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ABSTRACT

Telework is a work arrangement that uses technology to work from home or any other
location other than the office. Many pieces of the literature showed that those who are
more sociable and attracted to developing relationships with others (i.e., higher on
sociability) tended to report lower ratings on indices of telework performance. In this
study, we focused on the relationship between individual needs and subjective well-being
and aimed to see if work arrangements play a moderator role. Also, with this study, we
further explored how commuting convenience and commuting time affect subjective
well-being in a big metropolitan city such as Istanbul. Data for the current study were
collected from 203 (123 Females, 80 Males) white collar employees who work for several
companies in Istanbul by Qualtrics. Employees’ current work arrangements (Hybrid,
face-to-face and remote), their number of remote working days, commuting time, their
individual needs (the need for affiliation, the need for status and the need for achievement)
and subjective well-being are measured. Bivariate correlations and hierarchical regression
models were conducted to test the hypotheses. Results showed that work arrangements
don’t play a role as a moderator and there isn’t any significant relationship between
individual needs and subjective well-being. However, we found that commuting
convenience predicts subjective well-being and higher commuting times decrease
subjective well-being. The findings are discussed based on the previous literature, future

directions and implications.

Keywords: Telework, subjective well-being, individual needs, hybrid work, commuting



OZET

Uzaktan calisma, evden ya da ofis disindaki herhangi bir yerden teknoloji kullanimiyla
gerceklestirilen bir calisma diizenidir. Onceki arastirmalar, sosyallesme ihtiyaci yiiksek
olan kisilerin, uzaktan ¢alisma performanslarin1 diger kisilere gore daha diisiik olarak
puanladiklarin1 gostermistir. Bu c¢alismada, bireysel ihtiyaglar ile 6znel iyilik hali
arasindaki iliskiye odaklanilarak, bu iliskide ¢alisma diizeninin moderator olarak rol alip
almadig1 incelenmistir. Ayrica biiyiik bir metropol olan Istanbul’da yasayan katilimcilarin
ise gidis-gelislerine iliskin rahatlik algilarinin ve ise gidig-gelis ortalama stirelerinin 6znel
iyilik hallerini nasil etkiledigi incelenmistir. Veriler Istanbul’da gesitli firmalarda calisan
203 (123 kadin, 80 erkek) beyaz yaka ¢alisgandan Qualtrics sistemi iizerinden toplanmastir.
Calisanlarin mevcut calisma diizenleri (hibrit, yiiz yiize, uzaktan), bir ay i¢inde uzaktan
calistiklar giin sayilari, ise gidig-gelis siireleri, ise gidis gelislerine iliskin rahatlik algilari,
bireysel ihtiya¢ cesitleri (iliski ihtiyaci, statii ihtiyaci ve basari ihtiyaci) ve 6znel iyilik
hallerine iliskin dl¢iimler almmistir. Iki degiskenli korelasyonlar ve hiyerarsik regresyon
modelleri, hipotezleri test etmek icin calistirilmistir. Bulgular, caligma diizenlerinin,
bireysel ihtiyaglar ve 0Oznel iyilik hali iligkisinde herhangi bir moderator rolii
oynamadigini gostermistir. Bunun yani sira sonuclar, c¢alisanlarin ise gidis gelislerine
iliskin rahatlik algilarinin 6znel iyilik halini yordadigini ve ise gidig-gelis siiresinin
artmasinin 6znel iyilik halini azalttigini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar gegmis

literatiir 15181nda incelenmis ve gelecek arastirmalar i¢in onerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Uzaktan ¢aligma, hibrit ¢alisma, 6znel iyilik hali, bireysel ihtiyaglar,

ise gidis-gelis rahatlik algis1
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1. INTRODUCTION

Teleworking is a work arrangement where employees use information technology
for operation and communication while working away from the office (Allen et al., 2015).
Even though telework is not a new concept, the COVID-19 pandemic has given it a fresh
start. Before the pandemic, it was primarily part-time or occasionally available to a small
number of workers (Messenger, 2019). The pandemic caused a sharp increase in
teleworking, with many employees starting to telework for the first time. For example,
the COVID-19 pandemic caused an increase in teleworking in the European Union from
12.3% to 48% (Eurofound, 2020; Eurostat, 2021). After the pandemic, workers in the
European Union have returned to the office full-time, but others are using flexible work
arrangements that combine face-to-face and remote work (Eurofound, 2023). In an HR
Trends and Salary report that is published by Randstad in 2024, they found that 55% of
private sector employers in Turkey provide the opportunity to work in a hybrid work
arrangement (Randstad, 2024). Hybrid work can also be defined as the ‘New Normal’
because of the significant shift towards hybrid work adaptation of the companies (Ro,
2022).

Despite the benefits of teleworking, not all employees can benefit from
teleworking, especially when employees don’t select teleworking (O’Neill et al., 2009).
Teleworker personalities are gaining importance because it has been found that it is
crucial to determine telework preferences and attitudes (Beckel & Fisher, 2022). Workers
who prefer independence and working alone would prefer teleworking to those who have
high affiliation needs, which might feel isolated (Baruch, 2000; Doberstein &

Charbonneau, 2022). The relationship between personality traits associated with telework



(Catana et al., 2022; Gavoille & Hazans 2022) and personality traits and well-being
(Michinov et al., 2022; O’Neill et al., 2009) should be further studied.

Many pieces of literature forecast that several types of job roles will continue with
a combination of office and teleworking, known as a hybrid work model post-pandemic
(Wang et al., 2020). This concept of hybrid work could take on various shapes and sizes.
Workers with high education and income levels comprise a smaller portion of the labor
force and are likelier to continue using hybrid work methods. Several elements, such as
organizational goals, productivity, cost reduction, talent attraction, and others, may
influence the organizations’ future choice of hybrid combination ratio (Lund et al., 2020).
Lots of companies after COVID-19 applied hybrid work arrangements that combine both
remote and face-to-face work settings in a month (Choudhury, 2022). It has been found
that full-remote employees, who experience less stress during commuting showed higher
satisfaction levels than hybrid work arrangement employees (Sakapurnama, 2022).
However, other studies found that people who have a positive experience while
commuting can experience commuting benefits by using the time effectively and
productively (Ory et al., 2004).

In this study, we will focus on the relationship between individual needs and
subjective well-being and aim to see if work arrangements play a moderator role. Also,
with this study, we would like to further explore how commuting convenience and
commuting time affect subjective well-being in a big metropolitan city such as Istanbul,
which has 64% traffic congestion daily (Karaismailoglu, 2024). The following sections
will review the literature on work arrangements, subjective well-being, individual needs,

and commuting.



1.1 Literature Review

1.1.1 Work Arrangements

Studies indicate that telework does offer some benefits (Golden & Gajendran,
2019) and some disadvantages (Golden & Eddleston, 2020; Kazekami, 2020). Two
studies have been published recently by Ipsen et al. (2021) and Ingusci et al. (2023)
reviewing the advantages and disadvantages of teleworking. Ipsen et al. (2021) found the
benefits of teleworking as improved work-life balance, productivity, and control. The
benefits of working remotely, according to Ingusci et al. (2023), are having greater
autonomy and flexibility, as well as better work-life balance, cost and time savings, lower
stress levels, improved relations with colleagues and managers, higher satisfaction with
the job done, and better use of technology one has at one's disposal. Contrarily, Ipsen, et
al. (2021) listed some of the disadvantages of teleworking as work instability and
inadequate equipment. Telework might also cause experiencing isolation, difficulty in
obtaining recognition of efforts, difficulty in promotion, reduced protection, difficulty in
accessing documents in the office and colleagues for consultation, difficulty in
maintaining relationships with colleagues, feelings that one is always being monitored
and lack of concentration (Ingusci et al., 2021). Deschenes (2023) found that professional
isolation has a negative influence on telework satisfaction but not organizational
commitment. Perceived organizational support attenuates the connection between
telework satisfaction and professional isolation, indicating that a supportive work
environment may mitigate possible negative impacts of telework. Butoi and colleagues
(2020) found that company assistance programs might positively impact employees who

switched to digital communication.



Different work arrangements have an impact on subjective well-being as
discussed above. In the next section, subjective well-being literature and its relationship

with work arrangements will be reviewed.

1.1.2 Subjective Well-Being

Subjective well-being (SWB) aims to measure well-being according to the
perspective that "people are the best judges of how their life is going" (OECD, 2011, p.
265)."Good mental states, including all the various evaluations, positive and negative,
that people make of their lives and the affective reactions of people to their experiences"
is the official definition of SWB given by the OECD (OECD, 2013, p. 10).

Subjective well-being is a broad field that covers how and why people enjoy
positive experiences in life. The SWB literature encompasses ideas on happiness, life
satisfaction, and positive affect. Diener groups the SWB definitions into two major
categories (Diener et al., 1999). Early SWB definitions, which get down to the root,
consider life satisfaction and depend on personal determinants of a quality life. It
considers what allows people to evaluate their lives in a positive way, and the criteria may
differ from one person to another. Some might think that relationship satisfaction is more
crucial, and others might think that physical health is more important. The second
definition of SWB, however, focuses on happiness and positive emotional experiences
from either an inborn disposition for happiness or any other external influence. A standard
measure of this type of well-being deals with how frequently one feels happy over time
(Diener et al., 1999). In this study, we proceed based on the first definition of the

subjective well-being as mentioned above.



1.1.2.1 Telework & Subjective Well-Being

To better understand the connection between telework and subjective well-being,
we will discuss the related research findings. However, the research findings are mixed.
According to Hartman et al. (1992), the flexibility and freedom to pursue personal
interests and other activities outside of work and the increased job satisfaction of working
remotely lead to a positive correlation between remote work and life satisfaction.
According to another study, employees who work in hybrid environments are more likely
to be satisfied and retain their jobs longer than those who work in offices, which is good
for their well-being (Tsipursky, 2022). The ability to work remotely was favorably
correlated with employee satisfaction, based on the survey by the mental health research
website ‘Tracking Happiness’. Additionally, the study found that, full-time remote
workers reported a satisfaction level of almost 20% higher than those who worked in
offices (Shumway, 2022). Research has indicated that employees who own pets benefit
from teleworking since it allows them to spend more time with them, making them
happier (Junga-Silva, 2022). Thus, teleworking with pets nearby has been demonstrated
in recent studies to enhance positive work attitudes, including organizational
identification (Biron et al., 2022) and work engagement (Grant et al., 2019), as well as
well-being indicators, including positive affect (Kaltiainen & Hakanen, 2023) and job
satisfaction (Lu & Zhuang, 2023). Therefore, people with a better work-life balance and
less friction between their personal and professional lives may view telework more
favorably (Gualano et al., 2023). According to Silva et al. (2022), telework
was substantially and favorably associated with positive affect, which raised self-reported
job performance. According to Boulet et al. (2022), job performance is positively

correlated with workers' well-being, and job performance is positively correlated with



satisfaction with work-life balance across all domains. According to this research,
performance and happiness with work-life balance are mediated by employees' well-
being. According to Chambel et al. (2022), the move to telework improved employee
well-being at work.

According to a comprehensive assessment by Ferrara et al. (2022), working
remotely impacts how people view their jobs and themselves and how their physical and
mental health, particularly regarding work-life balance, is affected. Resources
for improved employee well-being include social support, job autonomy, and effective
communication. Telework has been shown by Kroner and Mueller (2023) to improve
well-being by mitigating the detrimental consequences of increased workload. The
findings show that having access to telework when feasible can enhance well-being
outcomes and assist staff in adjusting to unique circumstances like the COVID-19
pandemic. However, work-home conflict brought on by job pressures was linked to worse
employee well-being, according to research by Mahomed et al. (2022). Work-home
conflict was significantly positively connected with gender, and job autonomy was
strongly correlated with the frequency of remote work. However, compared to working
at the office, Song and Gao (2020) discovered that working from home during the week
is linked to lower levels of enjoyment. As discussed above, the results are mixed. There
are several personality factors that can have an impact on the relationship between
subjective well-being and telework. In order to explore this impact we’ll examine how

individual needs play a role when working in different work arrangements.



1.1.3 Individual Needs
In this section, we will focus on individual needs, such as the need for affiliation,
status, and achievement, to better understand how employees' characteristics affect

subjective well-being.

1.1.3.1 Need for Affiliation

According to Veroff and Veroff (1980), affiliation is a personality attribute that
correlates with a person's need for social interaction or belonging. It is linked to a desire
for social gratification (rewards) from harmonious relationships and communion with
others (Murray, 1938 as cited in Weisenfeld, 2001). According to Markus and Kitayama,
individuals differ in their perceptions of themselves as independent from or connected to
other persons or groups. Their research showed that people's self-perceptions affect their
wants and values, impacting their motives, cognition, and emotions in social situations
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Personality factors also highly influence
employee engagement in telework (Clark et al., 2012).

Teleworkers’ organizational identity was strongly and positively connected to
their affiliation needs. Even when perceived work-based social support was low,
organizational identification remained strong among virtual workers with a high need for
affiliation (Weisenfeld et al., 2001).

Telecommuters with a low need for affiliation motivation reported more
significant work/life quality improvements and higher satisfaction levels with
telecommuting (Haines et al., 2002). Haines et al. (2002) found a significant negative
relationship between the need for affiliation, reported work/life quality, and
telecommuting satisfaction. They urged those with more critical needs for affiliation to

recognize this quality about themselves and avoid a telecommuting arrangement (Wright



& Oldford, 1993). Those who are more sociable and attracted to developing relationships
with others (i.e., higher on sociability) tended to report lower ratings on indices of
telework performance (O’Neill et al., 2009). These results are in line with suggestions
that teleworkers generally experience difficulties because of the isolation of working
remotely (Batenburg & Peters, 2005), which are probably compounded for those who are
more sociable and affiliative (Harpaz, 2002). The previous findings show that to adapt to
the telework environment, it is suggested to have a low need for affiliation. Therefore, we
recommend the hypothesis below.

H1: Employees with higher needs for affiliation will have lower subjective well-

being as the amount of remote working days increases.

1.1.3.2 Need for Status

According to Anderson (2015), status is defined by the Merriam-Webster
dictionary as a position or rank to others. It is different from power, financial success, and
social belongingness. Anderson and Kraus (2012) examined status differences among
individuals in a diverse range of group contexts, including friendship groups, workplaces,
and neighborhood communities. Measuring status via peer ratings (respect, admiration,
and who is looked up to by others), self-reports (of similar items), and ascendance to
leadership positions, they found that individuals’ status in their groups consistently
predicted SWB. Furthermore, these effects did not appear simply due to belongingness;
self-reported status still predicted SWB even after controlling for self-reports of how
much individuals felt accepted, included, liked, and welcomed by their group members.

In a longitudinal study that tracked Master of Business Administration (MBA)
students during school and after they had graduated and entered the workforce, it was

found that many students' status changed as they moved from one group (comprised of



classmates) to another (comprised of coworkers; Anderson, Kraus, et al., 2012). Status
was assessed via self-reports of respect, admiration, social standing, social regard, and
how much others looked up to the individual. When students’ status increased across this
significant life transition, their SWB rose, but their SWB or correspondingly fell when it
decreased. Anderson and Kraus (2012) found evidence for the causal effects of status:
Status was manipulated by asking individuals to imagine interacting with someone who
had either a high or low level of respect, admiration, and influence in their important
social groups (Anderson and Kraus, 2010). Those with higher status reported higher SWB
than those who felt lower. Moreover, the status manipulation did not affect individuals'
sense of social acceptance, ruling out the possibility that the status induction affected
SWB simply because it shaped participants' sense of belongingness.

Tay and Diener (2011) examined the association between the fulfillment of
important life goals and SWB in a sample that included more than 60,000 individuals
across 123 countries. They found that SWB depends on the degree to which people see
themselves respected by others. Measured via self-report items, they were asked whether
they felt treated with respect by others and proud of something. The relation between
respect and SWB emerged in all geographic regions examined. Relative to the satisfaction
of other motives, the attainment of respect was the strongest predictor of long-term
positive and negative feelings— even more vital than whether mastery was needed.

Specifically, individuals with lower status in their community experience more
depression (Subramanyam et al., 2012), and chronic anxiety and stress (John et al., 2012)
compared with individuals with higher status in the community. For example, status in
one’s community accounted for an additional 9.5% of the variance in depressive

symptoms above and beyond significant demographic predictors such as age, gender, and



race (Goodman et al., 2001). One of the disadvantages mentioned above of telework has
been argued to be social isolation. Employees with a high need for status would have
negative work experiences in an isolated environment. Therefore, we argue that;

H2: Employees with higher needs for status will have lower subjective well-being

as the amount of remote working days increases.

1.1.3.3 Need for Achievement

According to McClelland (1976), managers with a low need for affiliation and a
high socialized need for power generate a tremendous spirit among juniors. Higher needs
for power, moderate needs for achievement, and lower needs for affiliation are ideal
characteristics of an influential and effective manager (Stahl, 1986). Studies have shown
that when a group's members have a high achievement need, they take greater ownership
of the group's successes (Zander, 1968) and are more likely to solve more complex
problems efficiently (Smelser, 1961; Shaw, 1976). Workers with a high achievement need
score will favor working alone to finish projects rather than collaboratively (Bhattacharya
et al., 2020).

Some of the most frequently proposed teleworker characteristics are self-
discipline, self-motivation, or self-starters (e.g., Atkinson, 1985; DeSanctis, 1983;
Hamilton, 1987; Shamir & Saloman, 1985). Although these terms are not precise
psychological characteristics, the themes that emerge is that teleworkers must have a
strong work orientation. Furthermore, teleworkers' need to be achievement-oriented is
indicated by a need or want to accomplish or be results-oriented (Filipczak, 1992;
Hamilton, 1987; Shamir & Saloman, 1985; Staker, 1991). Research addressing
teleworkers’ achievement orientation provides moderate support for the above

speculation. In the only study to directly address this issue, Sharp (1988) found that

10



teleworkers had significantly higher achievement needs than non-teleworkers. Indirect
support comes from Olson and Primps (1984), who found that teleworkers with strong
work role orientations were likelier to exhibit workaholism. Neither of these studies,
however, examined the impact of achievement needs on teleworker performance.

Further tentative support for the potential moderating role of the need for
achievement on teleworker job performance can be found in research examining the
interaction of the need for achievement with job characteristics. Steers and Braunstein
(1976) and Orpen (1985) found that the need for achievement moderated the relationship
between job characteristics and job performance. Both found significant positive
correlations between job characteristics and performance for high need for achievement
subjects but not for low need for achievement subjects. Teleworking should benefit
people with a strong drive for achievement if it increases autonomy, skill variety, and task
identification (Loverde et al. 2003).

According to achievement theorists, a person's motivation and performance differ
depending on how strongly they feel the need for achievement (Kreitner, 1998). Tang et
al. (2020) found that essential psychological need satisfaction and motivation are
positively associated with positive indicators of well-being (meaning in life, life
satisfaction, positive affect, self-esteem) and negatively associated with negative
indicators of well-being (depression, apathy). Based on the findings above, we can argue
that employees with higher achievement needs would like to work alone.

H3: Employees with higher needs for achievement will have lower subjective
well-being as the amount of remote working day increases.

In the next part, we’ll discuss the relationship between subjective well-being and

commuting.
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1.1.4 Commuting and Subjective Well-being

Lancee et al. (2017) found that people typically feel worse when commuting,
especially when using public transportation and on the way to work. According to
research by Stutzer and Frey (2008), longer commute time is correlated to lower life
satisfaction. Choi et al. (2013) found that commute time is statistically significant and
negatively related to SWB. According to research conducted in the U.K. by the Office for
National Statistics (ONS), life satisfaction declines with every minute spent traveling.
After 45 minutes, commuters' average life satisfaction drops dramatically, and their
average mood drops even further after 15 minutes. Commuting between 60 and 90
minutes is most detrimental to subjective well-being levels (ONS, 2014). Long commutes
are linked to less free time, according to an examination of General Social Survey data
for car commuters from Statistics Canada (Hilbrecht et al., 2014). Another study found
that increased commute duration is associated with decreased satisfaction with family and
friends, negatively affecting happiness (Kroesen, 2014). An American Time Use Survey
study found that longer commute durations are associated with less time spent with
spouses, children, and friends (Christian, 2012). Riiger et al. (2017) found that employees
with long commutes report poorer health, with the adverse effects becoming quite strong
in the case of very long commutes. Hilbrecht et al. (2014) found that commuting time
increases are associated with decreased satisfaction and an increased sense of time
pressure.

According to Chatterjee et al. (2020), stress can be brought on by traffic,
crowding, and unpredictability, and mood is lower during the commute than it is
throughout other everyday activities. Commuters who walk or cycle to work are happier

with their commutes than those who drive, especially if they take public transportation.
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Satisfaction decreases with the commute duration, regardless of the mode used,
and increases when traveling with company. They also found that the commuting
experience "spills over" into people's feelings and performance at work and home after
that. The results above show that lengthier commutes harm total SWB through more
significant stress, sleep loss, and decreased social participation and leisure time
satisfaction. According to Clark et al. (2020), longer commutes are linked to worse mental
health, stress, and lower employment and leisure time satisfaction. The highest correlation
between leisure time satisfaction and lower life satisfaction is observed. Longer commute
times are more negatively associated with women's job satisfaction than men’s. This is
interpreted as that women's greater household responsibilities meant longer commute
durations were unfavorable to them. When commute time increases, job satisfaction
reduces, as Roberts et al. (2011) suggested.

Previous research highlights that teleworking reduces the need for individuals to
commute to the office space; this does not just increase mental well-being and reduce
stress levels but also provides avenues for saving time and money for commuting between
locations (Kahneman et al., 2004; Ipsen et al., 2021). Research has further reported that
individuals who work from home experience positive affective well-being because they
perceive a positive work environment (Anderson et al., 2015). Ravalet et al. (2019) found
that being able to telework for part of the week may increase tolerance for long-distance
commuting. Controlling the start and end of the workday may assist employees in
avoiding traffic congestion, resulting in shorter travel times, which is why flexible work
hours have been associated with increased well-being (Lucas & Heady, 2002). Flexible
work hours also allow workers more opportunities to engage in physical activity because

they can more easily access organized activities or fit physically active leisure into daily
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routines. Blount et al. (2015) found that reduced commute time for teleworkers is linked
to reduced commute stress.

While leisure is sometimes disregarded when discussing commuting and health,
it can improve well-being. For workers facing late modernity job-related consequences
like time pressure and employment uncertainty, leisure can offer health advantages
(Cartwright &  Warner-Smith, 2003). Engaging in leisure activities
increases psychological well-being, happiness, and life satisfaction. Additionally,
engaging in physically active leisure can mitigate the negative impacts of stress
(IsoAhola, 1997). Leisure can provide a way to cope with stressful work situations
(Iwasaki, 2003) and chronic stressors (Hutchinson & Kleiber, 2005). Physically active
leisure time was an effective mediator with both life satisfaction and time pressure. Its
usefulness as a tool for stress management is probably diminished by the loss of leisure
time spent engaging in physical activity (e.g., Hutchinson & Kleiber, 2005; Iwasaki,
2003).

Longer commute distances are negatively associated with physical activity and
positively associated with hypertension, waist circumference, and body mass index
(Hoehner et al., 2012). Osteoporosis, metabolic risk syndrome, Type 2 diabetes, and
cardiovascular disease are all at risk due to physical inactivity (Wijndaele et al., 2009;
Katzmarzyk et al., 2009; Warburton et al., 2006). Lengthy commutes have been linked to
poor physical and mental health outcomes such as hypertension, obesity, decreased
cardiovascular fitness, stress, low energy, and illness-related work absence (Hansson et

al., 2011; Hoehner et al., 2012).
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Reducing commute duration frees up time for individuals to engage in more
rewarding activities, and traffic congestion reduction can indirectly increase subjective
well-being (Higgins et al., 2018).

Nonetheless, studies have shown that employees who feel satisfied with their
commutes are more content with their jobs (Abou-Zeid & Ben-Akiva, 2011) and work-
family balance (Denstadli et al., 2017). Satisfaction with the commute is positively
associated with affect balance (experiential well-being) and life satisfaction (evaluative
well-being) for Swedish commuters (Olsson et al., 2013). Commuting may allow a mental
shift between different activity spheres. It can create a time out from other commitments
and responsibilities, including enjoyable activities such as listening to music, enjoying
the view, or simply allowing some coveted time alone (Jain & Lyons, 2008). Even though
the time spent commuting keeps them from engaging in other activities, some people find
that their commute includes leisure time. Commuting convenience is associated with
higher commute satisfaction (Handy & Thigpen, 2019). Other studies have explored the
role of travel satisfaction in overall life satisfaction. Olsson et al. surveyed Sweden's three
largest urban areas and demonstrated that satisfaction with work commute contributes to
overall happiness (Olsson et al., 2013). Ettema et al. posited that travel affects SWB in
three ways: the experience while traveling, the idea that travel allows participation in
activities, and how time pressure affected by traveling influences the experience of those
activities (Ettema et al., 2010).

Research on the connection between subjective well-being and commuting has
yielded conflicting findings. These contradictory findings have multiple causes. One
explanation is that commuting may or may not be beneficial depending on the various

types of subjective well-being covered above. For instance, the employee may be in a bad
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mood when commuting to work; however, employee satisfaction with the job can be more
significant because jobs at a distance are probably better than jobs close to one's home.
Another reason is that people's experiences with commuting might vary based on their
personal and commuting characteristics; in other words, there is a mixed link between
commuting and subjective well-being. To explain these conflicting results, in this study,
we will shift our focus from commuting time to commuting convenience and investigate
its effect on subjective well-being.

H4: Employees who have higher commuting convenience will have higher
subjective well-being.

HS5: Employees who have higher commuting time will have lower subjective well-

being.
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2. METHOD

2.1 Participants

Data for the current study were collected from 203 (123 females, 80 males) white
collar employees who work for several companies in Istanbul. A priori power analysis
for hierarchical regression models showed that a minimum of 129 would be enough to
detect a medium effect (.15) for the variables in hand at the level of 80% power (Sopper
2015).

Employees’ age ranged from 18 to 61 (M=31.47, SD=7.87). 65 % of the
employees has college degrees, 28% of them have master’s degrees, 3% of them have
vocational degrees, and 2% of them have high school degrees.

The total tenure of employees ranges from 8.4 months to 41 years (M=8.39,
SD=8.33), and the tenure of the current company ranges from 1 month to 35 years
(M=4.85, SD=6.88.) 66% of the employees are working in a hybrid work arrangement
and their number of remote working days range between 2 days to 21 days in a month
(M=9.95, SD=3.85). The commuting time for the employees ranges from 10 to 270

minutes daily. (M=72.72, SD=47.80).

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Work Arrangements

To measure employees’ current work arrangement, participants are asked to
choose their current work arrangement via ‘Which one of the options defines your work
arrangements for the last six months?’ and the answers were ‘Face-to-face, Remote, and
Hybrid.” When they chose the ‘Hybrid’ option, we also asked their number of remote

working days via, ‘How many days do you work remotely in a month?’. 66% of the
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participants was working in a hybrid arrangement, and 34% of the participants was

working in a face-to-face arrangement. (See Appendix A for the details.)

2.2.2 Individual Needs

We used the Motivation Orientation Inventory to measure the need for affiliation,
status, and achievement (Barrick et al., 2002). The Motivation Orientation Inventory has
three subscales: Communion Striving. Achievement Motivation, Status Striving. The
Communion Striving subscale includes nine questions scored on the 5-point Likert-type
scale. An example question is, ‘I frequently think about ways to better cooperate with
coworkers and supervisors.” The Achievement Motivation subscale includes 11
questions. An example question is, “I get worked up thinking about finishing work.” The
Status Striving subscale consists of 11 questions. An example question is, “Every day, I
try to be the most successful employee in the office.” (See Appendix B for the details.)
We used the Turkish adaptation of the scale by Mucaoglu (2006). The internal
consistency for the total scale was .90, the need for affiliation subscale was .826, the need
for achievement was .816 and the need for status was .859. The Comparative Fit Index

(CFI) = 0.982, TLI = 0.980, RMSEA = 0.039 (90% CI = 0.029 ~ 0.049), SRMR = 0.088.

2.2.3 Commuting Convenience

We created a semantical differential scale to measure employees' commuting
convenience. We used bipolar adjectives such as ‘Good - Bad’ and ‘Easy - Hard.” The
main question was, ‘How would you define your commuting?’. Participants were asked
to score on a 7-point scale. (See Appendix C for the details.) We have conducted an
Exploratory Factor Analysis to analyze the underlying factors of the scale and investigate

the fit indices using the JASP (JASP, 2022). Due to the expected factor correlation,

18



Maximum likelihood estimation was used with normalized direct oblimin rotation. After
testing the scale, as we suggested, we found that they all loaded for one factor. This model
had a good fit. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy was .87, above the
commonly recommended value of .6, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant ()2
(15) = 772.042, p < .001). Additional fit indices scores that are calculated were
Comparative Fit Index =.962, TLI = .919, RMSEA = .14 (90% CI=0.10 ~ 0.18), SRMR

=.0388.

2.2.4 Subjective Well-Being

We have adapted the Subjective Well-being scale (Clark et al., 2020). A proficient
English-speaking field professional translated the scale into Turkish. After that, back-
translation was carried out, and comparisons were made using the original scale, which
includes four categorical items measuring life satisfaction, job satisfaction, leisure time
satisfaction, and general health. They were scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied), except the general health measure, which was
reversely scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1(Very Good) to 5(Very Bad).
The internal consistency for the scale was .67, and the additional fit indices scores that
are calculated were Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.962, TLI = 0.886, RMSEA = 0.106

(90% CI=0.023 ~0.201), SRMR = 0.032. (See Appendix D for the details.)

2.3 Data Collection Procedures

Before the data collection, ethical review board approval (Approval Code:
2023/08/04) is received from the Research Ethics Committee of Ozyegin University. Data
were collected using Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT), an online platform allowing data

collection. Data is collected from employees who work for companies located in Istanbul,
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Turkey. Anonymous online survey links are shared via the LinkedIn platform and through
HR Leaders in different companies, which they can access after approving the voluntary

consent form.

2.4 Data Analytical Approach

The preliminary analyses in the next section were conducted using SPSS Version
27 (IBM Corp. Released 2021).

In the next step, outliers, normality, and missing values were screened before the
primary analysis. According to the missing value analysis, the study had no missing data.
The next step involved computing Z-Scores to identify wunivariate outliers
and discover multivariate and univariate outliers. A score needs to be higher than 3.29
(p <.001, two-tailed) to be considered a possible outlier (Tabachnick & Fildell, 2006).
Therefore, there aren't any univariate outliers. Mahalanobis Distance, used to identify
multivariate outliers, was examined following the univariate outlier analysis (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2006). No multivariate outliers were higher than the y 2 value of 20.51, as
suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2006)

Skewness and kurtosis tests were performed to evaluate the normality assumption.
The components of the normality assumptions are skewness and kurtosis, with their
criterion falling between +2 and -2 (George & Mallery, 2019). Every variable fell within
a reasonable range for normality. The skewness and kurtosis values of each variable in
the current investigation are shown in Table 2.1.

A bivariate correlation was run to check for multicollinearity and singularity in all
variables, but no multicollinearity was found. Lastly, we checked the Tolerance and VIF
(Variance Inflation Factor) values to test the multicollinearity of the independent

variables.
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According to Pallant (2016), multicollinearity may be indicated if the tolerance is
less than 10 and the VIF is greater than 10. The results showed the following tolerance
values: the need for status .635, the need for affiliation .599, the need for achievement
.783, commuting convenience .719, and remote workday .895 and commuting time .719.
On the other hand, the need for status was 1.57, the need for affiliation was 1.66, the need
for achievement was 1.27, commuting convenience was 1.39, and the remote workday
was 1.11 and commuting time 1.39, representing the VIF values. Therefore, there was no
concern for multicollinearity. The multivariate normality plot showed that the results
were normal. The normal P-P Plot of regression standardized residual scatter plot shows
that the variables were linear. The Standardized Regression Scatter plot shows that the

results were homogenous and homoscedastic.
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3. RESULTS

In this section, we’ll discuss the study findings. We have conducted a
Confirmatory factor analysis for the Motivation Orientation Inventory and Subjective
Well-Being scale. Afterward, we looked at the correlations between study variables. To
test our hypotheses, three separate hierarchical regression and independent t-tests were

conducted.

3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted using JASP (0.18.3) to
analyze the effectiveness of measurement models. For the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
and the Trucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 0.90 and above values indicate acceptable model fit.
For Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), values lower than 0.06
indicates a good fit, between 0.06-0.08 indicates an acceptable fit, and between 0.08-0.10
indicates a mediocre fit. For SRMR, values below 0.08 indicate a good fit.

Motivation Orientation Inventory. Individual needs were analyzed under three
subscales: need for status, achievement, and affiliation. Regarding the need for status
subscale the loading of item 1 was less than .30. Therefore, this item was removed from
the subscale. The factor loadings were between .342 and .789. For the need for affiliation
subscale, there wasn’t any item less than .30, so there was no need for item removal. The
factor loadings were between .398 and .854. For the need for achievement subscale, the
loading of items 2 and 5 was less than .30. Therefore, these items were removed from the
subscale. The factor loadings were between .343 and .724. The model fit for the
motivation model indicates a good fit. CFI = 0.982, TLI = 0.980, RMSEA = 0.039 (90%

CI=0.029 ~ 0.049), SRMR = 0.088.
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Subjective Well-Being Scale. Subjective well-being is analyzed under four
subscales, which contain 1 question each. There weren’t any factor loadings below .30;
therefore, there was no need for item removal. The factor loadings for the items were
between .442 and .676. The model fit for subjective well-being model was acceptable,

CFI=0.962, TLI = 0.886, RMSEA = 0.106 (90% CI = 0.023 ~ 0.201), SRMR = 0.032.

3.2 Bivariate Correlations

We conducted bivariate correlations to investigate the associations between
individual needs (the need for affiliation, the need for status, the need for achievement),
the number of remote working days, commuting convenience, commuting time, age,
gender, total tenure and current company tenure. (See Table 2.2)

Results showed that none of the individual needs were significantly associated
with subjective well-being. In detail, the need for affiliation wasn’t significantly
associated with subjective well-being (r (203) =.014, p = .846). The need for achievement
wasn’t significantly associated with subjective well-being (r (203) =.050, p = .477). The
need for status wasn’t significantly associated with subjective well-being (r (203) = .016,
p =.818).

The need for achievement is significantly and positively correlated with the
amount of remote working day (r (203) = .169, p < .05), the need for affiliation (r (203)
=.413, p <.01), and the need for status (» (203) =.379, p <.01). The need for affiliation
is significantly and positively correlated with the number of remote working days (7 (203)
=.234, p <.01), and the need for status (» (203) = .566 p <.01), and negatively correlated
with age ( (203) =-.234, p <.01).

Commuting convenience was significantly and positively correlated with

subjective well-being (r (203) = .221, p < .01). Commuting time is significantly and
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negatively correlated with commuting convenience (» (203) = -.150, p < .05) and
subjective well-being ( (203) =-.194, p <.05) and gender (r (203) =-.194, p <.05). Also,
age is significantly and negatively correlated with the number of remote working days
(r (203) =-.166, p <.05).

Age was significantly and positively correlated with total tenure (7 (203) = .954,

p <.01) and current company tenure (r (203) =.784, p <.01) of the employees.

3.3 Hierarchical Regression Analyses

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted on subjective well-being scores
regressed on their need for affiliation, need for status, need for achievement, commuting
convenience, remote working days and commuting time. We conducted three different
hierarchical regression analyses to test our hypotheses.

The first one was a two-step hierarchical regression analysis in which the first step
included age as a control variable. Commuting convenience was entered in the second
step (See Table 3.1). In block 1 of the first regression, age accounted for 0.7% of the
variance in subjective well-being F (1, 201) = 1.481, p < .225, R* =. 007). Age (B=.008,
p=.086,t=1.217, p<.225) wasn’t significantly related to subjective well-being.

In the second block, the commuting convenience variable explained 0.47% of
additional variance in subjective well-being, F' (2, 200) = 5.694, p < .05, R>= .054). In
the block 3, commuting convenience (B= .159, f = .216, t = 3.137, p <.01) were
significantly related to subjective well-being. So, the fourth hypothesis (Employees who
have higher commuting convenience will have higher subjective well-being.) was
supported.

We have conducted the second hierarchical regression analysis to measure the

moderator relationship of the work arrangements. The first step included age as a control
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variable, the need for status, the need for affiliation, and the need for achievement, which
were entered in the second step, and two-way interactions between individual needs and
the number of remote working days were entered in the third step. (See Table 3.3)

In block 1 of the first regression, age accounted for 0.7% of the variance in
subjective well-being F (1, 201) = 1.481, p < .225, R’ =. 007). Age (B=.008, B = .086, t
=1.217, p <.225) wasn’t significantly related to subjective well-being. The second block
consisted of the need for status, the need for affiliation, and the need for achievement
variables explained 0.2% of additional variance in subjective well-being, F' (4, 198) =
488, p < .744, R’= .010). In the block 2, the need for status (B=.002, f = .002, t = .026,
p =.979), the need for affiliation (B=.029, f =.017, t = .186, p < .853) and the need for
achievement (B= .028, f = .039, t = .485, p < .628) were not significantly related to
subjective well-being.

In the third block, the interactions between individual needs and the amount of
remote working day variable explained 0.25% of additional variance in subjective well-
being, F (7, 195) = 1.000, p < .433, R’= .035). In block 3, the interaction between the
need for status and the number of remote working days (B= .032, f =.685, t = 1.912, p
=.057), the interaction between the need for affiliation and the number of remote working
days (B=-.002, p = -.043, t =- .093, p = .926) and the interaction between the need for
achievement and the number of remote working days (B= -.020, f =- .574, t = -1.387,
p=.167) were not significantly related to subjective well-being. Thus, the amount of
remote working day doesn’t play a moderator role between individual needs and
subjective well-being. Hypothesis 1 (Employees with higher needs for affiliation will
have lower subjective well-being as the amount of remote working day increases.),

Hypothesis 2 (Employees with higher needs for status will have lower subjective well-
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being as the amount of remote working day increases.) and Hypothesis 3 (Employees
with higher needs for achievement will have lower subjective well-being as the amount
of remote working day increases.) were rejected. (See Table 3.2)

The third hierarchical regression is conducted to test the fifth hypothesis. In the
first block of the first regression, age accounted for 0.7% of the variance in subjective
well-being F (1, 201) = 1.481, p <.225, R’ =. 007). Age (B=.008, B =.086,t = 1.217, p
<.225) wasn’t significantly related to subjective well-being.

In the second block, the commuting time variable explained 0.41% of additional
variance in subjective well-being, F (2, 200) = 4.604, p < .05, R°= .044). In the block 2,
commuting time (B=-.163, f = -.206, t = -2.945, p < .01) were significantly related to
subjective well-being. Thus, the fifth hypothesis (Employees who have higher commuting

time will have lower subjective well-being.) was supported. (See Table 3.3)
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Table 3.1 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Age,

Convenience and Subjective Well-Being (N=203)

Commuting

Subjective Well-Being

Variable B SE B p
Block 1

Age .008 .007 .086
Total .007
RA .007
F 1.481
Block 2

Age .007 .006 .071
Commuting Convenience 159 .051 216*
Total .054
RA .047
F 5.694*

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 3.2 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Individual Needs, Remote

Working Days and Subjective Well-Being (N=203)

Subjective Well-Being

Variable B SE B p
Block 1

Age .008 .007 .086
Total .007
RA .007
F 1.481
Block 2

Age .008 .007 .088
Need for Status .002 .064 .002
Need for Affiliation .012 .067 .017
Need for Achievement .028 .059 .039
Total .010
RA .002
F 488
Block 3

Age .010 .007 .104
Need for Status -.140 101 -.191
Need for Affiliation 018 154 .025
Need for Achievement .103 .079 141
Need for Status X Remote Working Days .032 .017 .685
Need for Affiliation X Remote Working -.002 .016 -.043
Days

Need for Achievement X Remote Working -.020 .014 -.574
Days

Total .035
RA .025
F 1.000

<05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 3.3 Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Gender, Commuting Time

and Subjective Well-Being (N=203)

Subjective Well-Being

Variable B SE B p
Block 1

Age .008 .007 .086
Total .007
RA .007
F 514
Block 2

Gender -.122 .104 -.081
Commuting Time -.163 .055 -.206
Total .044
RA .034
F 4.604*

<05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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3.4 Independent Samples T-Test
An independent samples t-test was conducted to see if there are any differences
between face-to-face and hybrid work arrangement groups on subjective well-being.
There was no significant effect on subjective well-being, ¢ (202) = .455 p = .064
despite the employees working in a hybrid work arrangement (M = 3.68, SD = 0.7)
attaining higher scores than the employees working in a face-to-face work arrangement

(M =3.63, SD =0.75).
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4. DISCUSSION

The current study is conducted to examine the relationship between individual
needs, commuting convenience, and subjective well-being and how work arrangements
moderate this relationship. In this section, the findings are discussed in the light of the

relevant literature.

4.1 Individual Needs

The first three hypotheses focus on the relationship between individual needs and
subjective well-being and to see if this relationship moderates with work arrangements.
Contrary to our expectations, we couldn’t find any significant correlations between any
of the individual needs and subjective well-being and two-way interactions between
individual needs and work arrangements. Results showed that work arrangements don’t
play a role as a moderator and there isn’t any significant relationship between individual
needs and subjective well-being.

However, we found that the need for achievement and the need for affiliation is
significantly and positively correlated with the number of remote working days. Even
though there isn’t any causal relationship here, a previous study showed that when
employees work remotely, they might feel alone and not get enough credit for what they
have accomplished (Ingusci et al. 2023). Despite the positive correlation between the need
for affiliation and achievement and the number of remote working days, individual needs
haven’t predicted subjective well-being. This result might be explained by the positive
impact of high usage of digital communication tools. With Teams, Zoom, and Skype
calls, employees might feel like they are working together with their colleagues. There

are a lot of virtual team bonding activities and if they are used properly, it might decrease
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the negative effect of being away from colleagues. Also, during the COVID-19 period,
employees were forced to work from home and lots of them still are working in a hybrid
work arrangement. There is a chance that they have adapted to these work arrangements
and thus, they don’t feel the negative effects of working remotely. Also, we couldn’t find
any subjective well-being differences between hybrid work arrangements and face-to-
face work arrangements. To go further, the hybrid working model can be a model that
makes employees tolerate the negative side of telework, such as social isolation, because
they are also still in contact with their managers and colleagues face-to-face for a couple
of days a week.

In addition, we also found that age is negatively correlated with the need for
affiliation. This is consistent with the previous findings. The need for affiliation tends to

decrease with age (Rhodes, 1983 as cited in Kooij et al., 2011).

4.2 Commuting & Subjective Well-Being

The fourth hypothesis was related to how commuting convenience affects
subjective well-being. Our results showed that commuting convenience predicts
subjective well-being. This is especially important because there are mixed findings
regarding commuting time and well-being. For example, Olsson (2013) surveyed
Sweden's three largest urban areas and demonstrated that satisfaction with work commute
contributes to overall happiness (Olsson et al., 2013) and commuting time doesn’t always
necessarily decrease subjective well-being because, in some cases, it can allow leisure
time satisfaction (Jain & Lyons, 2008). The fifth hypothesis was related to commuting
time and subjective well-being, and our findings showed that higher commuting times

predict decreases in employees’ subjective well-being.
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These results are great examples of how important employees’ perception of their
situations is. Even though our participants’ commuting time to work ranges between 10
to 270 minutes daily and we have found that longer commuting times cause a decrease in
subjective well-being, when employees see their commuting as convenient, it not only
neutralizes this situation but also increases subjective well-being. To sum up, not only
investigating the commuting time but also adding the commuting convenience showed us
how important it is to employees to be satisfied with their commuting to work. Especially
in Istanbul, there are several commuting modes available, such as ferries across the
Bosphorus, trams, cars, subways, trains, and shuttles. For instance, employees may enjoy
the Bosphorus view, reading a book and listening to podcasts and songs while commuting
to work. When we think of commuting, we shouldn’t be thinking of it only as ‘time’, but

we should also think of it as the satisfaction of commuting.

4.3 Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

The primary strength of the current study is the contribution of the literature by
investigating individual needs, work arrangements, commuting, and subjective well-
being altogether. To our knowledge, there has been no research conducted on all the
variables above in the same study. In addition, the current study extends the literature by
providing both commuting time and commuting convenience together and examining the
correlation between individual needs and subjective well-being.

Nevertheless, this study has some limitations. One major limitation is that to truly
understand the nature of commuting, we have collected the data from a big metropolitan
city, Istanbul. The study can be repeated by collecting data from other metropolitan cities.
The other limitation is the number of participants working face-to-face was low in our

sample, probably because most of the companies are nowadays working in a hybrid work
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arrangement. This study was a cross-sectional study. Therefore, longitudinal studies can
provide more comprehensive and diverse results.

We have found that when commuting time increases it decreases subjective well-
being. However, when they are satisfied with their commuting, it also increases their
subjective well-being. Further studies can focus on how employees, even in the long
commute time, can be satisfied with their commuting. The reason behind the commuting
convenience might be spending the commuting time effectively, such as listening to a
podcast or a book, enjoying the view, catching up with work, etc. In several companies,
some of the employees are working remotely, some of them working in a hybrid work
arrangement, and the rest of them are working from the office. Further studies can explore
how the different work arrangements in the same company affect subjective well-being.
In our study, we couldn’t find any subjective well-being differences between hybrid and
face-to-face work arrangement groups. The group differences between work

arrangements can be also further studied.

4.4 Implications

The findings showed that to increase subjective well-being, employers might
focus on increasing the commuting convenience of their employees. This might also have
a positive impact on talent attraction. Employees might choose closer locations or
locations that are easily accessible, or have a pleasant experience while commuting, if
possible, such as ferries.

Commuting convenience might increase by adapting flexible work models such
as daily or annual flexible work hours, remote working, or hybrid work models. In that
way employees might reduce commuting times by avoiding rush hours. Employers can

also provide the opportunity to choose which commuting mode they prefer to increase
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commuting convenience. The previous findings showed employees who walk or cycle to
work are happier than others. (Chatterjee et al., 2020) Employers might also provide
budget-friendly housing, such as university campuses, or add company shuttles to make

commuting to work more convenient to employees.

4.5 Conclusion

Even though this study mainly focuses on the relationship between individual
needs and subjective well-being and the moderator role of work arrangements, the
findings showed us the importance of commuting on employees’ subjective well-being.

Our results showed that commuting time was negatively associated with
subjective well-being and commuting convenience. Also, when the commuting time
increases employees’ subjective well-being decreases. However, we also found that
commuting convenience predicts subjective well-being. When employees’ commuting
convenience increases, their subjective well-being is also increases. This finding is
especially important because it adds to the literature that commuting time and commuting
convenience are two different concepts and how important it is for employees to be
satisfied with their commuting to work. Furthermore, we examined the moderating role
of work arrangements on the association between individual needs and subjective well-
being however, work arrangements didn’t moderate this association, and neither of the
individual needs were significantly correlated with subjective well-being. It can also be
argued that hybrid working eliminates the negative effects seen in other remote working
models. Based on these findings employers might integrate several commuting policies
to increase employee satisfaction and subjective well-being. And further studies can

explore the factors behind commuting convenience even in long commuting times.
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APPENDIX A. DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE

Section 1

Bu boliimde sizinle ilgili baz1 bilgilere ihtiyacimiz bulunmaktadir, liitfen tiim sorular
cevaplayiniz.

1.Cinsiyetiniz
() Kadin () Erkek ( )Belirtmek istemiyorum

2.Yasiniz

3. Yasadiginiz Sehir

4.Egitim Durumunuz

() Lise () On lisans. () Lisans () Lisansiistii

4.Toplam Caligma Siireniz
5.Calistiginiz Isletmedeki Calisma Siireniz

7.Calistigmiz Isletmenin Biiyiikliigii
() 0-50 Calisan () 51-100 Calisan () 101-1000 Calisan () 1001-10.000 Calisan () 10.000+

8.Asagidaki seceneklerden hangisi son 6 aylik calisma seklinizi tanimlar?
() Yiiz Yiize

() Uzaktan

() Hibrit (Hem yliz ylize hem uzaktan)

-Hibrit der ise; Ayda ortalama kag giin uzaktan ¢alisiyorsunuz?
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APPENDIX B. MOTIVATION ORIENTATION INVENTORY

Section 4

Bu boliimde ¢alisanlarin isle ilgili tutumlarin1 yansitan ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her
bir maddeyi okuyarak ifadenin size ne derece uydugunu belirtiniz ve tiim maddeleri
cevaplayiniz.

1.S1k sik daha iyi is imkanlar1 ve ticret elde etmenin yollarini diisiiniirim.

() Hi¢ Katilmiyorum () Katilmiyorum () Kararsizim () Katiliyorum () Tamamen
Katiliyorum

2. Birden ¢ok isi tamamlayabilmek i¢in kendime hedefler koyarim.

3.Is arkadaslarimin ayni zamanda yakin arkadaslarim olmasi fikri beni heyecanlandirir.
4 Is arkadaslarimin beni sevip sevmedigi iizerine ¢ok diisiiniiriim.

5. Islerimi nasil yapacagim konusunda sik sik diisiiniiriim.

6. Is arkadaslarimin &niine gegmenin yollarim diisiinerek cok zaman harcarim.

7. 1s arkadaslarimdan daha basarili olma arzusu beni kigkirtiyor.

8. Gorevlerimi tamamlamak i¢in ¢ok ¢aba harcarim.

9. Kendime benzer is arkadaslarimin ve yoneticilerimin olmasi benim i¢in 6nemlidir.

10. Is arkadaslarim ve yoneticilerim tarafindan sevilmek igin ¢aba gdstermekten hic
vazgegmem.

11. Islerimi tamamlayacagimu diisiindiigiimde heyecanlanirim.

12. Iste elde ettigim basarilari sik sik is arkadaslarimin basarilariyla karsilastiririm.

13. Dikkatimi is yerimdeki en iyi ¢alisan olmaya yogunlastiririm.

14. Bana verilen gorevleri yerine getirmek i¢in ¢ok ¢aba gosteririm.

15. Geginilmesi kolay bir insan olarak taninmak i¢in ¢ok ¢aba gdsteririm.

16. Is arkadaslarimin dniine gegmenin yollarim diisiinerek cok zaman harcarim.

17. s yerimdeki en basaril kisi olabilecegimi diisiindiigiimde heyecanlanirim.

18. Sik sik nasil daha ¢ok is yapabilecegimi diistintiriim.

19. Takim oyuncusu olma fikri beni heveslendiriyor.

20. Benim i¢in 6nemli olan ¢ok sayida igi tamamlamaktir.

21. Is arkadaslarim ve ydneticilerim tarafindan begenilmek icin ugrasmaktan hig
vazgegmem.

22. Digerlerinden daha iyi olabilmek i¢in kisisel hedefler belirlerim.

23. Islerimi nasil bitirecegimi uzun uzun diisiiniiriim.

24. s arkadaslarimla ve yéneticilerimle iyi ge¢inmeye odakltyimdar.

25. Dikkatimi yapmam gereken isleri bitirmeye yogunlagtiririm.

26. Digerlerinden daha yiiksek diizeyde performans gostermeye calismaktan hig
vazgegmem.

27. Her zaman en yiiksek performansi gosteren kisi olmaya caligirim.

28. Gorevlerimi yerine getirebilmek i¢in ¢ok ¢aba harcarim.

29. Islerimi tamamlayabilmek i¢in ugrasmay1 hi¢ birakmam.

30. Is arkadaslarim ve yéneticilerimle is birligi igerisinde ¢alistigimi diisiinmeyi severim.
31. Isimde daha yiiksek bir pozisyona gelebilecegimi diisiindiigiimde heyecanlanirim.
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APPENDIX C. COMMUTING TIME MEASUREMENT & COMMUTING

CONVENIENCE SCALE

Section 2

Bu boliimde ¢alisanlarin isyerlerine ulagimlariyla ilgili ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her
bir maddeyi okuyarak size ne derece uydugunu belirtiniz ve tiim maddeleri cevaplayiniz.

Dise gidip gelirken toplam yolculugunuz yaklasik kag¢ dakika siiriiyor?
Asagida igyerinize ulasimimiz hakkindaki fikirlerinizi ve izlenimlerinizi §grenmeyi

amaglayan sorular yer almaktadir. Cevaplarken size verilen sifat ¢iftlerinden yasadiginiz
duruma en uygun diisen basamagi isaretlemenizi rica ediyoruz.

2) ise gidis gelisiniz sirasinda yaptiginiz yolculugu nasil tanimlarsimiz?

ly @) O O O O O O Kota
Keyifli O O O O O O O Keyifsiz
Kolay O O O O O O O Zor
Yakin O O O O O O O Uzak
Rahat O O O O O O O Rahatsiz
Yorucu O O O O O O O Yorucu Degil

57



APPENDIX D. SUBJECTIVE WELL-BEING SCALE

Section 3

Bu boéliimde kendinizi nasil hissettiginizle ilgili ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her bir
maddeyi okuyarak size ne derece uydugunu belirtiniz ve tiim maddeleri cevaplayiniz.

1)isinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?

() Hic Memnun Degilim () Pek Memnun Degilim () Kararsizim () Biraz Memnunum ()
Cok Memnunum

2)Sahip oldugunuz bos zamanin miktarindan ne kadar memnunsunuz?

() Hic Memnun Degilim () Pek Memnun Degilim () Kararsizim () Biraz Memnunum ()
Cok Memnunum

3)Genel olarak sagliginiz nasildir?

() Cok iyi () Iyi () Ne iyi Ne Kétii () Kétii () Cok Kotii

4) Genel olarak hayatinizdan ne kadar memnunsunuz?

() Hic Memnun Degilim () Pek Memnun Degilim () Kararsizim () Biraz Memnunum ()
Cok Memnunum
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