one over-arching pattern that exists in each of the analyses that follow in this chapter. The result is consistent across the different types of tests examined (correlation, regression, and direct comparison of the fully remote and hybrid groups against the office-based group using ANOVA and Tukey post-hoc tests): that no significant differences in well-being, engagement and retention intention can be found between the fully remote and hybrid groups, which both have significantly better scores than their colleagues in the office. The consistency of these four analysis approaches on the same 150 respondents is noteworthy, as is the fact that this pattern was not seen to be an artefact of any one analytical approach.
Objective 2 was whether the employee well-being is impacted by working 100% from home. The regression and ANOVA results indicate that there is no significant difference between fully remote and hybrid employees in terms of well-being, but the scores are significantly higher for fully remote employees than for office-based employees (Tukey p=.025). The dose-response account of the literature is only partially supported: fully remote working is linked to improved well-being, while the association of hybrid working to well-being is limited, suggesting that the latter does not have an advantage or disadvantage over the former.
Objective 3 queried the link between remote working and employee engagement and organisational belonging. There is a significant prediction of office-based working in the regression model (p<.001), and this is supported by the ANOVA, which shows significant differences between the office-based group and the remote and hybrid groups. This objective is supported in the sense that working arrangement is clearly linked to engagement, even if the link is in the opposite direction to some strands of the literature focusing on isolation in remote settings: it is office-based as the disadvantaged group, rather than fully remote (Wang et al., 2021).
Objective 4 was to determine if well-being, engagement and retention outcomes varied meaningfully based on the setting (fully-remote, hybrid, or office-based). The objective is supported with all three ANOVAs being significant with Tukey post-hoc tests showing significant difference between the scores of the office-based and both other groups on each of the outcomes; and no significant difference between the fully remote and hybrid groups.
Overall, the results confirm the Job Demands-Resources Model, which predicts that unfavourable outcomes in terms of well-being, engagement and retention are associated with lack of flexibility as a job demand (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; CIPD, 2025). They do not, however, align with the more specific dose-response model, which would suggest that hybrid working would be more effective than fully remote working (Gajendran and Harrison, 2007; Bloom, Han and Liang, 2024). Rather, it seems there is a more straightforward threshold effect: Some flexibility, be it hybrid or full-remote, is correlated with improved outcomes than none. This mirrors the recent large-scale findings where remote and hybrid employees reported similar levels of well-being, connection and retention from office-based workers, and little to distinguish the two groups in these flexible scenarios (Lezcano et al., 2026). This distinction and its implications are developed in the discussion and conclusion chapters.




[bookmark: _Toc241024498]Recommendations and Conclusions
[bookmark: _Toc241024499]Conclusions
The aim of this study was to examine the relationship between remote and hybrid working arrangements and employee wellbeing, engagement and retention within organisations in the UK, and to provide evidence-based guidance to managing distributed workforces. This aim was to be achieved through five objectives which are discussed in turn below.
The first step of identifying the primary dimensions of well-being, engagement and retention from the literature was completed through the literature review which identified two models, namely, Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000) and the Job Demands-Resources Model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2017) that adequately explained how working arrangement could influence these outcomes.
To answer the second and third aims around the impact of extended home working on wellbeing, and working arrangement and engagement, the regression analyses and ANOVA were used. The results were more specific than expected: fully remote workers showed no significant differences from hybrid workers in either measure, while the hybrid workers performed significantly better than office-based workers. As a result, it is not so much that working remotely is good or bad in itself; when flexibility is present or absent, that's what matters.
The fourth goal: analyse results for three working arrangement groups, was definitely met. All three outcomes were significantly different by working arrangement with a consistent pattern: office-based employees reported lower well-being, lower engagement and lower intention to stay compared with fully remote and hybrid working employees, who did not differ significantly from each other on any of the outcome measures.
In Section 5.2 below, the fifth aim of making recommendations to the organisation based on evidence is covered.
This study's main finding is that the impact of the working-arrangement on employee outcomes in this sample is most likely a "threshold" effect rather than a "dose-response" effect. There is a clear connection between some level of flexibility (full-time remote or hybrid) and meaningfully improved well-being, engagement and retention when compared to a predominantly in-office environment. The data, however, do not support a specific comparison to find that hybrid working is actually superior to fully remote working, which is less clear cut and extensive a finding than some previous literature have suggested (Gajendran and Harrison, 2007; Bloom, Han and Liang, 2024).
The conclusion is based upon the research objective formulated in Chapter 1 because the study was not formulated with numbered hypotheses. This form of statement can, in some ways, serve as an answer that is quite successful; it provides a clear answer, derived in a statistically valid manner to the research question, albeit it may be more specific and even simpler, than the literature review had foreseen. The evidence doesn't suggest that every part of the curve is going to have a gradual improvement as people move from having some choice where they go to work to full-time working from home; instead, it is one that's defined by a single dividing line.
[bookmark: _Toc241024500]Recommendations for Managerial Practice
The subsequent recommendations stem from the trend of the findings found in Chapter 4 and are directed at those UK organisations that are currently making decisions about the amount of remote or hybrid working they are allowing their staff to do. Each recommendation is carefully formulated, and only as a product of the data presented in this study, not to go beyond what this study was designed to test.
· Do not impose blanket return to office orders. The evidence does not indicate any benefits of an office arrangement compared to remote or hybrid working on any of the three outcomes measures and a clear disadvantage on all three. Organisations looking for a complete move to the office should take this into account along with the measurable impact of the study on employee well-being, engagement and intention to leave which has already found a link by the CIPD (2025) with a significant increase in voluntary employee turnover in the UK as a result of less flexibility.
· Maintain true flexibility as opposed to preferring a certain arrangement over another. The findings of this research suggest that there is no difference between fully remote and hybrid working in terms of the outcomes, so organisations should not assume that hybrid working is superior to fully remote working, or vice versa. What should be the priority based on these findings is that employees must have some meaningful level of choice in where they work, instead of a pre-determined number of days in the office.
· For certain roles or teams where attendance at the office is operationally required, make a specific investment in engagement and well-being support for these employees as they have been shown here to be at highest risk on all three outcomes. This may involve more conscious focus on social and psychological factors that Kahn (1990) links with engagement, including the opportunity to have meaningful interpersonal contact, as opposed to assuming that just being in an office will provide this benefit.
· Ensure flexible-working policy is applicable across the board and does not require a lot of customisation on a sector-by-sector, senior-by-senior, size-by-size basis. None of these three variables significantly predicted well-being, engagement or retention when working arrangement was controlled for in the regression models, indicating that the advantages of flexibility found in this study are not limited to a specific type of organisation, industry or employee group.
· Pay attention to retention risk factors, especially those associated with those with less flexibility in their working arrangement, as there was a strong link between office-based working and lower intention to stay. For this population, early-warning indicators consistent with the withdrawal models (e.g., Mobley 1977) such as decreases in engagement scores or in the voluntary participation in optional activities may serve as useful indicators to monitor.
These recommendations collectively suggest a relatively straightforward policy message: while organisations do not need to pursue a single ‘best practice' approach to working, they should be aware of the dangers of losing any flexibility completely, as this study links this to poorer employee outcomes, not the particular working patterns.
[bookmark: _Toc241024456]Table 5.1 Summary of recommendations linked to findings
	Finding (Chapter 4)
	Recommendation

	Office-based employees scored significantly lower on well-being, engagement and retention than remote or hybrid employees
	Avoid mandating full-time office attendance where not operationally necessary

	Fully remote and hybrid employees did not differ significantly on any outcome
	Do not treat hybrid as inherently superior; prioritise flexibility itself over a specific arrangement

	Sector, seniority and organisation size were not significant predictors
	Apply flexible-working policy broadly rather than restricting it to particular teams or levels

	Office-based arrangement significantly predicted lower retention intention
	Track retention risk closely among employees with limited flexibility



[bookmark: _Toc241024501]Contributions to Theory
The study adds to the theoretical field of remote working in two ways: First, it provides empirical support for the Job Demands-Resources reading of working arrangement, where lack of flexibility is viewed as a job demand, and flexibility (in either remote or hybrid) is considered a job resource (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). The recurring disadvantages for office-based workers in all three outcomes are well accounted for by this framework because when the locus of work is not under one's control, there is a lack of buffer to protect against the stressors of everyday work.
Second, the results indicate that the emphasis of the Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000) on autonomy is a more appropriate explanation for the pattern of results than a dose-response explanation. If the psychological benefit of flexible working is more about the autonomy that workers enjoy over where they work, rather than the proportion of their time spent away from the office, then fully remote and hybrid would provide a similar autonomy benefit whereas an arrangement that would allow no such choice would not, which is why fully remote/hybrid employees reported statistically indistinguishable outcomes to office-based employees and office-based employees did not. This autonomy-based interpretation is in line with the latest research indicating that satisfaction with basic psychological needs, not working location per se, differentiates between office-based, hybrid and remote workers (Walczak, 2026).
This contrasts somewhat with the earlier measure of the telecommuting-employee relationship that was more linear and curvilinear (Gajendran and Harrison, 2007) as well as the more recent work that linked the two-day hybrid pattern with the curvilinear relationship (Bloom, Han and Liang, 2024). The present findings do not contradict that literature completely; this study was not specifically designed to test a dose-response relationship and measured working arrangement as three broad categories and not as a number of office days as a continuous number. At present, however, there is no measurable difference between fully remote and hybrid respondents, so autonomy or choice over working arrangement might be a better lens with which to view, at least for outcomes and population studied here. 
The retention results may also relate to previous studies on the withdrawal behaviour. Mobley's (1977) model views job dissatisfaction as a process that leads to an employee's intention to leave the current job and ultimately to turnover, with resources and constraints of the employee being a key driver in that process. This is consistent with this model, as the absence of flexibility could be interpreted as one of these constraints, which in turn, would decrease the job resources in the Job Demands-Resources sense, increasing the risk of retention (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). This corroborates the idea that engagement and retention are not distinct but intertwined processes, as suggested by the significant correlations among all three composites in Chapter 4.
[bookmark: _Toc241024502]Limitations of the Study
It should be noted that a number of restrictions were imposed as described in greater detail in the methodology chapter. Because it is a cross-sectional design, the relationships found are associational rather than causal. It is not possible to draw any conclusions about the impact of a particular type of working on a particular type of well-being, engagement or retention - it might just be that employees who are less satisfied or engaged in the first place are more likely to be placed in office roles, for example, but not that office working itself is a cause of low satisfaction. This is a reverse causality scenario that was not addressed in the study, and therefore the reported disadvantage of being in the office (as summarised in Chapter 4) must be interpreted as a strong association rather than as an indication of a causal pathway.
Common method bias and social desirability effects may arise due to the use of self-report data for all three outcome measures, especially for the well-being items. The findings may not be representative of the UK working population more broadly, as the sample was drawn from a purposive-convenience sampling approach, and may not be representative of all sectors, seniority or organisation types, due to the working relationships between the UWTSD staff and the people who were sampled. However, expanding the recruitment base to a number of sectors was a necessary step in obtaining a sufficient sample size, but led to a certain amount of variation across the sectors, which was only partially accommodated by the inclusion of sector as a control variable in the regression models.
Another constraint is the instrument for measuring. The well-being, engagement and retention items in the survey were constructed to capture the same constructs as other validated items, but not the same language of these validated items. In the present sample, the internal reliability of each of the composite scales was acceptable (Cronbach's alpha ranging from .738 to .817), lending confidence to the assumption that each set of items measured a coherent underlying construct. However, due to some differences in wording from the original validated scales, only the comparisons that can be confidently made within this data set, between the working-arrangement groups, can be compared with published norms or other studies using the original scales.
Lastly, this study was not intended to account for the specific poorer-reported outcomes of office-based workers; the intent was simply to determine whether a difference exists, and it does. It is uncertain whether this distinction is due to the nature of the working arrangement itself, the nature of the person who ends up in such an arrangement, or a combination of these, so this study cannot differentiate.
[bookmark: _Toc241024503]Areas for Further Research
Based on the above finding and limitations, four ideas for further study are recommended. First, a longitudinal design, which follows the same employees before and after a change in working arrangement, such as the switch from a fully-remote to a hybrid arrangement, would enable much greater causal inference than the cross-sectional design used here, and would help answer the question of whether the disadvantage of working from the office, observed in this study, is a real effect of the working arrangement itself, as longitudinal studies of transitions between fully-remote and hybrid arrangements have started to indicate (Casely-Hayford et al., 2026).
Second, qualitative research, including semi-structured interviews with specific office-based respondents, may help explain the reasons why this group of respondents report consistently lower outcomes across all three measures. It would help to separate between a few possible explanations this study is not able to do so: that office-based working itself impacts well-being, engagement and intention to stay; that people who were already less well were more likely to be offered the opportunity to work in the office; or that there is some third factor not captured in this study which affects the working arrangement and the outcome.
Third, future research could use a larger sample (than used in this study) generated using a purposive-convenience method to determine if the threshold pattern identified in this study is evident across a wider and more representative number of UK industries, company size and level of seniority.
Finally, additional studies can test potential moderators not included in the current research, such as commute time, job autonomy apart from place of work, or actual choice of working arrangement for the employee. The findings and theoretical discussion above suggest that autonomy and choice are likely to be the best explanation, and therefore a study that directly measures perceived choice, instead of a broad category of working arrangements, would be a more direct test of this explanation than the present study has been able to provide.
In closing, this study was designed to quantify the level of a relationship and it has done just that, reasonably well. But the evidence to date does not suggest that hybrid working is an advantage over working from home, rather it suggests that the key difference is whether workers have some real flexibility around where they work or not. If there is a mechanism for removing flexibility that is not yet clear, the practical implications for organisations considering attendance at the workplace or not are clear enough, even in the absence of a clear mechanism: it has been shown here, and in other comparable studies, that removing flexibility in itself has measurable and statistically significant negative implications for well-being, engagement and retention, which seems to be outweighed by the mix of remote and hybrid working.
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[bookmark: _Toc241024505]Appendix A: Survey Instrument (Participant Information, Consent and Questionnaire)
This appendix includes the accurate wording used for the survey that was sent to the respondents through Google Forms, consisting of the participant information and consent text prior to the first question.
Participant Information and Consent
University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Swansea Business School, Remote Working Impact on Employee Wellbeing, Engagement and Retention in the UK.
You are invited to participate in this academic research study as part of a Masters of Business Administration (MBA) dissertation (BMMB7003) at Swansea Business School, University of Wales Trinity Saint David. This survey aims to examine the relationship between remote and hybrid working and employee well-being, engagement and retention in the UK workforce in organisations.
This research has been undertaken for academic purposes only. All your answers will be protected and anonymous, in accordance with the ethics and GDPR standards. No identifiable information will be captured, each response will be given a unique identifier within the data set. All data will be stored on password protected cloud storage within the University's Office 365 system which is only accessible to the researcher and the supervisor under the General Data Protection Regulation, Data Protection Act 2018 and University Policies.
There is no formality for participating and you must be at least 18 years old. You can get no right or wrong answers; be honest and answer according to your own experience. It only takes about 5-10 minutes to fill out the questionnaire. You can withdraw without specifying a reason, and without any consequences; however, data is anonymous and may not be possible to withdraw responses after they have been submitted.
If you proceed with this survey you acknowledge that you understand the purpose of the study and agree to participate. Thank you for your involvement!
Section A: Screening Questions
Please answer honestly. If you answer "No" to any of the below, you are not eligible to continue.
· A1. Are you currently employed (full-time or part-time) in a UK-based organisation? (Yes / No)
· A2. Are you aged 18 or over? (Yes / No)
· A3. Have you been in your current working arrangement (fully remote, hybrid or office-based) for at least 6 months? (Yes / No)
Section B: Background Information
· B1. What is your age band? (Under 25 / 25-34 / 35-44 / 45-54 / 55-64 / 65 or over)
· B2. What is your gender/identity? (Man / Woman / Non-binary / Prefer to self-describe / Prefer not to say)
· B3. Which sector best describes your organisation? (Financial services / Consultancy / Technology / Higher education / Other, please specify)
· B4. Approximately how many employees does your organisation have? (Under 50 / 50-249 / 250-999 / 1,000 or more)
· B5. Which best describes your seniority level? (Entry-level / Middle management / Senior management / Executive/Director)
· B6. What is your highest qualification level? (Below degree level / Undergraduate degree / Postgraduate degree / Professional qualification)
· B7. Which best describes your current working arrangement? (Fully remote / Hybrid / Predominantly office-based)
· B8. How long have you worked in this arrangement? (6-12 months / 1-2 years / More than 2 years)
Section C: Employee Well-being
For each statement below, please select one option per row (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree). These items relate to how you have generally felt over the past two weeks.
· C1. I have generally felt calm and able to cope with my workload.
· C2. I have felt able to switch off from work at the end of the day.
· C3. I have felt physically and mentally rested.
· C4. I have felt optimistic about my working life.
· C5. I have felt isolated from the people I work with. (reverse-scored)

Section D: Employee Engagement
For each statement below, please select one option per row (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree).
· D1. I feel full of energy when I am doing my job.
· D2. I am enthusiastic about the work that I do.
· D3. Time passes quickly when I am absorbed in my work.
· D4. I feel a strong sense of connection to my colleagues.
· D5. I feel that I truly belong to my organisation.
Section E: Retention Intention
For each statement below, please select one option per row (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree).
· E1. I often think about leaving my current organisation. (reverse-scored)
· E2. I intend to actively search for a new job within the next 12 months. (reverse-scored)
· E3. I would recommend my organisation as a good place to work.
· E4. My current working arrangement is an important reason for staying with my organisation.
Section F: Optional Comment
· F1. In your view, what changes to working arrangements (remote, hybrid or office-based) would most improve employee well-being, engagement or retention in your organisation? (open text, optional)
Closing statement shown to respondents: "Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your responses will contribute to a better understanding of how remote and hybrid working arrangements relate to employee well-being, engagement and retention in UK organisations. The information you provide will be used for academic purposes only and will be treated confidentially
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This study has been formally approved in terms of ethics by the UWTSD Level 7 Dissertation research proposal process. The completed proposal with ethics and sampling and the ethics section, was sent to and approved by the supervisor of the dissertation, David Greenshields and was signed by him on 27 June 2026 as appropriate. The contents of that approved proposal which relate to ethics are summarised below.
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Remote_Working_Survey_Responses Mujibur.csv
Remote_Working_Survey_Responses

		A1_Employed_UK		A2_Aged_18_over		A3_Arrangement_6mths		B1_Age_band		B2_Gender		B3_Sector		B4_Org_size		B5_Seniority		B6_Qualification		B7_Work_arrangement		B8_Tenure_in_arrangement		C1_Calm_cope		C2_Switch_off		C3_Rested		C4_Optimistic		C5_Isolated		D1_Energy		D2_Enthusiastic		D3_Time_passes		D4_Connection_colleagues		D5_Belonging		E1_Think_leaving		E2_Job_search_12mths		E3_Recommend_org		E4_Arrangement_reason_stay		F1_Optional_comment

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		50-249		Middle management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		3		3		4		4		2		3		4		3		4		2		2		2		2		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Consultancy		Under 50		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		3		4		4		2		2		4		4		3		3		4		3		1		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Higher education		1,000 or more		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		4		2		3		3		4		4		4		3		2		4		3		2		2		3		Quieter focus spaces when we are in the office.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Prefer not to say		Consultancy		250-999		Middle management		Professional qualification		Fully remote		1-2 years		4		3		4		3		3		4		4		3		4		4		2		2		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Executive / Director		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		1		3		3		3		4		4		3		2		3		3		3		4		2		5		Allow fully remote for roles that don't need the office.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Other		1,000 or more		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		3		4		4		2		4		4		4		5		4		3		2		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Technology		Under 50		Entry-level		Below degree level		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		3		4		4		1		4		4		5		5		4		2		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Consultancy		250-999		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		2		4		3		2		3		4		3		4		3		3		3		3		3		Two set office days a week works best for me.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Financial services		250-999		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		3		5		4		4		4		4		3		2		3		4		2		2		3		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Technology		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		3		2		3		2		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Prefer not to say		Other		1,000 or more		Senior management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		5		4		5		2		3		3		5		5		4		2		3		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Financial services		50-249		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		4		3		3		1		4		3		5		4		4		1		3		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Technology		50-249		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		4		5		4		2		4		4		4		5		4		2		3		5		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Higher education		50-249		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		3		3		5		4		2		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Higher education		50-249		Middle management		Below degree level		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		3		3		2		4		2		3		4		4		3		2		3		3		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Technology		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		4		2		4		4		3		4		3		3		3		2		3		4		3		4		Trust employees to manage their own schedules.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Executive / Director		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		3		4		4		2		3		4		4		3		2		3		2		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Higher education		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		4		3		4		3		5		4		4		4		3		1		2		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Other		250-999		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		4		4		3		5		2		4		4		4		4		4		2		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		Under 50		Executive / Director		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		3		3		3		3		4		2		3		2		3		3		3		3		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Financial services		250-999		Entry-level		Below degree level		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		5		4		5		1		5		5		5		4		5		3		1		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Technology		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		3		3		2		3		4		3		2		4		4		3		2		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Higher education		1,000 or more		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		4		3		3		3		4		4		3		4		2		2		3		3		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Consultancy		50-249		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		5		3		3		4		2		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		5		More support for mental well-being.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Middle management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		4		3		5		1		4		5		3		3		3		1		2		5		5		Reduce commuting by keeping hybrid.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Non-binary		Technology		250-999		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		4		4		3		3		1		4		5		4		2		3		1		2		4		4		More flexibility to choose office days would help.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		3		4		4		2		4		4		3		5		3		1		2		3		4		Trust employees to manage their own schedules.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Other		50-249		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		3		4		4		4		2		4		3		3		4		3		3		3		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Financial services		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		5		5		4		2		5		5		5		5		3		1		2		4		4		A permanent hybrid policy rather than constant changes.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Higher education		Under 50		Middle management		Professional qualification		Fully remote		6-12 months		5		5		5		5		1		4		5		4		4		5		1		1		5		5		Consistent expectations from managers across teams.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		1,000 or more		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		5		5		4		5		2		5		5		5		5		4		2		1		5		5		Better collaboration tools for remote work.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Higher education		1,000 or more		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		5		4		5		4		2		4		5		4		5		5		1		1		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Other		1,000 or more		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		4		2		4		3		3		4		3		2		3		3		2		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Consultancy		50-249		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		2		3		3		3		3		3		2		3		3		3		4		3		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Prefer not to say		Other		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		3		3		4		4		2		3		3		3		2		3		2		3		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Non-binary		Higher education		50-249		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		4		3		2		2		2		3		3		3		3		3		2		4		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Technology		250-999		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		4		4		3		3		4		3		3		4		5		3		1		4		4		Fewer mandatory in-office days.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Other		250-999		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Hybrid		6-12 months		3		4		4		4		2		4		4		4		4		5		1		3		3		4		More team social events to reduce isolation.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Man		Financial services		250-999		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		3		3		4		3		1		4		4		2		4		4		2		1		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Other		1,000 or more		Executive / Director		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		4		4		3		4		2		3		4		5		4		3		1		3		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Non-binary		Consultancy		250-999		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		5		5		5		5		1		4		5		5		5		5		1		1		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Other		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		4		4		4		3		1		4		4		4		2		4		3		4		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Other		50-249		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		3		2		3		5		3		3		3		3		2		3		3		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Financial services		Under 50		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		3		3		2		3		3		4		4		2		5		2		4		4		2		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Financial services		Under 50		Middle management		Below degree level		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		5		4		5		1		4		4		3		3		5		1		1		4		5		Quieter focus spaces when we are in the office.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Financial services		250-999		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		3		4		3		5		2		4		3		5		4		4		1		3		3		5		Two set office days a week works best for me.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Middle management		Professional qualification		Fully remote		6-12 months		5		5		4		5		2		5		5		5		4		5		1		2		5		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		3		4		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		3		1		1		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Prefer not to say		Other		250-999		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		5		4		4		4		2		3		4		5		5		5		2		1		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		4		5		5		2		4		3		4		5		5		2		3		4		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Technology		250-999		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		3		3		3		2		4		3		2		3		3		2		3		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Financial services		50-249		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		2		2		3		4		2		3		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Consultancy		Under 50		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		3		4		4		4		2		2		3		4		4		3		2		3		3		4		Improve the home-working allowance and equipment.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		65 or over		Man		Technology		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		4		3		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		3		2		1		4		2

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		50-249		Middle management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		4		4		4		5		1		4		5		5		3		4		3		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Technology		Under 50		Entry-level		Below degree level		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		3		4		3		4		1		3		5		4		5		4		3		1		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Prefer not to say		Technology		1,000 or more		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		4		3		4		3		3		4		5		5		4		3		3		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Other		Under 50		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		2		4		4		3		3		4		4		2		3		3		3		4		5		Consistent expectations from managers across teams.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Non-binary		Higher education		50-249		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		2		4		3		3		2		2

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Higher education		Under 50		Executive / Director		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		3		4		4		2		4		5		4		4		5		1		1		3		3		Keep remote options for parents and carers.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		5		3		5		4		3		3		5		4		5		4		1		2		5		5		Better collaboration tools for remote work.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Technology		250-999		Executive / Director		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		3		3		2		1		4		2		3		2		2		3		4		3		2		3		Improve the home-working allowance and equipment.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Technology		50-249		Senior management		Below degree level		Fully remote		6-12 months		4		5		5		5		2		5		4		5		5		4		1		1		5		5		Better collaboration tools for remote work.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Prefer not to say		Consultancy		250-999		Executive / Director		Below degree level		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		2		2		3		3		3		4		4		3		2		4		3		3		2		2

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		4		3		4		3		1		4		4		5		4		3		2		2		4		4		Improve the home-working allowance and equipment.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Other		1,000 or more		Senior management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		3		5		4		2		4		4		4		5		4		3		1		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Consultancy		250-999		Middle management		Below degree level		Hybrid		1-2 years		3		3		4		4		3		3		4		4		3		3		4		2		3		4		Trust employees to manage their own schedules.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		Under 50		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		3		2		3		3		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		2		3		4		More support for mental well-being.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Executive / Director		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		4		3		4		3		2		4		4		3		3		4		4		1		4		3		Fewer mandatory in-office days.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		4		4		5		2		3		3		5		5		4		1		2		5		5		Quieter focus spaces when we are in the office.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Woman		Financial services		50-249		Middle management		Below degree level		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		2		2		3		3		3		3		4		2		3		3		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Technology		1,000 or more		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		3		2		2		4		5		Reduce commuting by keeping hybrid.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Non-binary		Higher education		1,000 or more		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		4		4		4		1		4		4		5		4		5		1		1		4		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Financial services		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Fully remote		6-12 months		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		3		1		3		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Higher education		1,000 or more		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		4		3		5		5		2		3		5		4		5		4		3		2		4		5		A permanent hybrid policy rather than constant changes.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Financial services		Under 50		Entry-level		Below degree level		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		4		5		4		2		4		5		5		4		5		2		2		4		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Woman		Other		1,000 or more		Executive / Director		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		4		5		4		1		4		5		3		5		5		1		1		4		5		Keep remote options for parents and carers.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Other		Under 50		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		4		5		5		1		5		5		4		5		4		1		2		3		4		More flexibility to choose office days would help.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Consultancy		250-999		Middle management		Below degree level		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		3		3		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Higher education		Under 50		Middle management		Below degree level		Fully remote		1-2 years		3		2		2		3		4		2		4		2		2		3		3		4		2		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Technology		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		3		4		4		4		2		5		5		4		3		4		2		1		5		5		More team social events to reduce isolation.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Other		50-249		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		3		4		4		4		3		5		3		3		3		3		2		2		3		4		Improve the home-working allowance and equipment.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Woman		Financial services		250-999		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		3		1		3		5		5		Trust employees to manage their own schedules.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		50-249		Middle management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		2		3		3		2		2		3		4		3		3		4		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Other		1,000 or more		Senior management		Below degree level		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		4		2		4		4		2		3		3		3		4		3		1		4		3		Clearer boundaries around after-hours communication.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Senior management		Professional qualification		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		4		4		4		4		2		5		4		3		3		3		3		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Technology		50-249		Executive / Director		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		4		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		5		3		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Technology		250-999		Executive / Director		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		4		4		4		3		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		1		4		4		A permanent hybrid policy rather than constant changes.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Higher education		Under 50		Middle management		Professional qualification		Fully remote		6-12 months		5		4		5		5		2		5		5		5		4		4		1		2		5		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Technology		50-249		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		4		3		2		4		2		3		3		3		4		3		2		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Technology		Under 50		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		4		4		3		1		4		4		3		4		4		3		3		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Technology		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		3		4		3		3		3		3		4		5		4		3		2		2		3		3		Better collaboration tools for remote work.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Financial services		50-249		Middle management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		4		5		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		3		2		1		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Financial services		Under 50		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		4		3		4		3		3		3		3		5		4		2		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Senior management		Below degree level		Fully remote		1-2 years		5		4		4		4		2		4		4		5		4		4		1		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Consultancy		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		3		3		4		4		2		4		4		4		4		4		2		3		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Higher education		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		5		4		4		4		1		4		5		5		3		5		1		2		5		4		More support for mental well-being.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Financial services		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		4		4		4		5		1		4		4		4		4		4		2		1		4		3		Improve the home-working allowance and equipment.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		5		4		5		5		1		5		5		5		5		5		1		1		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Other		250-999		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		4		3		3		4		2		4		4		3		3		2		2		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Man		Technology		Under 50		Entry-level		Below degree level		Hybrid		More than 2 years		4		5		4		4		1		3		4		3		5		4		3		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Technology		Under 50		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		3		4		4		4		2		4		4		3		3		4		2		1		4		4		Fewer mandatory in-office days.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		250-999		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		3		4		5		2		5		5		5		4		3		2		1		4		4		More team social events to reduce isolation.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Man		Technology		50-249		Middle management		Below degree level		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		3		3		5		4		3		3		3		3		4		2		2		3		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Below degree level		Fully remote		6-12 months		5		5		5		4		2		5		5		5		2		3		1		1		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		1		2		1		3		3		4		1		2		2		2		4		2		2		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Other		1,000 or more		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		5		3		5		3		4		4		5		2		4		2		2		5		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Financial services		Under 50		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		3		3		3		4		2		4		3		2		4		4		2		3		2		2		Keep remote options for parents and carers.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Woman		Higher education		50-249		Senior management		Professional qualification		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		4		5		5		4		2		4		4		5		5		4		2		1		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Financial services		250-999		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		5		4		4		4		1		4		5		4		5		5		2		2		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Consultancy		Under 50		Executive / Director		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		4		4		4		4		3		4		5		2		5		4		3		1		3		4		Fewer mandatory in-office days.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		Under 50		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		3		3		4		3		3		3		4		3		4		4		2		1		4		4		A permanent hybrid policy rather than constant changes.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Consultancy		50-249		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		3		2		4		2		2		3		4		3		3		4		1		3		4		4		More team social events to reduce isolation.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		5		4		5		5		2		5		5		5		4		5		1		1		4		4		Fewer mandatory in-office days.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Technology		1,000 or more		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		6-12 months		4		2		4		4		3		3		3		5		5		4		1		2		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		50-249		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		5		5		5		1		5		5		5		4		5		1		1		5		5		More flexibility to choose office days would help.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Other		250-999		Middle management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		5		5		5		2		5		5		3		5		4		1		3		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Financial services		Under 50		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		3		3		3		2		3		3		3		3		2		3		3		3		3		3		More support for mental well-being.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Technology		1,000 or more		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		3		2		3		3		4		3		3		3		4		3		3		3		2		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Higher education		50-249		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Fully remote		1-2 years		3		2		3		3		3		2		3		3		1		3		4		3		3		2

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Technology		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		3		3		2		3		4		3		3		2		3		3		3		4		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Technology		50-249		Senior management		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		5		3		4		1		5		5		5		5		5		1		2		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Technology		250-999		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		5		4		5		4		2		3		5		5		4		5		2		3		3		4		Two set office days a week works best for me.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Technology		Under 50		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		3		3		3		1		5		4		5		3		5		2		2		4		4		Improve the home-working allowance and equipment.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		250-999		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		5		4		5		1		5		5		5		5		5		1		1		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Financial services		Under 50		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		2		4		4		1		4		5		5		4		4		3		3		5		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Technology		50-249		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Middle management		Below degree level		Fully remote		More than 2 years		4		4		4		5		1		4		3		3		5		5		1		1		2		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		65 or over		Woman		Technology		50-249		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		5		5		4		4		2		4		4		4		5		4		4		2		5		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Financial services		Under 50		Middle management		Below degree level		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		2		1		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Woman		Technology		250-999		Executive / Director		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		3		3		1		3		3		3		2		3		2		3		3		3		2		2

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Other		Under 50		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Predominantly office-based		1-2 years		3		4		2		2		4		4		2		3		2		2		4		5		4		3		Fewer mandatory in-office days.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		55-64		Man		Technology		1,000 or more		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		2		3		1		2		3		2		2		3		3		2		5		4		3		2

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Man		Other		1,000 or more		Executive / Director		Professional qualification		Fully remote		More than 2 years		5		5		5		5		1		4		5		4		3		5		1		1		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Other		Under 50		Entry-level		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		4		4		4		5		2		4		4		4		4		5		1		2		4		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Higher education		250-999		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		3		2		4		3		4		3		4		2		4		2		1		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Technology		250-999		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		3		3		4		2		2		2		3		3		3		4		2		3		3		4		Quieter focus spaces when we are in the office.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Non-binary		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Executive / Director		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		3		4		3		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		1		2		4		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Higher education		250-999		Senior management		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		More than 2 years		5		4		2		4		2		5		3		4		5		4		3		2		4		5		Keep remote options for parents and carers.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Man		Other		250-999		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Fully remote		6-12 months		3		3		2		4		3		3		4		3		2		4		2		2		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Consultancy		250-999		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		More than 2 years		3		4		3		3		2		3		4		4		4		5		2		2		5		5

		Yes		Yes		Yes		Under 25		Man		Technology		Under 50		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		3		4		4		4		1		3		3		4		5		5		1		3		4		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Consultancy		1,000 or more		Entry-level		Professional qualification		Hybrid		More than 2 years		5		3		4		5		2		5		5		5		5		3		1		1		3		5		Reduce commuting by keeping hybrid.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Financial services		50-249		Executive / Director		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		2		2		3		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		4		2		1		4		Keep remote options for parents and carers.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		45-54		Woman		Consultancy		50-249		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		2		4		4		3		3		3		3		4		3		4		2		4		3		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Man		Technology		250-999		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		4		4		5		4		1		4		5		5		3		5		3		4		3		3		Quieter focus spaces when we are in the office.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Financial services		1,000 or more		Middle management		Undergraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		More than 2 years		2		2		3		2		3		3		3		1		2		4		1		3		2		4

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Woman		Higher education		1,000 or more		Middle management		Postgraduate degree		Predominantly office-based		6-12 months		3		4		4		3		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		3

		Yes		Yes		Yes		25-34		Woman		Other		250-999		Senior management		Postgraduate degree		Fully remote		1-2 years		5		5		5		4		2		4		4		4		3		4		1		2		4		4		Trust employees to manage their own schedules.

		Yes		Yes		Yes		35-44		Man		Other		50-249		Entry-level		Undergraduate degree		Hybrid		1-2 years		4		3		4		5		2		4		2		4		3		3		3		2		4		4		Quieter focus spaces when we are in the office.
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Remote Working Impact on Employee Well-
being, Engagement and Retention in the UK

University of Wales Trinity Saint David — Swansea Business School
Dear Participant,

You are invited to take part in this academic research study, conducted as part of an MBA
dissertation (BMMB7003) at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Swansea Business
School. The purpose of this questionnaire is to explore the extent to which remote and hybrid
working arrangements are associated with employee well-being, engagement and retention across

UK organisations.

This research is for academic purposes only. Your responses will be kept confidential and
anonymous, complying with ethics and GDPR standards. No personally identifiable information
will be collected; each response will be assigned a unique identifier within the dataset. All data will
be stored on password-protected cloud storage on the University's Office 365 system, accessible
only to the researcher and supervisor, in line with the General Data Protection Regulation, the Data
Protection Act 2018 and the University's policies.

Your participation is voluntary, and you must be aged 18 or over to take part. There are no right or
wrong answers; please answer honestly based on your own experience. The questionnaire takes
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 114
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around 5-10 minutes to complete. You may withdraw at any time without giving a reason and
without consequence; however, because data is collected anonymously, it may not be possible to

withdraw your responses once submitted.

By continuing with this survey, you indicate that you understand the purpose of the study and

consent to take part.
Thank you for your participation.

z2m090@gmail.com Switch account [
Ca Not shared

* Indicates required question

Section A: Screening Questions

Please answer honestly. If you answer "No" to any of the below, you are not eligible to continue.

Al. Are you currently employed (full-time or part-time) in a UK-based organisation? *

O Yes
O No

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 2/14
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A2. Are you aged 18 or over? *

O Yes
O No

A3. Have you been in your current working arrangement (fully remote, hybrid or office- *
based) for at least 6 months?

O Yes
O No

Section B: Background Information

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 3/14
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B1. What is your age band? *

Under 25
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64

65 or over

O O OO0OO0OO0

B2. What is your gender/identity? *

O Man

Woman
Non-binary

Prefer to self-describe

O O O O

Prefer not to say

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform

414
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B3. Which sector best describes your organisation? *

O Financial services
Consultancy
Technology
Higher education

Other (please specity)

O O OO

B4. Approximately how many employees does your organisation have? *

O Under 50

(O 50249
O 250999

O 1,000 or more

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 5/14
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B5. Which best describes your seniority level? *

O Entry-level

Middle management

Senior management

O OO

Executive / Director

B6. What is your highest qualification level? *

O Below degree level
O Undergraduate degree
O Postgraduate degree

O Professional qualification

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 6/14





03/09/2026, 02:21

Remote Working Impact on Employee Well-being, Engagement and Retention in the UK
B7. Which best describes your current working arrangement? *

O Fully remote

O Hybrid

O Predominantly office-based

B8. How long have you worked in this arrangement? *

O 6—12 months

O 1-2 years

O More than 2 years

Section C: Employee Well-being
For each statement below, please select one option per row (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 =
Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree). These items relate to how you have generally felt over the

past two weeks.

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform

714
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Employee Well-being *

Cl. T have
generally felt
calm and able
to cope with

my workload.

C2. I have felt
able to switch
off from work
at the end of
the day.

C3. 1 have felt
physically and
mentally

rested.

C4. I have felt
optimistic
about my

working life.

C5. I have felt
isolated from
the people |

work with.

1 Strongly

disagree

O

O

2 Disagree

O

O

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform

3 Neutral

O

4 Agree

O

5 Strongly

agree

O

8/14
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Section D: Employee Engagement
For each statement below, please select one option per row (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 =

Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree).

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 9/14
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Employee Engagement *

1 Strongly ) 5 Strongly
. 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree
disagree agree

DI. 1 feel full of

energy when [ O O O O O

am doing my

job.

D2.Tam

enthusiastic O O O O O

about the work
that I do.

D3. Time passes

quickly when I O O O O O

am absorbed in

my work.

D4.1 feel a

strong sense of O O O O O

connection to

my colleagues.

DS5. 1 feel that I

truly belong to O O O O O

my organisation.

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 10/14
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Section E: Retention Intention
For each statement below, please select one option per row (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 =
Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree).

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 11/14
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Retention Intention *

1 Strongl
. &y 2 Disagree
disagree

El. I often think
about leaving
my current O O

organisation.

E2. Iintend to

actively search

for a new job O O
within the next

12 months.

E3. I would

recommend my

organisation as a O O
good place to

work.

E4. My current

working

arrangement is

an important O O
reason for

staying with my

organisation.

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform

3 Neutral

O

4 Agree

O

5 Strongly

agree

O

12114
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Section F: Optional Comment

F1. In your view, what changes to working arrangements (remote, hybrid or office-based)

would most improve employee well-being, engagement or retention in your organisation?

Your answer

Closing Statement

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your responses will contribute to a
better understanding of how remote and hybrid working arrangements relate to employee well-
being, engagement and retention in UK organisations. The information you provide will be used for

academic purposes only and will be treated confidentially.

Page 1 of 1 Clear form

Never submit passwords through Google Forms.

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. - Contact form owner - Terms of Service - Privacy Policy

Does this form look suspicious? Report

Google Forms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22elfOGZIg1Jlqg9zbZ3KgXXIJIPRkrKhMnRre5gsiiWg/viewform 13/14



https://policies.google.com/terms

https://policies.google.com/privacy

https://docs.google.com/forms/u/0/d/e/1FAIpQLScucy22eIfOGZIg1Jlq9zbZ3KqXXlJIPRkrKhMnRre5qsiiWg/abuse

https://www.google.com/forms/about/?utm_source=product&utm_medium=forms_logo&utm_campaign=forms
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Mujibur-Output-Final.pdf
Notes

Output Created 03-SEP-2026 02:44:30
Comments

Input Data C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data 150
File
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.
Cases Used Statistics are based on all
cases with valid data.
Syntax FREQUENCIES

VARIABLES=B1_Age_ba
nd B2_Gender B3_Sector
B4_Org_size
B5_Seniority

B6_Qualification
B7_Work_arrangement
B8_Tenure_in_arrangeme
nt

/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.00

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.05

[ Dat aSet 1] C:\ User s\ LENOVO\ Deskt op\ Mij i bur _Renot e_Wbr ki ng_Cl eaned_N150. sav

Statistics

Organisation
Organisation  size (number of

Age band = Gender/identity sector employees) Seniority level
N Valid 150 150 150 150 150
Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Page 2





Statistics

Current working

arrangement
Highest (IV: Time in current
qualification remote/hybrid/o working
level ffice-based) arrangement
N Valid 150 150 150
Missing 0 0 0
Frequency Table
Age band
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Under 25 10 6.7 6.7 6.7
25-34 43 28.7 28.7 35.3
35-44 48 32.0 32.0 67.3
45-54 28 18.7 18.7 86.0
55-64 19 12.7 12.7 98.7
65 or over 2 13 1.3 100.0
Total 150 100.0 100.0
Gender/identity
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Man 68 45.3 45.3 45.3
Woman 70 46.7 46.7 92.0
Non-binary 6 4.0 4.0 96.0
Prefer not to say 6 4.0 4.0 100.0
Total 150 100.0 100.0
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Organisation sector

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Financial services 30 20.0 20.0 20.0
Consultancy 24 16.0 16.0 36.0
Technology 36 24.0 24.0 60.0
Higher education 34 22.7 22.7 82.7
Other 26 17.3 17.3 100.0
Total 150 100.0 100.0
Organisation size (number of employees)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Under 50 29 19.3 19.3 19.3
50-249 38 25.3 25.3 44.7
250-999 42 28.0 28.0 72.7
1,000 or more 41 27.3 27.3 100.0
Total 150 100.0 100.0
Seniority level
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Entry-level 54 36.0 36.0 36.0
Middle management 55 36.7 36.7 72.7
Senior management 25 16.7 16.7 89.3
Executive / Director 16 10.7 10.7 100.0
Total 150 100.0 100.0
Highest qualification level
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Below degree level 19 12.7 12.7 12.7
Undergraduate degree 56 37.3 37.3 50.0
Postgraduate degree 50 33.3 33.3 83.3
Professional qualification 25 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 150 100.0 100.0

Page 4





Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Fully remote 48 32.0 32.0 32.0
Hybrid 67 44.7 44.7 76.7
Predominantly office-based 35 23.3 23.3 100.0
Total 150 100.0 100.0
Time in current working arrangement
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid  6-12 months 46 30.7 30.7 30.7

1-2 years 51 34.0 34.0 64.7

More than 2 years 53 35.3 35.3 100.0

Total 150 100.0 100.0

RELI ABI LI TY
/ VARI ABLES=C1_Cal m cope C2_Switch _of f C3_Rested C4 Optimstic C5_Isolated R
/ SCALK ' Wl | being ) ALL
/ MODEL=ALPHA
/ SUMVARY=TOTAL.

Reliability

Page 5





Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Matrix Input

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:31

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on all
cases with valid data for
all variables in the
procedure.

RELIABILITY

/VARIABLES=C1_Calm_c
ope C2_Switch_off
C3_Rested C4_Optimistic
C5_Isolated R
ISCALE('Wellbeing') ALL
/MODEL=ALPHA
/ISUMMARY=TOTAL.

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.02

Scale: Wellbeing

Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 150 100.0
Excluded® 0 0
Total 150 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.817 5
Item-Total Statistics
Corrected Item- Cronbach's

Scale Mean if ~ Scale Variance Total Alpha if Item

Item Deleted if Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
Wellbeing: felt calm and 14.60 8.161 .621 T77
able to cope with workload
Wellbeing: felt able to 14.76 8.559 .550 797
switch off from work
Wellbeing: felt physically 14.71 7.940 .615 778
and mentally rested
Wellbeing: felt optimistic 14.59 8.056 .656 .766
about working life
Wellbeing: felt isolated from 14.63 8.222 .593 .785
colleagues (reverse-scored,
6-x)

RELI ABI LI TY
/ VARl ABLES=D1_Ener gy D2_Ent husi asti ¢ D3_Ti me_passes D4_Connecti on_col | eagues D5_Bel ongi
ng

/ SCALE(' Engagenent') ALL
/ MODEL=ALPHA

/ SUMVARY=TOTAL.

Reliability

Page 7
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Input
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Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Matrix Input

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:31

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on all
cases with valid data for
all variables in the
procedure.

RELIABILITY

/VARIABLES=D1_Energy
D2_Enthusiastic
D3 _Time_passes
D4_Connection_colleague
s D5_Belonging
/ISCALE('Engagement’)
ALL
/MODEL=ALPHA...

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.00

Scale: Engagement

Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 150 100.0
Excluded® 0 0
Total 150 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.769 5
Item-Total Statistics
Corrected Item- Cronbach's
Scale Mean if ~ Scale Variance Total Alpha if Item
Item Deleted if Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
Engagement: felt full of 14.85 7.983 .510 .738
energy doing job
Engagement: enthusiastic 14.73 7.257 .625 .698
about work
Engagement: time passes 14.79 7.266 .562 .720
quickly when absorbed in
work
Engagement: strong sense 14.89 7.291 491 .748
of connection to colleagues
Engagement: feels true 14.81 7.670 .525 732

belonging to organisation

RELI ABI LI TY
/ VARl ABLES=E1_Thi nk_I| eavi ng_RE2_Job_search 12nt hs_R E3_Recommend_or g E4_Arrangenent _re
ason_st ay
/ SCALE(' Retention') ALL
/ MODEL=ALPHA
/ SUMVARY=TOTAL.

Reliability

Page 9
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Data
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Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Matrix Input

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:31

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on all
cases with valid data for
all variables in the
procedure.

RELIABILITY

/NVARIABLES=E1_Think_I
eaving_R
E2 Job_search_12mths
R E3_Recommend_org
E4_Arrangement_reason_
stay
/ISCALE('Retention’) ALL
/MODEL=ALPHA
/ISUMMARY=TOTAL.

00:00:00.05
00:00:01.09

Scale: Retention

Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 150 100.0
Excluded® 0 0
Total 150 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.





Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.738 4
Item-Total Statistics
Corrected Item- Cronbach's
Scale Mean if ~ Scale Variance Total Alpha if Item
Item Deleted if tem Deleted Correlation Deleted
Retention: often thinks 11.37 4,356 534 .678
about leaving (reverse-
scored, 6-X)
Retention: intends to job 11.33 4,922 440 .728
search in next 12 months
(reverse-scored, 6-x)
Retention: would 11.48 4,573 .559 .662
recommend organisation as
good place to work
Retention: working 11.23 4,771 .603 .643
arrangement is a reason to
stay

* 3. DESCRI PTI VES - composite scal e scores.

*

DESCRI PTI VES VARI ABLES-VEELLBEI NG_MEAN ENGAGEMENT_MEAN RETENTI ON_MEAN
/ STATI STI CS=MEAN STDDEV M N MAX SKEWNESS KURTOSI S

Descriptives
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

03-SEP-2026 02:44:32

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

All non-missing data are
used.

Syntax DESCRIPTIVES

VARIABLES=WELLBEIN

G_MEAN

ENGAGEMENT_MEAN

RETENTION_MEAN

ISTATISTICS=MEAN

STDDEV MIN MAX

SKEWNESS KURTOSIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.00

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.02
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation  Skewness
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic

Composite mean: 150 2.00 5.00 3.6640 .69950 -.214
Employee Well-being (C1,
C2,C3,C4,C5 R)
Composite mean: 150 1.80 5.00 3.7040 .66543 -.232
Employee Engagement
(D1-D5)
Composite mean: Retention 150 2.00 5.00 3.7850 .68971 -.216
Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3,
E4)
Valid N (listwise) 150
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Descriptive Statistics

Skewness Kurtosis
Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

Composite mean: .198 -.690 .394
Employee Well-being (C1,
C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

Composite mean: .198 -471 .394
Employee Engagement
(D1-D5)

Composite mean: Retention .198 -.561 .394
Intention (E1_R,E2_R,ES3,
E4)

Valid N (listwise)

CORRELATI ONS
/ VARl ABLES-VEEL LBEI NG_MEAN ENGAGEMENT_MEAN RETENTI ON_MEAN
/ PRI NT=TWOTAI L NCSI G
/' M SSI NG=PAI RW SE

Correlations
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:32

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each pair of
variables are based on all
the cases with valid data
for that pair.

CORRELATIONS

IVARIABLES=WELLBEIN
G_MEAN
ENGAGEMENT_MEAN
RETENTION_MEAN
/PRINT=TWOTAIL

NOSIG
/MISSING=PAIRWISE.
00:00:00.00
00:00:00.29
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Correlations

Composite
Composite Composite mean:
mean: mean: Retention
Employee Well- Employee Intention
being (C1,C2, Engagement (E1_R,E2_R,
C3,C4,C5_R) (D1-D5) E3,E4)
Composite mean: Pearson Correlation 1 849" 736"
Employee Well-being (C1, i )
N 150 150 150
Composite mean: Pearson Correlation 849" 1 729"
Employee Engagement i .
(D1-D5) Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 150 150 150
Composite mean: Retention Pearson Correlation 736" 729" 1
Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3, ) )
E4) Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 150 150 150

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

* 5. MULTI PLE RECRESSI ON - Wor ki ng arrangenment (+ controls) predicting

* each outcome, with collinearity diagnostics (Tol erance/ VIF).
* B7_Wor k_arrangenent i s categorical (3 groups) - dumy-coded bel ow
* using Hybrid as the reference category.

RECODE B7_Wor k_arrangement (1=1) (2=0) (3=0) | NTO WA _Ful | yRenot e

RECODE B7_Wor k_arrangenent (1=0) (2=0) (3=1) INTOWA OficeBased

VARI ABLE LABELS WA Ful | yRenot e ' Wor ki ng arrangenent: Fully renote (vs Hybrid)'.
VARI ABLE LABELS WA_ O fi ceBased ' Wor ki ng arrangenent: O fice-based (vs Hybrid)".
EXECUTE

REGRESSI ON
/M SSI NG LI STW SE
/ STATI STI CS COEFF OQUTS R ANOVA COLLI N TOL
/ CRI TERI A=PI N(. 05) PQUT(. 10)
/ NOORI G N
/ DEPENDENT VELLBEI NG_MEAN
/ METHOD=ENTER WA_Ful | yRenpt e WA_Of fi ceBased B3_Sector B5 _Seniority B4_Org_size.

Regression
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time
Elapsed Time
Memory Required

Additional Memory
Required for Residual Plots

03-SEP-2026 02:44:33

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on
cases with no missing
values for any variable
used.

REGRESSION
/MISSING LISTWISE
ISTATISTICS COEFF

OUTS R ANOVA COLLIN

TOL
/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)

POUT(.10)

/NOORIGIN
/DEPENDENT

WELLBEING_MEAN
/IMETHOD=ENTER

WA_FullyRemote

WA_OfficeBased

B3_Sector B5_Seniority

B4_Org_size.
00:00:00.00
00:00:00.20
6288 bytes
0 bytes
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Variables Entered/Removed?®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 Organisation . Enter
size (number
of
employees),
Working
arrangement:
Office-based
(vs Hybrid),
Seniority
level,
Organisation
sector,
Working
arrangement:
Fully remote
(vs Hybrid)b

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Well-being (C1,C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 2932 .086 .054 .68037

a. Predictors: (Constant), Organisation size (number of employees), Working arrangement: Office-based (vs
Hybrid), Seniority level, Organisation sector, Working arrangement: Fully remote (vs Hybrid)

ANOVA?®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 6.248 5 1.250 2.700 .023°
Residual 66.657 144 463
Total 72.906 149

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Well-being (C1,C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

b. Predictors: (Constant), Organisation size (number of employees), Working arrangement: Office-based (vs
Hybrid), Seniority level, Organisation sector, Working arrangement: Fully remote (vs Hybrid)
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Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.745 .205 18.296 .000
Working arrangement: Fully -.075 .133 -.050 -.563 574
remote (vs Hybrid)
Working arrangement: -.454 142 -.275 -3.188 .002
Office-based (vs Hybrid)
Organisation sector .049 .042 .097 1.179 .240
Seniority level -.062 .058 -.087 -1.066 .288
Organisation size (number .010 .053 .015 .184 .854
of employees)
Coefficients®
Collinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant)
Working arrangement: Fully 797 1.255
remote (vs Hybrid)
Working arrangement: .852 1.173
Office-based (vs Hybrid)
Organisation sector .940 1.064
Seniority level .961 1.041
Organisation size (number .935 1.069

of employees)

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Well-being (C1,C2,C3,C4,C5_R)
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Collinearity Diagnostics?®

Variance Proportions

Working Working

arrangement: arrangement:

Fully remote (vs  Office-based

Model  Dimension Eigenvalue = Condition Index (Constant) Hybrid) (vs Hybrid)
1 1 4.284 1.000 .00 .01 .01
2 1.003 2.066 .00 .20 41
3 .366 3.419 .01 .78 .55
4 .159 5.184 .00 .00 .00
5 .133 5.680 .01 .00 .00
6 .055 8.858 .98 .00 .03

Variance Proportions

Organisation

Collinearity Diagnostics®

Organisation
size (number of

Model  Dimension sector Seniority level employees)
1 1 .01 .01 .01
2 .00 .00 .00
3 .02 .02 .02
4 .28 .76 .04
5 .50 .06 .54
6 .19 15 .39

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Well-being (C1,C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

REGRESSI ON
/M SSI NG LI STW SE

/ STATI STI CS COEFF QUTS R ANOVA COLLI N TOL

/ CRI TERI A=PI N(. 05) POUT(. 10)
/ NOORI Gl N
/ DEPENDENT ENGAGEMENT MEAN

/ METHOD=ENTER WA_Ful | yRenpt e WA_Of fi ceBased B3_Sector B5_Seniority B4_Org_size.

Regression
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time
Elapsed Time
Memory Required

Additional Memory
Required for Residual Plots

03-SEP-2026 02:44:33

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on
cases with no missing
values for any variable
used.

REGRESSION
/MISSING LISTWISE
ISTATISTICS COEFF

OUTS R ANOVA COLLIN

TOL
/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)

POUT(.10)

/NOORIGIN
/DEPENDENT

ENGAGEMENT_MEAN
/IMETHOD=ENTER

WA_FullyRemote

WA_OfficeBased

B3_Sector B5_Seniority

B4_Org_size.
00:00:00.00
00:00:00.03
6288 bytes
0 bytes
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Variables Entered/Removed?®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 Organisation . Enter
size (number
of
employees),
Working
arrangement:
Office-based
(vs Hybrid),
Seniority
level,
Organisation
sector,
Working
arrangement:
Fully remote
(vs Hybrid)b

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Engagement (D1-D5)

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 3282 .108 .077 .63939

a. Predictors: (Constant), Organisation size (number of employees), Working arrangement: Office-based (vs
Hybrid), Seniority level, Organisation sector, Working arrangement: Fully remote (vs Hybrid)

ANOVA?®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 7.108 5 1.422 3.477 .005°
Residual 58.869 144 409
Total 65.978 149

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Engagement (D1-D5)

b. Predictors: (Constant), Organisation size (number of employees), Working arrangement: Office-based (vs
Hybrid), Seniority level, Organisation sector, Working arrangement: Fully remote (vs Hybrid)
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Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.950 192 20.536 .000
Working arrangement: Fully -.041 .125 -.029 -.326 745
remote (vs Hybrid)
Working arrangement: -.482 134 -.307 -3.605 .000
Office-based (vs Hybrid)
Organisation sector .003 .039 .006 .075 .940
Seniority level -.087 .055 -.128 -1.591 114
Organisation size (number .017 .050 .028 .350 727
of employees)
Coefficients®
Collinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant)
Working arrangement: Fully 797 1.255
remote (vs Hybrid)
Working arrangement: .852 1.173
Office-based (vs Hybrid)
Organisation sector .940 1.064
Seniority level .961 1.041
Organisation size (number .935 1.069

of employees)

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Engagement (D1-D5)
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Collinearity Diagnostics?®

Variance Proportions

Working Working

arrangement: arrangement:

Fully remote (vs  Office-based

Model  Dimension Eigenvalue = Condition Index (Constant) Hybrid) (vs Hybrid)
1 1 4.284 1.000 .00 .01 .01
2 1.003 2.066 .00 .20 41
3 .366 3.419 .01 .78 .55
4 .159 5.184 .00 .00 .00
5 .133 5.680 .01 .00 .00
6 .055 8.858 .98 .00 .03

Variance Proportions

Organisation

Collinearity Diagnostics®

Organisation
size (number of

Model  Dimension sector Seniority level employees)
1 1 .01 .01 .01
2 .00 .00 .00
3 .02 .02 .02
4 .28 .76 .04
5 .50 .06 .54
6 .19 15 .39

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Employee Engagement (D1-D5)

REGRESSI ON
/M SSI NG LI STW SE

/ STATI STI CS COEFF QUTS R ANOVA COLLI N TOL

/ CRI TERI A=PI N(. 05) POUT(. 10)
/ NOORI Gl N
/ DEPENDENT RETENTI ON_MEAN

/ METHOD=ENTER WA_Ful | yRenpt e WA_Of fi ceBased B3_Sector B5_Seniority B4_Org_size.

Regression
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time
Elapsed Time
Memory Required

Additional Memory
Required for Residual Plots

03-SEP-2026 02:44:33

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on
cases with no missing
values for any variable
used.

REGRESSION
/MISSING LISTWISE
ISTATISTICS COEFF

OUTS R ANOVA COLLIN

TOL
/CRITERIA=PIN(.05)

POUT(.10)

/NOORIGIN
/DEPENDENT

RETENTION_MEAN
/IMETHOD=ENTER

WA_FullyRemote

WA_OfficeBased

B3_Sector B5_Seniority

B4_Org_size.
00:00:00.00
00:00:00.02
6288 bytes
0 bytes
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Variables Entered/Removed?®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 Organisation . Enter
size (number
of
employees),
Working
arrangement:
Office-based
(vs Hybrid),
Seniority
level,
Organisation
sector,
Working
arrangement:
Fully remote
(vs Hybrid)b

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Retention Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3,E4)

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 3142 .099 .067 .66607

a. Predictors: (Constant), Organisation size (number of employees), Working arrangement: Office-based (vs
Hybrid), Seniority level, Organisation sector, Working arrangement: Fully remote (vs Hybrid)

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 6.994 5 1.399 3.153 .010°
Residual 63.885 144 444
Total 70.879 149

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Retention Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3,E4)

b. Predictors: (Constant), Organisation size (number of employees), Working arrangement: Office-based (vs
Hybrid), Seniority level, Organisation sector, Working arrangement: Fully remote (vs Hybrid)
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Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.886 .200 19.396 .000
Working arrangement: Fully .013 131 .009 101 .920
remote (vs Hybrid)
Working arrangement: -.444 .139 -.273 -3.186 .002
Office-based (vs Hybrid)
Organisation sector -.014 .041 -.027 -.334 .739
Seniority level -.064 .057 -.092 -1.134 .259
Organisation size (number .064 .052 .101 1.235 .219
of employees)
Coefficients®
Collinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant)
Working arrangement: Fully 797 1.255
remote (vs Hybrid)
Working arrangement: .852 1.173
Office-based (vs Hybrid)
Organisation sector .940 1.064
Seniority level .961 1.041
Organisation size (number .935 1.069

of employees)

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Retention Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3,E4)
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Collinearity Diagnostics?®

Variance Proportions

Working Working
arrangement: arrangement:
Fully remote (vs  Office-based
Model  Dimension Eigenvalue = Condition Index (Constant) Hybrid) (vs Hybrid)
1 1 4.284 1.000 .00 .01 .01
2 1.003 2.066 .00 .20 41
3 .366 3.419 .01 .78 .55
4 .159 5.184 .00 .00 .00
5 133 5.680 .01 .00 .00
6 .055 8.858 .98 .00 .03
Collinearity Diagnostics®
Variance Proportions
Organisation
Organisation size (number of
Model Dimension sector Seniority level employees)
1 1 .01 .01 .01
2 .00 .00 .00
3 .02 .02 .02
4 .28 .76 .04
5 .50 .06 .54
6 .19 15 .39

a. Dependent Variable: Composite mean: Retention Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3,E4)

* 6. ONE- WAY ANOVA + Tukey post-hoc - conpare the three
* wor ki ng- arrangement groups directly on each conposite.

*

ONEVAY WELLBEI NG_MEAN ENGAGEMENT _MEAN RETENTI ON_MEAN BY B7_Wor k_ar r angenent
/ STATI STI CS DESCRI PTI VES HOMOGENEI TY

/ PLOT MEANS

/ POSTHOG=TUKEY ALPHA( 0. 05) .

Oneway
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:34

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each analysis
are based on cases with
no missing data for any
variable in the analysis.

ONEWAY
WELLBEING_MEAN
ENGAGEMENT_MEAN
RETENTION_MEAN BY
B7_Work_arrangement
ISTATISTICS
DESCRIPTIVES
HOMOGENEITY
/PLOT MEANS
/POSTHOC=TUKEY
ALPHA(0.05).

00:00:02.56
00:00:03.76
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Descriptives

N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error
Composite mean: Fully remote 48 3.7292 .73048 .10544
Employee Well-being (C1, .
C2,C3.C4,C5_R) Hybrid 67 3.7910 .66189 .08086
Predominantly office-based 35 3.3314 .63606 .10751
Total 150 3.6640 .69950 .05711
Composite mean: Fully remote 48 3.7792 .65264 .09420
Employee Engagement .
(D1-D5) Hybrid 67 3.8388 .62497 .07635
Predominantly office-based 35 3.3429 .64456 .10895
Total 150 3.7040 .66543 .05433
Composite mean: Retention Fully remote 48 3.9010 72336 .10441
:Ensm'on (ELRE2RES, i 67  3.8881 63557 07765
Predominantly office-based 35 3.4286 .63758 10777
Total 150 3.7850 .68971 .05631
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for Mean
Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum
Composite mean: Fully remote 3.5171 3.9413 2.20
Employee Well-being (C1, .
C2,C3.C4,C5_R) Hybrid 3.6296 3.9525 2.20
Predominantly office-based 3.1129 3.5499 2.00
Total 3.5511 3.7769 2.00
Composite mean: Fully remote 3.5897 3.9687 2.40
Employee Engagement .
(D1-D5) Hybrid 3.6864 3.9912 2.40
Predominantly office-based 3.1214 3.5643 1.80
Total 3.5966 3.8114 1.80
Composite mean: Retention Fully remote 3.6910 4.1111 2.50
'E“f;)a“t'on (BLREZRE3 | irid 3.7330 4.0431 2.00
Predominantly office-based 3.2096 3.6476 2.50
Total 3.6737 3.8963 2.00
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Descriptives

Maximum

Composite mean: Fully remote 5.00
Employee Well-being (C1, .

C2,C3,C4,C5 R) Hybrid 5.00

Predominantly office-based 4.40

Total 5.00

Composite mean: Fully remote 5.00
Employee Engagement .

(D1-D5) Hybrid 5.00

Predominantly office-based 4.40

Total 5.00

Composite mean: Retention Fully remote 5.00
Intention (E1_R,E2_R,ES, .

E4) Hybrid 5.00

Predominantly office-based 4.75

Total 5.00

Tests of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic df2 Sig.

Composite mean: Based on Mean .830 2 147 438

Employee Well-being (C1, .

C2,C3.C4,C5_R) Based on Median 747 2 147 475
Based on Median and with 747 2 146.263 A75
adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean .827 2 147 439

Composite mean: Based on Mean .058 2 147 .943

Employee Engagement :

(D1-D5) Based on Median .029 2 147 971
Based on Median and with .029 2 137.792 971
adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean .053 2 147 .949

Composite mean: Retention Based on Mean A47 2 147 .640

:Enztlt)antlon (BL R.E2 R.ES3, Based on Median 272 2 147 762
Based on Median and with 272 2 143.150 762
adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean 420 2 147 .658
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ANOVA

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F
Composite mean: Between Groups 5.156 2 2.578 5.594
Employee Well-being (C1, o
C2,C3,C4,C5_R) Within Groups 67.749 147 461
Total 72.906 149
Composite mean: Between Groups 6.054 2 3.027 7.425
Employee Engagement e
(D1-D5) Within Groups 59.924 147 .408
Total 65.978 149
Composite mean: Retention Between Groups 5.804 2 2.902 6.556
gjm'on ELRE2RES.  \within Groups 65.074 147 443
Total 70.879 149
ANOVA
Sig.
Composite mean: Between Groups .005
Employee Well-being (C1, o
C2.C3.C4,C5_R) Within Groups
Total
Composite mean: Between Groups .001
Employee Engagement e
(D1-D5) Within Groups
Total
Composite mean: Retention Between Groups .002
:En[tgntlon (E1_R,E2_R,E3, Within Groups

Total

Post Hoc Tests
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Tukey HSD

Multiple Comparisons

(I) Current working

(J) Current working

arrangement (1V: arrangement (1V: Mean
Dependent Variable remote/hybrid/office-based) remote/hybrid/office-based) Difference (I-J)
Composite mean: Fully remote Hybrid -.06188
Employee Well-being (C1, . i *
C2,C3,C4,C5 R) Predominantly office-based .39774
Hybrid Fully remote .06188
Predominantly office-based 45962
Predominantly office-based Fully remote -.39774"
Hybrid -.45962"
Composite mean: Fully remote Hybrid -.05964
Employee Engagement . ' *
(D1-D5) Predominantly office-based 43631
Hybrid Fully remote .05964
Predominantly office-based 49595
Predominantly office-based Fully remote -43631"
Hybrid -.49595"
Composite mean: Retention Fully remote Hybrid .01298
|En4t.(;.‘nt|0n (BLR.E2 RES3, Predominantly office-based 47247
Hybrid Fully remote -.01298
Predominantly office-based 45949
Predominantly office-based Fully remote 47247
Hybrid -.45949"
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Tukey HSD

Multiple Comparisons

(I) Current working
arrangement (1V:

(J) Current working
arrangement (1V:

Dependent Variable remote/hybrid/office-based) remote/hybrid/office-based)  Std. Error Sig.
Composite mean: Fully remote Hybrid .12838 .880
Employee Well-being (C1, . i
C2,C3,C4,C5 R) Predominantly office-based .15090 .025
Hybrid Fully remote .12838 .880
Predominantly office-based .14159 .004
Predominantly office-based  Fully remote .15090 .025
Hybrid .14159 .004
Composite mean: Fully remote Hybrid .12073 .874
Employee Engagement . '
(D1-D5) Predominantly office-based 14191 .007
Hybrid Fully remote .12073 .874
Predominantly office-based .13316 .001
Predominantly office-based Fully remote 14191 .007
Hybrid 13316 .001
Composite mean: Retention Fully remote Hybrid .12582 .994
|En4t.(;.‘nt|0n (BLR.E2 RES3, Predominantly office-based .14789 .005
Hybrid Fully remote .12582 .994
Predominantly office-based .13876 .003
Predominantly office-based Fully remote .14789 .005
Hybrid .13876 .003
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Tukey HSD

Dependent Variable

Multiple Comparisons

(I) Current working
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

(J) Current working
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

95%

Confidence .

Lower Bound

Composite mean:
Employee Well-being (C1,
C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

Composite mean:
Employee Engagement
(D1-D5)

Composite mean: Retention
Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3,
E4)

Fully remote

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote
Hybrid
Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote
Hybrid
Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Hybrid

-.3658
.0405

-.2421
1244

-.7550
-.7948

-.3455
.1003

-.2262
.1807

-7723
-.8112

-.2849
1223

-.3109
.1309

-.8226
-.7880
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Tukey HSD

Dependent Variable

Multiple Comparisons

(I) Current working
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

(J) Current working
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

95% Confidence
Interval

Upper Bound

Composite mean:
Employee Well-being (C1,
C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

Composite mean:
Employee Engagement
(D1-D5)

Composite mean: Retention
Intention (E1_R,E2_R,E3,
E4)

Fully remote

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote
Hybrid
Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote
Hybrid
Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Predominantly office-based

Fully remote

Hybrid

.2421
.7550

.3658
.7948

-.0405
-.1244

.2262
7723

.3455
.8112

-.1003
-.1807

.3109
.8226

.2849
.7880

-.1223
-.1309

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

Homogeneous Subsets
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Composite mean: Employee Well-being (C1,C2,

C3,C4,C5 R)

Tukey HSD?P
Current working Subset for alpha = 0.05
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based) N 1 2
Predominantly office-based 35 3.3314
Fully remote 48 3.7292
Hybrid 67 3.7910
Sig. 1.000 .899

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 46.634.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type | error levels are not

guaranteed.

Composite mean: Employee Engagement (D1-D5)
Tukey HSD??

Current working Subset for alpha = 0.05

arrangement (IV:

remote/hybrid/office-based) N 1 2
Predominantly office-based 35 3.3429

Fully remote 48 3.7792
Hybrid 67 3.8388
Sig. 1.000 .894

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 46.634.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type | error levels are not

guaranteed.
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Composite mean: Retention Intention (E1_R,

E2_R,E3,E4)

Tukey HSD?P

Current working Subset for alpha = 0.05
arrangement (1V:

remote/hybrid/office-based) N 1 2
Predominantly office-based 35 3.4286

Hybrid 67 3.8881
Fully remote 48 3.9010
Sig. 1.000 .995

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 46.634.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type | error levels are not
guaranteed.

Means Plots

3.80

3.70

3.60

3.50

C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

3.40

Mean of Composite mean: Employee Well-being (C1,

3.30

Fully remote Hybrid Predominantly office-based

Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based)
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* 7. CHI - SQUARE - associ ati on between wor ki ng arrangenment and
* a categorical denographic (exanple: seniority |evel).

CROSSTABS

/ TABLES=B7_Wor k_ar rangenent BY B5_Seniority

/ FORVAT=AVALUE TABLES

/ STATI STI CS=CHI SQ

/ CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW

/ COUNT ROUND CELL.

Crosstabs

Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:38

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each table
are based on all the cases
with valid data in the
specified range(s) for all
variables in each table.

CROSSTABS

ITABLES=B7_Work_arran
gement BY B5_Seniority
/FORMAT=AVALUE
TABLES
ISTATISTICS=CHISQ
/CELLS=COUNT
EXPECTED ROW
/COUNT ROUND CELL.

00:00:00.02
00:00:00.02

Page 39





Notes

Dimensions Requested 2
Cells Available 524245

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Current working 150 100.0% 0 0.0% 150 100.0%

arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
* Seniority level

Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based) * Seniority level
Crosstabulation

Seniority ...
Entry-level

Current working Fully remote Count 15

arrangement (IV:

remote/hybrid/office-based) =XpeeteIColl: 173
% within Current working 31.3%
arrangement (IV:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

Hybrid Count 26
Expected Count 24.1
% within Current working 38.8%
arrangement (IV:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Predominantly office-based Count 13

Expected Count 12.6
% within Current working 37.1%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

Total Count 54
Expected Count 54.0
% within Current working 36.0%

arrangement (IV:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
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Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based) * Seniority level

Crosstabulation

Seniority level

Middle
management
Current working Fully remote Count 16
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based) SXUEEIED) ol 176
% within Current working 33.3%
arrangement (IV:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Hybrid Count 27
Expected Count 24.6
% within Current working 40.3%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Predominantly office-based Count 12
Expected Count 12.8
% within Current working 34.3%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Total Count 55
Expected Count 55.0
% within Current working 36.7%

arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

Page 41





Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based) * Seniority level
Crosstabulation

Seniority level

Senior
management
Current working Fully remote Count 9
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based) SXUEEIED) ol 8.0
% within Current working 18.8%
arrangement (IV:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Hybrid Count 10
Expected Count 11.2
% within Current working 14.9%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Predominantly office-based Count 6
Expected Count 5.8
% within Current working 17.1%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Total Count 25
Expected Count 25.0
% within Current working 16.7%

arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
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Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based) * Seniority level
Crosstabulation

Seniority level

Executive /
Director
Current working Fully remote Count 8
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based) SXUEEIED) ol 51
% within Current working 16.7%
arrangement (IV:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Hybrid Count 4
Expected Count 7.1
% within Current working 6.0%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Predominantly office-based Count 4
Expected Count 3.7
% within Current working 11.4%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Total Count 16
Expected Count 16.0
% within Current working 10.7%

arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
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Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based) * Seniority level
Crosstabulation

Total

Current working Fully remote Count 48

arrangement (1V:

remote/hybrid/office-based) SXUEEIED) ol 48.0
% within Current working 100.0%
arrangement (IV:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

Hybrid Count 67
Expected Count 67.0
% within Current working 100.0%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)
Predominantly office-based Count 35

Expected Count 35.0
% within Current working 100.0%
arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

Total Count 150
Expected Count 150.0
% within Current working 100.0%

arrangement (1V:
remote/hybrid/office-based)

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic
Significance (2-
Value df sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 41772 6 653
Likelihood Ratio 4.210 6 .648
Linear-by-Linear .973 1 .324
Association

N of Valid Cases 150

a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.73.
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GRAPH

/ BAR( SI MPLE) =MEAN( WELLBEI NG_MEAN BY B7_Wor k_ar r angenent

/ TI TLE=' Mean Wl | bei ng Score by Wrking Arrangenent’.

Graph

Notes

Output Created

Comments

Input

Syntax

Resources

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:38

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

GRAPH
/BAR(SIMPLE)=MEAN
(WELLBEING_MEAN) BY

B7_Work_arrangement
[TITLE='"Mean Wellbeing

Score by Working

Arrangement'.

00:00:00.42
00:00:00.65
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Mean Wellbeing Score by Working Arrangement

4.00

3.00

2.00

C2,C3,C4,C5_R)

1.00

Mean Composite mean: Employee Well-being (C1,

.00

Fully remote Hybrid Predominantly office-based

Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based)

GRAPH
/ BAR( SI MPLE) =MEAN[ ENGAGEMENT_MEAN BY B7_Wor k_ar r angenent
/ TI TLE=' Mean Engagenent Score by Worki ng Arrangenent'.

Graph
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Notes

Output Created 03-SEP-2026 02:44:39
Comments
Input Data C:

\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data 150
File
Syntax GRAPH
/BAR(SIMPLE)=MEAN
(ENGAGEMENT_MEAN)
BY
B7_Work_arrangement
[TITLE='Mean
Engagement Score by
Working Arrangement'.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.47
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.67

Mean Composite mean: Employee Engagement
(D1-D5)

4.00

3.00

2.00

1.00

.00

Mean Engagement Score by Working Arrangement

Fully remote

Hybrid

Predominantly office-based

Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based)
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GRAPH

/ BAR( SI MPLE) =MEAN RETENTI ON_MEAN BY B7_Wor k_arr angenent

/ TI TLE=' Mean Retention Score by Wrki ng Arrangenent’ .

Graph

Notes

Output Created

Comments

Input

Syntax

Resources

Data

Active Dataset
Filter

Weight

Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

03-SEP-2026 02:44:40

C:
\Users\LENOVO\Desktop\
Mujibur_Remote_Working
_Cleaned_N150.sav

DataSetl
<none>
<none>
<none>

150

GRAPH
/BAR(SIMPLE)=MEAN
(RETENTION_MEAN) BY

B7_Work_arrangement
[TITLE='"Mean Retention

Score by Working

Arrangement'.

00:00:00.49
00:00:00.69
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* END OF SYNTAX

*

*

Mean Composite mean: Retention Intention

(E1_R,E2_R,E3,E4)

Mean Retention Score by Working Arrangement

4.00

3.00

2.00

1.00

.00

Fully remote Hybrid

Current working arrangement (IV: remote/hybrid/office-based)

Predominantly office-based
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