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Abstract

The rise of hybrid work, accelerated by digitalization and the COVID-19 pandemic, has transformed
organizational dynamics and leadership challenges. This thesis explores how transformational
leadership behaviors affect employees’ sense of belonging in hybrid work environments, focusing on
the moderating role of electronic propinquity, the psychological closeness fostered by digital
communication. Using a quantitative, correlational design, data were collected from 189 hybrid team
employees across various industries via an online survey. Three hypotheses were tested: (1)
transformational leadership behaviors are positively associated with belonging; (2) specific
transformational leadership dimensions as Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals, Identifying and
Articulating a Vision and Providing Individualized Support are more strongly linked to belonging; and
(3) Electronic propinquity moderates the transformational leadership — belonging relationship. Results
confirmed that transformational leadership behaviors significantly predict employees’ sense of
belonging, both as group connection and individual uniqueness. Fostering Group Goals was the
strongest predictor, while Identifying and Articulating a Vision particularly supported uniqueness.
Unexpectedly, higher electronic propinquity weakened the positive effect of transformational
leadership on belonging, suggesting that in highly connected digital environments, peer interactions
may substitute for formal leadership in meeting group and individual needs. These findings highlight
the context-dependent impact of transformational leadership and the growing influence of peer
dynamics in hybrid teams. The study offers practical insights for leaders and organizations aiming to
foster belonging in hybrid work settings and emphasizes the importance of adaptive leadership

strategies that balance group cohesion with individual expression.
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Resumo

A ascensdo do trabalho hibrido, acelerada pela digitalizacdo e pela pandemia de COVID-19,
transformou as dinamicas organizacionais e os desafios de lideranca. Esta tese investiga como os
comportamentos de lideranca transformacional influenciam a sensacao de pertenca dos colaboradores
em ambientes hibridos, com foco no papel moderador da propinquidade eletrdnica, ou seja, a
proximidade psicoldgica gerada pela comunicacao digital. Com um desenho quantitativo correlacional,
foram recolhidos dados de 189 funciondrios de equipas hibridas de diversos setores por meio de
pesquisa online. Testaram-se trés hipoteses: (1) comportamentos de lideranca transformacional
associam-se positivamente a pertenca; (2) dimensdes especificas, como Fomentar Objetivos de Grupo,
Identificar e Articular uma Visao e Oferecer Suporte Individualizado, tém ligacdo mais forte com a
pertenca; e (3) a propinquidade eletrénica modera a relagdo entre lideranca transformacional e
pertenca. Os resultados confirmaram que a lideranca transformacional prediz significativamente a
sensacao de pertenca, tanto na conexdo grupal quanto na singularidade individual. Fomentar Objetivos
de Grupo foi o preditor mais forte, enquanto Identificar e Articular uma Visdo apoiou especialmente a
singularidade. Surpreendentemente, maior propinquidade eletrénica enfraqueceu o efeito positivo da
lideranga transformacional, sugerindo que, em ambientes digitais muito conectados, as interacdes
entre colegas podem substituir a lideranca formal para atender as necessidades do grupo e do
individuo. Esses resultados ressaltam o impacto contextual da lideranca transformacional e a
importancia das dindmicas entre pares em equipas hibridas, oferecendo insights para lideres e

organiza¢des promoverem a pertenga nesse novo cenario.
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1 Introduction

The modern workplace has undergone a significant transformation, driven by digitalization (Bresciani
et al., 2021) and accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic (Bouziri et al., 2020). This has led to the
increasing prevalence of hybrid work models, blending remote and on-site arrangements (Bell et al.,
2023). The 2024 Global Marco New Consumer report indicates a strong preference for hybrid work
environments, with 43.54% across 11 countries favoring this model over fully in-office or fully remote
arrangements. This blend of remote and in-office work has emerged as a lasting trend (Gibson et al.,
2023), reshaping the way organizations operate in today's dynamic business environment and
challenging traditional dynamics of leadership.

While hybrid work environments offer advantages like flexibility and an improved work-life balance
(Jooss et al., 2021), they also present a range of challenges. One of them is a diminished sense of
belonging among employees in these new hybrid work environments. As hybrid teams are particularly
vulnerable to the formation of subgroups and faultlines (Carton & Cummings, 2012; O’Leary &
Mortensen, 2010), this can negatively impact team cohesion and performance, potentially weakening
team identity and belonging. The challenge lies in mitigating the "us vs. them" dynamic that can arise
from geographic, technological and linguistic differences, as well as from the temporal dimension and
fluctuating team configurations that further complicate subgroup dynamics (Handke et al., 2024). In
fact, a Gallup survey (2022) found that 32% of hybrid employees reported feeling less connected to
their organization's culture. This significant percentage shows that a substantial portion of the
workforce experiences a diminished sense of belonging in hybrid work environments.

A sense of belonging refers to the emotional experience of being accepted, valued and connected
to a group or community. It is considered a fundamental human need and encompasses feelings of
inclusion and attachment, where individuals perceive themselves as integral members of a social unit
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Research shows that employees with a strong sense of belonging report
greater job satisfaction and work-life balance, which, in turn, fosters higher engagement, leading to
improvements in both individual well-being and team performance (Dewi et al., 2020). However, a
sense of belonging cannot be achieved instantaneously; rather, it develops gradually through trust,
shared experiences and intentional effort (Allen et al., 2021).

Leadership plays a crucial role in this process by setting the tone, modelling inclusive behaviours
and creating structures that encourage collaboration and support, thereby nurturing a sustained sense
of belonging (Korkmaz et al., 2022). While various leadership styles exist, one leadership style that has
demonstrated effectiveness in both face-to-face settings (Jensen et al., 2018) as well as virtual settings
(Purvanova & Bono, 2009), is the transformational leadership theory, first introduced by Burns (1978).

Transformational leadership involves leaders who inspire and motivate followers to exceed their own



self-interests for the sake of the organization, fundamentally changing their values, beliefs and
attitudes (Bass, 1999). Especially in virtual environments, it is frequently considered the most effective
leadership style, particularly in contrast to transactional leadership, as it fosters trust, collaboration and
innovation, elements crucial in the absence of face-to-face interactions (Ruggieri, 2009).

While there is substantial work connecting transformational leadership with variables such as
engagement and motivation (Bader et al., 2023), performance (Deng et al., 2023; Jiatong et al., 2022),
and team dynamics (Lehmann-Willenbrock et al., 2015), its specific link to an individual's sense of
belonging remains less extensively explored. Particularly in the context of hybrid environments, it
persists as relatively underexplored. Hybrid work environments are not just a substitute for traditional
co-located work arrangements but also qualitatively different from our previous understanding of
virtual work environments (Handke et al., 2024), meaning that different principles and impacts of
transformational leadership may apply in this specific context, potentially shaping a sense of belonging
in unique ways. Thus, the main research question deals with whether there is a positive relationship
between transformational leadership behaviors and an individual’s sense of belonging in hybrid work
environments.

Moreover, transformational leadership encompasses six dimensions: Identifying and Articulating
a Vision, Providing an Appropriate Model, Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals, High Performance
Expectations, Providing Individualized Support and Intellectual Stimulation (Podsakoff et al., 1990).
Each of these dimension address distinct aspects of transformational leadership and, consequently, are
likely to impact an individual's sense of belonging in different ways and with varying intensities. For
example, Providing Individualized Support directly addresses followers' personal needs, enhancing
feelings of value and emotional connection (Wan et al.,, 2022), thereby strengthening belonging,
whereas Setting High Performance Expectations can motivate individuals to strive for excellence, but if
not balanced with adequate support, it may also create pressure and anxiety (England et al., 2019),
thus potentially even undermining a sense of belonging. Therefore, the second research question deals
with whether there are certain dimensions that are more strongly positively associated with an
individual's sense of belonging compared to the other dimensions.

Furthermore, the effectiveness of leadership behaviours may also depend on other influencing
and moderating factors, such as propinquity. Electronic propinquity refers to the psychological feeling
of nearness or closeness that individuals experience when communicating through electronic media
(Korzenny, 1978). It is conceptualized as a continuum of subjective perception, where users feel
functionally, if not physically, close to one another despite being separated by distance (Walther &
Bazarova, 2008). The concept of electronic propinquity influencing the relationship between
transformational leadership and belonging, particularly in hybrid or virtual environments, remains a

relatively underexplored field. Thus, this area presents a valuable opportunity for further investigation,



as understanding how electronic propinquity interacts with transformational leadership could provide
deeper insights into fostering a sense of belonging in increasingly digital workplaces. Therefore, the
third research question aims to investigate whether electronic propinquity acts as a moderating factor
in the relationship between transformational leadership and belonging, strengthening the relationship
between transformational leadership and belonging.

Therefore, this thesis examines the relationship between transformational leadership and an
individual's sense of belonging in hybrid work environments, exploring the moderating role of
electronic propinquity in this dynamic. To address these questions, the study will employ a quantitative,
correlational research design, utilizing an online survey to gather data from employees working in
hybrid environments. The findings will provide actionable insights for leaders and organizations seeking
to cultivate a strong sense of belonging among their team members in the evolving landscape of hybrid
work.

Following this introduction, Chapter 2 will present a comprehensive review of the relevant
literature, providing a deeper understanding of hybrid work environments, the concept of belonging,
transformational leadership and electronic propinquity. Chapter 3 will detail the methodology
employed in this study, including the research design, sample and participants, procedure and variable
measures. Chapter 4 will present the results, discussion, implications for practice as well as suggestions
for future research. Finally, the thesis will be concluded in Chapter 5, which will include a summary of

the key findings and overall conclusions.

2 Literature Review

The following section provides a comprehensive overview of the key concepts and theoretical
frameworks that form the basis of this study. It begins by exploring the evolution and defining
characteristics of hybrid work environments, highlighting both their advantages and challenges.
Building on this context, the review then examines the concept of belonging, its relevance in
organizational settings and the psychological theories that inform our understanding of it. Finally, the
section explores transformational leadership and electronic propinquity, outlining their roles and
interconnections within hybrid teams. This literature review serves as the foundation for the

hypotheses and research model that follow.



2.1 Hybrid work environments

The digitalization has profoundly transformed the traditional workplace, shifting it from a fully in-office
model to one that increasingly relies on computer-mediated communication as a central component
of remote work practices (Aleem et al., 2023). Especially the COVID-19 pandemic has triggered a
widespread adoption of remote work as a necessity due to social distancing requirements (Ng et al.,
2022). As a result, existing forms of collaboration, communication structures and work arrangements
(e.g., telework) have been significantly strengthened and became more widespread (Gilson et al.,
2021). Organizations are increasingly embracing flexibility in how, where and when work takes place,
building upon pre-existing trends towards more adaptable work environments (Harris, 2016).

However, with the pandemic subsiding, employees worldwide are showing a reluctance to return
to the office daily. In this vein, one model that has gained significant prominence in recent times and
is increasingly regarded as the new norm is the hybrid work model (Gibson et al., 2023). Hybrid work
environments refer to work arrangements where team members operate from diverse locations,
combining both face-to-face and virtual interactions. This setup allows employees to split their work
time between the office and other locations, such as home or coworking spaces (Ekelman & Kantor,
2023). The defining feature of hybrid teams is their ability to rely on both in-person and electronic
communication on a daily or weekly basis, which creates opportunities for collaboration across
multiple locations (Cousins et al., 2007; Halford, 2005).

Hybrid teams are characterized by their members' capacity to work from different locations,
including the office, with varying degrees of virtuality (Foster et al., 2015). Initially, virtuality was often
defined as the degree of technology reliance and geographical dispersion within a team (Dulebohn &
Hoch, 2017; Gibbs et al., 2017). However, some authors argue that geographic dispersion should not
be considered a defining attribute of virtuality, as team members can be in the same office and still rely
heavily on virtual tools for communication and collaboration. In this vein, Kirkman & Mathieu (2005)
propose a more nuanced definition of team virtuality, consisting of three dimensions: the degree to
which team members use virtual tools to coordinate and carry out team processes, the amount of
informational value conveyed by such tools and the synchronicity of team member virtual interaction.
Informational value refers to the richness and depth of information that virtual tools can convey, with
high informational value providing rich, detailed and nuanced information, often simulating face-to-
face interactions, whereas tools with low informational value offer more limited or superficial
information. Synchronicity pertains to whether team interactions occur in real-time (synchronous) or
at different times (asynchronous), with synchronous interactions happening simultaneously, such as
video conferencing, and asynchronous interactions involving a time lag, like email exchanges (Kirkman

& Mathieu, 2005).



This conceptualization moves beyond geographic dispersion and focuses on how teams utilize
technology to interact and perform their tasks. According to the authors, even co-located teams can
display high levels of virtuality if they rely heavily on virtual tools with low informational value and
asynchronous communication. Conversely, geographically dispersed teams might have lower virtuality
if they use rich, synchronous virtual tools that closely simulate face-to-face interaction (Kirkman &
Mathieu, 2005).

Hybrid work arrangements have shown to yield numerous positive outcomes for both employees
and organizations (Verma et al., 2023). Research indicates that flexible work environments, including
hybrid models, can significantly enhance job satisfaction and productivity while also reducing
job-induced stress and turnover rates (Choudhury 2020; Ferreira et al., 2020). Employees benefit from
increased flexibility, allowing them to balance personal and professional responsibilities more
effectively, which contributes to improved mental well-being and overall work quality (Jooss et al.,
2021). Organizations, in turn, can leverage this flexibility to optimize operational costs and attract a
diverse talent pool, as remote work options appeal to a broader range of candidates (Newman & Ford,
2021).

However, hybrid work arrangements do not come without their own challenges, including
potential work-life imbalances, a lack of strategic oversight from the Human Resources Management
function and feelings of isolation among employees due to insufficient organizational support (Jooss et
al., 2021). According to a study by Wontorczyk & Roznowski (2022), hybrid workers experienced more
negative aspects of workplace relationships compared to remote and on-site workers. Moreover, as
previously stated, hybrid teams are characterized by both geographic dispersion and technology
dependence (Kirkman & Mathieu, 2005); however, unlike traditional virtual teams, they are further
complicated by temporal dynamics and fluctuating team configurations (Handke et al., 2024). These
configurations aren't static; they change over time, resulting in a vast number of potential
combinations of team member locations. As Handke et al. (2024) illustrate, even in a small team, the
possibilities are numerous: For example, a three-person team can experience a range of arrangements,
from all members being co-located or fully remote to various combinations of two members at the
office while the third works remotely.

Given these dynamic and varied configurations, hybrid teams are particularly vulnerable to the
creation of subgroups and faultlines (Carton & Cummings, 2012; O’Leary & Mortensen, 2010), which
can negatively affect team cohesion and performance. Hincapie & Costa (2024) highlight that hybrid
environments can intensify the "us vs. them" dynamic by emphasizing geographic, technological and
linguistic differences, ultimately weakening team identity and belonging. The ambiguous and dynamic
configuration of hybrid teams, with some members working remotely and others in the office (Bell et

al., 2023), likely promotes subgroup formation based on individual characteristics as well as on location



and time work preferences, strengthening stronger subgroups and faultlines and thus potentially
leading to increased conflict and decreased trust among team members (Polzer et al., 2006).

Critically, the temporal dimension further complicates subgroup dynamics in hybrid teams. The
frequency and consistency of co-location patterns significantly influence the strength and salience of
subgroup identities (Handke et al., 2024). Consistent co-location, where certain members regularly
work together in the office on specific days, allows for the development of shared experiences,
communication norms and stronger interpersonal bonds (Wener & Woodgate, 2016), solidifying
subgroup cohesion but potentially creating out-group exclusion for those not present (Fiol & O’Connor,
2005; O’Leary & Mortensen, 2010). Over time, this reinforcement of in-group and out-group
distinctions may lead to a diminished sense of belonging to the overall team. As geographic location
can become a salient attribute triggering social categorization processes, this can fragment the team's
identity, with members identifying more strongly with their co-located subgroup than with the entire
team, reducing the desire to exchange knowledge and cooperate with 'outgroup' members, ultimately
compromising important team processes and states (Carton & Cummings, 2012; O’Leary & Mortensen,
2010).

Furthermore, hybrid teams face unique challenges in establishing effective communication,
trust-building and conflict resolution (Hincapie & Costa, 2024). The absence of non-verbal cues and
contextual information between differently co-located individuals may exacerbate misunderstandings
and biases (Hanzis & Hallo, 2024). This can make it more difficult for team members to feel connected
and understood, potentially weakening their sense of belonging to the team and organization.
Additionally, hybrid work arrangements can intensify issues related to proximity bias (Mortensen &
Haas, 2021) and social isolation. Team members who work remotely more often may feel excluded
from important discussions and decision-making processes, leading to a diminished sense of belonging
and engagement with the team and organization (Hincapie & Costa, 2024).

All in all, it can be concluded that hybrid work arrangements may have a detrimental effect on
employees' sense of belonging to the team as a whole due to the increased risk of subgroup formation,
communication challenges and proximity biases. These factors can collectively undermine team
cohesion and organizational identification, making it crucial for leaders to implement strategies that

foster inclusion and connection in hybrid work environments.

2.2 Belonging

In hybrid work environments, where employees may experience varying degrees of physical and
emotional distance from their colleagues, fostering a sense of belonging becomes essential for

enhancing employee engagement, collaboration and overall job satisfaction. Moreover, the recent



challenges posed by global events, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, have underscored the importance
of belonging. The disruptions of social connections during this period highlighted how the failure to
achieve adequate belonging can influence individual behavior and broader social movements (Gray et
al., 2022). This context emphasizes the need for leaders to cultivate environments that prioritize
belonging, particularly in times of crisis.

Baumeister & Leary (1995) established a foundational understanding of belonging as a
fundamental human need, which is characterized by the desire for interpersonal attachments and
social connections. A sense of belonging refers to the emotional experience of being accepted, valued
and connected to a group or community and encompasses feelings of inclusion and attachment, where
individuals perceive themselves as integral members of a social unit. They argue that the need to
belong is a core motivation that influences various aspects of human behavior, including emotional
well-being, self-esteem and social interactions (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Furthermore, belonging is
conceptualized as a complex construct with multifaceted components, predictors and outcomes. It is
not merely the presence of social connections but also the quality and depth of these relationships
that contribute to an individual's sense of belonging (Allen et al., 2021, 2022).

To further understand the underpinnings of belonging, Social Identity Theory (SIT) by Tajfel &
Turner (1986) provides a framework for understanding how individuals derive a sense of belonging
from their membership in social groups. SIT suggests that individuals categorize themselves and others
into social groups and that these social identities contribute to their self-concept. A core tenet of SIT is
that individuals are motivated to maintain a positive social identity, which is often achieved through
in-group favoritism and intergroup differentiation. When individuals perceive their group membership
as positive and valued, they experience a stronger sense of belonging and are more likely to engage in
behaviors that benefit the group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Therefore, fostering a positive social identity
within work groups can enhance employees' sense of belonging and promote collaboration and
commitment.

In addition, Self-Determination Theory (SDT) by Ryan & Deci (2022) offers valuable insights into
the psychological needs that drive individuals to seek connection and acceptance. SDT indicates that
individuals have three basic psychological needs: autonomy, competence and relatedness. The need
for relatedness, in particular, directly aligns with the concept of belonging, as it involves the desire to
feel connected to others, to experience caring relationships and to be an integral part of a community
(Ryan & Deci, 2022). When individuals experience satisfaction of their needs for autonomy and
competence within a social context that also fulfills their need for relatedness, they are more likely to
develop a strong sense of belonging and internalize the values and goals of the group (Ryan & Deci,
2000). Thus, autonomy-supportive environments that also foster competence and relatedness are

crucial for nurturing belonging.



Moreover, Chung et al. (2019) further refine the understanding of belonging by contextualizing it
specifically within work group dynamics. They define belongingness as the degree to which employees
perceive supportive and caring relationships with their work group members. This definition
emphasizes not only the presence of social connections but also the quality of interactions that foster
a sense of acceptance, value and care among group members. According to their framework,
belongingness is a critical component of work group inclusion, which also encompasses the need for
uniqueness, highlighting that individuals can simultaneously satisfy their belongingness and
unigueness needs within a group setting (Chung et al., 2019). The emphasis on both belongingness and
uniqueness aligns with the principles of optimal distinctiveness theory, which posits that individuals
seek to balance their need for inclusion with their desire for individuality (Brewer, 1991). This balance
is crucial in hybrid work environments, where employees may struggle to maintain their unique
identities and preferences while also feeling connected to their teams. Thus, the choice of Chung et
al.'s (2019) definition is particularly relevant for the study’s research purpose, as it directly addresses
the dynamics of belonging in work environments, especially in the context of hybrid work settings. The
focus on supportive and caring relationships within work groups highlights the relational aspects of
belonging, which can be challenged by the reduced face-to-face interactions common in hybrid models
(Allen et al., 2015). Moreover, the emphasis on both belongingness and uniqueness addresses the
potential for employees to feel disconnected from their teams while also struggling to maintain their
individual identities in a more distributed work environment (Hornsey & Jetten, 2004). This is critical,
as research suggests that when employees feel they cannot express their authentic selves or that their
contributions are not valued, their sense of belonging diminishes, negatively impacting engagement
and performance (Shore et al., 2011).

Beyond being a fundamental human need, belonging can have several positive outcomes for both
individual well-being and organizational effectiveness. For instance, belonging is positively associated
with well-being as extensive research evidence demonstrates that social connections, reciprocal
relationships and a sense of belonging are correlated with better mental and physical health, longevity
and overall well-being across cultures (Hammell, 2014). In fact, a lack of belonging can even be
associated with a higher risk of depression symptoms (Dutcher et al., 2022). Moreover, belonging
enhances motivation and engagement. When individuals feel connected to a group or organization,
they are more likely to engage actively, contribute ideas and participate in collaborative efforts (Raza
et al., 2020). This sense of connection can drive individuals to strive for excellence and take initiative,
leading to enhanced academic performance and emotional resilience (Gray et al., 2020). At the
organizational level, research shows that employees with a stronger sense of belonging in their
workplace report greater job satisfaction and work-life balance, which in turn fosters morale and

commitment and enhances overall performance (Dewi et al., 2020). However, a sense of belonging



cannot be established instantaneously, and it benefits from effective leadership to foster trust, promote
inclusivity and cultivate a supportive environment, with its significance being particularly pronounced

in the context of transformational leadership.

2.3 Transformational Leadership

Several leadership styles with their own unique characteristics and implications have widely been
studied in the face-to-face context. However, research in fully understanding leadership dynamics
across different contexts is still emerging, as most studies tend to focus solely on either face-to-face or
virtual teams, but rarely addressing hybrid teams (Wilson et al., 2021). Leading a hybrid team can differ
significantly from managing face-to-face or virtual groups. Notably, one leadership style that has
demonstrated effectiveness in both face-to-face settings (Jensen et al., 2018) as well as virtual settings
(Purvanova & Bono, 2009), is the transformational leadership theory, first introduced by Burns (1978).
This leadership approach is particularly valued during periods of transformation (Abdul Sahid et al.,
2023), making it well-suited for the hybrid work environment, which itself represents a significant shift
in how teams operate. Therefore, this study focuses on transformational leadership within the context
of hybrid work environments to better understand its impact on individual outcomes.

The transformational leadership theory was introduced by Burns (1978) as a collaborative process
in which leaders and followers mutually elevate each other's ethical standards and motivational levels.
Unlike transactional leadership, which focuses on the exchange of rewards for performance within an
existing organizational culture, transformational leadership empowers followers to become leaders
themselves and creates value by fundamentally changing the culture within a social system’s
organisation (Burns, 1978). Building upon Burns' foundational work, Bass (1999) further developed and
operationalized the concept of transformational leadership, claiming that transformational leadership
goes beyond simple exchanges and agreements, elevating leadership to a process that fundamentally
changes and inspires followers to exceed expectations. Transformational leadership is characterized by
its profound impact on followers, manifesting through four key components: charisma, inspiration,
intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. (Bass & Avolio 1994; Bass, 1999)

There are several nuanced interpretations of transformational leadership that expand upon the
foundational models of Burns and Bass. For instance, Avolio & Gardner (2005) build on the foundational
ideas of Bass regarding transformational leadership but introduce the concept of authenticity as a
critical dimension. They emphasize that authentic leaders possess self-awareness and inspire others
through genuine relationships and interactions, rather than relying solely on charisma or personal

appeal. In contrast, Yukl (1999) provided a more critical perspective, suggesting that while



transformational leadership inspires followers, it also carries a moral dimension, requiring leaders to
consider the ethical implications of their actions.

However, Podsakoff et al. (1990) define transformational leadership as a multidimensional
construct that encompasses six key behaviors such as Identifying and Articulating a Vision, Providing
an Appropriate Model, Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals, High Performance Expectations,
Providing Individualized Support and Intellectual Stimulation. These dimensions will be explored in
more detail below. This conceptualization differs from Bass's model by separating Articulating a Vision
from High Performance Expectations, which Bass combines under Inspirational Motivation. It also adds
Providing an Appropriate Model and Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals as distinct dimensions
not explicitly part of Bass's model. As this conceptualization synthesizes ideas from various
transformational leadership theories, not just Bass's work, and captures a wider range of
transformational behaviors identified in the literature, Podsakoffs et al.s (1990) definition is adopted
in this thesis.

The impact of transformational leadership has been widely studied and discussed on in-person
work settings. Leadership research has generally found a positive association between a
transformational leadership style, motivation and employees’ experience of meaningful work (Bailey
et al., 2019). Transformational leaders excel over transactional leaders in promoting empowerment,
building group cohesion and boosting perceived group effectiveness in face-to-face environments (Jung
& Sosik, 2002). Similarly, leaders demonstrating transformational leadership behaviors can also
enhance the performance of virtual teams (Mysirlaki & Paraskeva, 2020). Essentially, when examining
the impact of transformational and transactional leadership on virtual teams, focusing on how these
styles were perceived by team members, findings indicate that a transformational leadership style was
associated with higher levels of satisfaction compared to a transactional style, and transformational
leaders were rated more favorably than their transactional counterparts (Ruggieri, 2009). Similarly,
transformational leadership has a positive impact on employee engagement, knowledge sharing and
the development of a trusting environment, as transformational leaders foster conditions that enable
employees to find greater meaning in their work (Rafique et al., 2022).

Indeed, transformational leadership has been widely shown to positively impact other constructs,
namely cohesiveness. For instance, transformational leadership boosts unit cohesion by enhancing
motivation and commitment, strengthening interpersonal bonds and improving performance
outcomes through increased unit potency (Bass et al., 2003). Similarly, transformational leadership has
a significant positive effect on both self-efficacy and group cohesiveness in work teams (Pillai &
Williams, 2004). Moreover, this leadership style is positively related to leader-member exchange
quality, suggesting transformational leadership enhances followers’ sense of connection to the leader

(Wang et al., 2005) and social identification with the organizational unit (Kark et al., 2003). Based on
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the extensive research on transformational leadership and its positive impacts on team dynamics, we
can draw a connection to an individual's sense of belonging in the context of hybrid work environments.

Synthesizing these findings, following hypothesis is developed:

H1: There is a positive relationship between transformational leadership behaviors and an

individual's sense of belonging.

As conceptualized by Podsakoff et al. (1990), transformational leadership comprises six
dimensions, with each of them addressing distinct aspects of transformational leadership and,
consequently, being likely to impact an individual's sense of belonging in different ways and with
varying intensities. The dimension of Providing Individualized Support directly addresses the personal
needs and feelings of followers, which is critical for enhancing their sense of belonging. When leaders
show genuine concern for their team members' well-being, individuals feel valued and understood,
leading to stronger emotional ties to the leader and the organization (Wan et al., 2022). The intensity
of this effect is likely to be high, as personalized support fosters trust and loyalty, essential components
of belonging. With regards to Identifying and Articulating a Vision: When leaders clearly communicate
a compelling vision, it can create a shared purpose among team members, fostering a sense of
belonging as individuals feel they are part of something larger than themselves. Moreover, by Fostering
the Acceptance of Group Goals, and thus promoting cooperation and collaboration towards common
goals, leaders may enhance team cohesion, making individuals feel more connected to their peers and
the organization, thus increasing their sense of belonging.

Furthermore, with regards to Providing an Appropriate Model for followers: Leaders who
exemplify the values and behaviors they promote serve as role models, which can significantly enhance
followers' identification with both the leader and the organization (Avolio et al., 2004). However, the
impact of this dimension may vary based on the leader's credibility and the alignment of their actions
with the organization's culture, but it generally fosters a strong sense of belonging.

Moreover, by encouraging Intellectual Stimulation and challenging followers to rethink their
assumptions and engage in creative problem-solving, leaders can create an inclusive environment
where diverse ideas are valued (Chen et al., 2020). This dimension can enhance belonging by promoting
collaboration and open communication, allowing individuals to feel that their contributions matter.
However, the impact may vary depending on the organizational culture, the degree to which individuals
feel comfortable to share their ideas without fear of judgment and even the type of task or job. Some
roles require more Intellectual Stimulation than others, and the effectiveness of this leadership
dimension may depend on the nature of the work being performed (Diaz-Finez et al., 2021). For

instance, in jobs that involve complex problem-solving or innovation, Intellectual Stimulation may have
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a stronger positive effect on belonging, as it aligns with the core requirements of the role. Conversely,
in more routine or standardized jobs, excessive Intellectual Stimulation might be less relevant or even
potentially disruptive to established processes.

Lastly, setting High Performance Expectations can motivate individuals to strive for excellence, but
if not balanced with adequate support, it may also create pressure and anxiety (England et al., 2019).
This dimension may enhance belonging when individuals feel that their efforts are recognized and
valued, fostering a culture of achievement. Contrarily, if the expectations lead to feelings of inadequacy
or competition, the sense of belonging may diminish. Thus, the impact of this dimension can vary
widely based on how expectations are communicated and supported.

All in all, building upon the analysis of the different dimensions and their potential associations

with an individual's sense of belonging in varying intensities, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2: The dimensions of Providing Individualized Support, Identifying and Articulating a Vision and
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals are more strongly positively associated with an

individual's sense of belonging than the other dimensions.

In summary, while all six dimensions of transformational leadership may contribute to an
individual's sense of belonging, the extent of their association can vary significantly. Dimensions that
emphasize support and shared goals, such as Providing Individualized Support and Fostering the
Acceptance of Group Goals, tend to have a more immediate and profound impact on belonging
compared to those focused on performance expectations or intellectual challenges. This distinction is
particularly relevant in hybrid work environments, where the nuances of communication can influence
how these dimensions are perceived and enacted.

Furthermore, in hybrid settings, where physical proximity is often limited, the ability of leaders to
cultivate a sense of closeness through effective communication becomes essential. Therefore, it is
important to recognize that the effectiveness of transformational leadership in fostering belonging is
closely linked to the quality of mediated communication. In this regard, electronic propinquity can play
a crucial role in enhancing the relational dynamics among team members and between leaders and
followers. Thus, understanding the interplay between transformational leadership and electronic
propinquity is essential for comprehending how belonging can be fostered in hybrid work
environments. As this relationship is further explored, it becomes evident that electronic propinquity
may serve as a critical factor in leveraging transformational leadership to cultivate a strong sense of

belonging among employees in hybrid work settings.
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2.4 Electronic Propinquity

Electronic propinquity, a concept introduced by Korzenny (1978), refers to the psychological feeling of
closeness that individuals experience during technology-mediated communication. This theory posits
that the characteristics of communication media significantly influence the perception of nearness
among communicators. Korzenny (1978) originally framed electronic propinquity as a general theory
of mediated communication, suggesting that higher bandwidth and mutual directionality enhance
feelings of closeness, while increased complexity of information and a greater number of available
communication channels can diminish perceived propinquity (Korzenny, 1978).

Walther & Bazarova (2008) further extended the theory by examining electronic propinquity in the
context of computer-mediated communication. Their research highlighted the impact of various
communication media, such as face-to-face interactions, audio and text-based channels, on feelings of
closeness among group members, indicating that the presence of alternative communication media
and the complexity of information exchanged significantly influenced participants' perceptions of
propinquity and overall satisfaction with their communication experiences. As their study confirmed
Korzenny’s original ideas and updated the theory for modern communication technologies, the
conceptualization by Walther & Bazarova (2008) has been identified as the most appropriate for
application within this study's context of hybrid environments.

Electronic propinquity, as a concept that explores the psychological feeling of closeness in
technology-mediated communication, can be theoretically linked to the dimensions of virtuality
proposed by Kirkman and Mathieu (2005). The synchronicity dimension, for instance, can influence
electronic propinquity by affecting how team members perceive their interactions. Synchronous
communication, such as videoconferencing, may enhance propinquity by providing real-time
interactions that closely mimic face-to-face communication, thereby fostering a sense of immediacy
and closeness among team members (Kirkman & Mathieu, 2005). Conversely, asynchronous
communication, like email exchanges, may reduce propinquity due to the lack of immediate feedback
and interaction, potentially leading to feelings of distance or disconnection. Additionally, the
informational value dimension can impact propinquity by influencing the richness and depth of
information exchanged. Tools with high informational value, such as videoconferencing, can enhance
propinquity by providing nuanced and detailed information, while tools with low informational value
may diminish it (Kirkman & Mathieu, 2005).

The concept of Team Perceived Virtuality (TPV) introduced by Handke et al. (2021) further enriches
our understanding of electronic propinquity by emphasizing the subjective nature of virtuality. TPV
highlights that virtuality extends beyond mere structural properties to encompass team members'

perceptions of their shared experience, notably through the dimension of "feelings of distance". Just
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as electronic propinquity reflects how the attributes of communication mediums shape interpersonal
closeness, the affective dimension of TPV captures the collective emotional distance team members
feel from one another, underscoring the importance of subjective perceptions in understanding virtual
team dynamics (Handke et al., 2021). Therefore, both frameworks collectively highlight the need to
consider not just structural factors, but also the nuanced perceptions that contribute to a team's
virtuality, ultimately shaping their communication, interactions and overall effectiveness in hybrid
environments.

Research on the outcomes of electronic propinquity remains relatively limited, which highlights a
notable gap in the existing literature. However, one significant benefit of electronic propinquity is its
enhancement of relationship quality as greater electronic propinquity is associated with increased
trust, cohesion and social presence among team members (Walther & Bazarova, 2008). The concept of
electronic propinquity indicates that even without physical proximity, individuals can still foster strong
connections and a sense of community through online interactions. This can enhance feelings of
belonging among users of online social networking sites, as they engage with others and build
relationships that provide social support and recognition (Williams, 2019). Thus, as electronic
propinquity facilitates the development and maintenance of relationships, it can be concluded that it
is likely to contribute to an increased sense of belonging.

In the context of transformational leadership and hybrid work environments, research indicates
that the influence of transformational leadership on communication and team performance decreases
as team geographic dispersion increases (Eisenberg et al., 2019). This stems from, as dispersion
increases, transformational leadership behaviors become less authentic and effective, due to reduced
opportunities for face-to-face interactions and emotional contagion, difficulty in developing close
leader-follower relationships at a distance and challenges in accurately assessing team situations and
needs remotely. The same logic may apply to the construct of electronic propinquity and belonging,
suggesting that the greater the perceived distance among colleagues, the weaker the impact of a
transformational leader.

In the same vein, transformational leaders often rely on effective communication to inspire and
motivate their followers (Podsakoff et al., 1990). When electronic propinquity is high, individuals may
feel a greater sense of closeness and connection to their leaders and peers. They may also be more
likely to engage with the leader's vision and goals, fostering a stronger sense of belonging within the
group or organization. Furthermore, transformational leadership is characterized by the ability to build
trust and provide support (Podsakoff et al., 1990). It can be assumed that when individuals perceive a
sense of closeness with their leaders when engaging through electronic communication, they are more

likely to trust them, which positively contributes to their sense of belonging. In summary, it can be
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concluded that electronic propinquity may moderate the impact of transformational leadership on an

individual's sense of belonging. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: Electronic propinquity moderates the relationship between transformational leadership and
belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between

transformational leadership and an individual's sense of belonging.

To gain a more nuanced understanding of how electronic propinquity influences the relationship
between transformational leadership and belonging, it is insightful to examine the distinct dimensions
of transformational leadership individually. By doing so, we can explore whether the moderating effect
of electronic propinquity extends consistently across each facet of transformational leadership or if
certain dimensions are more strongly impacted than others. Therefore, the following hypotheses are

proposed:

H3a: Electronic propinquity moderates the relationship between Identifying and Articulating a
Vision and belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between

Identifying and Articulating a Vision and an individual's sense of belonging.

H3b: Electronic propinquity moderates the relationship between Providing an Appropriate Model
and belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between

Providing an Appropriate Model and an individual's sense of belonging.

H3c: Electronic propinquity moderates the relationship between Fostering the Acceptance of Group
Goals and belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between

Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals and an individual's sense of belonging.

H3d: Electronic propinquity moderates the relationship between High Performance Expectations
and belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between High

Performance Expectations and an individual's sense of belonging.

H3e: Electronic propinquity moderates the relationship between Providing Individualized Support

and belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between

Providing Individualized Support and an individual's sense of belonging.
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H3f: Electronic propinquity moderates the relationship between Intellectual Stimulation and
belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between

Intellectual Stimulation and an individual's sense of belonging.

2.5 Conceptual Model

H1
Transformational Leadership Behaviors — Sense of Belonging
Identifying and Articulating a Vision H2

Providing an Appropriate Model
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals
High Performance Expectations H3
Providing Individualized Support
Intellectual Stimulation
Electronic Propinquity

Figure 2.1: Graphic Representation of the Research Model

The core of this research lies in understanding the complex relationships between transformational
leadership, an individual's sense of belonging and electronic propinquity within hybrid work
environments. The proposed conceptual model (illustrated in Figure 2.1) positions transformational
leadership behaviors as the independent variable, influencing an individual's sense of belonging, which
serves as the dependent variable. The model also incorporates electronic propinquity as a moderating
variable, suggesting that the strength and nature of the relationship between transformational
leadership and belonging are contingent upon the level of electronic propinquity experienced by
individuals in the hybrid work setting.

Specifically, this research proposes a positive relationship between transformational leadership
behaviors and an individual's sense of belonging (H1). Furthermore, it suggests that the dimensions of
Providing Individualized Support, Identifying and Articulating a Vision and Fostering the Acceptance of
Group Goals are more strongly positively associated with an individual's sense of belonging than the
other dimensions (H2). Finally, the model posits that electronic propinquity moderates the relationship
between transformational leadership and belonging, such that higher electronic propinquity
strengthens this relationship (H3). The hybrid work environment provides the context for these
interactions. By investigating these relationships, this study seeks to provide actionable insights that

can help leaders and organizations design more inclusive and supportive work environments.
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3 Methodology

This chapter outlines the methodological approach employed in this study to investigate the
relationships between transformational leadership, sense of belonging and electronic propinquity in
hybrid work environments. The methodology is designed to address the research questions and test
the hypotheses presented in the previous chapter. This section is divided into three main parts: Sample
and participants, procedure and variable measures. First, the sampling strategy and participant
characteristics are described, detailing the target population and inclusion criteria. Next, the procedure
section explains the research design, data collection method and survey administration process. Finally,
the variable measures section provides a comprehensive overview of the scales used to operationalize
the key constructs in this study. Together, these components form a robust methodological framework

that ensures the reliability and validity of the research findings.

3.1 Sample and Participants

The framework of this study is conceptualized by hybrid work environments, referring to work
arrangements where team members operate from diverse locations, combining both face-to-face and
virtual interactions (Ekelman & Kantor, 2023). Thus, the target population in this study are employees
working in hybrid environments. Hybrid teams are characterized by their members' capacity to work
from different locations with varying degrees of virtuality (Foster et al., 2015). In this research, for the
sake of clarity and simplicity, a distinction between varying levels of virtuality is not made. Instead,
hybrid work environments are conceptualized as a unified framework, encompassing all individuals
working in such settings as the broader target population.

Thus, participants were recruited based on specific inclusion criteria to ensure the relevance and
consistency of the sample. These criteria include: current employment in a hybrid work arrangement,
which combines remote and in-office work; active employment status; and working as part of a team
with a designated leader. These criteria are designed to capture individuals who are actively
experiencing the dynamics of hybrid work environments and are part of a team structure, which is
essential for examining the effects of transformational leadership in this context.

As an exclusion criteria, are employees in leadership positions themselves, in order to focus on
individual contributors' experiences. The methodology employs a non-probabilistic sampling approach,
meaning that not all members of the target population (hybrid workers) have an equal chance of being
selected, as the selection is not based on random procedures. More specifically, a combination of two
sampling methods are combined: Self-selection sampling and Convenience (Haphazard) sampling. Self-

selection sampling because the participants express their desire to take part in the research process by
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voluntarily responding to recruitment notices posted on professional networking sites like LinkedIn.
Convenience sampling because individuals that are easiest to access are selected through using the
network of previous work experience and online survey panels that provide access to hybrid workers
who meet the inclusion criteria.

The final sample consisted of 189 participants working in hybrid work environments. The mean
age of the participants was 32.5 years (SD = 10.60), with ages ranging from 20 to 64 years. Participants
had been working in their current organization for an average of 4.32 years (SD = 6.77) and in their
current team for an average of 2.56 years (SD = 4.11). Participants reported spending an average of 2.45
days per week in the office (SD = 1.11) and 2.31 days per week working remotely (SD = 1.06).

Regarding gender distribution, 52.4% of participants identified as female (n = 99), 47.1% as male
(n = 89), and 0.5% preferred not to disclose their gender (n = 1). The majority of participants were
German (68.8%, n = 130) and resided in Germany (72%, n = 136). Other nationalities included Central
Europe (2.6%, n = 5), Northern Europe (3.2%, n = 6), Southern Europe (4.8%, n = 9), Western Europe
(5.3%, n =10), South Asia (4.2%, n = 8), and North America (3.2%, n = 6), among others.

In terms of education, most participants held a Bachelor's degree (40.2%, n = 76) or a Master's
degree (37%, n = 70). A smaller proportion reported completing High school or equivalent (6.3%,
n = 12), vocational training (6.3%, n = 12) or having a Doctorate/PhD (2.1%, n = 4). Employment status
revealed that 67.7% of the participants were employed full-time or part-time (n = 128), while others
were students, including working students, (23.8%, n = 45) or self-employed (4.2%, n = 8).

Participants represented a wide range of industry sectors. The most frequently reported sectors
included Consulting and Professional Services (17.5%, n = 33), Technology and Software (15.9%,
n = 30), and Advertising, Media and Marketing (14.3%, n = 27). Other notable sectors included
Automotive, Engineering and Manufacturing (7.9%, n = 15), Finance and Banking (7.4%, n = 14), and
Education and Research (6.3%, n = 12). A total of 13.2% (n = 25) selected "Other" as their industry
sector, specifying diverse fields such as Logistics, Politics, Security and Medical Technology.

Participants held diverse roles within their organizations, with 27% (n = 51) identifying as mid-level
professionals, 21.2% (n = 40) as senior-level professionals, and 21.2% (n = 40) as interns or working
students. Entry-level roles accounted for 12.7% (n = 24), management roles for 10.1% (n = 19), while
executive/C-suite positions represented 4.2% (n = 8).

Finally, most participants described their current work arrangement as hybrid (partly in-office,
partly remote) (73%, n = 138), however, all participants were assumed to work in hybrid arrangements

combining remote and in-office work based on the recruitment criteria for this study.
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3.2 Procedure

This study employed a quantitative, correlational research design. This approach was chosen based on
previous knowledge from the literature and allows for the analysis of a restricted number of variables
using a deductive approach. Data was collected via an online survey administered through the survey
platform Qualtrics. The survey was available in both English and German to accommodate a broader
participant pool and ensure accessibility for participants from different linguistic backgrounds. All
survey materials, including the consent form, scales and demographic questions, were accurately
translated to maintain measurement equivalence across both language versions.

Potential participants were sent an invitation with information about the study and a link to the
survey. The survey took approximately 10-15 minutes to complete and began with a Consent
Declaration to ensure the anonymity and confidentiality of the participants’ responses. The main body
of the survey consisted of questions measuring the three key variables: transformational leadership,
belonging and electronic propinquity, using their respective scales.

The survey concluded with a comprehensive demographic section designed to provide more
contextualization and to ensure participants meet the inclusion criteria. This section collected
information on participants' hybrid work arrangements, including the average number of days spent
working in the office versus remotely per week. Additionally, an office/remote-ratio was calculated
using this data, providing a consistent indicator of each participant's hybrid work arrangement. This
data serves as a crucial control variable, allowing the study to account for potential effects of different
hybrid work configurations on the relationships between the main variables of interest.

Furthermore, the demographic section gathered additional information such as age, gender,
nationality, country of residence, industry sector, organizational tenure, team tenure and job level.
These variables are used as control variables in the analysis to account for potential confounding factors
that might influence the relationships under study. By incorporating these controls, the research aims
to isolate the effects of transformational leadership, belonging and electronic propinquity in hybrid

work environments more effectively.

3.3 Variable Measures

Transformational leadership behaviors were measured using a widely recognized and validated scale
developed by Podsakoff et al. (1990). This 23-item scale assesses six dimensions of transformational
leadership: Identifying and Articulating a Vision, Providing an Appropriate Model, Fostering the
Acceptance of Group Goals, High Performance Expectations, Providing Individualized Support and

Intellectual Stimulation. Sample items include "Has a clear understanding of where we are going" and
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"Provides a good model for me to follow". Participants responded on a 7-point Likert scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This conceptualization differs from Bass's (1999) model by
separating Identifying and Articulating a Vision from High Performance Expectations, which Bass
combines under Inspirational Motivation. It also adds Providing an Appropriate Model and Fostering
Acceptance of Group Goals as distinct dimensions not explicitly part of Bass's model. As this
conceptualization synthesizes ideas from various transformational leadership theories, not just Bass's
work, and captures a wider range of transformational behaviors identified in the literature, Podsakoffs
et al’s (1990) scale was adopted in this thesis.

The reliability of the transformational leadership scale was assessed using Cronbach's alpha to
evaluate internal consistency. The overall scale, comprising 23 items, demonstrated excellent reliability
with a Cronbach's alpha of 0.931. Reliability was also examined for each of the six dimensions of
transformational leadership. The Identifying and Articulating a Vision dimension (5 items) had a
Cronbach's alpha of 0.908, while Providing an Appropriate Model (3 items) yielded an alpha of 0.901.
The Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals dimension (4 items) showed an alpha of 0.914 and High
Performance Expectations (3 items) had an alpha of 0.860. The Providing Individualized Support
dimension (4 items) demonstrated an alpha of 0.858 and Intellectual Stimulation (4 items) had an alpha
of 0.869. These results indicate high internal consistency for the overall scale and its individual
dimensions, supporting their reliability for measuring transformational leadership behaviors in this
study.

Belonging was measured using the work group inclusion scale developed by Chung et al. (2019).
This scale is grounded in the theoretical framework of optimal distinctiveness theory, which posits that
individuals have dual needs for belongingness and uniqueness, meaning that individuals seek to
balance their need for inclusion with their desire for individuality (Brewer, 1991). This balance is crucial
in hybrid work environments, where employees may struggle to maintain their unique identities while
also feeling connected to their teams. Thus, the choice of Chung et al.'s (2019) definition is particularly
relevant for the study’s research purpose, as it directly addresses the dynamics of belonging in work
environments, especially in the context of hybrid work settings.

The scale consists of two subscales: one that measures belongingness and another that assesses
uniqueness. Each subscale comprises five items, resulting in a total of ten items that are designed to
capture the extent to which employees feel valued, accepted and connected to their colleagues, as
well as their sense of individuality within the group context. For example, items may include statements
such as "l feel like a valued member of my work group" and "I can express my unique ideas without
fear of judgment". Again, participants responded on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
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The overall belonging scale, consisting of 10 items, demonstrated excellent reliability with a Cronbach's
alpha of 0.932. The belonging subscale, comprising 5 items, showed a Cronbach's alpha of 0.922,
indicating high internal consistency. Similarly, the uniqueness subscale, also consisting of 5 items,
yielded a Cronbach's alpha of 0.878, reflecting strong reliability. These results confirm that the scale
and its subscales are reliable measures for assessing employees' sense of belonging and individuality
within work groups, making it suitable for the context of this study.

Electronic propinquity was assessed using an adapted version of the scale developed by Walther
and Bazarova (2008). The original scale consisted of five 7-point semantic differential items. For this
study, we modified the scale to use 5-point sliders, allowing for more nuanced responses. The scale

included the following pairs of opposing descriptors:

Distant (1) - Nearby (5)
Close (1) - Far (5)
Together (1) - Separate (5)

Proximal (1) - Remote (5)

A

Disconnected (1) - Connected (5)

Participants rated their feelings of closeness by sliding the marker along the scale for each item,
allowing for nuanced responses and providing a comprehensive measure of the participants' perceived
nearness in the context of electronic communication. The use of this scale was intended to capture the
subjective experience of closeness, which is central to the concept of electronic propinquity. By
employing a slider format, we aimed to enhance the sensitivity of the measurement, enabling
participants to express varying degrees of closeness in their mediated interactions.

To ensure the reliability of the electronic propinquity scale and align it with the hypothesis, three
items (2, 3 and 4) were reversely recoded so that higher scores consistently reflected greater
propinquity or closeness. After recoding, the scale confirmed acceptable reliability with a Cronbach's
alpha of 0.762, which indicates a good level of internal consistency for measuring perceived nearness

in electronic communication.

4 Obtained Results, Findings and Discussion

This section presents and interprets the empirical results of the study, offering a detailed analysis of
how transformational leadership (TL) behaviors, belonging and electronic propinquity (EP) interact
within hybrid work environments. The following subsections systematically outline the research

findings, beginning with descriptive and inferential statistics, followed by an in-depth discussion of the
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results in relation to the study’s hypotheses. Practical implications for leadership and team dynamics
are then explored, and finally, the section addresses limitations and proposes avenues for future
research. Together, these components provide a comprehensive understanding of the study’s

contributions and their relevance for both theory and practice.

4.1 Research Findings

This section presents the key findings of the study, organized into four main parts. First, the correlation
matrix (4.1.1) provides an overview of the relationships between TL dimensions, belonging (total and
subscales) and demographic variables, offering initial insights into significant associations. Next, the
linear regression analysis (4.1.2) tests hypothesis 1, examining whether TL behaviors predict an
individual’s sense of belonging while controlling for demographic factors. Following this, the multiple
regression analysis (4.1.3) explores hypothesis 2, assessing which specific TL dimensions are more
strongly associated with belonging and its subscales. Lastly, the moderation analysis (4.1.4) investigates
hypothesis 3, testing whether EP moderates the relationship between TL and belonging across all
scales, including belonging total, the belonging subscale and uniqueness subscale. Together, these
analyses provide a comprehensive understanding of how TL behaviors influence belonging and how EP

might shape these relationships.

4.1.1 Correlation Matrix

As shown in Table 4.1, the correlation matrix provides a first overview of the relationships between the
TL dimensions, belonging (total and subscales) and various demographic variables. Overall, belonging
total and its subscales show significant positive correlations with most TL dimensions. For example,
Identifying and Articulating a Vision (r = .46, p < .01), Providing an Appropriate Model (r = .36, p < .01),
and Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals (r = .49, p < .01) are all positively associated with
belonging. These findings align with expectations, suggesting that TL behaviors contribute to
employees' sense of belonging. However, some TL dimensions, such as High Performance Expectations
(r = -.03) and Intellectual Stimulation (r = .09), show weaker or non-significant correlations with the
belonging subscale, while Intellectual Stimulation remains significantly correlated with the uniqueness
subscale (r=.21, p <.01).

Moreover, EP is significantly positively correlated with both TL behaviors and belonging: It shows
moderate positive correlations with overall TL (r = .20, p < .01) and specific dimensions like Identifying

and Articulating a Vision (r = .28, p <.01) and Providing an Appropriate Model (r = .15, p <.01). Similarly,
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EP is strongly correlated with belonging total (r = .51, p < .01) and its subscales (belonging, r = .53,
p <.01; uniqueness, r = .40, p < .01).

Furthermore, the office-remote ratio is significantly negatively correlated with Intellectual
Stimulation (r = -.25, p < .01), which suggests that perceptions of Intellectual Stimulation may vary
depending on the work environment.

Regarding the demographic variables, age is significantly negatively correlated with overall TL
behaviors (r = -.16, p < .05) and specific dimensions such as Providing Individualized Support (r = -.21,
p < .01) and Intellectual Stimulation (r = -.19, p < .01). This indicates that older employees perceive
their leaders as less transformational. The current role within the organization shows significant
negative correlations with overall TL behaviors (r = -.17, p < .05) and dimensions like Fostering the
Acceptance of Group Goals (r=-.15, p < .05) and Intellectual Stimulation (r =-.21, p < .01). This suggests
that individuals in higher roles may experience fewer TL behaviors from their leaders. Finally,
organizational and team tenure are both positively correlated with age (organizational tenure: r = .64,
p < .01; team tenure (r = .55, p < .01), which reflects expected patterns of longer experience being

associated with older employees.
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4.1.2 Hypothesis 1

A linear regression analysis was conducted to test H1, which proposed that TL behaviors positively
predict belonging, while controlling for demographic variables such as age, gender, education level and
current role within the organization (see Table 4.2). In Model 1, TL significantly predicted belonging,
R?=.193, F(1, 186) = 44.541, p < .001, accounting for approximately 19.3% of the variance in belonging
(8 = .440, t(186) = 6.674, p < .001). In Model 2, demographic variables (age, gender, education level,
and current role) were added to the model as control variables. While the inclusion of these variables
explained an additional, though small, amount of variance (AR?=.025), the change was not substantial
and the overall model remained significant (R? = .218, F(5,182) = 10.154, p < .001). Among the
predictors in Model 2, TL continued to be a strong and significant predictor of belonging (68 = .476,
t(182) = 7.040, p < .001). None of the demographic variables (age, gender, education level or current
role) were significant predictors (p > .05). These findings support H1, demonstrating that TL behaviors
have a strong positive relationship with an individual's sense of belonging, independent of

demographic factors.

Table 4.2

Linear Regression for Belonging total

Model B SE (7] t p

1 TL 441 .066 .440 6.674 <.001

2 TL 477 .068 .476 7.040 <.001
Age -.001 .007 -.008 -.110 913
Gender -.078 124 -.042 -.629 .530
Education Level -.079 .053 -.100 -1.483 .140
Current Role .075 .047 .120 1.581 116

Note. Dependent Variable: Belonging total

To further explore the relationship between TL behaviors and belonging, linear regression analyses
were conducted separately for the two subscales of belonging: Belonging and uniqueness. The results
for these subscales were consistent with the findings for the total belonging scale. For the belonging
subscale (see Table 4.3), TL significantly predicted belonging in Model 1 (R?=.167, F(1, 186) = 37.250,
p < .001), accounting for approximately 16.7% of the variance (8 = .408, t(186) = 6.103, p < .001). In
Model 2, after controlling for the demographic variables, the model explained an additional but small
amount of variance (AR? = .026), with the overall model remaining significant (R? = .193, F(5, 182) =

8.709, p <.001). TL remained a significant predictor in Model 2 (8 = .445, t(182) = 6.478, p < .001), while
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none of the demographic variables were significant predictors (p > .05), although education level is

marginally significant with a p value of .058.

Table 4.3

Linear Regression for Belonging subscale

Model B SE (7] t p

1 TL .487 .080 .408 6.103 <.001

2 TL .530 .082 445 6.478 <.001
Age -.001 .008 -.010 -.130 .896
Gender -.012 .150 -.006 -.083 .934
Education Level -.122 .064 -.131 -1.905 .058
Current Role .084 .057 114 1.474 142

Note. Dependent Variable: Belonging subscale

For the unigueness subscale (see Table 4.4), TL also significantly predicted uniqueness in Model 1

(R%=.168, F(1, 186) = 37.566, p < .001), accounting for approximately 16.8% of the variance (8 = .410,

t(186) = 6.129, p < .001). In Model 2, after adding demographic variables as controls, the model

explained an additional but small amount of variance (AR? = .022), with the overall model remaining

significant (R%=.190, F(5, 182) = 8.522, p < .001). TL continued to be a significant predictor in Model 2

(6=.440, t(182) = 6.402, p < .001), while none of the demographic variables were significant predictors

(p > .05).

Table 4.4

Linear Regression for Uniqueness

Model B SE 6 t p

1 TL .396 .065 .410 6.129 <.001

2 TL .425 .066 .440 6.402 <.001
Age .000 .007 -.005 -.063 .950
Gender -.143 121 -.081 -1.182 .239
Education Level -.036 .052 -.047 -.683 .496
Current Role .066 .046 .109 1.415 .159

Note. Dependent Variable: Uniqueness

All in all, the results for both subscales align with the findings from the total belonging scale. TL

behaviors consistently emerged as a strong positive predictor of employees' sense of belonging and its

subscales, even when controlling for demographic variables. These findings provide robust evidence

supporting H1, which proposed that TL is positively associated with an individual’s sense of belonging.
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4.1.3 Hypothesis 2

To test hypothesis 2, which proposed that the dimensions of Providing Individualized Support,
Identifying and Articulating a Vision and Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals are more strongly
positively associated with belonging than the other dimensions of TL, a multiple regression analysis
was conducted (see Table 4.5). The dependent variable was belonging total and the independent
variables were the six dimensions of TL. In Model 2, control variables (age, gender, education level and
role) were added to assess their impact on the relationships.

In Model 1, which included only the six TL dimensions as predictors: Identifying and Articulating a
Vision (B=0.175, 8 =.228, t = 2.065, p = .040) and Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals (B = 0.236,
68 =.319,t=2.856, p =.005) emerged as significant positive predictors of belonging. As predicted in H2,
all three hypothesized dimensions (Providing Individualized Support, Identifying and Articulating a
Vision and Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals) had positive coefficients, although Providing
Individualized Support (B = 0.044, 6 = .062, t = 0.635, p = .527) was not statistically significant. The
remaining three dimensions (Providing an Appropriate Model, High Performance Expectations and
Intellectual Stimulation) showed negative coefficients and were not significant predictors.

These results partially support H2, as two of the three hypothesized dimensions (/dentifying and
Articulating a Vision and Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals) were positively associated with
belonging, with Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals showing the strongest relationship (8 =.319).
The other three dimensions had negative signs, further reinforcing the idea that the hypothesized
dimensions have a stronger impact on belonging.

In Model 2, demographic control variables (age, gender, education level and role) were added to
the regression model: Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals remained a significant positive
predictor (B=0.281, 8=.379, t = 3.324, p = .001), confirming its strong association with belonging even
after accounting for controls. However, Identifying and Articulating a Vision (B = 0.133, 8 = .174, t =
1.550, p =.123) lost significance in Model 2 when control variables were introduced. Among the control
variables, education level emerged as marginally significant (B=-0.092, 8=-.116, t =-1.758, p =.080),
indicating a slight negative relationship with belonging.

Overall, H2 is partially supported: while all three hypothesized dimensions had positive
relationships with belonging as predicted, only two (I/dentifying and Articulating a Vision and Fostering
the Acceptance of Group Goals) were significantin Model 1, with Fostering the Acceptance Group Goals
remaining significant after controlling for demographic factors in Model 2. This indicates that TL
behaviors related to Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals are particularly important for enhancing

employees' sense of belonging within organizations.
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Table 4.5

Multiple Regression for Belonging total

Model B SE 8 t p

1 Identifying and Articulating a Vision 175 .085 .228 2.065 .040
Providing an Appropriate Model -.007 .065 -.011 -.104 917
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals .236 .083 319 2.856 .005
High Performance Expectations -.015 .055 -.021 -273 .785
Providing Individualized Support .044 .070 .062 .635 527
Intellectual Stimulation -.070 .064 -.090 -1.109 .269

2 Identifying and Articulating a Vision 133 .086 174 1.550 123
Providing an Appropriate Model -.010 .066 -.016 -157 .875
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals .281 .084 379 3.324 .001
High Performance Expectations -.014 .055 -.020 -.259 .796
Providing Individualized Support .062 .070 .086 .878 381
Intellectual Stimulation -.049 .065 -.063 -.763 447
Age -.003 .007 -.029 -.386 .700
Gender -.104 121 -.056 -.857 392
Education Level -.092 .052 -116 -1.758 .080
Current Role .070 .047 112 1.504 134

Note. Dependent Variable: Belonging total

To further explore hypothesis 2, a multiple regression analysis was conducted with the belonging
subscale as the dependent variable, while the independent variables remained the six dimensions of
TL (see Table 4.6). The control variables were again added in Model 2 to assess their impact on the
relationships. In Model 1, which included only the six TL dimensions as predictors: Fostering the
Acceptance of Group Goals emerged as a significant positive predictor (B =0.385, 8 = .438,t=3.958, p
<.001), confirming its strong association with belonging. Intellectual Stimulation showed a marginally
significant negative relationship with belonging (B =-0.147, 8 =-.159, t = -1.966, p = .051). The other
four dimensions (/dentifying and Articulating a Vision, Providing an Appropriate Model, High
Performance Expectations and Providing Individualized Support) were not significant predictors and
had either positive or negative coefficients. These results suggest that Fostering the Acceptance of
Group Goals is the strongest predictor of belonging among the TL dimensions, while Intellectual
Stimulation shows a weak but negative association.

In Model 2, demographic control variables (age, gender, education level and role) were again
added to the regression model: Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals remained a significant positive
predictor (B = 0.440, 8 = .500, t = 4.444, p < .001), further strengthening its role as the most important
dimension for belonging. Intellectual Stimulation continued to show a marginally significant negative
relationship with belonging (B = -0.126, 8 = -.137, t = -1.665, p = .098). Among the control variables,
education level emerged as significant (B=-0.146, 8 =-.155, t =-2.381, p = .018), indicating that higher
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education levels are associated with slightly lower perceptions of belonging. The inclusion of control
variables did not change the significance or direction of the relationships for Fostering the Acceptance
Group Goals or Intellectual Stimulation. However, education level appears to play a role in moderating

perceptions of belonging.

Table 4.6

Multiple Regression for Belonging subscale

Model B SE 8 t p

1 Identifying and Articulating a Vision 142 .100 .157 1.428 155
Providing an Appropriate Model -.015 .077 -.020 -195 .846
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals .385 .097 438 3.958 <.001
High Performance Expectations -014 .065 -.016 -211 .833
Providing Individualized Support .031 .082 .036 372 710
Intellectual Stimulation -.147 .075 -.159 -1.966 .051

2 Identifying and Articulating a Vision .091 101 .100 901 .369
Providing an Appropriate Model -.014 .077 -.018 -179 .858
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals 440 .099 .500 4444 <.001
High Performance Expectations -.014 .065 -.016 -.208 .835
Providing Individualized Support .049 .082 .057 .595 .552
Intellectual Stimulation -126 .076 -137 -1.665 .098
Age -.005 .008 -.044 -.603 .547
Gender -.055 142 -.025 -.387 .699
Education Level -.146 .061 -.155 -2.381 .018
Current Role .083 .055 112 1.522 .130

Note. Dependent Variable: Belonging subscale

Moreover, a multiple regression analysis was conducted for the uniqueness subscale as the
dependent variable, while the independent variables remained the six dimensions of TL (see Table 4.7).
Again, control variables were added in Model 2 to assess their impact on the model. In Model 1, which
included only the six TL dimensions as predictors: Identifying and Articulating a Vision emerged as a
significant positive predictor (B =0.207, 8 =.282, t = 2.438, p = .016), indicating that this dimension has
a meaningful association with uniqueness. The remaining five dimensions (Providing an Appropriate
Model, Fostering Acceptance of Group Goals, High Performance Expectations, Providing Individualized
Support and Intellectual Stimulation) were not significant predictors. Among these, High Performance
Expectations showed a negative coefficient (B = -0.017, 8 = -.024), while others had positive
coefficients but failed to reach significance. These results suggest that Identifying and Articulating a
Vision is particularly relevant for fostering uniqueness within workgroups. Unlike previous analyses for

total belonging and the belonging subscale, only one dimension emerged as significant in this model.
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In Model 2, demographic control variables (age, gender, education level and role) were added to the
regression model: Identifying and Articulating a Vision remained significant (B = 0.175, 8 = .239,
t=2.023, p =.045), reinforcing its importance for uniqueness. None of the other TL dimensions reached
significance in this model. Among the control variables, none were significant predictors of uniqueness
(e.g., education level, B=-0.038, 8 =-.050, t = -0.718, p = .474). The inclusion of control variables did
not substantially alter the relationships observed in Model 1. However, it is noteworthy that Identifying

and Articulating a Vision remained significant even after accounting for demographic factors.

Table 4.7

Multiple Regression for Uniqueness

Model B SE 8 t p

1 Identifying and Articulating a Vision .207 .085 .282 2.438 .016
Providing an Appropriate Model .001 .066 .002 .021 .983
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals .087 .083 122 1.047 296
High Performance Expectations -.017 .056 -.024 -.296 .767
Providing Individualized Support .058 .070 .084 .827 409
Intellectual Stimulation .006 .064 .008 .096 923

2 Identifying and Articulating a Vision 175 .087 .239 2.023 .045
Providing an Appropriate Model -.007 .066 -011 -.103 918
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals 121 .085 170 1.423 157
High Performance Expectations -.015 .056 -.022 -271 .787
Providing Individualized Support .074 .071 107 1.047 297
Intellectual Stimulation .028 .065 .037 422 .673
Age .000 .007 -.005 -.064 .949
Gender -.153 123 -.086 -1.248 214
Education Level -.038 .053 -.050 -.718 474
Current Role .057 .047 .095 1.210 228

Note. Dependent Variable: Uniqueness

In summary, while H2 is partially supported across all analyses, Fostering the Acceptance of Group
Goals consistently emerged as the strongest predictor for belonging (total and subscale), whereas
Identifying and Articulating a Vision was particularly relevant for uniqueness. These findings highlight
how TL dimensions interact differently depending on whether the focus is on group cohesion

(belonging) or individual expression (uniqueness).

4.1.4 Hypothesis 3

To test hypothesis 3, which proposed that EP moderates the relationship between TL and belonging

such that higher EP strengthens this relationship, a moderation analysis was conducted using the
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PROCESS macro (Preacher & Hayes, 2004) in SPSS, using model 1. The results for the total belonging
scale and its subscales are presented in Table 4.8. For the belonging total scale, the moderation analysis
revealed a significant negative interaction effect between TL total and EP (B = -0.214, SE = 0.073,
t=-2.943, p =.004, 95% CI/ [-0.358, -0.071]). This indicates that higher levels of EP actually weaken
the positive relationship between TL and belonging. Furthermore, when examining specific dimensions
of TL, Identifying and Articulating a Vision showed a significant negative moderation effect (B = -0.149,
SE=0.051, t=-2.935, p =.004, 95% C/ [-0.250, -0.049]), Providing an Appropriate Model also exhibited
a significant negative moderation (B =-0.214, SE =0.050, t = -4.258, p <.001, 95% C/ [-0.313, -0.115]),
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals demonstrated a negative moderation effect (B=-0.171, SE =
0.050, t = -3.394, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.270, —-0.071]) and Providing Individualized Support showed a
similar negative moderation pattern (B = -0.1868, SE = 0.054, t = -3.436, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.294,
-0.080]). These findings suggest that while TL generally enhances belonging, higher EP may reduce this
effect.

For the belonging subscale, the overall interaction between TL and EP was not significant (B =
-0.164, SE =0.088, t = -1.869, p = .063, 95% C/ [-0.337, 0.009]). However, the specific dimensions of
TL again indicated a significant negative interaction: Identifying and Articulating a Vision (B = -0.125,
SE=0.061, t =-2.040, p = .043, 95% C/ [-0.245, -0.004]), Providing an Appropriate Model (B = -0.185,
SE =0.061, t =-3.060, p = .003, 95% CI [-0.305, -0.066]), Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals (B
=-0.150, SE=0.059, t =-2.525, p =.012, 95% CI [-0.266, -0.033]) and Providing Individualized Support
(B=-0.160, SE =0.065, t =-2.460, p = .015, 95% CI [-0.288, -0.032]). These results indicate that higher
EP weakens the positive impact of TL on belonging within groups.

For the uniqueness subscale, the interaction effect between TL and EP was also negative (B =
-0.264, SE = 0.075, t = -3.541, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.412, -0.117]). Again, the specific dimensions of TL
showed similar negative moderation effects: /dentifying and Articulating a Vision (B = -0.174, SE =
0.052, t =-3.333, p=.001, 95% ClI [-0.277, -0.071]), Providing an Appropriate Model (B = -0.242, SE =
0.051, t = -4.729, p < .001, 95% C/ [-0.343, -0.141]), Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals (B =
-0.192, SE = 0.053, t = -3.633, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.296, -0.088]) and Providing Individualized Support
(B = -0.214, SE = 0.056, t = -3.848, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.324, -0.104]). These findings suggest that

higher EP may reduce the positive impact of TL on individual uniqueness within groups.
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Table 4.8

Moderation Analysis Results: Interaction Effects

Dependent Variable Interaction Term B LLCI uLCl
TL total x EP -2141 -.3576 -.0705
Identifying a Vision x EP -.1492 -.2495 -.0489
Providing a Model x EP -2135 -.3125 -1146
Belonging total Fostering Group Goals x EP -.1706 -.2698 -0714
High Performance Expectations x EP -.0462 -1527 .0603
Providing Individualized Support x EP -.1868 -.2941 -.0795
Intellectual Stimulation x EP -.1072 -.2197 .0053
TL total x EP -.1639 -.3369 .0091
Identifying a Vision x EP -1246 -.2452 -.0040
Providing a Model x EP -.1852 -.3046 -.0658
Belonging subscale Fostering Group Goals x EP -.1495 -.2663 -.0326
High Performance Expectations x EP -0121 -.1369 1128
Providing Individualized Support x EP -1597 -.2878 -.0316
Intellectual Stimulation x EP -.1082 -.2420 .0257
TL total x EP -.2642 -4115 -.1170
Identifying a Vision x EP -1738 -.2767 -.0709
Providing a Model x EP -.2418 -.3427 -.1409
Uniqueness Fostering Group Goals x EP -.1918 -.2960 -.0876
High Performance Expectations x EP -.0802 -.1885 .0280
Providing Individualized Support x EP -2139 -.3237 -.1042
Intellectual Stimulation x EP -.1062 -.2200 .0076

Overall, H3 is not supported. Instead of strengthening the relationship between TL and belonging,
higher EP actually weakens this relationship across all scales.

To further illustrate the moderation effects of EP on the relationship between TL and belonging,
graphs were created for the significant moderations of the belonging total scale and uniqueness
subscale (see Figures 4.1 and 4.2). These graphs demonstrate how the interaction between TL total and
EP affects the dependent variables. Graphs illustrating moderation effects for specific dimensions of TL
(e.g., Identifying and Articulating a Vision, Providing an Appropriate Model, Fostering Group Goals,
Providing Individualized Support) are included in the annex for reference.

Figure 4.1 visualizes the interaction effect between TL total and EP on belonging total. The graph
shows two lines representing low and high levels of EP. At low levels of EP (-0.791), the relationship
between TL and belonging is strongest (B = 0.495, SE =0.074, t =6.687, p < .001, 95% C/ [0.349, 0.642]),
with a steeper positive slope. At average levels of EP (0.010), the relationship remains significant but
weaker (B = 0.324, SE = 0.063, t = 5.151, p < .001, 95% CI [0.200, 0.448]). While at high levels of EP
(0.610), the relationship is weakest but still significant (B = 0.196, SE = 0.085, t = 2.297, p = .023, 95%
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Cl [0.028, 0.364]), indicated by a flatter slope. This aligns with the moderation analysis results, which

revealed that higher EP weakens the positive impact of TL on belonging (B = -0.214).
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Figure 4.1: Moderation of TL total and Belonging total by EP

Moreover, figure 4.2 illustrates the interaction effect for uniqueness. Unlike the previous graph,
this visualization shows a more distinct flattening of the slope at high levels of EP. At low levels of EP
(-.790), the relationship between TL and uniqueness was strongest (B = 0.501, SE = 0.076, t = 6.589, p
<.001, 95% CI[0.351, 0.651]). At average levels of EP (0.010), the relationship remained significant but
weaker (B =0.289, SE = 0.065, t = 4.482, p < .001, 95% CI [0.162, 0.417]). Whereas at high levels of EP
(0.610), the relationship was weakest and no longer significant (B=0.131, SE=0.087, t =1.495, p=.17,
95% Cl [-0.042, 0.303]).

Overall, the moderation graphs collectively demonstrate that higher EP weakens the positive
relationship between TL and belonging measures. This effect is particularly pronounced for uniqueness
at high levels of EP, where the relationship loses statistical significance entirely, highlighting how virtual
connections may disproportionately affect individual expression within groups compared to overall
feelings of belonging. This suggests that EP has a stronger moderating impact on the uniqueness

dimension of belonging than on overall belonging itself.
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Figure 4.2: Moderation of TL total and Uniqueness by EP

4.2 Discussion

Following the presentation of the main findings, this section delves deeper into the relationships and
patterns that emerged from the data. The discussion is structured to systematically examine the
statistical analyses conducted, beginning with an exploration of the correlation matrix to identify initial
associations among the key variables. This is followed by a detailed evaluation of the hypotheses
through regression and moderation analyses, which provide further insight into the mechanisms
underlying the observed effects. By analyzing these results, the discussion aims to clarify how
transformational leadership, belonging, uniqueness, electronic propinquity and demographic factors
interact within hybrid environments. This sets the stage for a nuanced interpretation of the study’s
contributions and implications.

The correlation matrix offers a first overview of the data and highlights significant relationships
between variables. As expected, belonging total and its subscales show significant positive correlations
with most of the transformational leadership dimensions. However, the results also reveal nuanced
differences between the belonging and uniqueness subscales. For instance, while Intellectual
Stimulation is significantly correlated with the uniqueness subscale, it does not show a significant
relationship with the belonging subscale. This distinction suggests that certain transformational
leadership dimensions might be more in line with individual-focused outcomes, for example fostering

creativity and autonomy, than with group-oriented ones. These observations provide a first
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understanding of how transformational leadership dimensions may differently impact various aspects
of belonging, which will be further investigated in the regression and moderation analyses.

Moreover, the negative correlation between the office-remote ratio and Intellectual Stimulation
suggests that employees who work remotely may find their work more intellectually stimulating
compared to those in office settings. This could be due to the increased autonomy required in remote
environments, where individuals often need to solve problems independently without immediate
support from colleagues or supervisors (Boskovic, 2021). Autonomy in such scenarios may lead to
greater cognitive engagement and an increased sense of intellectual stimulation.

In terms of demographic variables, the findings show a negative relationship between age and
transformational leadership behaviors, indicating that older employees perceive their leaders as less
transformational. Generational differences in leadership expectations or communication preferences
might be causes of this trend. Older employees may have developed different perceptions of leadership
styles over their careers, which can potentially influence how they evaluate transformational behaviors.

Furthermore, the negative correlations between organizational role and transformational
leadership behaviors suggest that individuals in higher roles perceive fewer transformational
leadership behaviors from their leaders. This could be because individuals at higher levels often
function as leaders themselves, reducing their reliance on others for guidance or inspiration.
Consequently, their interactions with leaders may focus less on transformational behaviors and more
on collaborative or strategic discussions. All in all, the correlation matrix provides a first overview of
potential relationships among transformational leadership dimensions, belonging, electronic
propinquity and demographic factors, which will now be further discussed through linear and multiple
regression analyses as well as moderation analysis.

The linear regression analysis supports the hypothesis that transformational leadership is
positively associated with belonging. This relationship remains significant even after controlling for
demographic variables such as age, gender, educational level and role. This emphasizes the important
role of transformational leadership in fostering a sense of belonging within organizations, independent
of individual differences. Moreover, the analysis for the subscales aligns with the findings from the
belonging total scale. Transformational leadership influences both dimensions of belonging when
considered together and separately. This implies that transformational leaders play a pivotal role in
enhancing organizational cohesion by promoting a sense of belonging among employees.

When examining the belonging subscale specifically, the results reveal that transformational
leadership behaviors significantly predict employees’ sense of being accepted and valued as part of
their work group. This finding highlights the importance of leadership behaviors that emphasize shared
goals, mutual respect and emotional support in creating a stable and supportive community within the

workplace.
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Moreover, even though none of the demographic variables were significant predictors, education level
approached marginal significance. This could indicate that individuals with different educational
backgrounds might perceive or experience belonging differently in response to transformational
leadership behaviors. However, this trend requires further exploration to determine its practical
significance.

For the uniqueness subscale, transformational leadership behaviors also emerged as a significant
predictor. This finding highlights the ability of transformational leaders to recognize and appreciate
employees’ individuality and distinct contributions within the group context. By fostering an
environment where unique perspectives are valued, transformational leaders can help employees
maintain their personal identity while feeling integrated into the collective.

The results for both subscales align closely with those for the belonging total scale. This
demonstrates that transformational leadership behaviors are consistently associated with both group-
oriented belongingness and individually-focused uniqueness. However, it is noteworthy that
transformational leadership seems to be a slightly stronger predictor for overall belonging compared
to its subcomponents. This could be due to transformational leadership's holistic approach, which
promotes both collective cohesion and individual recognition at the same time but may have the
greatest effect when these elements are considered together.

The results of the multiple regression analyses for H2 provide a nuanced understanding of how
different dimensions of transformational leadership influence employees' sense of belonging and its
subscales. The analysis for belonging total confirms that the dimensions hypothesized to have a
stronger positive impact (Fostering Acceptance of Group Goals, Identifying and Articulating a Vision
and Providing Individualized Support) indeed emerged with positive coefficients, with the dimensions
of Fostering Acceptance of Group Goals and Identifying and Articulating a Vision being significant.
Among these, Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals is the strongest positive predictor of belonging
total, with its significance remaining even after controlling for demographic variables. This dimension
emphasizes collaboration, teamwork and shared objectives, which directly align with the items in the
belonging scale (e.g., “I am connected to my work group” and “I belong in my work group”). By
promoting a team attitude and spirit, leaders foster interpersonal connections that enhance
employees’ sense of being valued members of their work group.

Notably, while Identifying and Articulating a Vision was significant in Model 1, this dimension lost
significance when demographic controls were introduced. One possible explanation is the influence of
education level, which was marginally significant in Model 2. Higher education levels may reduce
reliance on leaders to articulate a vision, as individuals with advanced education may independently
perceive how their work contributes to organizational goals or societal impact. This autonomy could

diminish the perceived importance of visionary leadership for fostering belonging.
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Moreover, the remaining transformational leadership dimensions (Providing an Appropriate Model,
High Performance Expectations and Intellectual Stimulation) had negative coefficients, though not
significant. This pattern supports the idea that behaviors emphasizing individual cognition or
performance expectations may detract from group cohesion. For instance, while Intellectual
Stimulation can foster creativity, it may also shift focus toward individual problem-solving instead of
collective goals, which could weaken the sense of connection within the group (Tautz et al., 2022).

For the belonging subscale, which focuses on social connection and validation within the group,
Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals again emerged as the strongest predictor. This finding
supports the idea that collaboration and teamwork are essential for creating a supportive community
where employees feel emotionally connected to their peers. Items in this subscale (e.g., “I feel that
people really care about me in my work group”) are closely aligned with the emphasis on shared goals.

Notably, Intellectual Stimulation showed a marginally significant negative relationship with the
belonging subscale. This result suggests that being intellectually challenged might detract from feelings
of group connection. Again, a possible explanation is that Intellectual Stimulation causes individuals to
focus more on their own thinking and problem-solving than on group objectives (Tautz et al., 2022),
which can create a sense of isolation from the group. Additionally, employees who feel overwhelmed
by intellectual demands may struggle to balance their own cognitive efforts with group interactions,
which could further diminish their sense of belonging.

The inclusion of control variables did not alter these relationships significantly but highlighted
education level as a significant negative predictor. Higher education levels may moderate perceptions
of belonging by fostering independence and reducing reliance on group validation or support. This
finding suggests that education level plays a subtle but meaningful role in shaping how employees
experience transformational leadership behaviors.

For the uniqueness subscale, which emphasizes individuality within group dynamics (e.g., “I can
share a perspective on work issues that is different from my group members”), only Identifying and
Articulating a Vision emerged as significant. This result highlights how visionary leadership fosters an
environment where individuals feel empowered to contribute unique perspectives toward achieving
shared goals (Cai et al.,, 2023). Leaders who clearly communicate a compelling vision create a
framework where employees can align their distinct contributions with collective objectives, balancing
individuality with shared purpose.

Unlike previous analyses for belonging total and the belonging subscale, several transformational
leadership dimensions (e.g., Providing Individualized Support and Fostering Acceptance of Group Goals)
were not significant predictors for uniqueness. This difference underscores how uniqueness
emphasizes individuality rather than collective cohesion, shifting the focus toward dimensions that

support personal expression within group settings.
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Notably, while several transformational leadership dimensions showed negative coefficients when
predicting belonging (e.g., Intellectual Stimulation), only High Performance Expectations maintained its
negative coefficient for uniqueness. This might illustrate how, in the absence of sufficient support, high
expectations can lead to pressure that undermines individuality. Rigid performance standards may
make employees feel limited in their ability to voice original thoughts or viewpoints.

The inclusion of control variables did not substantially alter these relationships, with demographic
factors such as education level showing no significant impact on uniqueness. This suggests that
perceptions of uniqueness are less influenced by individual characteristics compared to belonging.

The findings for hypothesis 2 highlight distinct patterns across the three dependent variables: For
belonging total, collaboration-focused behaviors like Fostering Acceptance of Group Goals are most
impactful. For the belonging subscale, Intellectual Stimulation shows a marginally negative relationship
due to its focus on individual cognition rather than group connection. For the uniqueness subscale,
visionary leadership (Identifying and Articulating a Vision) plays a key role in fostering individuality
within collective frameworks. These findings highlight the importance of tailoring transformational
leadership behaviors to address both collective cohesion (belonging) and individual distinctiveness
(unigueness) in hybrid contexts.

The moderation analysis for hypothesis 3 revealed unexpected results, challenging the initial
assumption that electronic propinquity strengthens the relationship between transformational
leadership and belonging. Instead, higher levels of electronic propinquity weakened the positive
association between transformational leadership and belonging across all scales, including the
belonging total, belonging subscale and uniqueness subscale. These findings contradict H3 and suggest
a more complex interplay between leadership behaviors, employees’ sense of belonging and electronic
propinquity. Below, the implications of these results are discussed in detail.

For belonging total, the moderation analysis showed a significant negative interaction effect
between transformational leadership and electronic propinquity. This indicates that higher levels of
electronic propinquity reduce the positive impact of transformational leadership on overall belonging.
While transformational leadership generally enhances belonging by fostering group cohesion and
individual recognition, electronic propinquity appears to act as a substitute for these leadership
behaviors. When employees feel psychologically close to their colleagues through technology-
mediated communication, they may rely more on peer interactions to fulfill their need for belonging,
thereby reducing their dependence on formal leadership.

This substitution effect aligns with functional leadership theory, which emphasizes leadership as a
set of functions that can be fulfilled by any team member, not just formal leaders (Morgeson et al.,

2010). In high electronic propinquity environments, the team itself may collectively meet the needs
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traditionally addressed by transformational leaders, such as fostering collaboration (Fostering the
Acceptance of Group Goals) or providing emotional support (Providing Individualized Support).

Moreover, the findings are in line with Carter et al.s (2020) framework of distributed leadership in
interteam contexts, which holds that leadership is not confined to formal roles but rather emerges
through mechanisms that allow teams to independently manage interdependencies. For example,
regular digital communication enables teams to share resources and self-organize without depending
on leaders to articulate visions or set an example. When external enablers like electronic propinquity
fulfill critical leadership functions (e.g., boundary spanning, coordination), the value of
transformational leadership behaviors and their impact on fostering belonging diminishes.

Furthermore, the substitution effect observed in high electronic propinquity environments, where
peer interactions fulfill roles traditionally attributed to transformational leadership, also aligns with
Costa et al’s (2021) findings on TPV. They demonstrate that in high structural virtuality (e.g.,
lockdowns), teams with autonomy and interdependence reduce TPV by self-managing coordination
and cohesion. Similarly, electronic propinquity’s virtual closeness enables teams to mitigate affective
distance and information deficits independently, diminishing reliance on transformational leadership’s
group-oriented behaviors (e.g., articulating visions).

Notably, the negative moderation effect for belonging total appears to be driven more by the
uniqueness subscale than the belonging subscale. This suggests that while electronic propinquity
reduces the impact of transformational leadership on group-oriented belongingness, its influence is
even stronger when it comes to individual distinctiveness within the group.

For the belonging subscale, the overall interaction between transformational leadership and
electronic propinquity was not statistically significant. However, specific transformational leadership
dimensions (ldentifying and Articulating a Vision, Providing an Appropriate Model, Fostering
Acceptance of Group Goals and Providing Individualized Support) showed significant negative
moderation effects. These findings suggest that electronic propinquity’s substitution effect operates
selectively rather than uniformly across all leadership behaviors. For example, in teams with high
electronic propinquity, leaders’ efforts to articulate a vision or model desired behaviors may feel
redundant if employees already feel validated through peer interactions. However, dimensions like
High Performance Expectations and Intellectual Stimulation showed no significant moderation, likely
because they focus on task-related outcomes rather than interpersonal connection. This distinction
highlights that electronic propinquity primarily substitutes for transformational leadership behaviors
that are directly tied to group cohesion, leaving task-oriented dimensions unaffected.

The strongest negative moderation effects were observed for the uniqueness subscale, which
measures individuality within group dynamics (e.g., “I can share a perspective on work issues that is

different from my group members”). At high levels of electronic propinquity, the relationship between
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transformational leadership and uniqueness weakened significantly and even lost statistical
significance entirely at peak levels of electronic propinquity. This suggests that virtual closeness
disproportionately affects individual expression compared to overall feelings of belonging. One
possible explanation is that high electronic propinquity fosters group cohesion at the expense of
individuality. In digitally connected environments, employees may conform to group norms to maintain
harmony or efficiency in communication workflows. For example, sharing unique perspectives in virtual
settings often carries higher logistical and psychological costs (e.g., scheduling meetings or sending
emails), which may discourage employees from expressing divergent views. Recent research by
Masjutin et al. (2024) supports this, showing that fatigue from virtual meetings significantly increases
individuals’ tendency to conform, making it even less likely for employees to voice unique or dissenting
opinions during online group discussions.

Moreover, electronic propinquity itself may provide employees with a sense of recognition for
their unique contributions through peer interactions, reducing their reliance on leaders for validation.
For instance, when colleagues listen attentively during virtual meetings or acknowledge diverse
perspectives in team chats, employees may feel their individuality is already valued by the group. This
dynamic aligns with functional leadership theory’s emphasis on shared leadership roles within teams.
As discussed by Carter et al. (2023), when peers fulfill the need for individual recognition, formal
leaders become less critical in fostering uniqueness. This is especially relevant in interteam contexts
where distributed leadership and collective efforts can enhance group cohesion and performance,
allowing teams to manage their interdependencies independently rather than relying solely on
designated leaders to provide validation and support.

The stronger negative moderation effects observed for uniqueness compared to belonging suggest
that individuality plays a pivotal role in shaping overall feelings of belonging in high electronic
propinquity environments. While social connection (belonging subscale) remains important, it is
individuality (uniqueness subscale) that differentiates transformational leadership’s impact in hybrid
settings. When employees feel psychologically close to their colleagues but lack opportunities to
express their unique perspectives (due to logistical barriers or conformity pressures), their overall
sense of belonging diminishes despite strong group cohesion. This dynamic highlights how virtual
communication environments can flatten individuality while amplifying collective closeness. Leaders
who fail to address this balance risk undermining employees’ holistic sense of belonging by prioritizing
group-oriented behaviors over individual recognition.

In conclusion, hypothesis 3 was not supported. Instead of strengthening the relationship between
transformational leadership and belonging, higher electronic propinquity weakened this relationship
across all scales. The substitution effect observed in high electronic propinquity environments suggests

that peer interactions increasingly fulfill roles traditionally attributed to formal leaders, particularly
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when it comes to fostering group cohesion and recognizing individuality. Moreover, these results
highlight how electronic propinquity has a stronger moderating impact on uniqueness than on overall

belonging itself. Implications for practice as well as limitations will be discussed below.

4.3 Implications for Practice

For practitioners navigating hybrid work environments, these insights emphasize the need for leaders
to adapt their behaviors by balancing collective cohesion with intentional efforts to preserve
individuality within teams. These findings have significant implications for practice, suggesting that
leaders should adapt their strategies based on the level of electronic propinquity within their teams
and focus on dimensions like Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals to enhance belonging.

In light of the multiple regression findings, and considering the level of electronic propinquity is
either not taken into account or is relatively low, leaders in hybrid teams should prioritize behaviors
that foster the acceptance of group goals. This dimension emerged as the strongest predictor of
employees’ sense of belonging, even when controlling for demographic variables. Practically, this
means leaders should focus on structured team training and intentional team-building activities.
Evidence-based practices such as cross-training and team coaching are shown to enhance collaboration
and shared understanding, which are essential for effective teamwork (Salas et al., 2018). Regularly
setting clear and challenging team goals, clarifying roles and facilitating open discussions for problem-
solving further strengthen team cohesion and alignment.

Moreover, in hybrid work environments, it is essential to intentionally plan meetings and activities
that foster team connectedness, as spontaneous informal interactions are less frequent. Face-to-face
time should be dedicated to tasks best performed together, such as brainstorming, team building and
strategic discussions, while digital tools can support ongoing collaboration. Creating opportunities for
social and emotional connection, both virtually and in person, helps maintain a sense of belonging and
strengthens the collective identity of the team, even when members are often apart (Buta et al., 2024).

However, while Intellectual Stimulation is a hallmark of transformational leadership, the findings
indicate it may have a marginally negative effect on belonging. This likely stems from its focus on
individual cognition and problem-solving rather than collective goals. Thus, leaders should balance
intellectual challenges with opportunities for group interaction, avoid overemphasizing individual
problem-solving at the expense of team cohesion and ensure that efforts to stimulate creativity do not
inadvertently create isolation or overwhelm employees, particularly in remote contexts where support
may be less immediate.

Moreover, to foster a sense of uniqueness within teams, leaders should focus on Identifying and

Articulating a Vision, as this dimension was the only significant predictor for the uniqueness subscale,
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even when controlling for demographic factors. Practically, leaders in hybrid and virtual teams should
consistently communicate a clear and inspiring vision that unites team members around shared goals.
This involves regularly articulating the team’s future direction, explaining how each member’s unique
strengths contribute to the vision and fostering optimism about what the team can achieve together
(van der Voet & Steijn, 2021). By doing so, leaders foster an environment where team members feel
both unique and connected, enabling them to align their distinct strengths with the team’s overarching
purpose, which is especially important in hybrid contexts where informal cohesion is less frequent.

However, as revealed by the moderation analysis, these practical implications diminish in
relevance within high electronic propinquity environments. Contrary to hypothesis 3, the results
demonstrate that higher electronic propinquity actually weakens the positive impact of formal
transformational leadership on belonging and uniqueness. In high electronic propinquity
environments, peer interactions increasingly fulfill roles traditionally attributed to formal leaders, such
as fostering group cohesion and recognizing individuality. This substitution effect aligns with functional
leadership theory, which holds that leadership is a set of functions that can be performed by any team
member, not just formal leaders (Morgeson et al., 2010). In practice, this means leaders should
facilitate conditions for peer leadership and distributed responsibility, enabling team members to step
into leadership roles as needed. More precisely, leaders should encourage open communication and
peer recognition, so that employees feel both connected and individually valued by their colleagues
and not just their managers (Santos et al., 2015). In highly connected virtual environments, leaders
should also recognize when to step back, allowing the team’s collective processes and peer interactions
to address needs traditionally handled by formal leadership.

Moreover, the findings highlight the risk that high electronic propinquity may foster group
cohesion at the expense of individuality, as employees may conform to group norms for efficiency or
harmony in digital workflows. Thus, leaders must be mindful of potential for conformity pressures in
virtual settings and should actively create opportunities for employees to share divergent perspectives
and unique ideas, even when group cohesion is strong. Digital tools should be used not only to connect
team members but also to highlight and celebrate individual contributions, helping to balance the
needs for belonging and uniqueness in virtual collaboration (Masjutin et al., 2024).

The observed substitution effect and diminished reliance on formal leadership in high electronic
propinquity contexts signal a broader shift toward functional leadership, meaning that team members
themselves must proactively assume peer leadership roles to sustain both uniqueness and belonging.
For practice this means, peers should proactively engage in expressive support (e.g., acknowledging
unique contributions in virtual channels) and boundary spanning (e.g., facilitating cross-team
collaboration) to validate individuality while maintaining cohesion (Edelmann et al., 2024). For

instance, explicitly inviting dissenting perspectives during video calls or tagging colleagues’ niche
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expertise in shared documents helps counteract conformity pressures inherent in digitally connected
teams. Moreover, peers in self-managing teams must co-create and reinforce shared norms (e.g.,
response-time expectations, meeting protocols) to reduce ambiguity and guide behaviors necessary
for effective collaboration (Eseryel et al., 2021). By rotating responsibilities like meeting facilitation or
progress tracking, team members distribute leadership labor, ensuring that recognition and cohesion
emerge organically from peer interactions rather than hierarchical oversight. Ultimately, in high
electronic propinquity contexts, team members’ active participation in these roles diminishes reliance
on formal leaders for individual validation, aligning with the substitution effect observed in the findings.

All in all, these findings underscore the evolving nature of leadership in hybrid and digitally
connected teams. To effectively foster both belonging and uniqueness, leaders must tailor their
strategies to the team’s level of electronic propinquity, actively guiding and uniting teams when digital
closeness is low and enabling distributed, peer-driven leadership when connectivity is high. By striking
this balance and remaining attentive to both collective cohesion and individual expression,
organizations can build inclusive teams that thrive in the complexities of modern hybrid work

environments.

4.4 Limitations and Future Research

The findings of this study should be interpreted in light of several limitations, which also point toward
promising directions for future research. Firstly, the study’s sample size of 189 participants, while
sufficient for initial quantitative analyses, limits the generalizability of the findings. Additionally, the
sample was predominantly composed of employees from Germany and Central Europe, with a high
proportion of participants holding at least a bachelor’s degree, potentially limiting the transferability
of findings to other cultural or educational contexts. To enhance generalizability, future research should
include a larger and more diverse sample in terms of geography, educational background and
organizational structure. Building on this, examining contextual moderators such as organizational
culture, team size and specific technologies used, could provide a deeper understanding of the
conditions under which these findings hold true.

Moreover, a notable limitation is the lack of data from both leaders and their subordinates.
Capturing perspectives from both sides would have enriched the analysis, allowing for a more nuanced
understanding of how leadership behaviors are enacted and perceived within hybrid teams. Future
research should consider multi-level designs to explore potential discrepancies or alighments between
leader self-reports and employee perceptions. Longitudinal research would also help clarify causal
relationships and track changes in belonging and uniqueness over time, especially as hybrid work

practices continue to evolve.
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Another key limitation of this study is the conceptualization of hybrid work as a single, unified category,
without distinguishing between different degrees of virtuality or types of hybrid arrangements. This
approach may mask important differences in how leadership behaviors and team dynamics function
across various hybrid configurations, such as office-centric, balanced or remote-dominant models.
Future research should examine how specific hybrid arrangements interact with leadership styles and
team processes, to identify whether certain configurations require distinct leadership approaches or
foster different patterns of belonging and uniqueness.

Moreover, the diminished efficacy of transformational leadership in high electronic propinquity
environments raises critical questions about its suitability for modern hybrid work dynamics. While
transformational leadership’s leader-centric model remains theoretically robust, its reliance on
hierarchical inspiration and individualized influence appears increasingly misaligned with the
decentralized, peer-driven interactions enabled by digital tools in high electronic propinquity teams.
The substitution effect observed in this study, where peer interactions fulfill functions like fostering
cohesion and recognizing individuality, suggests hybrid environments naturally facilitate functional
leadership models better suited to digital workflows. Thus, future research should prioritize functional
leadership frameworks to better understand how belonging and uniqueness can be fostered in evolving
hybrid work environments. For instance, future research could investigate under what hybrid
configurations functional leadership most effectively enhances belonging. Moreover, it would be
valuable to examine whether peer-led vision articulation through digital collaboration platforms
outperforms formal leadership in sustaining belonging for globally dispersed teams or how specific
peer behaviors, for example virtual recognition rituals or asynchronous emotional support, fulfill
belonging needs traditionally met by leaders.

Furthermore, the stronger moderating effect of electronic propinquity on uniqueness compared
to belonging, reveals critical gaps in understanding how digital connectivity reshapes self-expression in
hybrid teams. While electronic propinquity facilitates group cohesion through frequent peer
interactions, it appears to heighten conformity pressures in virtual workflows, creating a paradox
where collective closeness erodes individual distinctiveness. Thus, future research should investigate
how peer validation mechanisms in high electronic propinquity environments, such as emoji reactions
in digital collaboration platforms or shout-outs in virtual stand-ups, influence whether team members
feel comfortable sharing unique perspectives or instead feel pressure to conform. In the same vein,
future research should investigate whether asynchronous communication platforms, such as shared
documents, threaded discussions or project management tools, better preserve employees’ sense of
uniqueness in high electronic propinquity environments by enabling reflective, differentiated input,

compared to synchronous methods like real-time video conferences.
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In summary, this study advances our understanding of leadership and team dynamics in hybrid work
settings, while also revealing important limitations that guide future research. Notably, the findings
underscore the complex role of electronic propinquity, which not only fosters group cohesion but may
also intensify conformity pressures, thereby challenging the expression of individual uniqueness within
teams. Future research should build on these insights by disentangling how digital connectivity shapes
both belonging and uniqueness. By investigating these nuanced dynamics across varied hybrid
configurations and leadership approaches, scholars can better illuminate the conditions that enable

both collective cohesion and authentic self-expression in the evolving landscape of hybrid work.

5 Conclusion

The transformation of the modern workplace, accelerated by digitalization and the COVID-19
pandemic, has established hybrid work as a defining characteristic of modern organizations. This thesis
aimed to investigate how transformational leadership behaviors influence employees’ sense of
belonging in hybrid work environments, with particular attention to the moderating role of electronic
propinquity. Drawing from foundational theories of belonging, transformational leadership and
electronic propinquity, the study addressed three core hypotheses: (1) that transformational
leadership behaviors are positively associated with belonging; (2) that certain dimensions of
transformational leadership, specifically, Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals, Identifying and
Articulating a Vision and Providing Individualized Support, are more strongly linked to belonging than
others; and (3) that electronic propinquity moderates the transformational leadership — belonging
relationship, strengthening it in high electronic propinquity contexts.

The empirical results robustly confirm the first hypothesis: transformational leadership behaviors
are a strong and significant predictor of employees’ sense of belonging in hybrid teams, even after
controlling for demographic factors. This underscores the critical role of leadership in fostering
emotional connection, inclusion and identification within dispersed and digitally mediated teams.
Notably, transformational leadership’s positive effect extends to both the collective dimension of
belonging (feeling accepted and valued by the group) and the individual dimension (uniqueness within
the group), highlighting the multidimensional impact of effective leadership.

The second hypothesis received partial support. Among the six transformation leadership
dimensions, Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals consistently emerged as the strongest and most
significant predictor of belonging, both in aggregate and when focusing specifically on the belonging
subscale. Identifying and Articulating a Vision also demonstrated a significant relationship, particularly
with the uniqueness dimension, suggesting that visionary leadership empowers individuals to align

their distinct contributions with shared objectives. Providing Individualized Support, while theoretically
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important, did not reach statistical significance in the models, indicating that in hybrid contexts,
collective-oriented leadership behaviors may be more impactful for fostering belonging than
individually tailored support. Conversely, dimensions such as Intellectual Stimulation and High
Performance Expectations showed weak or even negative associations with belonging, suggesting that
an overemphasis on cognitive challenge or performance pressure may unintentionally undermine
group cohesion.

The third hypothesis was not supported. Contrary to expectations, higher levels of electronic
propinquity actually weakened the positive relationship between transformational leadership and
belonging. This substitution effect suggests that when digital tools effectively foster peer-to-peer
closeness, the distinctive contribution of formal leadership to belonging diminishes. In high electronic
propinquity environments, peer interactions and distributed leadership increasingly fulfill the functions
traditionally attributed to formal leaders, such as articulating vision, modeling behaviors and providing
emotional support. The moderation effect was particularly noticeable for the uniqueness dimension,
where high electronic propinquity significantly flattened the positive impact of transformational
leadership. This raises concerns that virtual closeness may foster conformity at the expense of
individual expression.

These findings advance the theoretical understanding of leadership and belonging in hybrid work.
They demonstrate that while transformational leadership remains a powerful driver of belonging, its
impact is context-dependent and most pronounced when digital closeness is low and the need for
formal leadership is high. As electronic propinquity increases, the locus of influence shifts from leaders
to the team as a whole, aligning with distributed and functional leadership models. This dynamic is
particularly relevant in hybrid settings, where fluid team configurations and widespread digital
mediation create new opportunities and challenges for sustaining both group cohesion and authentic
individuality.

For practitioners, the results suggest that leaders in hybrid teams should prioritize fostering shared
goals and articulating a compelling vision to enhance belonging, especially when digital closeness is
limited. However, in highly connected virtual environments, leaders should intentionally step back,
enabling peer-driven processes and functional leadership to flourish. At the same time, they must be
aware of the risk of conformity pressures and actively create space for the expression of diverse
perspectives, in order to ensure that individuality is not lost in the pursuit of cohesion.

These conclusions should be viewed in light of several limitations. The geographically concentrated
and relatively small sample restricts generalizability and the study’s treatment of hybrid work as a
single category may overlook important differences between hybrid configurations. Relying solely on
employee self-reports also limits insight into the dynamics between leaders and team members. Future

research should prioritize functional leadership frameworks, examining their effectiveness under
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specific hybrid arrangements (e.g., office-centric vs. remote-dominant models), while using diverse
samples and multi-level designs. Deeper exploration of how electronic propinquity balances peer
cohesion with uniqueness through mechanisms like asynchronous communication or peer validation
is also critical to advance hybrid work theory.

In sum, this thesis demonstrates that transformational leadership is an essential but contextually
contingent lever for fostering belonging in hybrid work environments. Its influence is strongest when
digital closeness is low, but as electronic propinquity rises, the leadership role shifts toward the
collective, challenging traditional leader-centric models. Organizations seeking to build resilient,
inclusive and high-performing hybrid teams must therefore cultivate both strong leadership and
empowered, peer-driven collaboration, creating environments where collective cohesion thrives

alongside authentic individuality as the world of work continues to evolve.
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Annexes

Annex A: Moderation Analysis for Belonging Total

5
4,5
4
®
§ 3,5 4
2’ —e— Low
- | Propinquity
bgn 3 --48--- High
E Propinquity
2,5
2 4
1,5 A
1 T

Low Identifying a Vision High Identifying a Vision

Figure A.1: Moderation of Identifying and Articulating Vision and Belonging total by EP
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Figure A.2: Moderation of Providing an Appropriate Model and Belonging total by EP
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Figure A.3: Moderation of Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals and Belonging total by EP
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Annex B: Moderation Analysis for Belonging Subscale
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Figure B.1: Moderation of Identifying and Articulating a Vision and Belonging subscale by EP
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Figure B.2: Moderation of Providing an Appropriate Model and Belonging subscale by EP
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Figure B.3: Moderation of Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals and Belonging subscale by EP
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Figure B.4: Moderation of Providing Individualized Support and Belonging subscale by EP
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Annex C: Moderation Analysis for Uniqueness
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Figure C.1: Moderation of Identifying and Articulating Vision and Uniqueness by EP
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Figure C.2: Moderation of Providing an Appropriate Model and Uniqueness by EP
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Figure C.3: Moderation of Fostering the Acceptance of Group Goals and Uniqueness by EP
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