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Executive Summary 

Despite the growing popularity of remote work, people’s perceptions of the impact of work 

mode (home versus office) on performance and customer satisfaction remain widely 

unknown. Importantly, extant research suggests that people’s perceptions regarding the 

effects of work mode may differ for themselves compared to others (e.g., Polman et al., 2021; 

Ratner & Kahn, 2002). To address this research gap, we raise the following research question: 

Do individuals perceive the impact of remote work differently for themselves compared to 

others? 

Research in the Self-Other domain consistently reveals a recurring pattern: individuals tend to 

perceive themselves as superior to others. Studies by Polman (2012; 2018; 2021), Pronin 

(2004), and Davidson (1983) prominently observe this trend.  

These pieces of research form a solid foundation for the formulated hypothesis.  H1: 

Individuals believe that working from home is more effective for themselves compared to 

others. 

To test our hypothesis, we conducted an online experiment using the online survey platform 

Qualtrics. We recruited 200 participants (Mage = 35-44, SD = 1.43, 62% female) (table 4) from 

Prolific―an online platform that facilitates the recruitment of participants for research studies 

(CITE). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (perspective: self vs other) x 3 (context: 

banking vs insurance vs IT) mixed-design. While perspective was manipulated between-

subjects, context was manipulated within-subjects. They were in certain situations on a 7-

point Likert scale. For example, 1 = “Much less satisfied”; 7 = “Much more satisfied”. 

Participants were asked to imagine scenarios in which either they or a colleague were working 

remotely. The survey (Appendix III) consists of three contexts (Banking, Insurance, and IT 

specialist), each with three bundled question ‘blocks’. 

When looking at the results, we can say the following. On average, participants indicated that 

customers would be more satisfied when they worked remotely compared to when others 

worked remotely. On average, participants indicated that customers would think the person 

helping them is more skilled, competent and reliable with this service when they worked 

remotely compared to when others worked remotely. On average, participants indicated that 

customers would think the person helping them is more trustworthy when they worked 
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remotely compared to when others worked remotely. All three findings showed no significant 

diferences between the three contexts (banking, insurance, and IT). When looking at the key 

findings, we can accept hypothesis one.  

Do individuals perceive the impact of remote work differently? To answer this question, yes. 

When we look at the key findings, we see that, on average, the participants indicated that 

customers would be more satisfied and think they are more reliable and trustworthy when they 

worked remotely compared to when others worked remotely. 

The biggest recommendation I could make for future research is to research additional 

mediating variables, such as uniqueness, less malleability, emotional intelligence and 

communication frequency, that might influence self-other perception biases. 

  



5 
 

1. Introduction 
The COVID-19 pandemic has brought about an unprecedented shift towards remote working, 

fundamentally changing how we interact and collaborate. Amidst this transformation, a deeper 

understanding of human behaviour, particularly how individuals perceive themselves 

compared to others, has become crucial. This study investigates the intersection of remote 

work and self-perception, exploring if individuals perceive the impact of remote work 

differently for themselves compared to others.  

Since the onset of the pandemic in 2019, working remotely has become a topic that is getting 

more popular daily. In most workplaces, a hybrid model where employees work three days 

from the office and two days from home has become commonplace. Currently, 12.7% of full-

time employees work from home, and 28.2% of employees have adapted to a hybrid work 

model (Aksoy et al., 2022). Despite the growing popularity of remote work, people’s 

perceptions of the impact of work mode (home versus office) on performance and customer 

satisfaction remain widely unknown. Importantly, extant research suggests that people’s 

perceptions regarding the effects of work mode may differ for themselves compared to others 

(e.g., Polman et al., 2021; Ratner & Kahn, 2002). In an attempt to address this research gap, we 

raise the following research question: Do individuals perceive the impact of remote work 

differently for themselves compared to others?  

My thesis consists of three parts: the ‘Executive Summary’, the main content, which includes 

the introduction, the literature review, the research methodology and the general discussion, 

and the last part, the appendices where the reference list, survey flow and questions and the 

tables/graphs are located.  
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2. Literature Review 
2.1 Self-Other Di0erences  

Self-other difference research examines how people's judgments, perceptions, or behaviours 

differ when they consider themselves compared to when they consider others. It explores the 

cognitive, emotional, and neural mechanisms underlying self-perception, empathy, 

perspective-taking, and social cognition. For instance, based on differences in psychological 

distance, people have been found to perceive the purchasing power of their money to be higher 

than that of others (Polman et al., 2018). Similarly, consumers tend to believe that products 

are more effective for others than for themselves, a perception rooted in beliefs of uniqueness 

(Polman et al., 2021). This line of research extends to various phenomena, such as empathy 

gaps causing valuation discrepancies between buyers and sellers (Kurt et al., 2013) and the 

tendency of individuals to overestimate others' valuations due to self-serving biases (Ziano et 

al., 2023). Additionally, people tend to recognise biases in others while denying similar biases 

in themselves (Pronin et al., 2004) and often misjudge others' preferences, assuming others 

dislike diverse options even if they enjoy them (Barasz et al., 2016). Complex inferences about 

others' choices frequently lead to erroneous beliefs (Barasz & Kim, 2022). 

Moreover, self-other rating discrepancies have revealed that managers who underestimate 

themselves are often rated more effective by others (Fleenor et al., 1996). The "third-person 

effect" highlights how individuals believe that media influences others more than themselves 

(Davison, 1983), while the "end-of-history illusion" causes people to underestimate their future 

changes despite recognising changes in the past (Quoidbach et al., 2013). Furthermore, 

individuals tend to rate themselves more positively on desirable and controllable traits, 

attributing them to personal control (Alicke, 1985). These findings collectively demonstrate a 

common theme: people generally view themselves as superior to others, which is particularly 

evident in studies like Polman et al. (2018; 2021), Pronin (2004), and Davison (1983).  

2.2 Remote Work 

In addition to research on self-other differences, understanding the dynamics of remote work, 

especially in COVID-19, is crucial for this study. Research has shown that remote work is 

becoming a standard practice, offering benefits such as increased productivity and reduced 

office costs (Bradshaw, 2023). However, it also presents challenges, including work 
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intensification and disconnection issues, despite increasing job satisfaction and well-being 

(Felstead & Henseke, 2017). The shift to remote work has been associated with increased 

sedentary behaviour, emphasising the need for strategies to promote physical activity 

(Koohsari et al., 2021). While remote work can boost motivation and productivity, it also 

introduces ergonomic and social interaction challenges (Virtanen, 2020). Although it 

temporarily enhances job satisfaction, remote work has not shown significant long-term 

effects on work-life balance (Bellmann & Hübler, 2020). The increased flexibility of remote work 

also blurs boundaries, often leading to overwork and heightened stress (Como et al., 2021). 

Furthermore, ethical practices, including maintaining a healthy work environment, 

significantly impact the quality of work life (QWL) and employee well-being (Reilly et al., 2012). 

As work location and behaviour shift due to office automation and remote work technologies 

(Olson, 1983), companies like Microsoft have observed more static and siloed collaboration 

networks, reducing interconnectedness (Yang et al., 2022). Employees are seeking clarity 

regarding post-pandemic work arrangements, driven by anxiety and burnout from ongoing 

uncertainty (Alexander et al., 2021). Despite the challenges, remote work remains highly 

popular due to its flexibility (Buffer | State of Remote Work 2023), and the trend is expected to 

continue, with discrepancies between employer policies and employee preferences persisting 

(Aksoy et al., 2022). Nearly a quarter of the American workforce is projected to be remote by 

2025 (Haan, 2023). Organisations must ensure transparent communication and adequate 

support to maintain productivity and employee well-being (Sull et al., 2020). However, remote 

work expectations often misalign with the realities of intensified work and household 

responsibilities (Shirmohammadi et al., 2022), extending work hours and merging professional 

with domestic duties, thereby increasing stress (Swathi, 2022). While self-leadership and job 

autonomy can enhance productivity, they also heighten stress due to family-work conflict and 

isolation (Galanti et al., 2021). This forced flexibility during the pandemic challenges 

productivity and well-being, necessitating solid organisational support and technological tools 

(Franken et al., 2021). Overall, the COVID-19 pandemic has significantly accelerated the 

adoption of remote work, leading to productivity growth and economic shifts (Barrero, 2021). 

However, this productivity varies across socioeconomic groups, with some experiencing 

declines and mental health issues (Etheridge et al., 2020). Although these studies on remote 

work and COVID-19 provide valuable context, they are not directly tied to the central research 
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question or hypotheses. However, they are essential for understanding the broader 

environment in which remote work perceptions are formed. 

Finally, research on customer behaviour also plays a significant role in understanding self-

other differences in remote work perceptions. For instance, individuals often overestimate 

others' willingness to pay, leading to pricing misconceptions (Frederick, 2012). Consumers 

may diverge from others in identity-signalling product domains to communicate desired 

identities (Berger & Heath, 2007). Low self-complexity can result in more extreme emotional 

reactions to success or failure (Linville, 1985). When others observe, individuals tend to make 

more varied consumption choices to create a favourable impression (Ratner & Kahn, 2002). 

Consumers also prefer products made by mistake due to their uniqueness, particularly in non-

utilitarian domains (Reich et al., 2018). The Consumer Need for Unique (CNFU) scale reveals a 

cross-cultural desire for uniqueness (Ruvio et al., 2008), while self-esteem and social interest 

are critical indicators of quality of life, influenced by environmental experiences and 

interactions (Ziller, 1974). The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated remote work adoption, 

offering flexibility and introducing challenges like isolation and blurred work-home boundaries 

(Abolina & Veselova, 2021). Social perceptions are critical in shaping individual, interpersonal, 

and societal consumer behaviour (Ordabayeva et al., 2022). While beneficial, digital workplace 

technologies can also introduce negative consequences like technostress (Marsh et al., 2022). 

While not directly related to remote work, these insights from consumer behaviour research 

provide a deeper understanding of the psychological mechanisms at play in self-other 

perception differences. 

2.3 Hypotheses Development 

Findings in the Self-Other research field collectively demonstrate a common theme: people 

generally view themselves as superior to others, which is particularly evident in studies like 

Polman (2018; 2021; 2012), Pronin (2004), and Davidson (1983). This body of research forms a 

solid foundation for Hypothesis 1.  

H1: Individuals believe that working from home is more effective for themselves 

compared to others. 

This hypothesis suggests that people perceive their remote work performance as ‘superior’ to 

their peers.  
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3. Research Methodology 
In order to test our hypothesis, we conducted an online experiment using the online survey 

platform Qualtrics. We recruited 200 participants (Mage = 35-44, SD = 1.43, 62% female) (table 

4) from Prolific―an online platform that facilitates the recruitment of participants for research 

studies (CITE). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (perspective: self vs other) x 3 

(context: banking vs insurance vs IT) mixed-design. While perspective was manipulated 

between-subjects, context was manipulated within-subjects. They were in certain situations 

on a 7-point Likert scale. For example, 1 = “Much less satisfied”; 7 = “Much more satisfied”. 

Participants were asked to imagine scenarios in which either they or a colleague were working 

remotely. The survey (Appendix III) consists of three contexts (Banking, Insurance, and IT 

specialist), each with three bundled question ‘blocks’. Outcome satisfaction and service 

recommendation likelihood are bundled in the first block, and skills, competence, and 

reliability are bundled in the second. Trust in brand and service quality is in the third block. The 

first question was a consent question, followed by one of the three contexts. The participant 

got a small briefing regarding the context, followed by the three question blocks. The first 

question was about outcome satisfaction (1 = “Much less satisfied”; 7 = “Much more 

satisfied”). The second question of the first block was about the service recommendation 

likelihood (1 = “Much less likely”; 7 = “Much more likely”). For the second block, the first 

question was regarding skills (1 = “Much weaker”; 7 = “Much stronger”). The second question 

was about competence (1 = “Much less competent”; 7 = “Much more competent”). The third 

question was about reliability (1 = “Much less reliable”; 7 = “Much more reliable”). The last two 

questions in the third block were about trust of brand (1 = “Much less trustworthy”; 7 = “Much 

more trustworthy”) and service quality (1 = “Much worse”; 7 = “Much better”). The Self or Other 

condition was randomised, so the respondent got either the ‘Self-survey’ or the ‘Other-survey’. 

Also, the contexts were randomised; sometimes, the respondents answered the questions for 

IT first, and sometimes, they answered Bankin first. In the end, all the respondents had to fill in 

the demographics questions consisting of gender, age, education level, employment status, 

industry, job role, years of experience, company size, remote work experience, type of remote 

work, household compositions and childcare responsibility.  
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4. Results 
I ran a ‘Factor Analysis’ for all three blocks to see if the total of the ‘Total Variance Explained’ 

was higher than 1. Table 1 (Appendix V: Figures) shows that the total is 1.879 for block 1. Table 

2 shows that the total is 2.608 for block 2. Table 3 shows that the total is 1.800 for block 3. All 

three ‘Total Variance Explained’ tables show a total>1, meaning we can compute the variables 

as ‘Functions and Special Variables’, Mean. The new names are ‘DV1Banker’, ‘DV1Insurer’, 

‘DV1IT’, ‘DV2Banker’, ‘DV2Insurer’, ‘DV2IT’, ‘DV3Banker’, ‘DV3Insurer’, ‘DV3IT’.  

Participants evaluated how  

4.1 Perceived Customer Satisfaction 
To examine differences in the extent of customer satisfaction, I conducted a factor analysis to 

determine whether the items X, Y, and Z measure the same construct (i.e., perceived customer 

satisfaction). The results revealed that all three items were loaded onto the same construct. 

Thus, I averaged. 

Then, I conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with perspective (self versus other) as the 

independent variable and perceived customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. The 

analysis revealed main efects of replicate (F(2, 394) = 12.40, p < .001, partial η2 = .059) and 

perspective (F(1, 197) = 4.89, p = .030, partial η2 = .024).  

In particular, on average, participants indicated that customers would be more satisfied when 

they worked remotely compared to when others worked remotely (Mself = 3.63, SD = 0.96 vs. 

Mother = 3.40, SD = 0.74). There was no significant diference regarding this strength of the efects 

of perspective on customer satisfaction and service recommendation likelihood across the 

three diferent contexts (F(2, 394) = 1.15, p = .32). There is no main effect of replicate because 

the p-value is more significant than 0.05. 
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4.2 Perceived Competence 
To examine the effect of perspective on perceptions of skills, competence, and reliability 

across the three different contexts (e.g., banking, insurance, and IT), I conducted a factor 

analysis to examine whether the items X, Y and Z measure the same construct (i.e., perceived 

competence). The results revealed that all three items were loaded onto the same construct. 

Thus, I averaged. 

Then, I conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with perspective (self versus other) as the 

independent variable and perceived competence as the dependent variable. Consistent with 

H1, a repeated measures ANOVA with perspective (Self versus Other) as between-subjects 

factor and replicate as within-subjects factor revealed main efects of replicate (F(2, 394) = 

19.24, p < .001, partial η2 = .089) and perspective (F(1, 197) = 1.17, p = .28, partial η2 = .006) on 

perceived competence.  

In particular, on average, participants indicated that customers would think the person helping 

them is more skilled, competent and reliable with this service when they worked remotely 

compared to when others worked remotely (Mself = 4.00, SD = 1.01 vs. Mother = 3.87, SD = 0.81). 

There was no significant diference regarding this strength of the efects of perspective on 



12 
 

skills, competence and reliability across the three diferent contexts (F(2, 394) = .59, p = .55). 

There is no main effect of replicate because the p-value is more significant than 0.05. 

 

4.3 Perceived Trust  
To examine the impact of perspective on perceptions of trust across three different contexts 

(e.g., banking, insurance, and IT), I conducted a factor analysis to examine whether items X, Y, 

and Z measure the same construct (i.e., perceived trust). The results revealed that all three 

items were loaded onto the same construct. Thus, I averaged. 

Then, I conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with perspective (self versus other) as the 

independent variable and perceived trust as the dependent variable.  

Consistent with H1, a repeated measures ANOVA with perspective (Self versus Other) as 

between-subjects factor and replicate as within-subjects factor revealed main efects of 

replicate (F(2, 394) = 21.53, p < .001, partial η2 = .099) and perspective (F(1, 197) = 1.18, p = .28, 

partial η2 = .006) on perceived trust.  

In particular, on average, participants indicated that customers would think the person helping 

them is more trustworthy when they worked remotely compared to when others worked 

remotely (Mself = 4.00, SD = 1.04 vs. Mother = 3.87, SD = 0.84). There was no significant diference 

regarding this strength of the efects of trust of brand and service quality across the three 
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diferent contexts F(2, 394) = .25, p = .78). There is no main efect of replicate because the p-

value is more significant than 0.05. 

 

5. General Discussion 
5.1 Theoretical Implications 

Research in the Self-Other domain consistently reveals a recurring pattern: individuals tend to 

perceive themselves as superior to others. This trend is prominently observed in studies by 

Polman (2012; 2018; 2021), Pronin (2004), and Davidson (1983). The study by Polman et al. 

(2021) is particularly significant as it examines the belief in personal uniqueness, identifying it 

as a mediating factor. Their findings indicate that consumers generally view themselves as 

more unique than others (Polman et al., 2021). Similarly, the idea of being less susceptible to 

influence is reinforced by research from Davison (1983) and Polman et al. (2021). The "third-

person effect" suggests that individuals believe media has a more significant impact on others 

than on themselves (Davison, 1983), and it demonstrates that consumers perceive themselves 

as less malleable compared to others (Polman et al., 2021). 
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Regarding my research, there are three key findings. On average, participants indicated that 

customers would be more satisfied when they worked remotely compared to when others 

worked remotely. On average, participants indicated that customers would think the person 

helping them is more skilled, competent and reliable with this service when they worked 

remotely compared to when others worked remotely. On average, participants indicated that 

customers would think the person helping them is more trustworthy when they worked 

remotely compared to when others worked remotely. All three findings showed no significant 

diferences between the three contexts (banking, insurance, and IT). When looking at the key 

findings, we can accept hypothesis one. Unfortunately, we cannot accept nor refute 

hypotheses 2 and 3 because uniqueness and malleability have not been thoroughly tested.  

When we compare the two sets of key findings (Literature and our research), we see 

considerable similarity. As mentioned, individuals tend to perceive themselves as superior to 

others (Polman et al., 2012; 2018; 2021; Pronin, 2004; Davidson, 1983). The three key findings 

indicate that individuals tend to perceive themselves as superior to others. The key findings 

also extend previous research from Polman (2012; 2018; 2021). They are adding to the work of 

self-other research. 

To return and answer the central research question. Do individuals perceive the impact of 

remote work differently for themselves compared to others? To answer this question, yes, 

individuals perceive the impact of remote work differently for themselves compared to others. 

When we look at the key findings, we see that, on average, the participants indicated that 

customers would be more satisfied and think they are more reliable and trustworthy when they 

worked remotely compared to when others worked remotely.  

5.2 Practical Implications 

How can managers use this research for their benefit? Managers should be aware that 

employees might overestimate their own performance and effectiveness when working 

remotely. This can lead to biased self-assessments and possibly overconfidence in the 

success of remote work arrangements. When people think they are doing more work or are 

better, their colleague’s friction could arise. To mitigate this friction, managers should be 

aware of this research and handle the potential friction promptly and adequately.  
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5.3 Future Research 

There are multiple future research options. Besides the countless self-other research that 

could be done on different subjects. Future research could explore whether the perception 

biases observed in this study vary significantly across different industries. While this study 

found no significant differences between banking, insurance, and IT, more in-depth analysis 

could reveal industry-specific trends, particularly in sectors with different remote work 

cultures. Future research should also investigate how organisational culture influences self-

other perception biases in remote work. 

The biggest recommendation I could make for future research is to research additional 

mediating variables, such as uniqueness, less malleability, emotional intelligence and 

communication frequency, that might influence self-other perception biases. 
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Appendix IV: Raw Data 
 
To access the raw data, make use of the following link: https://liveeur-
my.sharepoint.com/:x:/g/personal/705859ah_eur_nl/ETBqacypjt9Am7tiKXP2zOABze4-
VXgUY3_hCENKHmQ9Hw?e=av3AbO. Or send an email to 705859ah@eur.nl  

https://liveeur-my.sharepoint.com/:x:/g/personal/705859ah_eur_nl/ETBqacypjt9Am7tiKXP2zOABze4-VXgUY3_hCENKHmQ9Hw?e=av3AbO
https://liveeur-my.sharepoint.com/:x:/g/personal/705859ah_eur_nl/ETBqacypjt9Am7tiKXP2zOABze4-VXgUY3_hCENKHmQ9Hw?e=av3AbO
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Appendix V: Figures  

 
Table 1: Factor Analysis of Question Block 1 

Table 2: Factor Analysis of Question Block 2 

Table 3: Factor Analysis of Question Block 3 

 

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of Gender and Age 
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Table 5: Within-Subjects Factors DV1 

 
Table 6: Descriptive Statistics of DV1 like Mean and SD 

 

Table 7: Results of repeated-measures ANOVA DV1 
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Table 8: Results of repeated-measures ANOVA DV1 

 
Graph 1: Mean of Perceived Customer Satisfaction across three diRerent contexts 

 
Table 9: Within-Subjects Factors DV2 
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Table 10: Descriptive Statistics of DV2 like Mean and SD 

 

 

Table 7: Results of repeated-measures ANOVA DV2 
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Table 12: Results of repeated-measures ANOVA DV2 

 
Graph 2: Mean of Perceived Competence across three diRerent contexts 

 
Table 13: Within-Subjects Factors DV3 
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Table 14: Descriptive Statistics of DV3, like Mean and SD 

 

 
Table 15: Results of repeated-measures ANOVA DV3 

 
Table 16: Results of repeated-measures ANOVA DV3 
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Graph 3: Mean of Perceived Trust across three diRerent contexts 


