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Abstract

Hybrid work, a blend of remote and on-site working, has become a defining feature of the Indian information
technology (IT) sector since the COVID-19 pandemic. This article examines how hybrid work models influence
employee productivity, job satisfaction, engagement, work—life balance, well-being, collaboration, and
organisational support in Indian IT companies. Drawing on a structured review of peer-reviewed literature
indexed in Scopus, Emerald Insight, and ScienceDirect, the study develops five research questions and five
corresponding objectives and discusses each in light of the cumulative evidence. The synthesis suggests that
structured hybrid arrangements, typically two to three days in the office, sustain or modestly improve individual
task performance, improve retention, and enhance satisfaction and perceived work—life balance, provided that
employees have clear goals, adequate technology, and autonomy over scheduling. At the same time, hybrid work
can blur boundaries, lengthen working hours, weaken informal knowledge exchange, and reduce visibility for
remote employees, which may affect career progression and team cohesion. Evidence from Indian IT firms, where
long commutes, shared housing, and client-driven time-zone demands are common, indicates that outcomes
depend heavily on managerial practices, digital infrastructure, and equitable policies. The article concludes that
hybrid work is not inherently superior to either fully remote or fully office-based models, its benefits are
conditional on job design, trust-based leadership, and deliberate coordination of in-person days. Practical
recommendations are offered for IT leaders, human resource managers, and policymakers, and directions for
future empirical research using primary survey data in Indian IT organisations are outlined.

Keywords: Hybrid work; Employee productivity; Job satisfaction; Work-life balance; Indian IT industry;
Employee engagement,; Organisational support

I.  Introduction

India's information technology (IT) and business-process sector is among the country's largest employers
and a major contributor to GDP and exports. Its workforce, concentrated in cities such as Pune, Bengaluru,
Hyderabad, Chennai, and Gurugram, moved almost overnight to remote work in March 2020. What began as an
emergency response has since matured into a deliberate organisational choice: the hybrid work model, in which
employees divide their week between the office and a remote location, usually the home. Large Indian IT services
firms and global capability centres now commonly prescribe a fixed number of office days while allowing the
remainder to be worked remotely.

The popularity of hybrid work rests on a simple promise: that it combines the focus, flexibility, and
savings of remote work with the collaboration, mentoring, and culture-building of the office. Employees value
reduced commuting time in congested metropolitan areas, greater control over their schedules, and a better ability
to manage family responsibilities. Employers see opportunities to cut real-estate costs, widen talent pools, and
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improve retention in a sector that has historically faced high attrition. Yet scepticism persists. Managers worry
about declining visibility, weakened culture, and unequal treatment of those who are present and those who are
not, while employees report longer working hours, blurred boundaries, and digital fatigue.

Research evidence is therefore mixed and context dependent. International field experiments suggest that
hybrid schedules can maintain performance while reducing attrition, but other studies of IT professionals show
longer hours without commensurate output. India's distinct conditions, including dense urban commutes, shared
living arrangements, uneven home infrastructure, and client service models spanning multiple time zones, mean
that findings from Western settings cannot be transferred uncritically.

This article therefore examines whether combining home and office work improves productivity, job
satisfaction, and work—life balance among employees of Indian IT companies. It reviews the literature on five
themes (productivity and performance, satisfaction and engagement, work—life balance and well-being,
collaboration and communication, and organisational support) and develops research questions and objectives that
guide a structured discussion of each theme.

II.  Literature Review
Employee productivity and performance

Employee productivity is multidimensional. Individual work performance is commonly divided into task
performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive behaviour (Koopmans et al., 2011; Motowidlo &
Van Scotter, 1994). In IT settings, five indicators are especially relevant: (a) task completion, the timely delivery
of tickets, modules, or sprints; (b) quality of work, reflected in defect rates, code reviews, and client feedback; (c)
efficiency, the ratio of output to time and effort; (d) achievement of targets, such as project milestones and service-
level agreements; and (e) time management, including prioritisation and meeting deadlines without excessive
overtime.

The literature suggests that hybrid work affects these indicators differently. Field evidence shows that
remote work can increase task completion through fewer interruptions and fewer breaks (Bloom et al., 2015), and
that hybrid schedules need not damage performance ratings or promotion outcomes (Bloom et al., 2024). Evidence
from IT professionals, however, indicates that longer hours may not translate into proportionate output, which
weakens efficiency (Gibbs et al., 2023). Quality tends to depend on the nature of the task: creative work benefits
from home settings, while repetitive work may suffer (Dutcher, 2012). Target achievement and time management
are shaped by clarity of goals and job autonomy (Wang et al., 2021), and flexible arrangements can also intensify
work, leading to hidden overtime (Kelliher & Anderson, 2010).

Job satisfaction and employee engagement

Job satisfaction and engagement are closely linked to autonomy and meaningful work. Telecommuting
is moderately and positively related to job satisfaction, with the relationship becoming weaker at very high levels
of remote work (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Golden & Veiga, 2005). The job demands—resources model
explains why: autonomy and support act as resources that foster engagement, whereas excessive demands cause
strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Engagement, in turn, predicts task and contextual performance (Christian et
al., 2011). Studies of Indian employees working from home report largely positive sentiments, though with
concerns about isolation and workload (Dubey & Tripathi, 2020).

Work-life balance and well-being

Work-life balance literature draws on role conflict and border theories. Time, strain, and behaviour-
based conflicts arise when work and family roles compete (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), and individuals manage
the borders between domains through integration or segmentation (Clark, 2000). Hybrid work can reduce
commuting-related strain, but remote days may encourage always-on behaviour and greater effort spill-over into
home life (Felstead & Henseke, 2017). Reviews of remote e-worker well-being report both gains and risks,
including isolation, fatigue, and changes in stress (Charalampous et al., 2019; Oakman et al., 2020). In the Indian
IT context, pandemic-era work stressors reduced life satisfaction and increased distress (Kumar et al., 2021).

Collaboration and communication

Distributed work complicates coordination. Dispersed colleagues often lack shared context, which may
produce misunderstandings and conflict (Cramton, 2001; Hinds & Bailey, 2003). Analyses of communication
data at a large technology firm show that remote work made collaboration networks more static and siloed (Yang
et al., 2022). Hybrid arrangements can mitigate these problems when teams coordinate in-office days and use
collaboration technologies effectively (Waizenegger et al., 2020; Maruping & Agarwal, 2004).
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Organisational support and hybrid work policies

Perceived organisational support, the belief that the organisation values employees' contributions and
well-being, predicts commitment and performance (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Hybrid work policies matter because flexibility is only beneficial when employees truly control when and where
they work (Allen et al., 2013; Kossek et al., 2006). Employees also place high monetary value on the option to
work from home (Mas & Pallais, 2017), and work from home appears to be a lasting feature of working life
(Barrero et al., 2023). Clear policies on office days, performance evaluation, equipment, and manager training
therefore underpin successful hybrid models.

Research gap

Most studies are drawn from Western or East Asian contexts or from the pandemic's emergency phase.
Few examine planned hybrid models in Indian IT firms or integrate productivity with satisfaction, work—life
balance, collaboration, and organisational support in one framework. This article addresses that gap.

Suggested conceptual framework

Hybnid Work Model

Work-from-home + Office-based waork

L

Three Key Employee Outcomes

Preductivity - Job Satisfaction - Work—Life Balance

d

Organizational Performance
Employee engagement, retention and effectiveness

These five facets align with recent research examining hybrid work, employee productivity, work-life balance,
organizational support, and well-being in India's IT sector, =

Fig.1. Conceptual Framework, Source: research Scholars

Problem Statement

Indian IT companies have rapidly adopted hybrid work models, yet there is little consensus on whether
splitting time between home and office genuinely improves employee productivity. Organisations are making
large, long-term decisions about office space, attendance mandates, and performance management without robust,
context-specific evidence. Employees in the sector face long commutes, client-driven working hours, and uneven
home working conditions, which may either enhance or undermine the benefits of flexibility. Existing studies are
dominated by Western samples or pandemic-era emergency remote work, which differs sharply from planned
hybrid arrangements. Further, productivity is often reduced to hours or output, ignoring quality, time management,
satisfaction, well-being, collaboration, and organisational support. The problem, therefore, is the absence of an
integrated understanding of how hybrid work shapes productivity and its related human outcomes in Indian IT
firms, and under what organisational conditions it succeeds or fails.

Research Questions

1. RQ1: How do hybrid work models influence employee productivity and performance in Indian IT companies
in terms of task completion, quality, efficiency, target achievement, and time management?

2. RQ2: What is the effect of hybrid work on job satisfaction and employee engagement among Indian IT

employees?

RQ3: How does hybrid work affect work—life balance and well-being of IT professionals?

RQ4: In what ways does hybrid work shape collaboration and communication within IT teams?

5. RQS5: To what extent do organisational support and hybrid work policies influence the success of hybrid
work models?

RN

Objectives of the Study
1. To examine the impact of hybrid work on employee productivity and performance, measured through task
completion, quality of work, efficiency, achievement of targets, and time management.
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To assess the influence of hybrid work on job satisfaction and employee engagement.

To analyse the effect of hybrid work on work-life balance and employee well-being.

To evaluate how hybrid work affects collaboration and communication within teams.

To determine the role of organisational support and hybrid work policies in shaping employee outcomes
under hybrid work.

nh v

III.  Discussion of Objectives

Objective 1: Impact of hybrid work on productivity and performance

Hybrid work is widely expected to influence how quickly, accurately, and reliably employees deliver
outcomes. A field experiment in a Chinese call centre found that working from home raised performance by 13%,
largely through fewer breaks and quieter conditions (Bloom et al., 2015), and a later trial showed that hybrid
schedules did not harm performance reviews or promotions while cutting attrition by about a third (Bloom et al.,
2024). Meta-analytic evidence indicates small positive links between telecommuting and performance (Gajendran
& Harrison, 2007), strongest when remote days are moderate (Allen et al., 2015). Geographic flexibility has also
raised output among patent examiners (Choudhury et al., 2021), although task type matters, with creative work
gaining at home and repetitive work declining (Dutcher, 2012). Among IT professionals, longer hours at home
did not produce proportionate output (Gibbs et al., 2023). Productivity is conceptually multidimensional, spanning
task and contextual performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994), and frameworks of individual work
performance add counterproductive behaviour (Koopmans et al., 2011; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Pandemic-era
studies show remote, hybrid, and on-site workers differing in stress and performance (Wontorczyk & Roznowski,
2022), organisational factors are tied to productivity in Indian IT firms (Patanjali & Bhatta, 2022), and work
stressors can erode performance (Kumar et al., 2021). Reviews stress that outcomes depend on the nature of work
(Boell et al., 2016; Raghuram et al., 2019) and on job design (Wang et al., 2021). Flexible practices may intensify
effort (Kelliher & Anderson, 2010), and advantages such as fewer interruptions coexist with isolation (Ipsen et
al., 2021). Work from home is now a lasting feature of employment (Barrero et al., 2023), though its consequences
remain debated (Kniffin et al., 2021).

Hybrid work shapes productivity through five measurable indicators

fask completion

Guality of waork

parformance

Hybrid work model Productivity and
_ Efficlency
affice plus home days

Achlevement of targets

llme managemeant

Fig.2. Hybrid work on productivity and performance, Source: research Scholars

Objective 2: Hybrid work, job satisfaction, and employee engagement

Job satisfaction reflects how people feel about their work, while engagement reflects vigour, dedication,
and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2006). Job characteristics theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) and the psychology
of personal engagement (Kahn, 1990) both suggest that autonomy and meaningful work raise these states. Hybrid
work enlarges autonomy, and telecommuting is positively related to satisfaction (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007);
the relationship is curvilinear, because coworker relationships deteriorate when remote work is very frequent
(Golden & Veiga, 2005). Broader reviews report generally positive effects with modest costs (Allen et al., 2015).
The job demands—resources model explains this pattern: resources such as autonomy and support foster
engagement, whereas demands cause strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2017), and flexible designs improve
well-being where resources outweigh demands (Ter Hoeven & van Zoonen, 2015). Engagement predicts task and
contextual performance (Christian et al., 2011; Rich et al., 2010) and business-unit outcomes (Harter et al., 2002),
and it grows from job characteristics and organisational support (Saks, 2006). Satisfaction itself is only moderately
related to performance (Judge et al., 2001). Recent reviews call for attention to digital and flexible contexts
(Bakker & Albrecht, 2018; Spreitzer et al., 2017). In India, an analysis of public sentiment towards working from
home found largely positive feelings (Dubey & Tripathi, 2020), and organisational factors shape IT employees'
experience (Patanjali & Bhatta, 2022). Effective remote working depends on autonomy and supportive
supervision (Wang et al., 2021), and lower quit rates under hybrid schedules signal improved satisfaction (Bloom
et al., 2024).
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Job resources link hybrid work to satisfaction and engagement

AUtonomy over schadule

Lezs commute stress

Hybrid work model Job satisfaction and
affice plus home days engagement

Manager end peer suppart

Senae of belonging

Fig.3. Hybrid work, job satisfaction, and employee engagement Source: research Scholars

Objective 3: Hybrid work, work-life balance, and well-being

Work-life balance concerns how well people manage demands across life domains. Role conflict theory
identifies time-, strain-, and behaviour-based conflict between work and family (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985),
border theory describes how people manage the boundaries between domains (Clark, 2000), and micro role
transitions shape daily experience (Ashforth et al., 2000). Control over boundaries influences outcomes (Kossek
et al., 2006), and when flexibility matches preferences, conflict falls (Shockley & Allen, 2007; Allen et al., 2013).
Teleworking can ease some conflict yet lengthen working time and blur boundaries (Hill et al., 2003; Delanoeije
et al., 2019). Balance extends beyond family to wider life domains (Fisher et al., 2009), and across seven cultures
it relates to job satisfaction, life satisfaction, and mental health (Haar et al., 2014). Remote working can intensify
effort and spill into home life (Felstead & Henseke, 2017). During COVID-19, home-based work blended work
and life domains in varied ways (Vyas & Butakhieo, 2021), with particular burdens for women (Adisa et al.,
2021), and flexible working has different gender-equality implications depending on context (Chung & van der
Lippe, 2020). Well-being evidence is mixed: rapid reviews identify both mental and physical health risks (Oakman
et al., 2020), systematic reviews report positive and negative e-worker outcomes (Charalampous et al., 2019), and
an e-work life scale has been validated (Grant et al., 2019). Remote productivity and engagement among Italian
workers were linked with stress (Galanti et al., 2021), Indian employees reported work stressors affecting distress
and life satisfaction (Kumar et al., 2021), and European surveys list both advantages and disadvantages of home
working (Ipsen et al., 2021).

Hybrid work brings both gains and risks for worlk-life balance

[ Commute time sewved ]

[ Control over schedule ]

Hylrid work model ‘Work=life balance
and well-being

affice plus home days

Blurred boundaries

laolation and fatigus
O @ain sk

Fig.4. Hybrid work, work—life balance, and well-being, Source: research Scholars

Objective 4: Hybrid work, collaboration, and communication

Hybrid teams must coordinate across place and time. The mutual knowledge problem shows that
dispersed colleagues often lack shared context, producing misinterpretation (Cramton, 2001), and geographic
distribution can trigger conflict (Hinds & Bailey, 2003). Virtuality, including geographic dispersion and electronic
dependence, affects team innovation (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006), and reviews of virtual teams highlight
communication and trust (Martins et al., 2004; Morrison-Smith & Ruiz, 2020). Task—technology fit helps manage
interpersonal processes (Maruping & Agarwal, 2004). Meta-analyses suggest that telework does not generally
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harm coworker relationships at moderate levels but may weaken them at high intensity (Gajendran & Harrison,
2007; Allen et al., 2015). Analysis of communication data from a large technology firm showed that remote work
made collaboration networks more static and siloed (Yang et al., 2022). Enforced home working has been
examined through the affordances of collaboration technologies (Waizenegger et al., 2020), and the pandemic
accelerated the digital transformation of work (Nagel, 2020). Digital competencies, such as e-work self-efficacy,
support effective remote collaboration (Tramontano et al., 2021). Reviews of virtual work emphasise coordination
and communication (Raghuram et al., 2019), and effective remote working relies on communication support
(Wang et al., 2021). The nature of the work shapes telework paradoxes (Boell et al., 2016), and COVID-19
reshaped team communication (Kniffin et al., 2021). Among IT professionals, home working was associated with
more meeting time and less uninterrupted work (Gibbs et al., 2023). Indian IT evidence points to organisational
factors and favourable sentiment about remote collaboration (Patanjali & Bhatta, 2022; Dubey & Tripathi, 2020),
while hybrid scheduling reduced attrition without cost to performance, implying that coordination was maintained
(Bloom et al., 2024).

Planned coordination offsets the collaboration risks of distributed work

[ Plenned in-office days J

[ Collaboration tools ]
Hybrid work madel [ Collaboration and J
L

affice plus home days communication

Loss of informal talk

Silos among teams

[—_| Ereable: Hizk.
Fig.5. Hybrid work, collaboration, and communication, Source: research Scholars

Objective 5: Organisational support and hybrid work policies

Organisational support determines whether hybrid work succeeds. Perceived organisational support, the
belief that the firm values contributions and well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986), predicts commitment and
performance (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Early telework research emphasised managing remote work through
explicit policy (Kurland & Bailey, 1999) and recognised the limits of bureaucratic environments (Taskin &
Edwards, 2007). Control over boundaries is itself a policy outcome (Kossek et al., 2006), and arrangements must
be genuinely flexible to reduce conflict (Allen et al., 2013), because flexibility can intensify work (Kelliher &
Anderson, 2010) or alter gender outcomes (Chung & van der Lippe, 2020). Employees value working from home
highly, accepting lower pay for it (Mas & Pallais, 2017), and alternative work arrangements require organisational
redesign (Spreitzer et al., 2017). Work-from-anywhere policies raised output (Choudhury et al., 2021), a hybrid
trial supported two home days a week (Bloom et al., 2024), and work from home is now persistent (Barrero et al.,
2023). Virtual work requires infrastructure and training (Raghuram et al., 2019; Tramontano et al., 2021), and
effective remote working needs deliberate job design and support (Wang et al., 2021). The pandemic exposed
both limits and lessons for organisations (Kniffin et al., 2021). In India, organisational factors in the IT industry
shape productivity (Patanjali & Bhatta, 2022), work stress and its psychological costs matter for policy design
(Kumar et al., 2021), and without mitigation firms risk efficiency losses (Gibbs et al., 2023).
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Five organisational supports turn hybrid work into positive outcomes

Clear hybrid policy

Manager training

Organisational
Ba Technology and equipment
support

ourtoomes

[ Positive employee

Falr |:c—rfﬂr mance review

Control over schedule

Fig.6. Organisational support and hybrid work policies, Source: research Scholars

IV.  Findings

The synthesis indicates that structured hybrid work sustains, and in some settings modestly improves,
individual performance, particularly for focused and creative tasks, while evidence on efficiency among IT
professionals is mixed because longer hours do not always yield proportionate output. Job satisfaction,
engagement, and retention generally improve when employees gain autonomy and support. Work—life balance
benefits from reduced commuting and scheduling control but is threatened by boundary blurring, intensified effort,
and isolation. Collaboration suffers when teams are dispersed without coordinated office days, with risks of siloed
networks and weaker informal exchange. Organisational support, clear policies, manager capability, and fair
evaluation emerge as the strongest conditions separating successful hybrid models from unsuccessful ones. Indian
IT-specific evidence is promising but limited and mostly pandemic-era.

V.  Conclusion

Hybrid work is neither a universal solution nor a threat to productivity in Indian IT companies. The
literature shows that combining home and office work can protect performance, raise satisfaction and engagement,
and improve work—life balance, provided it is intentionally designed. Benefits depend on autonomy, trust-based
leadership, outcome-oriented performance management, reliable technology, and coordinated in-person days that
preserve collaboration and mentoring. Without these conditions, hybrid work can intensify workloads, blur
boundaries, and weaken team cohesion. Indian firms should therefore treat hybrid work as a managed system
rather than a perk, and researchers should test the proposed relationships with primary, post-pandemic data from
IT employees across firm sizes, roles, and cities.

Recommendations

1. Adopt outcome-based performance management. Evaluate employees on deliverables, quality, and targets
achieved rather than on hours or visibility. Set clear sprint and project goals so that task completion and time
management can be tracked equally for home and office days.

2. Design anchor days for the whole team. Coordinate in-office days so that teams are present together for
planning, reviews, and mentoring. Avoid mandates that bring people to the office only to join video calls with
colleagues elsewhere.

3. Protect focused work time. Limit meeting load on remote days and encourage no-meeting blocks. Evidence
from IT professionals suggests meetings expand when work is remote, so deliberate scheduling norms help
preserve deep work and efficiency.

4. Train managers for hybrid leadership. Equip managers to lead by trust, give regular feedback, and avoid
proximity bias in appraisals and promotions. Supervisor support is a critical resource for engagement and
satisfaction.

5. Set boundary and availability norms. Define working hours, response expectations, and the right to
disconnect, particularly for teams serving clients in other time zones. This limits boundary blurring and
overwork on remote days.

6. Invest in home-working infrastructure. Provide equipment allowances, secure connectivity support, and
digital collaboration tools. Uneven home conditions in Indian cities can otherwise turn flexibility into
inequality across employees.

7. Support well-being proactively. Offer counselling, ergonomic guidance, and peer networks to address
isolation, fatigue, and stress. Monitor well-being through periodic surveys and act on the results transparently.
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10.

Ensure equity across employee groups. Review how hybrid options affect women, new joiners, and
caregivers. Provide mentoring and onboarding structures so that employees on fewer office days do not lose
visibility or development opportunities.

Pilot, measure, and refine policies. Run time-bound pilots with clear metrics on productivity, satisfaction,
attrition, and collaboration before finalising office-day rules. Share results with employees and adjust
schedules based on evidence.

Support further research. Encourage collaboration between industry and universities to collect primary data
on hybrid work across Indian IT firms, so that policy choices rest on local, post-pandemic evidence.

Limitations of the Study

This article is based on a conceptual review of secondary literature rather than primary data, so the

relationships discussed are not statistically tested. Most cited studies originate outside India or were conducted
during the pandemic, limiting generalisability to current Indian IT workplaces. Productivity measures vary across
studies, and self-reported outcomes may carry bias. Reference selection also reflects accessible Scopus, Emerald,
and ScienceDirect literature and may omit recent or unpublished work. Future research should use surveys,
interviews, or organisational data from Indian IT firms.
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