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ABSTRACT
Employees and employers alike are striving to realize the potential of hybrid work. Based on 
energy, recovery, and remote work intensity theories, we expected that daily fluctuations in work 
locations (i.e. remote versus onsite) provide employees different opportunities for energy-related 
mechanisms (i.e. taking breaks as needed versus feeling included), which would have conse
quences for daily energy levels and evening recovery experiences. Using a daily diary study with 
morning, workday, and evening surveys (n = 3,138 days; N = 271 employees), multilevel path 
analysis revealed that, on days spent onsite at their workplace, employees feel more included, 
energized, and have better recovery experiences (i.e., detachment and relaxation) that evening. 
Conversely, on days spent remotely, employees can take more breaks as needed, ending the day 
more energized and then better able to detach and relax that evening. These findings reveal new 
theoretical insights into the dynamics of how work location affects hybrid worker daily energy 
levels and evening recovery. Practical implications point to the importance of considering these 
energy-related trade-offs of daily variation in work locations. For example, by considering the 
consequences of where work is executed and the need to balance opportunities for autonomy and 
connection across onsite and remote locations.
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Hybrid working, where employees conduct some of their 
work from home or another non-work location for at 
least some of their regular work pattern (Gajendran 
et al., 2024), has become increasingly desirable among 
employees and is often touted as the new normal (Aksoy 
et al., 2022; Allen et al., 2024; Dowling et al., 2022). As 
a result, employers are grappling with how to manage 
these work arrangements and harness the potential. At 
the same time, scholars are trying to understand the 
phenomenon of hybrid working more deeply. This 
form of work entails dynamic switches in where, when, 
and how work activities are executed, which has impli
cations for both individual employee and team function
ing (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). A recent meta-analysis 
found that job attitudes and performance are higher for 
employees who spend a greater proportion of their time 
working remotely, however there was no relationship 
between remote work intensity and employee well- 
being (Gajendran et al., 2024). This finding is surprising, 
given that hybrid/remote work is perceived to reduce 
commute times and increase flexibility (Aksoy et al.,  
2022), factors associated with greater work-life balance 
and well-being (Beckel & Fisher, 2022). However, there 

are two main problems with the conclusion that hybrid 
working has no bearing on employee well-being.

First, prior research is mostly cross-sectional and relies 
on comparisons between people who work remotely 
and those who do not (Gajendran et al., 2024; for excep
tions see: Delanoeije & Verbruggen, 2020; Toscano et al.,  
2025). This approach is problematic, as the work location 
of hybrid workers varies day by day. The experience of 
juggling these dynamic switches in work location, and 
associated ways of working (i.e., modalities, temporality), 
is unique for hybrid workers, yet the dynamics of work 
location are not yet fully explored (Lauring & Jonasson,  
2025). With this in mind, the anticipated well-being 
benefits of hybrid work may not be absent, but are 
instead embedded in the daily fluctuations of work loca
tion. Second, prior research has mostly focused on nega
tive indicators of well-being (i.e., stress, burnout). 
However, it may be important to consider positive day- 
level indicators of well-being dynamics, like energy and 
recovery (Ilies et al., 2015; Quinn et al., 2012; Venz et al.,  
2024), to reveal not only the daily process as it unfolds, 
but also possibly the benefits of enacting hybrid working 
for well-being (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025).
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Thus, in our study, we focus on employees’ daily 
energy levels and subsequent recovery experiences 
after work as positive indicators of well-being unfolding 
within the day (Ilies et al., 2015; Quinn et al., 2012; Venz 
et al., 2024). Building on findings of the broader hybrid/ 
remote work literature (Gajendran et al., 2024; Lauring & 
Jonasson, 2025), we argue that daily work location 
relates to daily energy and recovery experiences via 
two main pathways: more opportunity to take work 
breaks as needed when working remotely versus more 
opportunity to experience workgroup inclusion when 
working onsite. Figure 1 summarizes our approach. To 
evaluate this daily impact of work location on energy 
and recovery via the proposed mechanisms (i.e., work 
breaks, inclusion), we conducted a daily diary study with 
hybrid workers.

We make three main contributions. First, by exam
ining the full process over the course of the workday 
and into the evening, we reveal the overall impact of 
daily fluctuations in work location for factors relevant 
to employee well-being (i.e., daily energy levels and 
recovery experiences). Second, by examining work 
breaks as an energy-related mechanism, we build on 
earlier research about behaviours that are important 
for daily energy (Lyubykh et al., 2022) yet under- 
explored in the context of hybrid working. Third, by 
examining felt inclusion, we expand the nomenclature 
on isolation for hybrid/remote workers (Gajendran 
et al., 2024). Workgroup inclusion represents feeling 
you belong and can be your unique self (Shore et al.,  
2011), and although it has been promoted as impor
tant for hybrid work (Dowling et al., 2022), empirical 
insights are only just now emerging (e.g., Dhanani 
et al., 2024; Schertler et al., 2024). Overall, we aim to 
inform how daily variation in work location shapes 
energy during work and recovery experiences after 
work is done, with a view to informing new practical 
strategies for realizing the potential of hybrid work 
arrangements.

Theoretical background: hybrid work, energy, and 
recovery

Energy and recovery theories suggest that energy (i.e., 
feeling vital and alert) is a dynamic resource that is used 
up through daily effort expenditure on work (Meijman & 
Mulder, 1998; Quinn et al., 2012; Sonnentag, 2018). 
According to the effort-recovery model (Meijman & 
Mulder, 1998), when the demands of work are too high 
and the resources (i.e., autonomy, support) available to 
cope with these demands are not sufficient, then work 
drains energy and risks longer-term detrimental health 
consequences. Over the shorter-term, dynamic energy 
theory (Quinn et al., 2012) argues that employees are 
sensitive to energy loss and are proactive in managing 
their energy during the workday by putting their 
resources to use (e.g., taking breaks as needed). This 
thinking is aligned with the effort-recovery model 
(Meijman & Mulder, 1998), which also argues that 
employees regulate their effort (i.e., withdraw or mini
mize effort as needed) to mitigate the negative load 
implications of demanding work on their energy (and 
other health and well-being states). Meanwhile, theore
tical accounts of the recovery paradox (Sonnentag, 2018) 
assume that demanding work makes recovery more 
difficult because of depleted energy. According to 
these accounts, if limited energy is left over at the end 
of the workday, then self-regulatory capability is 
impaired and there is less potential for attaining highly 
needed recovery experiences.

Collectively, these theoretical approaches on energy 
and recovery suggest that: 1) daily experiences of work 
can shift one’s energy level around a set point, 2) there 
are things employees can do and/or be exposed to on 
a daily basis that influence their energy level, and 3) 
when an employee ends the day more depleted than 
usual, this lack of energy can spill over into non-work 
time and derail the attainment of recovery experiences. 
Conversely, when energy is at a more acceptable level by 
the end of working, then there is more capacity for 

Figure 1. Conceptual model.
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recovery that evening. Although these energy and 
recovery approaches help to understand the daily pro
cess, they are silent on the specific mechanisms at play in 
the context of hybrid work.

Turning to the hybrid/remote work literature, the 
work location (i.e., where) shapes different modalities 
and temporality of working (i.e., how, when; Lauring & 
Jonasson, 2025), and thus variance in the opportunity for 
employee autonomy and connection (Gajendran et al.,  
2024). The dual pathway model of remote work intensity 
identifies two main mechanisms by which hybrid work 
can affect employee outcomes (Gajendran et al., 2024). 
According to the model and the supporting meta- 
analytic results, although working remotely can afford 
one more autonomy, at the same time, it is also isolating, 
which is why remote work has mixed or nuanced effects 
on a range of employee outcomes. As already high
lighted, although the Gajendran et al. (2024) meta- 
analysis revealed many benefits of hybrid working, it 
also revealed non-significant impacts for well-being out
comes (e.g., stress, burnout, work-life interference). One 
might be surprised by this non-significant finding, given 
the thinking behind the employee value proposition of 
hybrid work (i.e., to feel well, manage work-life balance) 
and, as well, because of the otherwise positive benefits 
of remote work for a range of job attitudes (e.g., satisfac
tion, commitment) and other outcomes, including 
supervisor-rated job performance. However, benefits 
(or costs) for well-being might be more temporary, per
haps unveiled when examined on a daily basis, rather 
than in between-person comparisons. Moreover, the 
mixed effects may be explained by countervailing 
energy conserving versus draining mechanisms of days 
working remotely.

Inspired by the dual pathway model (Gajendran et al.,  
2024), we sought to identify key energy-related mechan
isms aligned with the dimensions of autonomy and iso
lation, that are affected by variation in work location (i.e., 
onsite versus remote). We expect that days working 
remotely should allow more autonomy to take breaks 
as needed, which protects daily energy. Conversely, days 
working remotely should result in more isolation from 
one’s workgroup, and thus, less opportunity for inclu
sion, which risks daily energy. Below we outline why we 
focus on these mechanisms and justify our hypotheses.

Hypothesis development: energy-related 
mechanisms of hybrid work

Work breaks
Work breaks have been found to be important for 
employee energy and well-being (Lyubykh et al., 2022; 
Quinn et al., 2012; Zacher et al., 2014) and in particular 

for remote worker well-being. When remote workers 
take fewer breaks, they experience more physical health 
complaints (i.e., headaches), but also, more compro
mised after work recovery (i.e., more fatigue, sleep pro
blems; Cropley et al., 2023). During the pandemic and 
the rapid shift to remote work arrangements, there was 
concern that employees would work longer hours and 
take less breaks, potentially due to a lack of social cues or 
interruptions that naturally facilitate breaks when work
ing onsite (e.g., a chat around the water cooler), or 
alternatively, due to a sense of being monitored and/or 
pressured to be constantly available and accessible 
when working remotely (McPhail et al., 2023). However, 
when working remotely, although employees tend to 
work slightly longer hours, they also tend to take more 
breaks and/or longer breaks (for reviews see: Cruz- 
Ausejo et al., 2023; Fauzi & de Lucca, 2022), potentially 
due to greater autonomy in terms of scheduling, which 
favours rest breaks and the distribution of work hours 
across the day.

Remote versus onsite workdays are likely to vary in 
terms of how and when work gets done. Remote work
days likely have more asynchronous temporality of work
ing (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025), meaning individuals 
decide the pace and scheduling of their work more 
independently. Guided by the dual pathway model of 
remote work intensity (Gajendran et al., 2024), we sug
gest that working remotely from a non-work location 
(e.g., home, cafés), as compared to onsite from a work 
location, should afford more autonomy to take breaks as 
needed during the workday, likely because of more free
dom to select and schedule one’s work and rest activities 
throughout the day (Cruz-Ausejo et al., 2023; Fauzi & de 
Lucca, 2022). Conversely, days working onsite should 
have more synchronous temporality of working (i.e., 
work is more collaborative and performed with others 
in real time: Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). As 
a consequence, one’s opportunity to take breaks as 
needed throughout the day is likely to be more limited, 
due to less individual autonomy over the pace and 
scheduling of work (Gajendran et al., 2024). Thus, we 
expect:

Hypothesis 1: On days when working from 
a remote (vs onsite) location, an employee can 
take more work breaks as needed during work.

There is increasing interest in work breaks as a within- 
day mechanism for the momentary recovery of energy 
during the workday (Lyubykh et al., 2022; Trougakos & 
Hideg, 2009). Although work breaks have no overall 
direct impact on employee job performance (i.e., breaks 
can be both good and bad for performance), work 
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breaks are beneficial for energy and other well-being 
indicators (Albulescu et al., 2022). Indeed, even short 
“microbreaks” taken throughout the workday are found 
to enhance vitality and lower fatigue (Kim et al., 2018; 
Zacher et al., 2014).

Dynamic energy and momentary recovery theories 
(Quinn et al., 2012; Trougakos & Hideg, 2009) suggest 
that break-taking should be autonomous and rooted in 
recovery needs, for it to be an effective energy manage
ment approach. Prior cross-sectional research demon
strates that when breaks are taken as needed and fit 
within natural work patterns, then employees experi
ence less tension, stress, and exhaustion, but they do 
not disengage from work (Wilkes et al., 2018). Moreover, 
daily diary research shows that when break-taking is 
more intentional and frequent throughout the workday, 
employees feel less distressed and fatigued by the end 
of working (Blasche et al., 2017). Thus, we expect:

Hypothesis 2: On days when an employee takes 
more work breaks as needed during work, they 
have more energy by the end of working.

Workgroup inclusion
Employee inclusion manifests at multiple organizational 
levels; however, an individual’s sense of felt inclusion is 
heavily shaped by the interactions, relationships, and 
daily experiences within their immediate workgroup, 
which exert the most proximal influence on how 
included they feel (Chung et al., 2020; Randel, 2025). 
The rise of hybrid work arrangements has resulted in 
growing concerns for felt inclusion (Dowling et al.,  
2022), with both pros and cons identified. While 
remote/hybrid work might allow some employees to 
feel safer and more included (e.g., women, people of 
colour, neurodivergent), at the same time, remote/ 
hybrid work might undermine inclusion efforts by not 
having these workers regularly be a part of the work 
environment. A key concern is the finding that remote 
work increases social isolation (Gajendran et al., 2024), 
which can undermine organizational strategies aimed at 
creating more inclusive work environments, both in 
terms of facilitating a sense of belonging, but also, 
encouraging that everyone can be their unique selves, 
which together bring about felt inclusion (Shore et al.,  
2011).

Even before the pandemic gave rise to academic 
interest in this topic, there was evidence highlighting 
the social isolation risks that can transpire from enga
ging in remote work. For example, studies demon
strate working remotely can create barriers to 
communication and coordination (Hinds & Bailey,  
2003), a sense of disconnection from the organization’s 

broader goals (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007), and feel
ings that one is less included at work when compared 
to in-office counterparts (Morganson et al., 2010). 
Indeed, similar patterns have emerged in the post- 
covid world, with the prevalence of remote work con
tinuing to be common. Remote/hybrid work comes 
with a reduction in face-to face contact and informal 
exchanges with co-workers (Morrison-Smith & Ruiz,  
2020). These informal exchanges are necessary for 
accessing social support (Dhanani et al., 2024). 
Qualitative research also suggests employees feel 
most included when working face-to-face, because it 
helps them feel more socially connected (Dhanani 
et al., 2024). Moving beyond these qualitative insights, 
Schertler et al. (2024) used a random intercept cross- 
lagged panel model to confirm longitudinally that 
when employees work remotely, they feel less 
included in their workgroups.

Across these studies, there is clear and consistent 
evidence that remote work can undermine an employ
ee’s sense of inclusion. Integrating this research with 
theories of remote and hybrid work (Gajendran et al.,  
2024; Lauring & Jonasson, 2025) helps to explain why 
remote workdays can negatively impact inclusion. 
Days spent working remotely are more isolating from 
one’s usual workgroup (Gajendran et al., 2024) and 
also involve more asynchronous work and digital com
munication (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). These modes 
of working involve less opportunity for face-to-face 
contact and spontaneous exchanges with co-workers 
in real time, factors which are essential for feeling 
inclusion (Dhanani et al., 2024; Schertler et al., 2024). 
Thus, we suggest that days spent working remotely 
compromises feelings of inclusion from one’s work
group, because of the isolating effects of having less 
opportunities for in-person and real-time connection. 
Conversely, working onsite facilitates more workgroup 
inclusion, due to greater opportunities for these ways 
of connecting.

Hypothesis 3: On days when working from an 
onsite (vs remote) location, an employee will feel 
more workgroup inclusion during work.

Although inclusion has not been examined as an energy 
mechanism in the recovery process (Sonnentag et al.,  
2022), several studies point to its energizing potential. 
A growing body of research links inclusion with lower 
emotional exhaustion and higher affective well-being 
(Humphrey et al., 2024; Li et al., 2022; Merlini et al.,  
2025). Similarly, Iqbal et al. (2025) used time-lagged 
data to demonstrate that inclusive leadership fostered 
relational energy among neurodivergent employees. 
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Together, these findings suggest that feeling included at 
work helps sustain employees’ energy.

Research on social support and connection further 
explains why inclusion can support energy. Beyond 
instrumental support, positive workplace relationships 
provide important interpersonal resources, like assis
tance and friendship (Colbert et al., 2016), which may 
be protective of energy loss when working (Meijman & 
Mulder, 1998; Quinn et al., 2012). Indeed, qualitative 
research with remote workers suggests the absence of 
interpersonal support is experienced as “energy drain
ing” (Pensar & Mäkelä, 2023). Beyond the receipt of 
support and other interpersonal resources, inclusion 
might also conserve energy through self-regulatory 
mechanisms. When employees feel included, they can 
engage more authentically and confidently, without 
expending effort on self-monitoring, impression man
agement, or regulating negative affect (Leary & Downs,  
1995; Reis et al., 2000). This state of being reduces reg
ulatory strain and enables energy to be conserved and 
reallocated throughout the workday. Inclusion thus sus
tains energy both interpersonally, by affording access to 
supportive social exchanges, and intrapersonally, by 
reducing self-regulatory strain. As such:

Hypothesis 4: On days when an employee feels 
more inclusion during work, they have more 
energy by the end of working.

Implications for evening recovery experiences
Recovery is typically conceived of as a process of 
unwinding from the demands of work and can be stu
died as a state of recovery and/or the achievement of 
recovery experiences (Sonnentag et al., 2022). In this 
study, we focused on the recovery experiences of psy
chological detachment and relaxation. Psychological 
detachment involves mental distance from work during 
non-work time, and relaxation low psychological and 
physical activation (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Attaining 
these specific recovery experiences is important, as 
meta-analyses have shown that detachment and relaxa
tion are substantially associated with a broad range of 
indicators of health and well-being (Headrick et al., 2023; 
Steed et al., 2021), with most effect sizes exceeding 
those of other recovery experiences (i.e., mastery, 
control).

To date, research on the impact of work location on 
recovery processes is quite limited (Agolli & Holtz,  
2023; Sonnentag et al., 2022). Pre-pandemic cross- 
sectional research suggests that working across time 
(i.e., “anytime”; longer, more varied hours) results in 
less detachment, but working across space (i.e., “any
where”; different locations as needed) has no effect on 

detachment (Mellner et al., 2016). Qualitative research 
suggests that various energy-consuming aspects of 
remote work (i.e., poor spatial and temporal bound
aries, and the lack of social support) can make detach
ment more difficult for teleworkers (Pensar & Mäkelä,  
2023). However, a recent diary study revealed counter
vailing effects of flexible work on detachment and 
other recovery processes, with flexibility demands hav
ing the potential to cause both work-life conflict and 
enrichment processes (Kubicek et al., 2022). Thus, 
a work location, in and of itself, might not directly 
impact on recovery experiences. Daily influences on 
evening recovery could be more indirect, for instance, 
via the energy drain of the workday. Negative implica
tions for recovery might be more evident on days 
when energy has been depleted more than usual for 
an employee, that is, when energy levels are relatively 
more depleted than their normal or average levels. As 
previously outlined, according to the recovery paradox 
(Sonnentag, 2018), transitioning from work to leisure 
time with depleted energy reserves can compromise 
the potential for recovery that evening. According to 
this paradox thinking, the negative spillover effect 
from work to nonwork is thought to occur because, 
once already depleted of energy, it is more challenging 
to self-regulate oneself in order to achieve psychologi
cal detachment and relaxation.

Psychological detachment from work during non- 
work time requires redirecting one’s attention from 
work to another thought content (Sonnentag & Fritz,  
2015). To be able to “switch off” from work, one needs 
to inhibit job-related thoughts (Brosschot et al., 2006) 
and focus on non-work matters instead (Hahn et al.,  
2012). Suppressing unwanted thoughts (i.e., job-related 
thoughts after work) requires self-regulatory resources 
(Hofmann et al., 2012). These self-regulatory resources, 
however, are scarce when energy is depleted at the end 
of the workday (Lian et al., 2017). Similarly, relaxation 
requires downregulating negative activation that 
resulted from stressful work experiences (Iser-Potempa 
et al., 2024). Again, lack of self-regulatory resources 
makes it difficult to influence negatively activated states 
(Grillon et al., 2015), impeding subsequent relaxation. 
Indeed, prior daily diary studies, which account for 
between-persons variance, show depleted energy at 
the end of a workday compromises recovery that eve
ning, including both detachment and relaxation experi
ences (Cangiano et al., 2021; Xanthopoulou et al., 2018). 
Thus, we predict:

Hypothesis 5: On days when an employee has less 
energy by the end of working, they experience less 
detachment and relaxation that evening.
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Drawing on the dual pathway model of remote work 
intensity (Gajendran et al., 2024) and following our the
orizing (Hypotheses 1–5), we also expect serial indirect 
effects as part of the full conceptual model (see 
Figure 1). More specifically, working from an onsite (vs 
remote) location will have negative indirect effects on 
daily energy level and recovery experiences through 
reduced autonomy (i.e., less work breaks), but positive 
indirect effects on daily energy level and recovery 
experiences through reduced isolation (i.e., more inclu
sion). Although there is existing evidence for some of the 
component paths we have theorized, our study provides 
a complete and simultaneous test of these mechanisms 
and the full process, as it unfolds across the day and into 
the evening. In this way, we evaluate the potentially 
countervailing effects for energy, and in turn recovery, 
of working from an onsite versus a remote location 
each day.

Method

Design and procedure

This daily diary study was conducted over three work 
weeks (i.e., Monday to Friday) with Australian employees 
completing surveys at three times each day: in the 
morning (6 am − 9am) to assess energy levels upon 
waking (to be used as a planned control variable); at 
the end of the workday (4 pm−7pm) to measure work 
location, workgroup inclusion, work breaks, and energy 
levels at the end of working; and in the evening (9 pm 
−12am) to evaluate recovery experiences before bed. 
Participants were recruited using convenience sampling, 
including professional networks and social media adver
tisements. Participants were offered the opportunity to 
enter a prize draw and receive personalized feedback at 
the conclusion of the study, along with a research-based 
tip sheet on recovery strategies.

To be eligible for participation, individuals were 
required to meet the following criteria: be over 18  
years of age; reside in any Australian time zone through
out the data collection period; be employed in a single 
company or position for at least 29 hours per week dur
ing standard daytime business hours; and have reliable 
internet access. A custom-made web-based application 
automated the all stages of the research: sign-up and 
consent; completion of a baseline survey; time-zone 
specific survey reminders for the experience sampling 
component; and the personalized feedback report after 
participation.

The data presented here forms part of a larger project, 
where 761 eligible participants signed up to the study 
and completed a baseline survey. Of this sample, we 

retained 413 participants who provided at least two 
responses to each experience sampling survey (i.e., 
morning, work, evening), for the purposes of multilevel 
modelling. Specific to this study, 271 of these partici
pants were characterized as “hybrid workers”, deter
mined through items in the baseline survey where they 
reported having flexibility in determining their work 
location. Chi-square tests and t-tests revealed no differ
ences in age (p = .247), gender (p = .240), or weekly work 
hours (p = .108) between the retained hybrid partici
pants and non-retained sample. However, the retained 
hybrid workers (M = 4.48, SD = 1.42) did have lower base
line emotional exhaustion compared to those without 
work location flexibility (M = 5.31, SD = 1.31) (p < .001). 
The retained hybrid worker sample provided n = 3,020 
(M = 11.14, SD = 4.17) morning surveys, n = 2,569 (M =  
9.48, SD = 4.00) end of workday surveys, and n = 2,744 
(M = 10.13, SD = 4.44) evening surveys. The survey com
pliance ranged from 63% to 74%.

Participants

Average age was 40.46 years (SD = 8.14, range: 20–68). 
The sample comprised individuals who identified as 
women (57.6%, n = 156) and men (41.7%, n = 113), 
with two individuals who identified as non-binary or 
preferred not to say. Participants worked mostly full- 
time hours each week (M = 40.87, SD = 5.68) and had 
a mean job tenure of 3.44 years (SD = 3.77). Participants 
were mostly highly educated, with the majority having 
a university degree or higher (80.7%). The highest fre
quency occupational group was professionals (48.7%, 
n = 132), for example, teachers, researchers, and allied 
health workers, followed by managers (n = 74), clerical 
and administrative workers (n = 23), community and 
personal service workers (n = 10), trades/labourers, 
machinery operations, and drivers (n = 9), sales workers 
(n = 8), and 15 participants did not disclose a specific 
occupation. A total of 55% of the sample supervised 
other employees.

Measures

See Table 1 for the descriptives, reliabilities, and correla
tions. Unless otherwise stated, all measures used 
a 7-point Likert response scale (1 = strongly disagree to 
7 = strongly agree).

Work location
The location where work took place was measured in 
the end of workday survey with a custom categorial 
item. We asked, “From what location did you primarily 
work today?”, with options: workplace or another 
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work-related location; home or another non-work- 
related location; a combination of work and non- 
work related locations; or a different location (please 
describe). Responses were then categorized as 
a remote location (e.g., home or other non-work loca
tion) or an onsite location (e.g., onsite at workplace or 
other work-related location). Less than 5% of the work
days were reported as a mix of onsite or remote loca
tions or were unable to be clearly coded based on 
participant descriptions. Work location for these days 
was re-coded as missing. This procedure provided n =  
1,432 days primarily in an onsite location (coded as 
“1”) and n = 925 days primarily in a remote location 
(coded as “0”). Thus, a higher score on the work loca
tion variable reflects an onsite versus a remote loca
tion. As per Table 1, based on the surveys submitted 
during the monitoring period, the mean proportion of 
days spent primarily onsite was M = 0.61 (SD = 0.49), 
which suggests employees were working on average 
approximately 2 days per week remotely.

Work breaks
In the end of workday survey, the breaks subscale 
from the Workplace Interruptions Measure (Wilkes 
et al., 2018) assessed participant’s break-taking beha
viour throughout the workday. The participants 
responded to three items that assessed freedom to 
take breaks over the course of the workday (e.g., 
“Today . . . when I grew tired on a work task, I took 
a break”).

Workgroup inclusion
Workgroup inclusion was measured in the end of work
day survey using an adapted version of the Work Group 
Inclusion Scale (Chung et al., 2020). The stem for the 
items was “Today . . . ”, with an example belongingness 
item of “I was treated as a valued member of my work 
group” and an example uniqueness item of “People in my 
work group listened to me even if my views were 
dissimilar”.

Energy level
We measured energy level at the end of the workday 
through a novel pictorial battery scale (Weigelt et al.,  
2022). Participants were provided with the following 
instruction of “How one feels at the moment is often 
described in terms of the state of charge of a battery, ran
ging from ‘depleted’ to ‘full of energy’. Please indicate which 
of the following symbols best describes your current state.” 
The response options were coloured icons of a charging 
battery, where 1 was “depleted” and 7 was “full of energy”. 
This energy level battery scale also was assessed in the 
morning survey, to be used as a planned control variable.

Recovery experiences
Recovery experiences were assessed in the evening sur
vey through the Recovery Experience Questionnaire 
(REQ; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). This scale evaluates the 
participants’ attainment of important recovery experi
ences that evening. We assessed three representative 
items relating to detachment and three items relating 
to relaxation. The items stemmed from “Tonight, I . . . ” 
and for example included for detachment “forgot about 
work” and for relaxation “kicked back and relaxed”.

Control variables
We included a range of other measures to be used as 
control variables in sensitivity analyses (Becker et al.,  
2016). In the end of workday survey, we assessed alternative 
dimensions of hybrid work that are intertwined with work 
location (i.e., work modalities, temporality; Lauring & 
Jonasson, 2025). More specifically, daily variation in the 
extent of virtual and in-personal communication, as well 
as daily flexibility control over work time and work location 
were assessed. The communication items were adapted 
from Hill et al. (2014) and assessed on a 7-point scale from 
1 (never) to 7 (all of the time), including “Today . . . 
I communicated with my coworkers face-to-face” and 
“Today . . . I communicated with my coworkers via virtual 
communication media (e.g., email, instant messaging, video
conferencing etc.).” Flexibility control over work time and 
location were measured using single items based on Shao 
et al. (2021). We asked, “Which of the following statements 
best describes the [location from which/hours] you worked 
today?”, where 1 = your employer decided the [location 
from which/hours] you worked to 5 = you decided the 
[location from which/hours] you worked.

In the workday survey, we also assessed some alter
native operationalizations and potential confounders of 
our energy mechanisms, including daily time spent on 
work breaks, work hours, work control, workload, and 
work interruptions. Time spent on work breaks was 
asked with a single item “If you took a lunch break or 
any other types of breaks, what was the total time spent on 
breaks today (in minutes)? Please enter zero if you did not 
take any break/s”. Work hours were calculated through 
self-reported start-time and finish-time. Work control 
was measured through three items from Cousins et al. 
(2004); e.g., Today . . . I had some say over the way I got my 
work done). Workload was measured with three items 
from Spector and Jex (1998; e.g., Today . . . my job 
required me to work very hard). Interruptions were mea
sured through the item from Spector and Jex (1998)’s 
organizational constraints scale, which was “Today at 
work, I found it difficult or impossible to do my job because 
of . . . interruptions by other people.”

8 S. L. PARKER ET AL.



Finally, in the evening survey, in addition to our mea
sures of Detachment and Relaxation we included other 
recovery experiences, including control (also called 
Autonomy) and Mastery (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015), as well 
as Meaning and Affiliation (Newman et al., 2014; Virtanen 
et al., 2021), which together form the DRAMMA model of 
recovery experiences (see Sonnentag et al., 2022 for 
a review). We included these further recovery experiences 
to evaluate if the hypothesized effects were unique to 
detachment and relaxation, or if the proposed energy pro
cesses also extended to other recovery experiences.

Confirmatory factor analysis

Using Mplus v8.10, we conducted a Multilevel Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis (ML-CFA) on the multi-item constructs (i.e., 
work breaks, inclusion, detachment, relaxation) of our 
hypothesized model. As inclusion is defined as the simulta
neous experience of belongingness and uniqueness, we 
included a higher-order factor of inclusion (Chung et al.,  
2020; Randel, 2025). This was especially important, as its 
subdimensions were highly correlated in our data (rW = .70, 
p < .001). Table 2 provides the standardized within-level 
factor loadings. The lower-order factors of belongingness 
and uniqueness loaded > .80 on the higher-order factor of 
inclusion. The overall model fit was good, χ2(164) = 701.41, 
p < .001, CFI = .980, TLI = .975, RMSEA = .032, SRMR(W)  
= .034, SRMR(B) = .043.

Results

Data analysis strategy

Data were nested (n = 3,138 days; N = 271 employees; 
M days per employee = 11.58) and deemed suitable for 

multilevel modelling (see Table 2). We specified 
a multilevel path model (Preacher et al., 2010) to test 
the expected direct and associated indirect effects. 
Morning energy level was included as a control variable 
(as per Figure 1).

Hypothesis testing

Table 3 reports the results, including a summary of the 
multilevel direct and indirect effects. Unstandardized 
within-persons effects are reported. As per Table 3, sup
porting Hypothesis 1, when work took place at an onsite 
location, participants took less work breaks during 
the day, b = −0.42, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [−0.54; −0.29], p  
< .001. Supporting Hypothesis 2, when more work 
breaks were taken, energy levels were higher at the 
end of the workday, b = 0.07, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [0.04; 
0.10], p < .001. Supporting Hypothesis 3, on workdays 
spent at an onsite location, participants experienced 
more inclusion during the workday, b = 0.29, SE = 0.04, 
95% CI [0.21; 0.37], p < .001. Supporting Hypothesis 4, 
when there was more inclusion during the workday, 
energy levels were higher by the end of the workday, 
b = 0.10, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [0.04; 0.15], p < .001. 
Supporting Hypothesis 5, on workdays when end-of- 
day energy levels were higher, recovery experiences 
were higher that evening for: (a) detachment (b = 0.14, 
SE = 0.03, 95% CI [0.07; 0.20], p < .001) and (b) relaxation 
(b = 0.16, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [0.10; 0.22], p < .001).

In support of the model, there was a negative 
indirect effect of onsite (vs remote) location on 
detachment, via less work breaks and energy, b =  
−0.004, SE = 0.001, 95% CI [−0.007; −0.001], p = .006. 
Similarly, there was a negative indirect effect of onsite 

Table 2. Multilevel confirmatory factor analysis.
Constructs and Items λ (SE)

Work Breaks
Today . . . When I grew tired on a work task, I took a break. 0.797 (0.010)
Today . . . I took a break from work tasks when I needed one. 0.923 (0.009)
Today . . . I had breaks that fit with my natural work rhythm. 0.737 (0.012)
Workgroup Inclusion
Today . . . I was treated as a valued member of my work group. (B) 0.850 (0.007)
Today . . . I belonged in my work group. (B) 0.926 (0.006)
Today . . . I was connected to my work group. (B) 0.808 (0.009)
Today . . . People in my work group listened to me even if my views are dissimilar. (U) 0.774 (0.010)
Today . . . I was comfortable expressing opinions that diverged from my group. (U) 0.859 (0.008)
Today . . . I felt I was able to share perspectives on work issues that were different from my group members. (U) 0.871 (0.008)
Detachment Recovery Experience
Tonight, I . . . forgot about work. 0.948 (0.007)
Tonight, I . . . did not think about work at all. 0.824 (0.008)
Tonight, I . . . got a break from the demands of work. 0.658 (0.013)
Relaxation Recovery Experience
Tonight, I . . . kicked back and relaxed. 0.904 (0.006)
Tonight, I . . . used the time to relax. 0.937 (0.005)
Tonight, I . . . took time for leisure. 0.754 (0.010)

Note. Standardized within-level loadings. All items loaded on their respective factors p < .001. B = belongingness element of inclusion; 
U = uniqueness element of inclusion.
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location on relaxation, via less work breaks and 
energy, b = −0.005, SE = 0.002, 95% CI [−0.008; 
−0.002], p = .004. Additionally, in support of the 
model, there was a positive indirect effect of onsite 
(vs remote) location on detachment, via more inclu
sion and energy, b = 0.004, SE = 0.002, 95% CI [0.001; 
0.007], p = .012. Similarly, there was a positive indirect 
effect of onsite location on relaxation, via more inclu
sion and energy, b = 0.004, SE = 0.002, 95% CI [0.001; 
0.008], p = .008.

Although not hypothesized, we evaluated the 
potential for direct effects of work location on 
energy and recovery experiences. Within-persons 
onsite (vs remote) location predicted less end-of- 
day energy, b = −0.21 (SE = 0.05), 95% CI [−0.31; 
−0.10], p < .001. However, onsite (vs remote) location 
did not predict recovery experiences: (a) detach
ment, b = −0.16 (SE = 0.08), 95% CI [−0.322; 0.002], 
p = .052, or (b) relaxation, b = −0.11 (SE = 0.08), 95% 
CI [−0.27; 0.05], p = .184.

As per Table 3, for the between-persons results many 
of the structural paths mirrored the hypothesized effects 
observed within-persons (Hypotheses 3 and 4 involving 
inclusion; Hypothesis 5 involving energy and recovery), 
but some did not (Hypotheses 1 and 2 involving work 
breaks). However, no indirect effects were significant 
between-persons.

Sensitivity analyses

We evaluated a series of alternative models to test the 
robustness of our findings.

First, we evaluated a version of the model that did not 
control for that morning’s energy level, which revealed 
the same direct and indirect effects already reported. We 
also controlled for prior day lags of each variable of the 
model, which also revealed the same direct and indirect 
effects already reported.

Second, although participants claimed to have loca
tion flexibility in the baseline survey, we noticed for 
some participants the workday surveys submitted were 
entirely onsite (n = 69) or entirely remote (n = 38), with 
one participant reporting mixed days (i.e., working 
across both locations every day). Our Mplus analysis 
should be robust to missing work location data within- 
persons. Moreover, it is possible that missed surveys 
included the other work location (i.e., so these partici
pants may have enacted hybrid working, even though 
this was not captured in their surveys). Thus, we re- 
examined our results with a reduced sample (N = 163) 
of those we know enacted work location variability over 
the course of the study, and all significant direct and 
indirect effects were retained.

Third, we considered variance in modalities of hybrid 
work (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). We tested if the nature 
of communication with co-workers each day (i.e., extent 
of face-to-face and virtual communication) could explain 
or counter the effects of work location on energy and 
recovery. Regarding face-to-face communication, 
although this was much higher on days spent onsite, b  
= 3.59 (SE = .06), 95% CI [−32.00; −16.93], p < .001, rw  

= .79, p < .001, and was correlated with inclusion, rw  

= .20, p < .001, it was not correlated with work breaks 
and did not predict energy or recovery experiences. 
Regarding virtual communication, although this was 
higher on days spent remotely, b = −0.94 (SE = 0.07), 
95% CI [−1.06; −0.81], p < .001, rw = −.27, p < .001, and 
was positively correlated with inclusion, rw = .09, p  
< .001, it was not correlated with work breaks and did 
not predict energy. However, daily virtual communica
tion predicted lower detachment, b = −0.07 (SE = 0.03), 
95% CI [−0.13; −0.02], p = .006, and relaxation, b = −0.08 
(SE = 0.03), 95% CI [−0.13; −0.02], p = .004. This said, 
including either in-person or virtual communication 
modes in the analysis did not change the reported 
results, with all significant direct and indirect effects 
retained.

Fourth, we considered if daily flexibility control over 
work time and location (i.e., employee choice over 
work hours and work location) predicted the energy- 
related mechanisms beyond the effects of the actual 
work location (Gajendran et al., 2024; Lauring & 
Jonasson, 2025). Interestingly, when either work time 
or location flexibility control is used as a predictor 
alongside work location, positive indirect effects arise 
on relaxation, via more work breaks and energy, for 
time control, b = 0.002 (SE = 0.001), 95% CI [0.001; 
0.004], p = .006, and location control, b = 0.002 (SE =  
0.001), 95% CI [0.001; 0.004], p = .006. Similarly, 
a positive indirect effect of work location control on 
detachment, via more work breaks and energy, also 
emerged, b = 0.002 (SE = 0.001), 95% CI [0.001; 0.004], 
p = .006. However, such effects of flexibility control did 
not emerge through the inclusion pathway, as neither 
time nor location control were associated with inclu
sion. All significant direct and indirect effects of the 
hypothesized model involving actual work location 
were retained, though the indirect effects of work 
location via work breaks and energy, on (a) detach
ment, b = −0.002 (SE = 0.001), 95% CI [−0.004; 0.000], p  
= .024, and (b) relaxation, b = −0.003 (SE = 0.001), 95% 
CI [−0.005; 0.000], p = .019, were weakened.

Fifth, we evaluated a range of potential alternative 
energy-influencing factors also likely shaped by work 
location (i.e., work hours, break minutes, workload, 
work control, and work interruptions) as control 
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variables. Within our model, we positioned each of these 
variables as alternative parallel mechanisms in separate 
analyses. While most of these controls involved single 
item measures, two constructs had multi-item scales (i.e., 
work control, workload). Importantly, a version of our 
ML-CFA as a six-factor model with these controls also 
included showed an acceptable fit, X2(344) = 1059.340, p  
< .001, CFI = .979, TLI = .974, RMSEA = .026, SRMR(W)  
= .029, SRMR(B) = .047.

On days onsite employees reported longer work 
hours, b = 0.27 (SE = 0.08), 95% CI [0.11; 0.44], p = .001, 
less time on breaks, b = −11.32 (SE = 1.63), 95% CI 
[−14.52; −8.12], p < .001, more workload demands, b =  
0.40 (SE = 0.06), 95% CI [0.29; 0.51], p < .001, less work 
control, b = −0.25 (SE = 0.05), 95% CI [−0.34; −0.16], p  
< .001, and more work interruptions, b = 0.49 (SE =  
0.08), 95% CI [0.33; 0.64], p < .001. These findings are 
consistent with prior research (Cruz-Ausejo et al., 2023; 
Fauzi & de Lucca, 2022; Gajendran et al., 2024).

Some of these control variables were potent, having 
energy draining or conserving effects on daily energy 
(Becker et al., 2016). More specifically, daily time spent 
on breaks (minutes) predicted higher energy, b = 0.001 
(SE = 0.001), 95% CI [0.000; 0.003], p = .027, workload 
predicted lower energy, b = −0.05 (SE = 0.02), 95% CI 
[−0.09; −0.01], p = .018, work control predicted higher 
energy, b = 0.10 (SE = 0.03), 95% CI [0.05; 0.15], p < .001, 
and work interruptions predicted lower energy, b =  
−0.06 (SE = 0.01), 95% CI [−0.08; −0.03], p < .001.

Regarding the impact of these control variables only 
one change was evident. The addition of work control 
weakened the indirect effect of work location on detach
ment, via work breaks and energy, b = −0.003 (SE =  
0.001), 95% CI [−0.006; 0.000], p = .022. All other 
hypothesized direct effects and the corresponding indir
ect effects in our original model remained significant, 
even with the addition of these controls as alternative 
mechanisms.

Sixth, theories of inclusion describe it as involving 
the simultaneous experience of belongingness and 
uniqueness, reflecting an important balance between 
collective belongingness and valued individual unique
ness (Chung et al., 2020; Randel, 2025). Although the 
subdimensions of belongingness and uniqueness are 
together are thought to reflect the experience of inclu
sion, inclusion scholars increasingly value understand
ing the effects of its subdimensions (Chung et al., 2020; 
Versteegen & Adams, 2025). In our data, a ML-CFA with 
separate factors for the subdimensions of inclusion 
also fit the data well, χ2(160) = 697.34, p < .001, CFI  
= .980, TLI = .974, RMSEA = .033, SRMR(W) = .034, 
SRMR(B) = .039; however, the intercorrelation between 
the belongingness and uniqueness factors was high 

(rW = .70, p < .001). Thus, to understand if one specific 
aspect of inclusion was more or less important, we 
examined these subdimensions in separate models. 
When analysing our model with the subdimesion of 
belongingness instead of overall inclusion, a greater 
sense of belonging is experienced on days working 
onsite, b = 0.30, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [0.22; 0.39], p < .001. 
Additionally, belonging predicted more end-of- 
workday energy, b = 0.11, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [0.06; 
0.16], p < .001. There was a positive indirect effect of 
work location on detachment, via belonging and 
energy, b = 0.005, SE = 0.002, 95% CI [0.001; 0.008], p  
= .005, and similar positive indirect effect on relaxation, 
via belonging and energy, b = 0.005, SE = 0.002, 95% CI 
[0.002; 0.009], p = .003. Thus, a model with belonging 
mirrored our findings with overall inclusion. 
Conversely, when analysing uniqueness, although 
uniqueness occurred more on days spent onsite, b =  
0.26, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [0.17; 0.35], p < .001, uniqueness 
was not significantly related to end-of-workday energy, 
b = 0.05, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [−0.00; 0.10], p = .062. Thus, 
the corresponding indirect effects were non-significant 
for work location on detachment, b = 0.002, SE = 0.001, 
95% CI [0.000; 0.004], p = .101 and relaxation, b = 0.002, 
SE = 0.001, 95% CI [0.000; 0.004], p = .095. Thus, the full 
energy-recovery process involving inclusion may be 
more specific to the belongingness, rather than the 
uniqueness.

Finally, we evaluated a version of our model that also 
included other recovery experiences identified in the 
broader recovery literature (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2015; 
Newman et al., 2014) by adding evening autonomy/ 
control, mastery, meaning, and affiliation experiences. 
Importantly, an 8-factor ML-CFA model with these addi
tional recovery experiences included showed acceptable 
fit, X2(588) = 2307.41, p < .001, CFI = .963, TLI = .956, 
RMSEA = .031, SMR(W) = .040, SMR(B) = .051. At the 
within-persons level, end of workday energy positively 
predicted each of these four additional recovery experi
ences. Not only this, but the same pattern of serial 
indirect effects were revealed for each of these other 
recovery experiences (i.e., working onsite, compared to 
remotely, had negative effects on recovery experiences 
via less breaks and energy, and positive effects via more 
inclusion and energy). The hypothesized direct and 
indirect effects involving detachment and relaxation 
were retained. This finding suggests the energy pro
cesses associated with different work locations extend 
beyond detachment and relaxation to other recovery 
experiences as well.

The surveys, data, and output from the main and sen
sitivity analyses are available via OSF:https://doi.org/10. 
17605/OSF.IO/N4Z5D.
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Discussion

This daily diary study with hybrid workers revealed coun
tervailing negative and positive impacts of working from 
work versus a remote location. On workdays spent pri
marily at an onsite location, workers feel more included 
in their workgroup. To the extent that they feel more 
included, then they end the workday feeling more ener
gized and have better recovery experiences that eve
ning. On workdays spent primarily at a remote location 
(i.e., like the home office or a café), workers take more 
breaks from work as needed. To the extent that they take 
more breaks as needed, then they end the day with 
more energy and attain better recovery experiences 
that evening. Interestingly, we observed no direct effects 
of work location on evening recovery experiences. Daily 
work location shapes evening recovery experiences only 
in so far as it shapes energy conserving or draining 
mechanisms.

Extensive sensitivity analyses further supported the 
unique contributions of these energy mechanisms for 
daily energy and recovery of hybrid workers. The 
hypothesized effects held even when considering other 
factors, like the nature of communication (i.e., face-to- 
face, virtual), daily work hours, workload, and work inter
ruptions. Although days spent working remotely involve 
different modalities and temporality of work (i.e., less in- 
person and more virtual communication with co- 
workers; more distribution of break time and work 
hours; Lauring & Jonasson, 2025), even when accounting 
for this variance, our findings on the associations of work 
location with breaks, inclusion, and indirectly with 
energy and recovery, are robust. Also, although working 
from the onsite location brings about negative implica
tions in the form of more work interruptions, the positive 
benefits of workgroup inclusion for energy and recovery 
remain. The hypothesized effects also held when 
accounting for an alternative operationalization of 
work breaks (i.e., time spent on work breaks) and mostly 
held when accounting for alternative operationalizations 
of autonomy (i.e., work control and control over work 
time or location). Overall, across a total of nine of these 
robustness checks involving alternative predictors and 
mechanisms, no structural paths were affected, and only 
three out of 36 possible changes to the indirect effects 
were evident. These changes involved weakened indir
ect effects associated with work breaks when alternative 
autonomy mechanisms were considered (i.e., work con
trol and work location control). These small changes 
make sense, given the shared “autonomy” variance in 
these constructs.

Although the results of these analyses were encoura
ging, there was some nuance to further explore. 

Interestingly, even though having daily flexibility control 
over when and where one worked that day was not 
related to workgroup inclusion, it did facilitate taking 
more work breaks as needed, which also was indirectly 
beneficial for daily energy and recovery. Thus, having 
control over when and where one works also seems 
important for being able to take work breaks as needed 
that day, regardless of the actual location from which 
one works. This speaks to the importance of hybrid work 
arrangements that allow employees to exercise this day- 
level autonomy over their work location and hours. 
Another insight was that belongingness seems to be 
the more important aspect of inclusion for energy, 
because uniqueness, although also enabled by working 
from the work location, was not associated with end-of- 
workday energy. A final insight was that daily work 
location not only indirectly shapes evening relaxation 
and detachment, but also other recovery experiences, 
including autonomy/control, mastery, meaning, and 
affiliation (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015; Newman et al.,  
2014). Thus, it seems that ending the workday with 
depleted energy likely interferes with a range of feelings, 
thoughts, and activities in the home domain, which 
inhibits the attainment of a broad range of recovery 
experiences.

Theoretical implications

This research contributes to both the energy/recovery 
and hybrid work literatures by integrating key perspec
tives from across theorizing on energy dynamics (Quinn 
et al., 2012), the recovery paradox (Sonnentag, 2018), 
workgroup inclusion (Shore et al., 2011), and the dual 
pathway model of remote work (Gajendran et al., 2024). 
Our study of daily variation in work location answers 
calls for more research on the dynamics of hybrid work
ing (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). Like others before us, we 
demonstrated the paradoxical nature of hybrid work 
(Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). There is a trade-off between 
higher opportunities to take work breaks as needed 
(autonomy) versus lower opportunities to experience 
workgroup inclusion (isolation) on days spent working 
remotely. Revealing these novel energy conserving 
(autonomy to take breaks) and energy draining (isolation 
from inclusion in one’s workgroup) mechanisms of 
remote workdays furthers our understanding of the ben
efits and costs of hybrid working in several ways.

First, we demonstrate that being able to take work 
breaks as needed is enabled on days working remotely. 
Although ergonomics and psychosocial hazards 
research suggests this is the case (Cruz-Ausejo et al.,  
2023; Fauzi & de Lucca, 2022), day-level studies showing 
the day-to-day comparison for hybrid workers (i.e., one 
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location compared to another; Lauring & Jonasson,  
2025) and the connections with daily energy shifts and 
evening recovery is lacking. Indeed, research on the 
linkages of inside of work recovery (i.e., energy manage
ment via work breaks) to outside of work recovery (i.e., 
evening recovery experiences) has received scant atten
tion (Sonnentag et al., 2022). Only a few studies have 
explored how breaks during work help recovery after 
work (e.g., de Bloom et al., 2015; Demerouti et al., 2012). 
This is surprising, as the notion that employees can 
better regulate their energy when provided the auton
omy to schedule their activities and breaks is a key 
assumption of the effort-recovery model (Meijman & 
Mulder, 1998). Furthermore, depleted energy is 
a theoretical mechanism of the recovery paradox 
(Sonnentag, 2018). Our research helps to illuminate the 
potential process by which daily energy management 
translates into evening recovery, via daily shifts in 
energy level. This process has been inferred or theorized 
(Meijman & Mulder, 1998; Sonnentag, 2018), but is rarely 
tested. Further research is needed to understand the 
specific intervening processes involved, so that exactly 
why depleted energy affects the attainment of recovery 
experiences is better understood. Such knowledge will 
help to inform how to disrupt this negative process once 
it begins.

Second, we expand the conceptualization of social 
isolation in hybrid work to a more specific construct, 
that being inclusion. Workgroup inclusion is an impor
tant aspect of social connection in work settings (Shore 
& Chung, 2024). Employees’ sense of inclusion at work 
has been studied mostly as a between-person phenom
ena (Shore & Chung, 2024) and study of day-level varia
tion is emerging (for recent examples: Li et al., 2022; 
Zhang et al., 2024). Our findings demonstrate that work
group inclusion can shift day-to-day, and that these 
changes are shaped by being at the onsite location (or 
not). Going further, we also reveal important spillover 
consequences of daily inclusion for recovery experiences 
after work. Research on how the inclusionary dynamics 
of one’s workgroup operate and spill over into non-work 
settings is limited. The sensitivity analyses suggest a role 
for belongingness, but not uniqueness, in this spillover 
process. Uniqueness is about feeling comfortable to 
diverge from others in the group and speak up, which 
although meaningful and a critical component of inclu
sion, may have neutral or even negative impacts on daily 
energy. Compared to uniqueness, belonging is more 
likely to offer cognitive and emotional nourishment 
that replenishes energy more directly.

Third, although our study highlights how work loca
tion is related to daily energy and recovery processes, it 
is important to note that some direct (i.e., related to 

energy) and indirect effects (i.e., related to recovery) 
were not significant between-persons. With these null 
findings at the between-persons level, our study mirrors 
non-significant impacts of remote work intensity on 
well-being outcomes as reported by Gajendran et al. 
(2024). Thus, our results suggest the energy and recov
ery implications of remote work become mainly evident 
at the day level, but not at the person level. This said, the 
benefit of working more frequently onsite for inclusion, 
and the benefit of more inclusion for energy, did emerge 
at the between-persons level. Although these findings 
suggest a more important role for inclusion as an energy 
mechanism of hybrid work, further research is needed to 
evaluate the potential for accumulation over time. 
Moreover, we note our study focused on hybrid workers 
with location flexibility, and thus, the contrast with work
ers who do not have such work arrangements is missing 
from the between-persons variance.

Limitations and future research directions

A key limitation was that all measures were self-reported 
(i.e., what employees say they do and experience 
each day). Future research using objective measures 
(i.e., office attendance data, physiological monitoring) 
is warranted. Although some measures were temporarily 
separated (i.e., from morning, to workday, to evening), 
and morning energy level was controlled for, the work
day processes (i.e., location, work breaks, inclusion, 
energy) were assessed at once at the end-of-work sur
vey. Thus, the collection of measures at the same time 
point limits conclusions about the causality inferred in 
our mediational model. Experimental designs would 
help to tease apart and establish the processes revealed 
here more robustly.

Another limitation is that we focused on one dimen
sion of hybrid work, that being where work was done 
(i.e., the work location), but hybrid working also 
involves dynamic switches in other dimensions too, 
including how and when (i.e., modality and temporal
ity; Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). Our sensitivity analyses 
do somewhat, but not entirely, speak to these other 
dimensions of hybrid working. Here, first, we note that, 
to a certain extent, where one works (i.e., remotely 
versus onsite) also shapes how and when they work 
that day, so there is considerable overlap among the 
dimensions as theorized (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). 
Second, we note that even when variation in modes 
of communication and the distribution of work hours 
across the day were considered, the effects of work 
location for work breaks, energy, and recovery experi
ences remained robust. This said, future research could 
more specifically tease apart the dimensions of hybrid 
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work (i.e., the where, when, and how) and the dynamic 
switches between traditional and non-traditional 
modes of working, potentially even within the work
day. Although days working onsite may include 
a mixture of different modalities and have more syn
chronicity, depending on whether co-workers are co- 
located that day or not; in contrast, days working 
remotely may be experienced less dynamically within 
the workday, as these days are likely to involve mostly 
virtual modalities, perhaps being also more asynchro
nous in their temporality.

Relatedly, another interesting possibility for future 
research is to consider variation in the types of tasks 
hybrid employees undertake across their different work 
locations. It is possible that hybrid workers, who have 
more work autonomy and flexibility, decide where to 
work to enable conducive conditions for what they 
plan to work on that day. Conversely, even when the 
work location is not the worker’s choice on a given day, 
the constraints of different locations (e.g., equipment, 
noise, co-location of co-workers) could also shape what 
tasks workers choose to do, or are able to work on, 
that day. Although prior research suggests remote work
days might offer more freedom from interruptions and 
a chance for “deep working” (e.g., concentration; 
Toscano et al., 2025), the inherent nature of the different 
types of tasks typically performed across work locations 
is yet to be fully explored. Such insights could be impor
tant, as what hybrid workers work on may also have 
energy and recovery implications. Here, it will also be 
important to consider the extent to which hybrid work
ers do choose where to work for conditions conducive to 
optimal performance on certain tasks, or rather, if their 
choices are instead guided by other factors, like team 
coordination (Lauring & Jonasson, 2025) or family 
dynamics (Munnich et al., in press).

A further limitation is that we focused on taking any 
type of break as needed, and did not study the types 
of, or experiences garnered from, the work breaks 
taken. It is possible that, although employees can 
take less breaks overall while at an onsite location, 
they might be able to bolster the value of the breaks 
they can take (e.g., by taking more physical or social 
types of breaks; Sonnentag et al., 2022). Relatedly, 
there are likely important features of the home envir
onment that need consideration. For instance, some 
aspects of working from home might make some types 
of breaks more likely and more beneficial (i.e., having 
access to green spaces or pets to play with). 
Conversely, other aspects may make breaks less likely 
and less beneficial (i.e., having children nearby or if 
break time is used for chores). Thus, future research 
looking into the nature of breaks across onsite and 

remote settings could be useful. Such insights may 
help to guide practical recommendations on what 
types of breaks are best suited to specific settings.

Similarly, we choose to focus on the attainment of 
important recovery experiences, with focus on detach
ment and relaxation, but other evening recovery beha
viours (i.e., activities, crafting) would be worth 
considering in future research. Indeed, recent research 
has shown that activities like socializing, physical exer
cise, and/or going for a walk, which arguably require 
some energy to enact, are the most conducive for 
achieving psychological detachment and relaxation 
experiences (Alameer et al., 2023), but also are more 
difficult to enact when energy is depleted (Bakker 
et al., 2013). Moreover, it is important to consider that 
employees are not necessarily passive about their recov
ery needs, with new research identifying the importance 
of needs-based off-job crafting for recovery (Kujanpää 
et al., 2022; Tušl et al., 2024). Future research on actual 
recovery behaviours is important for revealing further 
insights into how to support hybrid worker well-being.

A final limitation is that we examined how one’s usual 
workgroup made them feel more or less included as an 
individual experience, but other agents or levels of inclu
sion may be important (Shore & Chung, 2024). For exam
ple, inclusion from one’s leader or others (i.e., co-workers 
from another department, clients or customers). 
Moreover, group-level inclusion, within and across 
teams, could be important to study in future, especially 
as it pertains to the consequences of hybrid work patterns 
for team collaboration and performance (Lauring & 
Jonasson, 2025). Future research on how leaders can 
enable more felt inclusion in hybrid workers, even on 
the days when workers work remotely, could be of parti
cular importance. We also acknowledge our broad 
approach to the study of inclusion, where we consider 
that any worker can feel more or less included. However, 
the feeling of inclusion (or exclusion) may be more impor
tant for minoritized identities (i.e., women, people of 
colour, older adults, neurodivergent people). For example, 
Dhanani et al. (2024) demonstrated that compared to 
members of dominant social groups, employees with 
minoritized social identities tend to prefer remote work 
because it reduced the pressure to modify or suppress 
their identities and reduced negative interactions of dis
crimination and rejection. As such, remote work for these 
workers might be more about avoiding exposure to exclu
sion. Thus, future research is needed that considers how 
these day-level energy and recovery processes evolve for 
minoritized employees, to understand if they can still 
experience some of the inclusionary benefits of working 
onsite. Moreover, it would be useful to learn what features 
of the work environment (e.g., culture, climate, leadership) 
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can bring about more inclusion for them on days spent 
onsite, but also, when working remotely.

Practical implications and conclusions

On a daily basis, although there are energy-related ben
efits that come with being in the workplace and feeling 
more included, there are also energy-related benefits 
that come with working remotely and being free to 
take more work breaks as needed. Conversely, days 
spent remotely cost energy via less inclusion, and days 
spent onsite cost energy via less work breaks. Thus, 
when deciding whether to work onsite or remotely on 
a given day, for hybrid workers there can be an energy 
trade-off. In this way, and in line with current thinking, 
our findings reinforce the paradoxical nature of hybrid 
work (Gajendran et al., 2024; Lauring & Jonasson, 2025). 
Employees and employers alike should consider these 
advantages and drawbacks of hybrid work when plan
ning work schedules and hybrid work strategies by bal
ancing employee needs for autonomy and connection 
(Allen et al., 2024; Dowling et al., 2022). Providing 
employees with the flexibility to work across different 
spaces allows them more opportunities to manage their 
daily energy, which has consequences for their evening 
recovery. We suggest that organizations offer hybrid 
work options to their workforce, but in doing so imple
ment strategies to address the energy-related deficits of 
each location.

More specifically, it is recommended that organiza
tions consider the broader design of their hybrid work 
arrangements. For example, by encouraging regular “in 
office” days as part of a work pattern to facilitate more 
opportunity for genuine connection and thus felt inclu
sion. Nevertheless, we also recognize the importance of 
employee autonomy over flexible work arrangements, 
including work location. This seems particularly important 
for the autonomy to take breaks as needed, which was 
more likely on days working remotely, but also more likely 
on days when the employee could choose their location. 
In relation to addressing the energy-related decifits of 
each location, one possibility is that employers provide 
support for taking breaks as needed when onsite (e.g., via 
interventions to address the break climate: Kim et al.,  
2022). Another possibility is to design more deliberate 
virtual practices that foster informal connection, ensuring 
remote workers are actively included in team interactions. 
Moreover, training for managers to recognize and 
respond to subtle inclusion deficits that may arise when 
employees are not co-located. Thus, in designing hybrid 
work, there is a need to balance the aim of creating 
opportunities for more connection against the need to 

protect individual autonomy, as both are important for 
energy and subsequent recovery.

In addition, our findings reinforce growing con
cerns that hybrid work arrangements, while offering 
flexibility, also unintentionally undermine inclusion 
efforts within organizations. Although remote work 
has the potential to create psychologically safer envir
onments for some (Dhanani et al., 2024), our daily 
diary data highlight that the physical work environ
ment, which likely enables both more planned and 
spontaneous in-person interaction, still plays a key 
role in shaping workers’ felt inclusion on a daily 
basis. Nevertheless, we also found that more commu
nication, both in-person and virtual, was associated 
with more felt inclusion, so even virtual communica
tion can contribute to felt inclusion, albeit to a lesser 
extent. Thus, organizations could rethink inclusion 
strategies to ensure they are not overly reliant on in- 
person presence to cultivate inclusion. Without such 
efforts, hybrid work may replicate rather than redress 
patterns of exclusion, particularly if the benefits of 
inclusion are only accessible to those who are regu
larly onsite.

Conclusion

Our research highlights that hybrid work offers the 
best of both worlds when it comes to daily energy 
and recovery. Although the onsite location offers 
opportunity for employees to feel included and thus 
energized, the advantage of days spent working remo
tely is more opportunity to manage energy through 
work breaks. Thus, hybrid work, which involves daily 
switches between onsite and remote locations, pro
vides both the benefits of working at an onsite loca
tion and the benefits of working remotely. Revealing 
these daily energy dynamics of hybrid work is impor
tant, as depleted energy and poor recovery can erode 
employee well-being. While our study offers first 
insights into the energy and recovery implications of 
daily variation in work location, more research is 
needed to understand the consequences of hybrid 
work for employee well-being, including over the 
longer-term.
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