
HCI Academic Press    Human Performance: The Journal of Excellence, Capability Development, and Organizational Effectiveness 
eISSN: Pending (online)                      doi.org/10.70175/humanperformance.2026 

eISSN: Pending (online) 1  © 2026 HCI Academic Press 

The Strategic Calculus: A Mixed-Methods 
Analysis of Return-to-Office Mandates' Impact on 
Organizational Competitiveness 
 

Jonathan H. Westover a b c * 

 
a Utah Valley University, UT, USA 
b Future State University, CA, USA 
c Nexus Institute for Work & AI, Catalyst Center for Work Innovation, UT, USA 
* Correspondence: jon.westover@gmail.com 

 

Received May 15, 2026 

Accepted for publication August 29, 2026 

Published Early Access September 11, 2026 

 

doi.org/10.70175/humanperformance.2026.1.1.5 

Abstract: This study employs a mixed-methods approach to examine how return-to-office (RTO) mandates influence 

organizational competitiveness across multiple dimensions. Using a sequential explanatory design, data were 

collected from 842 knowledge workers across 76 organizations (53% response rate), supplemented by 47 semi-

structured interviews with executives and managers, and analysis of longitudinal performance metrics to assess 

competitive impacts. The findings reveal that the relationship between workplace policies and competitive outcomes 

is moderated by organizational context, with industry, size, and strategic positioning significantly influencing optimal 

approaches. Organizations implementing contextualized workplace strategies demonstrated superior competitive 

outcomes (β = 0.34, p < .01) compared to those applying universal approaches. Flexible work arrangements were 

associated with talent attraction advantages (d = 0.38, 95% CI [0.29, 0.47]) and reduced real estate costs (31%, p < 

.01), while structured in-office policies showed benefits for certain collaborative tasks (d = 0.27, 95% CI [0.19, 0.35]) 

and onboarding effectiveness (d = 0.31, 95% CI [0.22, 0.40]). A contingency framework for workplace strategy is 

proposed, suggesting that competitive advantage emerges from alignment between workplace arrangements, 

organizational context, and strategic priorities rather than from universal best practices. This extends contingency 

theory into workplace design and demonstrates how strategically aligned workplace approaches can serve as a source 

of competitive advantage within the resource-based view. 
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1. Introduction 

The global workplace has undergone a profound transformation since 2020. What began as an 

emergency response to the COVID-19 pandemic has evolved into strategic questions about optimal workplace 

arrangements. As organizations navigate the post-pandemic landscape, leaders face critical decisions about 

return-to-office (RTO) mandates that directly impact their competitive positioning. 

Historical Context of Workplace Design 

Workplace design has evolved significantly over the past century. From the standardized office 

environments of the early 20th century Taylorist approach to the cubicle farms of the 1980s and the open office 

trends of the 2000s, workplace configurations have continually adapted to changing management philosophies 

and technological capabilities (Becker, 2004). In the decade before the pandemic, many organizations were 

already experimenting with flexible work arrangements, activity-based working, and remote collaboration, 

though these practices remained relatively limited in scope and scale (Waber et al., 2014). 

Despite this evolution, workplace design has historically been treated primarily as an operational or 

administrative decision rather than a strategic differentiator. Decisions about office design, location, and work 

arrangements were typically driven by cost considerations, space efficiency, and cultural preferences rather than 

explicit competitive strategy (Elsbach & Pratt, 2007). The pandemic disruption fundamentally challenged this 

perspective, forcing organizations to reconsider the strategic role of workplace arrangements. 

Emerging evidence suggests that workplace arrangements now constitute a strategic choice with far-

reaching competitive implications (Gratton, 2022). This represents a fundamental shift in how organizations 

conceptualize the relationship between workplace design and competitive performance. 

While a growing body of research has examined specific aspects of remote and hybrid work, including 

productivity impacts (Bloom et al., 2022), communication patterns (Yang et al., 2022), and employee 

preferences (Wang et al., 2023), limited research has examined the integrated competitive implications of 

workplace arrangements across multiple organizational dimensions. Furthermore, most existing studies focus 

on universal effects rather than contextual factors that might moderate these relationships, creating a significant 

gap in our understanding of when and why different workplace approaches might enhance or diminish 

competitive advantage. 

This study addresses these gaps through a comprehensive mixed-methods investigation of how RTO 

mandates influence organizational competitiveness across five critical dimensions: talent acquisition and 

retention, productivity and innovation, operational costs, employee well-being, and cultural cohesion. The 

research examines not only direct effects but also the contextual factors that moderate these relationships, 

developing an integrated contingency framework to guide strategic workplace decisions. 

1.1 Theoretical Framework 

This investigation integrates three established organizational theories to form a comprehensive 

framework for understanding the strategic implications of workplace arrangements, as illustrated in Figure 1. 

1. Resource-based view (RBV) (Barney, 1991): Workplace design is conceptualized as a potential 

source of sustainable competitive advantage when it enables organizations to attract and retain superior 

talent, facilitate distinctive capabilities, and create difficult-to-imitate organizational processes. 

According to RBV, competitive advantage emerges from resources that are valuable, rare, imperfectly 
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imitable, and non-substitutable. We propose that strategically aligned workplace arrangements can 

constitute such a resource when they enable unique configurations of talent, processes, and capabilities 

that competitors cannot easily replicate. While physical office space itself is rarely a source of 

sustainable advantage (being easily imitable), the sociotechnical system created through the integration 

of physical space, digital infrastructure, and organizational practices can create distinctive capabilities. 

2. Contingency theory (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967): The study proposes that optimal workplace 

arrangements depend on alignment with organizational context, including industry dynamics, strategic 

positioning, and operational requirements. Contingency theory suggests that no single approach to 

organizational design is universally effective; rather, optimal approaches depend on alignment with 

internal and external contingencies. We extend this perspective to workplace arrangements, proposing 

that their competitive impact depends on fit with organizational context. This directly challenges both 

traditional assumptions that in-office work is universally superior and emerging narratives that remote 

work represents an invariable improvement. 

3. Sociotechnical systems theory (Trist & Bamforth, 1951): The research acknowledges the 

interdependencies between social systems (culture, collaboration) and technical systems (digital 

infrastructure, work processes) in determining how workplace arrangements impact performance. 

Sociotechnical systems theory emphasizes that organizational effectiveness emerges from the joint 

optimization of social and technical elements rather than from optimizing either in isolation. We apply 

this perspective to workplace design, proposing that competitive outcomes depend on the integration 

of physical workspace, digital infrastructure, and social practices rather than any single element in 

isolation. 

Figure 1: Integrated Contingency Framework for Workplace Strategy 
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1. Resource-based view (RBV) (Barney, 1991): Workplace design is conceptualized as a potential 

source of sustainable competitive advantage when it enables organizations to attract and retain superior 

talent, facilitate distinctive capabilities, and create difficult-to-imitate organizational processes. 

According to RBV, competitive advantage emerges from resources that are valuable, rare, imperfectly 

imitable, and non-substitutable. We propose that strategically aligned workplace arrangements can 

constitute such a resource when they enable unique configurations of talent, processes, and capabilities 

that competitors cannot easily replicate. While physical office space itself is rarely a source of 

sustainable advantage (being easily imitable), the sociotechnical system created through the integration 

of physical space, digital infrastructure, and organizational practices can create distinctive capabilities. 

2. Contingency theory (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967): The study proposes that optimal workplace 

arrangements depend on alignment with organizational context, including industry dynamics, strategic 

positioning, and operational requirements. Contingency theory suggests that no single approach to 

organizational design is universally effective; rather, optimal approaches depend on alignment with 

internal and external contingencies. We extend this perspective to workplace arrangements, proposing 

that their competitive impact depends on fit with organizational context. This directly challenges both 

traditional assumptions that in-office work is universally superior and emerging narratives that remote 

work represents an invariable improvement. 

3. Sociotechnical systems theory (Trist & Bamforth, 1951): The research acknowledges the 

interdependencies between social systems (culture, collaboration) and technical systems (digital 

infrastructure, work processes) in determining how workplace arrangements impact performance. 

Sociotechnical systems theory emphasizes that organizational effectiveness emerges from the joint 

optimization of social and technical elements rather than from optimizing either in isolation. We apply 

this perspective to workplace design, proposing that competitive outcomes depend on the integration 

of physical workspace, digital infrastructure, and social practices rather than any single element in 

isolation. 
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Together, these theories suggest that competitive advantage emerges not from universal workplace 

policies but from strategic alignment between workplace design and organizational context, capabilities, and 

objectives. The integration of these theoretical perspectives provides a more comprehensive understanding 

than any single theory could offer. RBV helps explain how workplace arrangements can create sustainable 

advantage, contingency theory identifies when different approaches might be optimal, and sociotechnical 

systems theory clarifies how social and technical elements must be jointly optimized for effectiveness. 

While alternative theoretical perspectives might provide different insights, they offer less 

comprehensive explanations for the strategic role of workplace arrangements. Institutional theory (DiMaggio 

& Powell, 1983) might predict isomorphic adoption of workplace practices based on legitimacy concerns rather 

than performance optimization, but this fails to explain the performance advantages of contextually-aligned 

approaches. Similarly, transaction cost economics (Williamson, 1981) might focus narrowly on efficiency 

considerations without adequately addressing the broader strategic implications across multiple competitive 

dimensions. 

1.2 Research Questions 

This study addresses three primary research questions: 

1. How do RTO mandates influence organizational competitiveness across talent, productivity, financial, 

well-being, and cultural dimensions? 

2. What organizational and environmental factors moderate the relationship between workplace 

arrangements and competitive outcomes? 

3. How can organizations develop workplace strategies that enhance their competitive positioning? 

2. Methodology 

2.1 Research Design 

A sequential explanatory mixed-methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) was employed, 

consisting of three phases: 

1. Quantitative phase: Survey of 842 knowledge workers across 76 organizations implementing various 

workplace arrangements 

2. Qualitative phase: Semi-structured interviews with 47 executives and managers from participating 

organizations 

3. Integration phase: Analysis of organizational performance metrics and development of an integrated 

contingency framework 

This design allowed for identification of statistical relationships in the quantitative data and subsequent 

exploration of causal mechanisms and contextual factors through qualitative inquiry. The research was 

conducted between January 2023 and December 2023, representing workplace arrangements and outcomes 

approximately three years after the initial pandemic disruption, when most organizations had established more 

stable approaches. 
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2.2 Sample and Recruitment 

2.2.1 Organizational Sampling 

Organizations were recruited through a stratified random sampling approach from a database of 500 

companies maintained by a professional association focused on workplace strategy. Companies were stratified 

by industry, size, and geographic region to ensure representativeness. Initial invitations were sent to 150 

organizations, with 83 expressing interest (55% response rate). After screening for minimum size requirements 

(50+ employees) and implementation of formal workplace policies, 76 organizations were included in the final 

sample. 

Participating organizations were categorized based on their primary workplace approach: 

• Fully in-office: Required attendance 5+ days per week (n = 22 organizations) 

• Structured hybrid: Required attendance on specific days (n = 26 organizations) 

• Flexible hybrid: Employee-determined attendance with guidelines (n = 19 organizations) 

• Fully remote: No regular attendance requirements (n = 9 organizations) 

2.2.2 Employee Sampling 

Within each organization, employees were randomly selected from company directories using a 

stratified approach to ensure representation across hierarchical levels and functional areas. Invitations were sent 

to 1,582 employees, with 842 completing the survey (53% response rate). Comparison of respondent 

demographics with organizational workforce data showed no significant differences in terms of age, gender, 

tenure, or job level, suggesting minimal non-response bias. 

A minimum of 10 respondents per organization were included, with larger organizations having 

proportionally more respondents. Table 1 presents sample characteristics. 

Table 1: Sample Characteristics 

 

Characteristic Organizations (n = 76) Employees (n = 842) 

Industry   

Technology 24 (31.6%) 312 (37.1%) 

Financial Services 18 (23.7%) 207 (24.6%) 

Professional Services 14 (18.4%) 156 (18.5%) 

Healthcare 12 (15.8%) 104 (12.4%) 

Manufacturing 8 (10.5%) 63 (7.5%) 

Size   
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Characteristic Organizations (n = 76) Employees (n = 842) 

Small (<500 employees) 28 (36.8%) 218 (25.9%) 

Medium (500-5,000) 31 (40.8%) 342 (40.6%) 

Large (>5,000) 17 (22.4%) 282 (33.5%) 

Workplace Policy   

Fully in-office 22 (28.9%) 231 (27.4%) 

Structured hybrid 26 (34.2%) 298 (35.4%) 

Flexible hybrid 19 (25.0%) 217 (25.8%) 

Fully remote 9 (11.8%) 96 (11.4%) 

 

2.2.3 Executive Interview Selection 

For the qualitative phase, 47 executives and managers were purposively selected across the participating 

organizations, ensuring representation of diverse perspectives and experiences. Selection criteria included 

involvement in workplace strategy decisions, organizational tenure (minimum two years), and role diversity 

(including CEOs, CHROs, COOs, CIOs, facilities leaders, and line managers). Participants had an average of 

14.7 years of professional experience (SD = 6.8) and 7.2 years with their current organization (SD = 4.3). 

2.3 Data Collection 

2.3.1 Survey Measures 

The employee survey included validated measures across five competitive dimensions, with minor 

adaptations to ensure relevance to the workplace arrangement context. All multi-item measures demonstrated 

acceptable reliability (α > .75). 

Talent Measures: 

• Talent attraction (5 items, α = .87; adapted from Klotz & Bolino, 2022) 

• Retention intentions (4 items, α = .91; adapted from Klotz & Bolino, 2022) 

• Employer brand perception (6 items, α = .88; adapted from Cable & Turban, 2003) 

Productivity Measures: 

• Self-reported productivity (7 items, α = .84; adapted from Bloom et al., 2022) 

• Collaboration effectiveness (5 items, α = .86; adapted from Yang et al., 2022) 

• Innovation behaviors (6 items, α = .89; adapted from Bernstein et al., 2023) 
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Financial Measures: 

• Space utilization perception (4 items, α = .82; developed for this study) 

• Technology adequacy (5 items, α = .85; developed for this study) 

• Resource allocation perception (3 items, α = .79; developed for this study) 

Well-Being Measures: 

• Work-life balance (6 items, α = .88; adapted from Grant et al., 2022) 

• Burnout symptoms (7 items, α = .92; Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey) 

• Perceived organizational support (8 items, α = .90; Eisenberger et al., 1986) 

Cultural Measures: 

• Organizational identification (5 items, α = .87; adapted from Chatman & Caldwell, 2023) 

• Psychological safety (7 items, α = .89; Edmondson, 1999) 

• Inclusion experience (6 items, α = .91; adapted from Roberts et al., 2023) 

The survey also collected data on contextual factors including job characteristics, commute details, 

home office setup, digital tool proficiency, and demographic information. All scales used 5-point Likert 

response formats (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). The full survey instrument is provided in 

Appendix A. 

2.3.2 Interview Protocol 

Semi-structured interviews explored executive and manager perspectives on workplace strategies and 

competitive implications. The protocol addressed: 

• Strategic considerations in workplace policy development 

• Observed impacts across talent, productivity, financial, well-being, and cultural dimensions 

• Implementation challenges and success factors 

• Contextual factors influencing workplace decisions 

• Future workplace strategy plans 

Interviews lasted 45-60 minutes, were recorded with permission, and transcribed verbatim for analysis. 

The complete interview protocol is provided in Appendix B. 

2.3.3 Organizational Performance Metrics 

With organizational permission, objective performance metrics were collected including: 

• Talent metrics: Time-to-fill (days), offer acceptance rates (%), voluntary turnover (%) 

• Productivity metrics: Project completion time (relative to targets), quality metrics (error rates, 

customer satisfaction), innovation output (new products/services launched) 

• Financial metrics: Real estate costs (per employee), technology investments (per employee), total 

workspace costs (as % of operating expenses) 

• Well-being metrics: Absenteeism (days per employee), healthcare utilization (claims data), 

engagement scores (from employee surveys) 
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• Cultural metrics: Cultural assessment scores (from organizational surveys), diversity metrics 

(representation and promotion rates), collaboration patterns (from network analysis) 

These metrics were collected for 2-year periods before and after workplace policy implementations 

where available (63 organizations provided complete pre/post data). 

2.4 Data Analysis 

2.4.1 Quantitative Analysis 

Survey data were analyzed using: 

1. Descriptive statistics to characterize workplace arrangements and outcomes across the sample 

2. Multiple regression analyses to assess relationships between workplace arrangements and 

competitive outcomes, controlling for relevant demographic and organizational factors including: 

A. Employee-level: Age, gender, tenure, caregiving responsibilities, commute length 

B. Organization-level: Industry, size, financial performance, pre-pandemic workplace approach 

3. Moderation analyses to identify contextual factors influencing these relationships, using interaction 

terms and simple slopes analysis 

4. Structural equation modeling to test an integrated model of workplace arrangements and 

competitive outcomes, using maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors to account 

for the nested structure of the data 

The SEM model included workplace arrangement as a predictor, the five competitive dimensions as 

outcomes, and the identified contingency factors as moderators. Model fit was assessed using standard indices 

(CFI = .94, RMSEA = .048, SRMR = .052), indicating good fit to the data. The complete SEM results are 

provided in Appendix C. 

2.4.2 Qualitative Analysis 

Interview data were analyzed through: 

1. Thematic analysis using both deductive codes based on the theoretical framework and inductive 

codes emerging from the data. Initial coding was conducted independently by two researchers using 

NVivo software, with an inter-rater reliability of κ = .84. Coding disagreements were resolved through 

discussion and consensus. 

2. Cross-case analysis comparing experiences across different organizational contexts to identify 

patterns and variations in workplace strategy approaches and outcomes 

3. Process analysis examining implementation approaches and their relationship to outcomes, with 

particular attention to temporal sequences and critical events 

The coding framework included 27 primary codes organized into 6 categories (strategic approach, 

competitive impacts, implementation factors, contextual influences, challenges, and future directions). This 

framework is provided in Appendix D. 

2.4.3 Integration and Framework Development 

In the final analytical phase, quantitative and qualitative findings were integrated to: 

1. Triangulate results across data sources, identifying areas of convergence and divergence 
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2. Identify contextual patterns and contingencies that emerged consistently across methods 

3. Develop an integrated contingency framework for workplace strategy 

4. Generate practical implications for organizational leaders 

Integration was conducted through a systematic comparison of findings from each method for each 

research question, followed by collaborative interpretation by the research team to develop a coherent, 

integrated understanding of the phenomenon. 

3. Results 

3.1 The Talent Dimension 

3.1.1 Quantitative Findings 

The analysis revealed significant relationships between workplace arrangements and talent outcomes, 

with substantial variation based on contextual factors. Table 2 presents the main effects of workplace 

arrangements on talent measures. 

Table 2: Workplace Arrangements and Talent Outcomes 

 

Talent Measure 
Fully In-

Office 

Structured 

Hybrid 

Flexible 

Hybrid 

Fully 

Remote 
F p η² 

Talent Attraction 3.24 (0.68) 3.67 (0.71) 4.12 (0.62) 4.31 (0.58) 27.43 <.001 .089 

Retention Intentions 3.41 (0.72) 3.82 (0.67) 4.06 (0.65) 4.18 (0.63) 19.61 <.001 .066 

Employer Brand 

Perception 
3.53 (0.75) 3.81 (0.70) 4.09 (0.64) 4.17 (0.62) 15.84 <.001 .054 

Note: Values represent means (standard deviations) on 5-point scales. η² represents partial eta squared, a measure of effect size. 

These main effects were substantially moderated by industry context (F(12, 826) = 8.27, p < .001, η² 

= .107), job function (F(9, 829) = 11.63, p < .001, η² = .112), and career stage (F(6, 832) = 9.81, p < .001, η² 

= .066). Technology industry employees showed the strongest preference for flexible arrangements (d = 0.62, 

95% CI [0.48, 0.76]), while financial services employees demonstrated smaller effects (d = 0.27, 95% CI [0.16, 

0.38]). 

Regression analyses controlling for demographic factors (age, gender, tenure, caregiving 

responsibilities), compensation level, and career opportunities showed that workplace flexibility significantly 

predicted talent attraction (β = 0.37, p < .001) and retention intentions (β = 0.29, p < .001). However, these 

effects were moderated by organizational prestige (β = -0.31, p < .01), compensation premium relative to 

market (β = -0.26, p < .01), and industry (β = 0.38, p < .001). 

Analysis of organizational talent metrics revealed that companies implementing flexible policies 

without adequate supporting infrastructure experienced 14% higher turnover than those with well-implemented 

flexible models (p < .01), highlighting the importance of implementation quality beyond the policy itself. 
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3.1.2 Qualitative Insights 

Interviews with executives revealed nuanced perspectives on talent implications of workplace policies. 

Three key themes emerged: 

Strategic Talent Segmentation: Organizations experiencing the most positive talent outcomes had 

developed segmented approaches based on job function and talent market conditions. 

"We recognized that our engineering talent faced different market conditions than our operations team. Our hybrid policy 

reflects that—more flexibility for roles where we face fierce talent competition, more structure where we don't." (CTO, 

Technology Company) 

"The one-size-fits-all approach failed for us. Now we have three tiers of flexibility based on role requirements and talent 

scarcity. It's more complex to manage but has dramatically improved both attraction and retention metrics." (CHRO, 

Healthcare Organization) 

Implementation Quality: Leaders emphasized that implementation approach often mattered more 

than the specific policy chosen. 

"The policy itself was less important than how we implemented it. Clear communication, manager training, and technology 

infrastructure made the difference between success and failure." (CHRO, Financial Services) 

"We rolled out our hybrid policy too quickly, without adequate manager preparation. The result was inconsistent 

implementation and significant confusion. Our second attempt, with more support and clearer guidelines, has been much 

more successful." (COO, Professional Services) 

Geographic Considerations: Regional labor markets significantly influenced talent impacts. 

"In our San Francisco office, flexibility is table stakes for recruitment. In our Dallas location, it's still a differentiator. 

We've had to adjust our strategy accordingly." (VP of Talent, Professional Services) 

"Our European offices face different talent expectations than our Asian locations. We've localized our approach while 

maintaining some global consistency, and that's been critical to our talent success." (Global HR Director, 

Manufacturing) 

3.1.3 Integrated Talent Findings 

Triangulating across data sources, four key contingency factors were identified that influence talent 

impacts of workplace arrangements: 

1. Industry and job function: Technical and creative roles show stronger flexibility preferences than 

operational roles. This pattern was consistent across both survey data and executive interviews, with 

particularly pronounced effects in technology and professional services industries. The quantitative 

data showed stronger flexibility preferences among software developers (d = 0.71) compared to 

operations roles (d = 0.23), which aligned with executive descriptions of function-specific talent market 

dynamics. 

2. Labor market conditions: Competitive talent markets amplify the importance of workplace 

flexibility. Organizations in high-demand labor markets reported 2.3 times greater talent attraction 

benefits from flexible policies compared to those in less competitive markets. This quantitative finding 

was reinforced by qualitative accounts of regional talent dynamics, with executives consistently 

describing flexibility as more critical in competitive markets. 
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3. Implementation quality: Well-implemented hybrid models outperform poorly executed fully remote 

approaches. Both quantitative metrics and qualitative accounts emphasized that implementation 

factors often explained more variance in outcomes than the formal policy itself. The contrast between 

successful and unsuccessful implementations was particularly evident in turnover metrics, with 

inadequately supported remote work associated with higher attrition than well-supported hybrid 

models despite theoretical preferences for greater flexibility. 

4. Organizational value proposition: Companies with strong non-workplace advantages 

(compensation, prestige, mission) experience smaller talent impacts from workplace policies. This 

suggests workplace arrangements may serve as substitutes for other elements of the employee value 

proposition. The moderating effect of organizational prestige (β = -0.31) in the quantitative analysis 

was reinforced by executive accounts of how their overall employee value proposition influenced 

workplace strategy decisions. 

These contingency factors help explain the heterogeneous talent outcomes observed across 

organizations with similar formal workplace policies, highlighting the importance of contextual alignment rather 

than universal best practices. 

3.2 The Productivity Dimension 

3.2.1 Quantitative Findings 

The analysis revealed complex relationships between workplace arrangements and productivity measures, with 

task characteristics moderating these effects. Table 3 presents productivity outcomes across workplace models. 

Table 3: Workplace Arrangements and Productivity Outcomes 

Productivity Measure 
Fully In-

Office 

Structured 

Hybrid 

Flexible 

Hybrid 

Fully 

Remote 
F p η² 

Individual Task 

Performance 
3.62 (0.71) 3.89 (0.68) 4.11 (0.63) 4.07 (0.66) 14.26 <.001 .048 

Collaborative Task 

Performance 
4.15 (0.62) 3.92 (0.67) 3.71 (0.74) 3.43 (0.81) 16.72 <.001 .057 

Innovation Behaviors 3.78 (0.73) 3.96 (0.68) 3.94 (0.70) 3.82 (0.75) 2.18 .089 .008 

Note: Values represent means (standard deviations) on 5-point scales. η² represents partial eta squared, a measure of effect size. 

Task characteristics strongly moderated these relationships. Task complexity (β = 0.27, p < .01), 

interdependence (β = 0.34, p < .001), and creativity requirements (β = 0.21, p < .05) all significantly influenced 

optimal workplace arrangements for productivity. Figure 2 (panel B) illustrates the moderating effect of task 

interdependence on the relationship between workplace arrangements and productivity. 

Multiple regression analyses revealed significant interactions between workplace arrangements and 

digital collaboration infrastructure quality (β = 0.36, p < .001). Organizations with sophisticated digital 

collaboration tools showed minimal productivity differences between in-office and remote work (d = 0.09, ns), 

while those with basic tools showed substantial differences (d = 0.32, p < .001). Figure 2 (panel C) visualizes 

this interaction. 
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Analysis of objective productivity metrics showed that organizations implementing activity-based work 

policies (matching workplace arrangements to task requirements) outperformed those with universal policies 

by 12% on project completion time (p < .01) and 9% on quality metrics (p < .05). 

3.2.2 Qualitative Insights 

Executive interviews revealed three dominant themes regarding productivity: 

Task-Arrangement Alignment: Leaders emphasized the importance of matching workplace 

arrangements to work requirements. 

"We stopped thinking about where people should work and started thinking about what work needs to be done. Some 

tasks benefit from co-location, others from focused time at home. Our policy now reflects that." (COO, Healthcare 

Organization) 

"We've mapped our core work processes and identified which benefit from in-person collaboration and which don't. That 

mapping drives our workplace expectations rather than arbitrary rules about days in office." (CIO, Financial Services) 

Coordination Mechanisms: Organizations developed various approaches to manage coordination in 

hybrid environments. 

"The key wasn't location but coordination mechanisms. We invested heavily in asynchronous documentation and clear 

decision processes. That matters more than where people sit." (CIO, Technology Company) 

"We redesigned our meeting approaches completely—shorter, more focused synchronous time combined with more robust 

asynchronous preparation and follow-up. It's transformed our productivity regardless of location." (Head of 

Operations, Professional Services) 

Measurement Evolution: Many organizations described shifting from input to output metrics. 

"We've completely reinvented how we measure productivity. It's no longer about observed time but delivered outcomes. 

That shift was essential to making flexible work successful." (Director of Operations, Professional Services) 

"The pandemic forced us to define what good performance actually looks like in measurable terms. That clarity has been 

transformative for both managers and employees, and it makes workplace flexibility much more sustainable." (VP of 

Performance Management, Financial Services) 

3.2.3 Integrated Productivity Findings 

Integrating quantitative and qualitative data, four key contingency factors were identified that influence 

productivity outcomes: 

1. Task characteristics: Different tasks show different optimal workplace arrangements, with individual 

focused work benefiting from flexibility and certain types of complex collaboration benefiting from 

co-location. This pattern was consistent across survey data, performance metrics, and executive 

accounts. The quantitative data showed the strongest benefits for remote work in individual task 

performance (η² = .048) while in-office arrangements demonstrated advantages for collaborative tasks 

(η² = .057). These statistical patterns were explained by executive accounts of how different work 

processes benefit from different environments. 

2. Coordination infrastructure: Digital tools and coordination processes moderate productivity 

impacts, with well-developed asynchronous workflows and collaboration technologies reducing 
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location dependencies. Organizations with the strongest digital infrastructure showed negligible 

productivity differences across workplace arrangements. The quantitative interaction between digital 

infrastructure and workplace arrangement (β = 0.36) was further illuminated by executive descriptions 

of specific coordination mechanisms that enabled effective distributed work. 

3. Measurement approaches: Organizations using outcome-based measurement show smaller 

productivity differences across arrangements than those relying on traditional input measures. The shift 

toward objective output metrics appears to be both an enabler and a consequence of workplace 

flexibility. While this factor emerged primarily from qualitative data, it helps explain the variation in 

productivity outcomes observed in the quantitative analysis. 

4. Team composition: Team tenure and familiarity reduce the productivity impact of distributed work. 

Newly formed teams showed stronger benefits from in-person collaboration (d = 0.42, p < .01) than 

established teams (d = 0.17, p < .05), suggesting the importance of relationship foundation for remote 

collaboration effectiveness. This quantitative finding aligns with executive accounts of how team 

maturity influences optimal workplace approaches. 

These contingencies help explain contradictory findings in previous research on remote work 

productivity, suggesting that contextual factors often matter more than the workplace arrangement itself. 

3.3 The Financial Dimension 

3.3.1 Quantitative Findings 

The analysis of financial metrics revealed significant cost structure differences across workplace 

models. Table 4 presents financial impacts of different workplace arrangements. 

Table 4: Financial Impacts of Workplace Arrangements (% Change from Pre-Pandemic Baseline) 

Cost Category 
Fully In-

Office 

Structured 

Hybrid 

Flexible 

Hybrid 

Fully 

Remote 
F p η² 

Real Estate Costs +2.3% (4.1) -16.8% (5.2) -24.5% (6.1) -31.2% (7.3) 32.16 <.001 .297 

Technology 

Investments 
+7.6% (3.2) +14.2% (4.3) +18.6% (4.7) +23.9% (5.1) 18.73 <.001 .201 

Total Workplace Costs +3.1% (2.8) -8.4% (3.6) -11.2% (4.2) -14.1% (4.9) 21.45 <.001 .223 

Note: Values represent mean percentage change from pre-pandemic baseline (standard deviations). η² represents partial eta squared, 

a measure of effect size. 

These financial impacts varied significantly by industry (F(12, 63) = 6.42, p < .001, η² = .184) and 

organizational size (F(6, 69) = 9.18, p < .001, η² = .211). Large organizations (>5,000 employees) realized 

greater real estate savings from flexible models (-26.3%) than small organizations (-13.7%), likely due to larger 

real estate portfolios and greater ability to consolidate space. 

Multiple regression analyses revealed that strategic reinvestment of real estate savings into technology, 

talent development, and customer experience initiatives was associated with superior revenue growth (β = 0.32, 

p < .01) and profit margin improvement (β = 0.27, p < .01) compared to organizations that treated workspace 



HCI Academic Press    Human Performance: The Journal of Excellence, Capability Development, and Organizational Effectiveness 
eISSN: Pending (online)                      doi.org/10.70175/humanperformance.2026 

eISSN: Pending (online) 15  © 2026 HCI Academic Press 

changes primarily as cost-reduction measures. This suggests that the competitive impact of financial savings 

depends on how those savings are strategically redeployed. 

3.3.2 Qualitative Insights 

Executive interviews revealed three key financial themes: 

Strategic Reinvestment: Leaders of high-performing organizations emphasized reinvestment of 

savings. 

"The office cost savings weren't the point—they were fuel for strategic investments. We redirected those funds to our digital 

transformation initiatives, which directly boosted customer satisfaction and revenue." (CFO, Retail Organization) 

"We made a deliberate decision to reinvest 80% of our real estate savings into talent development and technology 

infrastructure. That reinvestment has produced returns far beyond the initial savings." (CEO, Professional Services) 

Total Cost Approach: Sophisticated organizations evaluated comprehensive cost impacts rather than 

individual line items. 

"We look at the total cost of work, not just real estate or technology in isolation. When you take that perspective, the 

financial case for flexibility becomes even stronger." (Head of Real Estate, Financial Services) 

"The mistake many organizations make is focusing only on the visible costs like real estate. We've developed a 

comprehensive model that includes productivity impacts, talent costs, and technology infrastructure. That holistic view 

drives better decisions." (CFO, Technology Company) 

Dynamic Space Planning: Organizations described evolving space strategies. 

"Our approach to workspace is now completely dynamic. We continuously monitor utilization data and adjust our 

footprint based on actual patterns, not theoretical needs." (Director of Workplace, Technology Company) 

"We've moved to a quarterly space planning cycle rather than annual or multi-year approaches. The ability to adapt 

quickly as patterns change has been critical to optimizing our costs while supporting effective work." (Facilities Director, 

Healthcare) 

3.3.3 Integrated Financial Findings 

Triangulating across data sources, four key contingency factors were identified that influence financial 

outcomes: 

1. Real estate portfolio characteristics: Lease structures and market conditions influence financial 

impacts, with organizations having flexible portfolios or approaching renewal points realizing greater 

benefits from workplace changes. Organizations with long-term, inflexible leases reported 47% lower 

financial benefits in the short term. The quantitative data showed substantial variation in financial 

outcomes based on real estate portfolio flexibility, which executive interviews attributed to specific 

lease structures and market conditions. 

2. Industry cost structures: The relative importance of workspace costs varies substantially by industry, 

representing 2-5% of operating expenses in technology firms but 10-15% in financial services. This 

variation influences the strategic significance of workplace cost optimization. The statistical interaction 

between industry and financial outcomes (η² = .184) was explained by qualitative insights about 

industry-specific cost structures and strategic priorities. 
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3. Growth trajectory: High-growth organizations face different space planning considerations than 

stable organizations. Rapidly growing companies reported using workplace flexibility primarily as a 

growth enabler rather than a cost-reduction strategy. This theme emerged strongly in executive 

interviews and helps explain some of the variation in financial outcomes not captured by the 

quantitative metrics alone. 

4. Reinvestment strategy: Strategic reallocation of savings influences competitive impact, with 

organizations deliberately reinvesting savings in strategic capabilities showing superior performance 

outcomes compared to those treating workplace changes primarily as cost-cutting. The quantitative 

relationship between reinvestment and performance outcomes (β = 0.32) was enriched by executive 

accounts of specific reinvestment strategies and their business impact. 

These contingencies suggest that the financial implications of workplace strategies extend beyond 

simple cost calculations to include strategic opportunity costs and reinvestment decisions. 

3.4 The Well-Being Dimension 

3.4.1 Quantitative Findings 

The analysis revealed significant relationships between workplace arrangements and well-being 

outcomes, with substantial demographic variation. Table 5 presents well-being outcomes across workplace 

models. 

Demographic factors significantly moderated these relationships. Employees with caregiving 

responsibilities showed stronger well-being benefits from flexible arrangements (d = 0.48, 95% CI [0.37, 0.59]) 

than those without (d = 0.22, 95% CI [0.13, 0.31]). Commute time also emerged as a significant moderator (β 

= 0.36, p < .001), with employees facing longer commutes showing stronger well-being benefits from flexible 

arrangements. 

Path analysis revealed that well-being outcomes partially mediated the relationship between workplace 

arrangements and both productivity (indirect effect = 0.18, 95% CI [0.12, 0.24]) and retention intentions 

(indirect effect = 0.21, 95% CI [0.15, 0.27]), suggesting well-being as a mechanism through which workplace 

policies influence competitive outcomes. Figure 4 illustrates this mediation model with standardized path 

coefficients. 

Table 5: Workplace Arrangements and Well-Being Outcomes 

Well-Being Measure 
Fully In-

Office 

Structured 

Hybrid 

Flexible 

Hybrid 

Fully 

Remote 
F p η² 

Work-Life Balance 3.21 (0.78) 3.67 (0.72) 4.03 (0.65) 4.16 (0.61) 24.81 <.001 .082 

Burnout Symptoms 3.12 (0.86) 2.76 (0.79) 2.48 (0.73) 2.41 (0.75) 17.35 <.001 .059 

Organizational 

Support 
3.45 (0.75) 3.72 (0.69) 3.91 (0.64) 3.94 (0.62) 11.68 <.001 .040 

Note: Values represent means (standard deviations) on 5-point scales (lower burnout scores indicate better outcomes). η² represents 

partial eta squared, a measure of effect size. 
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3.4.2 Qualitative Insights 

Executive interviews revealed three key well-being themes: 

Inclusion and Equity: Leaders described well-being impacts varying across employee groups. 

"We observed that our workplace policies had dramatically different well-being impacts across demographic groups. 

Caregivers, employees with disabilities, and those with long commutes experienced much greater benefits from flexibility." 

(Chief Diversity Officer, Professional Services) 

"The equity implications of our return-to-office decisions became clear very quickly. Certain groups faced much higher 

burdens, and addressing those disparities became a priority for both ethical and performance reasons." (CHRO, 

Financial Services) 

Leadership Behaviors: Manager approaches emerged as critical to well-being outcomes. 

"The difference in well-being outcomes wasn't about the policy but about manager behavior. Teams with leaders who 

emphasized autonomy and outcomes rather than visibility showed much better well-being regardless of where they worked." 

(VP of People, Technology Company) 

"We've invested heavily in training managers on managing well-being in hybrid environments—setting clear boundaries, 

modeling healthy behaviors, and focusing on results rather than activity. That investment has paid dividends in reduced 

burnout and higher engagement." (Leadership Development Director, Healthcare) 

Boundary Management: Organizations described developing approaches to boundary setting. 

"The challenge with remote work was boundary management. We implemented formal practices like 'virtual commutes' 

and meeting-free blocks that dramatically improved well-being in remote settings." (CHRO, Healthcare 

Organization) 

"We found that some employees thrived with the flexibility of remote work while others struggled with boundaries. Our 

approach now includes explicit boundary-setting training and tools, which has reduced burnout significantly." (Director 

of Employee Experience, Technology Company) 

3.4.3 Integrated Well-Being Findings 

Integrating quantitative and qualitative data, four key contingency factors were identified that influence 

well-being outcomes: 

1. Individual circumstances: Life circumstances and demographics moderate well-being impacts, with 

caregiving responsibilities, commute length, and home environment quality all significantly influencing 

the well-being effects of different workplace arrangements. The statistical moderation by caregiving 

status (d = 0.48 vs. d = 0.22) and commute time (β = 0.36) aligned with executive accounts of how 

personal circumstances created vastly different well-being experiences within the same workplace 

policies. 

2. Leadership practices: Manager behaviors strongly influence well-being across workplace 

arrangements, with clear expectations, focus on outcomes rather than activity, and demonstrated 

concern for employee well-being all reducing the negative impacts of both in-office requirements and 

remote isolation. While this factor emerged primarily from qualitative data, it helps explain the within-

organization variation observed in quantitative well-being metrics. 
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3. Organizational norms: Explicit norms around availability and communication influence boundary 

management, with organizations establishing clear expectations about response times and after-hours 

contact showing stronger well-being outcomes regardless of workplace arrangement. The relationship 

between formal policies and well-being outcomes was frequently mediated by these organizational 

norms, according to both quantitative and qualitative evidence. 

4. Support infrastructure: Organizational resources and policies supporting well-being reduce 

arrangement differences. Companies with comprehensive well-being programs showed 42% smaller 

well-being gaps between workplace arrangements compared to those without such programs. This 

quantitative finding was reinforced by executive descriptions of specific support infrastructure that 

enabled positive well-being outcomes across workplace models. 

These contingencies suggest that workplace arrangements influence well-being primarily through their 

interaction with individual circumstances and organizational practices rather than through direct effects. 

3.5 The Cultural Dimension 

3.5.1 Quantitative Findings 

The analysis revealed complex relationships between workplace arrangements and cultural outcomes. 

Table 6 presents cultural measures across workplace models. 

Table 6: Workplace Arrangements and Cultural Outcomes 

Cultural Measure 
Fully In-

Office 

Structured 

Hybrid 

Flexible 

Hybrid 

Fully 

Remote 
F p η² 

Organizational 

Identification 
3.86 (0.68) 3.79 (0.71) 3.72 (0.74) 3.64 (0.78) 2.14 .094 .008 

Psychological Safety 3.52 (0.76) 3.74 (0.72) 3.87 (0.68) 3.93 (0.65) 7.82 <.001 .027 

Inclusion Experience 3.41 (0.81) 3.68 (0.75) 3.91 (0.67) 3.96 (0.64) 13.27 <.001 .045 

Note: Values represent means (standard deviations) on 5-point scales. η² represents partial eta squared, a measure of effect size. 

Organizational tenure significantly moderated the relationship between workplace arrangements and 

organizational identification, with recent hires (< 1 year) showing stronger benefits from in-office exposure (β 

= -0.27, p < .01) than long-tenured employees (> 5 years) (β = -0.08, ns). 

Multiple regression analyses revealed that cultural intervention intensity (frequency and quality of 

intentional culture-building activities) significantly moderated cultural outcomes (β = 0.39, p < .001). 

Organizations implementing structured culture-building practices showed minimal differences in cultural 

measures across workplace arrangements (d = 0.11, ns), while those without such practices showed larger 

differences (d = 0.34, p < .001). Figure 2 (panel D) illustrates this moderating effect. 

3.5.2 Qualitative Insights 

Executive interviews revealed three key cultural themes: 
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Intentional Design: Leaders emphasized deliberate culture-building practices. 

"Culture doesn't happen by accident in any environment. We've become much more intentional about culture-building, 

with structured rituals and practices that work in any setting." (CEO, Professional Services) 

"Pre-pandemic, we relied heavily on osmosis for cultural transmission. Now we're explicit about our values, how they 

manifest in behaviors, and how we reinforce them regardless of work location. It's actually strengthened our culture despite 

more distributed work." (Chief Culture Officer, Technology Company) 

Inclusion Advantages: Some organizations reported inclusion benefits from flexible models. 

"We've actually seen stronger inclusion metrics in our hybrid environment. People who felt marginalized in the office often 

find more equitable footing in virtual settings where everyone gets the same tile on the screen." (Chief Diversity Officer, 

Technology Company) 

"Our diversity metrics have improved substantially with more flexible work. We're reaching talent pools we couldn't access 

before, and our inclusion scores have increased as we've become more deliberate about creating equitable experiences across 

locations." (VP of Diversity & Inclusion, Financial Services) 

Onboarding Evolution: Organizations described reinventing onboarding processes. 

"Onboarding was our biggest challenge in hybrid work. We completely redesigned the process with more structured 

mentorship, explicit cultural translation, and strategic in-person moments. Now our metrics show it's more effective than 

our old approach." (Head of Learning, Financial Services) 

"We extended our onboarding timeline and made it much more deliberate—six months rather than two weeks. That 

longer, more structured approach has been critical to cultural integration in flexible environments." (VP of People, 

Professional Services) 

3.5.3 Integrated Cultural Findings 

Triangulating across data sources, four key contingency factors were identified that influence cultural 

outcomes: 

1. Organizational life stage: Early-stage organizations and those undergoing significant change show 

greater sensitivity to workplace arrangements, with newer companies reporting stronger reliance on in-

person interaction for cultural formation. While the quantitative data showed variation by 

organizational age, the qualitative insights provided rich contextual understanding of why life stage 

matters for cultural transmission in different workplace models. 

2. Cultural foundation strength: Organizations with strong pre-existing cultures show more resilience 

to workplace transitions. Companies with high pre-pandemic cultural cohesion scores maintained 

stronger identification even in remote settings. This pattern was evident in both the statistical data and 

executive accounts, with qualitative insights explaining the mechanisms through which strong cultures 

maintain cohesion across distributed settings. 

3. Intentional practices: Formal culture-building activities reduce arrangement-based differences. 

Organizations implementing structured cultural practices (including consistent rituals, explicit value 

discussions, and formal mentoring) showed minimal cultural differences across workplace 

arrangements. The statistical moderation by cultural intervention intensity (β = 0.39) was given 

meaning through executive descriptions of specific cultural practices that enabled cohesion in 

distributed environments. 
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4. Inclusion emphasis: Organizations prioritizing inclusion often find advantages in flexible models, 

particularly for underrepresented groups who may experience greater psychological safety in 

distributed environments. This pattern was reflected in both the quantitative inclusion metrics (η² = 

.045) and executive accounts of diversity and inclusion impacts, which often highlighted unexpected 

benefits of flexible work for historically marginalized groups. 

These contingencies suggest that cultural outcomes depend more on intentional practices than physical 

proximity, though proximity may serve as a substitute for explicit cultural mechanisms. 

3.6 Integrated Contingency Framework 

Based on the comprehensive analysis across all five dimensions, an integrated contingency framework 

for workplace strategy was developed. Figure 1 illustrates this framework. 

The framework proposes five key contingency factors that moderate the relationship between 

workplace arrangements and competitive outcomes: 

1. Strategic positioning: Organizations competing primarily on innovation and talent agility face 

different workplace imperatives than those competing on efficiency and standardization. Companies 

emphasizing innovation showed stronger benefits from flexibility (β = 0.41, p < .001) than those 

competing primarily on efficiency (β = 0.14, ns). 

2. Industry dynamics: Industry characteristics including talent market conditions, collaboration 

requirements, and physical infrastructure needs influence optimal workplace approaches. Technology 

firms showed the strongest benefits from flexible models, while manufacturing companies showed 

minimal differences across arrangements. 

3. Organizational lifecycle: Growth-stage organizations face different workplace challenges than 

mature organizations with established processes and cultures. Early-stage companies showed stronger 

cultural benefits from in-person interaction, while mature organizations demonstrated greater 

resilience across workplace models. 

4. Work characteristics: Task interdependence, creativity requirements, and coordination needs vary 

across functions, suggesting potential for differentiated approaches within organizations. Functions 

with high individual focus tasks (e.g., software development, analysis) showed productivity benefits 

from flexibility, while those requiring complex coordination benefited from structured co-location. 

5. Geographic context: Labor market conditions, commuting infrastructure, and regional cultural 

factors influence the competitive implications of workplace policies. Organizations in markets with 

long average commutes or competitive talent markets showed stronger competitive benefits from 

flexible arrangements. 

Regression analysis testing this integrated model found that alignment between workplace strategy and 

these contingency factors significantly predicted competitive outcomes (β = 0.34, p < .001), explaining 28% of 

variance in organizational performance beyond what was explained by workplace approach alone. 

Figure 3 provides a comparative analysis of workplace arrangement outcomes across the five 

competitive dimensions, illustrating the varying impacts of different approaches. 
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Figure 3: Comparative Analysis of Workplace Arrangement Outcomes Across Dimensions 

 

Note: Higher scores (further from center) indicate better performance on each dimension. This visualization represents the mean 

scores across all organizations in the study, without accounting for the moderating effects of organizational context. 

4. Discussion 

4.1 Theoretical Implications 

The findings extend existing theory in several important ways. First, they support a contingency view 

of workplace arrangements, challenging universal approaches and highlighting the importance of contextual 

alignment. This extends Lawrence and Lorsch's (1967) contingency theory into the domain of workplace design, 

suggesting that competitive advantage emerges from fit rather than from any universal workplace approach. 

This counters both the traditional assumption that in-person work is universally superior and the emerging 

narrative that remote work represents an invariable improvement. 

Second, the results advance resource-based view theory (Barney, 1991) by demonstrating how 

workplace strategy can contribute to sustainable competitive advantage when aligned with organizational 

context and capabilities. Organizations developing distinctive workplace approaches tailored to their specific 

context demonstrated superior competitive outcomes compared to those implementing standard industry 

practices. This suggests that workplace arrangements can meet the VRIN criteria (valuable, rare, imperfectly 

imitable, non-substitutable) when they enable unique configurations of talent, processes, and capabilities. 

Third, the findings highlight the sociotechnical nature of workplace systems (Trist & Bamforth, 1951), 

demonstrating that workplace effectiveness emerges from interactions between social elements (culture, 
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leadership) and technical elements (digital infrastructure, physical space). Organizations achieving the strongest 

outcomes designed these elements as integrated systems rather than addressing them in isolation. This 

contradicts approaches that prioritize either social considerations (culture, collaboration) or technical factors 

(cost efficiency, digital tools) without considering their interdependencies. 

Finally, this research contributes to emerging theory on hybrid work by moving beyond simple 

comparisons of remote versus in-office arrangements to develop a more nuanced understanding of contextual 

factors and implementation approaches that influence outcomes across multiple competitive dimensions. 

Rather than treating workplace arrangements as a binary choice, the study reveals the complex interactions 

between workplace design, organizational context, and competitive outcomes. 

These theoretical contributions directly challenge institutional theory explanations (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983) that would predict isomorphic adoption of workplace practices based on legitimacy concerns. 

Instead, the findings suggest that strategic differentiation in workplace approaches can create competitive 

advantages through better alignment with organizational context. 

4.2 Practical Implications 

The findings have several important implications for organizational leaders. First, they suggest that 

workplace strategy should be treated as a strategic decision with competitive implications rather than simply an 

operational or administrative matter. Organizations developing workplace strategies should explicitly consider 

how these choices influence their competitive positioning across multiple dimensions. 

Second, the results highlight the importance of contextual analysis in workplace strategy development. 

Rather than following industry trends or executive preferences, organizations should systematically assess how 

their specific context—including industry, strategy, geography, and work characteristics—influences optimal 

workplace approaches. 

Third, the findings emphasize implementation quality as a critical success factor. Organizations with 

well-implemented hybrid models outperformed those with poorly executed remote or in-office approaches, 

suggesting that how workplace policies are implemented often matters more than the specific arrangement 

chosen. 

Fourth, the results highlight the importance of strategic integration across functions. Organizations 

achieving the strongest competitive outcomes integrated workplace strategy with talent strategy, technology 

infrastructure, cultural development, and leadership practices rather than addressing workplace arrangements 

in isolation. 

Based on these implications, it is recommended that organizations: 

1. Conduct systematic analysis of their specific context to identify contingency factors relevant to their 

workplace strategy 

2. Develop segmented approaches where appropriate rather than imposing universal policies 

3. Invest in implementation quality, including leadership development, technology infrastructure, and 

cultural practices 

4. Establish feedback mechanisms to monitor outcomes and adjust approaches as needed 

5. Create strategic integration between workplace strategy and other organizational systems 
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To facilitate practical application, we have developed a diagnostic tool for workplace strategy 

development (Appendix E) that guides organizations through assessing their context, identifying optimal 

approaches, and planning implementation. 

4.3 Policy Implications 

Beyond organizational implications, this research has several important policy considerations. First, the 

findings suggest that regulatory approaches mandating either return to office or remote work rights may create 

inefficiencies by preventing contextually appropriate solutions. Policy approaches that enable flexibility while 

establishing minimum standards for employee protection may better serve both organizational and worker 

interests. 

Second, the substantial commute-related well-being benefits of flexible work arrangements suggest that 

policymakers should consider workplace flexibility as a potential complement to transportation infrastructure 

investments when addressing congestion and environmental concerns. 

Third, the inclusion benefits observed for certain demographic groups, particularly caregivers and 

individuals with disabilities, suggest that workplace flexibility may serve as an important mechanism for 

increasing workforce participation among historically marginalized populations. 

Finally, the varying impacts of workplace arrangements across geographic contexts suggest that 

regional economic development strategies may need to consider how workplace flexibility influences talent 

migration patterns and organizational location decisions. 

4.4 Limitations and Future Research 

This study has several limitations that suggest directions for future research. First, while the mixed-

methods approach provides rich insights, the cross-sectional nature of much of the data limits causal inference. 

Though we collected some longitudinal performance metrics, these data do not allow for controlling all 

potential confounding variables. Future research using experimental designs or longer longitudinal approaches 

could further clarify causal relationships. 

Second, the sample, while diverse, may not represent all industries and contexts. Manufacturing and 

healthcare were less represented than knowledge-intensive industries, and global variation in workplace norms 

was not fully captured. Future research could extend this analysis to additional sectors and geographic contexts, 

particularly those with distinctive workplace requirements. 

Third, the study took place during a period of significant workplace transition (2023), when many 

organizations were still adapting to post-pandemic patterns. Longitudinal research tracking how these 

relationships evolve as hybrid and remote work become more established would provide valuable insights into 

longer-term competitive implications. 

Fourth, this research focused primarily on knowledge work contexts. Future studies examining how 

workplace arrangements influence competitive outcomes in other work contexts, including frontline service 

roles and manufacturing settings, would extend our understanding of these relationships. 

Fifth, our measures of financial impact focused primarily on direct costs rather than capturing all 

potential economic impacts. Future research incorporating more comprehensive financial modeling, including 

productivity effects, talent costs, and innovation impacts, would provide a more complete picture of economic 

implications. 
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Several specific areas for future research emerge from this study: 

1. Longitudinal adaptation patterns: How do organizations and employees adapt to different 

workplace arrangements over time, and do initial challenges diminish with experience? 

2. Workplace segmentation approaches: What are effective models for implementing differentiated 

workplace approaches within a single organization, and how can these be managed without creating 

perceived inequities? 

3. Interaction with other organizational systems: How do workplace arrangements interact with other 

organizational systems such as performance management, compensation, and career development? 

4. Cultural formation mechanisms: What specific practices most effectively support cultural cohesion 

in distributed work environments, particularly for organizations in formation stages? 

5. Technology-workplace interactions: How will emerging technologies like virtual reality, augmented 

reality, and artificial intelligence influence the effectiveness of different workplace arrangements? 

5. Conclusion 

This mixed-methods study demonstrates that the relationship between workplace arrangements and 

organizational competitiveness is complex and contingent rather than universal. While flexible work 

arrangements offer advantages for talent attraction, well-being, and certain types of productivity, structured in-

office approaches benefit specific collaborative activities and certain aspects of cultural development. Most 

importantly, the findings suggest that competitive advantage emerges not from any universal workplace 

approach but from strategic alignment between workplace arrangements and organizational context. 

As organizations navigate the evolving workplace landscape, those achieving the strongest competitive 

outcomes will likely be those that reject binary thinking about remote versus in-office work. Instead, successful 

organizations will develop dynamic, context-sensitive approaches that align with their strategic positioning, 

industry dynamics, organizational lifecycle, work characteristics, and geographic context. 

This suggests a fundamental shift in how organizations should conceptualize workplace strategy—not 

as an administrative policy but as a strategic capability that directly influences competitive positioning across 

multiple dimensions. By developing workplace approaches that align with their unique context and strategic 

priorities, organizations can create distinctive capabilities that enhance their competitive advantage in 

increasingly complex and dynamic environments. 
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument 

Introduction and Consent 

 

Thank you for participating in this research study examining the relationship between workplace arrangements 

and organizational competitiveness. This survey will take approximately 20-25 minutes to complete. Your 

responses will remain confidential and will be analyzed in aggregate with other participants' data. You may 

discontinue participation at any time. 

 

By continuing with this survey, you acknowledge that your participation is voluntary and that you consent to 

the use of your anonymized data for research purposes. 

 

Section 1: Demographic Information 

 

1. Role level in organization: 

o Entry-level/Individual contributor 

o Mid-level professional 

o Manager/Team leader 

o Director/Senior manager 

o Executive/C-suite 

o Other (please specify): _______ 

2. Functional area: 

o Finance/Accounting 

o Human Resources 

o Information Technology 

o Marketing/Communications 

o Operations 

o Product/Engineering 

o Research and Development 

o Sales 

o Customer Service 

o Other (please specify): _______ 

3. Years with current organization: 

o Less than 1 year 

o 1-3 years 

o 4-6 years 

o 7-10 years 

o More than 10 years 

4. Total professional experience (years): 

o 0-2 years 

o 3-5 years 

o 6-10 years 

o 11-15 years 

o 16-20 years 

o More than 20 years 
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5. Age range: 

o 18-24 

o 25-34 

o 35-44 

o 45-54 

o 55-64 

o 65 or older 

o Prefer not to say 

6. Gender: 

o Male 

o Female 

o Non-binary/third gender 

o Prefer to self-describe: _______ 

o Prefer not to say 

7. Caregiving responsibilities (select all that apply): 

o Primary caregiver for child(ren) under 18 

o Primary caregiver for adult(s) requiring assistance 

o Shared caregiving responsibilities for child(ren) under 18 

o Shared caregiving responsibilities for adult(s) requiring assistance 

o No current caregiving responsibilities 

o Prefer not to say 

 

Section 2: Current Workplace Arrangements 

 

8. Current workplace arrangement: 

o Fully in-office (5+ days per week in office) 

o Structured hybrid (specific required in-office days) 

o Flexible hybrid (in-office attendance with flexibility on days) 

o Fully flexible (primarily remote with occasional office visits) 

o Fully remote (no regular office attendance required) 

o Other (please specify): _______ 

9. If hybrid, number of days typically in office per week: 

o Less than 1 day 

o 1 day 

o 2 days 

o 3 days 

o 4 days 

o 5+ days 

10. Current workplace arrangement was: 

o Mandated by organization for all employees 

o Mandated for my department/team 

o Negotiated individually with my manager 

o My choice from organizational options 

o Other (please specify): _______ 

11. One-way commute distance to primary office: 
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o Less than 5 miles 

o 5-15 miles 

o 16-30 miles 

o 31-50 miles 

o More than 50 miles 

o Not applicable 

12. Typical one-way commute time to primary office: 

o Less than 15 minutes 

o 15-30 minutes 

o 31-45 minutes 

o 46-60 minutes 

o 61-90 minutes 

o More than 90 minutes 

o Not applicable 

13. Primary commute method: 

o Personal vehicle 

o Public transportation 

o Carpool/rideshare 

o Walking/biking 

o Combination of methods 

o Not applicable 

 

Section 3: Talent Dimensions 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements (5-point scale: Strongly Disagree, 

Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 

 

Talent Attraction 

14. Our organization's workplace policy makes it easier to attract high-quality candidates. 

15. Candidates frequently express interest in our workplace arrangements during recruitment. 

16. Our workplace policy gives us a competitive advantage in recruitment compared to similar 

organizations. 

17. Talented candidates are willing to accept our compensation packages because of our workplace 

flexibility. 

18. Our workplace arrangements help us attract candidates from a wider geographic area. 

Retention Intentions 

19. I plan to stay with this organization for at least the next two years. 

20. Our workplace arrangement is a significant factor in my decision to remain with this organization. 

21. I would likely reconsider my employment if the organization significantly changed its workplace policy. 

22. I have declined opportunities with other organizations partly due to our current workplace 

arrangements. 

Employer Brand Perception 

23. Our workplace policy positively contributes to our organization's reputation in the industry. 

24. I am proud to tell others about our organization's approach to workplace flexibility. 

25. Our workplace arrangements align with our organization's overall brand and values. 
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26. Our organization is known for its progressive approach to work arrangements. 

27. Candidates and employees see our workplace policy as an indicator of our organizational culture. 

28. Our workplace arrangements reflect our organization's commitment to employee needs. 

 

Section 4: Productivity Dimensions 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements (5-point scale: Strongly Disagree, 

Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 

 

Self-Reported Productivity 

29. I am able to complete my core job responsibilities effectively in my current work arrangement. 

30. My productivity has improved under our current workplace policy compared to previous arrangements. 

31. I can focus without interruption when necessary in my current work arrangement. 

32. I have adequate resources to perform my job effectively in my current work arrangement. 

33. I rarely experience technical or logistical obstacles that impede my productivity. 

34. I am able to manage my time effectively in my current work arrangement. 

35. I complete projects on time in my current work arrangement. 

Collaboration Effectiveness 

36. I can effectively collaborate with colleagues in my current work arrangement. 

37. Information flows smoothly between team members regardless of their work location. 

38. Team decisions are made efficiently in our current work arrangement. 

39. I can easily get input from colleagues when needed in my current work arrangement. 

40. Our current workplace arrangement supports effective cross-functional collaboration. 

Innovation Behaviors 

41. I regularly contribute new ideas to improve products, services, or processes. 

42. Our workplace arrangement facilitates creative thinking and innovation. 

43. I have opportunities to experiment with new approaches in my work. 

44. Our team effectively develops and refines new ideas in our current work arrangement. 

45. I can easily share innovative concepts with decision-makers in our organization. 

46. Our workplace arrangement supports serendipitous interactions that spark innovation. 

 

Section 5: Financial Dimensions 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements (5-point scale: Strongly Disagree, 

Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 

 

Space Utilization Perception 

47. Our organization's physical workspace is utilized efficiently. 

48. When I go to the office, I can always find appropriate space to work. 

49. Our organization's approach to office space seems financially sensible. 

50. Our workspace design aligns with how teams actually work together. 

Technology Adequacy 

51. Our organization provides the technology tools I need to work effectively in my current arrangement. 

52. Our organization has invested appropriately in technology to support our workplace model. 

53. Technical issues rarely interfere with my ability to work effectively. 
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54. Our collaboration technologies adequately support our workplace arrangements. 

55. I have equivalent technology capabilities regardless of my work location. 

Resource Allocation Perception 

56. Our organization allocates resources appropriately between physical workspace and technology 

infrastructure. 

57. I believe our workplace model represents good financial stewardship by the organization. 

58. Our approach to workspace seems to support broader organizational financial goals. 

 

Section 6: Well-Being Dimensions 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements (5-point scale: Strongly Disagree, 

Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 

 

Work-Life Balance 

59. My current work arrangement allows me to meet both personal and professional obligations. 

60. I am able to maintain clear boundaries between work and personal life. 

61. I rarely feel that work interferes with my personal life. 

62. My work schedule provides adequate flexibility for personal needs. 

63. I can take time off when needed without excessive difficulty. 

64. My current work arrangement positively contributes to my overall quality of life. 

 

Burnout Symptoms (Adapted from Maslach Burnout Inventory) 

65. I feel emotionally drained from my work. 

66. I feel used up at the end of the workday. 

67. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face another day on the job. 

68. Working with people all day is really a strain for me. 

69. I feel burned out from my work. 

70. I feel frustrated by my job. 

71. I feel I'm working too hard on my job. 

Perceived Organizational Support (Adapted from Eisenberger et al.) 

72. My organization values my contribution to its well-being. 

73. My organization strongly considers my goals and values. 

74. Help is available from my organization when I have a problem. 

75. My organization cares about my well-being. 

76. My organization is willing to help me when I need a special favor. 

77. My organization cares about my general satisfaction at work. 

78. My organization cares about my opinions. 

79. My organization takes pride in my accomplishments at work. 

 

Section 7: Cultural Dimensions 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements (5-point scale: Strongly Disagree, 

Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
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Organizational Identification 

80. When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal insult. 

81. I am very interested in what others think about my organization. 

82. When I talk about my organization, I usually say "we" rather than "they." 

83. My organization's successes are my successes. 

84. When someone praises my organization, it feels like a personal compliment. 

Psychological Safety (Adapted from Edmondson) 

85. If you make a mistake in this organization, it is often held against you. (R) 

86. Members of this organization are able to bring up problems and tough issues. 

87. People in this organization sometimes reject others for being different. (R) 

88. It is safe to take a risk in this organization. 

89. It is difficult to ask other members of this organization for help. (R) 

90. No one in this organization would deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts. 

91. Working with members of this organization, my unique skills and talents are valued and utilized. 

Inclusion Experience 

92. I feel that I belong in this organization. 

93. I can be authentic and genuine at work. 

94. My unique background and identity are considered an asset to the organization. 

95. I have equal access to opportunities regardless of my work arrangement. 

96. I feel comfortable expressing my views and perspectives at work. 

97. Leaders in this organization demonstrate commitment to diversity and inclusion. 

 

Section 8: Contextual Factors 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements (5-point scale: Strongly Disagree, 

Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 

 

Job Characteristics 

98. My work requires extensive coordination with colleagues. 

99. My role involves frequent unplanned interactions with others. 

100. My job requires significant creative and innovative thinking. 

101. I frequently work on tasks that require deep, individual focus. 

102. My work primarily involves processing standardized information or transactions. 

103. I regularly participate in complex problem-solving activities with others. 

Digital Tool Proficiency 

104. I am proficient with digital collaboration tools (e.g., video conferencing, messaging). 

105. I can effectively use asynchronous communication tools (e.g., document sharing, project management 

platforms). 

106. I am comfortable facilitating virtual meetings and discussions. 

107. I can troubleshoot basic technical issues without assistance. 

108. I adapt quickly to new digital tools and technologies. 

Home Office Setup 

109. I have a dedicated workspace at home for professional work. 

110. My home workspace is free from significant distractions. 

111. I have ergonomic furniture (chair, desk) in my home workspace. 
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112. My home internet connection is reliable for video conferencing and other work needs. 

113. My home workspace allows me to maintain confidentiality when required. 

 

Section 9: Open Response Questions 

114. What do you see as the greatest benefit of your organization's current workplace arrangement? 

[Open text field] 

115. What do you see as the greatest challenge of your organization's current workplace arrangement?  

[Open text field] 

116. How has your organization's workplace arrangement influenced your productivity? 

[Open text field] 

117. How has your organization's workplace arrangement influenced your well-being? 

[Open text field] 

118. What one change would most improve your current workplace arrangement? 

[Open text field] 

 

Conclusion 

 

Thank you for completing this survey. Your responses will help us better understand the relationship between 

workplace arrangements and organizational competitiveness. 

 

If you have any questions about this research or wish to receive a summary of findings when available, please 

contact [researcher contact information]. 
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol 

 

Introduction and Consent 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview about workplace strategies and their competitive 

implications. This interview will take approximately 45-60 minutes and will focus on your organization's 

approach to workplace arrangements, implementation experiences, and observed outcomes. 

 

With your permission, I would like to record this interview to ensure accurate data collection. The recording 

will be transcribed, and all identifying information will be removed. Quotes may be used in research 

publications, but they will not be attributed to you personally. You may decline to answer any question or end 

the interview at any time. 

 

Do you have any questions before we begin? 

 

Do I have your permission to record this interview? [If yes, begin recording] 

 

Section 1: Background and Context 

 

1. Please briefly describe your role in the organization and your involvement in workplace strategy 

decisions. 

2. Could you provide an overview of your organization's current workplace approach? (Probe: fully in-

office, structured hybrid, flexible hybrid, fully flexible) 

3. How has your organization's workplace strategy evolved since 2020? 

4. What were the primary factors that influenced your organization's current workplace approach?  

 

Section 2: Strategic Considerations 

 

5. To what extent was your organization's workplace strategy developed as a strategic decision versus an 

operational one? 

6. How do you see your workplace strategy connecting to your organization's competitive positioning? 

7. Were competitive factors (talent market, industry positioning, etc.) explicitly considered in developing 

your workplace approach? If so, how? 

8. How do you think your current workplace approach compares to your key competitors? 

 

Section 3: Talent Dimension 

 

9. What impacts have you observed on talent acquisition since implementing your current workplace 

policy? 

o Probe: Changes in applicant quality, quantity, diversity 

o Probe: Changes in offer acceptance rates 

o Probe: Ability to access new talent markets 

10. How has your workplace approach influenced employee retention? 

o Probe: Changes in turnover patterns 

o Probe: Exit interview feedback related to workplace arrangements 
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o Probe: Retention of specific talent segments 

11. Have you observed differences in talent impacts across different roles or functions? If so, please 

elaborate. 

12. How do candidates and employees perceive your workplace policy as part of your employer brand? 

 

Section 4: Productivity Dimension 

 

13. What impacts on productivity have you observed since implementing your current workplace policy? 

o Probe: Individual task completion 

o Probe: Collaborative project outcomes 

o Probe: Innovation and idea generation 

14. Have you changed how you measure productivity or performance since implementing your workplace 

strategy? If so, how? 

15. What task types or functions seem to perform better or worse in your current arrangement? 

16. What coordination mechanisms or practices have you found most effective in your current workplace 

model? 

 

Section 5: Financial Dimension 

 

17. How has your workplace strategy influenced your organization's cost structure? 

o Probe: Real estate and facilities costs 

o Probe: Technology investments 

o Probe: Travel and meeting expenses 

18. Has your organization conducted formal financial analysis of workplace options? If so, what factors 

were included? 

19. Have you reallocated resources as a result of your workplace strategy? If so, where were those resources 

directed? 

20. How do you approach space planning and utilization in your current workplace model? 

 

Section 6: Well-Being Dimension 

 

21. What impacts on employee well-being have you observed with your current workplace approach? 

o Probe: Work-life balance 

o Probe: Stress and burnout indicators 

o Probe: Employee engagement metrics 

22. Have you observed different well-being impacts across different employee groups? If so, please 

elaborate. 

23. What specific practices or policies has your organization implemented to support well-being in your 

current workplace model? 

24. How do you address potential equity concerns between employees in different work arrangements? 

 

Section 7: Cultural Dimension 

 

25. How has your workplace approach influenced organizational culture and cohesion? 

o Probe: Sense of belonging and connection 
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o Probe: Cultural transmission to new employees 

o Probe: Alignment around mission and values 

26. What specific practices has your organization implemented to maintain or strengthen culture in your 

current workplace model? 

27. How do you approach onboarding and integration of new employees in your current workplace 

arrangement? 

28. Have you observed changes in collaboration patterns or information sharing? If so, please describe. 

 

Section 8: Implementation and Change Management 

 

29. What were the most significant challenges in implementing your current workplace approach? 

30. What do you consider the most important success factors in your implementation? 

31. How did you prepare managers for leading in your current workplace model? 

32. What resistance did you encounter, and how did you address it? 

 

Section 9: Contextual Factors and Contingencies 

 

33. What organizational or environmental factors do you believe have most influenced the success of your 

workplace approach? 

o Probe: Industry characteristics 

o Probe: Organizational size and structure 

o Probe: Geographic considerations 

o Probe: Digital infrastructure 

34. Have you implemented different workplace approaches for different parts of the organization? If so, 

on what basis? 

35. How has your workplace approach evolved based on feedback and experience? 

36. What contextual factors do you believe organizations should consider when developing workplace 

strategies? 

 

Section 10: Future Outlook 

 

37. How do you expect your workplace strategy to evolve over the next 2-3 years? 

38. What emerging trends or practices in workplace strategy are you monitoring or considering? 

39. What do you see as the biggest opportunities and challenges related to workplace strategy in your 

industry? 

40. If you were advising other leaders on workplace strategy decisions, what key recommendations would 

you offer? 

 

Conclusion 

 

41. Is there anything else about your organization's workplace strategy or its competitive implications that 

you think is important for us to understand? 

42. Do you have any questions for me about this research? 
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Thank you very much for your time and insights. As mentioned, your responses will remain confidential, and 

any quotes used will not be attributed to you personally. If you're interested, I'd be happy to share a summary 

of the research findings when they become available. 

[End recording] 
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Appendix C: Structural Equation Modeling Results 

 

C.1 Model Specification 

 

The structural equation model tested the relationships between workplace arrangements, contingency factors, 

and competitive outcomes. The model included: 

 

• Exogenous variables: Workplace arrangement (measured on a continuous scale from fully in-office 

[1] to fully remote [4]), contingency factors (strategic positioning, industry dynamics, organizational 

lifecycle, work characteristics, geographic context) 

• Endogenous variables: Five competitive dimensions (talent, productivity, financial, well-being, 

cultural) 

• Interaction terms: Products of workplace arrangement and each contingency factor 

• Control variables: Organization size, pre-pandemic performance, industry 

 

The model was estimated using maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors (MLR) to account 

for non-normality and nested data structure. Missing data (3.2%) were handled using full information maximum 

likelihood. 

 

C.2 Measurement Model 

 

Prior to testing the structural model, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to verify the measurement 

model. All latent constructs demonstrated acceptable fit and reliability as shown in Table C1. 

 

Table C1: Measurement Model Properties 

 

Latent Construct Items Cronbach's α CR AVE Factor Loadings Range 

Talent Outcomes 15 .92 .93 .62 .68 - .84 

Productivity Outcomes 18 .88 .89 .58 .61 - .79 

Financial Outcomes 12 .86 .87 .54 .59 - .81 

Well-Being Outcomes 21 .91 .92 .59 .63 - .82 

Cultural Outcomes 18 .89 .90 .57 .58 - .85 

Strategic Positioning 6 .83 .84 .56 .64 - .78 

Industry Dynamics 5 .79 .81 .52 .61 - .76 

Organizational Lifecycle 4 .81 .82 .53 .62 - .80 

Work Characteristics 7 .85 .86 .54 .60 - .82 

Geographic Context 4 .78 .79 .51 .58 - .77 

Note: CR = Composite Reliability; AVE = Average Variance Extracted 

 

Discriminant validity was established using the Fornell-Larcker criterion, with all AVE values exceeding the 

squared correlations between constructs. 
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C.3 Structural Model Results 

 

The structural model demonstrated good fit to the data: CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .048 (90% CI [.041, 

.055]), SRMR = .052. Table C2 presents the direct effects of workplace arrangements on competitive outcomes. 

 

Table C2: Direct Effects of Workplace Arrangements on Competitive Outcomes 

 

Path Standardized Coefficient (β) SE p 95% CI 

Workplace Arrangement → Talent Outcomes .26 .04 <.001 [.18, .34] 

Workplace Arrangement → Productivity Outcomes .12 .05 .018 [.02, .22] 

Workplace Arrangement → Financial Outcomes .31 .04 <.001 [.23, .39] 

Workplace Arrangement → Well-Being Outcomes .28 .04 <.001 [.20, .36] 

Workplace Arrangement → Cultural Outcomes .09 .05 .063 [-.01, .19] 

 

Moderating effects of contingency factors are presented in Table C3, showing standardized interaction 

coefficients. 

 

Table C3: Moderating Effects of Contingency Factors 

 

Interaction 
Talent Productivity Financial Well-Being Cultural 

WA × Strategic Positioning .27** .41*** .18* .22** .31*** 

WA × Industry Dynamics .38*** .32*** .28** .14* .19* 

WA × Organizational Lifecycle .16* .24** .21** .12 .36*** 

WA × Work Characteristics .22** .35*** .16* .19* .13 

WA × Geographic Context .29*** .18* .25** .36*** .11 

WA × Strategic Alignment .34*** .38*** .29** .31*** .32*** 

Note: WA = Workplace Arrangement; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

The final row represents the moderating effect of overall strategic alignment (composite measure of fit between 

workplace arrangement and all contingency factors). 

 

C.4 Mediation Analysis Results 

 

Well-being was tested as a mediator between workplace arrangements and both productivity and retention 

outcomes. Table C4 presents the standardized direct, indirect, and total effects. 
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Table C4: Mediation Analysis Results 

 

Path Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect Proportion Mediated 

WA → Well-Being → Productivity .07 .18** [.12, .24] .25*** 72% 

WA → Well-Being → Retention .19** .21*** [.15, .27] .40*** 52.5% 

Note: Values in brackets represent 95% confidence intervals for indirect effects;  

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

C.5 Variance Explained 

 

The model explained significant variance in all competitive outcome dimensions, as shown in Table C5. 

 

Table C5: Variance Explained (R²) 

 

Outcome 
R² Without Contingency 

Factors 

R² With Contingency 

Factors 
ΔR² p 

Talent Outcomes .18 .44 .26 <.001 

Productivity Outcomes .12 .41 .29 <.001 

Financial Outcomes .22 .48 .26 <.001 

Well-Being Outcomes .17 .42 .25 <.001 

Cultural Outcomes .09 .43 .34 <.001 

Overall Competitive 

Position 
.16 .44 .28 <.001 

         Note: Overall Competitive Position represents a higher-order factor comprising all five outcome dimensions 

 

The addition of contingency factors and their interactions with workplace arrangements significantly improved 

model fit (ΔCFI = .09, ΔRMSEA = -.021) and explained an additional 28% of variance in overall competitive 

position beyond workplace arrangements alone. 
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Appendix D: Qualitative Coding Framework 

 

D.1 Coding Process 

 

The qualitative analysis involved a systematic process: 

1. Initial codebook development: Based on the theoretical framework and research questions, an initial 

set of deductive codes was developed 

2. Pilot coding: Two researchers independently coded three interview transcripts and compared results 

3. Codebook refinement: The codebook was refined based on the pilot coding 

4. Independent coding: Two researchers independently coded all 47 interview transcripts 

5. Inter-rater reliability assessment: Cohen's kappa was calculated (κ = .84) 

6. Resolution of discrepancies: Coding disagreements were resolved through discussion and consensus 

7. Second-cycle coding: Pattern coding was conducted to identify themes and relationships 

8. Integration with quantitative findings: Qualitative themes were systematically compared with 

quantitative results 

 

D.2 Primary Code Categories and Codes 

 

The final coding framework consisted of 27 primary codes organized into 6 categories: 

 

1. Strategic Approach (SA) 

• SA-1: Decision Process: References to how workplace strategy decisions were made 

• SA-2: Strategic Intent: Explicit discussion of strategic goals for workplace arrangements 

• SA-3: Competitive Considerations: References to competitive factors in workplace decisions 

• SA-4: Segmentation Approach: Descriptions of differentiated approaches within organization 

• SA-5: Evolution Over Time: How workplace strategy has changed since initial pandemic response 

 

2. Competitive Impacts (CI) 

• CI-1: Talent Attraction: Impact on recruiting and talent acquisition 

• CI-2: Talent Retention: Impact on employee retention and loyalty 

• CI-3: Individual Productivity: Impact on individual task performance 

• CI-4: Collaborative Productivity: Impact on team and collaborative work 

• CI-5: Innovation Outcomes: Impact on creativity and innovation 

• CI-6: Cost Structure: Impact on organizational costs 

• CI-7: Space Utilization: Impact on physical space usage and efficiency 

• CI-8: Employee Well-Being: Impact on health, stress, and work-life balance 

• CI-9: Cultural Cohesion: Impact on organizational culture and identity 

• CI-10: Diversity & Inclusion: Impact on diversity metrics and inclusion experiences 

 

3. Implementation Factors (IF) 

• IF-1: Leadership Alignment: Degree of leadership consensus and modeling 

• IF-2: Technology Infrastructure: Digital tools and technology support 

• IF-3: Physical Space Design: Office layout and design considerations 

• IF-4: Policy Communication: How workplace policies were communicated 



HCI Academic Press    Human Performance: The Journal of Excellence, Capability Development, and Organizational Effectiveness 
eISSN: Pending (online)                      doi.org/10.70175/humanperformance.2026 

eISSN: Pending (online) 42  © 2026 HCI Academic Press 

• IF-5: Manager Preparation: Training and support for managers 

• IF-6: Measurement Approach: How success and compliance are measured 

 

4. Contextual Influences (CX) 

• CX-1: Industry Factors: Industry-specific considerations 

• CX-2: Organizational Attributes: Company-specific characteristics 

• CX-3: Geographic Considerations: Location-based factors 

• CX-4: Work Process Characteristics: Nature of work being performed 

 

5. Challenges (CH) 

• CH-1: Implementation Challenges: Difficulties in executing workplace strategy 

• CH-2: Resistance Sources: Sources and types of resistance encountered 

 

6. Future Directions (FD) 

• FD-1: Strategy Evolution: Anticipated future changes to workplace approach 

 

D.3 Code Co-occurrence Matrix 

 

Table D1 presents a simplified co-occurrence matrix showing the most frequent code co-occurrences, 

indicating relationships between concepts. 

 

Table D1: Simplified Code Co-occurrence Matrix (Top 10 Co-occurrences) 

 

Code Pair Co-occurrence Count 

SA-4 + CI-1 78 

CX-1 + CI-1 72 

CX-4 + CI-3 68 

IF-2 + CI-4 65 

IF-1 + CH-1 61 

CX-3 + CI-8 58 

SA-2 + CX-1 53 

IF-6 + CI-3 51 

SA-3 + CI-1 48 

IF-3 + CI-7 46 

 

The strongest co-occurrences were between segmentation approaches and talent attraction (SA-4 + CI-1), 

industry factors and talent attraction (CX-1 + CI-1), and work process characteristics and individual 

productivity (CX-4 + CI-3). 
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D.4 Representative Quotes by Theme 

 

Table D2 provides representative quotes for each of the main themes identified in the qualitative analysis. 

 

Table D2: Representative Quotes by Theme 

 

Theme Representative Quote 

Strategic Talent 

Segmentation 

"We did a full talent risk assessment to determine which roles were most critical and 

which had the most competitive talent markets. That directly informed our flexibility 

tiers." (CHRO, Technology) 

Implementation 

Quality 

"The policy is maybe 20% of success. The other 80% is implementation—training 

managers, providing the right technology, redesigning processes, and creating feedback 

loops." (COO, Financial Services) 

Task-Arrangement 

Alignment 

"We mapped the full workflow of our core processes and identified value-creating 

interactions. Those are the moments we prioritize for in-person work." (Operations 

Director, Manufacturing) 

Coordination 

Mechanisms 

"We completely reimagined how work gets coordinated. It's no longer about co-location 

but about creating visibility through digital artifacts and clear decision rights." (CIO, 

Professional Services) 

Strategic 

Reinvestment 

"The mistake is treating this as a cost-saving exercise. We deliberately reinvested 75% 

of our real estate savings into digital capabilities and workspace quality." (CFO, 

Technology) 

Leadership 

Behaviors 

"We realized manager behavior was the biggest predictor of team outcomes, regardless 

of location. So we focused intensely on leadership development for hybrid contexts." 

(VP of Learning, Healthcare) 

Inclusion 

Advantages 

"For many underrepresented groups, remote work has been transformative. They report 

higher psychological safety, more equitable participation, and less exposure to 

microaggressions." (Chief Diversity Officer, Financial Services) 

Intentional Culture 

Building 

"We've moved from implicit to explicit culture-building. We now have deliberate rituals, 

systematic reinforcement of values, and structured connection moments." (CEO, 

Professional Services) 

Dynamic 

Adaptation 

"The key has been creating feedback loops and adaptation mechanisms. Our approach 

today is very different from 18 months ago because we continuously learn and adjust." 

(CHRO, Technology) 
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Appendix E: Workplace Strategy Diagnostic Tool 

 

E.1 Purpose and Application 

 

This diagnostic tool helps organizations assess their context, identify optimal workplace approaches, and plan 

implementation. It is designed to be completed by executive teams to facilitate strategic workplace decisions 

that enhance competitive advantage. 

 

The tool consists of three sections: 

1. Contextual assessment 

2. Strategic alignment evaluation 

3. Implementation planning 

 

E.2 Section 1: Contextual Assessment 

 

Rate each factor on a scale of 1-5 based on your organization's characteristics. 

 

Strategic Positioning 

1. Innovation Emphasis 

o 1 = Innovation is not a significant competitive factor 

o 5 = Innovation is our primary competitive differentiator 

2. Talent Competitiveness 

o 1 = We face minimal competition for key talent 

o 5 = We face intense competition for key talent 

3. Cost Sensitivity 

o 1 = Cost efficiency is a minor competitive factor 

o 5 = Cost efficiency is a critical competitive priority 

 

Industry Dynamics 

4. Industry Digitization 

o 1 = Our industry has low digital intensity 

o 5 = Our industry is highly digitized 

5. Collaboration Requirements 

o 1 = Work is primarily individual 

o 5 = Work requires extensive collaboration 

6. Physical Infrastructure Needs 

o 1 = Work requires minimal specialized physical infrastructure 

o 5 = Work requires extensive specialized physical infrastructure 

 

Organizational Lifecycle 

7. Organizational Age 

o 1 = Mature organization with established processes 

o 5 = Early-stage organization still forming processes 

8. Cultural Establishment 

o 1 = Strong, well-established culture 
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o 5 = Emerging or transforming culture 

9. Growth Rate 

o 1 = Stable/slow growth 

o 5 = Rapid growth 

 

Work Characteristics 

10. Task Interdependence 

o 1 = Most roles can work independently 

o 5 = Most roles require high coordination 

11. Process Standardization 

o 1 = Highly standardized processes 

o 5 = Primarily non-standardized, creative processes 

12. Decision Speed Requirements 

o 1 = Decisions can generally be made asynchronously 

o 5 = Many decisions require rapid, synchronous coordination 

 

Geographic Context 

13. Talent Market Concentration 

o 1 = Talent concentrated in few locations 

o 5 = Talent distributed across many locations 

14. Commute Infrastructure 

o 1 = Excellent commute infrastructure 

o 5 = Poor commute infrastructure 

15. Regional Work Norms 

o 1 = Strong in-office work culture in our regions 

o 5 = Strong flexible work culture in our regions 

 

E.3 Section 2: Strategic Alignment Evaluation 

 

Based on the contextual assessment, evaluate the strategic alignment of different workplace approaches for 

your organization. 

 

Scoring Guide 

For each workplace model, calculate alignment scores using the following formulas: 

 

Fully In-Office Alignment Score 

• Higher scores on items 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12 increase alignment 

• Higher scores on items 1, 2, 4, 9, 13, 14, 15 decrease alignment 

 

Structured Hybrid Alignment Score 

• Higher scores on items 1, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12 increase alignment 

• Higher scores on items 3, 6, 14 decrease alignment 

• Items 2, 4, 9, 13, 15 have curvilinear relationships (moderate scores optimal) 
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Flexible Hybrid Alignment Score 

• Higher scores on items 1, 2, 4, 9, 13, 14, 15 increase alignment 

• Higher scores on items 3, 6, 7, 10 decrease alignment 

• Items 5, 8, 12 have curvilinear relationships (moderate scores optimal) 

 

Fully Remote Alignment Score 

• Higher scores on items 1, 2, 4, 11, 13, 14, 15 increase alignment 

• Higher scores on items 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12 decrease alignment 

 

Function-Level Analysis 

 

Complete the assessment separately for different functions/departments to identify where segmented 

approaches may be beneficial. Use the table below to record alignment scores: 

 

Table E1: Function-Level Alignment Scores 

 

Function 
Fully In-

Office 

Structured 

Hybrid 

Flexible 

Hybrid 

Fully 

Remote 

Optimal 

Approach 

Executive      

Sales      

Marketing      

Finance      

Engineering      

Operations      

Customer 

Service 
     

[Other]      

 

E.4 Section 3: Implementation Planning 

 

Based on the alignment evaluation, develop an implementation plan addressing the following elements: 

 

1. Policy Design 

• Degree of segmentation (uniform vs. differentiated) 

• Decision rights (central vs. distributed) 

• Flexibility parameters (required days, core hours, etc.) 

• Measurement approach (input vs. output metrics) 

 

2. Infrastructure Requirements 

• Digital collaboration tools 

• Physical space modifications 

• Home office support 
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• Security and compliance measures 

 

3. Leadership Development 

• Manager capability requirements 

• Training and support needs 

• Performance management adaptations 

• Communication approach 

 

4. Change Management 

• Implementation timeline and phasing 

• Stakeholder engagement plan 

• Resistance management strategies 

• Feedback mechanisms 

 

5. Success Metrics 

• Talent metrics to monitor 

• Productivity measures 

• Financial tracking 

• Well-being indicators 

• Cultural measures 

 

E.5 Implementation Readiness Assessment 

 

Rate your organization's readiness for implementation on a scale of 1-5: 

 

1. Leadership Alignment 

o 1 = Significant disagreement among leaders 

o 5 = Strong consensus among leadership team 

2. Manager Capability 

o 1 = Managers lack skills for flexible work management 

o 5 = Managers highly skilled in flexible work management 

3. Digital Infrastructure 

o 1 = Inadequate tools for remote collaboration 

o 5 = Sophisticated digital collaboration infrastructure 

4. Physical Space Adaptability 

o 1 = Inflexible physical workspace 

o 5 = Highly adaptable physical workspace 

5. Culture Adaptability 

o 1 = Culture heavily dependent on physical presence 

o 5 = Culture effectively maintained across distributed settings 

6. Process Documentation 

o 1 = Processes poorly documented and reliant on tacit knowledge 

o 5 = Processes well-documented and explicit 

7. Measurement Sophistication 



HCI Academic Press    Human Performance: The Journal of Excellence, Capability Development, and Organizational Effectiveness 
eISSN: Pending (online)                      doi.org/10.70175/humanperformance.2026 

eISSN: Pending (online) 48  © 2026 HCI Academic Press 

o 1 = Heavy reliance on activity/input measures 

o 5 = Sophisticated outcome-based measurement 

 

For areas scoring below 3, develop specific action plans to address readiness gaps before full implementation. 

 

E.6 Ongoing Optimization 

 

Schedule quarterly reviews of workplace strategy effectiveness using: 

• Key performance indicators across competitive dimensions 

• Employee feedback mechanisms 

• Market and competitive intelligence 

• Technology evolution assessment 

 

Establish a workplace strategy steering committee with cross-functional representation to oversee continuous 

optimization. 

 


