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Abstract 

Workplace flexibility has gained substantial attention and relevance in human resource management, particularly during and following 

the COVID-19 pandemic, especially among young professionals. This study aims to examine how four types of workplace flexibility 

affect employee engagement. Data were collected from 185 young employees under the age of 30 in 2022 using an online questionnaire 

distributed via Google Forms. The responses were analyzed through Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). 

Findings revealed that both workspace flexibility and operational flexibility significantly and positively influence employee engagement. 

The study offers meaningful implications for organizational practice and society, while also enriching scholarly understanding of the 

link between workplace flexibility and employee engagement within the field of human resource management. 
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Introduction 

Work values and preferred working conditions vary across generations, making it crucial to understand the specific workplace 

expectations of young employees, particularly concerning workplace flexibility, to establish effective communication 

channels and a positive organizational environment. Recent literature highlights that Generation Z places a strong emphasis 

on workplace flexibility and values achieving a work-life balance [1, 2]. Moreover, research suggests that organizations with 

flexible management systems performed better during the COVID-19 pandemic, especially among small and medium-sized 

enterprises [3]. Additionally, continuous training and technological adaptability have been identified as essential for 

maintaining work quality [4]. Therefore, human capital plays an essential role in facilitating adaptive changes to ensure 

organizational survival during crises such as the pandemic [5]. 

This study explores a relatively new area emerging from growing expectations for workplace flexibility among younger 

professionals. Nonetheless, existing research indicates that flexibility can also have adverse effects on employee well-being. 

For example, a report by Ernst & Young [6] found that employees who worked primarily remotely during the pandemic 

experienced increased burnout and disengagement, which subsequently reduced productivity and retention rates. 

Consequently, further investigation into how workplace flexibility influences employee engagement is necessary. This study 

specifically examines the effects of four dimensions of workplace flexibility on engagement. 

Despite increasing research on generational differences in workplace needs [7, 8], few studies have explored how workplace 

flexibility affects employee engagement among young workers. Given that these individuals will soon represent the majority 

of the global workforce, understanding their preferences is critical. Employees are fundamental to organizational success, and 

fulfilling their needs through supportive working conditions enhances efficiency, competitiveness, performance, and 
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sustainability [9]. In an era of high employee turnover, engagement remains a decisive factor influencing productivity and 

overall performance [10]. Workplace flexibility, therefore, has a vital and direct role in shaping people management strategies 

[11], as younger employees must feel connected to their work environment to perform effectively [12].  

Although numerous studies have investigated employee satisfaction [13], research specifically linking flexibility to 

engagement among young employees remains limited. Most prior studies examined flexibility’s effects on job satisfaction or 

performance across multiple age groups [11, 14]. There is still a gap in understanding how various forms of workplace 

flexibility—such as time, workspace, functional, and operational flexibility—affect engagement. This study focuses on young 

workers’ perceptions of these flexibility types and how they shape their engagement levels. 

If organizations understand the flexibility needs of younger employees, they are likely to experience improved performance 

outcomes [15-17]. Hence, this research assists organizations in comprehending how autonomy in flexible work arrangements 

can enhance performance. Should flexibility prove positively linked to engagement, it would suggest that existing levels of 

workplace flexibility require enhancement. Implementing such improvements could produce lasting benefits in terms of cost-

effectiveness and productivity. 

This research contributes novel insights to the field of human resource management, particularly sustainable HRM [18, 19]. 

Its findings are applicable across diverse organizational contexts and may influence the structure of the future workforce. For 

instance, young professionals dissatisfied with rigid work environments may increasingly choose entrepreneurship over 

traditional employment. Therefore, understanding and integrating workplace flexibility is essential for ensuring organizational 

longevity and sustainability. 

Underpinning theories and literature review 

This study adopts a multidimensional framework for assessing workplace flexibility, primarily guided by the Conservation of 

Resource (COR) Theory [20]. The theory posits that employees draw on various personal resources—such as time, energy, 

and cognitive focus—to fulfill their tasks, and must replenish these resources to prevent stress and burnout [21]. According 

to Cooper-Thomas et al. [22], engagement is tied to emotional warmth and care, aligning with the resource perspective. Beigi 

et al. [23] further describe workplace flexibility as inherently supportive, suggesting that when employees perceive flexibility 

as an organizational resource, they are more likely to exhibit stronger engagement. Flexibility thus helps employees restore 

their mental and physical resources, reducing stress, preserving well-being, and enhancing engagement. 

Employee engagement 

Employee engagement is defined as a positive and fulfilling psychological state characterized by vigor, dedication, and 

absorption in work [24]. Saks [25] identified two dimensions of engagement: job engagement, reflecting dedication to one’s 

role, and organizational engagement, reflecting loyalty and commitment to the organization. Mercer [26] similarly described 

engaged employees as those who are deeply motivated to contribute beyond formal job expectations. Bin [27] emphasized 

that high-involvement HR practices, such as effective training, fair rewards, and transparent communication, significantly 

foster engagement. 

Van Bogaert et al. [28] viewed engagement as the combination of willingness and ability to work, while Allam et al. [29] 

connected it with workplace spirituality. Robinson et al. [30] highlighted that engagement involves employees’ positive 

attitudes toward organizational values and their drive to improve performance. Ipsos [31] defined engaged workers as 

individuals who find satisfaction and fulfillment in their roles, suggesting that management should integrate employee needs 

into strategic planning [32]. Factors such as gender, age, education, tenure, and job level also influence engagement levels 

[33-35]. Moreover, supportive supervision, fair compensation, and positive peer relationships enhance engagement [36]. 

Employees with positive feelings about their work exhibit stronger engagement [37], while their perceptions of job nature 

significantly shape engagement levels [31]. According to Armstrong and Taylor [38], employees’ attitudes toward their work 

determine whether they remain engaged or disengaged in their roles. 

Workplace flexibility 

In today’s technology-driven era, younger professionals have an abundance of career options, compelling organizations to 

reinvent their work structures to offer more than just financial benefits. Workplace flexibility has become a strategic necessity, 

not only for retaining employees but also for enhancing motivation and productivity, thereby strengthening organizational 

performance [33]. Conversely, rigid organizational systems tend to lose talent in an increasingly competitive labor market. 

Flexibility at work helps younger employees balance professional and personal commitments [1], fostering stronger 

engagement and, consequently, improved overall performance [14]. The importance of flexibility became even more 

pronounced during the COVID-19 pandemic, when social distancing accelerated the normalization of remote and flexible 

work arrangements [11].  

Workplace flexibility has been shown to reduce absenteeism and turnover, leading to greater profitability and efficiency for 

organizations [39, 40]. Autonomy—a key feature of flexibility—is also a major determinant of work-life quality [41]. As such, 
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flexibility occupies a central role in human resource management and industrial sociology, emerging as a vital research focus 

in modern work systems [11].Companies that embrace flexibility typically adopt different models of flexible work practices 

suited to their operational contexts [42]. 

Previous studies have also examined various dimensions of workplace flexibility. Dima et al. [43], for instance, found that 

teleworking promotes individual work-life balance and generates long-term social benefits in labor relations. Gender-based 

studies by Vandello et al. [28] revealed that women tend to prioritize flexibility more than men, possibly because it aligns 

with social perceptions of femininity, while men may avoid flexible arrangements due to fears of being judged as less 

masculine [44]. Additionally, younger generations—particularly Generation Alpha—are expected to have a stronger 

preference for flexibility, given their extensive experience with technology [45, 46].  

Rastogi et al. [47] described workplace flexibility as the extent to which employees can control where, when, and how they 

perform their duties, linking it to empowerment and organizational performance [48]. Reilly [49] proposed five categories of 

workplace flexibility—temporal, numerical, financial, functional, and local—each offering a different lens for understanding 

flexible work structures. Similarly, Origo and Pagani [33] divided flexibility into qualitative aspects, focusing on skill and 

task quality, and quantitative aspects, relating to hours and staffing. Cășuneanu [50] also outlined four major forms: 

contractual, time-based, wage-related, and functional flexibility, which provide a strong foundation for this study. Other 

researchers have incorporated workspace flexibility as a determinant of job satisfaction, psychological well-being, and 

productivity [11, 51].  

Further, van den Berg and van der Velde [52] identified connections between functional flexibility and personal or job-related 

variables, while Rastogi et al. [47] linked temporal and operational flexibility with quality of work life. From an environmental 

standpoint, flexible work hours and spaces can reduce commuting and office resource use while improving autonomy and 

satisfaction [19]. The pandemic prompted organizations to enhance operational flexibility where remote work was feasible, 

and functional flexibility has gained importance for adapting to fast-changing markets [53]. Accordingly, this study 

categorizes workplace flexibility into four dimensions: working time flexibility, workspace flexibility, functional flexibility, 

and operational flexibility. 

Working time flexibility and employee engagement 

Working time flexibility refers to the degree of control employees have over scheduling their work hours [47]. Examples 

include flextime, which allows employees to determine their start and end times within core operational hours; compressed 

workweeks, which enable longer workdays in exchange for additional days off; flexible shifts, which allow workers to swap 

shifts with colleagues; and time banking, where accumulated overtime can be exchanged for future leave [54]. Empirical 

research supports several benefits: Halpern [55] found that flexible scheduling reduces stress, improves physical health, and 

saves costs, while Hill et al. [56] reported that it helps women balance professional and family responsibilities. 

Organizations adopt time flexibility primarily to help employees manage their schedules efficiently. Commuting time 

represents one of the most significant drains on employees’ daily hours [57], with congestion during rush hours exacerbating 

fatigue and absenteeism [58] . Long commutes are also linked to increased stress [59], while both absenteeism and stress are 

associated with lower engagement and greater work-life conflict [60]. Gazioglu and Tansel [61] further observed that 

excessive working hours diminish engagement levels. 

Accordingly, time flexibility can reduce role conflict and stress by shortening commutes and allowing employees to better 

balance work and personal life. This aligns with the Role Conflict Theory [62, 63], which posits that individuals possess 

limited time and energy resources that must be divided between work and family roles. Employees experiencing high role 

conflict tend to value flexible scheduling more [64, 65]. However, excessive flexibility may also lead to poor time 

management, reducing engagement [66]. Based on these insights, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H1: There is a positive relationship between working time flexibility and employee engagement among young working adults. 

Workspace flexibility and employee engagement 

Workspace flexibility refers to the extent to which employees can manage and utilize their work environments, including 

having control over elements such as the workspace’s overall appearance, personalization options, and access to various types 

of work areas [51]. It also encompasses the ability to regulate indoor environmental conditions such as temperature, lighting, 

and noise levels [51]. In today’s context, many contemporary workspace models have emerged as alternatives to the traditional 

office setting. These include flex offices, combi offices, co-working spaces, full-time home offices, and partial home offices 

[11]. A flex office is characterized by the absence of assigned desks, allowing employees to use any available area for specific 

activities or meetings [67]. In contrast, a combi office provides each employee with a designated workspace—typically within 

open or semi-open layouts—alongside supplementary spaces designed for particular functions [67]. Co-working spaces, on 

the other hand, involve employees from different organizations sharing rented environments, where collaborative or 

independent work can occur, sometimes supplemented by remote work from home. The full-time home office model entails 
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employees working entirely from home, visiting the organization only when required, while the partial home office model 

combines remote work and on-site office work. 

Interestingly, Pienaar [68] found that the physical location of work is less significant than the employee’s emotional coping 

mechanisms when addressing work-related stress. Schmidt and Neubach [69] observed that home-based work may decrease 

productivity, as domestic distractions can lead to procrastination. Similarly, Hill et al. [70] noted that working from home can 

blur the mental boundary between professional and personal life, negatively influencing work-life balance. 

Therefore, a deeper investigation is required to clarify how workspace flexibility influences employee engagement. Based on 

the Ecological Systems Theory proposed by Bronfenbrenner and Ceci [71], workspace flexibility enhances the interaction 

between individuals and their environments. Employees maintain continuous, dynamic exchanges with their social, 

physiological, and physical surroundings [72]. This theory further posits that workplace settings are interconnected and 

collectively influence job-related behaviors and processes across different contexts and time frames [73]. It underscores the 

critical role of the work environment in shaping employee and organizational outcomes, benefiting both individuals and their 

families. In line with this, the Person–Environment (P–E) Fit Theory emphasizes the balance between an individual’s personal 

characteristics and the environmental resources available to them [74]. Consequently, it becomes essential to examine how 

aspects of workspace flexibility—such as control over temperature, lighting, noise, organization, aesthetics, and workspace 

choice—affect employee engagement. When employees possess greater autonomy over their workspace, they are likely to 

experience stronger engagement, increased effort, and enhanced performance [75]. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

H2: Workspace flexibility is positively associated with employee engagement among young working adults. 

Functional flexibility and employee engagement 

Functional flexibility refers to an organization’s ability to effectively utilize the diverse skills of its employees across multiple 

tasks, allowing it to adapt swiftly to evolving technologies, methods, and market demands [52]. In other words, it represents 

the process of broadening and diversifying employee competencies to enable them to operate across traditionally separate 

occupational boundaries [53]. By fostering functional flexibility, organizations can respond more efficiently to future 

challenges, as a workforce equipped with a wide range of skills enhances adaptability, reduces costs, and boosts overall 

performance. Additionally, it promotes the humanization of work by providing employees with more engaging and varied 

tasks, which in turn strengthens job security [52]. 

From a theoretical standpoint, the Job Characteristics Theory [76] offers a useful framework to explain the link between 

functional flexibility and employee engagement [77]. Functional flexibility enables employees to operate in multiple roles or 

departments, making them multi-skilled and capable of adapting to different job requirements. This adaptability can be 

achieved through continuous learning, training, and skill development initiatives designed to prepare employees for future 

challenges. 

Furthermore, several job design approaches—such as job enlargement, job enrichment, and job rotation—support the 

development of functional flexibility [52]. Job enlargement involves increasing the number of tasks assigned to employees, 

while job enrichment enhances the quality of tasks by integrating elements like planning, decision-making, and control. Job 

rotation, on the other hand, involves transferring employees among various roles or departments to expand their experience. 

Both organizational training programs and employee participation in external courses can significantly strengthen functional 

flexibility [11]. Employees who work across different geographical regions also demonstrate a high level of flexibility [52].  

It has been suggested that younger generations possess superior multitasking abilities compared to their predecessors, likely 

due to early exposure to digital technology and information [78]. Moreover, today’s young professionals are typically more 

creative, innovative, and entrepreneurial, which fosters independence and adaptability in the workplace [78].  

Robinson [79] highlighted that informal learning activities, such as coaching and performance development planning, are 

positively linked to employee engagement. Similarly, May et al. [80] found that job enrichment enhances employees’ sense 

of meaningfulness at work, which in turn promotes engagement—a finding further supported by Lockwood [81].  Bal et al. 

[82] also reported that flexible career arrangements can enhance engagement and career advancement. In addition, providing 

opportunities for job enlargement, enrichment, rotation, or even reassignment across different locations contributes to greater 

engagement and organizational performance [82]. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3: There is a positive relationship between functional flexibility and employee engagement among young working adults. 

Operational flexibility and employee engagement 

Operational flexibility, often described as workplace flexibility, refers to the extent to which employees have the autonomy 

to determine how their work is carried out without excessive supervision or interference from higher authorities [83]. Several 

studies have demonstrated that operational flexibility yields beneficial outcomes for both employees and organizations. For 

instance, it has been linked to lower turnover intentions and reduced work–family conflicts [84]. Similarly, Clark [85] showed 

that operational flexibility contributes positively to employees’ work–family balance, while Chiang et al. [86] found that job 
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control and supportive work–family policies reduce stress levels in the hospitality sector. In addition, Häusser et al. [87] 

established that operational flexibility is positively correlated with employees’ psychological well-being. Within this context, 

the Result-Only Work Environment (ROWE), where employees are evaluated based solely on outcomes rather than presence, 

further reinforces operational flexibility [14]. This system allows employees to complete their tasks by a specific deadline 

without strict adherence to fixed working hours, thereby increasing their control over work schedules. 

Zeijen et al. [88] emphasized the significance of self-management, suggesting that empowering employees to regulate their 

own behavior enhances job engagement. Breevaart et al. [89] also confirmed that self-management policies, which grant 

greater freedom in task execution, lead to higher engagement levels. Furthermore, Ullah et al. [90] noted that transformational 

leadership strengthens operational flexibility and promotes long-term organizational sustainability. In line with this, Asad et 

al. [48] argued that transformational leaders influence sustainable human resource practices, which in turn drive innovation 

and organizational performance. However, Zeijen et al. [88] highlighted the need for more research to explore the effects of 

different self-management strategies on organizational outcomes. Therefore, investigating operational flexibility as part of a 

self-management framework remains essential to understanding its impact on employee engagement. 

In addition, perceived autonomy has been shown to increase employee engagement, as it allows employees to make use of 

various resources and view their work as being under their personal control [91]. Social Exchange Theory also suggests that 

positive organizational outcomes often emerge when flexibility is actively practiced [92]. Establishing mutual agreements 

between employers and employees regarding control over work conditions can strengthen engagement by aligning job 

expectations and fostering trust. When employers demonstrate concern for employees’ long-term well-being, it strengthens 

the employee–employer relationship and enhances organizational commitment [15]. While Rastogi et al. [47] investigated the 

effects of operational flexibility on quality of life, there is still limited empirical evidence concerning its direct relationship 

with employee engagement. Hence, further examination is necessary to clarify whether operational flexibility influences 

engagement, leading to the following hypothesis: 

H4: There is a positive relationship between operational flexibility and employee engagement among young working adults. 

This study aims to provide a clearer understanding of how different types of workplace flexibility relate to employee 

engagement, as illustrated in Figure 1, which presents the conceptual framework. 

Materials and Methods  

Smpling frame, sample size, and sampling procedure 

A total of 185 young working adults under the age of 30 from Klang Valley, Malaysia, participated in this study. Participants 

were recruited from diverse professional and ethnic backgrounds to represent the target group of young employees. The 

snowball sampling method was adopted due to the difficulty in reaching the population, especially during the pandemic period. 

This approach allowed initial respondents to refer others to participate, resulting in a progressively expanding sample where 

not all individuals had an equal probability of selection. Data were collected between April 1 and April 10, 2022, through an 

online survey distributed via email, social media platforms, and other communication channels using a dedicated link. 

Research instrument and operationalization of variables 

The survey consisted of 45 questions completed by the respondents, developed using Google Forms and reviewed to ensure 

compliance with ethical standards. All variables were adapted from established literature and measured using a 5-point Likert 

scale. Specifically, working time flexibility was assessed with 4 items [47], workspace flexibility with 6 items [51], functional 

flexibility with 5 items [52], and operational flexibility with 5 items [47]. Employee engagement was measured using the nine-

item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale [93]. The reliability of the data was confirmed, as all variables had 

Cronbach’s alpha values above 0.7, indicating that the measurements are acceptable, sufficient, and satisfactory [94]. 

Results and Discussion 

Demogrphic profiles 

Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics of the respondents. Among the participants, 59.5% were male and 40.5% 

were female. Age distribution showed that 1.1% were below 21 years old, 17.8% were between 21 and 25 years old, and 

81.1% were between 26 and 30 years old. Regarding educational qualifications, 4.9% held foundation, pre-university, or 

lower, 3.8% had a diploma, 82.1% had a degree or professional certificate, and 9.2% had a master’s degree. Marital status 

indicated that 7.6% were married and 92.4% were single. The majority of respondents, 91.4%, worked in the private sector, 

while 8.6% were employed in the public sector. Concerning work experience, 14.1% had less than 1 year, 34.6% had 1 to 3 

years, 43.2% had more than 3 but less than 5 years, and 8.1% had over 5 years of professional experience. 
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Table 1. Demographic profiles 

Demographic Details Frequency Percent (%) 

Gender 

Male 110 59.5 

Female 75 40.5 

Age 

Below 21 2 1.1 

21 to 25 33 17.8 

26 to 30 150 81.1 

Highest education qualification 

Foundation/Pre-U and below 9 4.9 

Diploma 7 3.8 

Degree/Professional paper 152 82.1 

Masters 17 9.2 

Marital status 

Married 14 7.6 

Not Married 171 92.4 

Organization type 

Private sector 169 91.4 

Public sector 16 8.6 

Years of working experience 

Less than 1 year 26 14.1 

1 to 3 years 64 34.6 

More than 3 years but less than 5 years 80 43.2 

5 years and more 15 8.1 

Bivariate correlation 

As shown in Table 2, the correlations among the independent variables are all below 0.9, indicating that multicollinearity is 

not a concern. All independent variables, with the exception of working time flexibility (-0.059), exhibit a significant positive 

correlation with employee engagement. Specifically, workspace flexibility, functional flexibility, and operational flexibility 

are significantly correlated with employee engagement at p = 0.001, with correlation coefficients of 0.402, 0.518, and 0.390, 

respectively. 

Table 2. Bivariate correlations between variables 

 
Employee 

Engagement 

Operational 

Flexibility 

Functional 

Flexibility 

Workspace 

Flexibility 

Working Time 

Flexibility 

Employee 

Engagement 
1     

Operational 

Flexibility 
.390** 1    

Functional 

Flexibility 
.518** .521** 1   

Workspace 

Flexibility 
.402** .502** .439** 1  

Working Time 

Flexibility 
−.059 .032 .046 −.103 1 

Common method bias (CMB) 

Since the data in this study were collected from a single source, it is potentially susceptible to common method bias (CMB). 

Following the recommendations of Guide and Ketokivi [95], both procedural and statistical measures were implemented to 

mitigate CMB. Procedurally, the questionnaire was distributed with a cover letter explaining the study’s purpose and assuring 

respondents of their anonymity. Statistically, Harman’s single-factor test was conducted to evaluate the impact of CMB, and 

the largest single factor accounted for 31.26% of the variance, which is below the 50% threshold suggested by Podsakoff et 

al. [96], indicating that CMB did not significantly influence the self-reported data. 

Measurement model 

The reliability and validity of the measurement model were assessed using partial least squares (PLS) structural equation 

modeling (SEM) (Figure 2). Reliability was confirmed as both Cronbach’s alpha (α) and composite reliability (CR) values 

exceeded the recommended 0.7, indicating satisfactory internal consistency (Table 3). Convergent and discriminant validity 
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were evaluated using average variance extracted (AVE) and the variable correlation matrix [97, 98]. All factor loadings 

exceeded 0.50 except for one item of working time flexibility (WT2), which was removed. After its deletion, the AVE values 

for all constructs were above 0.5, satisfying the criteria for convergent validity [98, 99].  

 

 
Figure 1. Framework of the study 

 

 
Figure 2. Measurement model 

 

Table 3. Item Statistics of Variables 

Variables / Items Mean Standard Deviation Factor Loading 

Working Time Flexibility (α = 0.719; CR = 0.799; AVE = 0.578) 

wt1 3.716 1.227 0.609 

wt2 3.568 1.265 0.696 

wt4 3.532 1.250 0.937 

Workspace Flexibility(α = 0.846; CR = 0.886; AVE = 0.565) 

ws1 3.616 1.076 0.695 

ws2 3.668 1.034 0.757 

ws3 3.574 1.156 0.752 

ws4 3.553 1.157 0.809 

ws5 3.711 1.184 0.757 

ws6 3.490 1.121 0.737 

Functional Flexibility (α = 0.778; CR = 0.849; AVE = 0.533) 

f1 3.011 1.247 0.780 
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f2 3.326 1.117 0.724 

f3 3.563 1.095 0.768 

f4 2.853 1.376 0.542 

f5 3.168 1.188 0.804 

Operational Flexibility (α = 0.865; CR = 0.902; AVE = 0.649) 

o1 3.236 1.024 0.740 

o2 3.131 1.181 0.811 

o3 3.684 0.968 0.821 

o4 3.695 1.009 0.851 

o5 3.521 1.068 0.803 

Employee Engagement (α = 0.925; CR = 0.938; AVE = 0.627) 

EE1 3.116 0.980 0.788 

EE2 3.158 0.946 0.806 

EE3 3.468 1.072 0.865 

EE4 3.432 1.010 0.855 

EE5 2.911 1.185 0.820 

EE6 3.168 1.192 0.774 

EE7 3.826 0.974 0.719 

EE8 3.521 1.032 0.817 

EE9 3.416 1.014 0.663 

 

Discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the correlations between constructs with the square root of their respective 

AVEs (Table 4). The AVE values, presented on the main diagonal, were higher than the correlations between the 

corresponding constructs, thereby meeting the criteria for discriminant validity [99]. 

 

Table 4. Results of discriminant validity 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Employee Engagement 0.792     

2. Functional Flexibility 0.552 0.730    

3. Operational Flexibility 0.391 0.503 0.806   

4. Work Time Flexibility −0.124 −0.003 −0.005 0.760  

5. Workspace Flexibility 0.403 0.448 0.499 −0.137 0.752 

Structural model 

The structural model was tested using bootstrapping to assess the significance of the hypothesized path coefficients (Figure 

3 and Table 5; Ojo & Fauzi [97]). Contrary to expectations, working time flexibility was not significantly related to employee 

engagement (β = -0.103, p > 0.1). In contrast, workspace flexibility showed a significant positive association with employee 

engagement (β = 0.143, p < 0.05), as did functional flexibility (β = 0.438, p < 0.001). Operational flexibility, however, was 

not significantly related to employee engagement (β = 0.099, p > 0.1). 
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Figure 3. Structural model 

 

Table 5. Results of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis Path Beta t- Value f2 Decision 

H1 WTF → EEE −0.103 1.312 0.016 Not Supported 

H2 WSF→ EEE 0.143 1.753* 0.021 Supported 

H3 FNF→ EEE 0.438 5.282*** 0.205 Supported 

H4 OPF → EEE 0.099 1.089 0.010 Not Supported 

Note. ***p < 0.001; *p < 0.05; WTF: Working Time Flexibility; WSF: Workspace Flexibility; FNF: Functional Flexibility; OPF: Operational Flexibility; 

EEE: Employee Engagement. 

 

Following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, effect sizes of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 were classified as small, medium, and large, 

respectively. As indicated in Table 4, workspace flexibility (0.021) and functional flexibility (0.205) exhibit small and 

medium effect sizes, respectively. In line with Chin et al. [100], even minimal effect sizes can be considered meaningful when 

assessing the influence of independent variables on dependent variables. Moreover, the explanatory power of the model was 

evaluated using the coefficient of determination (R²), which was 0.337, indicating that the predictors collectively account for 

37.7% of the variance in employee engagement. 

The findings suggest that working time flexibility does not have a significant impact on employee engagement, corroborating 

earlier studies [66]. One possible explanation is that excessive flexibility can make it challenging for employees to manage 

their schedules effectively, thereby diminishing overall engagement due to issues with time management and task 

prioritization. Çemberci et al. [101] similarly reported that flexible work policies can lead to work-life balance challenges, 

while Waples and Brock-Baskin [102] noted that remote work can exacerbate work-family conflict. Palumbo [103] also 

highlighted that teleworking in the public sector can increase work-related fatigue and negatively affect perceptions of work-

life balance. Zhang et al. [104] further emphasized that flexible working hours may contribute to extended work periods and 

disrupt personal life. 

Conversely, some research points to positive effects of commuting on work-life balance and engagement. Zhou et al. [59] 

observed a significant negative relationship between commuting and stress, although this differs from the current study’s 

focus on overall employee engagement. Additionally, Gazioglu and Tansel [61] found that long working hours can reduce 

engagement, and the Resource Drain Model grounded in Role Conflict Theory [62] supports a theoretical link between 

working time flexibility and engagement, though it does not directly confirm the relationship. These inconsistencies suggest 

a need for further research to clarify how working time flexibility influences employee engagement, which is critical for 

informing workplace flexibility practices, especially regarding scheduling. 

On the other hand, Hypothesis 2 (H2), proposing a positive association between workspace flexibility and employee 

engagement among young professionals, is supported by this study. This aligns with Ecological Systems Theory, which posits 

that interactions between individual traits and the environment are crucial for understanding behavior [105]. Workspace 

flexibility facilitates complex person-environment interactions [71], benefiting employees, their families, and organizations. 

The findings are also consistent with Person-Environment (P-E) Fit Theory, which suggests that outcomes are driven by the 
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alignment between personal attributes and environmental resources [106-108] Armitage and Amar [109] further support that 

greater control over the workspace fosters higher engagement, enhancing effort and performance. 

Nonetheless, certain considerations arise with remote work. Some studies indicate that home environments may introduce 

distractions, leading to procrastination and reduced productivity [69]. Similarly, Como et al. [110] found that teleworking can 

blur the boundaries between professional and personal life, negatively impacting work-life balance. Overall, this study 

highlights the importance of enhancing workspace flexibility as a strategy to boost employee engagement and provides a basis 

for future research exploring this relationship. 

Hypothesis 3 (H3), which proposed a positive relationship between functional flexibility and employee engagement among 

young professionals, is supported by the findings of this study. This outcome aligns with Job Characteristics Theory [76], 

which explains how functional flexibility can enhance employees’ attitudes and behaviors, particularly engagement [77]. 

Supporting evidence also comes from prior research. For example, Bhakuni and Saxena [111] found that employees who 

received training opportunities were more engaged than those without such opportunities, as training also helps mitigate stress 

and conflict management issues. Additionally, a supportive organizational culture that provides learning and development 

opportunities, along with a positive work environment, enhances engagement [112, 113]. Lyons and Bandura [114] further 

observed that informal development methods, such as coaching and performance development plans, are linked to higher 

engagement levels. Albrecht et al. [115] reported that job variety, development opportunities, and authority positively 

influence work meaningfulness, which in turn fosters greater engagement. Finally, the availability of job rotation, 

enlargement, enrichment, and relocation opportunities contributes to both employee engagement and organizational 

performance [82, 116]. Given the positive impact of functional flexibility, organizations are encouraged to incorporate it more 

extensively into human resource policies. 

In contrast, Hypothesis 4 (H4), which suggested a positive association between operational flexibility and employee 

engagement among young professionals, is not supported by the results. This finding does not align with Social Exchange 

Theory, which emphasizes that the benefits of flexibility depend on its actual utilization [92]. For instance, agreements 

between employers and employees regarding work conditions can enhance engagement by fostering stronger employee-job 

alignment, as employers demonstrate concern for long-term employee well-being [15]. The result also contrasts with Zeijen 

et al. [88], who highlighted that self-management—allowing employees to regulate their behavior independently—boosts job 

engagement [89]. Employees with lower self-management skills, however, may see little improvement in engagement. 

Additionally, perceived autonomy, closely linked to operational flexibility, has been shown to enhance engagement [91], 

likely because employees can leverage available resources and integrate multiple work aspects into their responsibilities. 

Nonetheless, this effect may be limited to individuals who are particularly proactive in managing their work and resources. 

Practical implications for organizations 

The study emphasizes that workplace flexibility—especially workspace and functional flexibility—positively affects 

employee engagement, which in turn serves as a catalyst for organizational performance and competitive advantage. Flexible 

work arrangements allow organizations to reduce costs, meet employee needs, and attract and retain talent while promoting 

employee well-being. Employees are more likely to invest effort and show commitment when they perceive organizational 

support and autonomy as expressions of trust and respect. These findings align with Allam and Shaik [41] and Malik and 

Allam [117], who highlighted the importance of cultivating a supportive work environment, providing adequate training, and 

implementing workplace flexibility to enhance job satisfaction and quality of work life. 

Moreover, widespread adoption of workplace flexibility can contribute to improved work-life balance across society, 

enhancing employee satisfaction, productivity, and performance through increased engagement. Consequently, this can 

accelerate the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goal of Good Health and Well-Being while supporting Decent 

Work and Economic Growth, ultimately fostering a happier and more productive society. 

Contribution to knowledge 

This study explored workplace flexibility through its dimensions—working time, workspace, functional, and operational 

flexibility—offering a foundation for future research to examine each dimension in greater depth. It provides a basis for 

scholars to investigate how different aspects of workplace flexibility relate to various antecedents and outcomes of employee 

engagement. Additionally, the study presents practical recommendations for leveraging workplace flexibility to enhance 

employee engagement. Importantly, it contributes novel insights into contemporary work-life balance, particularly among the 

younger generation in Malaysia, and offers empirical guidance for researchers and organizations seeking to better understand 

and implement workplace flexibility for youth employees. 

Assumptions, limitations, and directions for future research 

This study operates under certain assumptions. For example, the survey relied on perceived measures rather than actual 

behavioral data to explore relationships, which may raise concerns about the validity of the findings. The survey items’ ability 
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to accurately represent variables such as workplace flexibility and employee engagement could also challenge the study’s 

validity. Furthermore, the sample consisted solely of Malaysian young working adults under 30, which may introduce bias. 

Other factors influencing employee engagement may have also affected the observed influence of workplace flexibility. 

Several limitations should be noted. The relatively small sample size may constrain the generalizability of the results, and 

participants’ honesty in completing the questionnaire could impact the study’s validity, making it difficult to confirm the 

accuracy of responses. 

Future research could address these limitations by exploring additional factors that affect employee engagement. There is 

limited empirical evidence on generational differences in perceptions of workplace flexibility, so studies focusing on older 

age groups could be valuable. Gender-based preferences for workplace flexibility also warrant further investigation, as prior 

research suggests women may place a higher value on flexible work arrangements than men. Finally, while this study 

emphasized the positive aspects of workplace flexibility, future studies could examine potential drawbacks and unintended 

consequences. 

Recommendations from the study 

Based on the findings, several practical recommendations can be made to enhance employee engagement through workplace 

flexibility. 

Regarding workspace flexibility, employers should ensure the work environment supports employees’ tasks by optimizing 

temperature, lighting, noise levels, workspace organization, and overall appearance. Allowing employees to personalize their 

workspaces and choose their preferred work locations can further enhance engagement. 

For functional flexibility, organizations should provide opportunities for employees to take on different roles within their 

departments, combine tasks across roles, access training, and, where feasible, work in different geographical locations. Job 

rotation across the broader organization can also promote engagement. 

Operational flexibility should not be overlooked, as it plays a key role in employee engagement. Employers should avoid 

micromanaging employees’ activities, instead allowing them to determine how to allocate their time and energy at work. 

Providing employees with autonomy over their tasks and work priorities ensures they have a meaningful voice in how work 

is executed, which supports higher engagement levels. 

Acknowledgments: None 

Conflict of interest: None 

Financial support: None 

Ethics statement: None 

References 

1. Kompa N. Generation Z, employee engagement and leadership communication behaviors 2019. 

2. Stankiewicz-Mróz A. Perception of work flexibility among students as representatives of generation Z and employers 

from the SME sector. Zarządzanie Zasobami Ludzkimi. 2020;132(1):49-63. 

3. Asad M, Kashif M. Unveiling success factors for small and medium enterprises during COVID-19 pandemic. Arab J 

Basic Appl Sci. 2021;28(1):187-94. 

4. Fadhel HA, Aljalahma A, Almuhanadi M, Asad M, Sheikh UA. Management of higher education institutions in the GCC 

countries during the emergence of COVID-19: A review of opportunities, challenges, and a way forward. Int J Learn 

High Educ. 2022;29(1):83-97. 

5. Kashif M, Asif MU, Ali A, Asad M, Chethiyar SD, Vedamanikam M. Managing and implementing change successfully 

with respect to COVID-19: A way forward. PEOPLE: Int J Soc Sci. 2020;6(2):609-24. 

6. Smits J. Remote and more distributed workforces are becoming the new normal. Adaptive policies and strategies are 

needed to manage potential risks. 2022. 

7. Gabrielova K, Buchko AA. Here comes generation Z: Millennials as managers. Bus Horiz. 2021;64(4):489-99. 

8. Tjiptono F, Khan G, Yeong ES, Kunchamboo V. Generation Z in Malaysia: The four ‘E’ generation. In: Gentina E, Parry 

E, editors. The New Generation Z in Asia: Dynamics, Differences, Digitalisation: Emerald Publishing Limited; 2020. p. 

149-63. 

9. Raziq A, Maulabakhsh R. Impact of working environment on job satisfaction. Procedia Econ Financ. 2015;23:717-25. 

10. Pintão S, Chaves C, Branco MC. Employees’ recognition of corporate sustainability: a case study. Corp Gov Int J Bus 

Soc. 2020;18(1):104-18. 



Ernst and Weber                                                                   Ann Organ Cult Leadersh Extern Engagem J, 2024, 5:72-86 

 

83 

11. Davidescu AAM, Apostu SA, Paul A, Casuneanu I. Work flexibility, job satisfaction, and job performance among 

Romanian employees: Implications for sustainable human resource management. Sustainability. 2020;12(15):6086. 

12. Chatzopoulou M, Vlachvei A, Monovasilis T. Employee’s motivation and satisfaction in light of economic recession: 

evidence of Grevena prefecture-Greece. Procedia Econ Finance. 2015;24:136-45. 

13. Gabriela ST, Mihaela SS. Do we really hate our jobs? Determinants of job satisfaction in Romania. Ann Fac Econ. 

2011;1:723-9. 

14. Govender L, Migiro S, Kyule A. Flexible work arrangements, job satisfaction and performance. J Econ Behav Stud. 

2018;10(3(J)):268-77. 

15. Bal PM, de Lange AH. From flexibility human resource management to employee engagement and perceived job 

performance across the lifespan: A multisample study. J Occup Organ Psychol. 2015;88(1):126-54. 

16. Bran C, Udrea CI. The influence of motivation and flexibility on job performance. Eur Proc Soc Behav Sci EpSBS. 

2016;15:135-43. 

17. Michel RDJ, Michel C. Work schedule flexibility, work-family enrichment and job satisfaction. J Behav Sci. 2015;25:78. 

18. Manzoor F, Wei L, Bányai T, Nurunnabi M, Subhan QA. An examination of sustainable HRM practices on job 

performance: An application of training as a moderator. Sustainability. 2019;11(8):2263. 

19. Stankevičiute Ž, Savanevičiene A. Designing sustainable HRM: The core characteristics of emerging field. Sustainability. 

2018;10(12):4798. 

20. Hobfoll SE. Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Am Psychol. 1989;44(3):513-24. 

21. Kim W, Kim J, Woo H, Park J, Jo J, Park SH, et al. The relationship between work engagement and organizational 

commitment: Proposing research agenda as through a review of empirical literature. Hum Resour Dev Rev. 

2017;16(4):350-76. 

22. Cooper-Thomas HD, Xu J, Saks AM. The differential value of resources in predicting employee engagement. J Manag 

Psychol. 2018;33(4/5):326-44. 

23. Beigi M, Shirmohammadi M, Stewart J. Flexible Work Arrangements and Work–Family Conflict: A Metasynthesis of 

Qualitative Studies Among Academics. Hum Resour Dev Rev. 2018;17(3):314-36. 

24. Schaufeli WB, Salanova M, González-Romá V, Bakker AB. The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sample 

confirmatory factor analytic approach. J Happiness Stud. 2002;3(1):71-92. 

25. Saks AM. Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. J Manag Psychol. 2006;21(7):600-19. 

26. Mercer LLC. Exploring the global drivers of employee engagement. 2008. 

27. Bin AS. The relationship between job satisfaction, job performance and employee engagement: An explorative study. 

Issues Bus Manag Econ. 2015;4(1):1-8. 

28. van Bogaert P, Clarke S, Willems R, Mondelaers M. Staff engagement as a target for managing work environments in 

psychiatric hospitals: implications for workforce stability and quality of care. J Clin Nurs. 2013;22(11-12):1717-28. 

29. Allam Z, Asad M, Ali A, Ali N, editors. Visualization of knowledge aspects on workplace spirituality through 

bibliometric analysis. 2021 International Conference on Decision Aid Sciences and Application (DASA); 2021; Sakheer: 

IEEE. 

30. Robinson D, Perryman S, Hayday S. The drivers of employee engagement. 2004. 

31. Ipsos M. Employee relationship management employee engagement. 2008. 

32. Uduji JI. Hygiene factors: The foundations for heightening the marketing executives motivation in the banking industry 

in Nigeria. Eur J Bus Manag. 2013;5(15):68-75. 

33. Origo F, Pagani L. Is work flexibility a stairway to heaven? The story told by job satisfaction in Europe. Working Papers, 

University of Milano-Bicocca, Department of Economics. 2006. 

34. Pook LA, Füstös J, Marian L. The impact of gender bias on job satisfaction. Hum Syst Manag. 2003;22(1):37-50. 

35. Tang N, Cousins C. Working time, gender and family: An east-west European comparison. Gender Work Organ. 

2005;12(6):527-50. 

36. Khalid S, Irshad MZ, Mahmood B. Job satisfaction among academic staff: A comparative analysis between public and 

private sector universities of Punjab, Pakistan. Int J Bus Manag. 2011;7(1):126. 

37. Robbins SP, Judge TA. Organizational behavior: Pearson Education; 2013. 

38. Armstrong M, Taylor S. Armstrong’s handbook of human resource management practice: Kogan Page; 2014. 

39. Asad M. Human resource practices and employee turnover intentions: Do organizational commitment mediates and social 

support moderates the relationship? Int J Psychosoc Rehabil. 2020;24(7):5685-95. 

40. PalkiSetia PS, Shah P. Impact of flexible working hours on work-life balance. Int J Recent Sci Res. 2015;6(4):3567-9. 

41. Allam Z, Shaik AR. A study on quality of work life amongst employees working in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Manag 

Sci Lett. 2020;10(6):1287-94. 

42. Dex S, Scheibl F. Flexible and family-friendly working arrangements in UK-based SMEs: Business cases. Br J Ind Relat. 

2001;39(3):411-31. 



Ernst and Weber                                                                   Ann Organ Cult Leadersh Extern Engagem J, 2024, 5:72-86 

 

84 

43. Dima AM, Țuclea CE, Vrânceanu DM, Țigu G. Sustainable social and individual implications of telework: a new insight 

into the Romanian labor market. Sustainability. 2019;11(13):3506. 

44. Wattis L, Standing K, Yerkes MA. Mothers and work–life balance: Exploring the contradictions and complexities 

involved in work–family negotiation. Community Work Fam. 2013;16(1):1-19. 

45. Cirilli E, Nicolini P, Mandolini L. Digital skills from silent to alpha generation: An overview. In: Chova LG, Martinez 

AL, Torres IC, editors. Edulearn19: 11th International Conference on Education and New Learning Technologies2019. 

p. 5134-43. 

46. Gomes C, Fernanda C, Bezerra M, Oste G, Cremonezi G, Augusto T, et al. Study on the alpha generation and the 

reflections of its behavior in the organizational environment. Quest J Res Humanit Soc Sci. 2018;6(1):09-19. 

47. Rastogi M, Rangnekar S, Rastogi R. Enhancing quality of work life in India: the role of workplace flexibility. Ind Commer 

Train. 2018;50(5):234-49. 

48. Asad M, Asif MU, Allam Z, Sheikh UA, editors. A mediated moderated analysis of psychological safety and employee 

empowerment between sustainable leadership and sustainable performance of SMEs. 2021 International Conference on 

Sustainable Islamic Business and Finance; 2021; Sakheer: IEEE. 

49. Reilly P. Flexibility at work.  Balancing the interests of employer and employee: Gower House; 2001. 

50. Cășuneanu I. Improvement of labor flexibility in Romanian companies using practices in the field in some EU countries. 

Theor Appl Econ. 2013;8(585):125-36. 

51. Roskams M, Haynes B. An experience sampling approach to the workplace environment survey. Facilities. 

2020;38(1/2):72-85. 

52. van den Berg PT, van der Velde MEG. Relationships of functional flexibility with individual and work factors. J Bus 

Psychol. 2005;20(1):111-29. 

53. Friedrich A, Kabst R, Weber W, Rodehuth M. Functional flexibility: Merely reacting or acting strategically? Employee 

Relat. 1998;20(5):504-23. 

54. Kossek EE, Hammer LB, Thompson RJ, Burke LB. Leveraging workplace flexibility: Fostering engagement and 

productivity. SHRM foundation’s effective practice guidelines series. 2015. 

55. Halpern DF. How time-flexible work policies can reduce stress, improve health, and save money. Stress Health. 

2005;21(3):157-68. 

56. Hill EJ, Märtinson VK, Ferris M, Baker RZ. Beyond the mommy track: The influence of new-concept part-time work for 

professional women on work and family. J Fam Econ Issues. 2004;25(1):121-36. 

57. Chen Y, Fulmer IS. Fine-tuning what we know about employees’ experience with flexible work arrangements and their 

job attitudes. Hum Resour Manag. 2018;57(1):381-95. 

58. van Ommeren JN, Gutiérrez IPE. Are workers with a long commute less productive? An empirical analysis of 

absenteeism. Reg Sci Urban Econ. 2011;41(1):1-8. 

59. Zhou L, Wang M, Chang C, Liu S, Zhan Y, Shi J. Commuting stress process and self-regulation at work: Moderating 

roles of daily task significance, family interference with work, and commuting means efficacy. Pers Psychol. 

2017;70(4):891-922. 

60. Kurtessis JN, Eisenberger R, Ford MT, Buffardi LC, Stewart KA, Adis CS. Perceived organizational support: A meta-

analytic evaluation of organizational support theory. J Manag. 2017;43(6):1854-84. 

61. Gazioglu S, Tansel A. Job satisfaction in Britain: individual and job related factors. Appl Econ. 2006;38(10):1163-71. 

62. Frone MR. Work–family balance. In: Quick JC, Tetrick LE, editors. Handbook of occupational health psychology: 

American Psychological Association; 2003. p. 143-62. 

63. Madsen SR. The effects of home-based teleworking on work-family conflict. Hum Resour Dev Q. 2003;14(1):35-58. 

64. Rau BL, Hyland M. Role conflict and flexible work arrangements: The effects on applicant attraction. Pers Psychol. 

2022;55(1):111-36. 

65. Salehati NA, Rojuaniah R. The Effect of Flexible Working Arrangements with Inter-Role Conflict on Voluntary Turnover 

In The Freight Forwarding Industry. J Dinamika Manajemen. 2022;13(2):322-37. 

66. Nord WR, Fox S, Phoenix A, Viano K. Real-world reactions to work-life balance programs: Lessons for effective 

implementation. Organ Dyn. 2002;30(3):223-38. 

67. de Been I, Beijer M. The influence of office type on satisfaction and perceived productivity support. J Facil Manag. 

2014;12(2):142-57. 

68. Pienaar J. Skeleton key or siren song: Is coping the answer to balancing work and well-being? In: Naswall K, Hellgren 

J, Sverke M, editors. The Individual in the Changing Working Life: Cambridge University Press; 2008. p. 235-57. 

69. Schmidt KH, Neubach B. Self-control demands: A source of stress at work. Int J Stress Manag. 2007;14(4):398-416. 

70. Hill EJ, Ferris M, Märtinson V. Does it matter where you work? A comparison of how three work venues (traditional 

office, virtual office, and home office) influence aspects of work and personal/family life. J Vocat Behav. 2003;63(2):220-

41. 



Ernst and Weber                                                                   Ann Organ Cult Leadersh Extern Engagem J, 2024, 5:72-86 

 

85 

71. Bronfenbrenner U, Ceci SJ. Nature-nurture reconceptualized in developmental perspective: A bioecological model. 

Psychol Rev. 1994;101(4):568-86. 

72. Gu ZJ, Chupradit S, Ku KY, Nassani AA, Haffar M. Impact of employees’ workplace environment on employees’ 

performance: a multi-mediation model. Front. 2022;10:890400. 

73. Ferschmann L, Bos MGN, Herting MM, Mills KL, Tamnes CK. Contextualizing adolescent structural brain development: 

Environmental determinants and mental health outcomes. Curr Opin Psychol. 2022;44:170-6. 

74. Edwards JR. An examination of competing versions of the person-environment fit approach to stress. Acad Manag J. 

1996;39(2):292-339. 

75. Alfes K, Truss C, Soane EC, Rees C, Gatenby M. The relationship between line manager behavior, perceived HRM 

practices, and individual performance: Examining the mediating role of engagement. Hum Resour Manag. 

2013;52(6):839-59. 

76. Hackman JR, Oldham GR. Motivation through the design of work: Test of a theory. Organ Behav Hum Perform. 

1976;16(2):250-79. 

77. Stavrou ET. Flexible work bundles and organizational competitiveness: A cross-national study of the European work 

context. J Organ Behav. 2005;26(8):923-47. 

78. Iorgulescu MC. Generation Z and its perception of work case study. Cross-Cult Manag J. 2016;XVIII(1):47-54. 

79. Robinson D. Engagement is marriage of various factors at work. 2007. 

80. May DR, Gilson RL, Harter LM. The psychological conditions of meaningfulness, safety and availability and the 

engagement of the human spirit at work. J Occup Organ Psychol. 2004;77(1):11-37. 

81. Lockwood NR. Leveraging employee engagement for competitive advantage: HR’s strategic role. HR Magazine. 

2007;52(3):1-11. 

82. Bal PM, van Kleef M, Jansen PGW. The impact of career customization on work outcomes: Boundary conditions of 

manager support and employee age. J Organ Behav. 2015;36(3):421-40. 

83. Greenhaus JH, Powell GN. When work and family are allies: A theory of work-family enrichment. Acad Manag Rev. 

2006;31(1):72-92. 

84. Ahuja MK, Chudoba KM, Kacmar CJ, McKnight DH, George JF. IT road warriors: Balancing work-family conflict, job 

autonomy, and work overload to mitigate turnover intentions. MIS Q. 2007;31(1):1-20. 

85. Clark SC. Work cultures and work/family balance. J Vocat Behav. 2001;58(3):348-65. 

86. Chiang FFT, Birtch TA, Kwan HK. The moderating roles of job control and work-life balance practices on employee 

stress in the hotel and catering industry. Int J Hosp Manag. 2010;29(1):25-32. 

87. Häusser JA, Mojzisch A, Niesel M, Schulz-Hardt S. Ten years on: A review of recent research on the Job Demand–

Control (-Support) model and psychological well-being. Work Stress. 2010;24(1):1-35. 

88. Zeijen MEL, Peeters MCW, Hakanen JJ. Workaholism versus work engagement and job crafting: What is the role of 

self-management strategies? Hum Resour Manag J. 2018;28(2):357-73. 

89. Breevaart K, Bakker AB, Demerouti E. Daily self-management and employee work engagement. J Vocat Behav. 

2014;84(1):31-8. 

90. Ullah Z, Otero S, Sulaiman MA, Sial MS, Ahmad N, Scholz M, et al. Achieving organizational social sustainability 

through electronic performance appraisal systems: the moderating Influence of transformational leadership. 

Sustainability. 2021;13(10):5611. 

91. Llorens S, Schaufeli W, Bakker A, Salanova M. Does a positive gain spiral of resources, efficacy beliefs and engagement 

exist? Comput Hum Behav. 2007;23(1):825-41. 

92. Blau PM. Exchange and power in social life: Routledge; 2017. 

93. Gerards R, de Grip A, Baudewijns C. Do new ways of working increase work engagement? Pers Rev. 2018;47(2):517-

34. 

94. Taber KS. The use of Cronbach’s alpha when developing and reporting research instruments in science education. Res 

Sci Educ. 2018;48(6):1273-96. 

95. Guide D, Ketokivi M. Notes from the editors: Redefining some methodological criteria for the journal. J Oper Manag. 

2015;37(1):v-viii. 

96. Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Lee JY, Podsakoff NP. Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review 

of the literature and recommended remedies. J Appl Psychol. 2003;88(5):879-903. 

97. Ojo AO, Fauzi MA. Environmental awareness and leadership commitment as determinants of IT professionals 

engagement in Green IT practices for environmental performance. Sustain Prod Consum. 2020;24:298-307. 

98. Peng D, Lai F. Using partial least squares in operations management research: a practical guideline and summary of past 

research. J Oper Manag. 2012;30(6):467-80. 

99. Fornell C, Larcker DF. Structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error: Algebra and 

statistics. J Mark Res. 1981;18(3):382-8. 



Ernst and Weber                                                                   Ann Organ Cult Leadersh Extern Engagem J, 2024, 5:72-86 

 

86 

100. Chin WW, Marcolin BL, Newsted PR. A Partial Least Squares Latent Variable Modeling Approach for Measuring 

Interaction Effects: Results from a Monte Carlo Simulation Study and an Electronic-Mail Emotion/Adoption Study. Inf 

Syst Res. 2003;14(2):189-217. 

101. Çemberci M, Civelek ME, Ertemel AV, Cömert PN. The relationship of work engagement with job experience, marital 

status and having children among flexible workers after the Covid-19 pandemic. PLoS One. 2022;17(11):e0276784. 

102. Waples EP, Brock-Baskin ME. Not Your Parents’ Organization? Human Resource Development Practices for Sustainable 

Flex Work Environments. Adv Dev Hum Resour. 2021;23(2):153-70. 

103. Palumbo R. Let me go to the office! An investigation into the side effects of working from home on work-life balance. 

Int J Public Sect Manag. 2020;33(6/7):771-90. 

104. Zhang S, Huang F, Zhang Y, Li Q. A Person-Environment Fit Model to Explain Information and Communication 

Technologies-Enabled After-Hours Work-Related Interruptions in China. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 

2023;20(4):3456. 

105. Bronfenbrenner U. Ecological systems theory. Ann Child Dev. 1989;6:187-249. 

106. Cooman RD, Vleugels W. Person–environment fit: Theoretical perspectives, conceptualizations, and outcomes. Oxford 

Res Encycl Business Manag. 2022. 

107. Schaufeli WB. Applying the job demands-resources model. Organ Dyn. 2017;46(2):120-32. 

108. van Zyl LE, van Vuuren HA, Roll LC, Stander MW. Person-environment fit and task performance: exploring the role(s) 

of grit as a personal resource. Curr Psychol. 2022;42(27):23560-79. 

109. Armitage LA, Amar JHN. Person-Environment Fit Theory: Application to the design of work environments. In: Appel-

Meulenbroek R, Vitalija D, editors. A Handbook of Theories on Designing Alignment Between People and the Office 

Environment: Routledge; 2021. p. 14-26. 

110. Como R, Hambley L, Domene J. An exploration of work-life wellness and remote work during and beyond COVID-19. 

Can J Career Dev. 2020;20(1):46-56. 

111. Bhakuni S, Saxena S. Exploring the Link between Training and Development. J Bus Manag Stud. 2023;5(1):173-80. 

112. Mone EM, London M. Employee engagement through effective performance management: A practical guide for 

managers: Routledge; 2018. 

113. Soni S, Jhajharia P, Nag MB. A critical review of employee engagement and effectiveness in the impact of organisational 

culture and the challenges faced by the managers: in the context of indian industry. J Posit Sch Psychol. 2022;6(3):9453-

62. 

114. Lyons P, Bandura RP. Coaching to build commitment for generating performance improvement. J Work-Appl Manag. 

2023;15(1):120-34. 

115. Albrecht S, Green C, Marty A. Meaningful work, job resources, and employee engagement. Sustainability. 

2021;13(7):4045. 

116. Muneer S, Jamil K, Idrees M. A study of casual relationship of job design and employee’s behavior. Inf Manag Bus Rev. 

2018;9(6):26-35. 

117. Malik A, Allam Z. An empirical investigation of work life balance and satisfaction among the university academicians. 

J Asian Finance Econ Bus. 2021;8(5):1047-54. 

 


