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ABSTRACT

In today's rapidly evolving business landscape, marked by the rise of hybrid and remote work
models, there is a need to explore innovative approaches to sustaining work motivation with less
on-site presence. This study employed a multi-method approach to examine whether the
motivational strategies managers found effective were aligned with team members' perceptions
across in-office, hybrid, and remote contexts. The findings showed that while team members
mutually agreed upon some motivational factors, other factors were valued differently by various
groups within specific work environments. Notably, although hybrid work is often generalized
into a single category, our results suggested that motivators could vary depending on the number

of days team members spent in the office.

Furthermore, while some motivational strategies employed by managers aligned with team
members’ perceptions, many key factors identified by team members were overlooked by
managers. This discrepancy highlighted a significant gap between managerial assumptions and
employee needs. Consequently, our research yielded actionable insights for enhancing employee
motivation across diverse work contexts, emphasizing the imperative for managers to tailor

strategies to meet their teams' diverse needs effectively.

Keywords: Work Motivation, Motivation, Motivational Factors, Motivational Strategy,
Managerial Strategy, Multimethod Research, Qualitative, Interview, Quantitative, Survey,

Traditional Office, Remote Work, Hybrid Work
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

As technology advances, the internet empowers individuals to work from any location at any
time, heralding a significant shift in work dynamics. While the concept of working from home is
not novel and has roots dating back almost three decades, its widespread acceptance and
normalization have been significantly propelled by the COVID-19 pandemic (Barrero et al.,
2023; Choudhury, 2020; Roy, 2022). Statistics show that the proportion of individuals aged
20-64 in the EU who typically worked from home has remained relatively steady, hovering
around 5% over the past decade, and with a slight increase to around 5.5% in 2019 (Eurostat,
2021; Eurostat, 2022). However, the latest data reveals that the pandemic's impact became clear
as this figure more than doubled in 2020, rising to 12.3% (+6.8 pp), followed by a slight uptick
to 13.5% (+1.2 pp) in 2021 (Eurostat, 2022). These trends indicate that a substantial segment of
the workforce has undergone changes in their work dynamics over recent years, prompting

organizations to adapt to remote or hybrid work models.

Furthermore, post-pandemic trends suggest a continued embrace of remote or hybrid work
arrangements by both employees and organizations (Dennison, 2024; Manning, 2024).
Employees are increasingly drawn to the freedom and flexibility that working from home offers,
expressing a growing desire for greater opportunities to do so (Agrawal, 2023; McKinsey &
Company, 2022). Meanwhile, organizations are faced with the challenge of adapting to this shift
and must explore innovative approaches to meet the evolving needs of their employees (Alkoud

& Qatamin, 2023; Haas, 2022), including sustaining motivation for long-term success.

In this context, ensuring motivation remains high in diverse work environments becomes
increasingly essential. Our study delves into the alignment between managerial motivational
strategies and team members' perceptions across various work settings, aiming to provide

valuable insights into enhancing employee motivation amidst changing work dynamics.



1.2 Problem Statement

In today's rapidly evolving business landscape characterized by the emergence of novel work
models such as hybrid and remote setups, there arises a pressing need to explore innovative
approaches to maintain work motivation, particularly in the absence of physical presence on site.
The challenge lies in the fact that motivating individuals in person differs significantly from
motivating team members spread across the globe (YEC, 2022). While recent research by Imdad
and Duffy (2021) underscores the nuanced nature of motivation in remote work environments,
emphasizing the necessity for customized strategies, there exists a diverse array of perspectives
on whether remote work will enhance or diminish motivation levels as well (Imdad & Duffy,
2021; McGregor & 2020; Kortsch et al., 2022). Existing studies on motivation in remote settings
also predominantly focus on the COVID-19 pandemic period (Demerouti, 2023; Dryselius &
Pettersson, 2021; Imdad & Dufty, 2021).

It is also important to note that there is a scarcity of research elucidating the motivational factors
within hybrid work environments, and few of these studies delineate how motivational factors
differ across various work environments. Hence, there exists a significant research gap in recent
years (particularly post-COVID) regarding the investigation of motivation in remote and hybrid

work models, as well as the comparison of motivation across different work environments.

Furthermore, in the realm of work motivation research, quantitative studies (see for example,
Demerouti, 2023; Gagné et al., 2015; Kortsch et al., 2022; McGregor & Doshi, 2020; Rahaman
et al., 2020; Yusshinta et al., 2020) dominate, while qualitative inquiries (see for example,
Greimel et al., 2023; Wegge et al.,, 2010; Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021) and multi-method
approaches (see for example, Leandro, 2023; Kumari et al., 2020; Kortsch et al., 2022) are
relatively few. This trend underscores a missed opportunity to fully leverage the complementary
strengths of quantitative and qualitative methodologies simultaneously, given that nearly all data
collection methods carry some inherent biases (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). It can potentially limit
the depth and breadth of insights, increasing the risk of overlooking important dimensions of the

research topic and impeding the achievement of a comprehensive understanding.



Not to mention that the majority of existing studies predominantly focuses on the viewpoint of
employees (Demerouti, 2023; Kortsch et al., 2022; McGregor & Doshi, 2020; Steers, Mowday &
Shapiro, 2004; Rahaman et al., 2020), overlooking possible disparities in how managers and
team members interpret motivation. It could pose a challenge understanding the complete picture
if we solely grasp the narrative from one side. For instance, if managers perceive certain factors
as motivating their team members, but the team members do not share the same view, the
strategies employed by managers might not effectively inspire the team members. It could lead to
a mismatch between the intended motivational interventions and the actual needs and preferences

of the employees, resulting in decreased morale and performance within the team.

In this regard, it is important for organizations to ascertain if motivational factors vary across
different work environments and how they should implement strategies and furnish the
appropriate tools for their managers to effectively motivate team members accordingly.
Especially, the impact of employee motivation extends across various dimensions of the
organization, significantly influencing organizational productivity, effectiveness, and job
satisfaction (Rahaman et al., 2020). By fostering a motivated workforce, organizations can
effectively propel themselves toward the achievement of their organizational goals and
objectives, thereby ensuring the sustainability and long-term viability of the business (Rahaman

et al., 2020).

1.3 Aims and Objectives

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to compare the perspectives of motivation across different
work environments by collecting viewpoints from both managers and team members. This
includes traditional office settings, hybrid work model, and remote arrangements. By obtaining
insights from both perspectives, we want to investigate the similarities and/or differences in how
managers and team members perceive the factors and levels of motivation across various work
environments. Specifically, we seek to understand the strategies managers believe they can

employ to motivate their team members and how team members perceive their own motivation.



By conducting a comparative analysis of motivation across diverse work environments,
organizations can identify the aspects of each setting that most effectively contribute to team
member motivation. This understanding is essential for optimizing work environments to
enhance team member engagement, satisfaction, and performance. Additionally, insights gained
from our research can inform managers about the efficacy of different management practices in
each context, while also aiding organizations in promoting flexibility and adaptability in their

policies and practices.

Through a multi-method approach, we can comprehensively capture the intricate and nuanced
experiences and perceptions of both managers and team members via interviews. Moreover, this
approach enables us to gain deeper insights into the relationships between key variables by
conducting statistical analyses using survey data. Consistency across data obtained from multiple
sources would also strengthen our confidence in the reliability and validity of the data (Sekaran

& Bougie, 2016).

1.4 Research Questions

Recognizing the evolving dynamics of workplace environments and motivation, and the

complexities it presents, our study seeks to delve into the following research questions:
The main research question that guides this study is:

- How do managers' perspectives on effective motivation strategies compare and contrast
with employees' perceptions of motivation across in-office, hybrid, and remote work

environments?
It is followed by two sub-questions, including:

- How do team members perceive their own motivation in various work settings?

- How are managers motivating their team members in various work settings?’



1.5 Scope and Demarcations of the Study

The research explores work motivation, specifically emphasizing intrinsic motivation, within the
context of Europe. It involves only white-collar employees, encompassing both managers and
team members, regardless of gender and age. Choosing white-collar employees is mainly
because their jobs can be more easily performed remotely when compared to other professions,

such as store assistants or waitresses.

Our decision to prioritize intrinsic motivation arises from several considerations. Firstly, while
extrinsic motivators such as monetary rewards are often assumed to be the primary motivators
(Hennessey et al., 2015), the relationship between compensation, motivation, and performance is
far more intricate than it was previously thought (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013). Research indicates
that solely relying on financial means as a motivator can be insufficient and may even diminish
intrinsic motivation (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013). Recognizing the intricate dynamics of
motivation, we have decided to primarily focus on exploring the complexities associated with
intrinsic motivation. This choice is driven not only by the fact that intrinsic motivation emerges
as a stronger predictor of job performance than extrinsic motivators (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013),
but also by the recognition that the exploration of interpersonal intrinsic motivation represents a
relatively under-researched area (Hennessey et al., 2015) that holds significant promise for our
study. We are keen to delve deeper into this domain to shed light on its role in shaping workplace

dynamics and outcomes.

Our choice to investigate intrinsic motivation within European contexts is grounded in cultural
and societal factors. Research suggests that intrinsic motivation tends to be more pronounced in
regions characterized by higher economic prosperity, a greater emphasis on individualism, and a
societal structure that values egalitarianism and minimizes hierarchical distinctions (Huang &
Van de Vlert, 2003). These characteristics closely mirror the FEuropean landscape
(Individualistic Countries 2024; Mushtaque, 2023; ed. Schwab, 2018), making it an ideal setting
for our exploration. Furthermore, recognizing the cultural and social diversity across European
nations, the decision to focus on the entirety of Europe is motivated by the nature of remote
working conditions. In such arrangements, employees can effectively perform their tasks from

any location, irrespective of where the organization is headquartered. Consequently, limiting the



study to either Northern or Southern Europe would impose constraints, as the dynamics of
remote work transcend geographical boundaries. By encompassing the entire European region,
the research aims to capture a more comprehensive understanding of work motivation in the

context of remote work.

Lastly, the rationale for focusing on motivation rather than engagement is founded on two key
considerations. Firstly, it arises from the idea that motivation constitutes a fundamental pillar of
engagement in the workplace (Delaney & Royal, 2017). Secondly, it is influenced by the
recognition of the crucial role played by intrinsic motivational factors in shaping employee
engagement (Pura, 2022; Meunier & Bradley, 2019; Singh, 2016). By exploring the intrinsic
motivators that drive employees, organizations can develop targeted strategies and initiatives to
foster a culture of motivation. This, in turn, enhances overall employee engagement, ultimately
leading to improved organizational performance and success. Therefore, this study exclusively
focuses on literature related to motivation, excluding engagement-related literature, and

disregarding any literature that is not pertinent to motivation.

1.6 Defining the key terms of the research

With the rise of new work models, such as hybrid and remote setups, the traditional distinctions
between office and home environments have become less clear-cut. This shift prompts a
reevaluation of how and where work is conducted, often blurring the lines between professional

and personal spaces.

Furthermore, when referring to individuals overseen by a manager, commonly used terms
include "subordinates," "direct reports," or simply "employees." However, we have deliberately
chosen to use "team member" instead. This choice reflects a more inclusive and collaborative
approach, emphasizing that we view the organization's success as the result of collective effort
rather than individual contributions. Not to mention that the term "employees" can sometimes be
ambiguous, as both managers and team members fall under this category. To clarify our research

subject, we specifically delineate between "manager" and "team member." This distinction
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ensures clarity in our discussions and acknowledges the unique roles and perspectives within the

organization.

To ensure clarity and precision in our study, it is essential to provide clear definitions for key
terms utilized, offering a foundational understanding for readers to grasp the concepts explored

in our research. Below is a table containing the definitions of key terms used in this study:

Table 1. Key terms definitions

Key Term Definition in this study

Workplace/Work A physical or virtual location where individuals perform
Environment/Context/Location work-related tasks, activities, or duties.

Traditional Office/In-Office/Office A physical workspace provided by an employer, where

members of a team work 5 days a week (100%) on-site
during regular business hours, facilitating in-person

interactions within the team.

Hybrid A work arrangement that provides employees with the
flexibility to split their time between working in a
traditional office setting and working remotely, often
from home or another off-site location. For example,
employees spend at least one day (20%) in the office
and work remotely for the remainder of the week
(80%), or vice versa. The team interactions encompass
a blend of in-person and digital communication

methods.

11



Remote

A work arrangement enables employees to work 5 days
a week (100%) remotely, often from home or another
off-site location. The team interactions occur solely
through digital means, as everyone from the team is
located in different locations. Occasional travel to meet

with the team is possible.

Manager

An individual within an organization who is responsible
for overseeing a group of people or a department. It
encompasses various titles such as supervisor, team

leader, department head, or executive.

Team member

An individual who works under the supervision of a

manager.

Team

A group of individuals within an organization who
collaborate and work together towards achieving
common goals and objectives. It includes a manager
and several team members, and it could be a department

or a small division within the organization.

Employee

Any individuals who are employed by an organization,

including both members of the team and any colleagues.

1.7 Outline of thesis

This thesis begins by introducing the theoretical framework, presenting relevant literature related

to our research purpose, and then proceeds to develop our conceptual framework. Subsequently,

the methodology utilized is presented, elaborating on both the qualitative and quantitative

elements of our study, while also highlighting the rationale behind the chosen approach.

12




The following section presents the results obtained from both interviews and surveys. A detailed
discussion follows, addressing the research questions posed in this study through a comparative

analysis of the findings.

Lastly, our thesis concludes by highlighting the significant contributions of our research,
contending with study limitations, offering suggestions for future research, as well as providing

practical implications for both managers and organizations.

2. Theoretical Framework

This section offers a comprehensive exploration of motivation by drawing upon the best
available knowledge. It begins with an overview of classical theories of motivation, providing a
solid foundation for our research. Subsequently, we conduct a review of contemporary literature
and studies, aiming to deepen our understanding of motivation across diverse work contexts.
Following this, we present our conceptual framework, which serves as a structured lens through

which to analyze the complexities of motivation.

Our goal in this section is to blend classical theories with recent research findings to develop a
conceptual framework that aligns with the needs of modern workplaces. While we acknowledge
the historical significance of classical theories, we also recognize the importance of
incorporating insights from contemporary studies to address the evolving dynamics of today's
work environments. By merging the foundations of traditional theories with more novel
perspectives from recent research, our goal is to create a framework that effectively captures the
nuances of the current situation. This approach emphasizes the necessity of thoroughly
understanding existing theories as a basis for adapting our conceptual framework to better suit

the contemporary context.
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2.1 Motivation Theories

Theories of motivation aim to comprehend how and why motivation emerges, as well as the
consequences of it. Motivation is the reason why individuals decide to commit to a behavior,
rather than pursuing another, and how much exertion they put into that behavior (Stothart, 2022).
Motivational theories try to theoretically explain this. These are abundant in number and often
take dual viewpoints, namely, content theories and process theories. Traditionally, they are based

on in-office work contexts.

In addition to the two perspectives of motivation theories, there are contrasting types of
motivation. According to Ryan (2019), unlike the theories, these illustrate the principal
mechanisms accountable for the motivation. First, a distinction is made between extrinsic and
intrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation emphasizes external factors, such as rewards or
punishments. For an employee, extrinsic motivation could be a salary or bonus. Intrinsic
motivation, on the other hand, highlights the internal factors, such as the joy or passion one feels
from the behavior. In a work context, intrinsic motivation could be a desire to learn something
new or because it brings one joy. Second, there is conscious and unconscious motivation. The
former explains behaviors where the intention is conscious, for example, having a clear goal in
mind and then acting upon it. The latter describes behaviors where the motive is not explicit,
unaware, and, for example, driven by desires or beliefs. Lastly, there are short-term and
long-term behaviors that drive motivation. Short-term behaviors are those that give instant
gratification, whereas long-term behaviors are those that entail a persistent dedication to goals in

the future.
As will be discovered, motivational theories and previous research may comprise one or several

of these types of motivation. In the coming sections, we will go in-depth into the different types

of motivation more thoroughly, starting with the content theories.
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2.1.1 Content Theories

Content theories emphasize the internal factors of motivation, concentrating on the what of
motivation. In particular, they argue that our behaviors are targeted toward satisfying unfulfilled
needs, wishes, and desires. Content theories aim to explore, overall, which objectives motivate
individuals (Fisher, 2009). Content theories have been argued to be associated with

comparatively static environments (Steers et al., 2004).

One content theory, and perhaps most famously, is Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1943).
He argues that there are five basic needs: physiological, security, social, ego, and
self-actualization. How an individual will be motivated depends on where on the hierarchy of
needs they are. For example, an employee who is stationed at the security need could be
motivated by financial rewards or the comfort of job security, whereas an employee who is at the

social need would be motivated by interactions and relationships at work.

In the same category as Maslow, there is Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation (Herzberg,
1959). Herzberg highlights that, in contrast to Maslow, individuals only have two needs: hygiene
and motivator. Hygiene includes salaries, work conditions or roles, relationships, and benefits.
Motivator factors, on the other hand, include responsibilities, achievements, and recognition. The

former is said to increase job satisfaction, whereas the latter works to encourage employees.

Another theory is McClelland’s Trichotomy of Needs (Harrell & Stahl, 1984). Ironically, he
proposes three different needs: power, affiliation, and achievement. Individuals who have a need
for power are drawn and motivated by surroundings which allow them to have some degrees of
control over their activities and people. This, Harrell and Stahl (1984) argues, is highly
applicable to people who are leaders or seek leadership positions. The need for affiliation
resonates with individuals who are motivated by gaining and maintaining genuine relationships
with others, where the social interactions are of importance. Lastly, individuals with a need for

achievement are driven and motivated by accomplishing challenging goals and receiving
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feedback on their performance. Although it is emphasized that all three needs apply to any

individual, most employees will have a preference for one or another.

2.1.2 Process Theories

Process theories, on the other hand, concentrate on the cognitive and psychological processes
that sustain motivation. They argued that comprehending these processes creates the possibility
to perceive the actions, interplay, and settings that motivate behaviors (Fisher, 2009). Process
theories emphasize the how of motivation. They are sometimes argued to take a dynamic

perspective (Steers et al., 2004).

Within the category of process theories, expectancy theory is identified as one. Expectancy
theory proposes that motivation is conditional on the expected outcomes of enacting a specific
behavior. If an individual expects the outcomes to be more positive, then they are more
motivated to perform that behavior (Rowley & Harry, 2011). Expectancy Theory includes three
factors: Expectancy (effort will result in satisfactory performance); Instrumentality (effective
performance will be recognized) and: Valence (the rewards are associated with significant
positive value). This logic asserts that, from the managerial perspective, work situations should
be designed to maximize work expectations, instrumentalities, and valances that sustain
organizational goals. This theory thus suggests that individuals work because they expect
positive outcomes and rewards from their efforts, through, for example, achieving organizational
goals. These outcomes can include tangible rewards such as salary increases or bonuses, as well

as intangible rewards such as recognition and personal satisfaction.

Moreover, there is also the equity theory of motivation, which suggests that employees are
motivated by inequities in the work environment (Huseman et al., 1987). For example, if an
employee finds a reward to be unfair, this turns into a motivating factor to restore equity. This,
the theory argues, is strongly related to social comparisons. It states that the behavior performed
depends on how it compares to other employees (Fisher, 2009). For instance, if an individual
receives less pay than their coworker, they will most likely perceive it as unfair and hence

become more motivated.
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Another process theory is the goal-setting theory of motivation (Fisher, 2009). Perhaps
somewhat intuitively, this theory argues that setting explicit and thorough goals will motivate
employees to work towards achieving these objectives. This theory takes arguments from
previous literature on goals and performance, which in its essence has shown that having a
purpose or goal positively affects performance. Goal-setting theory is based on the notion that
goal clarity and difficulty level are important factors influencing motivation and performance.
When goals are specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bound, they create a clear
path for employees to follow. In particular, challenging goals are effective in motivating

employees as they encourage them to utilize their skills and abilities (Grant, 2012).

Lastly, there is the self-determination theory (SDT) of motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). SDT
highlights the importance of satisfying basic needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. It
is said that employees are motivated to grow and change by these three needs that are considered
to be inherent to human nature. Autonomy is the need to feel in control of one’s actions and
choices. Competence is the need to feel capable and effective, meaning that individuals
experience this when they believe in their abilities to achieve goals. Relatedness is the need to
feel connected and have valuable relationships with others. When these three needs are satisfied,
SDT suggests that individuals experience intrinsic motivation. In contrast, if they are not
satisfied, extrinsic motivation would instead be experienced. SDT emphasizes creating
environments that support autonomy, competence, and relatedness to cultivate intrinsic

motivation.

To summarize the motivational theories, we presented two branches of motivation: content and
process theories. Content theories focus on the internal aspect of motivation (the need), while
process theories highlight the cognitive processes of maintaining motivation. Within the groups
of motivation, it is also possible to deduce differences. The described content theories
differentiate between which needs that are important for driving motivation. Maslow (1943) and
McGregor and Doshi (2020), for insurance, argue include extrinsic motivation, which
McClelland’s Trichotomy of Needs (1984) disregards. Similarly, within the process theories, the

notions differ. Expectancy theory, for example, underscores the tradeoff between input and
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output, while self-determination theory suggests that motivation is derived from three basic

needs.

Moreover, it is possible to detect elements of the different types of motivation (extrinsic and
intrinsic, conscious and unconscious, etc.). For example, Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs suggests
both extrinsic and intrinsic incentives, while SDT puts more emphasis on intrinsic motivation.
These theories can be useful knowledge for the team members to understand how an individual

gets motivated to work, and for the managers, to perceive how to motivate team members.

However, the theories of motivation are relatively dated and tend to look at work motivation in
traditional in-office workplaces. As the world has continued to develop, so have the ways of
working, as well as where work takes place. To strengthen our understanding of motivation, we
will therefore continue to explore the topic by elaborating on newer research that is empirically
testing or systematically reviewing the theories. This allows us to get a practical application of

the theories.

2.2 Review of Empirical Research Findings

Existing literature on work motivation provides valuable insights into the applicability of
motivational theories. This section aims to present research relevant to our study, according to
the scope in section 1.5. We will also use these studies to connect them to motivational theories,
as well as question their validity. Ultimately, they will be used in combination with the

motivational theories presented in section 2.1. to present the framework of this thesis.

2.2.1 Motivation in Traditional Office Environments

Ashkanasy et al. (2014) present a study on employee behavior, specifically related to the
physical environment of the workplace. Their research consists of a synthesized review of the
literature and finds that the physical environment highly influences employees' behavior and
performance (hence, motivation). The authors argue that affective events in the workplace elicit

emotional responses, which in turn affect behavior. For example, environmental factors such as
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design, temperature, sounds, and lightning, the article suggests, impact employees' motivation.
Ashkanasy et al. (2014) conclude that a well-organized and visually appealing environment can
lead to positive emotions and therefore improved productivity, whereas the opposite might

contribute to stress and decreased productivity.

The study by Ashkanasy et al. (2014) is somewhat contrasting to the motivational theories
presented in section 2.1. as neither explicitly argues that the physical environment is of
importance and thus adds valuable insights to the field of knowledge. The article takes from the
traditional in-office environment but it could apply to the remote and hybrid work context as
well. It is, nonetheless, not specified in the article, nor has any primary research been collected to
support their findings. Therefore, there is a gap in the literature regarding the relationship
between motivation, the physical environment, and where—in-office, hybrid, or remote—an

employee works.

Within the field of motivation, there are also quantitative studies trying to find statistically
significant relationships between motivation and other variables. One of these studies was
conducted by Yusshinta et al. (2020) who, by using survey data from employees in various
industries, examined how work discipline and rewards (independent variables) influence work
performance indirectly through their impact on work motivation (dependent variable). In this
case, work discipline refers to devotion to workplace rules and rewards include both extrinsic
(monetary) and intrinsic (recognition) incentives. Their study aimed to analyze the relationship
between these variables using statistical analysis and found that both work discipline and
rewards significantly influence motivation. In particular, they found that high levels of work

discipline and anticipating adequate rewards are positively related to higher motivation.

Yusshinta et al.’s (2020) study is consistent with several motivational theories, for instance,
self-determination theory since work discipline can enhance autonomy by providing clear
expectations and guidelines, which empowers employees to take ownership of their work.
Yusshinta et al. (2020) add significance to the literature by empirically testing motivation.
However, they fail to gain a nuanced perspective on rewards/work discipline and work

motivation by only conducting a quantitative study. The study says little about why and how
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employees are motivated, and whether their work environment has anything to do with it. For
example, employees may report high levels of work discipline, but without qualitative data, the
study cannot explore the underlying factors contributing to this behavior, such as organizational
culture, leadership style, or work environment. We therefore identify a gap in the literature,

where the context is overlooked.

Another study has developed a tool called the Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale
(MWMS) to measure different aspects of why people feel motivated at work, with its basis in the
Self-Determination Theory (SDT) of motivation (Gagné et al., 2015). Quantitatively, they tested
the tool in nine different countries and found that SDT, based on MWMS, is valid across all
included countries. The authors concluded that employees who perceive autonomy, competence,
and relatedness feel more motivated to work, regardless of their background. However, there are
contrasting perspectives. Huang and Van de Vliert (2003) argue that intrinsic motivation tends to
be more pronounced in regions characterized by higher economic prosperity, greater
individualism, and a societal structure that prioritizes egalitarianism and minimizes hierarchical
distinctions. In such contexts, cultural and social factors play a crucial role. Therefore, the

question of whether SDT is country or culture-specific remains debatable.

Additionally, although Gangné et al. (2015) is explicit on the why behind motivation, it may
neglect factors outside of the SDT, as they are not tested. For example, Ashkanasy et al. (2014)
would argue that the external environment plays a role in this, which Gagné et al. (2015)
disregard. By doing that, they exclude vital considerations that could impact work motivation,
particularly in the context of remote or hybrid work arrangements. There is therefore a gap in the
literature regarding the understanding of work motivation in the context of remote and hybrid
work environments, which calls for further research to explore the interaction between internal

motivational factors and external environmental factors in these settings.

Moreover, some studies look at the managerial perspectives of motivation and try to examine
which types of leadership promote motivation. Wegge et al. (2010) conducted a qualitative study
exploring previous studies on motivational factors, as well as developing a model for employee

involvement in organizational leadership (EIOL) and motivation. Their results convey that a

20



leadership style that encourages involvement and participation, for instance in the
decision-making process, tends to make employees more motivated at work. This study thus
suggests that, to motivate employees, managers should make them feel included in the process.
The findings are important knowledge for managers, because it may provide valuable insights on
how to motivate employees. On the other hand, it is a one-sided study that only focuses on EIOL.
Questions such as whether this applies to managers who oversee remote team members, or have
limited face-to-face interactions with their team members or not are not answered, which is a

limitation of the study.

2.2.2 Motivation in Remote and Hybrid Work Environment

Motivational studies on remote and hybrid work are not as abundant as those set in the traditional
in-office setting, particularly in research on motivation in hybrid work arrangements. Following
the COVID-19 pandemic, remote and hybrid work became more of a novel—and
growing—phenomenon (Barrero et al., 2023; Choudhury, 2020; Roy, 2022), and there is yet
much to explore. Much research on motivation and remote/hybrid work takes the perspective of
obliged work from home during the COVID-19 pandemic (Demerouti, 2023; Dryselius &
Pettersson, 2021; Imdad & Dufty, 2021). However, there is some previous research that attempts

to explore hybrid and remote work which we will present in this section.

A study from 2021 explored the link between remote work and motivation between the years
1980 to 2020 (Imdad & Dufty, 2021). The study focused on healthcare employees. Before the
COVID-19 pandemic, the majority of the research on remote work took the perspective of being
geographically remote, for instance, in a rural area. However, following the pandemic, research
instead focused on remote work from the perspective of fully or part home-based work, meaning
hybrid and remote work environments. The later research, the article summarizes, seems to
connect remote (home-based) work with reduced levels of motivation. This finding aligns with
the assertions made by McGregor and Doshi (2020), although their study was conducted before
the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, spanning from 2010 to 2015. On the other hand, the

association between remote work and demotivation remains contentious, with a study suggesting
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that remote work can actually enhance motivation among employees, particularly when it is a

personal choice (Kortsch et al., 2022).

The advantage of the article by Imdad and Dufty (2021) is that it illustrates that studies on
working from home and motivation have become of interest. The disadvantage of it is that the
article only explores healthcare employees and people who were obliged to stay at home, due to
the pandemic. First, healthcare workers are normally used to working with people, therefore,
depriving them of human interaction can be a factor in a reduced sense of motivation. Second,
being compelled to do something reduces the motivation to do so (Steindl et al., 2015), hence, it
is not generally applicable to remote and hybrid employees today, who often can freely choose

where to work. Consequently, more research is needed.

Greimel et al. (2023) conducted a qualitative study with primary data from 22 interviews,
examining the relationship between leadership, team members, and job satisfaction in the remote
workplace. They argue that job satisfaction and work motivation are closely related. The authors
find that three factors influence job satisfaction. First, the collaboration methods used. Second,
performing while collaborating, and third, to identify with the workplace and employer. In other
words, the study suggests that work motivation in the remote workplace depends on how well
collaborative efforts can be translated into the remote work environment. Although some of the
results also apply to the hybrid workplace, the article also argues that one main difference is to
ensure that hybrid employees feel included in the team, to maintain work motivation and job

satisfaction.

As highlighted previously, published material on remote and hybrid work environments in
relation to motivation is scarce. However, some recent Master theses have been published, and
while they may not offer the most comprehensive sources of information, we believe it is
sufficient to illustrate where the research on work motivation in the remote/hybrid workplace is

currently at.

A multi-method study was conducted by Leandro (2023) in an attempt to study the relationship

between, amongst other variables, motivation and adaptive leadership in the remote and hybrid

22



workplace. The author aimed to see whether these two settings are beneficial or not for
employees’ motivation and found that a leader with an adaptive leadership style has a positive
effect on motivation in the remote and hybrid workplace. By conducting a study both before and
at the start of the pandemic, they observed the differences in motivation and concluded that the

effect of adaptive leadership on motivation was only significant after the start of the pandemic.

From the employees’ perspective, the study by Leandro (2023) implies that motivation is related
to how the manager acts (hence, adaptive leadership) and that good management is thus
motivating. From the manager’s perspective, this indicates that their employees’ motivation
levels are dependent on how well the manager can adapt to the situation. This relates to the
motivational theories that emphasized intrinsic incentives for motivation. The benefit of this
study is that it conducts both qualitative and quantitative research in order to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of the relationship. However, only taking into account adaptive
leadership, the study says little about what other factors might influence work motivation in the

hybrid and remote workplace.

Another study was conducted by Dryselius and Pettersson (2021) and has been cited in
peer-reviewed papers. They conducted a qualitative study using interviews to get an
understanding of motivation in the remote working environment, looking at opportunities and
challenges that employees face when working from home. The main challenges they found,
negatively affecting motivation, were lack of social interaction, technical difficulties, confusion
regarding clarity of responsibilities, and an absence of information dissemination. The
opportunities identified, having a positive impact on motivation, were improved meeting
efficiency, online informal communication, and flexibility. Ultimately, they conclude that despite
the opportunities and challenges, many organizations could adapt to the new remote work

environment and find ways to vanquish the barriers of remote work.

Moreover, Dryselius and Pettersson (2021) presented what managers and employees can do to
promote motivation in the remote workplace. For managers, they emphasized the importance of
proactive and supportive managerial practices in facilitating motivation and success in a remote

work environment, along with the need for clear communication, skill development, and
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individualized support for team members. For employees, they highlight that cultivating
self-awareness, developing necessary competencies, and actively engaging in communication

and collaboration efforts can promote motivation.

The thesis by Dryselius and Pettersson (2021) provides vital insights into the field of remote
work motivation, illustrating connections to theoretical frameworks and presenting suggestions
for managers and employees. However, we acknowledge that the lack of quantitative elements in
the study limits its results. Although it succeeds in examining what and what-not increases
motivation levels, the study says little about how motivated employees are. An additional
quantitative study could complement this. Moreover, the study is conducted proximate to the
COVID-19 pandemic, where the phenomena of remote work was fairly novel, and coerced. This

highlights that the research is expanding and that there is a need for more multifaceted studies.

2.3 The Conceptual Framework

Upon reviewing existing theories and literature on motivation, it becomes evident that while
studies exist across various work environments, encompassing transitional office and remote
work settings, and addressing a collection of motivational factors, there is a gap in research
particularly targeting hybrid work motivation. More specifically, there is a lack of investigations
that have conducted a comparative analysis between different work environments, despite
indications that motivational factors may vary across them. Furthermore, the predominant
approach in these studies involves employing a single method, whether qualitative or
quantitative, primarily focusing on the perspectives of employees without distinguishing between

managers and team members.

In order to capture the possible diverse motivational factors across different work environments,
we have developed a framework to guide our research study. Our focus primarily centers on
intrinsic motivation. Within this framework, we aim to explore ten factors associated with
intrinsic motivation, along with one factor related to extrinsic motivation, which has a significant

impact on either motivating or demotivating individuals.
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2.3.1 Interweaving Theories and Studies within the Conceptual Framework

In regard to intrinsic motivation, the first factor we have derived from previous research was
[lexibility. The studies on remote and hybrid work (Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021; Kortsch et al.,
2022; Imdad & Duffy, 2021; McGregor & Doshi, 2020) find that when the choice of one’s
workplace was either forced or an optional, motivation levels changed positively or negatively.
These findings suggest that the choice on where to work, meaning, the ability to be flexible,

seem to impact motivation. Therefore, we deduct flexibility as one of the factors for motivation.

The second factor we drew from the literature was autonomy. In several studies, the authors
emphasized the need or desire for having control over one’s work and/or having responsibilities
(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné et al., 2015; Yusshinta et al., 2020; Harrell & Stahl, 1984; Steindl et
al., 2015). It has been shown that having some freedom over what and how one is working, can
impact how motivated individuals were to work. These studies find that, to some extent, having
autonomy at work increases motivation levels. Hence, we include autonomy as one of the

factors.

The third factor we chose to include was social connections and collaboration. Amongst both
theories of motivation and empirical research, there was a common theme which emphasized that
personal interactions and relationships were important motivators (Maslow, 1943; Greimel et al.,
2023; Herzberg, 1959; Harrell & Stahl, 1984; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Dryselius & Pettersson,
2021). It was argued that the social aspect plays an important role in motivating team members,
in either work environment. As it is important across various workplaces, we deem social

connections and collaboration to be an important factor to include.

The fourth factor we chose to include was emotional connections. From the team members’
perspective, there was little to be found on feeling safe and comfortable at work, in previous
research, with the exception of Maslow (1943) who includes the psychological need aspect of
human motivation where one can deduct emotional safety as one element. On the other hand,
studies looking at the managerial perspective of motivation argue that leaders that were
approachable and adaptive can motivate team members at work (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Wegge et

al., 2010). This suggests that team members’ possibilities to communicate with managers can
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create the feeling of being safe and to express their needs, which in turn can act as a motivator.

Thus, we deduce emotional connections as one factor for motivation.

The fifth factor included in this study was self-actualization. In both motivational theories and
empirical research, it has been found that a need or wish for personal growth, development and
achievements was a continual theme (Maslow, 1943; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Herzberg ,1959;
Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021). Individuals who get the opportunity to develop and grow within
the organization have been found to be more motivated to work and perform well. This thus
suggests that self-actualization is important for work motivation, which was why we chose to

include it.

The sixth factor we chose to investigate was alignment of individual and organizational goals. In
several motivational studies, it is argued that having an objective or goal to work towards affects
one’s motivation to perform (Rowley & Harry, 2011; Grant, 2012; Fisher, 2009). In particular, it
affects motivation when it aligns with personal objectives and goals, such as achievements or
bonuses. Team members who were guided by a set of objectives, such as organizational goals or
key performance indicators, and felt a sense of purpose behind their tasks were more likely to be
motivated to work. It therefore suggests that alignment of individual and organizational goals

were important predictors of motivation levels, prompting its inclusion in our study.

The seventh factor included was enjoyment of one’s work. This factor is somewhat overlooked
by previous studies, with the exception of Maslow (1943) and Dryselius and Pettersson (2021)
who both point out that feeling content and enjoyment about one’s workplace and tasks can
influence motivation levels. However, an integral part of intrinsic incentives is taking action due
to the feeling of enjoyment that the action emits (Ryan, 2019). Therefore, we conclude that this is

a key aspect of motivation and henceforth decided to include it.

The eighth factor was work and organizational culture. Studies aimed towards both traditional
in-office (Herzberg, 1959) and remote work (Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021) have observed that
the conditions under which one is working can have an effect on motivation. This suggests that

the general conditions and collective values in an organization can affect how team members
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perceive motivation. Thus, we conclude that work and organizational culture were crucial factors

for motivation and have accordingly been included in this study.

The ninth factor incorporated into our study pertains to the physical environment. In contrast to
the culture in an organization, research has emphasized the impact of the physical environment
on work motivation (Ashkanasy et al., 2014; Kortsch et al., 2022; Imdad & Duffy, 2021;
McGregor & Doshi, 2020). Elements such as noise levels, ergonomic furniture and lightning
were reasonably all affecting how motivated one is to work, in both in-office and remote work
environments. For example, too loud volume levels at the workplace might diminish one’s
motivation to go to work and perform well. As this can significantly impact one’s motivation, we

chose to include the physical environment as a factor for motivation.

The tenth factor we chose to include was challenges and complexity at work. From some
motivational theories, it is possible to deduce that being challenged and feeling that one’s
competences were being used is a motivating factor. In particular, this is emphasized by Maslow
(1943) and the self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné et al, 2015) who show that
performing tasks allows one to utilize one’s knowledge and feel accomplished by doing so,
increases motivation. This therefore suggests that experiencing challenging and complex tasks at

work might influence motivation levels, which is the rationale behind its inclusion in our study.

The final and sole extrinsic factor under investigation is material rewards. Extrinsic motivational
factors have been lately argued to have a lesser impact on motivation, compared to the
previously mentioned intrinsic factors (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013). However, several studies
believe that this is an important factor for motivation (Maslow, 1943; Herzberg, 1959; Fisher,
2009; Huang & Van de Vliert, 2003; Yusshinta et al., 2020). Presumably, material rewards were
acting as motivators for work, otherwise individuals would work for free. Therefore, we believe
that it is still important to include material rewards as a contributor to motivation, although it has

been argued to be of less significance nowadays.

The table below below provides an overview of each motivational factor:
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Table 2. Conceptual framework: motivational factors

Motivational Factor

Content

Relevant theory and/or literature

Flexibility The freedom to choose one's work | Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021;
time and workplace, to maintain a | Kortsch et al., 2022; Imdad &
work-life balance. Duffy, 2021; McGregor & Doshi,

2020
Autonomy The control over one's actions and | Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné et al.,

choices in the workplace, such as
allows individuals the freedom to
execute tasks in their preferred
manner, select projects aligned with
and choose their

their interests,

collaborators. A sense of ownership.

2015; Yusshinta et al., 2020;
Harrell & Stahl, 1984; Steindl et
al., 2015

Social connections and

collaboration

It focuses on teamwork and
task-related interactions, which help
to foster a sense of belonging and
connectedness within the team. It is
about whether the individuals feel

valued and connected to their team.

Maslow, 1943; Greimel et al.,
2023; Herzberg, 1959; Harrell &
Stahl, 1984; Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021

Emotional connections

It focuses on the interpersonal

relationships and  psychological
aspects of workplace dynamics. It
involves emotional connections such
as trust, empathy, and mutual
respect, as well as a supportive and
inclusive environment where
individuals feel psychologically safe

to express themselves authentically.

Maslow, 1943; Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Wegge et al. (2010)
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Self-actualization

The pursuit of personal growth,
achievement, and the realization of
one's fullest potential. It involves
opportunities to utilize one's talents,
be creative, and strive towards
personal goals and dreams, fostering
a sense of fulfillment and
satisfaction in both professional and

personal endeavors.

Maslow, 1943; Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Herzberg, 1959; Dryselius &
Pettersson, 2021

Alignment of individual

and organizational goals

The coherence between personal

aspirations and the overarching
objectives of the organization, such
as working towards a collective
objective or driving change within

the organization.

Rowley & Harry, 2011; Grant,
2012; Fisher, 2009

Enjoyment

The  authentic  pleasure  and
enthusiasm experienced in the work,
where individuals find fulfillment
purely because it brings them joy

and satisfaction.

Maslow, 1943; Dryselius &
Pettersson, 2021; Ryan, 2019

Work and organizational

culture

The collective atmosphere, shared
values, overall vibe, and available
opportunities within an organization,
including attitudes, beliefs,
behaviors, and norms characterize
how work is conducted and how

employees interact.

Herzberg, 1959; Fisher, 2009;
Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021;
Wegge et al., 2010

Physical environmental

factors

The physical aspects of the work
environment include factors such as

noise levels, comfort, lighting

Ashkanasy et al., 2014; Kortsch et
al., 2022; Imdad & Duffy, 2021;
McGregor & Doshi, 2020
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conditions, and the quality of

screens or equipment.

Challenges and Tasks or projects that require a | Maslow, 1943; Deci & Ryan, 1985;
complexity certain level of difficulty or | Gagné et al, 2015; Grant, 2012

complexity to complete, providing
individuals with opportunities to
overcome obstacles, solve problems,

and stretch their abilities.

Material rewards Financial compensation such as | Maslow, 1943; Herzberg, 1959;
salaries, bonuses, or other monetary | Fisher, 2009; Huang & Van de

benefits. Vliert, 2003; Yusshinta et al., 2020

3. Methodology

The following section describes the methodological approach utilized in this study to investigate
the relationship between workplace environments and work motivation. We first explain the
research design, including participants, sample and sampling process, and ethical considerations.
Thereafter, we elaborate on the qualitative and quantitative elements of our study, including the
data collection processes and data analysis methods. Finally, we provide our take on reliability,

validity, generalizability, and reflexivity as well as limitations of our methodology.

3.1 Research Design

The research design for this study was guided by the thesis's aim to compare motivational factors
across different work environments, incorporating perspectives from both managers and team
members. To properly achieve this objective and adequately address the research questions, it

was essential to determine an appropriate methodology (Creswell, 2014).

Due to the multifaceted nature of our research, we opted for a multi-method approach to fully

capitalize on the complementary strengths of both qualitative and quantitative methods, allowing
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for simultaneous collection of data from various sources. Specifically, interviews and surveys
served as our primary means of data collection. As highlighted in the review of empirical
research findings (section 2.2) and problem statement (section 1.2), relying solely on qualitative
or quantitative methods often overlooks the complexity and multifaceted nature of motivation.
By integrating both approaches, this study aimed to capture the variations and depths of team
members' experiences and perceptions while also statistically assessing the relationships between
key variables. Our study involves the collection of cross-sectional data, capturing the variables of
interest at a specific moment in time (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Comparing motivation levels

over time was beyond the scope of this study, hence not relevant to perform.

The multi-method was of a convergent parallel design, aiming to compare the results of the
qualitative and quantitative elements of the study to investigate the relationship between
motivation and work environment (Creswell, 2014). This holistic approach may also enhance the
depth and breadth of insights while minimizing the risk of overlooking critical dimensions of the

motivation, ultimately facilitating the realization of a comprehensive understanding.

Furthermore, we adopted an inductive approach through interviews, allowing themes and
insights to be interpreted directly from the participants’ experiences and perceptions. In contrast,
we employed a deductive approach through the survey, testing hypotheses derived from previous
literature. By combining these two methods, we utilized both inductive and deductive reasoning

to provide a comprehensive perspective on work motivation (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).

3.1.1 Participants of the Study

The study objects of interest were individuals who work in a white-collar environment, which
were individuals who work in office settings, engaging in tasks that require cognitive effort
rather than physical labor (Cambridge Dictionary, 2019). They were either team members or
managers. To recapitulate, we identify a team member as an individual who works under the
supervision of a manager. A manager was defined as an individual within an organization who is
responsible for overseeing a group of people or a department. The individuals could be any age

and gender, and could have any role within an organization, as long as they were white-collar
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employees. They should be working for an organization located in Europe. Although
demographic factors are not the focus of our study, it was controlled for (Appendix G & H) and

taken into account in the discussion if we found it to have a significant influence on motivation.

We collected data from individuals working in-office, hybrid, and remote work environments.
Work environment in this research was defined as a physical or virtual location where
individuals perform work-related tasks or activities. Throughout the study, we interchangeably
refer to this as work environment, workplace, work location and work context (see Table 1). The
measurement was based on the number of days participants reported working from the office.
Working from the office for 5 days was classified as in-office work, while 1 to 4 days from the

office indicated various degrees of hybrid work, and 0 days from the office denoted remote work.

To put individuals into one of the three work environment categories, they should fulfill the

following requirements:

Table 3. Classification Criteria for In-office, Hybrid, and Remote Team Members and Managers

Workplace Requirements

In-Office A physical workspace provided by an employer,
where members of a team work 5 days a week
(100%) on-site during regular business hours,

facilitating in-person interactions within the team.

Hybrid A work arrangement that provides employees with
the flexibility to split their time between working
in a traditional office setting and working
remotely, often from home or another off-site
location. For example, employees spend at least
one day (20%) in the office and work remotely for
the remainder of the week (80%), or vice versa.
The team interactions encompass a blend of

in-person and digital communication methods.
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Remote A work arrangement enables employees to work 5
days a week (100%) remotely, often from home or
another off-site location. The team interactions
occur solely through digital means, as everyone
from the team is located in different locations.
Occasional travel to meet with the team is

possible.

3.1.2 Sample and sampling process

Our sampling strategy encompassed purposive sampling, snowball sampling, and convenience
sampling. Purposive sampling involves intentionally selecting individuals within our personal
network who belong to the target population, as well as selecting 10 organizations with
employees matching the target population criteria and requesting them to distribute our
participant invitation letter (Appendix A & B) to their employees. This approach leverages their
advantageous position to offer valuable insights relevant to the research topic (Sekaran &

Bougie, 2016).

Following initial contact with a small group of individuals within our personal network, we
employed snowball sampling (O’reilly, 2009), asking these individuals to refer to other potential
participants who meet the participation criteria for our study. The drawback of snowball
sampling was that the final sample may be constrained by the contacts and networks of the initial
sample, potentially leading to homogeneity. This method might exclude isolated individuals or
those with limited connections (O’reilly, 2009). However, this limitation can be mitigated by
purposely selecting an initial sample that reflects key criteria of interest in the population

(O’reilly, 2009). Hence, we began with purposive sampling to ensure representation.

Convenience sampling was also utilized, where we disseminated invitations to participate via
LinkedIn and Facebook to reach a broader audience of potential participants who were easily
accessible through these channels. While convenience sampling enables quick and convenient

participant recruitment, it may yield a less representative sample compared to other sampling
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methods (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). However, it can complement the limitations of snowball

sampling by including relevant individuals or groups that might otherwise be excluded.

3.1.3 Ethical Considerations

To ensure adherence to ethical standards, we implemented a series of measures outlined
according to the checklist by Sekaran and Bougie (2016). These steps were implemented to
uphold participant autonomy, confidentiality, privacy, and well-being throughout the research

Process.

When recruiting participants for interviews and surveys, we provided comprehensive
information about the study's aims and assured them that their responses would remain
anonymous and confidential. Interview participants were provided with a consent form
(Appendix C) to review and sign prior to the interview, while survey participants were presented
with consent information on the first page of the survey. This step aimed to ensure participants

understood the research's nature, their involvement, potential risks and benefits, and their rights.

Before the interview began, we followed the steps on the interview guide (Appendix D).
Additionally, we reiterated the study's purpose to participants, ensuring their full understanding
and addressing any questions or concerns they may have had. Interviews were recorded only by
mutual agreement, with participants informed that we were there to listen to their experiences
and that there were no right or wrong answers. Interviewees were also assured they could skip
any questions or terminate their participation at any time, empowering them to control the
interview process. These measures aimed to prioritize participant comfort and autonomy

throughout the study.

Pseudonyms were assigned to all interviewees in the study to maintain anonymity. In contrast, all
survey responses were treated confidentially and anonymized. It was to ensure their identities
would be kept confidential to prevent any foreseeable or unforeseeable harm to their lives
(O’Reilly 2009). Furthermore, access to personal data, including names and contact information,
was restricted to the thesis authors. Recordings of interviews were to be deleted after the

completion of the thesis. Moreover, a separate form was included for interview participants
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recruited through the survey to ensure that their survey responses could not be linked to their

personal information.

Lastly, to enhance interview participants’ well-being, we fostered a welcoming atmosphere by
initiating the interview with casual inquiries like "how are you" and engaging in small talk. We
encouraged participants to ask questions and provide additional insights after the interview,
reassuring them that they could contact us with any future inquiries or concerns. We also

expressed gratitude for their participation in the study.

3.2 Qualitative Approach

In this section, we delve into our qualitative approach, which primarily relies on interviews with
both managers and team members as our method of data collection. Through interviews with
managers, our objective was to retrieve information on sow they believe team members were
motivated in the traditional in-office, hybrid and remote workplace. Conversely, interviews with
team members aimed to explore the what, why, and how behind their motivation within different
work environments. By collecting in-depth data on perceptions and experiences of work
motivation across various workplace settings, our goal was to gain insight into the dynamics of

motivation and the strategies employed to foster motivation in different workplace contexts.

3.2.1 Semi-Structured Interview

The interviews adopted a semi-structured format, blending both structured and unstructured
approaches. This method combined closed- and open-ended questions along with follow-up
inquiries (Adams, 2015; O’reilly, 2009). Rather than seeking rigid responses, this approach
encouraged participants to explore topics more deeply, avoiding the pressure for simple "yes" or
"no" answers (O’reilly, 2009). This fostered an environment where interviewees feel comfortable

expressing their perspectives, experiences, and interests freely (Edwards & Holland, 2013).

Most questions in the interviews were open-ended or tailored to participants' responses rather

than being based on preexisting theories (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). This allowed for a nuanced
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understanding of the topic at hand, offering the opportunity to identify new insights. Moreover, it
granted interviewees the autonomy to articulate their views on their own terms, without feeling

manipulated by the researcher.

Both managers and team members began by responding to the same initial background question.
Subsequently, they addressed a series of questions tailored to their respective roles,
distinguishing between interviews conducted with managers and those with team members.
Managers were asked 10 or 11 questions (Appendix F) , depending on the specific work
environments they operate within, focusing on exploring the strategies they perceive they can
utilize to motivate their team members across various work environments. Team members were
presented with 12 questions (Appendix E), focusing on the factors influencing their motivation

to work. Additional follow-up questions were posed as necessary.

3.2.2 Data collection

To begin the process of the qualitative approach, we commenced by inviting individuals from
our personal network for interviews and asked them to recommend other potential participants
who fit the study's participation criteria. Additionally, one organization agreed to distribute our
participant invitation letter to all its employees, enabling them to indicate their interest in joining
the interviews. We also utilized LinkedIn and Facebook to recruit participants for the interviews.
To establish trust, we provided all interview participants with consent forms, comprehensive
details about the research, and guarantees of confidentiality and anonymity. These measures
aimed to foster an environment conducive to honest and genuine responses (Sekaran & Bougie,

2016).

Altogether, we held 9 interviews with managers and 11 interviews with team members, all
conducted in English. Each interview was scheduled at the convenience of the participants and
took place on Google Meet. The advantage of online interviews was that a diverse range of
participants can be reached in a relatively short period of time, regardless of their location.
Additionally, online interviews can eliminate any discomfort participants might have felt during

face-to-face interactions, potentially making them more comfortable disclosing personal

36



information (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Interviews with managers typically lasted between 25 to
60 minutes, while the team member’s interviews ranged from 20 to 50 minutes in duration. All
interviews were recorded using Google Meet and our smartphones, with transcripts generated
through Google Meet's built-in feature. For anonymity, code names were used to represent the

participants.

Both of the authors of the thesis were present throughout all the interviews. While one of us
primarily conducted the interview, the other observed and posed follow-up questions. These
follow-up inquiries aimed to encourage interviewees to elaborate on their perspectives and
provide additional information. Furthermore, both authors independently wrote a brief summary
after each interview, capturing our viewpoints and main takeaways, which we subsequently

shared with each other.

3.2.3 Data Analysis Method

The qualitative analysis employed an inductive approach through conventional content analysis,
which is a widely utilized method in qualitative data analysis (Humble & Mozelius, 2022).
Rather than establishing predetermined categories, categories emerged organically from the data
itself (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). After transcribing the interviews, each transcript was
meticulously reviewed multiple times to grasp the overarching context. Subsequently, codes
were derived for each concept based on initial impressions and reflections. These codes were
then organized into clusters of related meaning to form categories. An interactive approach was

employed to establish a dialogue between the categories and the theoretical framework.

The analysis aimed to discern and examine patterns, themes, and meanings originating from the
viewpoints of managers and team members in diverse work environments, facilitating the
drawing of conclusions (Chawla & Wood, 2021; Overcash, 2003). By doing this, we ensured that
we gathered data on perceptions of motivation and used adequate tools to derive the information

we needed for the purpose of our study.
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Utilizing a conventional content analysis approach ensured that the findings were grounded in
the participants' own words and experiences (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Unlike other forms of
content analysis, such as directed or summative content analysis, it allowed for greater flexibility
and exploration of a wide range of concepts and ideas within the data without predefined
categories (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Humble & Mozelius, 2022). Additionally, conventional
content analysis is also seen as a practical approach compared to thematic analysis, another
widely used method in qualitative data analysis, recognized for its intuitive approach (Humble &
Mozelius, 2022). In this regard, opting for conventional content analysis over thematic analysis

aimed to further mitigate researcher biases.
3.3 Quantitative Approach

The quantitative aspect of our study involved an online survey designed to collect data from both
team members and managers. The survey aimed to assess team members' levels of work
motivation and identify factors influencing motivation based on their work environment, with
our conceptual framework proposed in section 2.3. as a basis. Additionally, it sought to capture
managers' perceptions of their team members' motivation levels, the factors influencing these
levels, and the strategies managers use to motivate their teams. The survey's purpose was to
obtain a larger sample of insights to better understand the relationship between workplace
environment and work motivation. This quantitative approach facilitated the analysis of
statistical relationships. A larger sample size also ensured robust statistical analyses and

enhanced the generalizability of our findings (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).

3.3.1 Survey

The online survey was designed using Google Forms. The questions in the survey were
close-ended, with the exception of having the option to select “other” and provide additional
comments where necessary. This approach aimed to prevent respondents from feeling
constrained by predetermined options, ensuring their responses were not influenced by the

researchers' perspectives (Creswell, 2016). The survey was published in English, but participants
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had the option to translate it into their preferred language using Google Forms. While there was a
risk of inaccurate translations potentially causing misinterpretations, such mistakes are generally

not so significant that the survey becomes incomprehensible to native speakers.

Both managers and team members began by answering a common initial background question,
which acted as a filter to exclude individuals who did not fall within the scope of the study.
These include non-workers, non white-collar employees and individuals outside of Europe.
Following this, managers responded to a specific set of questions (Appendix G), while team
members addressed another set of questions (Appendix H). The key questions were likert scale
questions, allowing a ranking from 0 to 5. This was done in order to gather numerical data on
variables such as motivation levels or frequency of behaviors. It allowed us to answer the
research questions regarding how team members perceive their own motivation in various work
settings and how managers were motivating their team members in these different environments.
The survey also included a control question to assess any potential impact. Initially, we intended
to exclude these individuals from the study. However, upon further review, we noted that our
questionnaire asked individuals to respond as if they had a normal day without any external

factors influencing their motivation. Therefore, we decided to include them.

On the last page of the survey, participants were presented with an open-ended question,
allowing them to share any supplementary insights. Additionally, participants were extended an

invitation to engage in further interviews if they expressed interest.

3.3.2 Variables and Hypotheses

To analyze and interpret our data, we needed to define the variables and measures for our
quantitative approach (Creswell, 2014). Because our study aimed to investigate how the work
setting and motivational factors influence motivation levels, the dependent variable in this study
was the reported motivation levels. The independent variables were the number of days worked

from the office and various motivational factors.
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In section 2.3, we depicted which motivational factors we chose to include in our study. We

considered the variables to be the basis of our analysis. The following table summarizes the

variables and how they were utilized in our quantitative study:

Table 4. Included variables summary

Variable(s) Role Type Purpose
Motivation Levels (Team Members) Dependent Ordinal (values To assess the degree to
variable onascale0to5) |which  individuals are

motivated to engage in their
work tasks within different
workplace environments

Days Worked From Home Independent | Ordinal (values To investigate how different

variable on ascale 0to 5) [ workplace environments

influence work motivation
levels

Flexibility; Autonomy; Independent Ordinal (values Explore how the relationship

Social connections and collaboration; onascale 0to5) [between the independent

Emotional connections; variable (workplace) and the

Self-actualization; Alignment of dependent variable (work

individual and organizational goals; motivation) is influenced or

Enjoyment; Work and organizational conditioned by other factors.

culture; Physical environmental

factors; Challenges and complexity;

Material rewards.

(Team Members)

Perceptions of

Perceptions of Motivation Levels Perception Nominal Account for and minimize

(Managers)* Variables (categorical, the influence of extraneous
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Most Motivating Factor (Team
Members)
Most Demotivating Factor (Team

Members)

indicating the
chosen
motivating factor

from the eleven

factors, ensuring a more
accurate assessment of the
relationship between the

independent and dependent

External events.

Perceptions of Most Motivating Factor factors) variables.

(Managers)

Perceptions of Most Demotivating

Factor (Managers)

Demographic factors; Control Nominal & Account for and minimize
Job and educational characteristics; Variables Ordinal the influence of extraneous

factors, ensuring a more
accurate assessment of the
relationship between the
independent and dependent

variables.

* Ordinal variable
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3.3.3 Hypotheses

Given the purpose and research questions of this study, we developed hypotheses in order to
provide statistically based discussion. To recap, the purpose was to compare the factors of
motivation across different work environments by collecting viewpoints from both managers and

team members. The hypotheses aimed to assist the research questions presented in section 1.4.

We intended to test hypotheses in order to assess the impact of various workplace environments
on work motivation and explore the relationships between different motivational factors and
work settings. With regard to the conceptual framework developed in section 2.3, we discovered
that the factors of motivation (here, our variables) had a positive or negative effect on
motivation. Further, since the purpose of our study was to compare motivation across work
environments, we also wanted to see whether there were any differences or not. Therefore, we

hypothesized the following hypotheses to see what our data suggests:

H,: There are significant differences in team members' motivation levels based on the number of

days worked from the office.

H,: There are statistically significant differences in the importance of various motivational
factors  (flexibility, autonomy, social and emotional connections, self-actualization,
organizational goals, enjoyment, work culture, the external environment, and material rewards)

across different work environments

3.3.4 Data Analysis Method

The quantitative aspect of our study was analyzed using statistical methods in Stata, which is a
software used for statistical analyses, giving the possibility to perform statistics and
visualizations (StataNordic, 2024). The advantage of using Stata was that it provides a
comprehensive set of statistical tools, allowing for several tests. It was also the software the
authors were most familiar with, meaning that it minimizes possible measurement errors. The

tables were constructed in Microsoft Excel. The aim of analyzing the data was to evaluate the

42



levels and factors of motivation, and compare them across different work settings. In order to
scrutinize possible differences in motivation levels and factors, we intended to analyze the data
using descriptive statistics, mean comparisons, hypothesis testing and correlations. Due to

insufficient sample size, no regressions were performed.

With the exception of the variables evaluating the most and least motivating factors, we assume
the variables to be ordinal. The ordinal variables have long been debated, where the scale-like
variables can be considered ordinal or interval (Kampen & Swyngedouw, 2000). However, since
we were using a type of likert-scale, we decided to consider our variables as ordinal (Sullivan &
Artino, 2013). Ordinal variables assign categories with a specific order or rank, allowing us to
analyze the relationship between these factors and work motivation within different workplace
environments (Leavy, 2022). This method of analysis was feasible because it allowed us to
recognize patterns in ordinal data and understand how motivation levels and factors are related to

the work environment.

Due to the nature of ordinal variables, we needed to adjust the analysis accordingly and use
non-parametric tests (Sullivan & Artino, 2013). To account for this, we hence utilize Kendall’s
Rank correlation and Kruskal-Wallis Equality-of-populations Rank Test. The Kendall rank
correlation is a nonparametric measure of correlation and a test of independence between the
variables tested for correlation, which was used for ordinal variables (Dodge, 2008).
Kruskal-Wallis test determines if there were significant differences between the medians of three
or more independent groups (Xia, 2020). The benefit of using these was that both account for

ties, which occur when two or more data values are identical. (SAS Institute Inc, 1999)

In addition, it has been debated whether mean is an appropriate measure for ordinal values or not
(Sullivan & Artino, 2013), however, since the reported values in our data are rankings or rating
rather than “agree or disagree” statements, we assessed that mean values could still be utilized in
our analysis. However, the significance test will be done on the median values to align with the
non-parametric nature of the tests. This approach ensures that while we benefit from the

interpretability of means, our statistical output remains robust and appropriate for the data type.
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We chose to utilize this approach because it allowed us to clearly contrast the obtained results
side-by-side, providing an explicit picture of the possible differences. By doing this, we provided
a statistically-backed view of the relationship between motivation and work environment, hence
fulfilling the purpose of our study. The ultimate goal was to see whether we reject the hypotheses
or not. To ensure that the answers to our research questions were valid and reliable, we utilized

statistical tools for testing the goodness of measures (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).

3.4 Discovering Hybrid Work Nuances

Upon collecting the data, it became evident that the number of interviewees and survey
respondents from each work environment was limited. We conducted 11 interviews with team
members. Out of these team members, 1 works 100% in-office, while 1 works 100% remotely.
Additionally, we conducted 9 interviews with managers. Among these managers, 1 works 100%
in the office, while 3 work 100% remotely. For the survey, we received relevant responses from
36 team members: 3 work 100% in-office, 5 work 100% remotely, and the remaining work in a
hybrid arrangement. Among the managers, we received 23 responses: 3 work 100% in-office, 3
work 100% remotely, and the rest in a hybrid setting. This small sample size posed a significant
challenge when comparing and analyzing what motivation means for both team members and

managers across various work environments.

To tackle this challenge, we decided to divide the hybrid category into three subcategories,
defined by the number of days team members spent working in the office (as detailed in Table 5).
This decision was driven not only by the scarcity of literature on hybrid work environments but
also by the tendency to generalize hybrid employees into a single overarching group, despite
their diverse office presence ranging from 2 to 4 days per week. This nuanced approach allows
for a more comprehensive examination of the unique dynamics within hybrid work

arrangements, which differ from the relatively consistent office-based and remote setups.
The aim was to further examine potential variations in motivational factors within the hybrid
group. We aimed to explore whether the specific days spent in the office could potentially impact

their motivation and wanted to investigate this aspect further. This approach enabled us to make
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more precise comparisons between the various work settings. It also facilitated the identification

of unique motivational factors and trends that might have been overlooked in a more generalized

analysis.
Table 5. Participant categories
In-Office Hybrid Remote
Fully Primarily Primarily Hybrid | Primarily Remote | Fully Remote

Office-Based
(work in the office

five days a week)

Office-Based
(work in the office

three or four days

(work in the office

two days a week)

(work in the office
only one day a

week)

(do not work in

the office at all)

a week)

When subdividing the Hybrid category into three distinct groups, we categorized team members
who work in the office 3 or 4 days a week as Primarily Office-Based. This classification
indicates that they spend more than 50% of their week in the office. Team members who spend
two days a week at the office were categorized as Primarily Hybrid, disclosing that they spend
less than 50% of their time in the office. Those who only spend one day a week in the office,
were classified as Primarily Remote. This classification allows for a clearer understanding of the

varying degrees of office presence among employees in the Hybrid category.

Lastly, it is essential to underscore the invaluable insights offered by hybrid team members,
given their exposure to both office and remote work environments. This dual perspective proves
particularly beneficial as it allows us to comprehend how motivation might be shaped by the
specific context of their work at any given moment. Through a detailed examination of the
experiences of these hybrid team members, our study is enriched, offering a more thorough and

nuanced perspective on the factors influencing motivation across diverse work settings.
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3.5 Reliability, Validity, Generalizability and Reflexivity

Ensuring the reliability, validity, generalizability, and reflexivity of our study was central to
producing robust and credible findings. As researchers with backgrounds in social science and
economics, we were equipped with the necessary knowledge and skills to perform the analysis
effectively (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). To guarantee reliability, we adopted a rigid approach to
data collection and analysis. For the qualitative element, we conducted interviews with both
managers and team members, leveraging various recruitment channels to ensure diverse
participation. Each interview was carefully scheduled to accommodate participants' convenience,
conducted online via Google Meet, and recorded for accuracy. Both authors were present during
interviews to maintain consistency, with follow-up questions posed to enrich responses.
Post-interview, each author independently summarized key insights, enhancing reliability

through mutual validation.

The qualitative analysis employed a conventional content analysis approach, allowing themes to
emerge organically from the data. This methodological choice ensured the reliability of our
findings by basing them in participants' experiences and perceptions. Moreover, by employing an
inductive approach, we minimized the risk of researcher bias, further enhancing the reliability of

our interpretations (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).

For the quantitative aspect, we designed an online survey using Google Forms, incorporating
validated measures of motivation. Close-ended questions with Likert scale responses enabled
numerical data collection, enhancing reliability by standardizing responses (Creswell, 2016).
While the survey was initially published in English, participants had the option to translate it,

mitigating language barriers and ensuring comprehensibility.

To uphold validity, we employed established measures of motivation and conducted thorough
pilot testing of the survey. Additionally, we utilized a multi-method approach, triangulating data
from interviews and surveys to support our findings. Statistical advisory from an expert ensured
the quantitative element's validity, minimizing measurement errors and enhancing the robustness

of our analysis.
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Generalizability was sustained through the inclusion of diverse participants from various work
environments across Europe. By capturing a broader range of perceptions, we aimed to give
insights applicable to a wider scope of contexts. Reflexivity was achieved through continuous
reflection on our roles as researchers, acknowledging our biases, assumptions, and prejudices
throughout the study. Moreover, highlighting insignificant findings is crucial for the
advancement of knowledge and the integrity of academic research. By reporting all results,
including those that do not support the hypotheses, researchers contribute to the cumulative body
of evidence and prevent publication bias (Visentin et al., 2019; ALLEA, 2023). This awareness
informed our interpretations and ensured transparency in analyzing the results (Sekaran &

Bougie, 2016).

3.6 Limitations

Despite our attempts to ensure a method that allows for reliability, validity, and generalizability,

as well as minimizing bias, we acknowledged that there were certain limitations to our study.

One of the biggest limitations of our research was the limited number of interviewees and survey
responses from each work environment. This constraint led us to delve into the nuanced aspects
of hybrid work, prompting us to subdivide the hybrid category into three distinct groups based on
the number of days team members worked in the office, as discussed in both section 3.4 and
throughout the remainder of the thesis. This step was taken to address this issue and strengthen

the validity of our findings.

Another limitation we identified was the study's scope was focused on a specific demographic of
white-collar employees in Europe, potentially limiting the generalizability of the findings to
other demographics or geographic regions (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Moreover, despite efforts
to enhance generalizability by including participants from various work environments, the
findings may still have limited generalizability beyond the specific context of the study. Second,
the study employs a cross-sectional design, capturing data at a single point in time. This design

prevents investigating changes in motivation levels over time and limits the ability to identify
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cause-and-effect relationships between variables (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Third, data
collected via surveys and interviews were subject to self-reporting bias, as participants may
provide responses that were influenced by the organization's desirability, potentially skewed by
misinterpretation or other reasons, leading to potential inaccuracies in the data (Sekaran &

Bougie, 2016).

Furthermore, we acknowledge the potential for bias in the analysis of qualitative data, as our
interpretation of participants' responses may influence the findings (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). To
counteract this potential bias, we conducted all interviews collectively and produced a short
summary highlighting our main insights extracted from the interviews. This summary was
crafted separately to allow for unbiased comparison of our individual interpretations. Similarly,
although validated measures of motivation were employed in the quantitative data analysis, there
may still be limitations in the validity of these measures, especially in capturing the diverse

facets of motivation across various work environments (Creswell, 2016).

However, while the study was subject to several limitations as outlined above, we believe that
the chosen methodology offers valuable insights into the complex dynamics of work motivation
across different workplace environments. By acknowledging the limitations, we aim to enhance
the credibility of our research findings. Despite these challenges, the multi-method approach
allows for a comprehensive examination of motivational factors, providing a multifaceted
understanding of the topic. Therefore, while interpreting the results, it was pivotal to consider
these limitations alongside the study's strengths to derive meaningful implications for practice

and future research.

4. Results

The purpose of this study was to investigate the differences in motivation across the in-office,
hybrid and remote work setting, from the perspective of team members and managers. However,
due to the limited number of interviewees and survey responses from each work environment,
we opted to divide the hybrid group into three distinct subgroups. Interestingly, upon analyzing

the qualitative and quantitative data, we did discover that there exist intriguing differences not
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only across these three categories, but within the hybrid category. Individuals who work one day
in the office had different perceptions compared to those who work three or four days in the
office, although all were considered to be hybrid employees and had in previous studies been
grouped into one category. This discovery hence justifies the subdivision of participants into five
categories: (1) individuals working 5 days in-office; (2) individuals working 3 or 4 days
in-office; (3) individuals working 2 days in-office; (3) individuals working 1 day in-office and;
(5) individuals working 0 days in-office, albeit initially driven by the limited number of

participants.

This section, therefore, presents findings derived from both interviews and surveys based on the
five categories mentioned above, offering a comprehensive understanding of our study's
objectives. By combining insights gleaned from qualitative interviews with the broader
quantitative data obtained through surveys, we aim to provide a nuanced perspective on the

phenomenon under investigation.

4.1 Interview Results

The section begins by presenting team members' perceptions of motivation, highlighting how
material rewards are not as crucial as flexibility and how the number of days in the office
influences social and emotional connections as motivators. It also includes the combined results
of all team members’ interviews. Then, it delves into the results of managers' perceptions of
motivation, exploring the strategies they believe can motivate their team members. This covers
the strategies utilized by all hybrid managers and compares them with the strategies employed by
fully office-based and fully remote managers. Lastly, it compares perceptions of motivation

between team members and managers.

4.1.1 Team Members' Perceptions of Motivation

Eleven interviews with team members were conducted: one with a fully office-based member,
one with a fully remote member, and eight with members in hybrid roles. These eight hybrid

interviews were further categorized into three distinct groups based on the number of days spent
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in the office each week (see Table 6). Each interviewee has been assigned a code name that starts
with the category name, such as "fully office-based," followed by the initial of the term "team

member" and a number. This coding system aims to make it easier to identify which category

each interviewee belongs to. The interviews in each category are shown in the table below:

Table 6. Categories for Team Members who took part in the Interviews

In-Office Hybrid Fully Remote
Fully Primarily Primarily Hybrid | Primarily Remote | Fully Remote
Office-Based Office-Based (work in the office | (work in the office | (do not work in
(work in the office | (work in the office | two days a week only one day a | the office at all)
five days a week) | three or four days week)
a week)
™9 ™5 ™1 ™3 T™10
™7 ™2 T™M6
™4
TMS
™11

When the nine interviews with team members who worked in a hybrid setting were further
categorized into three distinct groups and compared with the other two categories, different
patterns were identified based on the number of days spent in the office each week. These
patterns manifested in varying perspectives on the balance between material rewards and

flexibility, as well as differences in valuing social and emotional connections.

The findings indicated that team members who spent fewer days in the office prioritized having
the flexibility to work from home over material rewards and perceive social connections and
collaboration and emotional connections as less critical. On the other hand, those who spent
more days in the office placed less emphasis on material rewards and flexibility, instead

prioritizing the opportunity to foster social and emotional connections with their colleagues.
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4.1.1.1 Material Rewards versus Flexibility

For fully remote and primarily remote team members, material rewards were considered the least
critical compared to the flexibility of working from home. Fully remote TM 10 valued the ability
to work from anywhere with his laptop, which allowed him to travel and organize his time more
easily. He claimed, "Flexibility matters more than salary." On the other hand, both primarily
remote team members emphasized the importance of flexibility due to concerns about
commuting. Even with a salary increase, primarily remote TM3 hesitated about transitioning to

full-time office work, valuing the freedom to choose their work location.

Primarily Remote TM3: “I will have to consider it...And I think the opportunity of this
kind of freedom of being able to do home office or just attending to the office. It would be
a decision to consider and to think a little bit about it. I guess that part of the benefits of
not attending to the office is no matter how far you are from the office, you can start

working [anywhere].”

Similarly, primarily remote TM6 expressed a preference for remote work, indicating a
willingness to pursue other job opportunities if confined to the office or to accept a lower salary

in exchange for fully remote work.

Primarily Remote TM6: “I'm okay with this like for example, if you work from home
100%, then you get less salary but you have more support on the office facilities. For
example, like a better screen that is the same as the office... but then I get a lower salary
then I'm fine because I don't need to commute. For example, for now when I commute [
[have to] buy a monthly ticket... and if they ask me to be [fully] in the office again, I will
probably look for another job.”

For primarily hybrid team members working in the office two days a week, while one individual
believed it was not feasible due to the nature of their job, the rest were willing to adjust their
compensation packages to accommodate a different work arrangement, whether transitioning
from hybrid to fully remote or fully office-based. However, they prioritized evaluating the

opportunity cost associated with this change. This evaluation entailed determining if a salary
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increase would sufficiently offset expenses like commuting costs or the time spent commuting if
they were to work exclusively in the office, in addition to potential additional expenses like
energy or internet costs if working fully remotely. Yet, it appeared that an increase solely
covering these expenses might not be sufficient, as the cost of their flexibility to work between

the office and home is not negligible.

Primarily Hybrid TM1: “I mean you have to pay me a lot to ask me to go to the office

1]

100% percent. Because then, you are also buying my time to commute there.’

Primarily Hybrid TM4: “If they force me back 100% to the office I would not be happy ...
and then I would expect whatever the compensation...first for the energy or Internet or

1

whatever...’

Primarily Hybrid TMS8: “Everything has its price, so I mean if they offer two million

1

euros a year [for me to work from the office 100%], then I'll be more than up for them.’

Primarily Hybrid TM11: “No, I don't think I would do that. I think I would require a little
personal sacrifice...it's more important you can have the freedom to choose where to
work than the salary itself... if you actually sit and do the calculations [for the costs] to
travel... then it doesn't really change anything, but then I'll be more tired and I'll have

less time to myself, you know.”

For primarily office-based team members who spend three to four days a week in the office,
primarily office-based TMS5 expressed a willingness to consider adjustments to his compensation
package to adapt to a different work arrangement. However, he emphasized that "it is not
completely up to them to decide, and there is a price for it," echoing sentiments shared by the
primarily hybrid team members. This suggested a recognition of potential trade-offs or
implications associated with altering their work setup. He also mentioned during the interview

that having social interactions with colleagues is more important than most other things.

52



Primarily office-based TM7 also emphasized that salary holds less significance compared to the
opportunity to cultivate relationships with colleagues in person. This underscores the
significance of having the flexibility to opt for an extra day in the office, despite the company's
mandate of three days a week. It also highlighted the importance of interpersonal connections,

both of which carry more weight than material rewards alone.

Primarily office-based TM7: “My job before was a hundred percent remotely, and that
was actually one of the reasons why [ wanted to change ... because when you don't have
any connections and a network, I did find that really hard... I just moved to [a new
country] so I didn't know that many people outside of work either. So I found it a bit
lonely and a bit difficult... I did take a pay cut moving from that job to my current job
specifically so that I would have an office to go into and colleagues to work with...having

a manager who is very flexible on your hours is more important than money.”

Similarly, fully office-based TM9 expressed that money was not the most important factor,
saying, "I dont get motivated by the money. I would rather do something meaningful that 1
enjoy." Even if offered a hybrid work arrangement, he enjoyed having the freedom to choose
working in the office five days a week. This allowed him to have access to proper equipment and
engage in work-related conversations with colleagues, enabling him to learn new things and be

exposed to information he otherwise would not have known

While each group held distinct perspectives on the relative importance of material rewards
versus preferred work arrangements, a common thread emerged: the majority prioritized the
flexibility to choose between working from home and in the office over material rewards. This
indicated a collective recognition among participants that the ability to tailor their work
environment to their personal preferences held greater significance than financial incentives
alone. However, fully and primarily remote team members appeared more hesitant to give up the
ability to work from home compared to other categories, while primarily and fully office-based
team members did not seem to mind sacrificing the flexibility of remote work but placed greater

importance on social connections than material rewards.
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4.1.1.2 Social and Emotional Connections vs Number of Days in the Office

When evaluating the importance of social and emotional connections as motivational factors,
fully and primarily office-based team members emphasized both social and emotional
connections, while primarily hybrid team members predominantly prioritized social connections.
Conversely, fully and primarily remote team members did not consider them as crucial compared

to the other groups.

Fully office-based TM9 emphasized the importance of social connections, particularly in
nurturing team spirit. He highlighted, "If the team morale is low, it affects my motivation as
well." When addressing emotional connections, he stressed the crucial role of psychological
safety, where he could express concerns without fear of causing offense. Emotional connections
were integral to his job satisfaction, as he firmly stated, "If I am not emotionally connected to the
job... I will move on." This highlighted how a supportive team environment and emotional

fulfillment were essential factors influencing his commitment and engagement in his work.

Similar patterns were identified among the primarily office-based team members. As discussed
in the previous section, primarily office-based TM7 opted to accept a lower salary in her new
position to work in the office rather than remotely full-time, primarily for the opportunity of
in-person interactions with her colleagues. For her, it was less about where she was working and
rather about which social connections she gained. She emphasized that “feeling unheard or
ignored by others” was the most significant demotivating factor for her at work. Additionally,
she highlighted that colleagues showing interest in her personal life would greatly impact her
work motivation when we were talking about how emotional connections influence her work

motivation.

Primarily office-based TM7: “I think it's just if people are a little bit interested in like
your personal life as well, and just ask about your family or ask about what's happening
in your life. It's not just work. It makes people a bit more real. I think that makes a huge

)

difference to me.’
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Simultaneously, primarily office-based TM5 emphasized the significance of social connections
as "a big motivating factor" for him. He expressed that he felt more motivated when he could
collaborate closely with his colleagues, highlighting that building emotional connections was
essential for fostering long-term engagement in work. For him, establishing connections with
colleagues ranked as the most important motivational factor, while the lack of in-person
interactions (which he experienced during the COVID-19 pandemic) stood out as the most
significant demotivating factor. He even remarked, "It was worth commuting an hour to work for
the social aspect," indicating his willingness to commute despite the long distance between his
home and workplace. This highlighted his personal decision to spend three days a week in the

office, which was not mandated by the company policy.

For primarily hybrid team members, emotional connections were not as highly prioritized, while
social connections remain emphasized. They unanimously expressed that the primary reason for
going to the office was to engage in social interactions, stating desires to "meet someone,"
"socialize with colleagues," “have face-to-face meetings”, “get some exposure”. Three of them
emphasized the significance of social connections, particularly in-person interactions, in
connection to motivation. Primarily hybrid TM2 articulated that "good social relationships make
me enjoy the work more, and it makes me stay," emphasizing the importance of simple
interactions like "having someone to say good morning and to mean it." Similarly, primarily
hybrid TMI11 described social connections as "super important" to her, emphasizing the
significance of collaboration and feeling comfortable asking questions. She noted, "/It is] really
important to have that collaborative aspect that you feel comfortable to ask questions and you
have that idea that everyone will help each other. So I think that really helps the motivation and
in terms of you not feeling alone... especially if you are struggling.” Additionally, both primarily
hybrid TM2 and primarily hybrid TM4 highlighted how working with individuals they cannot

get along with serves as a demotivating factor.

During interviews with primarily remote team members, it became evident that they do not place
as much value on social and emotional connections compared to the other two groups. This was
apparent not only because they did not discuss social and emotional connections as extensively

as the other groups but also because one participant mentioned that emotional connections were
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"not something to bear in mind", while another expressed that she could seek "social life outside
of work" instead. Similarly, fully remote TM10 expressed that he found “greater importance in
social connections in others, rather than my colleagues”, and described emotional connections as

“not so related to his motivation”.

In summary, the findings suggested that team members who opted to spend more days working
in the office tended to place greater importance on social and emotional connections. However, it
is crucial to recognize that the number of days in the office was not the sole determinant of how
these connections influenced their motivation at work. Other factors such as the nature of the job

and personality also played significant roles, as were further explored in the next section.

4.1.1.3 The Combined Results of all Team Members’ Interviews

Upon analyzing the insights from the eleven interviews, notable patterns emerged beyond the
importance of flexibility as a motivational factor, as illustrated in section 4.1.1.1. The findings
indicated that autonomy, social connections, self-actualization, enjoyment, physical
environmental factors, the challenges and complexity of tasks, and work and organizational
culture could impact work motivation to varying degrees. Conversely, organizational goals

tended to either act as a demotivator or had minimal impact.

In relation to autonomy, nearly all team members agreed it is a crucial motivating factor
regardless of their respective categories. They expressed sentiments such as, "It encourages me
to bring in more customers as I have lots of rights and freedom," and "I'm happy with the amount
of autonomy; I feel very committed and motivated. It boosts productivity." Others mentioned, "/t
motivates a lot because I can take the time to analyze things, not be influenced by others, and
have my judgment," and "I'm happy with the level of autonomy; it has a huge influence on

motivation."
Fully Office-Based TM9. “It affects motivation a lot. The enthusiasm of doing a task and

how involved in a specific task. So if I know what I have to do, then I want to be left alone

to do it and then deliver the results and not to be that we have someone who always tells

56



me how to do it.”’

Fully Remote TM10: “It's motivating a lot because I can organize and do the things on
my own and how I want to do it. If my manager micromanages, it will be more stressful

for me...feeling the need to present the data everyday, it decrease my motivation.”

Primarily Hybrid TM11: “Yeah, definitely. I think that's one of the main things that I think
that's motivating. If you don't have autonomy, then you feel like demotivated because you
think like I'm not in charge or I don't have ownership over my own schedule or whatever.
It makes you feel like less purpose and you feel less driven to achieve like a certain

thing.”

Concerning social connections and collaboration, a significant majority of them, except those
who work in the office less than one day a week (fully remote and primarily remote), emphasized
its importance as a motivator. They emphasized the value of office attendance for in-person
interactions, favoring activities like "small talks," "coffee breaks," and "lunch" over mere
meetings to foster a sense of belonging and connectedness within the team. Additionally, they
noted that face-to-face interaction held a unique significance compared to visual interaction, with
remarks such as "It's not the same [compared] to online interaction," "It's not very easy to
establish [social connections] via a screen", “You never quite build the same relationship in

[online] meeting".

Primarily Hybrid TM1: “We will meet actually once per quarter. So some of us will just
fly into one office and we will meet physically as a team. Those days are really really
valuable because then you can actually sit and brainstorm right with a whiteboard and so
on... So from a work perspective that will actually motivates me a lot. Because if you

’

have question, you just clarify right right away in the meeting room.’
For teams spread across different countries, arranging periodic face-to-face meetings was crucial.

These gatherings not only strengthened interpersonal bonds but also enhanced collaboration and

understanding among geographically dispersed team members. Some expressed that they "work
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better with people I've already met and like" and found it "easier to build trust through in-person

interaction."

When discussing self-actualization, most team members indicated that having the opportunity for
self-actualization was important. Several noted that it was a primary reason for their continued
commitment to the company. However, the majority of them emphasized that self-actualization
should be considered a background factor, as its importance varies depending on the employee's

life stage and needs.

Primarily office-based TM7: “I think it kind of depends on what for me and what state of
life I've been at. What motivates me. Sometimes probably being a bit more ambitious than
others than other times... but I think the opportunity to grow is very important. Yeah, if
you just know maybe it's not the right time right now, but then six months down the line

you might be ready for it to know that there is the potential.”

Primarily office-based TMS : “Those were things that motivated me to take this job in the
first place... I would say that now that I have a small kid. My motivations have changed a
little bit. It's now more about having work-life balance and feeling satisfied at work.
Before I had a kid and with previous jobs, I could feel more that I needed to have that
development and personal growth from the work itself, and to work on project that 1 felt

matter. So I guess my focus have shifted.”

Even though we did not have a specific question regarding enjoyment, as it is an abstract concept
that can arise from various aspects, we recognized its importance in the overall motivation of
team members. As mentioned earlier, primarily hybrid TM2 said that good social relationships
made him enjoy the work more and want to stay in the company. Additionally, fully office-based
TMO stated that money was not as important as doing something he enjoyed. Similarly, primarily
hybrid TM4 claimed, “What motivated me most was that I could work in [this] industry, so my
personal interests. Because it was my dream since I was in high school to work [in this
industry].” Others derived their enjoyment from factors such as "the opportunities to develop,"

"the flexibility to choose the workplace and the way to work," or "the ability to take part in any
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small projects I want," which stemmed from other motivational factors. Two of them even
mentioned that what motivated them the most was “the work task itself... to work on something [

am interested in,” or simply “enjoying the work.”

In terms of physical environmental factors, some of them discussed how the office setting had a
demotivating effect on their work. Primarily hybrid TM2 described how the separation of
everyone into different departments rather than sitting together in the same room had dampened
his work morale. Additionally, both primarily remote TM6 and primarily hybrid TM8 expressed
that they could perform better at home because there were too many people in the office, making

it difficult for them to concentrate.

Primarily Remote TM6. “I don't want to be in the office. We we have a lot of colleagues.
There are many buildings, and the buildings that I go, we have half of the floor that is for
our team. We are a team of 60, but then there are only 30 desks...So every time when I'm
in the office, I struggle with finding a bigger screen, and then I always need to sit in some
round tables or some areas with no screen or is not quite at all that I cannot really

concentrate. 1 find it very struggling. So I really dislike going to the office.”

Primarily Hybrid TMS: “When I work from the office, I think it's pretty noisy and doesn't
really suit my kind of line of work in a lot of ways, where it does require a lot of deep
thinking and being in an environment where you don't have a lot of distractions. I think

that doesn't really lend itself well to to the office environment, unfortunately.”

While a poor office environment could discourage people from going to the office, conversely, if
the home environment was not conducive to work and the office could provide basic needs, good

equipment, and a quiet space, then it became a motivator.

Fully Office-Based TM9: “I don't have my own house or apartment. It's rented. I don't
have the proper setup at home... in emergency situations I can work from home, but |
don't feel comfortable... In the office, I will be able to be away from noise and be focus...

I mean as long as I have the basic things, good equipment and some quiet space, it's fine
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for me. I mean it doesn't have to be fancy like Google or other companies that give you

everything... Just the basic thing.”

For challenges and complexity, nearly everyone agreed that it was a crucial motivator. They
conveyed feelings such as "I like the challenge," "It makes you better," "It motivates you to go
on," "I need it so I will not get bored with the things that I am doing," and "It allows me to think
of a creative way to do things, not just the normal route." At the same time, they also emphasized
the importance of striking the right balance when it came to challenging and complex tasks, as
illustrated by statements like "4 fine line exists where a project can become demotivating. When
it lacks challenge, it is boring. When it is sufficiently challenging, it is motivating. Yet, when it is
overly challenging, it becomes demotivating," and "It is crucial to find the right balance—not too

easy, not too hard."

Fully Remote TM10: “Challenging in my job is something that I'm missing so in this
period I'm not so motivated... not growing in my role where I am because the road is
completely blocked is decreasing my motivation... I think that my motivation is direct

related to it.”’

Regarding work and organizational culture, it was also a significant motivator for most of them.
For instance, primarily hybrid TM1 claimed, "/ think the culture is quite important for me as a
motivator. It makes me proud to be their employee." Similarly, primarily hybrid TM4 said,
"That's good for motivation. I perform best when no one blames me for my mistakes at work."
Fully remote TM10 stated, "4 friendly and supportive culture. All the people are always open to
help you. It increases motivation a lot." These instances demonstrate how a positive culture can
enhance motivation. However, when the work culture was poor, it becomes a demotivator, as
primarily hybrid TM8 mentioned, "The lack of a unified culture is not contributing to my
motivation, and perhaps it is negatively impacting my motivation." Fully Office-Based TM9
further illustrated how positive and negative culture could have polarizing effects on motivation,

he articulated:
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“In terms of the culture, if I see a positive culture that also aligns with my values,
obviously it has a huge impact... If everyone wants to do their job to the best of their
possibilities and wants to do the job to contribute and help the clients, then it motivates a
lot... I also worked on a bit of more toxic culture, by toxic I mean it didn't align with my
values where every colleagues was kind of trying to compete with other colleagues, |

don't feel comfortable in those environments. So obviously, I don't want to work there.”

However, on the other hand, most of them did not find organizational goals motivating and
perceive them as irrelevant. One reason was that they perceived organizational goals as merely
assigned tasks they must complete to help the organization generate profit, without any
opportunity for personal input. They expressed sentiments like "The employees just have to
follow and there is nothing they could do about it" and "It is just attached to KPls (key
performance indicators)", “If the organizational goals are just to increase profit, then I ignore it
completely”. Another reason was that they found the organizational goals disconnected from
their daily responsibilities. They felt that these goals were too high-level and did not feel like
they could contribute directly. As primarily hybrid TMS8 put it, "If it does not link to my daily
task, it does not really motivate me or play a role." Moreover, a few of them mentioned that for
goals to act as motivators, they must align with their personal values and resonate with their

career ambitions.

To sum up, the overall result demonstrated that the factors perceived as motivating by team
members were highly situational and personal. When queried about the factors that most
influence their motivation, the responses were notably diverse and reflective of each individual's
unique circumstances. For instance, both primarily office-based TM7 and primarily hybrid TM1
highlighted the importance of social connections at work due to their immigrant background.
Others highlighted seemingly every-day-like yet impactful factors such as commute time or train

delays, which significantly affect their perception of flexibility.

The transition to parenthood also emerged as a pivotal turning point for many, where flexibility
began to outweigh self-actualization as a primary motivator. This shift reflected the evolving

priorities and responsibilities that accompany major life changes. As fully office-based TM9
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aptly noted, "For me personally, it's a bit difficult to draw a line between personal life and work
life. So problems at home affect my performance at work and the other way around. Performance
at work or problems at work affect my personal life as well.” This highlighted the intricate
interplay between personal and professional aspects, particularly during life transitions such as
relocating abroad or becoming a parent, where the lines between the two become increasingly

blurred.

Additionally, it was important to acknowledge that not all team members had the same degree of
flexibility in shaping their work environment. Some roles inherently entailed constraints that
limited autonomy, such as those involving frequent client interactions or rigid procedural
requirements. In such cases, the challenge was to accommodate individual preferences with the

practical demands of the job.

All these insights highlighted the complex interplay between individual preferences, life
circumstances, and job requirements in determining what drove motivation in the workplace. By
recognizing and accommodating these diverse needs, organizations could better foster a

supportive and motivating work environment for all team members.

4.1.2 Managers' Perceptions of Motivation

Nine interviews were conducted with managers: one works fully office-based, three work fully
remote, and five work in a hybrid arrangement. Each interviewee has been assigned a code name
that starts with the category name, such as "fully office-based," followed by the initial of
"manager" and a number. This coding system aims to make it easier to identify which category

each interviewee belongs to. The interviews in each category are shown in the table below:
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Table 7. Categories for Managers who took part in the Interviews

In Office Hybrid Remote
Fully Primarily Primarily Hybrid | Primarily Remote | Fully Remote
Office-Based Office-Based (work in the office | (work in the office | (do not work in
(work in the office | (work in the office | two days a week) |[only one day a [ the office at all)
five days a week) | three or four days week)

a week)
M2 Ml M4 * Do not have any | M7

M3 M5 participant M8

M6 M9

When categorizing the five interviews with managers who worked in a hybrid setting into three
distinct groups, we observed a commonality in the strategies they believed they could employ to
motivate their teams, regardless of the number of days they worked in the office each week.
However, upon comparing these insights with those from the managers who were fully

office-based and fully remote, slight differences emerged in the strategies they emphasized

In the hybrid setting, managers emphasized the importance of building social connections,
fostering a personal understanding of team members, and granting autonomy as key strategies to
maintain motivation among their team members. Meanwhile, both fully office-based and fully
remote managers also prioritized these strategies. However, fully office-based managers tended
to additionally value positive organizational culture and using social activities as a means of
integrating challenges into work tasks, while fully remote managers focused more on

accountability.

4.1.2.1 The Strategies Utilized in Hybrid Setting

For managers in any hybrid settings, the majority emphasized the importance of self-organized
social activities in creating social connections when asked about their approach to keep team

members motivated. For those who worked alongside their team members in the same office,
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they organized activities such as "Beer Friday," "Interval Runs," "Swimming Club," or simply
had breakfast or lunch together. For team members located in different countries, they arranged
virtual activities like "Live cooking on Teams Meeting," "Treasure Hunts to guess the next team
gathering location," and also prioritized traveling frequently to meet up with these team
members in person, allowing for the organization of team social activities. They believed that

these activities could maintain morale and foster unity within the team.

Besides arranging social activities, many also believed that cultivating a personal understanding
of team members allowed them to tailor motivational strategies accordingly. This involved
gaining insight into both work-related and personal aspects of their team members' lives by
actively listening to individual needs and finding ways to accommodate the current situation. It
involved aspects such as understanding the nature of the team members' needs as well as their

cultural backgrounds.

Primarily Hybrid M5: “/In my team], a lot of them are senior engineering positions. 1
know nothing about engineering, so I can't help them. They have told me that they like to
work alone... So I have said you decide yourself. If you work 30 hours a week or if you
work six days a week. I don't care, you do what you need to do to. To get the deliveries

though.

Primarily Office-Based M1: “Depends on the cultures... and I see that maybe often that
especially in [some countries], they like more systematic approaches. They need more
specific instructions on what to do and how to do it. That's fine, when I get such feedback

from them that they want that, then I will do that”

Almost all of them mentioned using one-on-one meetings as a way to familiarize themselves
with their team members. While some utilized tools, models, or guidelines provided by HR to
assist in this process, others developed their own methods. During these meetings, they actively
asked questions, listened, and provided and received feedback, aiming to gather as much
information as possible. Subsequently, they reflected on this information and took action to tailor

a personalized approach to motivate each team member.
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However, they also pointed out that they found it challenging to motivate team members located
in other countries, where face-to-face interaction was absent. This lack of in-person interaction
hindered their ability to gain a deep understanding of these team members compared to those

who were in the same office.

Primarily Office-Based M1: “There was a person that I hadn't really seen because she's
very quiet in Teams meeting. And then I saw her physically. We were spending a week
together... and now I made her team lead because I saw that she was ready for it... she
has always been awesome, but I saw the potential in her and I hadn't seen that through

)

the screen. But I saw it physically when [ was there.’

Primarily Office-Based M3: “I do feel more comfortable when having a face-to-face
contact with my employees. I think I thrive working from the office... It is much easier to
have certain conversations like over a coffee or just leaning over a table and then asking
how did that meeting went or have you remembered to do that thing or another thing... |
think I do have tend to have a much better in control and be in better relationship with
employees that I am physically present in the office with, when it comes to managing a

1

team.’

Primarily Hybrid M4: “[In the] hybrid setting, sometimes, it lacks the possibility to see
and feel, that you can miss things... There is something about seeing each other ... create
that space to be seen or heard, and these small things like checking in when you're
coming, have a chat, or just saying good morning...you do build relationships in another
way when you've seen each other, see each other body languages, you speak to each

other after the meetings... things that like just gives you another bond.”

Primarily Office-Based M6: “I think it's always important that you have met face-to-face
[meeting], then it becomes easier to meet [online]... because then it's a lot easier to have
the communication and because you can read them better, it just builds a better

relationship.”
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Especially when some of them emphasized that online meetings lack informal aspects,
describing it as “Do not have the informal aspect”, lacking the spontaneous and casual
interactions found in face-to-face settings. In an online meeting, one needed to schedule a
specific time and describe the purpose of the meeting beforehand, leaving less room for
spontaneous conversation. Team members mainly focused on work-related topics, with limited
opportunities for small talks or casual interactions like those found during coffee breaks or

in-person meetings.

When discussing finding the balance between providing support and autonomy to their team
members, nearly all of them emphasized their aversion to micromanagement, viewing it as
discouraging. Instead, they highlighted the significance of trust, alongside being available when
needed, actively listening, and providing guidance when necessary, highlighting the importance

of emotional connections:

Primarily Office-Based M3: “I trust my employees and I'm not a big fan of
micromanagement. So I'm giving quite a bit of space and freedom for my employees to be
able to resolve their tasks by themselves, and again, should this be difficult, then I would

’

step in of course.’

Primarily Hybrid M4: “As soon as you start micromanagement, that is when you start
Stepping into people's motivation that lowers people's motivation... It has a negative tone
to it... It's about finding that balance and I think the best tool is the coaching way. So it's
like listening, saying why and then start having a dialogue around like what can you do
about it... give them the opportunities to solve it themselves, guide them through the

process instead of telling them what to do.”
Primarily Office-Based M6: “Detailed management would not go well for my team. I

would say we don't do micromanagement. And I think that would be demotivating for

most of them... but then you need a high level of trust.”
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In summary, managers in hybrid settings prioritized social connections to maintain team
motivation. Additionally, they emphasized the importance of understanding each team member's
background and job to tailor motivational approaches accordingly. One-on-one meetings played
a crucial role in building rapport with team members, although motivating remote members
presents challenges due to the lack of face-to-face interaction. Managers expressed concerns
about online meetings lacking informal aspects, preferring in-person interactions for clearer
communication. They perceived micromanagement as a demotivating factor to their team
members, granting them autonomy based on trust, and standing in the background to offer

support and guidance when needed, highlighting the importance of emotional connections.

4.1.2.2 The Differences in Strategies Across Various Work environments

As highlighted earlier, managers in all hybrid environments viewed social connections,
understanding each team member, and granting autonomy while building emotional connections
as effective strategies for motivating their teams. While fully office-based and fully remote
managers also employed the strategies used by hybrid managers, they prioritized other strategies
they deemed more important in motivating their team members. The fully office-based manager
placed greater emphasis on having a positive organizational culture that could assist to build
social connections, and using social activities as a means of integrating challenges into work
tasks, rather than solely for socializing purposes. In contrast, fully remote managers prioritized

accountability as a primary motivational strategy.

Unlike hybrid managers who organized social activities themselves to build social connections,
the fully office-based manager relied on activities organized by the company to foster these
connections. Fully office-based M2 emphasized that maintaining a positive organizational
culture was the most crucial strategy for keeping his team motivated. He highlighted the
company's initiatives in organizing various forms of entertainment, such as parties and games,
and providing incentives like company breakfasts, lunches, refreshments, and trips for achieving

sales targets. These efforts, he believed, significantly contribute to his team's motivation.

He particularly emphasized the importance of the company's "competition challenge," which

took place every four weeks, in driving motivation within his team. This challenge entailed a
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full-day event where team members compete to achieve the highest sales by reaching out to
various companies. Continuous feedback was given throughout the day to foster improvement.
He believed that this challenge not only boosts team morale but also added an element of fun to

the work environment.

On the other hand, all three fully remote managers placed emphasis on "accountability" as the
primary driver of motivation among their team members. Fully remote M7 believed that
instilling a sense of accountability involved assigning clear responsibilities and deadlines,
fostering a feeling of ownership, particularly when interacting directly with clients, which she

believed led to enhanced performance.

Fully remote M7: “I think the most powerful tool is really the accountability. It's like
when people do feel responsible for the project from the beginning to the end... to make
them feel responsible and accountable for that project... to make them face the client and
feel like responsible in front of the client...it's a very good motivator and make them

2

accountable for the result and the quality of their work.

Likewise, fully remote M9 also stressed the importance of having a weekly agenda and
establishing goals to ensure accountability among team members. They conducted weekly

Monday morning calls to review the previous week's progress and planed for the week ahead.

Full remoter M9: “After I found our goal, I brought everyone onto the same page. Asked
for their feedback... That made everyone instantly motivated because now they had a

clear goal and they had a leader taking steps towards reaching that goal.”

Furthermore, fully remote M8 mentioned assigning accountability to her team members by
involving them in client presentations. This could involve either listening to her present or giving
them the opportunity to present if they desired, allowing them to choose which part of the

presentation they would like to deliver.
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Fully remote M8: “When we have a presentation for clients, even if they were not
presenting, I invited the team who worked on the project to be there for the presentation. [
It's just for them to see how it's presented to the client. And then we usually do the next
presentation half and half, and I let them choose which of the half they want to do...

that's how they will improve to be honest.”

However, the limited number of interviews conducted with managers who work exclusively in
traditional office settings was insufficient to draw conclusive comparisons or insights. Further
data collection and analysis are necessary to establish meaningful patterns or differences between

these managerial contexts.

4.1.3 Perceptions of Motivation: Team Members versus Managers

When comparing team members' perceptions of their own motivation with the strategies
managers believed could motivate their teams, both groups placed significant emphasis on social

connections and autonomy.

Both team members and managers recognized social connections as crucial motivational drivers.
In a hybrid work environment, most prioritized face-to-face meetings, even if it involved travel
or commuting, acknowledging their importance in fostering strong connections. The majority of
them agreed that in-person meetings were the most effective means to accomplish work tasks
and enhance interpersonal relationships, which were crucial for cultivating a sense of belonging

and unity within the team.

Autonomy was also identified as a fundamental motivational factor for both team members and
managers. They agreed that granting individuals the freedom to manage their tasks and
responsibilities without excessive oversight builds trust and empowerment. This autonomy not
only boosted motivation but also stimulated creativity and innovation within the team, as
highlighted by primarily remote TM6, who expressed that taking on different short-term projects
provided her with a creative approach to tasks. Both team members and managers acknowledged

that autonomy was crucial for sustaining high levels of engagement and productivity.
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On the other hand, team members also recognized the importance of having the flexibility to
choose working from home or the office, maintaining a proper balance of challenging and
complex tasks, achieving self-actualization, nurturing a positive work and organizational culture,
and cultivating a positive office environment (including factors such as tranquility and access to
necessary equipment) as drivers of motivation at work. However, apart from primarily hybrid
M5 mentioned giving her team members the flexibility to choose one's work time, fully
office-based M2 who discussed the benefits of competitive challenges and a positive
organizational culture, and primarily office-based M3 who addressed basic needs and the work
environment, very few managers acknowledged these factors as potential methods to motivate
their team members. This discrepancy highlighted a potential gap between team members'
perceptions of their own motivation and the strategies managers believe can motivate their
teams. It underscored the need for greater awareness and consideration among managers

regarding the multifaceted elements that contribute to team members' motivation.

It was evident from the interviews that the mismatch between managerial strategies and team
members’ perceptions of motivation could be due to differences in leadership styles. These
differences influenced what managers viewed as the most motivational factors, thereby shaping
their strategies. When asked about the factors they believed most influence their team members'
motivation, the responses were notably diverse and reflective of each individual's leadership
approach. For instance, primarily hybrid M5 described her leadership style as "laid-back" and
"flexible." When asked how she deals with team members with low motivation, she stated,
"Giving them the flexibility and trust is the success factor," highlighting her belief that flexibility
was the most motivational factor. This diversity underscored the complexity of motivation and
suggests that a one-size-fits-all strategy may not be effective. Instead, understanding the unique
dynamics of each team member and adapting leadership styles to meet these needs may be

crucial for fostering motivation.
Additionally, despite the existence of a gap, it was important to note that nearly all managers

prioritized fostering a personal understanding of team members to tailor a personalized

motivational approach. As highlighted in section 4.1.1.3, team members' motivating factors were
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intricately linked to their individual circumstances and preferences. By integrating this
personalized approach into their motivational strategy, managers demonstrated that they are
moving in the right direction. It guides the managers to recognize the importance of
comprehending both work-related and personal aspects of team members, allowing them to grasp
the ever-evolving motivating factors influenced by individual situations and preferences.
Ultimately, this comprehension leads them to realize that offering challenging and complex
tasks, providing opportunities for self-actualization, having a positive work and organizational
culture, and taking into account the physical work environment also significantly contribute to
motivating team members. By understanding and integrating these aspects into their motivational

strategies, managers can foster a more conducive and inspiring work environment.

4.2 Survey results

The following subsection presents the results obtained from the survey. All output is based on the
participants within the scope of the study, unless otherwise stated. The aim is to present an
analysis of the results to draw conclusions about levels, factors, and perceptions of motivation
across different work environments. This analysis serves as a foundation for the discussion and
conclusion of our study. It begins by describing the participants. Thereafter, it delves into
statistical measures of motivation levels and factors across various work environments. Lastly, it

compares the results from team members with those from managers.

The team members and managers were categorized into five groups to maintain consistency with
the interview results for later comparisons (see Table 8). It depicts the three main groups
(in-office, hybrid, and fully remote), as well as the subgroups within the hybrid category. It also
shows the shortened names for the groups, which were used in the tables and charts of analysis.
From the survey, we obtained in total 100 respondents. Six individuals were removed due to
being blue-collar employees, leaving 94 participants, as shown in Table 10. Because the focus of
our study is individuals within Europe, further 35 participants were excluded. Therefore, the total

number of observations analyzed were 59, where 36 were team members and 23 were managers.
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Table 8. Categories for survey respondents

In-Office

Hybrid

Fully Remote

Fully Office-Based
(work in the office

five days a week)

Shortened name: 5

days

Primarily
Office-Based

(work in the office
three or four days a

week)

Shortened name: 4 or

3 days

Primarily Hybrid
(work in the office

two days a week)

Shortened name: 2

days

Primarily Remote
(work in the office

only one day a week)

Shortened name: 1

day

Fully Remote
(do not work in the

office at all)

Shortened name: 0

days

Team Members: 3
(8.33%)
Managers: 3
(13.04%)

Team Members: 13
(36.11%)
Managers: 9
(39.13%)

Team Members: 4
(11.11%)
Managers: 3
(13.04%)

Team Members: 11
(30.56%)
Managers: 5
(21.74%)

Team Members: 5
(13.89%)
Managers: 3
(13.04%)

4.2.2 Comparison of Motivation Levels: Team Members versus Managers

Table 9 presents the reported mean levels of motivation by team members across various work

environments, alongside managers’ perceptions of their team members’ motivation levels. The

highest motivation levels were found among those working fully remote, with a mean value of

4.4, followed by those working fully in-office with a mean value of 4.333. The lowest motivation

levels were reported for those working 4 or 3 days in the office (primarily office-based), with a

mean motivation level of 3.769. Managers' perceptions aligned with these findings, indicating

they generally perceived team members' motivation levels accurately across different work

environments.
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Table 9. Comparison of mean motivation levels across work environments

Team Members' Mean Motivation Level, by Days Worked in the Office
Days From Office 5 days 4 or 3 days 3days 1 day 0 days Total
N 3(8.3%) 13(36.1%)  4(11.1%)  11(30.6%)  5(13.9%) | 36(100.0%)
Mean Motivation Level 4.333 (0.577) 3.769 (0.439) 4.250 (0.500) 3.727 (0.647) 4.400 (0.548) | 3.944 (0.583)

Managers' Perceptions on Motivation Level (Mean), by Days Worked in the Office
Days From Home 5 days 4 or 3 days 3 days 1day 0 days Total
N 3(13.0%) 9 (39.1%) 3(13.0%)  5(21.7%)  3(13.0%) | 23(100.0%)
Mean Motivation Level 4.333 (0.577) 3.556 (1.667) 4.000 (0.000) 3.800 (0.447) 4.333(0.577)| 3.870 (1.100)

The mean motivation levels reported by team members show no clear trend as the days worked
from the office decrease, as the values fluctuate in the hybrid subgroups. However, we did
observe that the most motivated team members were either fully remote or fully in-office. To
determine if these differences were statistically significant, we conducted a Kruskal-Wallis
Equality-of-Populations rank test, as discussed in section 3.3.4. The results were summarized in
Table 10. For median values of motivation that the Kruskal-Willis was measured on, see

Appendix J.

Table 10. Significance test for motivation levels for team members

Kruskal-Wallis Equality-of-populations Rank Test

Days from Office Obs Rank sum
5 days 3 73.00
4 or 3days 13 207.00
2 days 4 92.50
1day " 167.00
0 days 5 126.50

chi2(4) = 5.642  chi2(4) with ties = 8.128
Prob = 0.2275 Prob =0.0870*
***n<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1

Given the ordinal nature of the motivation levels (values 0 to 5), we assumed ties and focused on
the p-value reported with ties. The Kruskal-Wallis test output showed a p-value of 0.0870, which
was greater than the conventional significance level of 0.05. This suggests that there were no
statistically significant differences in the distribution of motivation levels among the different
work environment categories at the 0.05 level. However, the p-value was close to 0.10,

suggesting a potential trend that could call for further analysis with a larger sample size.
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Due to the small sample sizes within each group, which might limit the power of our test, we
performed a correlation analysis using Kendall’s rank correlation to examine the relationship
between motivation levels and days worked in the office. This approach considered all 36
observations as a whole, rather than grouping them into five. The results, detailed in Table 11,
show a very weak relationship between motivation levels and days worked in the office
(Kendall’s tau-b = 0.0662). The corresponding hypothesis test showed a p-value of 0.6683,

indicating no statistically significant association between the two variables.

Table 11. Correlation test between motivation levels and days worked in the office

Kendall's Rank Correlation, Motivation Levels & Days in the Office
Number of obs = 36
Kendall's tau-a = 0.0413
Kendall's tau-b = 0.0662
Kendall's score = 26
SE of score = 58.353 (corrected for ties)

Test of HO: motivationlevel and dayoffice are independent
Prob > |z| = 0.6683 (continuity corrected)

In summary, our analysis found no significant patterns in motivation levels across different work
environments. The Kruskal-Wallis test indicated no significant differences in mean motivation
levels at the 0.05 significance level. Additionally, the correlation analysis, which examined the
data without grouping, also showed no significant relationship. These results suggest no clear
association between motivation levels and work environment. However, due to the small sample
sizes within each subgroup, further research with larger sample sizes was recommended to more

definitively assess the potential differences in motivation levels.

4.2.3 Comparison of Motivational Factors: Team Members Across Work Environments

Table 12 illustrates the mean rating from team members of each motivational factor across days
worked in the office. The numbers in parentheses reported the standard deviations. The
maximum values were marked in green and the minimum values were marked in red, for each

subgroup of team members.
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Table 12. Comparison of importance of motivational factors, measured by the means

Means of Importance of Motivational Factors, by Days Worked in the Office

Days From Office S5days 4or3days 2days 1day Odays Total

N 3(8.3%) 13(36.1%) 4(11.1%) 11 (30.6%) 5(13.9%) 36 (100%)
Flexibility

Autnonomy 4.000 (1.000) | 3.769 (0.725) | 4.000 (1.414) | 4.000 (0.447) | 4.400 (0.894) | 3.972 (0.774)
Social Connections 4.333 (0.577) | 3.154 (1.345) | 4.000 (0.816) | 3.000 (1.732) | 3.400 (1.342) | 3.333 (1.394)
Emotional Connections 4.000 (1.000) | 3.385 (1.325) | 3.750 (0.957) | 3.364 (1.286) | 3.800 (1.643) | 3.528 (1.253)
Self-actualization 4.000 (1.000) | 4.077 (0.954) | 4.000 (0.000) | 3.545 (1.036) | 4.600 (0.548) | 3.972 (0.910)
Organizational Goals 3.667 (1.528) | 2.769 (1.166) | 3.750 (0.500) | 2.636 (1.502) | 4.000 (1.000) | 3.083 (1.296)
Enjoyment 4.154 (1.144) 4.000 (0.632) 4.250 (0.841)
Work culture 3.667 (0.577) | 2.923 (1.382) | 3.500 (0.577) | 3.273 (1.191) | 4.400 (0.548) | 3.361 (1.175)
Physical/External environment 3.667 (0.577) | 3.462 (1.127) | 3.500 (1.732) | 3.364 (1.027) | 4.400 (0.894) | 3.583 (1.105)
Challenges/Complexity 4.000 (0.000) | 3.692 (1.032) 3.636 (0.674) | 4.600 (0.548) | 3.889 (0.820)
Material Reward 3.667 (0.577) | 3.769 (1.423) | 3.750 (0.957) | 4.364 (0.809) | 4.200 (0.837) | 4.000 (1.069)

Flexibility was highly valued as a motivational factor across all groups, with mean values
consistently above 4. It was particularly important for those working fully remote and those
working fewer days in the office, with fully remote team members reporting the highest mean
value of 4.800. Flexibility also exhibited the highest ranking in general, across all subgroups
(mean = 4.611). Autonomy was also a significant factor across all work environments, with the
exception of those working primarily in-office. This indicated that the majority of team
members, disregardless of work environment, highly value the freedom to manage their own

tasks.

Social connections showed a different trend, with higher mean values reported by those who
work more days in the office. For example, fully office-based team members report a mean
social connection value of 4.33, compared to those who work fully remote who value it at 3.4.
This suggested that in-office work better supports the social aspects of motivation. Emotional
connections, however, remained relatively stable across different work environments but tended
to be slightly higher for fully office-based team members, indicating that emotional support

might be consistent irrespective of the work setting.
In addition, team members in fully remote environments reported higher mean values for
alignment with organizational goals (mean = 4.000) and work culture (mean = 4.400). This

indicated that remote team members might feel that stronger connection to organizational
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objectives and a better cultural fit contributes more to their motivation levels, compared to those
in hybrid settings. Those working 1 day in the office report lower values, suggesting that those

working primarily in-office find this less important for their motivation levels

We further observed that enjoyment was an important motivational factor for all groups. Higher
mean values of enjoyment suggested that enjoyment contributes more to motivation levels, as
seen with fully remote team members reporting the highest mean value of 4.800. The importance
of challenging tasks for motivation was also rated highly by all groups. For example, fully
remote team members, who reported a mean value of 4.600 for challenges, which indicated that

they might derive more motivation from challenging work tasks.

Material rewards were further reported to have disparate effects on motivation across the work
environments. For fully and primarily office-based team members, as well as for primarily
hybrid (working two days from the office) team members, material rewards had lesser influence
of motivation, with mean levels below 4. However, for fully and primarily remote team
members, we noted mean levels that exceed 4. This suggested that individuals who worked less
days in the office, found more motivation in getting material rewards than those who worked in

the office.

In addition, self-actualization had a relatively high reported mean value across all work
environments (mean = 3.972) which suggests that self-actualization was important for
motivation, but its importance was not dependent on how many days from the office one works. .
The physical environment was reported to have low mean values across all work environments,
with an average of 3.582. In particular, it was reported to have the least influence on motivation

in fully office-based and primarily hybrid environments.

Although we detected differences in mean values for some motivational factors, the
Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to determine if there are statistically significant differences in
the importance of various motivational factors across different work environments (5 days, 4 or 3
days, 2 days, 1 day, or 0 days worked in the office). The p-values with ties were reported in Table
13. See Appendix J for the reported median values which the Kruskal-Wallis was based on.
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Table 13. Significance test for motivational factors for team members

Kruskal-Wallis Equality-of-populations Rank Test

Motivational Factor Prob (with ties)
Flexibility 0.7054
Autonomy 0.5298
Soical 0.5537
Emotional 0.8357
Self-actualization 0.2344
Organizational Goals 0.1705
Enjoyment 0.1818
Work Cultre 0.1820
External 0.4691
Challenges 0.0940*
Material 0.6400

#x4p<().01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1

The Kruskal-Wallis test results indicate that for all motivational factors, there were no
statistically significant differences across different work environments, where all p-values exceed
the 0.05 significance level. This implied that the importance of flexibility, autonomy, social and
emotional connections, self-actualization, organizational goals, enjoyment, work culture, the
external environment, and material rewards for motivation were relatively consistent, regardless
of the number of days worked in the office. However, the importance of challenging tasks
showed a trend towards significance, with a p-value of 0.0940 which was significant at the 0.1
significance level. This suggested that remote team members might value this factor more highly
compared to their in-office counterparts. This insight aligned with the previously observed higher

mean value for challenges (mean = 4.600) among fully remote team members.

To summarize, these findings highlighted the varying importance of different motivational
factors depending on the work environment. We found that flexibility and enjoyment were
important factors for motivation across all work environments, whereas social connections and
challenges were reported to have ambiguous importance across the in-office, hybrid and remote
work context. Overall, while most motivational factors did not differ significantly by work

environment, the potential significance of challenging tasks for remote team members
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highlighted the need for further investigation. Further analysis with a larger sample size could

provide more definitive insights into these trends.

4.2.4 Comparison of Perceptions of Motivation: Team Members versus Managers

Table 14 provides insights into what team members and managers perceived as the most
motivational factor across different work environments. This is visually presented in Figure 1.
First, we noted some similarities. Both team members and managers acknowledged the
importance of flexibility in the workplace for motivation. Team members, especially those
working primarily in the office (3 or 4 days), placed a significant emphasis on flexibility as a key
motivator. Managers also recognized its importance, particularly for those worked partially in the
office. Moreover, self-actualization was seen as crucial for both groups. Team members
consistently highlighted self-actualization as the most important motivator, irrespective of their
work environment. Managers also perceived it as important for their team members, although to

a slightly lesser extent compared to team members.

However, we also observed differences. Primarily in-office managers tended to prioritize work
culture more than team members, especially for those who worked three or four days in the
office. This suggested that managers perceived a positive work culture as a significant factor in
motivating employees, whereas team members might not place as much emphasis on it.
Additionally, team members, particularly those worked primarily remote, found material rewards
more motivating compared to managers' perceptions. This suggested that some managers

underestimated the importance of material rewards for motivation levels.
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Table 14. Comparison of most motivating factors between team members and managers

Team Members' Perceptions on Most Motivating Factor, by Days in the Office

Days From Office 5 days 4 or 3 days 2 days 1day 0 days Total
Flexibility 0 3 1 4 2 10
Autonomy 0 1 1 0 0 2
Social Connections 0 1 0 1 0 2
Self-Actualization 2 4 1 1 2 10
Organizational Goals 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enjoyment 1 1 1 1 0 4
Work Culture 0 0 0 1 0 1
Challenges/Complexity 0 1 0 0 0 1
Material Rewards 0 1 0 3 1 5
N 3 13 4 11 5 36
Managers' Perceptions on Most Motivating Factor, by Days in the Office

Days From Office 5 days 4 or 3 days 2 days 1day 0 days Total
Flexibility 0 0 1 2 0 3
Autonomy 0 1 0 2 1 4
Social Connections 0 2 0 0 0 2
Emotional Connections 0 0 0 0 1 1
Self-Actualization 1 0 1 0 0 2
Enjoyment 0 2 0 0 0 2
Work Culture 0 4 0 0 1 5
Challenges/Complexity 2 0 1 0 0 3
Material Rewards 0 0 0 1 0 1
N 3 9 3 5 3 23
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Figure 1. Comparison of most motivating factors between team members and managers

Table 15 shows which strategies managers used to motivate their team members, across work
environments, in percentage with actual frequency within the parenthesis. Both managers and
team members placed high importance on flexibility. Managers frequently offered flexibility
across all groups, which was consistent with the team members who also rated flexibility highly,
especially those who worked primarily and fully remote. Moreover, managers encouraged

personal growth and creativity (self-actualization), particularly for those worked primarily
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in-office (4 or 3 days). Social interactions showed ambiguous results, where it was consistent for
fully remote team members and managers (not as important), but differs greatly for fully
office-based individuals, where managers did not pursue it as a strategy while team members

reported high values in Table 12.

Table 15 Motivational strategies used by managers across work environments

Strategies Managers use to Motivate their Team Members, by Days in the Office

Days in the Office 5 days 4or3days 2 days 1day 0 days Total

Offer flexibility (working hours, work from home) 66,67% (2) 55,56% (5) 100,00% (3) 80,00% (4) 33,33% (1) |65,22% (15)
1 delegate work to my team members (give them res posnibility) 100,00% (3) 55,56% (5) 100,00% (3) 80,00% (4) 100,00% (3) |78,26% (18)
I ensure that the team gets along well (encourage after-work, team work ises, conflict management)  0,00% (0) 33,33% (3) 100,00% (3) 60,00% (3) 33,33% (1) |43,48% (10)
I ensure that my team feels safe and can open up to me 66,67% (2) 55,56% (5) 100,00% (3) 40,00% (2) 66,67% (2)|60,87% (14)
| encourage personal growth and allow my team members to be creative 66,67% (2) 55,56% (5) 33,33% (1) 0,00% (0) 33,33% (1)|39,13% (9)
I set clear goals and explain the purpose of the task/project 66,67% (2) 44,44% (4) 66,67% (2) 20,00% (1) 33,33% (1)|43,48% (10)
| believe that my team members can motivate themselves because they enjoy working here 0,00% (0) 11,11% (1) 0,00% (0) 20,00% (1) 0,00% (0)| 8,70% (2)
Itry to create a positive work environment and culture 100,00% (3) 66,67% (6) 33,33% (1) 20,00% (1) 33,33% (1) |56,52% (13)
| put effort into making the physical areas (the office) welcoming and equipped with the necessary tools 0,00% (0) 11,11% (1) 33,33% (1) 0,00% (0) 0,00% (0)| 8,70% (2)
I challenge myteam to make them work hard and find motivation in the complexity of the task 0,00% (0) 22,22% (2) 0,00% (0) 20,00% (1) 33,33% (1)]17,39% (4)
| promote material rewards 0,00% (0) 0,00% (0) 66,67% (2) 0,00% (0) 0,00% (0)| 8,70% (2)

On the other hand, it was also possible to note some differences. Managers focused on creating a
positive work environment, especially for those who were primarily office-based. However, team
members who worked primarily in-office did not rate work culture as their top motivators,
indicating a possible contrast in perceived importance. Further, while managers across all work
environments reported that they delegated work and gave responsibilities to their team members,
only a few hybrid team members, in particular primarily remote team members, perceive it as the
most important motivator (see Table 14). However, we did observe relatively high mean values
for autonomy across all work environments in Table 12, indicating that it still had importance for
motivation. Interestingly, we also noted that team members, particularly those who worked
primarily or fully remote, placed more importance on material rewards compared to managers,

who rarely promote material rewards as a motivation strategy.

Further differences can be found for enjoyment. Few managers across any work environment
believe that their team members were motivated by enjoyment of the work itself, whereas Table
12 showed that it was important across all work settings, except for fully remote team members.
On the other hand, fully remote team members ranked enjoyment (see Table 12) highly as a

contributing factor to motivation. Therefore, we observed dissimilarities between managers’ and
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team members’ perceptions of enjoyment in the workplace, across all work environments. In
contrast it was reported that, in particular fully and primarily office-based managers, put greater
emphasis on creating a positive work environment, which was also perceived to be the most
important factor for many primarily in-office based managers in Table 14, which team members
across any work environment care less about. Lastly, while some managers try to motivate their
team by providing challenging tasks, this was not the most prominent motivator for team
members across any work environment. However, it was reported in Table 12 to have relatively a

big importance for motivation, across all work environments.

To sum up, the comparison of perceptions showed that both team members and managers
recognize flexibility and self-actualization as key motivators across different work environments.
However, there were notable differences: primarily in-office managers prioritized work culture
more than primarily in-office team members, while team members, especially those working
remotely, found material rewards more motivating than managers perceive. Additionally, while
managers focus on creating a positive work environment and promoting team cohesion, team
members did not rate these as highly. Team members also valued autonomy and enjoyment of
work more than managers emphasized these factors, highlighting a divergence in motivational

strategies and perceptions.

4.2.5 Summary of Survey Results

In sum, our quantitative analysis delved into the interplay between work environments and

motivation levels, comparing perceptions from team members to those of managers.

The first hypothesis of the quantitative study was:

- H;: There are significant differences in team members' motivation levels based on the

number of days worked from the office.

The survey result found no statistically significant differences in motivation levels across days

worked from the office at the 0.05 significance level. Therefore, we fail to reject the null
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hypothesis. While certain trends emerge, such as higher motivation levels among fully remote
team members and lower levels among those with hybrid schedules, statistical tests do not reveal

significant differences or clear associations between motivation level and work environment.

The second hypothesis we tested was:

- H,: There are statistically significant differences in the importance of various
motivational factors (flexibility, autonomy, social and emotional connections,
self-actualization, organizational goals, enjoyment, work culture, the external
environment, and material rewards) across different work environments (5 days, 4 or 3

days, 2 days, 1 day, or 0 days worked in the office).

The analysis indicated no significant differences for most motivational factors but suggested a
potential trend towards significance for challenging tasks. We therefore fail to reject the null
hypothesis. However, it is important to emphasize that despite having insignificant results, due
to a small sample size or any other reason, the results were not irrelevant. Insignificant results
merely indicate that we cannot conclude that there were any statistical significant differences
between motivation levels or factors and days worked in-office. It is, however, still possible to

detect patterns from the data and interpret what they might mean.

It is important to acknowledge that the number of observations within each subgroup of our
study was relatively small. For instance, some categories such as those working five days in the
office (fully office-based) had as few as 3 observations. This limited sample size can affect the
statistical power of our tests, potentially leading to a reduced ability to detect significant

differences or correlations (Creswell, 2014).

Despite the small sample size within certain subgroups of our study, it remains crucial to
examine and interpret the results. While small sample sizes can impact the statistical power of
tests and increase the risk of errors, they still offer valuable insights that contribute to the
understanding of the research phenomenon. Therefore, we also complement our quantitative

study in the previous section with qualitative research to enrich our findings, which supports in
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mitigating the limitations associated with small sample sizes. Qualitative research allows us to
delve deeper into the nuances of motivation dynamics, capturing the intricacies and complexities
that may not be fully captured by quantitative measures alone. By conducting interviews with
managers and team members, we aimed to gain access to rich, context-specific insights that

provide a holistic understanding of motivation across different work environments.

5. Discussion

The following section is dedicated to addressing the research questions posed in this study
through a comparison of the results outlined in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. It begins by delving into
how team members perceive their own motivation across different work settings, including
in-office, hybrid, and remote environments. This exploration seeks to understand the intrinsic
and extrinsic factors that influence team members motivation and how these factors vary

depending on the work context.

Next, the section shifts focus to how managers implement motivation strategies to engage their
team members within these diverse work settings. This includes an analysis of the strategies and
practices managers use to foster motivation, such as granting autonomy and building social

connections, and how these practices were tailored to suit in-office, hybrid, and remote teams.

Finally, the section addresses the potential similarities and differences between managers'
perspectives on effective motivation strategies and employees' perceptions of what motivates
them. This comparative analysis aims to highlight areas of alignment and disparity, providing
insights into how motivation strategies can be optimized to better meet the needs and
expectations of employees in varying work environments. By examining these dimensions, the
section seeks to offer a comprehensive understanding of motivation dynamics in contemporary

work settings and answer the proposed research questions.
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5.1. Team Members Motivation in Various Work Settings

In this section, we address our subquestion #1: How do team members perceive their own
motivation in various work settings? To comprehensively answer this question, We begin by

presenting the motivation levels followed by an exploration of motivational factors.

5.1.1 Motivation Levels Among Team Members

The quantitative analysis revealed that the levels of motivation show ambiguous results across
work environments. On the one hand, we found no statistical significance between the levels of
motivation across work environments. This suggests that we did not have enough evidence to
support our hypothesis (see section 3.3.3.) that there were significant differences in motivation
levels between team members working in different work environments. This can be further
concluded by looking at the Kendall’s Rank correlation, which indicated that motivation levels
and days worked in the office were independent of each other. On the other hand, we found
significance at the 0.1 level, indicating that there might be differences across work environments
if we had obtained a bigger sample size. Our findings showed that motivation levels were higher
for those working primarily hybrid, fully office-based or fully remote, whereas individuals

working primarily in-office or remotely reported comparatively lower levels of motivation.

Although the interviews do not quantify motivation levels among team members, the insights
suggest that their levels of motivation or demotivation are influenced more by the fulfillment of
certain factors—such as challenges and flexibility—rather than by the type of work environment
(in-office, hybrid or remote). For instance, fully remote TM10 expressed feeling demotivated due
to a lack of challenges at work, while primarily remote TM6 noted decreased motivation when a
manager strongly suggested, almost like a request, to be in the office every Monday. This
highlights that the presence or absence of key motivational factors plays a more critical role than
the work environment itself, which may also explain the differences observed in the survey

results.
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Our findings therefore suggest that motivation levels might not only depend on where individuals
work, but the choice of where to work. By collecting both qualitative and quantitative data, we
uncovered this insight, highlighting our research contribution through a multi-method study. This
finding also suggests that advocating for flexible work schedules, giving team members the
opportunity to choose where to work, promotes higher motivation levels. Consequently,

organizational policies enforcing in-office or remote work should be reconsidered.

5.1.2 Motivational Factors Among Team Members

Here, we delve into comparing the interview and survey results to identify patterns of

motivational factors among team members.

Section 5.1.2.1. describes the alignment between two datasets that reveal differences in
motivational factors based on the number of days team members work in the office. This analysis

highlights how varying office attendance impacts motivation differently across groups.

Section 5.1.2.2. explores uniformity within groups, where there was an alignment between the
two datasets. It presents the consistency in perceptions of motivational factors, regardless of

work context.

Section 5.1.2.3. addresses the presence of divergent perspectives on motivational factors,
characterized by either no clear pattern or opposite patterns, making the findings either partially

in agreement or inconclusive.

5.1.2.1 Inter-Group Disparities in Motivational Factors

First, our results revealed a pattern for flexibility. We found that it positively impacts motivation
across all groups. However, our study revealed that fully remote and primarily remote team
members place a significantly higher value on flexibility compared to other groups. This
suggested that the ability to manage their own schedules and work locations was a crucial

motivational factor for team members who spend one day or less in the office. This highlights

86



that offering flexible work arrangements enhances primarily and fully remote team members job

satisfaction and productivity.

In line with existing literature, the significance of remote work was highlighted as a crucial
factor influencing motivation (Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021; Kortsch et al., 2022; Imdad &
Dufty 2021; McGregor & Doshi 2020). However, the current research findings regarding
whether work from home positively or negatively impacts motivation, remain inconclusive. An
additional aspect of the importance of flexibility and remote work was uncovered in the
interview results. We found that granting team members the freedom to choose whether to work
in the office or from home positively impacts motivation. It fosters a sense of control and
flexibility, boosting job satisfaction and productivity. Conversely, mandating office attendance
can diminish motivation, fueled by worries like commuting if one must work in the office more
often, or as highlighted by primarily remote TM6 and primarily office-based TM7, the potential
inclination to seek alternative employment if constrained to office or remote work more
frequently. This highlights that flexibility encompasses not only the freedom to work from home
but also the freedom to work in the office. Thus, while offering flexibility can serve as a
motivational strategy, implementing strict attendance policies (regarding the number of days

spent in the office and remote work) may impede motivation.

In the context of social connections and collaboration, both interview and survey results show
that its importance was amplified among fully office-based and primarily hybrid team members.
While the survey indicated that it was not as crucial for primarily in-office, primarily remote, and
fully remote team members, the interviews confirmed that it was also important for primarily
office-based team members. Moreover, the interviews further illustrated that as team members
spend more days in the office, they place greater value on social connections compared to
flexibility. This insight sheds light on why flexibility holds less significance for fully
office-based, primarily office-based, and primarily hybrid team members, as mentioned in the

previous paragraph.

While existing literature underscores the importance of personal interactions and relationships as

motivators (Maslow 1943; Greimel et al., 2023; Herzberg 1959; Harrell & Stahl 1984; Deci &
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Ryan 1985; Dryselius & Pettersson 2021), our findings suggest that this significance varies
depending on the work environment. In particular, our findings underscore differences not only
between in-office and hybrid team members but also within the two hybrid sub-categories:
primarily office-based and primarily hybrid. The more days team members spend in the office,
the more they value face-to-face social connections and collaboration. Hence, organizations
should contemplate facilitating work for hybrid and in-office team members that emphasizes

social interactions to sustain their motivation.

For emotional connections, both interviews and surveys suggest that it holds greater importance
for fully office-based team members, while it was also emphasized for primarily office-based
team members in the interview. Its impact on motivation was smaller for other groups. This is, to
some extent, consistent with findings in previous research. Maslow (1943), for instance, argues
that emotional connections serve as a motivator depending on what in life an individual needs.
As illuminated by insights from the interviews, team members emphasized the interplay between
personal and professional life, where for example primarily office-based TM5 highlighted the

differences in prioritization between before and after becoming a parent.

On the one hand, this underscores that the importance of emotional connections might differ
depending on which stage in life an individual was in, which might be why we found
inconsistent results between those who work less than three days from the office. Therefore, the
role of emotional connections as a motivator suggested that it was individualistic and cannot be
easily generalized. On the other hand, the consistent results for fully and primarily office-based
team members might indicate that it was of particular importance where social interactions were
present. Hence, it also suggests that in-office environments should foster emotional connections

to enhance motivation for team members.

5.1.2.2 Intra-Group Consistency in Motivational Factors

Both interviews and survey respondents acknowledged the importance of autonomy and

self-actualization as motivators, irrespective of the work context. The results indicate that these
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factors were particularly crucial for all team members. This finding aligns with previous studies,
which had found that autonomy increases motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné et al., 2015;
Yusshinta et al., 2020; Harrell & Stahl, 1984; Steindl et al., 2015), and that individuals who had
opportunities for development and growth within the organization were more motivated
(Maslow, 1943; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Herzberg, 1959; Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021). Therefore,
offering more autonomous work that also provides team members with the opportunity to grow
was crucial for promoting motivation . However, it is also worth noting that self-actualization
was perceived as a secondary motivational factor, with its relevance shifting according to the
team members life stage and needs, as highlighted by the interviewees. This underscores the
importance of managers adapting their motivational strategies to align with the evolving needs

and priorities of their team members.

When examining alignment of individual and organizational goals, both results reveal that the
majority of team members do not find it motivating and perceive them as irrelevant. According
to team members, it seems more like a tool to prompt action to assist the organization in
generating profit, where they feel they lack control. Despite several studies arguing that having a
clear goal in mind is crucial for motivation, such as the goal-setting theory (Rowley & Harry,
2011) and expectancy theory (Grant, 2012), we find no evidence to support this notion. This
emphasizes that if organizations want to use goals as a motivational tool, they must ensure these
goals are meaningful, relevant, and achievable for employees, as highlighted by some team
members in the interviews. Specifically, goals should resonate with employees' personal values
and professional aspirations, and they must feel empowered and capable of achieving these

objectives. Only then can goal alignment truly serve as an effective motivator.

Regarding enjoyment, previous research has largely overlooked it as a motivational factor.
Existing literature on intrinsic factors often emphasize achievements or personal development as
motivators but rarely addresses the concept of enjoyment (Maslow, 1943; Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Herzberg, 1959). However, our findings in the survey suggest that enjoyment plays a significant
role in motivation, regardless of the workplace setting, and can sometimes be the primary
motivator. This notion was reinforced by insights from our interviews, where enjoyment can be

derived from many different factors which enhance motivation at work. Our findings imply that
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working with tasks or at an organization which brings joy makes team members more motivated
to perform. Therefore, managers should consider allocating tasks according to what their team

members find enjoyable.

5.1.2.3 Divergent Perspectives on Motivational Factors Across Groups

When synthesizing the interview and survey results, we observed primarily diverging
perspectives on work and organizational culture. While the interviews suggest that work culture
was crucial for the majority of team members in any work environment, the survey results
indicate that opinions vary among primarily hybrid and fully office-based team members.
However, fully remote team members from both sets of results agree on the importance of work
culture as a motivator. One reason for this might be attributed to the organization itself, as the
culture is often unique to organizations and not necessarily similar within the same geographical
regions. Some team members described differences between their previous organizations and the
current one when emphasizing why the culture was important, highlighting that distinctions
prevail between organizations. This may therefore have implied that the significance of work and
organizational culture was contingent upon the organization one belongs to, as well as

individuals' prior experiences.

Numerous studies emphasize the significance of work and organizational culture for motivation
(Herzberg, 1959, Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021), and our findings offer contrasting evidence to
support this claim. The difference between our findings and previous research may lie in the time
period the study was conducted in. Herzberg (1959), for example, studied motivation in the
mid-twentieth century, and Dryselius and Pettersson (2021) focused specifically on the
COVID-19 pandemic. Presumably, work culture was perceived differently sixty years ago, as
well as during the imbalances associated with a global pandemic. Therefore, we wish to highlight
the importance of considering the external conditions when regarding work culture as a

motivator.

Concerning the influence of the physical environment factors on motivation, the perspectives

between team members varied. While the survey result showed that the physical in-office
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environment was not crucial for the majority of the team members with a relatively low mean
value across all work environments—with the exception of fully office-based team
members—the interviews revealed that it did have some influence on motivation. This finding
aligns to some extent with the previous study conducted by Ashkanasy et al. (2014), who found
that an office environment that has appropriate equipment and, infer alia, noise levels was more

motivating for team members.

However, Ashkansy et al. (2014) studied employees in office-based environments and did not
consider whether the physical environment contributes to individuals going to the office, or not.
We uncovered that team members emphasized that a poor office environment (noisy, too many
people, etc.) was demotivating and a primary reason for not going to the office. On the other
hand, our interview also revealed the contrary: a home environment which was not equipped for
remote work acts as an incentive for individuals to work more in-office, where the basic needs
for work were fulfilled. The conflicting views on whether one prefers to work from home or in
the office due to the physical environment may therefore stem from the circumstances both in
one’s life and the circumstances the office provides. Therefore, if managers wish to encourage
their team members to either work from home or in the office, they should put effort into
ensuring that team members' environment is convenient and practical for their work. For
example, a well-designed home office or a flexible co-working space might significantly enhance

their motivation, while a suboptimal home setup could lower it.

When considering the importance of challenges and complexity on work motivation, the
complementary power of combining two research elements provides interesting insights. First,
we observed from the survey an indication that differences in the importance of challenging tasks
across work environments might, with a larger sample size, be statistically significant. However,
the interviews found that team members from all work environments expressed that engaging in
challenging tasks was crucial for their motivation, as it helps them develop skills, achieve goals,
and feel a sense of accomplishment. They also stressed the importance of balance; if tasks were
excessively challenging or overly complicated, it can result in demotivation. Our findings also
resonate with current research. Self-determination theory, for example, underscores that utilizing

one’s competencies and skills, while feeling accomplished by doing so, acts as a motivator for
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employees (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné et al, 2015). Our study reinforces this perspective, while

also recognizing variations across work environments.

One possible reason for this discrepancy was that the survey data might not fully capture the
nuanced perspectives of the respondents. While the survey suggests potential variations, the
interviews provide deeper insights into how challenges were valued as a motivator. Therefore, if
managers intend to incorporate challenges and complexity into team members' daily tasks, it is
crucial to keep it balanced. This entails ensuring that tasks are challenging enough to stimulate
growth and engagement but not so daunting that they overwhelm or discourage employees.
However, since the results were inconclusive, it stresses the necessity for further research to
ascertain whether the impact of challenging tasks on motivation is contingent upon the work

environment.

Synthesizing our findings on material rewards, we revealed distinct differences between the
results obtained from our qualitative and quantitative research. The interviews prioritize factors
like flexibility or social connections and collaboration over material rewards, aligning with
claims about intrinsic motivation's strength in certain societal contexts (Huang & Van de Vliert,
2003), as well as extrinsic factors had a lesser impact on motivation compared to intrinsic factors
(Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013). However, the survey indicates that material rewards were

considered one of the most significant factors for primarily and fully remote team members.

One explanation for this divergence could be that the survey did not prompt respondents to
compare material rewards with other factors as the interviews did. Therefore, when asked to rate
the importance of material rewards, they naturally considered them vital motivators for work;
otherwise, individuals would work for free (Maslow, 1943; Herzberg, 1959; Fisher, 2009;
Huang & Van de Vliert, 2003; Yusshinta et al., 2020). Nonetheless, we also noted that some
survey respondents reported material rewards to be the most important factor. This will,
however, be further discussed in section 5.3.1 This implies that material rewards, although not a
top priority for team members, holds more value to some than others. This might be due to
differences in external life circumstances, where rewards such as bonuses and increased salary

hold more or less significance.
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In summary, the findings from both interviews and surveys reveals that team members perceive
flexibility, social connections and collaboration, and emotional connections differently
depending on their work environment. Fully remote and primarily remote team members
prioritize flexibility significantly more than other groups, whereas fully office-based, primarily
office-based, and primarily hybrid team members place a significantly higher value on social
connections and collaboration. In regard to emotional connections, it holds greater importance

for fully office-based and primarily office-based team members.

Additionally, autonomy, self-actualization, and enjoyment were regarded as important
motivational factors for all team members, regardless of their work context, while the alignment
of individual and organizational goals was perceived as irrelevant. Lastly, when it comes to work
and organizational culture, physical environment factors, challenges and complexity, and
material rewards, both interview and survey results show contrasting perspectives, indicating a

divergence in perceptions among team members which may be due to personal factors.

5.2 Managers’ Motivation Strategies in Various Work Settings

Here, we explore our subquestion #2: How do managers motivate their team members across
different work settings? Upon comparing the data gathered from both interviews and surveys, we
found minimal disparities in the utilization of strategies among managers across diverse
workplaces. Notably, only work and organizational culture demonstrate somewhat significant
variance among different workplaces, while the remaining strategies either display uniformity

amongst groups or present contradictory results.

Both datasets revealed that fully office-based managers invest more effort in fostering a positive
work and organizational culture, while contrasts could be found for primarily office-based
managers, where the survey dissected that it was a frequently used strategy whereas the
interviews did not identify this pattern. However, the data obtained from both the interviews and
survey correspond for primarily hybrid, primarily remote, and fully remote managers, who do
not perceive this strategy as effective in motivating their team members. These observations

could indicate that managers working fewer days in the office do not believe that the overall
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culture at work was associated with higher levels of motivation. This could be due to the reduced
opportunities for face-to-face interactions and collaborative activities, which were typically more

prevalent in office settings, which were significant aspects of the organizational culture.

In terms of autonomy and emotional connections, no significant distinctions were observed
among the managers. They unanimously recognized the importance of autonomy and emotional
connections as motivating strategies for their team members. However, it is worth noting that
through the interviews, we discovered that cultural differences and the nature of team members'
jobs also influence managers' autonomy strategies. For example, managers working with
culturally diverse teams often tailor their approach to autonomy to align with cultural
expectations, while those managing highly specialized roles may adjust the level of autonomy
based on job complexity and requirements. This highlights the importance of adaptive leadership
(Leandro, 2023), where managers must be flexible and responsive to the unique needs of their

team members to effectively motivate and support them.

Similarly, there were no notable distinctions among managers regarding physical environment
factors, material rewards, enjoyment, and challenges and complexity. Physical environment
factors and material rewards were viewed as somewhat insignificant, while enjoyment and
challenges and complexity were considered not important at all. The reasons for neglecting these

strategies for motivation can be discussed.

First, one possibility was that managers were not aware that these factors may influence
motivation as significantly as other factors they prioritize, such as autonomy and emotional
connections. They might focus more on elements they believe had a direct impact on
productivity and organizational goals. Another possibility was that managers assume that factors
such as, inter alia, self-actualization and flexibility, driven by the work or the work environment
itself, were sufficient for maintaining high levels of team member motivation. They might
believe that the responsibilities of the job were enough to keep team members motivated without
needing to enhance the physical environment or provide additional material rewards.
Furthermore, there may be a disconnect between managers' perceptions and the actual needs and

preferences of their team members. Managers might project their own motivations and
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preferences onto their team, not acknowledging that different individuals were motivated by
different factors. This highlights the importance of regular feedback and open communication
between managers and their teams to ensure that motivational strategies were aligned with team

members’ actual needs and preferences.

When it comes to social connections and collaboration, nearly all managers in the interview
considered it a crucial strategy for maintaining their team members' motivation. The interviews
suggested that the more time managers spend in the office, the more they value face-to-face
social connections and collaboration over virtual interactions. However, the survey presents a
different perspective, as fully in-office managers do not share the same belief, while managers
across all other work environments use it as a strategy to promote motivation. Except for this
outlier, however, both primarily office-based and primarily hybrid managers emphasized that
they promote social connections in the workplace as a motivator. One reason for this difference
in perspective could be attributed to the possibility of insufficient participation from the fully
in-office category. Another reason might be that since fully office-based managers encounter
these social interactions every day, they might have taken it for granted or was already implicitly
implemented. However, the overall finding suggests that managers who go to the office put more

effort into fostering face-to-face social interactions to maintain or encourage motivation.

Finally, while survey respondents acknowledged the importance of flexibility, self-actualization,
and alignment of individual and organizational goals as frequently used strategies, these
elements were scarcely mentioned by the interviewees. Only two managers from the interviews
claimed to leverage flexibility to motivate their team members. Primarily Hybrid M5 mentioned
that one of her team members asked to work only four days a week, and she granted that request,
finding it effective enough to continue. Fully Remote M8 stated, "I am flexible with their
working hours as long as the job is done." Therefore, a conclusion cannot be drawn on these

factors.
The contrasting viewpoints on these factors may be attributed to varying leadership styles.

Leandro (2023), for example, pointed out that managers’ influence on motivation depends on

how well they can adapt to their team members. Therefore, these diverging results might be the
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outcome of managers' tailored approach to motivation. For instance, according to the interviews,
managers who identify themselves as motivational types often adopt a hands-off approach,
providing support only when necessary and emphasizing autonomy. Conversely, those who
describe themselves as less hierarchical, very open, and friendly tend to prioritize building social
and emotional connections within their teams. This suggests that managers may adjust their
strategies according to their team members’ needs, which requires emotional connections with

the team in order for team members to feel safe with their managers.

To summarize this subsection, where the aim was to answer the research question concerning
how managers motivate their team members across different work settings, we found that fully
office-based managers dedicate more effort to nurturing a positive work environment and
organizational culture. Across all work contexts, managers unanimously regard providing
autonomy and fostering emotional connections as crucial strategies. However, factors such as the
physical work environment, material rewards, enjoyment, and challenges and complexity often
receive less attention. Despite managers having diverse views on social connections and
collaboration, we found that both primarily office-based and primarily hybrid managers
consistently emphasized social connections and collaboration. Conversely, managers had varying
perspectives on flexibility, self-actualization, and alignment of individual and organizational
goals. Notably, interviews also reveal that fully-remote managers prioritize accountability as a
motivational strategy for their team members, a dimension overlooked by the survey and

conceptual framework, warranting further exploration.

5.3 Team Members’ Perceptions of Motivation versus Managers’ Motivation

Strategies

Here we answer our main research question: How do managers' perspectives on effective
motivation strategies compare and contrast with employees' perceptions of motivation across
in-office, hybrid, and remote work environments? We begin by contrasting what team members
perceive as their primary motivators with managers' beliefs regarding the most effective

motivators for employees. Subsequently, we will assess whether the strategies utilized by
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managers to motivate their team members align with what team members themselves consider

motivating.

5.3.1 The Most Motivational Factors: Managers vs Team Members

The quantitative analysis found to some extent contrary results on what team members contra
managers perceive as the most motivating factor that contributes to motivation. We noted from
the survey that the three most important factors for team members, across all work environments,
were flexibility, self-actualization and material rewards, whereas managers believed work
culture, autonomy, flexibility as well as challenges and complexity to be the most important
factors. The interviews, on the other hand, revealed that both managers’ and team members’
perceptions on the most important factor differed from individual to individual, without any clear

patterns between or within work environments.

The reasons why it may differ can be several. First, the survey does not account for the fact that
team members and managers come from different organizations with divergent cultures and
values, which may explain why there were contrasting views on the most important factor.
Second, the most prominent difference in the survey can be found between the perceptions of
work and organizational culture, where managers find it important while team members do not.
Although underscored in the interviews that work culture was of importance for the majority of
team members and the fully office-based manager, it was overall not highlighted as the most
motivating factor for either team members or managers. However, discussing the disagreement
in the survey findings, it might be that managers believe that a strong work and organizational
culture improves overall organizational performance and cooperation, promoting a more
motivated workforce. Managers might view work and organizational culture as a critical element
that aligns team members with the organization’s goals and values, creating an encouraging

environment that promotes motivation and productivity.

Conversely, team members might prioritize factors like flexibility, self-actualization and material
rewards which had a more direct and personal impact on their life. They might perceive work
and organizational culture as a more abstract factor, less directly connected to their individual

motivation and goals compared to more tangible benefits such as opportunities to grow, the
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option to work from home or financial incentives, which was why it might not be perceived as
the most motivating factor, even though our previous discussion found that work culture had an

impact (see section 5.1.2.3).

Hence, to summarize the perceptions on the most motivating factors for managers and team
members, we observed contrasting views between team members and managers, as well as
between the survey and interviews. This implies that the most important motivator might not
necessarily be dependent on the work environment, but rather a preference which was a result of
many different factors, such as personal or organizational differences. This finding highlights the
importance of implementing a multi-method approach to our study, as the survey respondents
might still lean towards selecting from the provided options despite there being an option to
input additional factors in the "other" category. The complementary elements of the interviews
and surveys reveal insights that would not have been possible if only one or the other approach

had been utilized.

5.3.2 Mapping Managerial Strategies to Team Members’ Motivation

While the survey results reveal contrasting motivational factors between managers and team
members, the interviews suggest that these disparities may arise from varying individual
situations or contexts. Consequently, it was unsurprising that the results do not indicate many
similarities between managers' perspectives of effective motivation strategies and team members'
perceptions of motivation across diverse workplaces, but rather a more consistent interpretation

amongst different groups.

In terms of importance, consistency was evident in social connections and collaboration,
emotional connections, and autonomy. When we mention consistency, we are indicating that
manager strategies resonate with how team members perceive motivation. Both primarily
office-Based and primarily hybrid managers and team members prioritize social connections and
collaboration. Similarly, fully office-based and primarily office-based managers and team

members share a consensus on the significance of emotional connections. Furthermore, the
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significance of autonomy was consistent between managers and team members, regardless of the

work environment.

On the other hand, the results also discovered several discrepancies between managers'
perspectives on effective motivation strategies and team members' perceptions. When we talk
about discrepancies, we are referring to strategies that managers neglect but were deemed
significant by team members.This disagreement includes factors such as flexibility,
self-actualization, and enjoyment. While flexibility holds high importance among fully remote
and primarily remote team members, self-actualization and enjoyment are equally valued across
all groups. Surprisingly, few managers have incorporated these factors into their motivational
strategies, indicating a gap between managerial strategies and team members' perceptions of

motivation.

Additionally, mismatches exist between managerial strategies and team members’ motivations.
These "mismatches" refer to situations where managers perceive certain strategies as
motivational but team members do not find them important. For example, while all managers
consider social connections and collaboration crucial for maintaining team members' motivation,
primarily remote and fully remote team members do not value it. Similarly, primarily hybrid,
primarily remote, and fully remote managers employ emotional connections as motivational

strategies, whereas the corresponding team members do not value them.

In the exploration of organizational and work culture, a potential mismatch has surfaced. While
there was an inconsistent pattern in how team members perceive organizational and work culture
as motivators. The data obtained from both the interviews and surveys align only in the aspect of
fully office-based managers perceiving this strategy as effective in motivating their team
members. These arbitrary results may suggest that work culture was important to all, or that it
was dependent on personal or organizational factors. Previous literature found that organizational
culture—especially creating an informal culture in remote settings—was of great importance for
motivation (Dryselius & Pettersson, 2021) which the data we obtained from remote team
members aligned with. However, our data also suggested that only managers in the fully

office-based environment try to create a positive work environment. This was incompatible with
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both our findings (where remote team members emphasize the motivator of work culture more
than office-based team members) and previous findings (where it was highlighted that remote
managers should create an informal work culture to enhance motivation). Therefore, managers'
perspectives on effective motivation strategies mismatch the perceptions from team members in

different work environments.

Lastly, due to the diverse perspectives of team members based on interview and survey results,
factors such as physical environment factors, challenges and complexity, and material rewards
remain inconclusive. Therefore, we cannot conclude that there was a consistency or divergence

between managers’ strategies and team members’ perceptions of motivation.

The disparities and mismatches between the strategies used by managers to motivate their team
members, and what team members themselves find motivated by, emphasize the importance of
understanding the specific needs and preferences of team members. This understanding was
crucial when designing effective motivational strategies. Particularly noteworthy was the insight
from interviews, revealing how motivational factors can evolve over time, influenced by external
elements such as parenthood, relocation, commute time, or transportation delays. Recognizing
and adapting to these dynamic factors was essential for ensuring that motivational strategies

remain relevant.

Fortunately, through the interviews, we uncovered that almost every manager places a high
priority on developing a comprehensive understanding of their team members, in order to tailor
motivational approaches to address them individually. This dedication illustrates that they were
moving in the right direction to bridge the gap between managerial strategies and team members'
motivations. Ultimately, this understanding should help managers to recognize the importance of
integrating factors such as flexibility, self-actualization, and enjoyment into their motivational
strategies, as these factors were consistently emphasized by team members but overlooked by
managers. By bridging this gap, managers can create more effective and well-adapted
approaches to motivate their teams, ultimately leading to improved productivity and job

performance, as highlighted by Greimel et al. (2023).
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6. Conclusion

The aim of this study was to compare the perspectives of motivation across different work
environments by collecting viewpoints from both managers and team members. The significance
of investigating this was emphasized by the emergence of hybrid and remote work setups, where
the approaches to motivation need to be reconsidered. The current research on this topic is scarce
and thus, by conducting a multi-method approach, we intended to enrich the findings and bridge
the gap between perceived and actual motivation drivers in contemporary work settings,
ultimately providing actionable insights for enhancing team member motivation across different

work environments. This was done by answering the following main research question:

- How do managers' perspectives on effective motivation strategies compare and contrast
with employees' perceptions of motivation across in-office, hybrid, and remote work

environments?

The research was also guided by the following two sub-questions:

- How do team members perceive their own motivation in various work settings?

- How are managers motivating their team members in various work settings?

These questions were answered by conducting a multi-method study, employing interviews and
surveys with team members and managers across various work settings. This allowed for a
multifaceted approach to motivation and its interplay with different work environments,
obtaining both an overview and in-depth understanding of the levels and factors of motivation.
Through the limitations of our study, we also discovered that there were differences within the
group of hybrid team members, depending on how many days worked in the office. It was
interpreted through conventional content analysis of the interviews, as well as a statistical
analysis of the survey results. These outcomes were thereafter compared, discussed and put into

context.
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6.1 Research Contributions

While our interview found that motivation for team members was highly influenced by
individual preferences and circumstances across all work environments, it also revealed some
interesting trends through comparing the qualitative and quantitative data. Individuals who work
more days in-office value social and emotional connections higher for their motivation, whereas
fully and primarily remote team members derive more motivation from flexibility. In particular,
the possibility of choosing one’s workplace has been shown to be of great importance for
motivation, disregardless of work environment. Enjoyment, autonomy and self actualization
were also found to be of importance across all work environments. Meanwhile, the alignment of
individual and organizational goals was considered of minor importance by all team members,
with only partial agreement on the significance of work and organizational culture. On the other
hand, it revealed contrasting perceptions on physical environmental factors, challenges and
complexity and material rewards for different work environments, suggesting that it may be due

to personal factors.

In addition, this thesis found that managers collectively consider autonomy and emotional
connections as strategies to enhance motivation. Fully office-based managers, however,
emphasized the importance of creating a positive work culture. Primarily office-based and
primarily hybrid managers focus on social connections, while remote managers emphasized
accountability—an important factor discovered during the interviews that was not included in

our conceptual framework.

When comparing the perceptions of team members and strategies used by managers across
different work environments, we found consistencies, discrepancies, and mismatches. The
similarities were most pronounced for fully and primarily office-based managers and team
members, where there was an alignment with the perceptions on emotional connections.
Moreover, we saw alignment for social connections and collaboration for team members and
managers working two to four days in the office, as well as the importance of autonomy across
all work environments. However, the perspectives on work and organizational culture are

mismatched, as fully-office based managers seem to prioritize it, while team members' emphasis
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was inconsistent between work environments for the importance of work culture, suggesting that
it might be important to all, or dependent on other factors. Similarly, flexibility,
self-actualization, and enjoyment were disregarded from managers across all work environments,
whereas many team members saw these as important for their motivation levels. Furthermore,
some groups of managers employed strategies that the corresponding team member groups did

not view as motivating.

These findings imply that there was a disconnect between what managers perceive as effective
motivational strategies and what team members actually find motivating. This suggests that
managers might need to better understand the diverse motivational needs of their team members,
particularly in hybrid and remote work environments. Tailoring motivation strategies to align
more closely with team members' preferences could enhance overall job satisfaction and
productivity. Moreover, managers should consider integrating options for flexibility,
opportunities for learning and enjoyable tasks into their motivational strategies, as these factors
were consistently highlighted by team members but overlooked by managers. By bridging this
gap, organizations can foster a more motivated and engaged workforce, adaptable to the evolving

dynamics of modern work environments.

Our interview results also revealed that one valuable aspect of motivation that managers need
to—and many do—consider was to understand their team members' individual needs. By having
one-on-one meetings with team members, the managers illustrated how they could delve into the
factors most important to that specific individual. It was emphasized that this was crucial for

motivating their team members, disregardless of work environment.

Furthermore, our thesis suggests several contributions to the current research of motivation in
diverse work environments. By utilizing a multi-method approach, we revealed insights that
would not have been possible through a single method alone. The survey data provided a broad
overview of the motivational factors, with respondents considering the factors proposed in our
conceptual framework in section 2.3. Despite having the option to choose “other”, this was not
utilized and limited the perspective of motivation. However, the interviews revealed a richer,

more nuanced understanding of motivation, revealing factors beyond the 11 predefined in the
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survey, as well as underscoring the why and how behind the motivational factors in the
conceptual framework. This complementary use of interviews and surveys allowed us to validate
and expand upon our findings, demonstrating that while surveys capture widespread trends,

interviews provide deeper context and explanations.

For instance, our study revealed that hybrid work environments were not uniform; the impact of
motivational factors also varies based on the number of days team members work in the office.
This level of detail was only attainable through the combined use of qualitative and quantitative
methods. The interviews highlighted specific individual preferences and circumstances that the

surveys alone could not fully capture.

Lastly, our findings underscore the need for further research. Future studies should consider
larger and more diverse samples to build upon our initial insights and explore the intricate
dynamics of motivation across different work settings. The hybrid work arrangement, in
particular, warrants further investigation to understand how varying days of work in the office

influence motivational factors.

6.2 Limitations Revisited

The limitations of the study presented in section 3.6. Highlighted in particular the lack of study
participants and restricted geographical scope. The former was evident in our results and
discussion, where conclusions could not certainly be drawn, in particular for fully office-based
and fully remote team members. However, this limitation also allowed us to detect the pattern
that there are variations amongst hybrid team members, thus opening up for further discussions.
Therefore, we realized that the limitation of small sample size was an opportunity for research

that, to the authors knowledge, has not before been studied.

Second, the latter limitation was found to, albeit limiting the generalizability, be an important
demarcation. The interview results revealed great variations in motivational factors across
different regions, according to managers, both inter-and intra european contexts. Therefore, this

defined geographical boundary was necessary due to cultural differences. Additionally, the study
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could have benefited from limiting the geographical area further—such as a specific region
within Europe—as we found cultural variances within Europe, as well. However, for future
research, samples with a larger scope could provide interesting insight, especially in comparing

how motivation was perceived across various work environments, across different countries.

6.3 Future Research

As aforementioned, this thesis also acknowledges the limitations of our research, particularly the
limited sample size obtained from both the qualitative and quantitative elements. Despite these
limitations, our findings hold significant value for future research. Our comparison of data
gathered from interviews and surveys revealed numerous similarities between the two datasets.
Both methods provided consistent insights into key themes, suggesting that the observed patterns
were robust and not significantly influenced by the limited sample size. This consistency

enhances the credibility of our findings and indicates that our results likely reflect broader trends.

The trends and insights observed in the study provide a foundational understanding of how
various motivational factors interact with different work environments. For instance, the
potential significance of differences in perceptions of challenging tasks between work
environments, found in the survey result, suggests a direction for further investigation. These
preliminary findings can guide larger-scale studies, encouraging researchers to explore these

variables with a more extensive sample size.

By acknowledging the constraints of our sample size, future researchers can design studies with
larger and more diverse samples to expand upon our findings. Our research serves as a crucial
basis, offering initial insights and raising important questions that can shape the direction of

further studies in the field of workplace motivation and remote work dynamics.
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6.4 Practical Implications

The insights obtained from our research accommodate some practical implications. First, due to
the individualistic nature of motivation, managers should spend effort familiarizing themselves
with their team members. By understanding their team better, managers can more effectively
motivate their team members by tailoring their strategies accordingly. This would be beneficial
for motivation and thus productivity. Yet, it is imperative to recognize that primarily in-office
and hybrid managers prioritize in-person interactions as essential for understanding their team
members better. Similarly, primarily in-office and hybrid team members also highly value
face-to-face interactions as a motivating factor. Given their strong preference for face-to-face
communication, in this regard, organizations should allocate budgetary resources for occasional
team gatherings. These gatherings serve to boost overall team morale, reinforce interpersonal

connections, and strengthen team cohesion, contributing to a more motivated workforce.

Second, team members across work environments value factors of motivation differently, which
means that managers—in particular those who manage individuals who work both in-office and
remotely—should be aware of these discrepancies to maintain motivation for all team members.
For example, fully and primarily in-office team members would benefit from an office
environment that facilitates colleague interaction and provides access to essential equipment for
quiet work and concentration. Understanding and addressing these preferences is essential for
managers seeking to encourage greater in-office attendance among their team members.
Conversely, primarily hybrid and primarily remote team members require different forms of
support. Ensuring they have adequate equipment and fair compensation, including allowances
for utilities like electricity and internet access, is crucial for enhancing their motivation and
productivity. This becomes particularly important when the organization cannot provide ample

office space.

Lastly, promoting flexible work schedules and empowering team members to select their
preferred work environment can significantly enhance motivation levels. Therefore, managers
should also reconsider or re-evaluate existing organizational policies that mandate in-office

work. This reassessment should prioritize aligning policies with the evolving needs and
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preferences of team members, recognizing the positive impact of flexibility on motivation and
overall productivity. By embracing such changes, managers can cultivate a more dynamic and

engaged workforce, better equipped to meet the demands of modern workplaces.
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Appendix

Appendix A - Invitation to Participate for Organizations

Email Title: Participation Request for Master Thesis on Work Motivation (Lund University)
Dear XXXX,

We hope this letter finds you well. We are Tilda and Wai Ling, two master’s students in the Management
program at Lund University School of Economics and Management. Currently, we are conducting a
research study on motivation across various work environments, including traditional offices, hybrid
setups, and remote settings.

Given the rapid shift induced by the COVID-19 pandemic towards remote or hybrid work structures, we
are keen to explore how managers can effectively motivate their team members within these varying work
contexts. To achieve this, we would like to invite both managers and team members (non-managers) to
participate in our study and share their valuable insights.

Recognizing the wealth of insights your esteemed company may offer, we kindly request your support in
disseminating an email invitation among your employees - it will be sent to you once you indicate that
you would like to assist. This email will extend an invitation to participate in our research, providing
details about the study objectives, participation criteria, and how to participate. Additionally, we would
appreciate some basic background information regarding your company’s employee demographics, such
as the total number of employees and the distribution between those working 100% in-office, hybrid, and
fully remote.

We assure you that all information shared by participants will be handled with the utmost confidentiality,
ensuring their full anonymity throughout the study process. Additionally, the name of the company will be
kept confidential.
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Your collaboration in facilitating our outreach to potential participants would be invaluable and
instrumental in the success of our research endeavor. Please feel free to reach out if you require further
details or have any inquiries.

Thank you for considering our proposal, and we look forward to the possibility of collaboration.
Warm regards,

Tilda Mellberg
xxx(@student.lu.se

Wai Ling Mak
xxx@student.lu.se

Appendix B - Participant Invitation Letter

Greetings,

We are Tilda and Wai Ling, two master’s students enrolled in the Management program at Lund
University School of Economics and Management, we are currently undertaking a research study
following the recent changes in companies’ environment with a focus on motivation in traditional offices,
and offices with hybrid and remote settings.

Given the rapid shift induced by the COVID-19 pandemic towards remote or hybrid work structures, we
are keen to explore how managers can effectively motivate their team members within these varying work
contexts. To achieve this, we would like to invite you to participate in our study and share your valuable
insights. Your contribution would entail either an in-person/online interview or an online survey.

- If you would like to spend approximately 10 minutes completing the survey, please click here.
- If you are interested in participating in a 30 to 60-minute interview, please fill out the form here.

We assure you that all information provided will be treated with the utmost confidentiality, and your
participation will be fully anonymous.

By participating in our research, you not only contribute to our academic endeavors but also play a vital
role in advancing knowledge within the field of Management. Your insights are invaluable in shaping our
understanding of motivation dynamics in various workplace settings.

Please feel free to reach out if you require further details or have any inquiries. Your participation is
highly appreciated, and we are grateful for your consideration.

Warm regards,

Tilda Mellberg
xxx(@student.lu.se
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Wai Ling Mak
xxx@student.lu.se

Appendix C - Consent Form

Thesis Title: Motivation in Diverse Work Environments: Dual Perspectives from Managers and Team
Members (tentative)

Researchers: Wai Ling Mak and Tilda Mellberg
Interview Consent Form

I have been given information about Motivation in Diverse Work Environments: Dual Perspectives from
Managers and Team Members (tentative) and discussed the research project with Wai Ling Mak and Tilda
Mellberg who are conducting this research as a part of a Master’s in Management supervised by Rikard
Larsson.

I understand that, if I consent to participate in this project, I will be asked to give the researcher a duration
of approximately 1 hour of my time to participate in the process.

I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary, I am free to refuse to participate and I am
free to withdraw from the research at any time.

By signing below I am indicating my consent to participate in the research as it has been described to me.
I understand that the data collected from my participation will be used for my thesis only and will be
deleted after completion, and I consent for it to be used in that manner.

NI ..o e
Email: ...

Telephone: .....oviiniiii

3 P T
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Appendix D - Interview Guide

Interview Guide
CONFIDENTIAL

Basic Information

Reference Code

Name of interviewee Conducted by

Location of the interview | Interview Date Interview Start Time Interview End Time

Interview Preparation Checklist

el

Questions have been prepared.

Have the interviewee sign the consent form.

Have the equipment ready to take notes and record the interview.

Remember to set your cell phones/ devices etc. on vibrate/mute before the interview.

Interview Opening

1.

(08

Introduce ourselves - Hello! we are Tilda and Kari, two master’s students in the Management program at
Lund University School of Economics and Management.

Explain the purpose of the research

Explain the interview process - how long will the interview take, note taking, etc.

Point out that it is the interviewee’s perceptions that are important. There are no right or wrong answers.
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5. Explain that the interview will be recorded.
6. His/her personal information will be kept confidential.

After the Interview

1. Ensure you get the interviewee's contact and give yours (if you still need to do so).
2. Ask if the interviewee has any questions or concerns.
3. Thank the interviewee for spending time for the interview.

Appendix E - Interview Questions for Team Members

Opening: Hello, How are you? (Small talk) We are Tilda and Wai Ling, two master’s students at Lund

University. Currently, we are conducting a research study on motivation across various work

environments, including traditional offices, hybrid setups, and remote settings. Specifically, we want to

understand the strategies managers believe they can employ to motivate their team members and how

team members perceive their motivation.

The interview will take around 1 hour, OUR NAME will be the interviewer and OUR NAME will be the

observer. There are no right and wrong answers to the questions, and your perceptions matter most.

Before we start, we want to let you know that the interview will be recorded, but it will not be shared and

is solely for our analysis and will be deleted afterward. Your participation is also anonymous, and we will

not include any information that can be traced back to you personally. You are free to skip any questions

you prefer not to answer or terminate your participation at any time.

Are you comfortable with these conditions, and do you have any questions before we begin?

Area

Question

Note

Background

1 | Could you please tell me a bit about yourself

and your work?

2 | How long have you been working in this

company?

3 | Are you a manager or a team member?
a. Where do you work normally? -

fully in an office/hybrid/remotely?
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b. How many days in a week do you
work in an  office/remotely

normally?

Why this job and/or this company?

Area Question Note
Flexibility Was it your choice to work fully in an
office/hybrid/remotely?

a. If yes, why do you choose to work in
this way?

b. If not, what is the company policy?
current arrangement according to
HR?

i. do you like the -current
arrangement or do you prefer
to work fully in an
office/hybrid/remotely?

Material Would you be open to considering a change
rewards in your compensation package to work in a
different arrangement, whether that involves
an increase or decrease in salary?
a. Ifyes, why?
b. If not, why?
Autonomy Do you feel that you have a sufficient level of

autonomy and control over your work? How

does this impact your motivation?
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Social 4 | How do you perceive the influence of social
Connections connections and collaboration on your
and motivation in the workplace?

Collaboration

Emotional 5 | How do you think emotional connections

connections with your team affect your motivation to
perform effectively in the workplace?

Self- 6 | What role do opportunities for learning,

actualization growth, and development play in your
motivation to perform well at work?

organizational | 7 | To what extent do you think achieving
goals organizational goals contributes to your sense
of accomplishment and motivation at work?

Work/organiz | 8 | How would you describe the overall work

ational culture environment and culture of the organization,

&  External and how does it influence your motivation?

/physical

environment

Challenges/co | 9 | Do you believe that having opportunities to

mplexity tackle challenging projects contributes to
your overall motivation and engagement in
your role?

General 10 | Are there any barriers or obstacles at work or
in your personal life that you feel it is
impacting your motivation or productivity in
your current role?

General 11 | Lastly, could you share a factor that motivates

you the most in your work, as well as a factor

that demotivates you the most?
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a. If they cannot just say one, can give
them the option to share three key

factors.

Closing: That’s all the questions we have for you, do you have any questions for us? If you have any
questions or concerns in the future, you can always contact us! Thank you so much for taking the time to

participate in our research study! Have a great day!

Appendix F - Interview Questions for Managers

Opening: Hello, How are you? (Small talk) We are Tilda and Wai Ling, two master’s students at Lund
University. Currently, we are conducting a research study on motivation across various work
environments, including traditional offices, hybrid setups, and remote settings. Specifically, we want to
understand the strategies managers believe they can employ to motivate their team members and how

team members perceive their motivation.

The interview will take around 1 hour, OUR NAME will be the interviewer and OUR NAME will be the

observer. There are no right and wrong answers to the questions, and your perceptions matter most.

Before we start, we want to let you know that the interview will be recorded, but it will not be shared and
is solely for our analysis and will be deleted afterward. Your participation is also anonymous, and we will
not include any information that can be traced back to you personally. You are free to skip any questions

you prefer not to answer or terminate your participation at any time.

Are you comfortable with these conditions, and do you have any questions before we begin?

Area Question Note

Background 1 | Could you please tell me a bit about yourself

and your work?

2 | How long have you been working in this

company?
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Are you a manager or a team member?

a. How many employees do you
oversee? And where are your team
members located (at the same office,
in another country?)

b. Where do you work normally? -
fully in an office/hybrid/remotely?

c¢. How many days in a week do you
work in an  office/remotely
normally?

d. Could you please describe your

leadership style?

Why this job and/or this company?

Area Question Note
Motivational How do you keep your team members
Factors motivated normally?

How do you assess the individual motivations
and needs of team members, and how do you
tailor your approach to motivation

accordingly?

Could you please describe a time when you
successfully motivated your team to achieve a
challenging goal or project? What strategies
did you use?

a. In other words, could you please
provide examples of specific
initiatives or activities you have
implemented to boost morale and

motivation among team members?
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1. Was it successful?
ii.  Ifyes, why and how?

iii.  Ifnot, why?

When faced with a team member who is
experiencing low motivation, how do you
approach the situation and help them

re-engage?

How do you balance providing support and
guidance with giving team members
autonomy and ownership over their work to

maintain motivation?

What role do you believe recognition and
feedback play in motivating team members?
How do you ensure that recognition is

meaningful and timely?

What are the most challenging aspects of
management when it comes to motivating
team members, and how did you overcome

them?

In what ways do you believe the strategies for
motivating your team members might vary

across different work environments?

In your opinion, what are the key qualities or
characteristics of a leader that effectively

inspires and motivates their team members?

10

For Hybrid only: What do you think are the
main differences between face-to-face

management and remote management?
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11 | Finally, could you share the most important
factors that you believe could effectively
motivate your team members, along with the
most important factor that could potentially

demotivate them?

Closing: That’s all the questions we have for you, do you have any questions for us? If you have any
questions or concerns in the future, you can always contact us! Thank you so much for taking the time to

participate in our research study! Have a great day!

Appendix G - Survey for Managers

Motivation in Different Work Contexts Survey <

Thank you for taking the time to participate in our research study on work motivation across different workplace
environments. We are Kari and Tilda, master’s students in the Management program at Lund University School of
Economics and Management. As part of our thesis project, we are conducting this survey to gain insights into the
factors that influence work motivation among employees in various work settings, including in-office, hybrid, and

remote (completely from home) environments.

Your participation in this study is entirely anonymous, and all responses will be kept confidential and anonymized. The
survey should take approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. Please answer the questions thoughtfully and to the best of

your ability, and there are no right or wrong answers.

If you decide to participate, complete the following survey. Your completion of this survey indicates your consent to
participate in this research study.

Should you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact us!

Best regards,
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How old are you?

18-30
31-40
41-50
51-64
65+

Prefer not to say

*

What is your gender?

Female
Male
Non-binary

Prefer not to say

*

What is your highest completed education level?

Elementary school

High school/Gymnasium

University, bachelor's degree

University, master's degree (1 or 2 years)
University, PhD and above

128

Other...



Where do you work? *

Europe, North
Europe, West
Europe, South
Europe, Central
Europe, East

Outside of Europe

*

How many years of professional experience do you have?

0-5
6-10

10+

What is your job role?

Please select "manager" if you, in any way, lead and/or are responsible for a group of individuals.

I am a manager (CEO, project manager, CTO, HR manager, etc.)

I am part of a team (non-manager)

I am self-employed (entrepreneur without any employees, contractor, etc.)
I am not working

Other...
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What type of job do you have?
For the majority of your time, think of where most of your tasks are performed.

White-collar

Tasks: Highly skilled within professional, administrative, managerial, or technical tasks.
Where: Commonly conducted in office environments.

Responsibilities: Such as analyzing data, managing projects, coordinating teams, or providing
specialized expertise.

Examples: Finance, law, IT, consulting, administration.

Blue-collar

Tasks: Manual tasks, both skilled and unskilled labor.

Where: Industrial, manufacturing, construction, or service sectors.

Responsibilities: Physically demanding duties, such as repairing equipment or maintaining facilities.

Examples: Construction, maintenance, and custodial work that require the wearing of work clothes or

protective gear.

White-collar
Blue-collar

Other...

Do you work full-time or part-time? *

Full-time
Part-time (50%)
Part-time (Less than 50%)

Part-time (More than 50%)
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*

Where is your primary work environment?

I work in the office (traditional in-office environment)
Sometimes I go to the office, sometimes I work from home (hybrid)

I work from home (remote)

Other...

How many days a week do you approximately work from home? *

1 only work from the office O O O O O O I only work from home
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How motivated are you to work?

I am not motivated to work O O O O O O I am very motivated to work

*

What is your general level of satisfaction with your work?

Unsatistied O O O O O O Very satistied

To what extent do the following factors motivate you?

0: This does not motivate me at all.

5: 1 find this very important for my work motivation.

Flexibility (such as working hours, working environment and work-life balance) *

O O O O O O

Autonomy (such as control over what or whom you work with) *
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Social Connections and Collaborations (such as interactions amongst your colleagues and team work) *

O O O O O O

Emotional Connections (such as feeling safe and comfortable at work) *

O O O O O O

Self-actualization (such as personal growth, achievements, use your talents, be creative or make a

difference)

Organizational Goals (such as working towards a collective objective or driving change within the

organization)
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”) *

Work/Organizational Culture (such as organizational values, the “atmosphere

O O O O O O

External/Physical Environment (such as noise levels, comfort, lighting conditions, and the quality of ~ *

screens or equipment)

O O O O O O

Challenges/Complexity (such as tasks that are challenging and stimulate you) *

O O O O O O

Material Rewards (such as money, bonuses) *
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*

Which factor motivates you the most?

Flexibility (such as working hours, working environment and work-life balance)

Autonomy (such as control over what or whom you work with)

Social connections and Collaboration (such as interactions amongst your colleagues and team work)

Emotional connections (such as feeling safe and comfortable at work)

Self-actualization (such as personal growth, achievements, use your talents, be creative or make a difference)

Organizational goals (such as working towards a collective objective or driving change within the organization)

Enjoyment (such as you enjoy what you are working with and have a passion for it)

Work/organizational culture (such as organizational values, the “atmosphere™)

External /physical environment (such as noise levels, comfort, lighting conditions, and the quality of screens or eq...

Challenges/complexity (such as tasks that are challenging and stimulate you)

Material rewards (such as money, bonuses)

I do not feel motivated to work

Other...
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Which factor demotivates you the most? I.e., what makes you not wanting to work?

Lack of flexibility (such as strict working hours, working environment and no work-life balance)

Lack of autonomy (such as no control over what or whom you work with)

Lack of social connections and Collaboration (such as few or negative interactions amongst your colleagues and te...

Lack of emotional connections (such as not feeling safe and comfortable at work)

Lack of self-actualization (such as no chance for personal growth, achievements, use your talents, be creative or m...

Lack of organizational goals (such as not working towards a collective objective or driving change within the orga...

Lack of enjoyment (such as you don't enjoy what you are working with nor have a passion for it)

Lack of work/organizational culture (such as no organizational values, bad “atmosphere”)

Lack of external /physical environment (such as poor noise levels, comfort, lighting conditions, and the quality of ...

Lack of challenges/complexity (such as tasks that are easy and do not stimulate you)

Lack of material rewards (such as a small salary, no bonuses)

Other...

*

Have you had any major event in your life (positive or negative)_in the previous month that might

influence how you perform at work?

For example: family troubles, mental health issues, sleep deprivation, moving houses, becoming a

parent/grandparent

Yes
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Is there anything else you would like to add? For example regarding work motivation or general feedback.

Long answer text

Would you be interested to participate in a longer in-depth interview regarding work motivation?

Note: If you pick yes, you will be asked to fill out another form by clicking the link on the next
page where you will add your contact details. This to keep your responses in this form anonymous. We

will not be able to connect your email to your responses.

Yes - Please click the link displayed on the subsequent page after submitting.

No
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Appendix H - Survey for Team Members

Motivation in Different Work Contexts Survey ~

Thank you for taking the time to participate in our research study on work motivation across different workplace
environments. We are Kari and Tilda, master’s students in the Management program at Lund University School of
Economics and Management. As part of our thesis project, we are conducting this survey to gain insights into the
factors that influence work motivation among employees in various work settings, including in-office, hybrid, and

remote (completely from home) environments.

Your participation in this study is entirely anonymous, and all responses will be kept confidential and anonymized. The
survey should take approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. Please answer the questions thoughtfully and to the best of

your ability, and there are no right or wrong answers.

If you decide to participate, complete the following survey. Your completion of this survey indicates your consent to
participate in this research study.

Should you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact us!

Best regards,
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How old are you?

18-30
31-40
41-50
51-64
65+

Prefer not to say

*

What is your gender?

Female
Male
Non-binary

Prefer not to say

*

What is your highest completed education level?

Elementary school

High school/Gymnasium

University, bachelor's degree

University, master's degree (1 or 2 years)
University, PhD and above
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Where do you work? *

Europe, North
Europe, West
Europe, South
Europe, Central
Europe, East

Outside of Europe

*

How many years of professional experience do you have?

0-5
6-10

10+

What is your job role?

Please select "manager" if you, in any way, lead and/or are responsible for a group of individuals.

I am a manager (CEO, project manager, CTO, HR manager, etc.)

I am part of a team (non-manager)

I am self-employed (entrepreneur without any employees, contractor, etc.)
I am not working

Other...
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What type of job does the company you work for perform?

Think of the main function of the company.

White-collar

Tasks: Highly skilled within professional, administrative, managerial, or technical tasks.
Where: Commonly conducted in office environments.

Responsibilities: Such as analyzing data, managing projects, coordinating teams, or providing
specialized expertise.

Examples: Finance, law, IT, consulting, administration.

Blue-collar

Tasks: Manual tasks, both skilled and unskilled labor.

Where: Industrial, manufacturing, construction, or service sectors.

Responsibilities: Physically demanding duties, such as repairing equipment or maintaining facilities.
Examples: Construction, maintenance, and custodial work that require the wearing of work clothes or

protective gear.

White-collar

Blue-collar

Other...

How many employees/team members do you approximately manage? *

Short answer text
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Where do your team members perform most of their tasks? *

They all work in the same office as I do

They work both in the same office as I do and from home

They all work from home or at a different location than me

Some always work in the same office as I do, some always work from home or at a different location than me

Other...

Where do you perform most of your tasks? *

From my office at work
I alter between working from home and at the office
I always work from home

Other...

Do you work full-time or part-time? *

Full-time
Part-time (50%)
Part-time (Less than 50%)

Part-time (More than 50%)
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How many days a week do you approximately work from home? *

I only work from the office O O O O O O I only work from home

In general, how do you perceive the level of motivation your employees have? *

My team members are not very O O O O O O My team members have a high level of
motivated motivation most of the days

What do you believe motivates your employees the most?

Flexibility (such as working hours, working environment and work-life balance)

Autonomy (such as control over what or whom they work with)

Social connections and Collaboration (such as interactions amongst the employees and team work)
Emotional connections (such as feeling safe and comfortable at work)

Self-actualization (such as personal growth, achievements, use of talents, be creative or make a difference)
Alignment of individual and organizational goals (such as working towards a collective objective or driving chang. ..
Enjoyment (such as they enjoy what they are working with and have a passion for it)

Work/organizational culture (such as organizational values, the “atmosphere”)

External /physical environment (such as comfortable chairs, tools, computers)

Challenges/complexity (such as tasks that are challenging and stimulate them)

Material rewards (such as money, bonuses)

Other...

143



What do you believe demotivates the employees the most? I.e., what makes them nof wanting to

work?

Lack of flexibility (such as strict working hours, working environment and no work-life balance)

Lack of autonomy (such as no control over what or whom you work with)

Lack of social connections and Collaboration (such as few or negative interactions amongst your colleagues and te...

Lack of emotional connections (such as not feeling safe and comfortable at work)

Lack of self-actualization (such as no chance for personal growth, achievements, use your talents, be creative or m...

Lack of organizational goals (such as not working towards a collective objective or driving change within the orga...

Lack of enjoyment (such as you don't enjoy what you are working with nor have a passion for it)

Lack of work/organizational culture (such as no organizational values, bad “atmosphere”)

Lack of external /physical environment (such as poor noise levels, comfort, lighting conditions, and the quality of ...

Lack of challenges/complexity (such as tasks that are easy and do not stimulate you)

Lack of material rewards (such as a small salary, no bonuses)

Other...
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What strategies do you use to get your team members motivated? *

Offer flexibility (working hours, work from home)

I delegate work to my team members (give them resposnibility)

1 ensure that the team gets along well (encourage after-work, team work exercises, conflict management)
I ensure that my team feels safe and can open up to me

1 encourage personal growth and allow my team members to be creative

1 set clear goals and explain the purpose of the task/project

I believe that my team members can motivate themselves because they enjoy working here

I try to create a positive work environment and culture

I put effort into making the physical areas (the office) welcoming and equipped with the necessary tools
I challenge my team to make them work hard and find motivation in the complexity of the task

1 promote material rewards, such as bonuses or a raise when they perform well

I do nothing to motivate my employees

Other...

Have you had any major event at your company (positive or negative) in the previous month that might *

influence how your employees perform at work?

For example: layoffs, organizational restructuring, opening a new branch, change of management,

recent bonuses

Yes
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Is there anything else you would like to add? For example regarding work motivation or general feedback.

Long answer text

Would you be interested to participate in a longer in-depth interview regarding work motivation?

Note: If you pick yes, you will be asked to fill out another form by clicking the link on the next
page where you will add your contact details. This to keep your responses in this form anonymous. We

will not be able to connect your email to your responses.

Yes - Please click the link displayed on the subsequent page after submitting.

No
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Appendix I - Invitation to Interview (From survey)

Thank you for expressing interest in participating in an interview for our research study on work
motivation. The interview will provide an opportunity for a more in-depth discussion about your
experiences and insights.

Interview Details:

Duration: Approximately 30-45 minutes

Purpose: To further explore your perspectives on work motivation and related topics.

Anonymity: Your responses will be completely anonymous and confidential.

Your participation is greatly appreciated and will contribute valuable insights to our study. We
will contact you shortly to schedule the interview.

Warm regards,

Kari Mak: xxxxxx(@student.lu.se

Tilda Mellberg: xxxxxx@student.lu.se

Lund University School of Economics and Management
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Appendix J - Median values from survey

Median Values of Motvation Factors, by Days Worked in the Office

Days From Office 5 days 4 or 3 days 2 days 1day 0 days
N 3(8.3%) 13(36.1%) 4(11.1%) 11(30.6%) 5(13.9%)
Motivation Levels 4 4 4 4 4
Flexibility 5 5 45 5 5
Autonomy 4 4 45 4 5
Social Connections 4 3 4 4 4
Emotional Connections 4 3 3.5 3 4
Self-Actualization 4 4 4 4 5
Organizational Goals 4 3 4 3 4
Enjoyment 5 4 4 4 5
Work Culture 4 3 35 3 4
External Environment 4 4 3.5 4 5
Challenges/Complexity 4 4 4 4 5
Material Reward 4 4 35 5 4
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