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Abstract

The post-pandemic transition toward hybrid work models has radically reshaped organizational structures, elevating
employee psychological well-being into a primary strategic driver of individual productivity and organizational
resilience. This paper presents a systematic critical review evaluating the relationship between psychological well-
being—encompassing autonomy, competence, relatedness, emotional vitality, and cognitive health—and multi-
dimensional employee productivity in hybrid work environments. Guided by the PRISMA 2020 protocol, a
synthesized analysis of 16 peer-reviewed empirical and meta-analytic studies published between 2021 and 2026 was
conducted. The findings demonstrate that spatial and temporal autonomy significantly enhances task performance
and creative output, mediated primarily by psychological well-being. However, unmanaged hybrid arrangements
induce severe socio-technical risks, including digital fatigue, technostress, and erosion of organizational social
capital, which severely impair focus and long-term engagement. Structural equation modeling synthesis confirms
that psychological well-being mediates the relationship between hybrid work antecedents and individual productivity
(B = +0.48, p < 0.001). Furthermore, supportive leadership, digital infrastructure quality, and cultural right-to-
disconnect norms serve as vital boundary moderators. This review establishes a comprehensive framework for
strategic HR practitioners and offers targeted research directions.

Keywords: Digital Technostress, Employee Productivity, Hybrid Work Models, Organizational Social Capital,
Psychological Well-Being

INTRODUCTION

The global transformation of workplace structures following the COVID-19 pandemic has firmly established
hybrid work—the strategic blending of remote and on-site work arrangements—as the dominant operational
paradigm across knowledge-intensive sectors worldwide (Bloom et al., 2022; Gratton, 2021). While initial
organizational responses focused primarily on technological deployment and immediate business continuity,
contemporary strategic attention has pivoted toward the sustainable management of human capital. Within this
evolving landscape, the psychological well-being of employees has emerged not merely as an ethical or human
resource responsibility, but as a critical determinant of individual productivity, creative innovation, and sustained
organizational competitive advantage (Demerouti et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2023).

Traditional models of employee productivity were largely predicated on physical presence, structured co-
location, and direct managerial supervision. However, the hybridization of work decouples output from physical
office presence, elevating employee self-regulation, cognitive focus, and emotional health to central drivers of
performance (Kniffin et al., 2021). Empirical literature indicates that spatial and temporal flexibility can foster
psychological empowerment, reduce commute-related fatigue, and improve work-life balance (Allen et al., 2021).
Conversely, boundary blurring between professional and personal domains, digital hyper-connectivity, and reduced
informal co-worker interaction can precipitate psychological distress, digital exhaustion, and social isolation (Sarker
et al., 2023; Ten Brummelhuis et al., 2022).
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Despite a surge in academic literature examining hybrid work, scholarly consensus regarding its net impact
on employee productivity remains nuanced and fragmented. Certain empirical investigations report substantial
productivity gains driven by autonomous scheduling and uninterrupted deep-work periods (Bloom et al., 2024),
whereas other studies highlight declining team cohesion, elevated technostress, and psychological detachment
(Purvanova et al., 2022). These divergent empirical findings suggest that the direct relationship between hybrid work
structures and employee productivity is incomplete without accounting for the key mediating role of psychological
well-being and the contextual boundary conditions governed by human resource (HR) practices.

To bridge these conceptual and empirical gaps, this critical review synthesizes peer-reviewed research
published between 2021 and 2026. Specifically, this paper aims to: (1) conceptualize the multi-dimensional structure
of psychological well-being within hybrid work contexts; (2) evaluate the direct and indirect empirical pathways
linking hybrid work antecedents, psychological well-being, and multi-faceted employee productivity; (3) map the
key theoretical perspectives and boundary moderators that govern these relationships; and (4) provide strategic,
evidence-based recommendations for HR practitioners and organizational leaders.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Theoretical foundational grounding for examining psychological well-being in hybrid work environments
relies heavily on Self-Determination Theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 2000), the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), and Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018). SDT posits that
human flourishing and optimal functioning depend on the fulfillment of three basic psychological needs: autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. In hybrid arrangements, spatial and scheduling choice directly bolsters autonomy,
while access to effective digital tools reinforces feelings of competence. However, reduced face-to-face contact
threatens the fulfillment of relatedness needs, creating psychological tension (Golden & Gajendran, 2021).

Complementarily, the JD-R framework categorizes hybrid work characteristics into job demands (e.g.,
digital communication overload, role ambiguity, extended availability expectations) and job resources (e.g., schedule
flexibility, supervisor trust, ergonomic home workspaces). Psychological well-being deteriorates when job demands
exceed personal and structural resources, leading to burnout and impaired performance. Conversely, when job
resources are abundant, employees experience heightened psychological vitality, driving work engagement and task
excellence (Demerouti et al., 2021).

Table 1. Typology of Psychological Well-Being Dimensions and Productivity Impacts in Hybrid Work

Well-Being Core Hybrid Psychological Impact on Employee

Dimension Antecedents Mechanism Productivity

Autonomy & Self- Spatial and Fulfillment of basic Increased deep-work

Determination temporal scheduling psychological capacity, higher individual
choice, flexitime autonomy, reduced task efficiency, elevated job
options commute stress satisfaction

Digital Health & Asynchronous Mitigation of Sustained attention spans,

Cognitive Vitality communication, technostress, reduced reduced error rates,
boundary-setting zoom fatigue and prevention of long-term

norms, right-to- cognitive overload burnout
disconnect
Social Relatedness Structured  office Fulfillment of social Enhanced knowledge sharing,
& Belonging days, virtual coffee belongingness, cross-functional
chats, inclusive reinforced collaboration, organizational
hybrid team norms  organizational trust citizenship
Emotional Supportive  hybrid Resource accumulation Greater creative problem-
Resilience leadership, (COR theory), positive solving, proactiveness,
Energy psychological affective states reduced voluntary turnover
safety, wellness intentions
programs

Source: Synthesized from reviewed literature (2021-2026).
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As outlined in Table 1, psychological well-being in hybrid environments is fundamentally multi-
dimensional. When organizations align hybrid scheduling with supportive HR interventions, employee productivity
is enhanced across task execution, creative synthesis, and organizational citizenship. Figure 1 illustrates the
conceptual framework connecting these structural antecedents, psychological mediators, boundary moderators, and
multi-faceted productivity outcomes.

Conceptual Framework: Psychological Well-Being & Productivity in Hybrid Work

Hybrid Work Antecedents Psychological Well-Being

Productivity Outcomes
Direct Effect

* Task Performance
* Creative & Innovation Output

* Autonomy & Choice
* Competence & Mastery

* Flexible Scheduling
¢ Spatial Autonomy

* Digital Communication
* Boundary Management
* Remote/On-site Balance

* Relatedness & Belonging
* Reduced Burnout & Fatigue
* Emotional Energy & Vitality

* Focus & Deep Work Capacity
* Reduced Presenteeism
* Work Engagement

Organizational & Contextual Boundary Moderators

 Supportive Hybrid Leadership & Trust | < Digital Infrastructure Quality
* Right-to-Disconnect Cultural Norms | ¢ Organizational Social Capital

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework Linking Hybrid Work Antecedents, Psychological Well-Being, and Employee
Productivity Outcomes

METHOD

This critical review adhered to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
(PRISMA 2020) guidelines (Page et al., 2021) to ensure rigorous, transparent, and reproducible article selection.
Academic search queries were systematically executed across Scopus, Web of Science, PubMed, and ScienceDirect
databases for peer-reviewed literature published between January 2021 and September 2026.

The search strategy employed combinations of Boolean keywords: ("hybrid work" OR "remote work" OR
"flexible work") AND ("psychological well-being" OR "mental health" OR "burnout" OR "technostress") AND
("employee productivity" OR "task performance" OR "creative performance” OR "work engagement"). Initial
database searches retrieved 412 records. After removing duplicates (n = 128), 284 titles and abstracts were screened
against predefined inclusion criteria: (a) peer-reviewed empirical or meta-analytic studies; (b) published between
2021 and 2026; (c) explicitly focused on hybrid or flexible work environments; (d) evaluating both psychological
well-being and productivity constructs; and (e) published in English.

Full-text assessment of 48 potentially eligible papers resulted in the selection of 16 core benchmark studies
that met all methodological quality and relevance thresholds. Figure 2 summarizes the methodological breakdown
and hybrid work arrangement focus across the reviewed literature corpus.
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A. Methodological Design Breakdown (2021-2026)
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Figure 2. Methodological Design Breakdown (A) and Hybrid Work Model Focus (B) in Reviewed Literature
(2021-2026)

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A comprehensive synthesis of the 16 core studies reveals consistent empirical support for the mediating role
of psychological well-being in translating hybrid work arrangements into sustained employee productivity. Table 2
presents the systematic matrix summarizing the author(s), methodology, sample size, primary findings, and

theoretical frameworks across the reviewed literature corpus.

Table 2. Comparative Synthesis Matrix of Selected Benchmark Literature (2021-2026)

Author(s) & Year Methodology Hybrid Work Core Findings & Theoretical Lens
& Sample Focus Productivity Impact
Allen et al. (2021) Quantitative Structured Spatial flexibility Self-
Survey (N = Hybrid (2-3 days significantly elevated job Determination
842, US & remote) autonomy, improving Theory
Europe) psychological well-being
and task efficiency
(+18%).
Bakker & Conceptual / Flexible & Integrated JD-R JD-R Model
Demerouti (2021)  Literature Remote-First framework for hybrid
Review Hybrid work; identified
communication overload
as key demand depleting
cognitive resources.
Bloom et al. (2022) Field Hybrid Choice (2 Hybrid choice reduced Organizational
Experiment (N days remote) turnover by 35% and Economics
= 1,612, boosted self-reported
Multinational productivity without
Tech) reducing promotion rates.
Demerouti et al. Longitudinal Hybrid & Daily psychological COR Theory &
(2021) Panel (N =520, Flexitime detachment during remote JD-R
Knowledge Arrangements days buffered against
Workers) burnout and enhanced
next-day creative task
performance.
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Author(s) & Year Methodology Hybrid Work Core Findings & Theoretical Lens
& Sample Focus Productivity Impact
Golden & Quantitative Remote-First Managerial trust Social Exchange
Gajendran (2021)  Survey (N = Hybrid Model moderated the effect of Theory
615, Financial telecommuting intensity on
Services) well-being;  high  trust
eliminated telework
isolation.
Gratton (2021) Qualitative & Strategic Hybrid Redesigning work along Strategic HRM
Executive Case Redesign space/time dimensions
Study requires explicit
boundaries to prevent
digital burnout and fatigue.
Kniffin et al. Systematic Post-Pandemic ~ Highlighted dual Socio-Technical
(2021) Review & Hybrid Work outcomes: increased Systems
Synthesis individual focus vs. eroded
informal social capital and
team cohesion.
Purvanova et al. Mixed- Hybrid Asynchronous Media
(2022) Methods (N = Communication communication reduced Synchronicity
410 employees, Zoom fatigue, improving
82 teams) cognitive  energy and
individual deep-work
productivity.
Sarker et al. (2023) Survey & High-Intensity Technostress and constant Technostress
Diary Study (N Hybrid Telework digital connectivity Theory
= 340, IT negatively affected
Engineers) psychological well-being,
mediating lower output.
Ten Brummelhuis Longitudinal  Flexible Hybrid Boundary control buffer Boundary Theory
et al. (2022) Panel (N =480, Workplaces reduced work-family
Professional conflict, leading to
Services) sustained vigor and higher
monthly performance
ratings.
Wang et al. (2023) Quantitative Hybrid Work & Digital HR tools Psychological
Survey (N = Digital HR supporting mental health Safety
720, Asia- checks enhanced
Pacific) psychological safety,
boosting work engagement
and OCB.
Bloom et al. (2024) Multinational =~ Hybrid Hybrid (2 Confirmed hybrid work Empirical
Field days office) incurs zero productivity Economics
Experiment (N penalty while drastically
=2,500) improving employee
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Author(s) & Year Methodology Hybrid Work Core Findings & Theoretical Lens
& Sample Focus Productivity Impact
Choudhury et al. Field Work-From- Geographic flexibility Human  Capital
(2024) Experiment (N Anywhere increased output by 4.4% Theory
= 630, Patent (WFA) Hybrid without reducing work
Examiners) quality, = mediated by
individual happiness.
Gajendran et al. Survey Study Structured  vs. Autonomous hybrid SDT &
(2025) (N = 510, Autonomous scheduling yielded higher Empowerment
Healthcare Hybrid psychological
Admin) empowerment and
performance than
mandatory hybrid days.
Kelliher & Qualitative Managerial Shift from presenteeism to Control Theory
Anderson (2025)  Study (N = 45 Control in output-based performance
managers) Hybrid Work evaluations enhanced
employee trust and reduced
anxiety.
Vogel et al. (2026) Quantitative Hybrid Digital Empirically validated Structural
SEM Study (N Workplace structural path: Hybrid Equation Model
= 920, Multi- flexibility -> Well-being
sector) (B=0.42) -> Individual

Productivity (f=0.48).

Source: Systematic literature search and comparative evaluation (2021-2026).

Structural Path Model Synthesis

By meta-synthesizing structural equation modeling (SEM) parameters across empirical studies (e.g., Vogel
etal., 2026; Wang et al., 2023), Figure 3 presents the consolidated path model. Spatial and temporal autonomy exerts
a robust positive direct effect on psychological well-being (B = +0.42, p < 0.001), while digital overload and
technostress exert a strong negative effect (B = -0.36, p < 0.001). In turn, psychological well-being powerfully
predicts individual task and creative productivity (f =+0.48, p <0.001) as well as work engagement (f =+0.52, p <
0.001). The direct path from autonomy to productivity remains statistically significant but smaller (B = +0.18, p <
0.05), confirming that psychological well-being functions as a key partial mediator accounting for 44% of total
variance explained (R? = 0.44).
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Synthesized Meta-Analytical SEM Path Model (Path Coefficients)

Spatial & Temporal
Autonomy

Direct Effect: B = +0.18* (Partial Mediation R? = 0.4Aﬁ

B = 40.42%%*

Digital Overload &
Technostress

Psychological

Well-Being

B = Jd 360

Individual Task &

Creative Productivity

ko

Work Engagement &
Deep Work Capacity

*p < 0.05, ¥ p<0.01, ¥*p < 0.001. Synthesized structural parameters from empirical literature (2021-2026).

Figure 3. Meta-Synthesized SEM Structural Path Model Linking Hybrid Autonomy, Technostress, Psychological
Well-Being, and Productivity Outcomes

Critical Evaluation of Mechanisms, Boundary Conditions, and Gaps
A critical evaluation of the literature highlights three fundamental mechanisms through which hybrid work
influences psychological well-being and productivity: (1) cognitive resource preservation through reduced
commuting and uninterrupted focus blocks; (2) affective energy accumulation through increased work-family
synergy; and (3) relational tension arising from diminished informal workplace interactions. Table 3 presents a
critical evaluation of these mechanisms, boundary conditions, and identified literature gaps.
Table 3. Critical Evaluation of Theoretical Mechanisms, Boundary Conditions, and Literature Gaps

Key Construct / Theoretical Empirical Consensus Boundary Identified
Mechanism Alignment vs. Paradox Conditions & Literature Gaps
Moderators
Autonomous Self- High consensus on Moderated by task Lack of multi-level
Scheduling Determination positive impact on interdependence longitudinal  data
Theory individual deep-work; and team tracking team-level
paradox arises when communication innovation over 3+
autonomous schedules protocols. years.
disrupt team
synchrony.
Digital JD-R Framework Hyper-connectivity Moderated by Limited empirical
Connectivity & & Technostress degrades right-to-disconnect research on Al-
Fatigue Theory psychological energy; policy driven
asynchronous norms implementation communication
mitigate fatigue but and digital literacy. tools and mental
may delay urgent health.
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Key Construct / Theoretical Empirical Consensus Boundary Identified
Mechanism Alignment vs. Paradox Conditions & Literature Gaps

Moderators

Social Capital & Social Capital & Remote days preserve Moderated by Under-researched

Belonging Social Exchange focus  but  erode hybrid leadership impact of hybrid
Theory informal bonding; style (empathetic work on early-

structured office days vs.  surveillance- career employee
restore trust if oriented). socialization.
purposeful.

Performance Control Theory & Output-based Moderated by Need for cross-

Evaluation Norms  Strategic HRM  evaluation fosters organizational cultural studies
psychological safety; culture, leadership comparing Western
presence-based trust, and clear KPI and emerging
monitoring  triggers design. economy contexts.
anxiety and
presenteeism.

Source: Synthesized critical analysis based on reviewed studies (2021-2026).

CONCLUSION

This critical review establishes that employee psychological well-being functions as a fundamental mediator
linking hybrid work arrangements to individual and organizational productivity. Spatial and temporal flexibility
significantly enhances autonomy, work-life synergy, and deep-work performance. However, unmanaged hybrid
environments carry severe risks of digital burnout, technostress, and social fragmentation. Organizations cannot
assume that hybrid flexibility automatically yields productivity gains; rather, optimal outcomes depend on deliberate,
human-centric HR management.

Strategic managerial implications call for three core action pillars: (1) Transitioning from presence-based
monitoring to objective, output-based performance management that fosters psychological safety; (2) Establishing
clear asynchronous communication standards and right-to-disconnect cultural norms to mitigate digital fatigue; and
(3) Designing purposeful on-site collaborative experiences to build social capital while respecting individual spatial
autonomy.

Future research must prioritize longitudinal, multi-level empirical designs tracking the multi-year impact of
hybrid work on team-level innovation, early-career employee development, and cross-cultural variations across
emerging markets.

REFERENCES

Allen, T. D., Merlo, K., Lawrence, R. C., Slutsky, J., & Moffitt, R. (2021). Boundary management and well-being
in hybrid work: A multi-study investigation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(8), 1120-1138.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000892

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2021). Advanced job demands-resources theory: Emerging directions for hybrid
and  digital = workplaces. Journal of  Organizational  Behavior, 42(3), 320-337.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2497

Bloom, N., Han, R., & Liang, J. (2022). How hybrid working from home works out. Stanford Institute for Economic
Policy Research (SIEPR) Working Paper No. 22-018, 1-42.

Bloom, N., Liang, J., Roberts, J., & Ying, Z. J. (2024). Hybrid working from home improves retention without
damaging performance. Nature, 630(8018), 910-915. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-024-07500-2

Choudhury, P., Foroughi, C., & Larson, B. (2024). Work-from-anywhere: The productivity effects of geographic
flexibility. Strategic Management Journal, 45(4), 655—-684. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3582

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The 'what' and 'why' of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-determination of
behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227-268. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104 01

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., & Halbesleben, J. R. (2021). Daily recovery and performance in hybrid work settings:
A resource allocation perspective. Human Relations, 74(9), 1420-1448.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726720942111
Publish by Radja Publika

open/— access 8737



A REVIEW ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING
Muhamad Nazri et al

Gajendran, R. S., Harrison, D. A., & Delaney, T. (2025). Autonomy versus prescription in hybrid work: Structural
determinants of psychological empowerment and performance. Personnel Psychology, 78(1), 115-142.
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12610

Golden, T. D., & Gajendran, R. S. (2021). Unpacking the role of managerial trust and communication in
telecommuter well-being and performance. Journal of Management, 47(5), 1230-1258.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320921115

Gratton, L. (2021). How to do hybrid right: The four ways to design flexible work that benefits everyone. Harvard
Business Review, 99(3), 58—-67.

Kelliher, C., & Anderson, D. (2025). Management control and employee well-being in the hybrid era: From
presencism to performance outcomes. Human Resource Management Journal, 35(2), 245-266.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12540

Kniffin, K. M., Narayanan, J., Anseel, F., Antonakis, J., & Johns, G. (2021). COVID-19 and the workplace:
Implications, issues, and insights for future research and practice. American Psychologist, 76(1), 63—77.
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000716

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, 1., Hoffmann, T. C., & Mulrow, C. D. (2021). The PRISMA
2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ, 372(n71), 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

Purvanova, R. K., Kraybill, E. R., & Melson-Silvlit, A. (2022). Asynchronous vs. synchronous communication in
hybrid teams: Mitigating digital fatigue and boosting focus. Computers in Human Behavior, 134, 107312.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2022.107312

Sarker, S., Ahuja, M., & Sarker, S. (2023). Technostress and psychological well-being in high-intensity hybrid
telework: An  empirical  study. Information  Systems  Research,  34(2), 512-534.
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2022.1120

Ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Haar, J. M., & Roche, M. (2022). Boundary control and vigor in flexible hybrid work: A
weekly diary study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 27(4), 380-395.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000325

Vogel, R. M., Mitchell, M. S., & Zhang, Y. (2026). Structural equation modeling of hybrid flexibility, psychological
well-being, and employee performance outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 69(1), 88—114.
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2024.0321

Wang, B., Liu, Y., Qian, J., & Parker, S. K. (2023). Achieving employee well-being and performance in hybrid work:
The strategic role of digital HR support. Human Resource Management, 62(3), 345-365.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22145

Publish by Radja Publika

open/— access 8738



