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ABSTRACT

This paper examines various factors influencing employee engagement during the COVID-19
pandemic. The paper also explores whether the degree of such influence differs among various
employee generations. A voluntary survey was conducted among 534 employees using a self-
administered questionnaire. The results show that the transformational leadership style has the
biggest impact on employee engagement within the workplace. While work-life balance and
employee autonomy significantly influence employee engagement, corporate social
responsibility moderately impacts employee engagement, particularly among the younger
generation. This study is among the first to examine the impact of executive-, employee-, and
organizational-level factors on work engagement during the COVID-19 pandemic and to explore
the role of the employee generation in this connection.

Keywords: Employee Engagement, Employee Generation, Multi-Level Predictors, Covid-19
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INTRODUCTION

Employee engagement can directly affect the well-being and prosperity of a company. It is a key
to achieving a competitive advantage (Albrecht et al., 2015). Engaged workers are committed to
their work (Ghlichlee and Bayat, 2020) and perform their tasks enthusiastically (Rai et al., 2018),
assisting the company in operating more effectively and efficiently (Lapoint and Liprie-Spence,
2017). However, the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in a major paradigm shift in how
organizations approach employee engagement. Employee engagement was found to be declined
significantly during the COVID-19 pandemic (Quantum Workplace, 2020; 2021). A recent
large-scale employee engagement survey showed that 21 percent of employees want to work
remotely, 68 percent want to work in a hybrid environment, and only 11 percent want to work
on-ground- all under normal circumstances (Quantum Workplace, 2021). This trend suggests
that employers need to think “outside the box” regarding employee engagement.

Prior literature has examined the determinants of employee engagement at the executive level
(Mandell and Pherwani, 2003; Gergen et al., 2014), organizational level (Bokhari, 2019; Morris
and Venkatesh, 2000), and employee level (Riyanto et al., 2019; Taipale et al., 2011). Some
studies also reported differences in work engagement among Generation X, Generation Y, and
Generation Z employees (Kordbacheh et al., 2014; Lapoint and Liprie-Spence, 2017). However,
there is a lack of research that explores how various factors at different levels of an organization
impact employee engagement during the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, there is not much
research that explores such an impact in relation to different employee generations, including
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Generation X, Generation Y, and Generation Z. This study examines the factors that influence
employee engagement during the COVID-19 pandemic. Specifically, this study looks at
generational differences in the workforce and explores how executive level (e.g., leadership
style), organizational level (e.g., CSR, technology), and employee level (e.g., work-life balance,
autonomy) factors have affected employee engagement during the pandemic.

The remaining sections of the paper are structured as follows. First, we review the literature by
highlighting the antecedents of employee engagement. We then develop our theoretical
background by proposing several hypotheses. Next, we discuss our method, followed by the
results of the study. We then discuss the scholarly and practical implications of the study’s
findings and conclude with suggestions for future research.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

There is a robust literature on the determinants of employee engagement. For example, several
studies have been conducted in order to understand the impact of executive-level factors such as
leadership style on employee engagement (Mandell and Pherwani, 2003; Wolfram and Gratton,
2014; Gergen et al., 2014). Numerous studies have examined the impact of organization-level
factors such as CSR (Bokhari, 2019; Brammer et al., 2007; Chaudhary, 2017) and technology
(Morris and Venkatesh, 2000; Sanders et al., 2015) on employee engagement. This body of
literature also explored several employee-level determinants of employee engagement ranging
from autonomy (Sheemun et al., 2013; Johnson and Spector, 2007; Taipale et al., 2011) to work-
life balance (Capnary et al, 2018; Riyanto et al., 2019; Parkes and Langford, 2008). In the
meantime, the research indicates that employee engagement differs across various generations.
Most scholars agree that age plays a vital role in employee engagement, arguing that certain age
groups of employees are more motivated with their work than others (Schullery, 2013;
Kordbacheh et al., 2014; Hoole and Bonnema, 2015). In this study, we examine the impact of
executive-, employee-, and organizational-level factors on work engagement during the COVID-
19 pandemic and explore the role of the employee generation in this connection. In the next
section, we develop various hypotheses linking the impact of executive-, employee-, and
organization-level factors on work engagement. Figure 1 below demonstrates our research
model.

Figure 1. Multi-level Predictors of Employee Engagement
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Transformational Leadership and Employee Engagement

Studies have shown that transformational leadership motivates and inspires employees to be
more productive. For instance, in a study conducted among employees in a European bank,
Besieux et al. (2018) found that transformational leadership positively influences employee
engagement. In the meantime, studies suggest that younger generations prefer a work
environment that facilitates open communication and encompasses the concept of involved
employees (Bodenhausen and Curtis, 2016). These employees might prefer transformational
leaders that give them the personal attention and inspire them to achieve higher performance
(Gergen et al., 2014). Indeed, in a study conducted among Generation Z employees, Lee et al.
(2020) found that transformational leadership positively influences work engagement.
Accordingly, this study hypothesizes that transformational leadership will be more positively
related to the work engagement of younger generations than older generations.

Hla. Transformational leadership positively relates to employees’ engagement in the
workplace.

H1lb. Employees’ generation moderates the effect of transformational leadership on
employees’ engagement in the workplace such that transformational leadership is
more positively related to the work engagement of younger generations.

Transactional leadership and Employee Engagement

Studies have shown that a transactional leadership style is more task-oriented and focuses on
objective outcomes. Older generations tend to prefer a leadership style that focuses on a
specified expected outcome with consequences in place if requirements are not met. While
younger individuals in the early stages of their careers might also prefer transactional leadership
(Popli and Rizvi, 2016), older generations are more likely to do so across the board. Therefore,
this study hypothesizes that transactional leadership will be more positively related to the work
engagement of older generations than the younger generations.

H2a. Transactional leadership positively relates to employees’ engagement in the
workplace.

H2b. Employees’ generation moderates the effect of transactional leadership on
employees’ engagement in the workplace such that transactional leadership is
more positively related to the work engagement of older generations.

Corporate Social Responsibility and Employee Engagement

Employees tend to be more engaged with a positive attitude when they view their organization to
be socially responsible (Brammer et al., 2007). Meanwhile, studies have shown that there is a
correlation between corporate social responsibility and employee generation (Bokhari, 2019).
Younger generations are shown to value a strong corporate culture that is centered around
corporate social responsibility (Bokhari, 2019). For instance, Abdelhalim and Eldin (2019)
demonstrated that a firm’s engagement in CSR activities, such as community welfare programs
and social advancement programs, is particularly appealing to younger generations. Taken
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together, this study proposes that corporate social responsibility will be more positively related to
the work engagement of younger generations than older generations.

H3a. Corporate social responsibility positively relates to employees’ engagement in the
workplace.

H3b. Employees’ generation moderates the effect of corporate social responsibility on
employees’ engagement in the workplace such that corporate social responsibility
is more positively related to the work engagement of younger generations.

Technology and Employee Engagement

Implementing the latest technology in the workplace not only increases a company’s efficiency
but also enhances employees’ motivation. Research has shown that the appropriate utilization of
technology can enable younger generations to engage more in their work (Jha et al., 2018).
Younger generations are more likely to adopt technology in their job functions than older
generations (Morris and Venktesh, 2000). They might feel more comfortable with the new
technology than do older generations (Lapoint and Liprie-Spence, 2017). Consequently, this
study suggests that technology will be more positively related to the work engagement of
younger generations than older generations.

H4a. Technology positively relates to employees’ engagement in the workplace.

H4b. Employees’ generation moderates the effect of technology on employees’
engagement in the workplace such that technology is more positively related to
the work engagement of younger generations.

Work-life Balance and Employee Engagement

Employees consider work-life balance when making career-related decisions (Capnary et al.,
2018). Studies have shown a correlation between work-life balance and employee generations.
However, there is not strong enough evidence to conclusively determine if work-life balance
impacted a specific age group (Capnary et al., 2018; Gilley et al., 2015; Riyanto et al., 2019;
Dex and Bond, 2005; Parkes and Langford, 2008). While Parkes and Langford (2008) found that
the older generation displayed a relationship with work-life balance compared to younger
generations, there are multiple other studies that indicated the opposite (Capnary et al., 2018;
Gilley et al., 2015; Riyanto et al., 2019). However, in general, younger employees may have
more family commitments (e.g., the need to take care of their young children) than the older-
generation employees (Dow-Clarke, 2002; Wiradendi Wolor et al., 2020). Studies have shown
that younger generation employees prefer more flexibility in work (Wiradendi Wolor et al.,
2020). Thus, this study hypothesizes that work-life balance will be more positively related to the
work engagement of younger generations than the older generations.

H5a. Work-life balance positively relates to employees’ engagement in the workplace.

H5b. Employees’ generation moderates the effect of work-life balance on employees’
engagement in the workplace such that work-life balance is more positively
related to the work engagement of younger generations.
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Autonomy and Employee Engagement

Studies have demonstrated that work autonomy is a strong predictor of work engagement
(Taipale et al., 2011). For instance, Sadler-Smith et al. (2003) reported that work autonomy
positively impacts employee motivation, job satisfaction, and work-life balance. Research has
also shown that employees with a level of seniority reported more autonomy and work
engagement (Sadler-Smith et al., 2003; Sheemun et al., 2013). This suggests that autonomy is a
factor with older, more experienced employees. Accordingly, this study proposes that autonomy
will be more positively related to the work engagement of older generations than younger
generations.

H6a. Autonomy positively relates to employees’ engagement in the workplace.

H6b. Employees’ generation moderates the effect of autonomy on employees’
engagement in the workplace such that autonomy is more positively related to the
work engagement of older generations.

METHODOLOGY

Sample Data

In order to test the above hypotheses, we created a survey questionnaire using the variable items
discussed in the following section. We first collected the survey data using Amazon Mechanical
Turk. We required three conditions to be met for the survey. Specifically, the Amazon
Mechanical Turk workers had to be employed, aged from 18 to 55 years old, with equal
sampling among the three generations — Generation Z, Generation Y, and Generation X. We ran
the first round of our online survey for a week in the third week of April 2020 and received 220
responses. In the fourth week of August 2020, we ran the survey again and received 350
responses. In addition, we collected 39 surveys from senior students and MBA students in a
public university in the New England region. In sum, we collected 609 valid responses.
However, we deleted 9 repeated responses and 24 responses with multiple missing values,
resulting in 576 responses. From the 576 responses, we excluded the 42 responses with poor
response quality. We used the items with reverse codes to identify the poor response quality.
Accordingly, our final sample consists of 534 responses.

Measures

Dependent Variable - Employee Engagement

Employee engagement is the dependent variable of this study. Schaufeli et al. (2006) developed
a questionnaire that identified the three dimensions of positive workplace engagement: vigor,
dedication, and absorption. Additionally, they developed a questionnaire by identifying nine
items in total for the three dimensions. For the purpose of this study, the following three items
were selected from the original nine items to measure employee engagement in the workplace:
“I am enthusiastic about my job”, “When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work”, and
“I feel happy when I am working intensely.” We utilized a seven-point scale (1 = strongly
disagree; 7 = strongly agree) and used the average value to measure all the variables used in this
study.
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Moderating Variable - Employee Generation

For the purpose of this study, employees were categorized into three generations based on their
age as of April 2020, Generation Z: 18 to 24 years old, Generation Y: 25 to 39 years old, and
Generation X: 40 to 55 years old.

Independent Variables

Transformational Leadership

Bass and Avolio (2000) developed a multifactor leadership questionnaire based on the six-factor
model that measures transformational and transactional leadership styles and summarizes the six
traits. Transformational leadership includes four traits: charisma, inspirational/motivating,
intellectually stimulating, and individualized consideration (Bass and Avolio, 2000). The
charismatic leadership dimension consists of three items as follows: “My leader makes everyone
around him/her enthusiastic about assignments”, “I have complete faith in my leader”, and “My
leader encourages me to express my ideas and opinions.” Similarly, the inspirational motivation
dimension includes the following three items: “My leader is an inspiration to us”, “My leader
inspires loyalty to him/her”, and “My leader inspires loyalty to the organization.” Furthermore,
the intellectual stimulation dimension includes three items as follows: “My leader’s ideas have
forced me to rethink some of my own ideas, which | had never questioned before”, “My leader
enables me to think about old problems in new ways”, and “My leader has provided me with
new ways of looking at things, which used to be a puzzle for me.” Finally, the individualized
consideration dimension consists of the following three dimensions: “My leader gives personal
attention to members who seem neglected”, “My leader finds out what [ want and tries to help
me get it.”’, and “I can count on my leader to express his/her appreciation when | do a good
job.”

Transactional Leadership

Transactional leadership includes two traits: contingent reward and management by exception
(Bass and Avolio, 2000). The contingent reward dimension consists of the following three items:
“My leader tells me what to do if I want to be rewarded for my efforts”, “There is a close
agreement between what I am expected to put into the group effort and what I can get out of it”,
and “Whenever I feel like it, I can negotiate with my leader about what I can get from what |
accomplish.” Similarly, the management by exception dimension includes three items as
follows: “My leader asks no more of me than what is absolutely essential to get the work done”,
“It is all right if I take initiatives, but my leader does not encourage me to do so” and “My
leader only tells me what I have to know to do my job.”

Corporate Social Responsibility

To assess corporate social responsibility, we used the following dimensions developed by Woo
(2013): environment, human rights & labor, product responsibility, society, and economy. The
environment-related dimension includes the following three items: “I think the company I work
for tries to invest in protecting the environment”, “I think the company I work for tries to
minimize pollution when producing products/services”’, and “I think the company I work for tries
to take care of water, energy, and material uses.” The human rights & labor-related dimension
includes three items as follows: “I think the company I work for tries to clarify health care
benefits for employees”, “I think the company I work for tries to allow the freedom of labor
union and forbid”, and “I think the company I work for tries to protect human rights at the
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workplace.” The product responsibility-related dimension includes two items: “I think the
company | work for tries to take care of customer complaints”’, and “I think the company I wWork
for tries to clearly label/explain products/services to customers.” The society-related dimension
includes the following three items: “I think the company I work for tries to consider the indirect
impacts of marketing”, “I think the company I work for tries to avoid corruption in business”,
and “I think the company I work for tries to invest in developing local community welfare.”
Finally, the economic-related dimension includes two items: “I think the company I work for
tries to provide the company’s financial information to the public”, and “I think the company I

work for tries to consider the indirect impacts of marketing.”

Technology

We used the items developed by Nambisan et al. (1999) to assess technology. Specifically, we
used the following three items to do so: “l have easy access to new technologies at the
workplace”, “I am permitted to use new technology”, and “I am capable of experimenting with
new technology as necessary.”

Work-life Balance

The following questions drawn from Brett and Stroh’s (2003) study were used to assess work-
life balance: “I feel that my job negatively affects my psychological well-being”, “I feel that my
job negatively affects my physical health”, *“I feel tension about balancing all my
responsibilities ”, “I feel that you should change something about my work in order to balance
my responsibilities”, and “I feel that personal commitments interfere with my job”. \We reverse-
coded all these items and averaged them.

Autonomy

The following questions drawn from Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) study were used to assess
autonomy: “I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job”, “I can decide on my
own how to go about doing my work”, and “I have considerable opportunity for independence
and freedom in how I do my job.”

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Most of our respondents belong to Generation Y (age 25 to 39), coming in at 55.8% of the total
respondents. Our second largest group was Generation Z (age 18 to 24), representing 24.9% of
the total respondents. Our smallest group Generation X (age 40 to 55), represents 16.3% of total
respondents. Additionally, 16 of the participants failed to identify their age. We carried out a
Pearson correlation analysis and found that employee engagement was significantly correlated
with transformational leadership, transactional leadership, corporate social responsibility, work-
life balance, autonomy, and technology (p < 0.01). There was no serious multicollinearity
present in the regression model because all VIFs were less than 10 (Vittinghoff et al., 2012), and
the condition index was less than 30 (Kennedy, 2003).
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Pearson Correlation Results for All Data

Variables Mean SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Engagement 4.890 1628 534 1
2 Transformational 4.761 1.447 534 0.693*** 1

Leadership
3 Transactional 4.383 1.083 534 0.447*** 0.659*** 1

Leadership

4 Corporate Social 5.049  1.114 534 0.543***  0.636***  0.465*** 1
Responsibility

5 Work Life 4.669 1606 534 0.327*** 0.218*** -0.109**  0.141*** 1
Balance
6 Autonomy 5.070 1507 534 0.564*** 0.530*** (0.357*** (0.395*** (0.273*** 1
7 Technology 5.381 1429 534 0.445***  0.456***  (0.394***  (0470*** 0.177*** 0.436*** 1

Note: N = 534; *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
Hypothesis Testing

To examine our hypotheses, we employed ordinary least square (OLS) regression in addition to
several robustness tests. In particular, we employed a multiple regression model in which the
dependent variable is work engagement, while “transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, corporate social responsibility, autonomy, work-life balance, and technology” are
independent variables. Similarly, we used employee generation as the moderating variable.
Evidence was found to support Hypothesis 1a. Transformational leadership was shown to have a
positive relationship with employee engagement. When examining all data, the results showed
that transformational leadership was significantly related to employee engagement (5 = 0.466, p
< 0.01). However, we did not find support for hypothesis 1b since the results were consistent
across all generations, X, Y, and Z (8 =0.453, p < 0.01 for generation X; # =0.479; p < 0.01 for
generation Y; and f = 0.361, p < 0.01 for generation Z).

367



Journal of Contemporary Issues in Business and Government Vol. 29, No. 01, 2023
https://cibgp.com/

P-ISSN: 2204-1990; E-ISSN: 1323-6903
DOI: 10.47750/cibbg.2023.29.01.027

Table 2. Regression Model Results

Regression Model Bootstrap Regression Model
Variable All Data  Generation  Generation Generation Generation Generation Generation
X Y Z X Y Z
Constant -0.781***  -0.863 -0.434 -1.225%** -0.863 -0.434 -1.625**
(0.289) (0.652) (0.392) (0.600) (0.741) (0.364) (0.600)
Transformational 0.466***  (0.453*** 0.479*** 0.361*** 0.453** 0.479%** 0.361**
Leadership (0.053) (0.124) (0.071) (0.116) (0.164) (0.082) (0.116)
Transactional 0.052 -0.00004 0.115 0.052 -0.00004 0.115 0.052
Leadership (0.061) (0.139) (0.079) (0.135) (0.142) (0.081) (0.135)
Corporate Social ~ 0.189***  0.151 0.141* 0.376%** 0.151 0.141* 0.376***
Responsibility (0.056) (0.1112) (0.077) (0.120) (0.130) (0.085) (0.120)
Work Life 0.156***  0.382*** 0.118*** 0.176** 0.382*** 0.118*** 0.176**
Balance (0.032) (0.087) (0.040) (0.077) (0.103) (0.040) (0.077)
Autonomy 0.229***  0.135 0.218*** 0.312*** 0.135 0.218*** 0.312***
(0.038) (0.082) (0.049) (0.093) (0.093) (0.074) (0.093)
Technology 0.071* 0.074 0.035 0.036 0.074 0.035 0.036
(0.040) (0.088) (0.054) (0.084) (0.097) (0.066) (0.084)
R? 0.570 0.693 0.565 0.591 0.693 0.565 0.591
Adjusted R? 0.565 0.670 0.556 0.572 0.670 0.556 0.572
F (6, 527) 116.512
F (6, 86) 30.058 30.058
F (6, 297) 63.077 63.077
F (6, 132) 30.393 30.393

Note: p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; Standard errors in parentheses; 1000 bootstrap samples were used for bootstrap regression
model

We did not find any evidence to support Hypothesis 2a and 2b. We did not find any statistical
significance for overall data or even when we segmented it by generation. Our findings thus
suggest that transactional leadership does have a significant impact on employee engagement.

Evidence was found to support Hypothesis 3a and Hypothesis 3b. When examining overall data,
corporate social responsibility was found to have a positive effect on employees’ engagement in
the workplace (4 = 0.189, p < 0.01). However, when segmenting the data into three different
generations, only Generation Z was found to be statistically significant (5 = 0.376, p < 0.01).
Accordingly, our findings suggest that corporate social responsibility is more positively related
to the work engagement of younger generations than older generations.

We did not find any evidence to support Hypothesis 4a and Hypothesis 4b. According to our
results, there was no significant relationship between technology in the workplace and employee
engagement. Hypothesis 4b stated that technology would be more important to younger
generations. Contrary to our prediction, our data do not show a significant result for any of the
generations considered.

Our findings supported Hypothesis 5a. When examining overall data, work-life balance was
found to have a positive effect on employees’ engagement in the workplace (4 = 0.156, p < .01).
When further broken down by generations, there was a strong significance with generation X (f
=0.382, p <.001), generation Y (5 =0.118, p < 0.01), and generation Z ($ =0.118, p < 0.05). The
results suggest that work-life balance is equally important across all generations. As such, we did
not receive empirical support for Hypothesis 5b.
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The evidence supported Hypothesis 6a. When examining all data, employee autonomy was
found to positively affect employee engagement in the workplace (f = 0.229, p < 0.01).
However, when further broken down by generation, no statistical significance was found with
the generation X group (8 = 0.135, n.s.). Both generations Y and Z were found to be statistically
significant (f =0.218, p < 0.01 for generation Y and g = 0.312, p < 0.01 for generation Z).
Accordingly, we did not receive empirical support for Hypothesis 6b. Contrary to our prediction,
our data shows that autonomy is more important to younger generations than older generations.

As can be seen in Table 2, the regression model was bootstrapped in an attempt to see what
differences there might be with a wider population. Results were similar across all generations
confirming our initial regression analysis.

We carried out several additional robustness checks to further validate our theoretical arguments
and empirical results. In particular, we carried out various statistical analyses, including
discriminant analysis, logistic regression, and cluster models. Overall, additional analytical
techniques showed quantitatively similar results to those obtained by using the OLS regression
model. These additional robustness tests validated our theoretical arguments and empirical
findings based on OLS regression analysis.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this study demonstrate that leadership style influences employee engagement in
the workplace. The results show that the transformational leadership style has the biggest impact
on employee engagement. However, the findings suggest that the transactional leadership style
does not have as much of an impact. Furthermore, the findings indicate that work-life balance
and employee autonomy are also critical factors in keeping employees engaged, but not as much
as the transformational leadership style. Corporate social responsibility moderately affects
employee engagement, more strongly so among younger employees. The results also suggest that
the technology has no impact whatsoever on employee engagement.

The results have important managerial implications. Table 3 below summarizes some important
implications. Based on the findings of this study, the leadership style of a manager, particularly
the transformational leadership style, is effective in increasing employee engagement. This
indicates that managers should utilize the transformational leadership style over the transactional
one as the latter does not seem to have a significant impact on employee engagement. To
maintain employee engagement, managers should focus on additional factors such as autonomy
and work-life balance. Thus, employee engagement can also be enhanced by offering work-life
balance and creating a more flexible environment for their employees. Additionally, allowing
employees to own their work and giving them levels of autonomy improve employee
engagement.
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Table 3. Executive Recommendation for Employee Work Engagement

Priority General Generation X Generation Y Generation Z

1 Transformational Transformational Transformational Transformational
Leadership Leadership Leadership Leadership

2 Autonomy Work Life Balance Autonomy Autonomy

3 Work Life Balance Autonomy Work Life Balance Corporate Social

Responsibility

4 Corporate Social Corporate Social Corporate Social Work Life Balance
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility

5 Technology Technology Transactional Technology

Leadership

6 Transactional Transactional Technology Transactional

Leadership Leadership Leadership

Even when broken down into different generations, the transformational leadership style has the
most significant impact on employee engagement. However, corporate social responsibility has
much more of an impact on Generation Z employees than on other age groups. As such,
companies with more younger employees should adopt appropriate corporate social
responsibility initiatives to enhance employee engagement.

CONCLUSION

This research sheds light on the factors contributing to employee engagement in the workplace.
The key takeaway from this study is that the transformational leadership style has the biggest
impact on keeping employees engaged. Keeping employees engaged could lead to increased
efficiency and profitability for the organization. Furthermore, work-life balance and an
autonomous environment are factors that result in highly engaged employees. Incorporating
these factors into workplace culture could lead to a company’s success. It is intriguing to see
how management style affects employee engagement. Future research could be performed to see
if management style affects other aspects of employment, such as job satisfaction or employee
retention. Our samples were conducted during the Covid-19 pandemic when many employees
and students were required to stay home. Now with more employees returning to the office, the
dynamic in the workplace is starting to change once again. Perhaps the sample size could be
increased to capture a wider swath of the working population. The research only concentrated on
the employee age group. Future research can incorporate other factors such as marital status,
gender, income, and education. We used linear regression, logistic regression, discriminant
model, and cluster model to examine our hypotheses. Future studies could include other
statistical methods such as factor analysis and structural equation models.
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