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Summary 

The world of work is undergoing a massive transformation, accompanied by uncertainties 

for society, employees and companies. In particular, the volatile business environment, the 

shortage of skilled workers and the continuous development of information and 

communication technologies present companies with new challenges. In order to meet these 

changes, adjustments need to be made not only to companies’ core business but also to their 

corporate real estate strategy. In addition, accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic, 

employees increasingly demand the ability to work from other locations besides the office, 

such as at home or from anywhere. As part of the transformation and in response to these 

challenges, hybrid working environments have emerged in many companies. 

Hybrid working environments are characterized by the fact that employees of a company 

choose their workplace independently and flexibly and work from there chosen location with 

the support of digital technologies. This expansion of the workplace beyond company 

boundaries and the addition of digital space increases complexity and requires changes to 

the physical organization of work. The function and discipline best equipped to react to these 

challenges is workplace management. Workplace management has the task of developing 

workplace strategies that aim to provide employees with the best possible support in their 

work, regardless of where that work takes place, taking into account the interests of a wide 

range of stakeholders. The aim of workplace management is to manage all relevant resources 

to achieve the best outcomes for individual employees (e.g., productivity, well-being, 

satisfaction) and the organization, keeping results in line with company objectives. 

As a result, the main question for workplace management in this great transformation of the 

working world, is how the physical organization of work in hybrid working environments 

can be deployed efficiently in line with human and spatial resources. To this end, it is 

essential to find out how working in different locations relates to employee work success, 

what preferences employees have and how this knowledge can be used to develop a 

workplace strategy incorporating physical and digital space. It is also necessary to 

understand how offices can be flexibly adapted to meet new needs, creating added value for 

employees in hybrid working environments and ensuring the successful survival of the 

organization in volatile market environments. 

In research and practice, however, there is still a lack of comprehensive knowledge about 

hybrid working environments' processes, structures and interdependencies. Even in 

individual workplaces, it is not sufficiently understood how the workplace and the work 
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success of employees with knowledge-intensive tasks, i.e., knowledge workers, are 

connected. In order to optimally manage hybrid work environments and design the physical 

organization of work in the interests of successful employees, a holistic understanding of the 

workplace in hybrid work environments is required, which can be viewed as a workplace 

ecosystem. Using Bronfenbrenner's ecosystemic approach, this dissertation provides a 

systematic overview of the workplace in hybrid work environments. Based on five articles, 

the different physical workplaces (work from home, office, workation) and the digital space 

are analyzed in terms of employees’ preferences and outcomes and the effects on workplace 

management. 

The first article uses decision experiments to examine knowledge workers' work success and 

workplace choice in hybrid working environments. This analysis serves to demonstrate the 

relationship between work success and workplace choice on the one hand, and to identify 

determinants influencing the two factors on the other. The implications enable companies 

to design a more informed hybrid work strategy, and they allow developers and designers of 

information and communication systems to learn how digital tools can be adapted to support 

hybrid work in a more targeted manner. 

The second article examines working from home. Structural equation modeling shows which 

workplace characteristics at home determine work success and examines whether 

interferences with the private environment influence work results. In addition, the study 

shows that differences between two countries affect employee outcomes when work-from-

home. Companies can learn how to configure the home workplace to achieve positive 

employee and business results from these findings. 

The third article deals with a workplace of the so-called ‘third places’, in this case, Workation. 

This article shows how private, social and professional life and work interact in this form of 

flexible working. A conceptual analysis makes it possible to define and classify workation, 

allowing it to be placed in the scientific discourse for the first time. The study provides 

important implications for research and practice in workplace management, tourism and 

regional and urban planning. 

The fourth article focuses on the digital space, a fundamental prerequisite for hybrid work. 

The study analyzes individual, corporate, and social determinants that influence employees' 

intention to adopt their company's digital workplace. The implications enable companies to 

manage the interface between physical and digital space in a more targeted manner to 

exploit the full potential. 
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The fifth article deals with the traditional office space and its flexible adaptation to the new 

requirements of hybrid working environments. Based on a case study, the study identifies 

different employee work types with various work modes among a company's employees. The 

developed approach makes it possible for workplace management to achieve human-centred 

office space planning and to improve management flexibility in hybrid working 

environments. 

With its findings, this dissertation expands the understanding of the interrelationships of 

hybrid work environments. This systematic investigation of the workplace ecosystem, 

including the physical and digital workplaces and the various influencing factors, makes it 

possible to further develop the physical organization of work. In addition, it enables 

workplace management with greater focus on the employee. The implications of the work 

not only offer added value for scientific research in workplace management and other 

research streams, but also provide recommendations for practical action to shape the 

physical organization in hybrid work environments in such a way that they create added 

value economically and for society as a whole. 
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Zusammenfassung 

Die Arbeitswelt unterliegt einer massiven Transformation, welche mit großen 

Unsicherheiten für die Gesellschaft, Mitarbeitende und Unternehmen einhergeht. 

Insbesondere das volatile Geschäftsumfeld, der Fachkräftemangel und die kontinuierliche 

Weiterentwicklung von Informations- und Kommunikationstechnologien stellen 

Unternehmen vor neue Herausforderungen. Um diesen Veränderungen zu begegnen, sind 

Anpassungen nicht nur im Kerngeschäft, sondern auch bei ihren Unternehmensimmobilien 

erforderlich. Hinzu kommt, dass beschleunigt durch die COVID-19 Pandemie Beschäftigte 

verstärkt einfordern, neben dem Büro auch an weiteren Orten wie dem Zuhause oder von 

überall arbeiten zu können. Im Zuge der Transformationen und als Reaktion auf diese 

Anforderungen haben sich in vielen Unternehmen hybriden Arbeitsumgebungen eingestellt. 

Hybride Arbeitsumgebungen zeichnen sich dadurch aus, dass Mitarbeitende eines 

Unternehmens selbstbestimmt und flexibel ihren Arbeitsort wählen und von dort unterstützt 

durch digitale Technologien arbeiten. Diese Ausdehnung des Arbeitsortes über die 

Unternehmensgrenzen hinweg und die Erweiterung durch den digitalen Raum erhöhen die 

Komplexität und erfordern Veränderungen in der physischen Organisation der Arbeit. Die 

Unternehmensfunktion, die am besten auf diese Herausforderungen reagieren kann, ist das 

Arbeitsplatzmanagement. Dem Arbeitsplatzmanagement obliegt daher die Aufgabe, 

Arbeitsplatzstrategien zu entwickeln, die unter Beachtung vielfältiger Stakeholder-

Interessen das Ziel verfolgen, die Mitarbeitenden bestmöglich in ihrer Arbeit an jedem Ort 

zu unterstützen. Unter Verwaltung aller dafür benötigten Ressourcen und im Einklang mit 

den Unternehmenszielen sollen so die besten Ergebnisse für den einzelnen Mitarbeitenden 

(beispielsweise Produktivität, Wohlbefinden, Zufriedenheit) und für die gesamte 

Organisation erzielt werden. 

Für das Arbeitsplatzmanagement stellt sich im Zuge der Transformationen der Arbeitswelt 

konkret die Frage, wie die physische Organisation der Arbeit in hybriden 

Arbeitsumgebungen gestaltet werden kann, um menschliche und räumliche Ressourcen von 

Unternehmen effizient einzusetzen. Dazu gilt es herauszufinden, wie die Arbeit an 

unterschiedlichen Orten mit dem Arbeitserfolg zusammenhängt, welche Präferenzen 

Mitarbeitende haben und wie dieses Wissen genutzt werden kann, um eine erfolgreiche 

Arbeitsplatzstrategie unter Einbezug des physischen und digitalen Raums zu entwickeln. 

Darüber hinaus ist es notwendig zu verstehen, wie Büros flexibel an neuen Bedarfen 

ausgerichtet werden können, um einen Mehrwert für Mitarbeitende in hybriden 



 

Zusammenfassung   VIII 

Arbeitsumgebungen darzustellen und das erfolgreiche Bestehen der Organisation in 

volatilen Unternehmensumwelten zu unterstützen. 

In Forschung und Praxis fehlt es jedoch bislang an einem umfassenden Wissen über die 

Prozesse, Strukturen und Wirkungszusammenhänge in hybriden Arbeitsumgebungen. Selbst 

an den einzelnen Arbeitsorten ist bislang nicht ausreichend erforscht, wie der Arbeitsplatz 

und der Arbeitserfolg von Mitarbeitern mit wissensintensiven Tätigkeiten, den 

Wissensarbeitenden, zusammenhängen. Um hybride Arbeitsumgebungen optimal managen 

und die physische Arbeitsorganisation im Sinne erfolgreicher Mitarbeitende gestalten zu 

können, bedarf es eines ganzheitlichen Verständnisses des Arbeitsplatzes in hybriden 

Arbeitsumgebungen, welcher als Arbeitsplatz-Ökosystem betrachtet werden kann. Unter 

Anwendung des ökosystemischen Ansatzes nach Bronfenbrenner wird in dieser Dissertation 

ein systematischer Überblick über den Arbeitsplatz in hybriden Arbeitsumgebungen 

vorgenommen. Anhand von fünf Forschungsbeiträgen werden die unterschiedlichen 

physischen Arbeitsorte (Work from Home, Büro, Workation) und der digitale Raum in Bezug 

auf die Arbeitsergebnisse der Mitarbeitenden und die Auswirkungen auf das 

Arbeitsplatzmanagement analysiert. 

Der erste Artikel untersucht anhand von Entscheidungsexperimenten den Arbeitserfolg und 

die Arbeitsortwahl von Wissensarbeitenden in hybriden Arbeitsumgebungen. Diese Analyse 

dient zum einen dem Aufzeigen des Zusammenhangs zwischen den beiden Aspekten und 

zum anderen der Identifikation von ihren Einflussfaktoren. Hierdurch können Unternehmen 

ihre hybride Arbeitsstrategie fundierter gestalten und Entwickler und Designer von 

Informations- und Kommunikationssystemen erfahren, wie digitale Tools zur Unterstützung 

von hybrider Arbeit zielgerichteter angepasst werden können. 

Der zweite Artikel beleuchtet die Arbeit von zu Hause. Mithilfe von 

Strukturgleichungsmodellierungen wird dargestellt, welche Arbeitsplatzmerkmale zu Hause 

den Arbeitserfolg bestimmen und geprüft, ob Überschneidungen mit dem privaten Umfeld 

Einfluss auf die Ergebnisse nehmen. Darüber hinaus zeigt die Studie, dass die Unterschiede 

zwischen zwei Ländern die Ergebnisse der Arbeitnehmer bei der Arbeit von zu Hause aus 

beeinflussen. Unternehmen lernen von diesen Erkenntnissen, wie das der Arbeitsplatz zu 

Hause konfiguriert werden kann, um positive Ergebnisse zu erzielen. 

Der dritte Artikel beschäftigt sich mit einem Arbeitsplatz der sogenannten dritten Orte, in 

diesem Fall Workation. Der Artikel zeigt, wie bei dieser Form des flexiblen Arbeitens das 

private, soziale und berufliche Leben und die Arbeit zusammenwirken. Eine konzeptionelle 
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Analyse ermöglicht es, Workation zu definieren und zu klassifizieren, wodurch sie erstmals 

in den wissenschaftlichen Diskurs eingeordnet werden kann. Die Studie liefert wichtige 

Implikationen für Forschung und Praxis im Bereich des Arbeitsplatzmanagements, 

Tourismus sowie der Regional- und Stadtplanung. 

Im vierten Artikel wird die Betrachtung auf den digitalen Raum gelenkt, welcher eine 

Grundvoraussetzung für hybride Arbeit darstellt. Die Studie analysiert individuelle, 

unternehmerische und soziale Determinanten, die die Absicht der Mitarbeitenden 

beeinflussen, den digitalen Arbeitsplatz ihres Unternehmens zu nutzen. Die Implikationen 

ermöglichen Unternehmen die Schnittstelle zwischen physischem und digitalem Raum 

gezielter zu verwalten, um das volle Potential auszuschöpfen. 

Der fünfte Artikel beschäftigt sich mit dem Büro und dessen flexibler Anpassung an die neuen 

Bedarfe hybrider Arbeitsumgebungen. Anhand einer Case Study identifiziert die Studie 

Arbeitstypen mit unterschiedlichen Arbeitsweisen unter den Mitarbeitenden eines 

Unternehmens, die es ermöglichen, eine auf den Menschen ausgerichtete Büroraumplanung 

und die Verbesserung der Managementflexibilität in hybriden Arbeitsumgebungen zu 

erreichen. 

Die vorliegende Dissertation erweitert mit ihren Erkenntnissen das Verständnis der 

Zusammenhänge hybrider Arbeitsumgebungen. Die systematische Untersuchung des 

komplexen Arbeitsplatz-Ökosystems, einschließlich der physischen und digitalen 

Arbeitsplätze und den verschiedenen Einflussfaktoren, ermöglicht die Weiterentwicklung 

der physischen Arbeitsorganisation. Darüber hinaus ermöglicht sie ein 

Arbeitsplatzmanagement, das den Mitarbeiter stärker in den Mittelpunkt stellt. Die 

Implikationen der Arbeit bieten nicht nur einen Mehrwert für die wissenschaftliche 

Forschung des Arbeitsplatzmanagements und anderer Forschungsströmungen, sondern 

liefern auch relevante Handlungsempfehlungen für die Praxis, um die physische 

Organisation in hybride Arbeitsumgebungen so zu gestalten, dass sie wirtschaftlich und 

gesamtgesellschaftlich einen Mehrwert stiften. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Motivation and Research Question 

Structural and dynamic changes in the corporate environment constantly present companies 

with new challenges. Unforeseen events, like the COVID-19 pandemic, technological 

innovations, and new socioeconomic trends that influence the way of working, and the 

resulting uncertainties of these changes require strategic reactions at all levels 

(Granig/Hilgarter, 2020; Helmold, 2021). A strong workforce is of paramount importance 

when it comes to overcoming these challenges and turning them into opportunities for the 

companies. On top of these developments, globalization and rapid demographic change are 

transforming the labor supply for companies, and the war for talent is intensifying (Gillen, 

2019; Garro-Abarca et al., 2021). The shortage of qualified people with knowledge-intensive 

tasks, i.e., knowledge workers, enables employees to better place their demands on 

companies and thus exert even greater pressure. In response, but also bringing along a new 

set of challenges, international talent is being recruited from all over the world, which means 

that a company’s employees are more often working together in geographically dispersed 

teams, which in turn creates difficulties in employee management and collaboration. Both 

changes, the shortage of suitable talent and the spatially distributed workforce, present 

companies with enormous challenges and require active management of their resources to 

survive in a volatile business environment (Christmann/Glatte, 2022). 

Another driver of this development is progressive digitalization. On the one hand, 

digitalization contributes to a shift toward more professions with a high proportion of 

knowledge work (Christmann/Glatte, 2022). On the other hand, over the past decades and 

through the continuous development of information and communication technologies 

(ICTs), knowledge work is conducted digitally to a great extent. Digital work also allows 

employees to design their work flexibly regarding where and when to work (Offstein et al., 

2010; Golden, 2009). In addition, the exceptional situation due to the COVID-19 pandemic 

led to a sudden shift away from traditional norms and practices of knowledge work and 

toward a primary digital conduction of work, often performed outside the corporate office 

(Wang et al., 2020). This global disruption of working life with the shift to working from 

home catalyzes a greater spatial fragmentation of work performance and exacerbates the 

need for a drastic change in companies’ physical organization of work (Krüger, 2023). 

Changes regarding human resources, i.e., a company’s workforce, thus increase the pressure 

to adapt corporate real estate, another resource in companies that requires active 

management. Corporate real estate management (CREM), in particular, is strongly impacted 

by the volatility of the economic environment, the need for greater decentralization, and the 



 

Introduction  2 

required promotion of agility (Christmann/Glatte, 2022). In addition, the transformation of 

working environments requires close attention of CREM. Despite all the changes described, 

one relevant fact remains: regardless of the extent to which work is carried out digitally, 

knowledge work is always performed by employees from a physical space. While office space 

has been the primary physical working environment for company employees since 

industrialization, the physical working environment where knowledge workers can perform 

their work has increasingly expanded. The time- and location-independent flexibilization of 

work that enables employees to work not only in the office but also remotely, i.e., in other 

places outside the office, is called “hybrid work” (Oldenburg, 1999; Bouncken/Gantert, 

2021). Although hybrid work is already discussed in research and practice, today’s working 

world is still characterized by uncertainty as to how structures, processes, and the physical 

organization of work should be designed in the best possible way given that the effect 

mechanisms that result from this rather new form of working are not yet sufficiently 

understood (Bouncken/Gantert, 2021). 

The hybrid organization of work influences the physical working environments of companies 

and their workplace strategy, especially in the post-pandemic era, triggering the need for 

flexibilization and the pressure to adapt (Werkmann-Karcher et al., 2023). Through the 

experience of working outside the office, employees are increasingly weighing up where they 

want to work and no longer want to give up this flexibility and freedom of workplace choice. 

Many studies attach great importance to working outside the office for the future physical 

organization of work and confirm benefits for the individual employee (e.g., Orel, 2021). 

However, although, on average, working from home or at third places can have a positive 

impact on employee work success and overall company success, the outcomes and 

preferences vary widely depending on different aspects, such as personality, job-related 

aspects, and the working environment (Pfnür et al., 2023). In addition, the profound change 

that employees no longer prefer to work exclusively in but also outside the office is leading 

to several challenges for companies and affecting the level of teams or corporations, e.g., 

employee recruitment, team collaboration, knowledge management and retention, 

leadership, and company cohesion. In addition to the uncertainty about hybrid work 

structures and processes, the design of the physical organization of work and the workplace 

strategy is thus made much more difficult for companies due to the various influences and 

challenges that arise from a diverse workforce and a multitude of stakeholder interest. 

Nevertheless, it is highly relevant for companies to find the best possible solution for their 

workforce when it comes to the physical organization of work. As employees are one of a 

company’s most important resources, i.e., human capital, it is crucial for organizations to 



 

Introduction  3 

promote the engagement, well-being, and performance of their workforce, i.e., the 

outcomes, in order to be successful as a company. The demographic change and the current 

and expected future shortage of good talent exacerbate this necessity. In times of high 

uncertainty, as has been the case lately, successful companies have managed to carve out a 

competitive advantage and, thus, a better chance to survive in constantly changing 

environments (Li/Liu, 2014). In order to be successful, companies need to adapt how they 

operate (Granig/Hilgarter, 2020). Adaptions not only cover potential evolution of the core 

business, but also human capital, and the organizational arrangements that enable successful 

employees, as well as the diverse internal and external influences on human capital (Vischer, 

2011). Therefore, companies are pressured to react and adapt to meet the new requirements 

of employees and hybrid work as well as the consequences of the variety of workplaces, 

which have become so integral to employee success. The expansion of the office in a broader 

sense forces the realignment of the physical organization of work in companies and demands 

a comprehensive workplace strategy for the diverse workforce without having adequate 

theoretical and practical foundations, and knowledge about hybrid working environments 

available (Olckers/Koekemoer, 2022; Piechatzek, 2023; Suravi, 2024). 

Since the increasing spread of hybrid working environments, researchers and practitioners 

alike have been interested in developing a new efficiency formula with strategies that 

maximize potential for both employees and the company (Surma et al., 2021). However, 

due to a greater variety of physical workplaces (home, office, and third places) and the 

digital space, and compounded by the various stakeholders involved, workplace 

management in hybrid working environments is extremely complex. Research shows that 

organizations need a better understanding of the employee workplace experience and 

outcomes and the interplay between the various workplaces to attain greater value from 

their human capital (Vischer, 2011; Windlinger/Tuzcuoglu, 2021). Choudhury et al. (2022) 

emphasize the need for further causal evidence of the effects of hybrid working environments 

on employee work outcomes which requires interdisciplinary research using different 

methodologies. In addition, according to Tagliaro and Hua (2021), strategic workplace 

decisions should be developed based on theories and methods by comparing and weighing 

up different solutions to the current situation and considering the various needs of those 

involved. In order to be able to adapt to the new demands for the physical organization of 

work and make strategic decisions not based on instinct in hybrid working environments, 

the complexity must thus be taken into account and the development of workplace strategies 

must be approached in a structured manner. 
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To capture the complexity of human relationships and interactions in the workplace, and the 

factors of the physical organization of work that affect employees, Yang and Sandborn 

(2021) recommend applying the ecological systems theory to workplace research. 

Furthermore, Wijnja et al. (2021) recall the workplace as an integrated ecological system. 

The authors draw an analogy between the workplace and an ecosystem by describing the 

workplace as an entity of “loosely linked spaces inside and outside the ‘office’ […] that relies 

on cyberspace as well as physical space” (Wijnja et al., 2021, p. 17). In biology, ecosystems 

are understood as a complex network of living organisms and their interrelationships. The 

psychologist Uri Bronfenbrenner applied this understanding to humans in the context of 

ecological systems theory and developed a system of influencing factors for human 

development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). By transferring this approach to the workplace as part 

of the reality of people’s lives, human development and the system of influencing factors can 

be developed for the hybrid working environment workplace. Furthermore, considering 

different system levels within the model provides a solid foundation for management 

decisions both within the office environment and beyond. 

To summarize, currently there is only little research on the optimal physical organization of 

work in hybrid working environments to improve individual and company success. 

According to Appel-Meulenbroek and Danivska (2021), more strategic attention and 

consideration of the entire workplace system is needed. Yang and Sandborn (2021) argue 

that as long as workplace management only makes retrospective decisions about new spaces 

and reproduces already-known workplace concepts, no new knowledge can be created about 

the complex interrelationships occurring in hybrid working environments. Thus, two main 

aspects are highly relevant for workplace management: First, a better understanding of the 

overall workplace system including offices but also further workplaces and, second, the 

decoding of the black box of causal effects determining positive outcomes for the employee 

and the company at different workplaces in hybrid working environments (Bernstein, 2015). 

Consequently, this cumulative doctoral thesis aims to close the identified research gap and 

provide knowledge about workplace management in hybrid working environments with 

special consideration of employee preferences and outcomes. To this end, it will be shown 

how the ecosystem approach can be a suitable tool for creating a framework for analyzing 

the factors that influence employees in complex hybrid working environments. The thesis, 

therefore, aims to answer the following research question with four sub-questions: 

How can companies design the physical organization of work in hybrid working 

environments to deploy their human and space resources efficiently? 
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(1) What role does employee workplace choice play in hybrid working environments 

and how can corporates use this knowledge to improve employee work success? 

(2) How do different workplaces outside the corporate office influence employee 

preferences and outcomes? 

(3) How can companies foster the adoption of the digital workplace to manage the 

interface between the physical and digital workplace? 

(4) How can companies react flexibly to changing requirements regarding their office 

space? 

Five studies, each conducted using different methodological approaches, aim to answer these 

research questions. The analyses are based on different datasets containing data from 

employees and knowledge workers in Germany working hybrid, except for one study in 

which American hybrid workers are also surveyed. 

1.2 Theoretical Foundation 

This section provides a theoretical background to set the following studies in context by 

giving a short review of the literature and introducing relevant definitional terms. The first 

part will highlight a brief description of CREM, workplace management, and the employee’s 

role as a vital resource, followed by a short outline of the development of the workplace 

toward hybrid working environments. Finally, the last part will conclude with an explanation 

why the ecosystemic approach is helpful for creating a system framework of influencing 

factors of the physical organization of work on the employee in hybrid working 

environments. To this end, the development and basic structure of the Ecological Systems 

Theory is briefly outlined and its benefits for application in workplace management are 

described. 

1.2.1 Corporate Real Estate Management, Workplace Management, and the 

Role of Employee Preferences and Outcomes 

CREM focuses on the real estate assets of non-property companies, i.e., those companies 

whose core business does not mainly involve the acquisition, construction, management, or 

sale of real estate, and assumes all real estate-specific functions, such as the development of 

the real estate strategy, provision of space, operation, and utilization (Hartmann et al., 

2007). CREM has shifted its paradigm over the past decades (Harris, 2015). Whereas 

corporate real estate was managed as an asset for a long time, it is more frequently being 

treated as a resource within companies. The management of real estate as a resource slowly 

changes the focus in CREM from purely managing buildings toward managing people. As 

companies increasingly respond to transformation needs—such as the exacerbation of skilled 
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worker shortages due to demographic changes and the expansion of workplace options 

through digitalization—they are managing their resources more actively 

(Christmann/Glatte, 2022). Over the past decade, the long-held view of real estate as 

primarily a cost factor for companies has begun to shift, allowing for a more accurate 

assessment of the value that space can create (Vischer, 2011). 

CREM research shows that corporate real estate and its management can contribute to 

company success via three performance mechanisms: operating, real estate, and financial 

performance (Pfnür et al., 2021b). From the operating performance perspective, at the level 

of the individual employee, company performance can be created through enhanced 

employee outcome dynamics, such as productivity, well-being, satisfaction, and motivation. 

Furthermore, in organizational psychology, the physical work environment is discussed as 

one of the diverse factors influencing human capital (Vischer, 2011). While space is another 

resource to the organization itself with a variety of possible influences on the company’s 

success, the physical working environment can also serve as a tool to support employees’ 

work and create a frame for intra-organizational relationships (Vischer, 1996; Leaman, 

2003; Kampschroer/Heerwagen, 2005). Therefore, employee outcomes are frequently 

studied in quantitative measurements when analyzing CREM success mechanisms and the 

impact of physical working environments (e.g., Yalabik, 2013; Budie et al., 2018). However, 

in research and practice, the effect between the workplace and work success is still 

considered insufficiently explained because the underlying mechanisms have hardly been 

theoretically substantiated to date (Voll et al., 2022a). Isolated efforts are being made to 

understand the effects, but as long as the knowledge is fragmentary, it is challenging to trace 

organizational outcomes back to the characteristics of the physical work environment. This 

incomplete knowledge is particularly problematic for companies as the consequences of 

decisions and adjustments to the physical organization of work on employees cannot be 

assessed. Therefore, wrong decisions or misinterpretations happen, ultimately leading to a 

reduction in organizational outcomes. Especially in hybrid working environments, it must be 

assumed that the relationships between the workplace and work success are subject to 

various dependencies and complexity due to the higher number of workplaces 

(Bouncken/Gantert, 2021). 

As a result, one function of CREM gaining increasing attention in research and practice is 

“workplace management” (Danivska/Appel-Meulenbroek, 2021). To date, there is no 

generally accepted definition of the term. However, this thesis uses the International Facility 

Management Association’s (IFMA) explanation, which refers to workplace management as 

“the management of all resources needed to design & maintain appropriate, effective and 
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economical workplace experiences that align to strategic business objectives and support 

people in doing their best work every day, wherever they are” (Jervis/Mawson, 2014, p. 10). 

In short, workplace management is responsible for the physical organization of work and 

everything necessary to improve the workplace experience and employee outcomes. Despite 

the number of workplace-related research results published from different disciplines, a 

common workplace management research stream is just starting (Appel-

Meulenbroek/Danivska, 2021). By consolidating the transdisciplinary research efforts, the 

results of the complex issue of the workplace are more likely to be used in practice and the 

knowledge gained will create value for various stakeholders (Bernstein, 2015). 

The decisions and interventions of workplace management, in close coordination with 

leadership, human resources management (HRM), and information technology (IT), should 

serve to create added value for the individual employee and the overall organization 

(Jensen/Van der Voordt, 2017). However, this perspective on space and the necessary 

workplace management only developed around the end of the 20th century. By that time, 

especially with increasing employee rights, the workplace’s focus on employees’ needs 

became increasingly important (Danivska/Appel-Meulenbroek, 2021). In companies, 

strategies for workplaces need to be designed, developed, and implemented carefully 

(O’Rourke, 2021). Workplace strategy is defined as the dynamic alignment of work processes 

and work environment (Ellison Schriefer, 2005). In order to generate added value for 

employees and the organization through the physical working environment, the workplace 

strategy must be developed in close alignment with the corporate strategy (Jervis/Mawson, 

2014). However, given that the processes leading to successful outcomes in individual 

workplaces, whether in an office or at home, are not yet fully understood or sufficiently 

researched, it is essential to first adopt a holistic view of the complex systemic relationships 

in hybrid working environments to decipher the underlying mechanisms of their effects. 

Otherwise, workplace management struggles to make the right decisions in their workplace 

strategy when striving for high employee and organizational outcomes (Wijnja et al., 2021). 

1.2.2 Evolution of the Physical Organization of Work toward a Workplace 

Ecosystem 

The term “workplace” can be divided into “work” and “place”; hence, “workplace” refers to 

the place where people work. While the workplace consists of several aspects (social, 

personal, physical), in this thesis the physical working environment is the center of attention 

and only peripherally includes the other aspects. Before industrialization, people worked 

usually at home, which is therefore often referred to as the “first place”, following 

Oldenburg’s (1999) classification of places. 
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With the increase in knowledge-intensive tasks, work soon shifted to offices. The corporate 

office, or “second place,” is highly relevant as a place of work and can occur in various 

designs, e.g., cellular office, open-plan office, open space, or activity-based working office 

(Oldenburg, 1999; Bouncken/Gantert, 2021). Besides working in the office, working from 

home has become increasingly important for knowledge workers1 during the COVID-19 

pandemic and continues to influence the physical organization of work in companies 

(Oldenburg, 1999; Alipour et al., 2020; Brynjolfsson et al., 2020). 

In addition, third places, which according to Oldenburg (1999) originally included public 

places not necessarily meant to work from but for social gatherings, have attracted growing 

attention as workplaces in recent years. Third places are now understood to be various 

concepts of shared spaces and new working environments. Coworking spaces, as a further 

development and flexibilization of classic office environments, are among the most noted 

third places (e.g., Gauger, 2023). Nevertheless, new third place phenomena, such as 

workation, i.e., the combination of work and leisure at vacation destinations, are also moving 

into CREM’s sphere of action. 

Overall, working outside the office, which is possible from almost anywhere due to 

technological developments, is regularly referred to as “remote work.” Remote work 

encompasses a range of mobile work. The terms are sometimes used synonymously because 

they are not clearly defined (Heidt, 2023). 

Driven by the growing trend toward digitalization, the term “workplace” is further extended 

to incorporate virtual working environments. Hybrid work can only arise thanks to the digital 

space, as it enables virtual work which can be carried out from locations outside the office 

(Garro-Abarca et al., 2021). Thus, enabled by ICTs, the workplace’s physical space is being 

expanded to include the digital space (Vischer, 2011; Attaran et al., 2019). Since knowledge 

work is becoming increasingly digital, companies have to rely on information systems for 

their employees to work successful (Wang et al., 2020; Harris et al., 2022). Many companies 

integrate a digital workplace to enable their employees to access company resources from 

wherever they work and to collaborate over distance (Dery et al., 2017). 

In the recent past and in the future working world, it can be assumed that knowledge 

workers will no longer only go to one place of work, but will switch between several 

workplaces depending on their working conditions, functions, or tasks. This hybrid working, 

also referred to as multi-locality, flexible or distributed work (Pfnür et al., 2023; 

 
1In this thesis, the terms "knowledge worker" and "employee" are used synonymously, as the group of employees in question 

performs knowledge-intensive tasks. 
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Bouncken/Gantert, 2021), implies that not all employees work at the same place at the same 

time every day. Due to the spatial flexibility, employees work in a fragmented way and hybrid 

collaboration emerges. Hybrid collaboration of employees, also mentioned as sequential 

hybridization of work (Werkmann-Karcher et al., 2023), implies that work “on-site,” i.e., in 

the office, is combined with digital work, e.g., by connecting participants via video tools for 

collaborative work while they are located at home or at third places. Possibly, the main 

characteristic evolving from hybrid working environments for companies is the extension of 

the physical organization of work beyond the corporate office space. Because employees are 

no longer only in the office during working hours but interact with other private or social 

environments when working remotely, the scope of action of workplace management 

expands and increases in complexity. The totality of such interactions between people and 

their different environments is being referred to as an “ecosystem.” Similarly, the term 

“workplace ecosystem” or “ecological system” has been used when referring to the totality 

of workplaces (Joroff/Becker, 2016; Surma et al., 2021; Wijnja et al., 2021; Yang/Sandborn, 

2021). 

1.2.3 Origins of the Ecosystemic Approach and Opportunities of its Application 

in Workplace Management 

Ecological Systems Theory originated in the sociological sciences. Searching for a way to 

understand the complexity of human behavior, the psychologist Uri Bronfenbrenner 

developed a system framework to research the impact of social interaction on child 

development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). This ecosystemic approach was soon transferred to 

many other applications as society “arrived at a point where the concerns of basic 

developmental science are converging with the most critical problems” (Bronfenbrenner, 

2000, p. 133) that nations face and is promising to capture complex problems in the modern 

world. This is because the framework can be used for the entirety of complex environments 

where a one-dimensional view is no longer possible, but where a system of influencing 

factors can serve as the basis for consideration. 

The idea of ecosystems combines the understanding of ecology, namely, the biological 

interrelationship between organisms and their natural environment, with that of systems, 

according to which there is a totality of elements that are interconnected and interact with 

each other. Bronfenbrenner (1979) transferred the idea of ecosystems to humans with their 

entire material and social environment. The transfer led to a new understanding of human 

development that instead of focusing mainly on individual behavior also included the 

environment. The research need and the challenge that Bronfenbrenner sought to address, 

which led him to develop the ecosystemic approach, parallel the current issues in workplace 
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management. This is because workplace management attempts to understand the processes 

and relationships between the workplace and successful employees in order to achieve 

promising outcomes in complex hybrid work environments. 

Ecological System Theory posits that different interconnected systems of social and physical 

environments affect an individual’s development, whether child or adult (Yang/Sandborn, 

2021). Those environments are divided into clear categories, with interdependencies 

between the systems and human behavior. In addition, the development of the individual is 

driven by dynamic, changing conditions. Thus, one of the basic premises of Ecological 

Systems Theory is that “systems are dynamic, change is constant, and everything is 

connected to everything else” (Salazar/Beaton, 2000, p. 471). Depending on the impact of 

environmental changes, changes in behavior accumulate because humans adapt to 

environmental conditions (Hawley, 1950). The topological conception (see Figure 1) of the 

environment is presented through “a nested arrangement of concentric structures, each 

contained within the next” (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 22). 

 
Figure 1: Basic Structure of the Ecological Systems Framework 

(Own illustration following Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 2000; Kubek, 2012, and Yang/Sandborn, 2021) 

The individual, e.g., an adult, is at the center of the framework. As the individual’s immediate 

environment, the microsystem comprises elements of the closest circle. The immediate 

settings of adults are, e.g., home and work (Bone, 2015; Yang/Sandborn, 2021). The 



 

Introduction  11 

microsystem is surrounded by the mesosystem, which represents the interrelations within 

and between those environmental settings. Thus, for an adult, these interrelations between 

environments where the individual participates actively include, e.g., relations among 

family, work, and social groups (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The exosystem reflects linkages 

between the settings that influence the individual but do not actively involve it. For an adult, 

these factors can include the individual’s network or a partner’s workplace. The macrosystem 

refers to cultural influences such as varying perspectives or social traditions and values that 

may affect the individual. Finally, the chronosystem symbolizes time, e.g., changes during 

the individual’s life time. 

The holistic framework of Ecological Systems Theory is the basis for various research 

interests in different fields. Yang and Sandborn (2021) were the first to examine why and 

how the ecosystemic approach can also be helpful in workplace research and summarize the 

various ways it has yet to be applied. They highlight several examples, including, e.g., to 

conceptualize workplace flexibility (Hill et al., 2008). Furthermore, studies applied the 

ecosystemic approach to investigate workplace management issues, e.g., in the context of 

future teleworking inclinations (Weber et al., 2022) or to analyze workplace health and well-

being management holistically (Bone, 2015). Previous workplace studies applying Ecological 

Systems Theory use diverse research methods. These methods tend to be dominated by 

qualitative explorations or quantitative forms in which data collection is conducted via 

surveys and the results are analyzed with regressions. However, Yang and Sandborn (2021) 

also point out that empirical studies and evidence that strengthen the model’s applications 

still need improvement. Accordingly, the physical settings of workplace environments should 

be given more significant consideration so that effects on behavior, such as employee 

satisfaction or productivity, can be further investigated. 

Since the study by Yang and Sandborn (2021), the complexity of workplace management 

has increased further due to new influences on the physical organization of work. The 

workplace is no longer represented solely by the office; i.e., the system includes different 

types of environments in the daily lives of employees. In hybrid working environments, the 

workplace interconnections, e.g., with the private environment when working from home 

with children asking for attention, or with the leisure environment and society when working 

from third places such as through a conversation with another user of a co-working space. 

In searching for the optimal design of the physical organization of work in hybrid work 

environments, workplace management must consider the complexity of these influences. To 

understand how companies can optimally deploy their human and spatial resources, 
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applying the ecosystemic approach to the workplace can be beneficial. The approach helps 

elucidate the physical and social environmental factors and their interrelations by examining 

various system levels within and beyond the office setting. This perspective allows certain 

relationships to be recognized that were previously not visible or were considered only 

singularly. The system framework, thus, allows complexity to be better described and made 

more transparent, and enables workplace management to consider the interconnections of 

systems as they should be well thought through when developing workplace strategies 

(Surma et al., 2021) by further deciphering the “black box” of effect mechanisms between 

workplace and work success. 

Another advantage of applying the ecosystemic approach to workplace management is its 

focus on the employee. In the research community, there is a growing call for a new 

perspective to improve the usability of workplaces (Windlinger/Tuzcuoglu, 2021). Usability 

concentrates on the use and interaction of people with space and the resulting experiences. 

A user-centric view on hybrid working environments through the employee perspective on 

the workplace could be helpful for workplace management to create a successful workplace 

strategy that suits a company’s diverse workforce through improved usability. The 

ecosystemic approach aids in understanding employee preferences and outcomes in hybrid 

working environments. In turn, this understanding enables workplace management to create 

value for companies through a suitable physical organization of work. Interdisciplinary 

research is thereby important due to the complex interactions occurring between people and 

space. 

1.3 Positioning of the Thesis 

Workplace management research is receiving increasing attention in different strands of 

literature (e.g., CREM, environmental psychology, information systems, and social 

sustainability of human beings) and corporate practice. However, there still needs to be a 

sufficient research stream (Appel-Meulenbroek/Danivska, 2021). Combining the insights 

gained in the diverse disciplines can help develop practical implications for workplace 

management and make them available in a bundled form. 

Due to the novelty and high complexity of hybrid working environments, previous literature 

has mainly focused on individual workplaces, e.g., office, home, third place, and digital 

workplace (Surma et al., 2021). In the hybrid working environment, however, there is an 

unprecedented abundance of places besides the office where employees can work and the 

interconnection due to working in the office, from home, or at third places influences other 

social systems and vice versa (Surma et al., 2021). Therefore, workplace management 
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research and practice must consider the comprehensive effects that arise from the existence 

of additional workplaces, taking into account different environments of employees’ lives and 

expanding workplace strategies to incorporate working from home or third places and digital 

work.  

However, there is a lack of a holistic model that can be used to map the complexity of hybrid 

working environments in order to make employee preferences, outcome dynamics, and 

interrelations transparent. By applying Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecosystemic approach to the 

workplace, the multifaceted nature of hybrid working environments, with blending work 

and private life, can be represented through several system levels. The complex reality of life 

is reduced to essential specifications but, at the same time, Ecological Systems Theory 

enables research to highlight the links between system levels to consider the relationships 

between the individual and wider societal ideologies, the bureaucratic system associated 

with their workplace, and the family and colleagues with whom the employee interacts 

(Bone, 2015). Further, the approach facilitates workplace management to develop 

comprehensive conceptions with not solely physical but also sociocultural or psychological 

environmental elements included in order to see cumulative effects on employee preferences 

and outcomes (Stokols, 2000).  

In this thesis, the ecosystemic approach is applied to further decipher the black box of 

workplace impacts on employees in hybrid working environments. In particular, the thesis 

provides insights into the factors that influence employee preferences and outcomes, and 

shows how workplace management can better design the physical organization of work to 

deploy human and space resources efficiently and maximize organizational outcomes. The 

workplace ecosystem framework provides a systematic overview of the phenomenon and 

facilitates the achievement of the research objectives of this thesis (Nilsen, 2015; Appel-

Meulenbroek/Danivska, 2021). The developed observation framework can therefore be seen 

as an initial proposal for mapping the workplace ecosystem in the context of hybrid working 

environments. The framework is suitable for use far beyond the aspects considered in this 

thesis regarding workplace management. The following passages describe the framework 

illustrated in Figure 2 and offer an initial contribution to the improved understanding and 

management of hybrid work environments. Chapter 1.4 then presents the system levels and 

interdependencies examined in this thesis. 
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Figure 2: Observation Framework for Workplace Management in Hybrid Working Environments 

(Own illustration) 

The workplace ecosystem in the center of the observation framework has been developed 

based on Bronfenbrenner’s basic framework structure with all its system levels (see Figure 

1). It represents the influencing factors of the physical organization of work on the employee 

in hybrid working environments. The system levels are described in the following paragraphs 

from the innermost to the outermost level. Above and below the framework, a process flow, 

shown in grey, outlines the mechanism of action of workplace management in a company. 

Workplace management has to manage all resources needed to enable employees best work 

wherever they perform it (Jervis/Mawson, 2014). Workplace management interventions 

have to be aligned to strategic business objectives and are not only influenced by the variety 

of corporate stakeholder interests regarding CREM, e.g., creating corporate identity, 

enabling strategic flexibility, or achieving satisfied and productive employees, but must also 
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be created in cooperation with other departments such as HRM and IT. However, even if the 

interventions are the same for all employees, differences arise in the perception of the 

environment due to the individual’s unique memories, personality, cultural ideals, beliefs or 

associations, and degree of individual flexibility, all of which contribute to the experience. 

In the observation framework, these differences, which determine the influence of workplace 

management decisions on the individual employee, are visualized by moderating factors. 

Depending on the individual characteristics of the employee and significantly influenced by 

their environment, the employee’s outcomes are created. The employee outcomes ultimately 

result in the organizational outcomes, which are in a feedback relationship with the strategic 

business objectives. 

The Employee in Hybrid Working Environments 

The workplace ecosystem reflects the workplace situation in hybrid working environments, 

which have been established in many companies since the COVID-19 pandemic 

(Bouncken/Gantert, 2021; Vermani/Sharma, 2021; Naor, 2022; Olckers/Koekemoer, 2022; 

Piechatzek, 2023). The focus of the innermost level is on the employee as an individual, 

driven by dynamic, changing, and connected interactions between the employee and the 

physical environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The individual can actively influence the 

environmental settings as much as the environment can impact the employee. The employee 

reflects the human capital that is of great importance for companies striving for successful 

organizational outcomes. For companies, it is important to better understand how to align 

workplace strategy to employee needs to be successful, considering a diverse workforce. 

Many studies from different scientific fields show evidence of the advantages and 

disadvantages of working in the office, at home and at third places for employees, and 

conclude that not every individual can work successfully at every workplace (e.g., Haynes et 

al., 2017; Yunus/Ernawati, 2018; Bueno et al., 2018; Carneval/Hatak, 2020; Ipsen et al., 

2021; Weber et al., 2022; Clifton et al., 2022; Pillai/Prasad, 2023). However, scientific 

evidence suggests that employees appear to be able to select suitable workplaces according 

to their needs and preferences to work successfully (Spivack/Milosevic, 2018; Höcker et al., 

2022). Yet, to date, there is a lack of clear understanding of the relationship between 

knowledge workers’ work success and workplace choice in hybrid working environments. 

The reasons why employees choose a particular workplace and what exactly makes them 

satisfied and productive while working are undetected. However, this knowledge would 

allow workplace management to make better-informed decisions about the workplaces being 

included in the workplace strategy, and thus be considered as a workplace for employees. 

Even beyond workplace management, knowledge of the factors influencing work success 
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and workplace choice can help the information systems (IS) community to develop and 

design ICT systems in a more targeted way to support hybrid working. In turn, these 

improved systems would help increase the success of employees and the overall company 

results. 

Microsystem – The Physical Workplaces 

The physical places directly influencing the employee are the second level of the framework, 

reflected in the microsystem. While working, the individual engages with the respective work 

environment. Those settings can be working from home (first place), the office environment 

with the community of coworkers (second place), or the broader society when working at 

third places. The physical working environment is recognized to have an influence on 

employee workplace experience and diverse outcomes (Haynes et al., 2017; Carneval/Hatak, 

2020; Windlinger/Lange, 2021; Weber et al., 2022). In addition, different social dynamics 

within a company, at home, or in third places influence employee perceptions (Bone, 2015). 

For example, experiences made on a daily basis, such as family–work interference, 

connecting to new people while on workation, or inspiring exchanges with supervisors in the 

office, impact employees’ preferences and outcomes. Thus, the working environments, 

consisting of both objective and perceived properties, are experiential spaces where the 

employee forms perceptions (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

Until now, scientists have mainly focused on office workplaces. Since the COVID-19 

pandemic, research on working from home has been growing and interest in third places is 

also slowly increasing (Pfnür et al., 2021a). Nevertheless, there is a lack of complete 

understanding of the links between physical workplaces and knowledge-based work 

outcomes. Especially for the newly added workplaces, knowledge is still missing as well as 

approaches to respond to the changing requirements and greater flexibility required in office 

planning. By better understanding the impact of the different workplaces on employee 

preferences and outcomes in the hybrid working environment, workplace management can 

better address employee and organizational outcomes through the right interventions 

(Wijnja et al., 2021). In addition, considering the impact of hybrid working on offices enables 

companies to maintain the value of space as a resource by making workplace strategy 

decisions based on more than just gut feeling (Tagliaro/Hua, 2021). 

Mesosystem Digital Space 

The interrelation between different microsystem settings is represented in the framework 

through the next layer, the mesosystem. When working in hybrid working environments, 

different areas and aspects of an individual’s life overlap, e.g., home and work (Bone, 2015; 
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Yang/ Sandborn, 2021). Through hybrid working, those microsystems are connected and 

cannot be seen as separate from each other. If the employee works in the office on one day, 

then interaction can still take place with a colleague who is working from home that same 

day, i.e., hybrid collaboration occurs. Another example of how the system of third places 

with people of society and the office or home system can be connected is the public debate 

about return-to-office policies that might lead to the company’s C-level restricting the 

amount of work from home. 

In addition, knowledge-based work is increasingly digital. As Orlikowski and Scott (2016, p. 

88) state: “work today almost always entails the digital. Even where the work itself doesn’t 

directly involve a computing device, most contemporary work practices involve digital 

technology.” Therefore, knowledge work can be performed from almost anywhere, and 

physical and digital space blend. Enabled by ICTs, it is always possible to work digitally from 

home, the office, or third places, i.e. different systems (Surma et al., 2021; Aroles et al., 

2021). As work and life become increasingly intertwined through connectivity and different 

IS, workplace management in hybrid work environments must consider the impact of the 

workplace strategy on different systems (Yang/Sandborn, 2021; Lanzl et al., 2024). Thus, 

within the workplace ecosystem, the digital space can be seen as part of the mesosystem. 

Companies are increasingly using digital workplaces to enable employees’ access to company 

resources. In hybrid working environments, not all employees are usually at the same place 

simultaneously, so the digital workplace also supports them in successful hybrid 

collaboration. In research and practice, the growing trend of work digitalization focuses on 

issues related to flexibility, (technical) innovation, and associated challenges (Behrens et al., 

2024). Workplace technologies, once instrumental tools to support employees’ work in the 

office, have become an essential basis for the work of individuals and collaboration in 

companies (Baptista et al., 2020). Thus, studies have attempted to capture the far-reaching 

effects of workplace technologies in companies (Silva/Hirschheim, 2007). Furthermore, 

insights on the impact of technology use and employee performance outcomes exist (Kuegler 

et al., 2015); however, there is still a lack of knowledge about the transformation of the 

workplace in the digital age and the effective management of digital systems in hybrid 

working environments (Contreras et al., 2020; Aroles et al., 2021; Klaser et al., 2023). In 

particular, it is still uncertain what the adoption of the digital workplace by employees 

depends on. Without this knowledge, there is a risk that digital workplaces will not be 

actively used and that integrating them into a company’s workplace strategy will only 

generate costs and no benefits.  
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Exosystem, Macrosystem, and Chronosystem 

The exosystem refers to the environment in which the employee is not actively involved. 

Nevertheless, the events in the exosystem influence the employee and the environment in 

which the employee actively participates (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). For example, an 

employee’s preference for working from home can be influenced by the situation if a worker 

is absent from the childcare facility, causing the child to stay at home. For this thesis, the 

events of the exosystem are not considered in detail because they have a strong influence on 

the individual, but neither the employee nor the workplace management have can directly 

influence the exosystem. For this reason, the system is deliberately not hidden, but is set 

aside for the analyses to support workplace management. 

The macrosystem comprises the totality of all relationships in a society and refers to cultural 

influences, legal regulations, the economic situation, and the situation in the labor market. 

The macrosystem level is also included in the observation framework, but is only indirectly 

included in the analyses. For example, the macrosystem level also refers to the image of 

hybrid work that predominates in society. This central consideration is decisive for workplace 

management and yet cannot be influenced directly, which is why it only determines the 

background to the studies in this thesis. 

Finally, the chronosystem symbolizes the dimension of time or temporal developments to 

illustrate its indirect influence on the employee. The developed framework should be able to 

be used beyond the purposes of this thesis. Because research recognized that certain 

interactions are only effective if they occur regularly or over a longer period of time, the 

chronosystem is illustrated as part of the framework (Bronfenbrenner, 2000). Even though 

the investigations in this study took place at different times, this system level is not analyzed 

specifically and in isolation. 

1.4 Thesis Structure and Synopses 

By applying the ecosystemic approach to the workplace in hybrid working environments, 

influences on employee preferences and outcomes can be analyzed in a structured and more 

comprehensive way to support workplace management in designing the physical 

organization of work. The employee in hybrid working environments, the microsystem, and 

the mesosystem are analyzed with separate studies, including influences of moderating 

factors and effects on workplace management interventions and employee outcomes. The 

information gained provides workplace management with a new perspective on employees 

in hybrid working environments. Figure 3 shows the positioning of this thesis’ articles in the 

observation framework to provide an overview of the thesis’s research objective. 
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Figure 3: Research Framework Including Positioning of the Articles 

(Own illustration) 

The first article focuses on the employee in hybrid working environments. As hybrid working 

environments have only recently become more widespread in companies, there is still a lack 

of in-depth understanding about employees’ workplace choice in research and practice. Thus, 

before employee work success mechanisms when working at individual workplaces can be 

analyzed, the relationship between employee work success and workplace choice is 

examined by exploring possible similarities in their influencing determinants. Through this 

approach, the first research question is investigated: (1) What role does employee workplace 

choice play in hybrid working environments and how can corporates use this knowledge to 

improve employee work success? 

The next two studies, articles two and three, focus on the new workplaces emerging through 

the expansion of the office in hybrid working environments. Therefore, the first and third 

place are examined. For the first place, home, article two investigates the mechanisms and 
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factors influencing employee outcomes when working from home. After that, in article three, 

workation is addressed as a rather new phenomenon of third places with growing interest. 

The article aims to create a basic understanding of workation and to determine how and for 

which individuals workation can improve work outcomes. The two studies address the 

second research question: (2) How do different workplaces outside the corporate office 

influence employee preferences and outcomes? 

Article four focuses on the digital space. For companies, the digital workplace is of particular 

interest. This workplace, like any other, only works if it is used, and therefore companies are 

interested in finding out how they can support their employees’ intention to adopt the digital 

workplace. Thus, with this study the third research question is addressed: (3) How can 

corporates foster the adoption of the digital workplace to manage the interface between the 

physical and digital workplace? 

The fifth article deals with the office, which was the central field of action for workplace 

management before the development toward hybrid working environments. The final article 

investigates the changing requirements for the second place with implications for workplace 

management. Based on a case study, a framework for flexible office space planning is 

proposed and, thus, the last research question addressed: (4) How can companies react 

flexibly to changing requirements regarding their office space? 

The thesis is divided into seven chapters. In the introduction, the motivation and the research 

questions are presented, the theoretical foundation and terminology are explained and the 

positioning of the thesis and the synopses are presented (Chapter 1). The following five 

chapters contain one research article each (Chapters 2–6). They all contribute to the broad 

research field of workplace management but have not exclusively been published in real 

estate journals. Instead, one article is published in an international journal addressing critical 

leisure research and theory while the other is submitted to a business research journal. A 

third article is a contribution to a book that deals with innovation and leadership in the age 

of technology and another article is submitted to the International Conference on 

Information Systems (ICIS). The number of different target journals illustrates the variety of 

disciplines from which workplace management research input is required and at the same 

time expands the readership for whom this thesis is relevant beyond the real estate sector. 

Finally, the thesis concludes by summarizing the theoretical and practical contributions, 

pointing out limitations and identifying future research needs (Chapter 7). Table 1 presents 

the included research articles of this cumulative doctoral thesis. 
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Table 1: Overview of the Doctoral Thesis’s Articles 

Chapter 2 

(Article 1) 

Success of Knowledge-based Work and Workplace Choice in 
Hybrid Work Settings 

Voll, K., Höcker, M. C., Bachtal, Y., Pfnür, A. & Schlereth, C. (2024). 

ICIS 

Under 
Review 

Chapter 3 

(Article 2) 

Is the success of working from home a matter of configuration? 
– A comparison between the United States and Germany using 
PLS-SEM 

Voll, K. & Pfnür, A. (2024). Journal of Corporate Real Estate, 26(2), 
82–112. https://doi.org/10.1108/JCRE-03-2023-0010 

Published 

Chapter 4 

(Article 3) 

Work from Anywhere: Traditional Workation, Coworkation and 
Workation Retreats: A Conceptual Review 

Voll, K., Gauger, F. & Pfnür, A. (2023). World Leisure Journal, 65(2), 
150–174. https://doi.org/10.1080/16078055.2022.2134199 

Published 

Chapter 5 

(Article 4) 

Employees’ intention to adopt the digital workplace – the role of 
companies in promoting the digital transformation 

Voll, K., Bachtal, Y. & Pfnür, A. (2024). In M. Orel, Černe, M. & 
Wong, S. I. (Eds.), Humanizing the Digital Workplace: Creativity, 
Innovation, and Leadership in the Age of Technology (ahead of print). 
Springer Nature. 

Accepted 

Chapter 6 

(Article 5) 

Flexible Workplace Management – A Dynamic Capabilities 
Perspective 

Voll, K. & Pfnür, A. (2024). Schmalenbach Journal of Business 

Research 

Submitted 

 

During the time as research assistant at the Technical University of Darmstadt further 

research articles have been published or submitted for publication. However, these articles 

are not part of this thesis: 

1. Voll, K., Höcker, M. C.; Bachtal, Y. & Pfnür, A. (2024). Identification of employee 

workplace choice determinants – A Best-Worst scaling study. (Submitted to Proceedings 

of the 4th Transdisciplinary Workplace Research Conference) 

2. Höcker, M. C., Voll, K., Bachtal, Y. & Pfnür, A. (2024). Return to Office: The importance 

of the physical workplace and organisational culture. (Submitted to Proceedings of the 4th 

Transdisciplinary Workplace Research Conference) 

3. Höcker, M. C., Bachtal, Y., Voll, K & Pfnür, A. (2024). Healthy, healthier, hybrid work: 

The burnout-reducing potential of remote work and the mediating effect of work 

autonomy. (In Revision to International Journal of Workplace Health Management) 
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4. Bachtal, Y., Voll, K., Gauger, F & Pfnür, A. (2024). The power of place: The impact of 

real estate on work success when working from home. In Bachtal, Y., The efficiency scope 

of work from home: A multidimensional approach and the significance of real estate (pp. 

86–112) [Dissertation]. Technical University Darmstadt. https://doi.org/ 

10.26083/tuprints-00027317 

5. Bachtal, Y, Lachenmayer, F., Voll, K. & Pfnür, A. (2024). The purchase intention of smart 

homes and the moderating role of affinity for technology. In Bachtal, Y., The efficiency 

scope of work from home: A multidimensional approach and the significance of real estate 

(pp. 113–138) [Dissertation]. Technical University Darmstadt. https://doi.org/ 

10.26083/tuprints-00027317 

6. Heidt, L., Voll, K. & Pfnür, A. (2024). Agility in hybrid forms of work: The impact on 

teamwork and work success. In Heidt, L., Agility and new forms of work: applications, 

challenges and potentials (pp. 93–108) [Dissertation]. Technical University Darmstadt. 

https://doi.org/10.26083/tuprints-00027305 

7. Voll, K., Gauger, F. & Pfnür, A. (2023). Turnover intention during COVID-19 – learnings 

for HR on better understanding the home office. In Henzler, I., Hues, H., Sonnleitner, S. 

& U. Wilkens (Eds.), Extended Views. Gesellschafts- und wirtschafts-wissenschaftliche 

Perspektiven auf die Covid 19 Pandemie (pp. 161–183). Böhlau Köln.  

8. Pfnür, A. & Voll, K. (2023). Büroarbeit der Zukunft. Denkanstöße - iddiw Hefte zur 

deutschen Immobilienwirtschaft, 8, Institut der deutschen Immobilienwirtschaft, 21–26. 

9. Pfnür, A., Voll, K., Höcker, M. C. & Bachtal, Y. (2023). Von der Pandemienotlösung zum 

Konzept multilokaler Arbeit– Empirische Studie zu den Erfahrungen der Beschäftigten für 

eine Zukunft an verteilten Arbeitsorten (Arbeitspapiere zur immobilienwirtschaftlichen 

Forschung und Praxis No. 50) Technische Universität Darmstadt. 

10. Pfnür, A., Lachenmayer, F., Bachtal, Y. & Voll K. (2023). So wohnen wir in Zukunft: Wie 

der soziodemografische Wandel das Wohnen verändert – Empirische Studie bei privaten 

Haushalten (Arbeitspapiere zur immobilienwirtschaftlichen Forschung und Praxis No. 

49) Technische Universität Darmstadt. 

11. Pfnür, A., Voll, K., Bachtal Y. & Lachenmayer, F. (2023). So wohnen wir in Zukunft: Wie 

die Digitalisierung das Wohnen verändert – Empirische Studie bei privaten Haushalten 

(Arbeitspapiere zur immobilienwirtschaftlichen Forschung und Praxis No. 46) 

Technische Universität Darmstadt. 
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12. Pfnür, A., Bachtal, Y., Voll, K. & Gauger, F. (2022). Ökologische Nachhaltigkeit als Treiber 

der Transformation des Wohnens in Deutschland – Empirische Studie bei privaten 

Haushalten (Arbeitspapiere zur immobilienwirtschaftlichen Forschung und Praxis No. 

45) Technische Universität Darmstadt. 

13. Gauger, F., Voll, K. & Pfnür, A. (2022). Corporate Coworking Spaces – Determinants of 

Work Satisfaction in Future Workspaces. Swiss Journal of Business Research and Practice 

(Die Unternehmung), 76 (1), 64–87. https://doi.org/10.5771/0042-059X-2022-1-64 

14. Voll, K. Gauger, F. & Pfnür, A. (2022). CREM perspective on home office—a 

consideration of the workplace and its mechanisms of action. Zeitschrift für 

Immobilienökonomie, 8(2), 139–171. https://doi.org/10.1365/s41056-022-00060-4 

15. Voll, K. & Pfnür, A. (2022). Comparing Home Office Determinants on Personal and 

Organisational Outcomes in Germany and the U.S.. In Tagliaro, C., Migliore, A. & R. 

Silvestri (Eds.), Proceedings of the 3rd Transdisciplinary Workplace Research Conference, 

(pp. 442–459), Milan, Italy, 3rd Transdisciplinary Workplace Research Conference, 

Politecnico di Milano, Italy. 

1.5 Presentation of the Research Articles 

This section provides an overview of this thesis’s five research articles2 by summarizing their 

research objective, theoretical background, methodological approach, key findings and 

implications. Table 2 shows a summary of the respective contents. 

Article 1: Success of Knowledge-based Work and Workplace Choice in Hybrid Work 

Settings (Chapter 2) 

The first research article examines knowledge workers’ work success, i.e., satisfaction and 

productivity in hybrid working environments. Corporates are increasingly executing new 

cultural change initiatives to get their workforce back into offices, fearing reduced 

performance as a result of employees' continued interest in remote work. However, both 

practice and research lack sufficient knowledge about the drivers of work success in hybrid 

working environments. The study comprehensively analyses job-related, person-related and 

workplace environment-related factors to identify influences on satisfaction and 

productivity. In addition, the relationship between workplace choice and work success is 

 
2 The articles for this cumulative doctoral thesis are adopted verbatim. Gender-neutral language is used following the 

guidelines of the respective journal. The terms used in this thesis refer to all genders. 
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investigated to examine whether companies’ anxiousness about slipping performance as a 

result of hybrid work is justifiable.  

The article uses a Best-Worst scaling study to build upon Theory Type III (Theory of 

Predicting) from Gregor’s (2006) theoretical taxonomy. Data from a sample of German 

knowledge workers (N = 1,112) stating the least and most affecting factors for either 

satisfaction, productivity or workplace choice is experimentally manipulated between 

subjects to examine how far the factors affect the outcome variables. 

The correlation analyses demonstrate that knowledge worker work success and workplace 

choice are highly related. In particular, job-related factors, such as independent decision-

making in everyday working life, are identified as most affecting satisfaction, productivity, 

and workplace choice, and two person-related factors are also particularly influential. In 

conclusion, the cross-sectional aspects included in examining the factors of the target 

variables, work success and workplace choice, provide a more holistic perspective on work 

success and workplace choice in hybrid working environments than they did previously. The 

implications are relevant for all companies looking for a fruitful workplace strategy that 

fulfils the desire of employees to choose their workplace flexibly and simultaneously 

promotes a good mix of remote and in-office work, alleviating anxiety on the part of 

employers. Furthermore, the results are relevant beyond the real estate community by 

informing the IS community about which factors need to be addressed for the targeted 

development of ICTs to support knowledge-based hybrid work. 

Article 2: Is the success of working from home a matter of configuration? – A 

comparison between the United States and Germany using PLS-SEM (Chapter 3) 

The second research article focuses on employees’ work success when working from home. 

The mechanisms and factors influencing employee outcomes are in the center of attention. 

Therefore, the research model includes four workplace characteristics (isolation, family-

work interference, equipment/facilities, and skill variety) and four employee outcomes 

(satisfaction, burnout, productivity, and turnover intention). In addition, a cross-national 

analysis is conducted to reveal country-specific differences in the degree of influence of 

workplace characteristics. 

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) and Environmental Demands-Resources (ED-R) models 

provide the basis for conceptualizing the workplace at home. JD-R Theory is an occupational 

psychology model for stress research which can be used to explain the effects of positive and 

negative conditions in work contexts. Survey data of N = 429 German and N = 507 American 
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employees are analyzed with partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) 

and multigroup analysis (MGA) to detect dependencies and differences. 

The results reveal that the workplace characteristics of isolation, family–work interference, 

equipment/facilities and skill variety influence employee outcomes of performance 

(productivity) and organizational commitment (turnover intention) through attitudes 

(satisfaction) and health (burnout). Furthermore, there are significant differences between 

the United States and Germany, two countries with different (work) cultures and different 

lengths of experience with working from home. The workplace characteristics, therefore, 

vary in their influence on employee outcomes between the two countries under 

consideration. In drawing greater attention to the relevant factors supporting and impeding 

employee outcomes, corporate real estate managers can use the knowledge from this study 

to design their employees’ work from home experience more successfully. 

Article 3: Work from Anywhere: Traditional Workation, Coworkation and Workation 

Retreats: A Conceptual Review (Chapter 4) 

The third research article analyzes workation as a new type of third-place work in hybrid 

environments. The research goal is to provide a coherent descriptive basis, definition and 

classification of workation, whereby a case study provides empirical evidence. 

The conceptual analysis reveals workation to be location-flexible work, where the domains 

of work and vacation blend through a combination of private and business life. Despite the 

unifying goal of high work–life–leisure integration by temporarily working in a vacation 

location, three types of workation (traditional workation, coworkation, and workation 

retreat) are categorized, and their characteristics are presented. Furthermore, the effects on 

participating industries and players, such as real estate assets and operators, are analyzed.  

The article draws new, critical attention to this special form of workplace. By offering the 

first taxonomy of workation, the explorative study provides the starting point for further 

research. Therefore, it contributes to workplace research and opens up new streams of 

studies regarding work–leisure activities and venues. The detected benefits of this third 

workplace include a greater ability to connect people professionally and increased regional 

business opportunities. Practically, both the tourism and real estate industries can become 

more active in this specific area of shared workspace provision to reap said benefits.  
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Article 4: Employees’ intention to adopt the digital workplace – the role of companies 

in promoting the digital transformation (Chapter 5) 

The fourth research article examines the digital workplace as a technology-supported 

component in a company’s workplace strategy that enables temporally- and locationally-

distributed knowledge work. The digital space extends the physical workplaces in hybrid 

working environments. By introducing digital workplaces, companies enable individuals and 

teams to access company resources from wherever they are and to collaborate in a hybrid 

manner. The article focuses on how companies can accelerate the employee adaptation 

process once the digital workplace has been introduced. 

The analysis draws on Diffusion of Innovation Theory, explaining how a technology gains 

momentum and spreads within a population group. The research specifically aims to identify 

the key factors influencing the intention to adopt the digital workplace on different levels 

(individual, corporate, and social). Factor and regression analyses with N = 351 knowledge 

workers reveal consumer innovativeness, technology commitment, technical infrastructure, 

corporate governance, corporate communication, and change management as significant 

predictors of the intention to adopt the digital workplace.  

The article extends scientific knowledge in innovation and workplace research. In addition, 

the practical implications support the management of companies in successfully undergoing 

digital transformation. Using the digital workplace, employees support their work given the 

resulting increase in spatial flexibility. The digital workplace also helps to compensate for 

the potential reduction of the physical office workspace. 

Article 5: Flexible Workplace Management – A Dynamic Capabilities Perspective 

(Chapter 6) 

The last research article investigates the ability of companies to adapt to the new and 

dynamic environment of hybrid working through flexible workplace management. Dynamic 

capabilities (DC) theory is applied to develop a framework for flexible office space planning 

by sensing, seizing, and transforming resources. The framework aims to help organizations 

use their office space as a resource to support employees in working successfully and make 

the organization more adaptable to changing business environments. 

A case study is conducted to show the application of the developed framework and enhance 

its scientific usefulness. The company under consideration is based in Germany, and N = 

754 knowledge workers participated in the survey. The data is used to carry out a cluster 
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analysis that identifies different work types (all-rounders, project workers, desk workers, 

communicators, thinkers, and hands-on) with varying work modes among the employees. 

Based on the results, a modified office space division is calculated for the diverse workforce 

of the company. 

This article contributes to existing workplace literature by presenting a framework for 

managing real estate resources to maximize future capabilities in dynamic environments. In 

practice, the case study and resulting approach illustrate how companies can implement 

people-centered office spaces and improve flexible management in hybrid working 

environments by understanding the different work types and work modes in their workforce. 
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Table 2: Summary of the Research Articles 
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Abstract: 

Even after COVID-19, many employees decide to work primarily from home. However, 

some companies are again trying to bring about a new cultural change that leads to hybrid 

work settings. Value retention and the need to offer workplaces that promote satisfaction 

and productivity are crucial for companies to be competitive and survive in the talent war. 

This paper studies which factors are responsible for workplace choices and how these 

factors relate to productivity and satisfaction. Using a Best–Worst (BW) scaling study, a 

German sample (N = 1,112) is analyzed. The result benefits IS research on hybrid work 

settings by showing which factors companies should concentrate on. The good news for 

companies is that the factors driving productivity, satisfaction, and workplace choice are 

closely interconnected. However, implementing these factors hinges on committed, 

enduring efforts to nurture a positive workplace environment that is fundamentally linked 

to both job-related and person-related factors. 

2.1 Introduction 

Accelerated by the pandemic, knowledge work is becoming increasingly digital and, as a 

result, it is increasingly based on information systems (Wang et al., 2020). To date, 

information and communication technologies (ICTs) are crucial for executing knowledge 

work (Harris et al., 2022). In particular, their development enables knowledge-based work 

to be performed independently of a specific workplace. However, employees seem to prefer 
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workplaces where they can work successfully (Spivack/Milosevic, 2018). At first glance, this 

is a positive signal for companies interested in successful employees, but it also indicates that 

the physical work location appears to influence work success (Bloom et al., 2015; 

Fonner/Roloff, 2010). But what if, in times of a shortage of skilled workers, employees want 

to work remotely while companies would rather see them working in the office? Even if both 

parties strive for success, individual work success, i.e., satisfaction and productivity, and 

company success, managing and working in hybrid work settings, i.e., blending remote and 

in-person work in the office (Vermani/Sharma, 2021; Piechatzek, 2023), can lead to a tense 

environment. For example, it requires the mental adjustment of employees and management 

to the new situation, and the execution of leadership and teamwork at a distance. Therefore, 

workplace strategies and ICT systems require sophisticated attention (Suravi, 2024). So far, 

little is known about work success in hybrid work settings and even less about the reasons 

based on which knowledge workers choose their workplace; hence, the interest of companies 

and researchers is piqued (e.g., Weritz et al., 2022). While the boundaries between private 

life and work domains blur in hybrid work settings (Yang et al., 2023), research discusses 

integrating individual information systems with business information systems (Lanzl et al., 

2024). Nevertheless, the development and design of ICT systems to enable successful hybrid 

work is still based on many yet unknown factors. Without knowing which factors influence 

knowledge workers’ work success in hybrid work settings, the systems cannot optimally 

support employees’ work. 

Employee work success is essential for companies as it drives company success. However, 

the demographic change makes it increasingly difficult for companies to find well-trained 

talent in the labor market. In addition, these knowledge workers have higher demands 

regarding their spatial flexibility at work (Dery et al., 2017; Marx et al., 2023). Many 

knowledge workers want to continue to work from home following their experience during 

the COVID-19 pandemic. The large number of people still working remotely has led to 

debates about improving employees’ performance through the workplace and remote 

working, and discussions about vacant offices (O’Connor et al., 2022). Amid this dilemma 

of a difficult economic situation, with the need for productive employees and increasing 

demands for flexibility, some companies are making a paradigm shift and joining a return to 

office movement (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2022; Ding/Ma, 2024). While companies share 

the ostensible hope of bringing employees back to the office (Ding/Ma, 2024), employees 

are neither interested in working fully remotely nor returning to the office entirely, which is 

associated with higher stress (Hoskins, 2021; Kane et al., 2021). 
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Instead, research shows that knowledge workers expect to be treated as independent and 

search for working environments that respect their well-being (Meske/Junglas, 2021; 

Asatiani/Norström, 2023). On the one hand, the threat of being forced back into the office 

by corporate orders and the employees’ desire for spatial flexibility, i.e., the freedom to 

choose the workplace, appears to give rise to a substantial conflict of interests. Previous 

research suggests that offering hybrid work settings gives companies a competitive 

advantage and could offer a solution (Piechatzek, 2023). However, only well-thought-out 

workplace strategies enable work success for individuals and offer potential for companies 

and the economy (Altman et al., 2021; Subel et al., 2022). 

Various disciplines, including IS, discuss work success mainly secluded from each other 

(Asatiani/Norström, 2023). Different research fields are investigating the reasons for work 

success and the triggers for challenges in hybrid work settings (Hill et al., 2003; Weber et 

al., 2022; Weritz et al., 2022). Several factors determining work success have already been 

identified and occur in three categories: job-related, person-related, and workplace 

environment-related factors (e.g., Krupper, 2015; Asatiani/Norström, 2023). However, there 

is a lack of research on workplace choice and its determining factors (Appel-Meulenbroek et 

al., 2022). Furthermore, it remains unclear whether there is a connection between 

satisfaction, productivity, and workplace choice. 

This study addresses this recent interest in theory and practice. Based on previous research 

on the factors influencing work success at different workplaces, the first research question 

examines: (RQ1) How do satisfaction and productivity relate in the new hybrid work setting? 

In addition, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, this study, for the first time, examines the 

possible relation between factors of work success and workplace choice. Therefore, the 

second research question aims to determine: (RQ2) How does workplace choice relate to 

satisfaction and productivity? In addition, a detailed look is taken at the influencing factors 

in order to answer the third research question: (RQ3) Which workplace environment-

related, job-related, and person-related factors are of relevance for system design in hybrid 

work settings and should be considered by companies at the same time to influence work 

success and workplace choice positively? A Best–Worst scaling study is performed with N = 

1,112 German knowledge workers. This study experimentally manipulates between subjects 

to what extend the factors affect either satisfaction, productivity, or workplace choice 

(Louviere et al., 2013). 

Insights gained from this study add to IS research and are particularly interesting for 

corporate practice. In manifold ways, the results help corporates understand what the 

development and design of ICT systems should aim at to enable hybrid work so that the 
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influencing factors of successful hybrid work are supported in the best possible way. In 

addition, the results help better understand how work success arises in hybrid work settings 

and how this is linked to flexibility in workplace choice. First, building upon theory type III 

(theory of predicting) from Gregor’s (2006) theoretical taxonomy, this research 

demonstrates through correlation analyses that the factors of work success and workplace 

choice are highly related. Second, this study identifies job-related factors as most affecting 

satisfaction, productivity, and workplace choice, whereby the two person-related factors of 

concentration and work–life balance are also particularly influential. In conclusion, the high 

correlation might be good news for companies and ICT system developers. The same factors 

determine work success and workplace choice; thus, companies and developers can 

simultaneously address both. However, the results could also be bad news because quick 

wins regarding the most affecting factors take much work. 

The paper starts with a review of the literature related to work success and workplace choice 

in hybrid work settings, and then derives the hypotheses and introduces the experiment’s 

setup before reporting the results. The conclusion includes the limitations and further 

research avenues. 

2.2 Theoretical Background 

2.2.1 Satisfaction and Productivity as Measures of Work Success 

The work success of employees significantly influences organizational performance. For this 

reason, researchers and practitioners are interested in understanding how employees can 

work successfully to achieve economic success. It has already been scientifically proven that 

work success is determined by employee attitudes and work outcomes (Yalabik et al., 2013). 

Employee satisfaction is a frequently considered attitude (Judge et al., 2001; Rich et al., 

2010; Yalabik et al., 2013). Satisfaction is understood as the person–environment fit, i.e., 

the extent to which the work fulfills and reflects a person’s expectations (Locke, 1976). In 

addition, an important work outcome is productivity, defined as the ratio of an output, i.e., 

the work result, and the input resources used to achieve the output (Brinkerhoff/Dressler, 

1990). Job, personal factors, and work environment influence satisfaction and productivity 

(Krupper, 2015). 

Companies, therefore, can positively influence the work success of their employees by 

changing person-related, job-related, and work environment-related factors. The working 

environment is a frequently used tool in this context. As the physical workplace influences 

employee satisfaction and companies’ economic success (Croon et al., 2005), work success 

is considered a component of a fruitful corporate real estate strategy at the level of the 
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individual employee (Pfnür et al., 2021b). Interest in the relationship between employee 

attitudes and work outcomes at the workplace goes far back (Brayfield/Crockett, 1995). 

Thus, employee attitudes and work outcomes, reflected by satisfaction and productivity, are 

frequently examined in workplace research (e.g., Haynes et al., 2017; Yunus/Ernawati, 

2018). Separate research on the different workplaces (work from home, office, third places) 

frequently utilizes satisfaction and productivity as indicators of employees’ work success 

(e.g., Contreras et al., 2020; Weber et al., 2022; Clifton et al., 2022). 

The growing interest in hybrid work settings in the IS community means that the research 

areas overlap and could benefit from each other. Despite the frequent observation of the 

relationship between satisfaction and productivity, especially in psychology and workplace 

research (Judge et al., 2001), research of hybrid work settings lacks data and analysis to 

fully understand the factors determining satisfaction and productivity, and their relation 

(Subel et al., 2022). 

2.2.2 Hybrid Work Settings Enable Flexibility in Workplace Choice 

Portable and networked technologies allow employees to work mobile without locational 

boundaries (Aroles et al., 2021). Enabled by the continuous development of ICTs, mobile 

work is not only technically possible, but their use positively influences work (Brust et al., 

2022). Various workplace settings, such as tele- and remote work, have been discussed 

extensively in IS research (e.g., DeSanctis, 1984; Subel et al., 2022). In addition to 

technological progress and the influence of digitalization, several other work trends have 

emerged. First, the workforce is shifting demographically, causing a shortage of skilled 

workers. This development directly impacts companies, as they have to compete more 

intensively for the demanded talent. Second, the greater workforce diversity and the 

younger, up-and-coming generation are placing higher demands on employers by calling for 

flexibility (Dery et al., 2017). 

Researchers and practitioners face the challenge of a unified understanding of flexibility. 

Recently, hybrid work has been increasingly understood as a concept that incorporates most 

flexibility characteristics, namely, that employees can decide where, when, and how long 

they work (Klaser et al., 2023). To respond to the demand for spatial flexibility, companies 

need to include remote work (e.g., work from home or in coworking spaces) in their 

workplace strategy in addition to the office, resulting in a hybrid work setting 

(Bouncken/Gantert, 2021). For employees, the ability to work hybrid while always being 

connected to their company and colleagues via their ICTs often comes with the responsibility 

of choosing their workplace. 
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To date, only a few studies deal with why or why not to work at a particular workplace, 

calling for further research (Baruch/King Joan Yuen, 2000; Ross/Ressia, 2015). Among the 

recognized drivers for the observed workplace choice are, e.g., desire for proximity to 

colleagues/group identity or collaboration and indoor environmental quality factors, 

including noise. When focusing on the mix between physical and digital work, knowledge 

about why employees choose a workplace is limited (Weritz et al., 2022). In the context of 

hybrid work settings, it has only been investigated which workplace characteristics are 

decisive for communicative or concentrated work when choosing a workplace (Appel-

Meulenbroek et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2023). Further, Smite et al. (2023) recognize that a 

person’s personality influences which workplaces are preferred when allowed to choose 

where to work flexibly. Still, research lacks an in-depth understanding of hybrid work 

settings where employees can flexibility choose where to work without compromising their 

productivity and satisfaction (Asatiani/Norström, 2023). 

2.3 Framework and Hypotheses Development 

This section develops a theoretical framework to underpin how satisfaction, productivity, 

and workplace choice relate. The study constructs on the understanding of theory from 

Gregor’s (2006) theoretical taxonomy, with a particular focus on his theory type III (“Theory 

for Predicting”). This theory discovers previously unknown regularities to predict outcomes 

from a set of explanatory factors without determining the underlying causal connections 

between the dependent and independent variables (Gregor, 2006). 

In short, parts of the system remain a “black box” and correlation analysis is used to discover 

and test formerly unknown regularities between satisfaction, productivity, and workplace 

choice. Besides, it also examines the factors that have the most significant impact on these 

regularities; however, it observes them only in an exploratory way, leaving out why specific 

factors are more strongly related to satisfaction, productivity, and workplace choice than 

others. 

Flexibility in choosing where to work and hybrid work settings are associated with positive 

work outcomes for employees, economic benefits, and an increase in attractiveness for 

employers (Piechatzek, 2023). This study examines the relationship between work success 

and workplace choice based on this insight. Two hypotheses are derived from the literature 

on satisfaction, productivity, and workplace choice in hybrid work settings. In line with the 

theoretical understanding of type III theory (Gregor, 2006), this study reveals the relation 

between determining factors of productivity, satisfaction, and workplace choice. However, 

the reasons for the different relevance of factors for success and choice are not investigated. 
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Figure 4 visualizes the relationships to be examined. 

 
Figure 4: Assumed relations among satisfaction, productivity and workplace choice 

A suitable workplace can make a valuable contribution to the success of companies by 

helping employees perform their work to the best of their ability (Armitage/Nassor Amar, 

2021). Yet, individual differences in workplace design affect the performance and attitudes 

of employees differently, depending on the person (Lindberg et al., 2016). Therefore, 

knowing how the workplace influences employees’ work success is paramount for 

companies. The workplace comprises not only physical environmental components; job-

related and person-related aspects are also important (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2022). Due 

to the various influencing factors, various research disciplines have focused on the workplace 

and its impact on work success. 

Usually, these studies only look at individual factors influencing satisfaction or productivity. 

Furthermore, some frameworks seek to map the black box of factors determining employee 

work success in a specific workplace setting. However, to the best of the author’s knowledge, 

there is little research on this topic in hybrid work settings. The following frameworks that 

explain work success when working in the office and remotely are explored to investigate 

the relationship between determining factors of satisfaction and productivity in hybrid work 

settings with the different workplaces available. 

First, in the occupier-based valuation of office properties, a theoretical framework for the 

interrelationships between building, business, and behavior exists (Krupper, 2015). The 

model states that several factors influence the satisfaction and productivity of employees. 

Those factors can be classified on a continuum within three dimensions: working 

environment, job, and person. Another framework for understanding the system between 

employees and the work environment is the office-ecology model (Windlinger/Lange, 2021). 

Among other things, it assumes interactions between work environment-related factors, job-

related, and the person to be optimally coordinated with each other in a successful system. 

Thus, the design and management of work settings must focus on integrating factors of those 
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three categories. Furthermore, research on workspace design for activity-based working and 

its impact on worker productivity and satisfaction also identifies similar categories. 

Especially for the future of work after the pandemic, success depends on the connections of 

these three pillars: job, person, and work environment (Marzban et al., 2023). 

Second, regarding teleworking, Weber et al. (2022) use an application of the socio-ecological 

framework to the home workplace to analyze the influences on employees’ perceived 

productivity. According to their results, work success is again influenced by person-related 

and job-related factors, and the work environment. Previous models and findings on the 

success of tele- and homeworking also include the work environment, the job, and the person 

as areas of influence (Baruch/Nicholson, 1997; Baruch/King Joan Yuen, 2000; Heidt et al., 

2023). In addition, Asatiani and Norström (2023) identify three base characteristics for the 

greater workplace context that influence remote work success: person-related, work 

environment, and job characteristics. 

The frameworks and models shown for assessing work success at the different workplaces of 

the hybrid work setting display a distinctive generality. Remarkably, the factors that 

influence satisfaction and productivity can be summarized in a few central categories: (1) 

work environment-related, (2) job-related, and (3) person-related. Thus, based on this 

correspondence of aspects, the first hypothesis (H1) is: 

H1: The factors influencing the work success components satisfaction and productivity in hybrid 

work settings are highly related. 

Turning the attention to workplace choice, it can be observed that hybrid work settings offer 

spatial flexibility and, therefore, the advantage that knowledge workers can choose where 

they want to work. Flexible workplace choice has been associated with positive employee 

outcomes (Piechatzek, 2023). Scientific evidence further recognizes that knowledge workers 

can select a suitable workplace according to their needs and preferences to work successfully 

(Spivack/Milosevic, 2018). To date, there has been little research on workplace choice. 

However, companies should be interested in more than just the factors of work success. To 

make an informed decision about their hybrid work setting, they should also know why one 

workplace is preferred over another. Without this knowledge, a change in workplace strategy 

with a reduction in flexibility of workplace choice or a cultural change toward mandatory 

return to the office can have a negative impact on employee satisfaction and productivity. 

In one of the first studies on hybrid work settings and the investigation of criteria that attract 

employees to return to the office, Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2022) identify employee 

segments with specific workspace choice preferences. These segments are explained by 
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personal, job-related, and workspace environment characteristics. The identified categories 

align with previous research on flexible offices, which tries to understand what determines 

employees’ workplace choices. Wohlers and Hertel (2017) develop a theoretical framework 

to analyze how workplace environment-related, job-related, and person-related factors 

influence employees’ work success when choosing between different workplaces in the 

office. Drawing upon the insights from Spivack and Milosevic’s (2018) research, which 

highlights employees’ inclination toward environments fostering satisfaction and 

productivity, there arises a presumption of a correlation between workplace preferences and 

professional achievements within hybrid work arrangements. Thus, hypothesis (H2) is 

derived: 

H2: The factors influencing workplace choice also highly relate to factors of satisfaction and 

productivity. 

2.4 Methodology 

The experimental study used to test the hypotheses applies the BW scaling method, case 1 

(Hinz et al., 2015; Louviere et al., 2013; Louviere et al., 2015). The BW scaling method was 

first presented in 1992 and originated from the method of paired comparison to multiple 

choices (Finn/Louviere, 1992; Kaufmann et al., 2018). Due to its foundation in random 

utility theory, the analysis has a broad theoretical and mathematical foundation (Thurstone, 

1927).  

Respondents select the best and worst items from a given set of choices. The offered choices, 

best and worst, reflect the two extremes of a continuum (Louviere et al., 2015). Thus, the 

participants make selection decisions by weighing the attractiveness of different items. Each 

item reflects a workplace environment-related, job-related, or person-related factor. 

Formulating the items as concretely and exemplarily as possible facilitates the selection 

process. Observation of the decisions is performed by counting the best and worst choices. 

Based on those numbers, individual and aggregate preference estimates and the relative 

importance of attributes are determined (Finn/Louviere, 1992). 

As a variant of discrete choice experiments (e.g., Schlereth/Skiera, 2017; Hauser et al., 

2019), this method enables researchers to measure peoples’ preferences within several items. 

While a variety of attributes can be queried, the unique outcome of the method is the 

determination of a ranking of the included items (Finn/Louviere, 1992; Beisecker et al., 

2024). Compared to other survey forms (e.g., ranking or Likert-scale surveys), the method 

offers high discrimination power because respondents must trade-off the different items 
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presented to them and it does not suffer from cultural norm patterns 

(Baumgartner/Steenkamp, 2001). 

2.4.1 Item Selection 

As far as the authors are aware, there is no empirical study to date that examines which 

factors significantly influence employees’ productivity, satisfaction, and workplace choice in 

hybrid work settings. For this reason, the focus is on the 34 selected items listed in Table 3, 

which according to the literature review turn out to be already investigated topics in 

workplace, psychology, human resources, and IS research affecting work success or 

workplace choice. Factors from the three categories workplace environment-related (12 

items), job-related (12 items), and person-related (10 items) are included. 

Table 3: Factors descriptions (translated from German language) 

Factors related to 
Workplace Environment Job Person 

Accessibility: Good transport 
connections to the place of 
work 

Team collaboration: Pleasant 
interaction in the team 

Creativity: Creative work 
possible 

Location: Short way to the 
place of work 

Social environment: Successful 
cooperation with colleagues 

Innovation: Innovative work 
possible 

Surroundings: Offers of daily 
needs in the immediate 
vicinity of the place of work 

Corporate culture: 
Identification with the values 
of the company 

Communication: 
Communicative work possible 

Attractive work environment: 
Attractive design of the 
workplace 

Relaxed working atmosphere: 
Stress-free work environment 

Concentration: Concentrated 
work possible 

Spatial conditions: Suitable 
space at the place of work for 
all activities 

Flexible working environment: 
Flexible organization of the 
working day in terms of time 
and location 

Experience: New experiences at 
work 

Privacy: Privacy at the 
workplace 

Autonomy of decision-making: 
Independent decision-making 
in everyday working life 

Conscientiousness: 
Conscientious completion of 
work 

Equipment and furniture: 
Ergonomic chair and desk 

Autonomy of work scheduling: 
Independent planning of tasks 
to be completed 

Belonging: Social participation 
in a social group 

Indoor environmental quality: 
Pleasant light, air, noise, and 
temperature conditions 

Task variety: Varied tasks Work–life balance: 
Compatibility of challenges in 
private and professional life 

Technological equipment: 
Equipment consisting of 
modern technical devices with 
fast internet connection 

Skill variety: Tasks that 
challenge to use skills and 
abilities 

Cooperativeness: Cooperative 
working environment 

Services: Attractive additional 
offers at the workplace 

Further education: Enabling 
training and further education 

Recognition: Recognition of my 
work results by colleagues and 
superiors 

Biophilic design: Plants and 
windows with a view of the 
greenery 

Activities: Interest in the 
activities 

 

Health and safety: Healthy and 
safe working environment 

Workload: Well manageable 
amount of work in terms of 
time and quantity 
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2.4.2 Experiment Setup and Sample 

The BW scaling experiment aims to identify the factors that most influence employees’ 

productivity, satisfaction, and workplace choice. The sample is gathered through 

Clickworker, a platform for generating fast and reliable responses (Lutz, 2016). All 

participants had to have experience with hybrid work. 1,136 German knowledge workers 

complete an online survey at the beginning of 2023. After data cleaning the final sample 

consists of 1,112 respondents (503 female; Mage = 37.13 years). 

The BW scaling task is experimentally manipulated: Thereby, respondents are randomly 

assigned to one of the three conditions (between subjects), under which they assess the 

presented factors related to satisfaction (N = 378), productivity (N = 384), and workplace 

choice (N = 350). Figure 5 illustrates an exemplary choice set of the variant that asks which 

factor least and which most affects satisfaction. 

 
Figure 5: Experiment setup: example choice set in variant 1 – satisfaction 

In total, 34 items are included (see Table 3). Following Kaufmann et al.’s (2018) approach 

for a long list of items, each respondent was assigned to a randomly drawn subset of nine 

out of the 34 items. These items were presented to the respondents in twelve choice sets, 

each containing three items. A level-balanced and orthogonal design is used. This means that 

each of the nine items appeared exactly four times with a pairwise frequency of one. Thereby, 

the order of the choice sets and the order of the alternatives are randomly varied to avoid 

potential order effects. 

To analyze respondents’ preferences, the count method as suggested by Louviere et al. 

(2015) is employed. The so-called BW scores, i.e., individual or aggregated sample 

preference estimates, are calculated by the difference between the amount of time a 

respondent chose an item as best and worst (Finn & Louviere, 1992; Beisecker et al., 2024). 

Each item appears four times. Therefore, each item can generate BW scores ranging between 

–4 and +4 (= 12 x 3 / 9) (Beisecker et al., 2024). After estimating the BW scores, they are 

standardized between 0 (least affecting factor) and 100 (most affecting factor) to normalized 

BW scores (Louviere et al., 2015). This technique of analysis is possible due to the level 

balance and orthogonality properties of the design. To test the hypothesis, the relation 
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between the normalized BW scores of the items for productivity, satisfaction, and workplace 

choice are statistically tested using the Pearson correlation coefficient. 

2.5 Results 

2.5.1 Consistency 

For knowledge workers, work success in the form of satisfaction and productivity is a 

tangible measure. However, many knowledge workers have only been able to flexibly choose 

their workplace recently since hybrid work settings have become established. With the aim 

of finding out whether the experiment is understood and whether the participants are 

credibly aware of the factors most affecting their productivity, satisfaction, and workplace 

choice, the consistency of the respondents’ choices in the BW scaling experiment is examined 

for all three variants of the experiment (Beisecker et al., 2024).  

Here, the idea is simple: summing up respondents’ squared BW scores across all items 

informs how consistent the respondent was in their decision-making. A value close to 0 

indicates random decision-making. The highest consistency measure, i.e., a perfectly 

consistent respondent, equals 60 (= 2 * 42 + 2 * 32 + 2 * 22 + 2 * 12). The mean value of 

the consistency measure over all three variants is 52.16. The comparison of the variants 

detects the highest consistency measure for productivity (52.76) followed by satisfaction 

(52.71). For workplace choice, a slightly lower value of 50.90 occurs. These differences in 

the consistency measures by variant are statistically significant (F (2, 1,109) = 3.47, p < 

.05). 

2.5.2 Correlations 

The relation between the normalized BW scores of the three variants is observed through 

the Pearson correlation coefficients (see Table 4). In IS, the use of correlation analysis to 

empirically test hypotheses is consistent with Gregor’s (2006) understanding of type III 

theory. Therefore, the correlations between the mean BW scores of the different experiment 

variants are analyzed. Regarding work success, the statistical test shows a correlation of .93 

(p < .01) between satisfaction and productivity. This high correlation supports the first 

hypothesis (H1) and suggests that satisfaction and productivity highly relate in hybrid work 

settings. Furthermore, the normalized BW scores are also highly correlated between 

workplace choice and work success. A Pearson correlation coefficient of .87 (p < .01) is 

detected between workplace choice and productivity and a coefficient of .89 (p < .01) 

between workplace choice and satisfaction. Thus, this study finds empirical support for the 

second hypothesis (H2), suggesting that high workplace choice, satisfaction, and 

productivity highly relate.  
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Table 4: Correlations between the mean values of the normalized BW scores 

 Productivity Satisfaction 

Satisfaction .930**  

Workplace choice .869** .891** 

Note: N = 34; **: Correlation is significant at a 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

2.5.3 Normalized BW Scores 

Observation of the BW scaling experiment reveals that the factors with the strongest 

influence hardly differ within the three variants. This means that satisfaction, productivity, 

and workplace choice are influenced by very similar factors. In total, only 12 different factors 

are represented among the ten most affecting factors for productivity, satisfaction, and 

workplace choice. Figure 6 visualises the normalized BW scores for all items. The bar chart 

shows the BW scores of the experiment variants satisfaction and productivity. The line 

presents the BW scores of the experiment variant workplace choice. The table below 

summarizes their value and reports changes in the ranking conditions between the 

experimental variants as well as the differences of the normalized BW scores for each item. 

The possibility to concentrate on work is most affecting for productivity, interest in activities 

has the highest influence on satisfaction, and the flexible organization of the working day in 

terms of time and location is most affecting for workplace choice (BW scores = 100.00). 

Among the 12 most affecting factors, eight are job-related. Next to interest in activities, for 

employees, the independent decision-making in everyday working life and the independent 

planning of tasks to be completed are highly influential. Further, the flexible organization of 

the working day in terms of time and location and a well manageable amount of work in 

terms of time and quantity influence satisfaction, productivity, and workplace choice. In 

addition, pleasant interaction in the team, tasks that challenge to use skills and abilities, and 

a stress-free working environment are among the most affecting factors. Next to those job-

related factors, three person-related factors occur to be influential: the possibility of work 

concentration, the compatibility of challenges in private and professional life, and a 

conscientious completion of work. Finally, the most affecting workplace environment-related 

factor is a healthy and safe working environment. 
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Figure 6: Comparison of the items of all three variant rankings 
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2.6 Discussion and Conclusion 

To ensure business success in challenging times and, therefore, make the right decisions for 

a sensible workplace strategy, companies need to understand the needs of their employees, 

how they work successfully, and why they choose a specific workplace (Hill et al., 2003; 

Weber et al., 2022; Weritz et al., 2022). This knowledge is also essential for the successful 

and targeted development and design of ICT systems for knowledge-based work in hybrid 

work settings. Despite the interest in hybrid work settings, research on the relationship 

between employees' work success and workplace choice is lacking. The hybrid form of work, 

where employees work partly from the office and partly remotely, is a relatively new 

phenomenon, enabled by technological innovations and catalyzed by the COVID-19 

pandemic. Therefore, this study aims to determine how satisfaction, productivity, and 

workplace choice relate to hybrid work settings. In the first step, the study examines whether 

the already widely recognized relationship between satisfaction and productivity also exists 

in hybrid work settings by determining their factors (RQ1). It then examines for the first 

time whether employees’ workplace choice is linked to work success (RQ2). Finally, the study 

observes which workplace environment-related, job-related, and person-related factors 

system design and companies should focus on to influence work success and workplace 

choice (RQ3) positively. 

The results of the BW scaling experiment provide several valuable insights. The study 

contributes to the theory of hybrid work within IS literature in several ways. First, the 

consistency scores show that despite the relatively short time employees have been able to 

work in hybrid settings, they are conscious about what makes their work successful and what 

they consider when choosing a workplace. The consistency scores of productivity (52.76), 

satisfaction (52.71), and workplace choice (50.90) are all close to the maximum value of 60, 

which represents that the experiment was understood and that the factors can be identified 

in all three variants. The slightly higher consistency score for satisfaction and productivity 

could be a sign that work success is a more commonly used instrument in studies for 

measuring work success and that respondents already have a degree of clarity on the factors. 

The fact that the respondents were asked about their workplace choice for the first time in a 

survey could be reflected in the lower consistency score for workplace choice compared to 

the other two variants.  

Second, the significantly positive correlation coefficient between satisfaction and 

productivity (.93; p < .01) shows that the factors determining satisfaction and productivity 

are highly related. As such, the data empirically supports H1. This result confirms previous 

research on work success at different kinds of workplaces individually and confirms the 
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assumed relation between work success factors. It thus expands existing knowledge of the 

recognized context for hybrid work settings. Furthermore, this study is among the first to 

demonstrate a correlation between employee work success and workplace choice. The highly 

positive and significant correlation coefficients between workplace choice and productivity 

(.87; p < .01) and between workplace choice and satisfaction (.89; p < .01) confirm the 

hypothesized relation of H2 that the factors of satisfaction, productivity, and workplace 

choice highly relate. Exploring the connection and factors of work success and workplace 

choice allows for understanding better employee needs in hybrid work settings (Subel et al., 

2022). Thus, these research results provide a basis for the development of IS artifacts that 

not only enable the choice of workplace but also take the factors that influence work success 

and are essential for knowledge workers in hybrid work settings into account for their design. 

Third, the analysis of the normalized BW scores presents an interesting insight (Figure 3). 

The separate consideration of the top ten most affecting factors from all three variants of the 

experiment results in an intersection of only 12 different factors. These factors mostly come 

from job-related factors, two person-related, and one workplace environment-related factor. 

If one tries to group the aspects to recognize commonalities, then those factors that are 

related to work autonomy and flexibility emerge in particular. The high relevance of these 

factors could be explained by the general desire for individualism on the part of a company’s 

employees (Linthorst/de Waal, 2020). Tasks and working environment influence on 

satisfaction and also play a central role. This result reinforces previous research 

recommending spatial flexibility to enhance knowledge workers’ productivity and 

satisfaction (Spivack/Milosevic, 2018). Moreover, the study adds to bundling the research 

on work success, which is fragmented in many areas of IS and other research streams 

(Asatiani/Norström, 2023) by including workplace environment-related, job-related, and 

person-related factors together in the analysis. Therefore, the simplistic view of many studies 

is that work success is only determined by factors from the working environment, the job, or 

the person being challenged. However, digitalization may ensure that future working 

environments focus more on how and what job is done (Asatiani/Norström, 2023); the 

results call for the workplace environment and personal factors to be considered. The 

development and design of general IS artifacts and ICT systems to enable hybrid work should 

also promote the identified factors accordingly. For example, system design should develop 

systems that enable hybrid work in a way that promotes concentration and supports the 

adequate performance of different activities. 

In addition to the theoretical implications, the study provides several practical 

contributions. First, the result of the experimental study is good news for companies, as 
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they learn that similar factors in hybrid work settings determine their employees’ work 

success. It is, therefore, possible to directly impact employee satisfaction and productivity by 

improving individual aspects. However, no quick win is possible due to the nature of the 

most critical factors. Instead, the predominant importance of job-related factors requires 

long-lasting effort and strategy. The high relevance of job-related factors also emphasizes 

the importance of companies’ digital infrastructure. The necessary infrastructure is required 

so that employees are satisfied with their job-related factors and can work in a successful 

manner overall. For example, self-determined and flexible working requires optimal 

supporting technical equipment. In addition, the necessary digital tools are needed for 

location-independent collaboration in teams. Finally, hybrid working not only calls for 

technical resources geared toward this. Human resources and management must also be 

geared toward the new requirements, and, hence, closer integration of IT and HR 

departments (Offstein et al., 2010) to manage the new hybrid work setting. 

The results show that mainly the same factors influence employees’ workplace choice and 

work success. If companies give their employees the freedom to choose the workplace that 

suits them best, then they will be rewarded by satisfied and productive employees in return. 

The results thus clearly call for an increase in employee spatial flexibility. Because most of 

the affecting factors are job-related and, thus, within companies’ sphere of action, companies 

can start to act. In line with this, employees should not be forced back into the office. Instead, 

corporate real estate management must also support the spatial flexibility of employees in 

the best possible way. The specific workplace environment-related factors are not strongly 

represented in the top ten most affecting aspects. Conversely, it can therefore be assumed 

that the quality of the respondents’ workplaces does not vary so much from one another 

(e.g., between home and office) or that they do not have a dominant negative effect so that 

they are pushed into the background by a large number of factors. However, the office space 

does not yet appear attractive enough to influence workplace choice or improve work success 

significantly. Overall, there is still potential to be realized as offices can contribute to a 

company’s overall success in this way. In the future, offices must provide employees and 

companies with even better support for the job-related and person-related factors of work 

success. Therefore, the office can become a more attractive workplace for knowledge 

workers in a hybrid work setting. 

The limitations of this study are discussed below. First, the results are based on an 

experimental study. Therefore, the ranking is limited to the aspects considered in the BW 

scaling experiment and only the relative importance of these aspects is represented. 

Although the study deliberately includes aspects from different disciplines, other factors 
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could influence work success and workplace choice (e.g., gender, age, culture, and national 

differences). Another limitation is the sample size. While the data set provides cross-industry 

and cross-company insights that make the transferability of the results more robust, a more 

significant number of respondents could be beneficial. Furthermore, this study only looks at 

the individual employee level. This perspective may over-represent the importance and 

weighting of individual aspects, which could be caused by the social trend toward 

individualization and a focus on individual advantage. Finally, the study only includes 

satisfaction and productivity to illustrate work success and excludes other components. 

Workplace choice is also not detailed, so it is impossible to say whether working in the office, 

working at home, or working in a coworking space is chosen more frequently. 

Future research should investigate whether and which other factors influence work success 

and workplace choice. It also needs to be studied whether the results change if the 

experiment is explicitly conducted at the level of the team or the entire company and not 

just at the level of the individual employee. The aim is to determine whether team 

productivity, social interaction, and company performance do not suffer with maximum 

flexibility in workplace choice and high individual work success. It will be exciting for the IS 

community to build on this study to investigate how collaboration, innovation, and 

leadership can succeed at a distance in hybrid work settings. 

In conclusion, this study proves the connection between employee work success and 

workplace choice in hybrid work settings. Cross-sectional aspects are included to map the 

factors of the target variables as holistically as possible. The result benefits IS research on 

hybrid working: first, it shows that there is also a connection between satisfaction and 

productivity in hybrid work settings. Second, it clarifies how the factors of work success and 

workplace choice are related and that companies have far-reaching options for action to 

support their employees. Thus, companies increase their success in hybrid working settings 

through their digitalization strategy and adopting technologies that reinforce influential 

factors. Finally, the results enable the targeted further development of ICT systems for 

successful hybrid work. 
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Abstract: 

Purpose 

The world of work is constantly changing. The COVID-19 pandemic has reinforced working 

from home and there is an increasing demand for flexibility regarding the workplace. There 

is little empirical evidence on the mechanisms and factors that influence employee outcomes, 

such as productivity and turnover intention, at the workplace at home. In addition, it is 

unclear whether the workplace characteristics that influence employee outcomes vary 

between different nations due to country-specific circumstances. 

Design/methodology/approach 

The research model applied in this study is based on the Job Demands–Resources and 

Environmental Demands–Resources models using German (N = 429) and United States (N 

= 507) survey samples. Partial least squares structural equation modelling is used to analyse 

the influence of workplace characteristics (isolation, family–work interference, 

equipment/facilities, and skill variety) on employee outcomes (satisfaction, burnout, 

productivity, and turnover intention). Additionally, a multi-group analysis is employed to 

explore group differences in the factors influencing satisfaction, burnout, productivity and 

turnover intention between employees in Germany and the United States. 

Findings 

The results reveal that significant determinants of productivity and turnover intention 

include isolation, family–work interference, equipment/facilities, and skill variety. Isolation 

and equipment/facilities are identified as the most important demands and resources of the 

home workplace. Some significant differences are found between Germany and the United 
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States. The positive effect of isolation on burnout is significantly stronger in the United States 

than in Germany, whereas the positive effect of family–work inference on burnout is stronger 

in Germany than in the United States. The negative effects visible for the relations between 

burnout and satisfaction, and satisfaction and turnover intention are stronger in Germany 

than in the United States. The positive effect of burnout on turnover intention is stronger in 

the United States compared to Germany. 

Originality 

The study adds empirical evidence to the JD-R theory by analysing the influence of the home 

workplace characteristics on employee outcomes in different countries for the first time using 

a multi-group analysis. In addition, the study reveals new insights into the differences 

between the knowledge workforces in Germany and the United States by uncovering how 

key factors influence employee outcomes such as productivity and turnover intention, 

partially carried by varying length of experience in work from home between both of these 

countries. Insights from this study can support corporate real estate managers to make better 

decisions on the design of employees’ home workplaces and the integration of work from 

home into the company’s workspace concept. 

3.1 Introduction 

In globalized economies, multi-national companies are often required to employ people 

across multiple markets and countries and manage corporate real estate worldwide. Real 

estate managers are tasked with making decisions about the design and management of the 

globalized workplace (Plijter et al., 2014). In doing so, different national cultures have to be 

aligned with the corporate culture (Dewulf et al., 2000). It is, however, not yet 

comprehensively understood how cultural differences influence workplace characteristics. 

This short come imposes a challenge in making optimal decisions in this domain. Workplace 

characteristics in the work from home context are defined as the factors and features of the 

work environment (perceptions about the space, job, task and outside surroundings) that 

are associated with human well-being because they influence the way of working and the 

resulting work success (Bakker/Demerouti, 2007; McKnight et al., 2009; Roskams et al. 

2021). 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, millions of knowledge workers worldwide suddenly started 

working from home on a regular basis (Nijp et al., 2016). This first-time simultaneous high 

frequency of work from home provides an unprecedented opportunity for research on the 

resulting impact of this novel workplace on organisations (Contreras et al., 2020).  
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To achieve business success and survive in the increasing war for talent, companies must 

provide suitable workplaces for their workforce regardless of where employees perform their 

work (Carnevale/Hatak, 2020; Gigauri, 2020; Donthu/Gustafsson, 2020). An environment 

that is optimally adapted to employees’ work is beneficial to fulfilling tasks effectively 

(Armitage/Nassor Amar, 2021). Right now it is more important than ever for companies to 

understand the relevant factors that influence the productivity and turnover intention of 

their employees when working from home in order to position themselves for the future. 

Research findings of different disciplines show evidence of an increase in satisfaction and a 

decrease in turnover intention while working from home (Bloom et al., 2015; Kröll/Nüesch, 

2019; Niebuhr et al., 2022; Voll et al., 2023b). Some studies have also analysed the influence 

of workplace characteristics on productivity (Pfnür et al., 2021a; Voll et al., 2022a) and 

burnout (Da Pereira/Ribeiro, 2022) for the workplace at home. However, the small number 

of robust pre-pandemic cross-sectoral research and evidence still suggests a need for research 

specifically on home-based work concepts. The application of more holistic models is 

necessary to fully understand the relationships between resources and demands on work 

success when working from home. Current literature on the topic has the critical limitation 

that most scholars purely focus on the work from home situation of an individual country. 

Research on the differences in workplace needs between nation groups is insufficient (Voll 

et al., 2022a). In the past, work from home has been established to varying degrees in 

different countries. However, due to the high intensity of work from home during COVID-19 

simultaneously across countries, a direct comparison between countries is possible for the 

first time. The comparison is of high value because there is yet evidence to be uncovered on 

whether country-specific factors such as culture, work organisation or the length of 

experience in work from home influence the home workplace characteristics that affect 

employees’ work outcomes. 

To address this research gap, this study investigates two countries with different length of 

experience in work from home, the United States (U.S.) and Germany, in a first bilateral 

comparison. The impact of the home workplace characteristics on employee outcomes 

during COVID-19 is analysed by examining which factors influence productivity and turnover 

intention through satisfaction and burnout. The U.S. is Germany’s most important trading 

partner after China (Destatis, 2023b) and German companies are the third largest foreign 

employer in the U.S. with approximately 885,000 jobs (Federal Foreign Office, 2023). This 

study examines whether differences emerge between two of the largest Western economies 

(Statista, 2023) despite many similarities grounded in the close civil society, scientific and 

cultural ties connecting the two countries (German Missions in the United States, 2023). 
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Despite these similarities, scientific literature also points to several differences between the 

two nations in terms of their culture and labour organisation (Hall/Hall, 1990; Hofstede, 

2001; Gauger et al., 2022a). 

The basis of the research model used in this study is a conceptualisation of the workplace at 

home as a set of perceived characteristics derived from the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) 

model (Bakker/Demerouti, 2007). The JD-R model is one of the most popular and influential 

models of work stress in organizational literature (Bakker/Demerouti, 2017). Based on a 

quantitative survey conducted among knowledge workers in Germany and the U.S., partial 

least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) and a multi-group analysis (MGA) 

are used to analyse the relationships between the knowledge workforces’ resources, demands 

and their outcomes while working from home in both countries. Assessment of the MGA 

enhances the ability to identify meaningful differences in multiple relationships in a research 

model across group-specific results (Schlägel/Sarstedt, 2016; Cheah et al., 2020). 

Comparing possible differences between groups is beneficial from a theoretical and practical 

perspective in order to avoid erroneous conclusions. The results of this study allow 

researchers advancing a piece of JD-R theory applied on the workplace at home by adding 

empirical evidence through an MGA. For practitioners, the results identify determinants on 

employees’ burnout, satisfaction, productivity and turnover intention that vary between 

nations. These findings help improve the workplace and work at home. Based on the 

knowledge of country-specific differences of individual influences, corporate strategies 

adapted to different company locations can be developed (Earley/Mosakowski, 2004). 

Ultimately, this study enhances inter-nation collaboration as a purpose of cross-cultural 

research (Hofstede et al., 2010). By comparing two national samples, both countries can 

learn from each other, and the dialogue and starting points for joint studies arise. 

3.2 Literature Review 

3.2.1 The Home as a Workplace 

The world of work is constantly exposed to new challenges due to the social, economic and 

technological developments of the last 20 years (Cascio, 2010; Gauger/Pfnür, 2019). In the 

wake of globalization, companies can gain a competitive advantage by recruiting talent 

internationally, collaborating virtually and achieving success across locations. Croon et al. 

(2005) report in their literature review that companies try to promote performance and 

increase employee satisfaction to rise economic success. Scientific evidence confirms that the 

design of the workplace has an impact on worker satisfaction. Developments in society and 

technology have spurred the flexibilization of the work location, which offers a 
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complementary alternative to the office workplace. The origins of the concept of telework 

go back to the late 1970s and early 1980s (Kleemann, 2022). Prior to the pandemic, the 

establishment of flexible workplace models took place at different rates in different 

countries. During the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, however, the concept of working from 

home expanded rapidly in several countries around the world in an effort to prevent the 

virus from spreading (Belzunegui-Eraso/Erro-Garcés, 2020) and the home received 

increasing attention as part of the working world (Mergener, 2020). In Germany, only 

approximately 13% of all employees worked from home in 2019 (Federal Statistical Office, 

2021). Of these, only up to 6% used their home workplace every day or at least half of the 

working time. In comparison, in the U.S., 52% of employees claimed to work from home at 

least one day per week, with 17% working five days or more from home (Mlitz, 2021). In 

both Germany and the U.S., the proportion of work from home increased by around 20%. 

Furthermore, in the future, up to 80% of companies in Germany and the U.S. are planning 

to implement a flexible workplace policy (International Workplace Group, 2019). These 

figures should be viewed with caution due to the different understandings of the terms and 

diverse designs of telework and work from home across different studies. However, in 2023, 

referring to data from the commercial real estate firm JLL, the Wall Street Journal reports 

lower return-to-office rates in the U.S. compared to Europe. (Putzier, 2023). 

This study defines work from home as knowledge workers performing a work activity from 

home. A variety of research disciplines have examined environmental conditions, 

interactions and success factors of office real estate on the workplace as well as of the 

physical work location on employee performance (e.g., Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2013; 

Clippard, 2020; Roskams et al. 2021). However, research on working from home and on the 

characteristics that influence work success in the home workplace has only increasingly 

gained in importance over the past few years. Individual studies, mostly on a specific 

occupational group or knowledge workers in a specific country, have assessed the effects of 

work-from-home on the well-being and success of employees or show the disadvantages of 

working at home and the suffering of employees (e.g., Sutarto et al., 2021; Schade et al., 

2021; Kossen et al., 2022). 

3.2.2 Differences in Germany and the U.S. (Work Culture) 

Although there are many similarities and substantial cooperation between the countries from 

an economic point of view, the society and employees in Germany and the U.S. differ in their 

cultural characteristics (Hofstede Insights, 2023). This observation gives reason to assess 

further why employee outcomes at the home workplace vary between both countries. It is 
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already well established that national culture plays an essential role in managing global 

workspaces. However, scientific knowledge and transnational studies on the differences of 

influences on employees’ outcomes working at home are sparse. While scholars have looked 

at the impact of national culture on the performance of international companies 

(DasGupta/Roy, 2023), this study takes a step back and first examines whether national 

differences occur for working from home in the first place. The findings provide a starting 

point for future research.  

Established theories about national culture propose different cross-cultural comparison 

dimensions (e.g., Trompenaars/Hampden-Turner, 1997; House et al., 2002; Hofstede et al., 

2010, 2005; Schwartz, 2006). Because this study aims to find out whether differences in 

work from home occur between Germany and the U.S., and not which exact cultural 

dimensions are the triggers, only a few meaningful differences are exemplified below, 

following Hofstede (1980) and Hofstede Insights (2023). The framework presented by 

Hofstede is influential in work-related culture value comparisons and has been a frequently 

used basis of cross-national research in the workplace (Spector et al., 2001). These examples 

illustrate how (work) culture can influence the work from home characteristics included in 

the model of this study and underline the need for the MGA.  

While individualism, i.e. individuals being more self-reliant, is very strongly valued in the 

U.S., the German culture is somewhat more orientated towards collectivism (Hofstede 

Insights, 2023). In Germany, strong workplace representation established through a works 

council exists often, which can be seen as embedded collectivism (Gumbrell-

McCormick/Hyman, 2006). Additionally, higher levels of collectivism are generally 

associated with greater job satisfaction (Hui, 1996) and organisational commitment (Palich 

et al., 1995). Because individualism values personal freedom, people in the U.S. were less 

convinced to support the collective action of staying at home during COVID-19 (Jiang et al., 

2022). Araghinavaz (2003) states that depending on the degree of individualism, the 

preference for office types varies. The results show that individualistic cultures tend to prefer 

cellular offices. Long-term orientation is another characteristic that stands out in Germany 

in contrast to the U.S. Long-term orientation in the business world is correlated with work 

values like adaptiveness, accountability and self-discipline (Hofstede/Minkov, 2010). While 

being investigated in life-long networks is typical for employees in long-term-oriented 

cultures, knowledge workers in short-term-oriented cultures value personal loyalties that 

vary with business needs and the main work value is freedom (ibid.). Therefore, in the U.S., 

individuals tend to strive for quick results within the workplace. In Germany, it is more 

common to try to avoid uncertainty. However, especially during the pandemic, the level of 

uncertainty is very high, which can create a sense of unease in German society and might 
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lead to stress of employees (Ryan, 2022). Also, a connection is found between uncertainty 

avoidance of a society and the openness to workplace innovation and Steelcase (2009). 

Hence, in the U.S., this results in more flexible workplaces, e.g., work from home. German 

society is also known for its tendency towards restraint, characterised by the fact that 

satisfaction of needs is more strongly suppressed and regulated by strict social norms. 

German employees are assumed to have a tendency towards pessimism. In contrast, 

according to Hofstede’s cultural dimension model, the U.S. scores as an indulgent society 

(Hofstede, 1980). There are further significant differences in the work culture of the two 

nations; for example, the different ways in which work contacts are perceived outside the 

office (Körber, 2018). In the U.S., an increase in the number of people working 50 hours or 

more per week has been reported for several years (Cohen, 1992). This continuing trend 

goes so far that overwork is even valued by American culture (Arabandi, 2011). In Germany, 

the Working Hours Act limits the working hours of employees on weekdays to a maximum 

of eight hours (BMJ, 2020). With regard to informal learning at the workplace, studies show 

that employees in cultures with a large power distance engage in less self-management 

(Kirkman/Shapiro, 2001; Ralston et al., 2008; Kim/Mc Lean, 2014). Power distance is 

defined as “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organisations 

within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede Insights, 

2023). Because the power distance for German workers is lower compared to the U.S., they 

are expected to manage themselves easier. Communication is also more direct and in 

cultures with lower power distance, like Germany, employees participate more actively in 

meetings. Based on this style of action, Germans articulate their interests well to managers 

and teammates. Despite these findings, a direct link between power distance and workplace 

characteristics has not yet been confirmed (Plijter et al., 2014). Nevertheless, lower levels of 

power distance are associated with higher levels of organisational commitment (e.g., 

Clugston et al., 2000).  

3.3 Research Model Development 

The JD-R model (Bakker/Demerouti, 2007) and its application to the workplace 

environment, the environmental demands–resources (ED-R) model (Roskams et al., 2021), 

are used as the theoretical underpinning of this study. Workplace characteristics are 

classified as demands or resources (Bakker/Demerouti, 2007). JD-R theory is one of the most 

influential theories in workplace research and often serves as a conceptual model to describe 

complex relationships between workplaces and work outcomes (e.g., Chu et al., 2022). The 

model describes the interaction of characteristics that influence employees’ outcomes 

through parallel health impairment and motivational processes. Overall, employee outcomes 
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are distinguished into three categories: attitudes, e.g., satisfaction and turnover intention; 

health, like burnout; and performance, such as productivity (Edwards/Shipp, 2007; Appel-

Meulenbroek et al., 2021). Bakker/Demerouti (2017) show that burnout has a negative and 

satisfaction a positive impact on outcomes such as productivity and turnover intention. 

The research model presented in Figure 7 includes two demands (isolation and family–work 

interference) two resources (equipment/facilities and skill variety), two attitudes 

(satisfaction; turnover intention), health (burnout) and performance (productivity). All have 

aspects of particular relevance for work from home as they all undergo a strength of 

relevance due to the pandemic condition. Two challenges of working from home are 

particularly evident in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. Knowledge workers feel 

isolation due to the distance from colleagues and the company, and they experience tension 

due to living and working with their family, which also cannot leave the house due to the 

exceptional situation of the pandemic. Thus, isolation and family–work interference are 

classified as job demands because both represent aspects that require mental effort and carry 

psychological costs (Demerouti et al., 2001). The resources are equipment/facilities as well 

as skill variety. Both are included because they are either an aspect of the workplace 

environment whose presence is associated with an enhanced ability to reach higher levels of 

work engagement (Roskams et al., 2021) or an aspect of the job that is functional in 

achieving work goals or stimulating personal growth and development (Demerouti et al., 

2001). Previous research demonstrates for two similar models, based on JD-R model, with 

individual outcome variables that the included workplace characteristics represent the 

specifics of work from home during COVID-19 well (Bakker/Demerouti, 2017, Voll et al., 

2022a; Voll et al., 2023a). For this reason, these models are combined in this study to base 

the country comparison on a more holistic model. 

In this study, Isolation symbolises the subjective feeling of loneliness as an adaptive response 

to isolation, which is found as an effect of the pandemic (Hwang et al., 2020; Lengen et al., 

2021). In the U.S., an increase in social isolation during the COVID-19 pandemic is reported 

(Peng/Roth, 2022). Earlier studies have identified social isolation as a hazard of telework 

(Baruch, 2000; Klopotek, 2017). One reason for this is that the physical isolation experienced 

while working from home can cause loneliness and feelings of isolation (Wang et al., 2021). 

As a result of isolation, employees react in two different ways. One group no longer wants 

to work at home but wants to return to the office if possible. Bloom et al. (2015) find 

loneliness and a lack of social interaction while working from home as the most common 

reasons why employees wish to return to the office. The other group of employees 

experiencing isolation, or those who cannot go to an office to work, as during the COVID-19 
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pandemic, experience emotional stress and react with reduced performance. Bauer/Silver 

(2018) document a direct relationship between isolation and burnout. During remote work, 

social isolation leads to decreased satisfaction (Toscano/Zappalà, 2020). 

H1: Isolation has a positive impact on burnout at the home workplace. 

Work and family issues are associated with cultural values (Yang et al., 2000). Family–work 

interference is a form of inter-role conflict based on role stress theory 

(Grzywacz/Demerouti, 2013). Knowledge workers who work from home spend their 

working hours in addition to their personal lives—i.e. most of their time—at home. Working 

from home increases the risk of blurring the boundary between work location and private 

life (Wang et al., 2021) when the private premises are no longer left for work. Researchers 

identify time-based, strain-based and behaviour-based family–work conflicts that can be 

experienced while working from home (Greenhaus/Beutell, 1985). Sharing private space 

with family members can make working at home even more difficult. As a consequence of 

cross-domain roles with frequent distractions and interruptions, greater experiences of 

exhaustion occur (Kreiner et al., 2009). Working from home during COVID-19, children 

being at home and distractions while working are all associated with decreased overall 

physical and mental well-being (Xiao et al., 2021). Furthermore, Hakanen/Bakker (2017) 

find empirical evidence for the relationship between stressful events in an employee’s 

personal life and job burnout. According to a meta-analysis by Alarcon (2011), role conflict 

has been confirmed as a predictor for burnout. A cross-country comparison by Galovan et al. 

(2010) reports a varying relation between family–work conflict and job satisfaction in 

individualistic cultures compared to more collectivist nations. 

H2: Family–work interference has a positive impact on burnout at the home workplace. 

In this study, equipment and facilities refers to technological work equipment and to an 

employee’s available private space and workstation used for work purposes at home, 

including required storage space (Schreyer et al., 2023). Messenger/Gschwind (2016) find 

that functioning technology is among the most important prerequisites for working from 

home. In addition, access to required technology is correlated positively with satisfaction 

(Van der Voordt, 2004). Instead, problems with equipment are found to be a job demand 

(Bakker et al., 2003) and inadequate tools are seen as a disadvantage for the home office 

(Ipsen et al., 2021). In the context of this study, it is worth noting that Germany had a 

comparatively low work from home rate before the COVID-19 pandemic began in contrast 

to the U.S. However, as a result of the sudden switch from office to home, many employees 
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in Germany did not have access to adequate work equipment, especially at the beginning of 

the pandemic (Schreyer et al., 2023). 

H3: Equipment and facilities have a positive impact on satisfaction at the home workplace. 

Skill variety describes the amount of skill a person needs to be able to do a job 

(Hackman/Oldham, 1980). Working from home in a private space can make it more difficult 

to complete monotonous tasks to satisfaction because there are usually more distractions in 

a private living space than in an office. There are also fewer opportunities for spontaneous 

help from colleagues (Kellner et al., 2020). Both aspects, distraction from work and distance 

from colleagues make working from home difficult during the COVID-19 pandemic. One 

ability that helps deal with these challenges and makes knowledge workers resilient is a 

distinctive skill variety. Meta-analytic results show that skill variety is positively related to 

involvement and satisfaction (Humphrey et al., 2007). Involvement, like active participation 

in meetings, is associated with cultures with low power distance (Hofstede Insights, 2023). 

H4: Skill variety has a positive impact on satisfaction at the home workplace. 

Burnout can be understood as a long-term consequence of stress and is triggered by 

situational and individual factors (Bakker et al., 2014). Satisfaction is a multi-faceted 

construct in this study as it expands the concepts of job and work satisfaction to include 

additional dimensions like satisfaction with life overall or an employee’s financial situation 

(Siddiqui, 2015). Turnover intention is understood as the conscious and deliberate self-

motivation to leave the organisation and productivity reflects the self-estimated productivity 

in the home office of the employee. 

According to the third proposition of the JD-R theory (Bakker/Demerouti, 2017), resources 

(instigate a motivational process) buffer demands (instigate a health-impairment process). 

Burnout is considered to be one of the most important predictors of job satisfaction and 

turnover intention (Lu/Gursoy, 2016). Schaufeli/Bakker (2004) also confirm that burnout 

is related to turnover intention. High rates of turnover are associated with high costs to the 

organisation in part due to associated reduced productivity (Jackson/Maslach, 1982; Leiter, 

1988). Furthermore, an indirect relationship between isolation and turnover intention via 

burnout is documented (Bauer/Silver, 2018). Empirical studies show that there is a negative 

causal relationship between burnout and job satisfaction (Wolpin et al., 1991; Baruch-

Feldman et al., 2002; Ybema et al., 2010). Employees who are dissatisfied with their work 

situation develop the intention to quit. Dissatisfaction triggers a series of steps that lead 

employees to develop turnover intention (Porter/Steers, 1973). Studies already confirm this 

observation and report a negative correlation between job satisfaction and employee 
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turnover (e.g. Mobley, 1977). In contrast, in a study of teleworkers, Dubrin (1991) shows 

that higher satisfaction increases productivity. A positive relationship between job 

satisfaction and productivity is also described in the ‘Happy-Productive Worker Thesis’ by 

Landy (1985), revisited by Zelenski et al., 2008). During remote work, Toscano/Zappalà 

(2020) detect a decrease in productivity caused by social isolation. Expanding the view to 

include results from a meta-study on physician productivity, a negative relationship between 

burnout and productivity and higher intention to leave are reported (Dewa et al., 2014). 

H5: Burnout has a negative impact on satisfaction at the home workplace. 

H6: Burnout has a positive impact on turnover intention at the home workplace. 

H7: Burnout has a negative impact on productivity at the home workplace. 

H8: Satisfaction has a negative impact on turnover intention at the home workplace. 

H9: Satisfaction has a positive impact on productivity at the home workplace. 

 
Figure 7: Research Model (authors’ own illustration, 2023, following Bakker/Demerouti, 2017; 

Voll et al., 2022a; Voll et al., 2023a) 

3.4 Methodology 

3.4.1 Data Collection 

The dataset in this study was generated within the Work-from-Home programme (author 

information not yet mentioned during the review due to desired anonymity, 2021). It is 

based on an online survey conducted from 10–14 August 2020. For data collection, an 

electronic questionnaire was distributed with the software LamaPoll via the platform 

Clickworker in Germany and Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in the U.S. The choice of distributing 

the survey via these sampling platforms was informed by the increasing popularity of both 
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platforms in research. Several authors argue this method, compared to more traditional 

sampling strategies, generates responses quickly and reliably with comparable quality (e.g. 

Brawley/Pury, 2016; Follmer et al., 2017). The surveys addressed 2,000 office and 

knowledge workers in Germany, Switzerland, Austria and the U.S. Data cleaning and pre-

processing was conducted in IBM SPSS Statistics, resulting in the final dataset comprising a 

cohort of respondents from Germany (N = 429) and a cohort from the U.S. (N = 507). All 

surveys with a response time of less than seven minutes and missing values as well as single 

outliers were excluded. PLS-SEM was chosen for the statistical analysis as this research 

compares two countries to explore theoretical extensions of the JD-R theory as opposed to 

the more traditional CB-SEM (Hair et al., 2019). PLS-SEM is suitable for conducting an MGA 

to analyse group differences after estimating the measurement model. 

This research is based on the analysis of knowledge workers who performed at least part of 

their activities during the COVID-19 pandemic from home. More specifically, more than four 

days per week on average were spent working from home over the entire dataset. Thus, the 

amount of work from home is substantial and therefore causes genuine effects. Figure 8 

shows the proportion of work from home in the sample for the period before and during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

 
Figure 8: Work from Home Proportion over Time (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

3.4.2 Data Sample 

Items are combined from existing survey instruments wherever possible. The Appendix A 

provides a detailed list of items with associated sources. A five- or seven-point Likert scale is 

used for all items to measure perceived fit. The employees’ characteristics are reported in 

Table 5.  

Table 5: Sample Descriptive Statistics (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

 Germany U.S. 



  

Article 2: Is the success of working from home a matter of configuration? – A comparison between 
the United States and Germany using PLS-SEM  59 

Demographic Characteristic Frequency         
(N = 429) 

Percentage      
(%) 

Frequency         
(N = 507) 

Percentage      
(%) 

Gender     

    Male 262 61.1 327 64.5 

    Female 166 38.7 179 35.3 

    Diverse Gender 1 0.2 1 0.2 

Age     

    18-20  13 3.0 1 0.2 

    21-39  257 60.0 350 69.0 

    40-55  131 30.5 126 24.9 

    56-68 28 6.5 30 5.9 

Relationship Status     

    Divorced 12 2.8 14 2.8 

    Married 142 33.1 331 65.3 

    Relationship 163 38.0 57 11.2 

    Single 102 23.8 102 20.1 

    Widowed 1 0.2 3 0.6 

    N/A 9 2.1 14 2.8 

Level of Education     

    Main School 
(Hauptschulel) 

7 1.6 27 5.3 

    Secondary School 
    (Realschule) 

85 19.8 47 9.3 

    Higher School Certificate 
    (Abitur) 

121 28.2 7 1.4 

    Bachelor’s 82 19.1 259 51.1 

    Master craftsman 6 1.4 28 5.5 

    Master’s 113 26.3 129 25.4 

    PhD 15 3.5 - - 

Professional Status     

    Employee 353 82.3 479 94.5 

    Self-employed 47 11.0 15 3.0 

    Civil servant 15 3.4 4 0.8 

    Freelancer 14 3.3 9 1.8 

Position     

    Entrepreneur/Freelancer 46 10.7 12 2.4 

    Managing director 5 1.2 11 2.2 

    Management 65 15.2 333 65.7 

    Project manager 45 10.5 62 13.0 
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    Employee 244 56.9 77 15.2 

    Temporary staff 4 0.9 4 0.8 

    Apprentice 10 2.3 - - 

    Intern 2 0.5 1 0.2 

    Other - - 7 1.4 

Managerial Responsibility     

    Yes 92 21.4 374 73.8 

    No 337 78.6 133 26.2 

Number of People in the 
Household 

    

    1 Person 98 22.8 58 11.4 

    2 People 168 39.2 88 17.4 

    3 People 86 20.0 137 27.0 

    4 People 58 13.5 150 29.6 

    5 People or more 19 4.5 74 14.6 

 

Number of Children in the 
Household 

    

    No Children 304 70.9 175 35.9 

    1 Child 72 16.7 167 34.3 

    2 Children 44 10.3 123 25.3 

    3 Children or more 9 2.1 22 4.5 

Number of Adults in Need 
of Care in the Household 

    

    No Person 415 96.8 213 44.2 

    1 Person 10 2.3 61 12.7 

    2 People or more 4 0.9 208 43.1 

  Note: Maximum values per demographic are printed in bold 

Similarity between the sample and society is a prerequisite for representativeness and the 

results’ transferability. Therefore, a nonresponse bias analysis is performed, consisting of a 

comparison of estimates from respondents to population values (Bose, 2001). The results 

show a good match in distribution across known demographic variables between the samples 

and the target population of office and knowledge workers in the U.S. and Germany. 

3.5 Results 

The research in this study analyses country group effects related to the structural model 

relations. More precisely, the effects are hypothesised as different across two subpopulations, 

Germans and Americans. PLS-SEM has the advantage of estimating the measurement model 
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and examining the structural model, and is suitable for conducting an MGA to analyse group 

differences. The analysis follows the guidelines of Hair et al. (2017), Hair et al. (2019) and 

Cheah et al. (2020).  

3.5.1 Measurement Models 

First, the quality of the measurement models is analysed before the structural model is 

presented (Hair et al., 2013). The results (see Table 6) show loadings above 0.708 for all 

indicators, which demonstrates a satisfactory degree of reliability (Chin, 2010).  

Table 6: Indicator Loadings, Mean Values and Standard Deviations (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

 Outer Loading Mean Value Standard Deviation 
Isolation    
    Iso_1 0.913 2.494 1.215 
    Iso_2 0.909 2.547 1.206 
    Iso_3 0.851 2.846 1.196 
Family–Work Interference   
    FWI_1 0.949 3.130 1.438 
    FWI_2 0.938 5.042 1.431 

 
Equipment/Facilities   
    EF_1 0.748 4.884 1.664 
    EF_2 0.764 5.365 1.480 
    EF_3 0.817 5.472 1.327 
Skill Variety    
    SV_1 0.873 5.350 1.215 
    SV_2 0.871 5.368 1.250 
    SV_3 0.839 5.228 1.330 
    SV_4 0.838 5.236 1.339 
Burnout    
    Burn_1 0.906 2.669 1.070 
    Burn_2 0.893 2.870 1.056 
    Burn_3 0.898 2.786 1.030 
Satisfaction    
    Satis_1 0.723 5.302 1.376 
    Satis_2 0.754 5.219 1.375 
    Satis_3 0.754 5.268 1.212 
    Satis_4 0.710 4.672 1.374 
Turnover Intention    
    TI_1 0.917 2.841 1.947 
    TI_2 0.932 3.093 2.031 
    TI_3 0.897 3.137 2.078 
Productivity    
    Prod_1 0.871 4.848 1.528 
    Prod_2 0.896 5.042 1.431 
    Prod_3 0.903 5.005 1.471 
    Prod_4 0.769 5.025 1.459 

Similarly, the internal consistency reliability of the data is tested. The results of 

Cronbach’s α, composite reliability and ρA analysis are found to be within the 

recommended value range for satisfactory to good results, between 0.70 and 0.95. The 
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average variance extracted (AVE) measuring convergent validity of each construct shows 

values above 0.50 for all items associated with their construct (see Table 7). This result 

indicates that the construct explains at least 50% of the variance of its items (Chin, 1998; 

Hair et al., 2019). 

Table 7: Internal Consistency, Reliability and Convergent Validity (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

 
 

Internal Consistency Convergent 
Validity 

Cronbach’s α ρA Composite 
Reliability 

AVE 

Isolation 0.870 0.870 0.921 0.794 
Family–Work Interference 0.877 0.884 0.942 0.890 
Equipment/Facilities 0.677 0.695 0.820 0.604 
Skill Variety 0.878 0.884 0.916 0.731 
Burnout 0.881 0.882 0.927 0.808 
Satisfaction 0.724 0.734 0.825 0.541 
Turnover Intention 0.904 0.909 0.940 0.839 
Productivity 0.883 0.885 0.920 0.742 

The fourth and final step of the reflective measured constructs analysis assesses 

discriminant validity to analyse how strongly constructs differ empirically from one 

another. Table 8 shows the results of the discriminant validity assessment. Following 

Henseler et al. (2015), the heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) ratio of the correlations is 

applied. All ratios are below 0.9 and can therefore be considered as unproblematic. With 

the highest value of 0.815 between satisfaction and equipment/facilities, all values for 

the upper bound of the 95% bias-corrected and accelerated confidence interval are always 

lower than 0.850. Thus, significant results are indicated by even lower values than the 

more conservative threshold value. 

Table 8: Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio of Correlations (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

 
Burnout Equip-

ment/ 
Facilities 

Family–
Work 

Interference 

Isolation Productivity Satis-
faction 

Skill 
Variety 

Turnover 
Intention 

Burnout         

Equipment
/Facilities 

0.165 
CI95=0.24

7 

       

Family–
Work 
Interfer-
ence 

0.271 
CI95=0.34

5 

0.524 
CI95=0.59

9 

      

Isolation 
0.577 

CI95=0.63
6 

0.320 
CI95=0.28

7 

0.060 
CI95=0.085 

     

Produc-
tivity 

0.052 
CI95=0.08

0 

0.564 
CI95=0.64

6 

0.396 
CI95=0.470 

0.139 
CI95=0.25

5 

    

Satisfaction 
0.385 

CI95=0.45
8 

0.815 
CI95=0.87

5 

0.715 
CI95=0.767 

0.257 
CI95=0.33

3 

0.561 
CI95=0.631 
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Skill 
Variety 

0.054 
CI95=0.09

2 

0.468 
CI95=0.55

6 

0.322 
CI95=0.399 

0.047 
CI95=0.06

3 

0.264 
CI95=0.348 

0.536 
CI95=0.61

4 

  

Turnover 
Intention 

0.466 
CI95=0.52

8 

0.141 
CI95=0.18

9 

0.068 
CI95=0.134 

0.418 
CI95=0.48

3 

0.069 
CI95=0.089 

0.219 
CI95=0.29

0 

0.150 
CI95=0.22

1 

 

Note: CI95 presents the upper bound of the 95% bias-corrected and accelerated confidence 
interval 

3.5.2 Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing 

The quality of the measurement model evaluation results is satisfactory; therefore, the PLS-

SEM evaluation process continues with the structural model (Hair et al., 2013). To avoid 

undetected collinearity, which could bias the regression results, a test of collinearity between 

the constructs has to show exclusively values smaller than two. The results presented in Table 

9 show no signs of multicollinearity for the structural model as no assumptions of variance 

inflation factors (VIF) are violated. 

Table 9: Variance Inflation Factor Values (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

 
Burnout Satisfaction Productivity Turnover 

Intention 
Burnout  1.018 1.104 1.104 
Family–Work 
Interference 

1.002    

Isolation 1.002    
Equipment/Facilities  1.174   
Building  1.155   
Satisfaction   1.104 1.104 

The variance explained in each of the constructs is reviewed by analysing R2, a coefficient of 

determination of the model’s in-sample explanatory and predictive power. Table 10 shows 

the results of satisfactory values (Shmueli/Koppius, 2011; Rigdon, 2012; Dolce et al., 2017). 

Table 10: R2 Values (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

 R2 
Burnout 0.302 

Satisfaction 0.479 

Productivity 0.248 

Turnover intention 0.179 

The research model has seven path coefficients where five have a positive value, suggesting 

a positive relationship (see Table 11). The path between satisfaction and productivity has 

the strongest relationship (β = 0.523). Two path coefficients indicate a negative relationship 

between burnout and satisfaction (β = −0.233) and between satisfaction and turnover 

intention (β = −0.068). The results show for all path coefficients significant coefficients on 

a 1% level. According to the path coefficients and their significance, H1–H6 can be confirmed 
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(see Figure 9). Only H7, the anticipated negative relationship between burnout and 

productivity, cannot be confirmed as the path relationship is significantly positive. According 

to the results, higher burnout leads to an increase in productivity. The values presented show 

that the model setup meets the quality criteria of the structural model and that the results 

can, therefore, be evaluated with valid content. 

Table 11: Path Coefficients and Results for the Hypothesis Model (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

Hypothesis Hypothesised Path Path 
Coefficient 

Confidence 
Intervals 

[2.5%, 97.5%] 
Burnout    

    H1 Isolation to Burnout 0.495*** [0.436; 0.547] 

    H2 Family-Work Interference to Burnout 0.216*** [0.153; 0.277] 

Satisfaction    

    H3 Equipment/Facilities to Satisfaction 0.489*** [0.437; 0.536] 

    H4 Skill Variety to Satisfaction 0.250*** [0.186; 0.311] 

    H5 Burnout to Satisfaction -0.233*** [-0.278; -0.186] 

Turnover Intention    

    H6 Burnout to Turnover Intention 0.397*** [0.333; 0.459] 

    H8 Satisfaction to Turnover Intention -0.068*** [-0.133; -0.001] 

Productivity    

    H7 Burnout to Productivity 0.150*** [0.089; 0.207] 

    H9 Satisfaction to Productivity 0.523*** [0.467; 0.578] 

Note: ***Significant at 0.01 level (2-sided), **significant at 0.05 level (2-sided), *significant at 0.1 level (2-
sided) 
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Figure 9: Research model including hypothesis and structural model results (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

3.5.3 Multi-group Analysis 

After analysing the full sample and data preparation, separate data groups are generated for 

each nation (Germany and the U.S.) based on the categorical variable of interest. The PLS-

MGA is applied to uncover potential differences between the two groups with regard to work 

from home, which have been assumed on the basis of differences in historical, cultural and 

work organisation aspects. The measurement invariance of composite models (MICOM) 

procedure includes three performed steps. Thereby, the assessment of the configural 

invariance (Step I) and the compositional invariance (Step II) are established successfully 

(see Table 12). Partial measurement invariance is confirmed according to the test for 

composite equality (Step III). 

Table 12: MICOM Step II Results (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

 Original 
Correlation 

5.0% Permutation 
p-values 

Compositional 
Invariance 

Established? 
Isolation 0.999 0.999 0.090 Yes 
Family-Work Interference 1.000 0.998 0.942 Yes 
Equipment/Facilities 0.999 0.996 0.581 Yes 
Skill Variety 1.000 0.998 0.914 Yes 
Burnout 1.000 1.000 0.208 Yes 
Satisfaction 1.000 0.997 0.818 Yes 
Turnover Intention 1.000 0.999 0.545 Yes 
Productivity 0.999 0.999 0.185 Yes 

The test for multi-group comparisons follows to compare standardised path coefficients 

across groups. Because the results of different assessment approaches are quite similar, the 
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results of the parametric test (Keil et al., 2000) are taken into account (see Table 13). PLS-

MGA uses a one-tailed test whereby the p-values show whether the path coefficient is 

significantly larger in the first group (Germany) than in the second group (U.S.). The results 

show that the path coefficient difference (marked as Hdiff) is significant for H1diff, H2diff, H5diff, 

H6diff and H7diff (see Figure 10), confirming that there are group-specific differences in these 

hypotheses. The positive effect of isolation on burnout is significantly stronger in the U.S. 

than in Germany (H1diff). Instead, the positive effect of family–work inference on burnout is 

stronger in Germany than in the U.S. (H2diff). The negative effects visible for the relations 

between burnout and satisfaction (H5diff), and satisfaction and turnover intention (H8diff), 

are stronger in Germany than in the U.S. The positive effect of burnout on turnover intention 

is stronger in the U.S. compared to Germany (H6diff). 

Table 13: Multi-group Comparison – Parametric Test and Bootstrapping Results (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

Hypothesis Hypothesised Path Bootstrapping 
Path Coefficients 

Original 
Germany       U.S. 

Path 
Coefficient 
Difference 
(Germany-

U.S.) 

p-
value 

Burnout      

    H1diff Isolation to Burnout 0.288 0.599 -0.311 0.000 

    H2diff Family–Work Interference to 
Burnout 

0.387 0.129 0.258 0.000 

Satisfaction      

    H3diff Equipment/Facilities to 
Satisfaction 

0.428 0.526 -0.098 0.055 

    H4diff Skill Variety to Satisfaction 0.255 0.216 0.039 0.550 

    H5diff Burnout to Satisfaction -0.335 -0.168 -0.167 0.001 

Turnover Intention     

    H6diff Burnout to Turnover Intention 0.151 0.490 -0.340 0.000 

    H8diff Satisfaction to Turnover Intention -0.263 -0.043 -0.220 0.002 

Productivity      

    H7diff Burnout to Productivity 0.130 0.165 -0.036 0.572 

    H9diff Satisfaction to Productivity 0.529 0.497 0.032 0.593 
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Figure 10: Multi-group comparison including significant path coefficient differences (Germany–U.S.) 

(authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

3.6 Discussion and Contribution 

This study aims to discover heterogeneity in work from home characteristics between 

Germany and the U.S., influencing employees’ outcomes during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

3.6.1 Implications on the Overall Sample 

This paper applies the JD-R model and provides a holistic theoretical model for employees’ 

outcomes, including attitudes (satisfaction), organisational commitment (turnover 

intention), health (burnout) and performance (productivity) when working from home. The 

PLS-SEM calculation identifies isolation, family–work interference, equipment/facilities and 

skill variety as workplace characteristics influencing productivity and turnover intention 

through satisfaction and burnout, supporting H1–H6, H8 and H9. The lower the demands 

and the better the resources perceived by the employee, the higher their satisfaction and the 

lower their burnout. These results are in line with previous research (e.g. Humphrey et al., 

2007; Alarcon, 2011; Bauer/Silver, 2018; Toscano/Zappalà, 2020). The analysis of path 

coefficients and the degree of influence reveal that isolation and equipment/facilities are the 

most important demands and resources influencing employees’ outcomes. Therefore, to 

improve the results of employees working from home and to avoid their dismissal, companies 

should strive to introduce measures to counteract and remedy isolation. The results reveal 

that investing in high-quality equipment and facilities is also advisable as it often pays off in 

terms of higher productivity and loyalty to the company. This finding is in line with previous 

research (Messenger/Gschwind, 2016; Van der Voordt, 2004). Surprisingly, the presumed 
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negative influence of burnout on productivity turns out to have a significantly positive 

influence, not confirming H7. Therefore, the findings from Dewa et al. (2014) associating 

burnout with decreased productivity of physicians cannot be confirmed for knowledge 

workers. A possible rationale relates to the timing of data collection at an early stage of the 

pandemic, in August 2020. Working from home is new for many knowledge workers and is 

initially overwhelming. Stress in certain proportions increases human performance for a 

short time; however, if exhaustion continues for a more extended period as during the 

pandemic, then such effects can reverse and result in a negative relationship between 

burnout and productivity as expected and known from the literature. The extended JD-R 

model explores factors that influence employees’ attitudes, health and performance when 

working from home. By using the model, the included workplace characteristics are verified 

and further examined as contributing to knowledge workers’ burnout, satisfaction, 

productivity and turnover intention. 

3.6.2 Implications of the Multi-group Analysis 

Moreover, the MGA approach, applied in order to identify differences in the effects between 

Germany and the U.S., yields several significant findings with theoretical and practical 

relevance. The two demands, isolation and family–work interference, show the varying 

extent of effects on burnout in Germany and the U.S. While the path coefficient difference 

of isolation on burnout shows a negative value, indicating that the effect is significantly 

stronger in the U.S. than in Germany (with a positive path relation), family–work inference 

shows a significantly stronger positive effect on burnout in Germany than in the U.S. Similar 

effects are visible on the path between burnout and satisfaction (significantly stronger 

negative relation in Germany), burnout on turnover intention (significantly stronger positive 

effect in the U.S.) and satisfaction on turnover intention (significantly stronger negative 

effect in Germany). 

The findings fit into a body of research for both countries. Taking a closer look at the 

differences for the two demands (H1diff and H2diff) is particularly insightful as the other 

path coefficient differences are downstream and, hence, influenced by these demands. Based 

on the findings, isolation increases burnout more strongly in the U.S. compared to Germany. 

Even before the pandemic, high levels of loneliness were found in the U.S. population 

(Weissbourd et al., 2021). Curfews imposed during the COVID-19 pandemic may have 

contributed to the increased isolation, particularly among individualistic U.S. citizens (Jiang 

et al., 2022). In the U.S., the lower frequency of integration of work colleagues into one’s 

private life, i.e. beyond the daily work routine, could also contribute to the fact that burnout 
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was intensified during the pandemic. Without social contacts at work or any opportunities 

to meet friends privately, the exhaustion from the workday may have been perceived more 

acutely. For a post-pandemic time, one strategy for companies in the U.S. could be letting 

their employees choose between different workplaces in order to manage the feeling of 

loneliness (Smite et al., 2023). In this way, employees can choose flexibly the place of work 

according to their needs and reduce the feeling of isolation. Recent research from a long-

term study in Germany beyond the height of the pandemic shows that it is not advisable for 

companies to force their employees back into the office (Pfnür et al., 2023). Barbour et al. 

(2021) report that workers in the U.S. have adopted the new work modalities beyond the 

COVID-19 pandemic and expect the freedom to choose their workplace. With a concept for 

multi-local workplaces, companies can increase the success of their employees and their 

attractiveness as an employer, and offer employees who suffer from isolation a place for 

communication and collaboration through their offices. In addition, Bentley et al. (2023) 

suggest introducing occupational health and safety management tools to help companies 

promote psychologically safe work from home. Increased use of digital workplaces within 

companies can also counteract isolation (Gonzáles/Popescu, 2022). Joint virtual sessions 

that go beyond classic meetings, for example, informal coffee dates or open communication 

spaces on digital platforms, can stimulate personal exchange and a sense of belonging. 

The lower influence of family–work-interference on burnout in the U.S. compared to 

Germany could be related to the fact that the U.S. is the country from where the term “work–

life balance” originates. This topic has been discussed since the early 1990s (Hillmann, 

2019). Hence, there could be greater awareness among U.S. knowledge workers. 

Furthermore, the home as a workplace has historically been more established in the U.S. 

Thus, knowledge workers have more experience in working from home in the U.S., which 

could be why conflicts between family and work are resolved more easily. During the COVID-

19 pandemic, the more decisive influence of family–work interference on burnout has 

probably been exacerbated by closed day-care centres and schools among employees with 

children in Germany. This exceptional situation brought many parents in Germany into 

contact with homeschooling for the first time. In the U.S., on the other hand, this concept is 

more widespread. In the case of employees living in a partnership, on the other hand, one 

reason may be the mutual disturbance caused by the partner who is also working. While 

households in Germany have an average of 1.8 rooms per person, in the U.S., the average is 

2.4 rooms per person. Home workers can avoid each other more easily in the U.S. and thus 

reduce family–work interferences. These insights help explain the weaker influence of this 

demand on burnout in the U.S. Offering a choice between different workplaces equally 
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applies for German companies. The possibility to choose the place of work that suits the 

respective private situation can be a solution for post-pandemic times. 

The MGA analysis shows a higher negative effect of burnout on satisfaction in Germany. In 

connection with the knowledge that German society is classified as restrained, researchers 

also assume that German workers tend to be pessimistic (Hofstede Insights, 2023). Thus, 

satisfaction might be more challenging to achieve with an already low attitude without 

positive expectations and hope. If there is also a state of physical, emotional and mental 

exhaustion with reduced performance, then it seems to be even more challenging for 

employees in Germany to be satisfied while working from home. 

The higher negative effect of satisfaction on turnover intention in Germany could result from 

the lower power distance among German knowledge workers (Clugston et al., 2000). This 

cultural characteristic is usually accompanied by a higher level of organisational 

commitment and, hence, is reflected in lower turnover intentions. In the U.S., on the other 

hand, there is an opposite effect, i.e. a high level of burnout increases the turnover intention 

significantly more than in Germany. Examining the demographics of the two samples reveals 

a difference in position and managerial responsibility. While only about 15% of German 

survey participants are positioned in management, about 65% of U.S. employees report 

having a role in management. The indication of management responsibility shows a similar 

trend. Only 21% of the German survey participants have management responsibility while 

in the U.S., almost 74% of respondents state that they do. This distribution is consistent with 

other research showing that a central feature of the new workplace culture in the U.S. is that 

workers are no longer controlled by hierarchical management systems but are encouraged 

to manage themselves (Arabandi, 2011). Dissatisfaction with the practices of the 

organisation where someone works or colleagues’ political behaviour can lead to an 

employee feeling emotionally exhausted. Huang et al. (2003) reveal burnout to mediate the 

effects of perceptions of organisational politics on turnover intentions. The higher position 

may make it easier to change companies because higher-level employees have less 

dependence on employment, salary, etc. In the case of emotional exhaustion, workers react 

more quickly with resignation. In the U.S., this effect may be intensified by the individualistic 

culture, according to which everyone is closest to themselves (Jiang et al., 2022). Employees 

experiencing burnout might look out for themselves first instead of being loyal to the 

company in the U.S. 
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3.7 Conclusion and Limitations 

Drawing on JD-R and ED-R models, this comparative, cross-national study expands the body 

of knowledge by confirming, for the first time, the effect of several workplace characteristics 

on employees’ outcomes in Germany and the U.S. and identifies differences between the two 

countries with different levels of work from home experience. According to the findings in 

this study, corporates with employees working in Germany and the U.S. should focus future 

efforts on developing strategies to reduce workplace demands (isolation and family–work 

interference) and enhance workplace resources (equipment/facilities and skill variety) to 

support employees to work from home successfully. Based on the research outcomes, one 

recommendation suitable for both countries is to implement a flexible workplace policy that 

allows employees to work from home or in the office depending on their needs. However, 

because there are many factors that influence the home workplace management regarding 

national culture, it is hard to find a single best solution for all corporates. Based on the 

research findings, corporates in the U.S. should especially focus on reducing employees’ 

feelings of isolation. In Germany, corporates need primarily strategies to reduce employees’ 

family–work interference. As a result, employee productivity improves and employee 

turnover intention reduces. The findings of this study help improve the workplace and work 

at home. Based on the knowledge of country-specific differences of individual influences, 

adapted corporate strategies of different company locations can be developed. Some 

limitations of this study can be addressed through future research that should continue to 

be carried out in-depth. The unique opportunity of the COVID-19 pandemic period, with its 

high work from home rate in both countries, represents a first weakness as it limits the time 

period over which the study was conducted. Future research should be conducted outside 

the pandemic period to verify results and analyse whether the positive association between 

burnout and productivity prevails. Second, although the requirements and resources in this 

study were intentionally selected and, for the first time, included four employee outcomes 

simultaneously, the diversity of workplace characteristics has not yet been conclusively 

captured. No isolated occurrence of outcomes takes place for the combination of demands 

and resources, and the possibility of accumulation and internal influence of individual 

influences is not ruled out. Because multivariate effects of workplace characteristics on 

employee outcomes are assumed to lead to a more accurate result, future research should 

study further combinations of predictors. Third, multi-group analyses with countries that are 

culturally even more diverse should be practised in addition to the two Western nations 

under consideration in this study. Comparing only Germany and the U.S. based on their level 

of work from home establishment, culture and work organization is also prone to systematic 
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sources of error (bias). This limitation of cultural comparisons should be rolled out in future 

research by achieving full-scale equivalence. 

 



  

Article 3: Work from Anywhere: Traditional Workation, Coworkation and Workation Retreats: A 
Conceptual Review  73 

4 Article 3: Work from Anywhere: Traditional Workation, Coworkation and 

Workation Retreats: A Conceptual Review 

 

Title:   Work from anywhere: traditional workation, coworkation and 
workation retreats: a conceptual review5 

 
Authors:   Kyra Voll, Technical University of Darmstadt, Germany 

Felix Gauger, Technical University of Darmstadt, Germany 

Andreas Pfnür, Technical University of Darmstadt, Germany 

 
Published in:   World Leisure Journal 

 

Abstract:  

‘Workation’ is a new type of remote work in response to the increasing digitalisation and 

flexibilization of work. By facilitating a combination of the domains of work, recreation and 

private life with an optional touristic-oriented pursuit, workation spaces promote flexible 

work practices and have significant impact on the working lives of knowledge workers, 

companies and several industries worldwide. While the original task of the real estate 

industry is to provide jobs in the form of offices, new players are suddenly entering the 

market, such as the hotel industry. This interesting mixture opens up exciting research 

approaches. There exists a rather extensive knowledge gap in literature understanding these 

work–leisure activities. Particularly striking is the lack of a clear classification of workation 

and little empirical evidence on workation exists. Therefore, this paper aims to provide a 

coherent descriptive basis, definition and classification of workation based on first empirical 

evidence by outlining a case study. The conceptual analysis finds that workation can be 

categorised in three types—traditional workation, coworkation and workation retreat—each 

with different characteristics. Finally, affected industries are studied and effects from 

workation on economies are shown. By providing a first taxonomy of workation, this paper 

might serve as a basis for further research. 

4.1 Introduction 

In the last decade, it has become clear that knowledge work can be carried out remotely and 

is location-independent. Furthermore, the pandemic has altered attitudes in ways that 

support a shift to remote practices, such as adapted HR practices, information and 

 
5 This is an Accepted Manuscript of the article Work from anywhere: traditional workation, coworkation and workation 

retreats: a conceptual review from Voll, K., Gauger, F., & Pfnür, A. published by Taylor & Francis in World Leisure 
Journal on 19 Oct 2022, available online: https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/16078055.2022.2134199 
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communication technologies (ICTs) infrastructure and organisational capabilities. COVID-

19 has pushed the boundaries and norms of how often and what impact remote office has 

on work environments. In particular, the experiences of recent years have changed social 

norms; mobile work is less stigmatised (Barrero et al., 2021) and is no longer associated 

with shirking or hiding. It has also become apparent that performance and productivity are 

not managed by attendance but based on good work. 

Working from home (WFH) is beneficial to a wide range of employees and can increase work 

effort, work satisfaction and productivity, and provide more autonomy and flexibility (Pfnür 

et al., 2021a; Bloom et al., 2015). DeFilippis et al. (2020) find that WFH involves more (but 

shorter) meetings per day, more emails and longer workdays. There is also a body of research 

that emphasises the negative effects of working from home. On the one hand, people like 

the blending of work and private life, shorter commuting distances, flexibility in terms of 

time and place, and the high degree of autonomy. On the other hand, not everyone copes 

well with the blending of private and work life and would like to have more distance between 

these two areas of life. The downsides, such as being always on (Reinke, 2018), less work–

life balance (Wang et al. 2021), loneliness (Bloom et al., 2015), and bore-out 

(Starchos/Schüll, 2021), affect family relationships, work–life conflict, satisfaction, health, 

and well-being. 

To overcome premise-based factors that home offices cannot serve, such as the office 

environment, proximity, networking and collaboration, employees have reacted with making 

use of so-called ‘third places’, a term coined by Oldenburg (1999) to describe places that 

serve for work but also for social gatherings. The most common institutions of contemporary 

third places are coworking spaces that provide a professional work environment and 

infrastructure (Gauger, 2021).  

In contrast, people are also deliberately looking for the opportunity to work remotely away 

from home and at the same time to combine leisure, vacation and work in the best possible 

way. In addition to local coworking spaces, new opportunities for a locational and 

perspective change are increasingly emerging in the form of workation. The topic of 

workation has received little scientific attention to date. In addition, there is a lack of 

meaningful fundamental data for describing the development based on which potentials and 

forecasts can be derived (Engel/Scharting, 2021).  

Thus, the study aims to give an overview of the emergence of workation. It is conceptual and 

derives the taxonomy of workation from the literature, classifies it in the research strand of 
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new work and remote practices, and has the goal to provide a clear definition and 

delimitation of workation with outlining a case study. 

The methodology to construct the taxonomy follows a grounded approach. First, a spatial 

overview of workplaces is given, classifying workation in the context of Oldenburg’s (1999) 

sociological concept of third places. Based on a grounded literature research, a classification 

of workation is proposed. Furthermore, the different characteristics are elaborated and 

illustrated and the effects on the hospitality and real estate industry are analysed. The work 

of traveling professionals, and working holiday tourism (WHT) need to be distinguished 

from workation and are therefore not included in this study. Finally, a deeper understanding 

is achieved through a short empirical case study. The case consists of six informal interviews, 

that were held with participants of workation during their stay in Fuerteventura in 2021. 

The themes of the interviews are based on the literature research and used to confirm or 

disconfirm literature findings. 

The study derives three types of workation—traditional workation, coworkation and 

workation retreat—each with different characteristics and gives a comprehensive definition 

of workation as the location-flexible work, where the domains of work and leisure/vacation 

blend. Through the case study, some aspects identified from the literature can be confirmed 

and others are refuted. 

The study contributes to the strand of post-COVID literature whose focus is on where jobs 

will be done in future and on alternative work environments. A comprehensive classification 

will help scholars for a future roadmap and research agenda. The effects of workation on the 

different levels studied are helpful for scholars, practitioners and decision-makers in industry 

as well. They give first hints about their impact for the real estate, hospitality, tourism and 

destination industries. 

4.2 World of Work Developments 

4.2.1 Spatial Development of Workation 

Fundamental changes in the world of work are paving the way for modern forms of work. 

Digitalisation, globalisation and technologization are three key drivers of an increasingly 

digital working world (Jacobs/Gussekloo, 2016). While Oldenburg (1999) posits that for a 

healthy existence citizens must live in a balance of three areas, which he refers to as home 

life, the workplace and inclusive social places, the boundaries of these three places are 

increasingly blurred in the modern world and additional places emerge. 
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Nowadays, work results can be achieved regardless of one’s physical presence in an office 

(Jacobs/Gussekloo, 2016). Just recently, the COVID-19 pandemic made it clear that the 

home also functions as a place to work for many people (Pfnür et al., 2021a). This forced 

global test run marks a milestone in the evolution of work from office to work from home. 

In society, the preservation of new forms of work is also increasingly creating demand for 

flexible models. In addition, the community aspect and the sharing of locations are playing 

an important role (Werther, 2021a). From an employee perspective, this immediately gives 

rise to another trend: ‘work from anywhere’. With flexible work structures setting new ways 

of working while using digital technologies, permanent workplaces become redundant 

(Thompson, 2018). Table 14 provides an overview of the development of workplaces. 

Table 14: Workplace Development 

Classification Segment Specification Example Sources 

First place Home Telework Krabaritu-Manitakē, 

1988; Kleemann, 2022 

Work from Home Blok et al., 2011; Pfnür 

et al., 2021a, Bloom et 

al., 2015 

Second place Office Corporate Office Appel-Meulenbroek et 

al., 2018 

Third place Flexible Office 

Spaces 

Coworking Spaces Spinuzzi, 2012; 

Orel/Bennis, 2021, 

Gauger, 2021 

Business Center Weijs-Perrée et al., 2016 

Public Spaces Mobile work in a café, 

restaurant, library  

Di Marino et al., 2018 

Fourth place Multilocality Hybrid Work Gauger et al., 2022a 

Fifth place Workation Traditional Workation Werther, 2021b 

Coworkation Wolf, 2016; 

Lietzau/Puhe, 2021 

Workation Retreat Bähr et al., 2020, 

Mendoza Villaneda, 

2019 
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Augmentation Digital Space Cyber Space Williams/Schubert, 

2018; Kellner et al., 

2020 

Metaverse Cho/Lee, 2022 

 

Before industrialisation, living and working usually took place under one roof. This often 

prevailing unity of living and working was disrupted by the development of the agrarian 

state into an industrial state. Later, an increasing share of knowledge-intensive activities for 

a large part of the workforce spatially dissolved the connection between life and work. 

Since then, the traditional workplace for knowledge workers has been the office. Starting in 

1980, statements of workers and employees began circulating that as a result of ICT 

development, there is no longer any need for knowledge workers to work entirely at the 

workplace (Johns/Gratton, 2013). Technologization and emerging flexible work models 

allowed more location-independent work. The earlier subject of study, known as ‘telework’, 

has in recent years, and especially during the COVID-19 pandemic, often been considered 

under the newer label of ‘home office’ (Kleemann, 2013). Nevertheless, the origins of 

telework go back to the late 1970s and early 1980s (Krabaritu-Manitakē, 1988; Kleemann, 

2022). 

In connection with the emerged location-flexible possibilities, so-called ‘third places’ like 

public and inclusive social places or coworking spaces can be considered as contemporary 

workplaces (Gauger, 2021). Coworking spaces have been boosted further by COVID-19 and 

have been particularly popular with people who want to overcome the disadvantages of the 

home office, such as poor spatial conditions, but still want to work remotely and flexibly (Del 

Alonso-Almeida/Perez-Encinas, 2021). Cabral and van Winden (2022) propose that 

especially in dynamic times, collaboration helps to identify opportunities and make better 

use of resources. This leads to a further development of the business model: the increasing 

establishment of coworking spaces close to home and penetrating rural regions far away 

from the large urban centres in prime locations (Hölzel/de Vries, 2021). 

Multilocality of work enables the use of more places to work than just the home and 

corporate office. In hybrid workspaces, employees work both from home and from an 

organisational workplace while virtual technologies are used to connect the two spaces 

(Gauger et al., 2022a). 
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In addition, though an extended presence of technology physical workplaces are increasingly 

augmented by cyber space (Halford, 2005; Kellner et al., 2020) and metaverse (Cho/Lee, 

2022) as new types of digital workplaces. 

In summary, new opportunities for a change of location and new perspectives of workspaces 

are on the rise. This new type of remote work, workation, which is the focus of this study, is 

increasingly emerging and could be classified as a ‘fifth place’. In the United States, the term 

‘workation’ dates back to 2015 (Silverman, 2015). In other parts of the world, for example 

Japan, the concept began in approximately 2017/18 (Matsushita, 2021a). 

4.2.2 Lifestyle Development 

Whereas the previously elaborated development primarily addresses the spatial perspective 

of multilocal working, the linking of work, technologization and globalisation has also given 

rise to what is probably the most extreme form of flexible work: digital nomadism 

(Makimoto/Manners, 1997; Kluth, 2008; Orel, 2019). Individuals who work multilocal and 

move back and forth between the third, fourth and fifth places are often referred to as ‘digital 

nomads’. The majority of these are entrepreneurs who can flexibly and independently 

schedule their work tasks and do not depend on much more than the internet and their 

notebook (Aroles et al., 2020; Chevtaeva/Denizci-Guillet, 2021). This allows them to work 

from anywhere in the world (Bähr et al., 2020). In addition, such digital workers give up 

their residence to live a multilocal lifestyle. Due to the change in perspective of digital 

nomads, who extend the concept of work–life balance to one extreme, work–leisure balance, 

work is understood as part of one’s lifestyle and the work environment is chosen according 

to private interests rather than professional circumstances (Hensellek/Puchala, 2021). The 

lifestyle of digital nomads resembles a workation in part, but for them it is rather a 

permanent state of travelling. However, it is not excluded that digital nomads perform a 

workation (Chevtaeva/Denizci-Guillet, 2021). One could for example consider their use of 

a coworking-coliving space at a touristic area as a workation (Chevtaeva, 2021; Loryn, 

2022). Coworkation can become networking sites for international communities of digital 

nomads (Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). Other users can experience the positive effect of knowledge 

exchange with digital nomads from which both sides benefit (Gast et al., 2017). Hence, the 

focus of this study is on venues that attract digital nomads but also knowledge workers in 

general. The following section focuses on the fifth place and classifies the concept of 

workation. 
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4.3 Traditional Workation, Coworkation, Workation Retreat – Definition of 

Terms 

Workation is seen as one of the great opportunities of remote work (Hagen, 2016). The term 

‘workation’, which literally means a combination of work and vacation, is defined in various 

ways. The concept needs to be distinguished from coworking spaces, as those have originally 

evolved as a professional place to work with a sense of community other than the corporate 

office or the home office. These places relate to work and the office as space, and merely 

overlap through networking events or after-work events with the domain of private life and 

leisure and do not relate with the domain of vacation at all. The aspect of building a network 

plays a subordinate role in workation (Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). Rather, workation focuses on 

balancing work–leisure relations (Orel, 2019). It is characterised by blurred boundaries 

between leisure, travel and work with locations offering access to ‘plug & play’ technology 

(Lietzau/Puhe, 2021); i.e., it must be possible to work in an uncomplicated manner at the 

vacation location. Thus, workation is a hybrid version of a vacation stay with additional work 

phases (Werther, 2021b). The main reason for workation is the combination of an individual 

workstyle, a high investment in one’s own lifestyle and the ability to work at a place where 

this balance can be maintained. Users are leisure-oriented and/or like to stay abroad while 

still having the need to find meaning in work with a healthy balance of both (Lietzau et al., 

2021). Users appreciate the blending of both areas and value the short distances between 

leisure activities (e.g., sports, yoga, beach), and the possibility to work from anywhere. An 

important prerequisite for workation is a workspace with good technical infrastructure. 

Meeting like-minded people can also be seen as a positive side effect by some users. 

Workation can be separated in three sub-types: 

a) Traditional Workation (Workation in the narrower sense) 

Traditional workation is characterised by working at a typically vacation destination. 

This can be working from a hotel, but also from an apartment, Airbnb or cottage. Workers 

stay overnight where they work (Lietzau/Puhe, 2021) and benefit from the recreational 

value the hotel or destination offers (Werther, 2021b). Hence, both, leisure and work 

time are spent at the same location. This type of workation is typically short to medium 

term, but does not have to have a defined end date from the beginning. 

b) Coworkation 

‘Coworkation’ (also ‘co-workation’) shows characteristics of an ‘event’ as it is often 

offered as a package with a fixed start and end date and a certain period of time. It is 

associated with a like-minded community or even a fixed group (Kastner, 2020; 
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Matsushita, 2022b), whereas traditional workation is more common on an individual 

and flexible basis. Coworkation shows certain characteristics of coworking. The focus is 

on the community that exists when work is performed together at a recreational 

destination, often supported by an active community management (Lietzau/Puhe, 

2021). In contrast to working in a coworking space, where users stay there only to fulfil 

their workload, the coworkation user also spends recovery time there and sleeps in on-

site accommodations (Kastner, 2020). Hence, the combination of a coworking space and 

co-living space in a recreational area is characterised as coworkation. 

c) Workation Retreat 

Workation retreats have the domain of work in the center of attention with equal links 

between leisure and community. Operators can be characterised by explicitly focussing 

on workers and additionally offer signature leisure acitities to make use of the 

recreational value after-work and their main purpose is not on tourists (in contrast to 

traditional workation or coworkation, where tourist destinations mainly focus on tourists 

and offer workation as an additional model). The focus lies on withdrawal from familiar 

surroundings to work by providing professional space for work and providing leisure and 

community features (Mendoza Villaneda, 2019). For example, analogous to a yoga 

retreat that focuses on the practice of yoga while at the same time offering 

accommodation, a workation retreat focuses on digital, creative work in combination 

with accommodation and offers additional special leisure features, like yoga. It does not 

necessarily have to be at touristic destinations, but can be found in rural or isolated areas 

with scenic areas (Lietzau et al., 2021). 

While demarcations are blurred, other forms are also evident but some are hard to 

distinguish such as incentive trips. Figure 11 highlights the focus of traditional workation, 

coworkation and workation retreat. While traditional workation is based on the symbiosis of 

work and vacation (upper corner), classical coworking would be based between work and 

community without the domain of vacation (left corner). Coworkation is the combination of 

coworking and vacation (Werther, 2021a), and consists of a mixture of leisure, work and 

community (Engel/Scharting, 2021), thus marking the centre of all three areas. Workation 

retreats are placed on the edge of the intersection of vacation and community with a shift 

towards work. 
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Figure 11: Workation types in the context of the three domains: Work, Vacation and Community (based on 

Engel/Scharting, 2021) 

4.3.1 Characteristics of Workation 

Taking a deeper look at the three workation sub-types, a variety of features and 

characteristics, like the reason for a stay, attracted user groups, location, length of stay, or 

the mode of operation occur. Within the description of the characteristics, the first paragraph 

talks about the subtype traditional workation, the second about coworkation and in the last 

paragraph about workation retreat. Only in the case of the mode of operation, this 

delimitation is dispensed with, since the boundaries cannot be drawn clearly enough with 

the providers existing at the present time. Table 15 shows a summary of all aspects. 

Table 15: Workation Sub-type Classifications 

 Traditional Workation Coworkation Workation Retreat 

Reasons 

for a stay 

• Break from everyday life, 
the city or the climatic 
conditions at home 

• Combination of the 
necessary with the useful, 
achieving a hybrid urban–
rural life or the desire for 
a sustainable travel 
experience with a 
professional workspace 

• ‘Doubling of time and 
place’ through 
superimposing work and 
leisure time 

• Positive health impact 

• cf. aspects traditional 
workation 

• Interdisciplinary 
exchange, collaborating, 
networking, joint 
development and 
building synergies 

• Achievement of a 
work goal  

• Atmospheric reasons 
• Draw on the 

inspiration of 
secluded places, as a 
creative hub 

• Work-life balance 
fulfilment or off-site 
team activity 

• Change of mindset, 
enriched experiences 
combined with 
networking 
opportunities and 
professional and 
personal development 
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User 

group 

• Efficient organisation of 
work and leisure time, 
focus on combining work 
with recreational phases 

• Explicitly book a 
workation and book 
themselves in for the long 
term (no fixed end date 
needed/extensions 
possible) 

• Plan a normal vacation 
but use the workation 
premises to work some 
days 

• Individuals who want to 
work in a work 
atmosphere with like-
minded people  

• Corporate (project) teams 
and business customers 
that work towards a 
common goal while 
searching for an 
alignment of an inspiring 
work situation in an 
attractive environment 

• Self-employed and 
employed users 

• Those who love their 
work but see a 
challenge in the 
work–life balance 

• Often decision-makers 
who can be seen as 
multipliers for 
corporate and work 
culture 

• Students, for example 
preparing for exams 
or writing their thesis 

• Researchers, or 
entrepreneurs with 
challenges such as for 
example writing a 
business plan 

• Corporate segment: 
time off both for joint 
project work and as 
an off-site team event 

Location 

and 

length of 

stay 

• Places with recreational 
value 

• Individual activities can 
be pursued either alone 
or in a group as long as 
reliable opening hours of 
offered workspaces, good 
equipment and internet 
access are available 

• Varying durations even at 
regular intervals 

• Unusual, often warm 
places to explore, offering 
good weather and 
beaches with quiet 
environment for 
recreation 

• Often offered as a 
package with a fixed start 
and end date and a 
certain period of time 
(like an ‘event’) 

 

 

• Places of retreat with 
a high quality of stay, 
often small, owner-
operated properties 
with individual design 
and intensive care 

• E.g., small remote, 
scenic locations, away 
from tourist centres, 
or unique spaces, such 
as a boat 

• More often for a 
(short), work-focused 
stay with recreation 

Operation 

mode 

• Temporary pop-up projects 
• Work camps 
• Festivals 
• Professional coworking spaces in vacation resorts 
• Combination of multiple workation types in a hybrid model 
• New long-term, or already established places for new work 
• Fully organised, or self-organised on one’s own initiative 
• Off-sites or other multi-day or multi-week project meetings and stays 
• Organisation and provision of working space, accommodation and catering through 

provider 
• In coworkations additionally: active community management (for example by creating 

opportunities in their existing apps or platforms to connect workers) 
• Need for space and room can be met by a variety of workspaces 
• Exemplary equipment features: individual workstations, lounge areas, group workrooms 

and closed meeting facilities 
• Organised leisure activities, training courses and events are conceivable 
• Surroundings inspire creativity  

 

Note: Design of workations is diverse and vendors often do not yet specifically assign their 

offerings to one of workation’s three sub-types. 

 

Reason for a stay 
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Beginning with reasons for a stay, it becomes clear that traditional workation users opt for 

workation for a variety of reasons (e.g., Bähr et al., 2020; Lietzau/Puhe, 2021; Matsushita, 

2021a). Some are looking for a break from the hustle and bustle of everyday life or the city, 

or the climatic conditions at home. For others, it is a combination of the necessary with the 

useful, achieving a hybrid urban–rural life or the desire for a sustainable travel experience, 

always wanting to find a professional workspace to effectively complete tasks. Matsushita 

(2021b) mentiones the idea of ‘doubling the time and place’ through superimposing work 

and leisure time as an essential element of workation. In addition, the positive impact on 

health of workation in particular is cited as a popular reason by providers (Hometogo, 2022; 

TUI, 2022).  

For coworkation users, interdisciplinary exchange while collaborating, networking, joint 

development and building synergies on site are additionally relevant factors. This can also 

achieve the formation of an online community of workation workers in a region to exchange 

information (Matsushita, 2022b). 

Workation retreat users are often interested for atmospheric reasons and draw on the 

inspiration of secluded places, often in nature, as a creative hub to achieve a goal of their 

work (Hausmann, 2019). Through targeted leisure activities, such as yoga classes or the 

emerging tasks during a sailing trip, they seek the perfect integration of fulfilled hobby 

aspirations into their focused workday, for work-life balance fulfilment or as off-site team 

activity. 

User group 

An important feature of workation users is the goal of efficient organisation of work and 

leisure time. By relieving the burden of commutes and mundane tasks such as shopping and 

cooking, their travel behaviour is focused on combining work with recreational phases 

(Kastner, 2020). In terms of the user group addressed, users of the traditional workation can 

be distinguished between those who explicitly book a workation and book themselves in for 

the long term (several weeks to several months), possibly even without setting a fixed end 

date and extending several times in a row, and those who plan a normal vacation but still 

take one or two days a week to work and use the workation premises for this purpose 

(Lietzau/Puhe, 2021).  

The concept of coworkation aligns with an inspiring work situation in an attractive 

environment (Werther, 2021a) and can target individuals, corporate teams and business 

customers (Mendoza Villaneda, 2019; Bähr et al., 2020; Out of Office, 2022). Individuals 

who want to work in a work atmosphere with people who are also committed to their work 
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and yet looking for exciting leisure activities, together with project teams that work towards 

a common goal can be seen as typical users of Coworkation (Coboat, 2022). 

Coworkation and workation retreat users can also be compared to those working at rural 

coworking (Wolf, 2016). The ratio of employed users (35%) to self-employed users (40%) 

is roughly comparable (Bähr et al., 2020). In terms of their occupations, two groups stand 

out among the widely dispersed distribution. With 19% and 17% of all users of rural 

coworking spaces, which is comparable to coworkation and workation retreats as mentioned 

above, IT professionals and consultants, respectively, are the main users. Workation retreat 

users additionally include particularly those who love their work but see a challenge in the 

work–life balance. These are often decision-makers who can be seen as multipliers for 

corporate and work culture. But other user groups, such as students preparing for exams or 

writing their thesis, researchers, or entrepreneurs with challenges such as writing a business 

plan, can also benefit from the experience (Bähr et al., 2020). Additionally, workation 

retreats address the corporate segment (Surf Office, 2022). For this target group, this 

subtype becomes attractive as time off both for joint project work and as an off-site team 

event. 

Location and length of stay 

Regarding location and length of stay, in traditional workation, individual activities can be 

pursued either alone or in a group as long as reliable opening hours of offered workspaces, 

good equipment and internet access are available (Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). One goal of this 

type is to deliberately locate in places with recreational value (Bauer et al., 2017). Stays 

occur with varying durations even at regular intervals and individuals appreciate the high 

recreational value they receive in conjunction to their work. 

Coworkation locations might be characterised through ‘exotic environments or places 

promising exploration of a new place or benefits of warm weather, beaches, or a calm 

environment for recreation’ (Chevtaeva/Denizci-Guillet, 2021, p. 202). In terms of length of 

stay, coworkation shows characteristics of an ‘event’, when it offered as a package with a 

fixed start and end date and a certain period of time.  

Workation retreats can be understood as places of retreat with a high quality of stay (Bähr 

et al., 2020). They can be in small remote, scenic locations, away from tourist centres, or 

even unique spaces, such as a boat (Coboat, 2022). Often, small, owner-operated properties 

serve as those retreat places (Lietzau et al., 2021). Individual design and intensive care give 

the facilities their charm. Stays at these places happen more often for a short, work-focused 
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stay with recreation, like a team event plus after-work activities lasting several days, 

compared to traditional workation. 

Operation mode 

In terms of operation and the time and logistical framework of the offers, temporary pop-up 

projects, work camps or even festivals as well as professional coworking spaces in vacation 

resorts and new long-term, or already established places for new work are also found 

(Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). The design of workations is diverse and vendors often do not yet 

specifically assign their offerings to one of workation’s three sub-types. For this reason, no 

explicit distinction is made between the three subgroups at this point in the paper. 

Some operators (see, for example, Coconat, 2022) combine multiple workation types in a 

hybrid model. Their business model is attractive to corporate employees, groups or 

individuals, and the characteristics are blurred. Additionally, workations can either be fully 

organised, or self-organised on one’s own initiative (Jetzer, 2017). In contrast to coworking, 

the task of the workation provider lies in the organisation and provision of working space, 

accommodation and catering (Hometogo, 2022). As such, it could also involve coworking 

space operators that offer additional co-living spaces, and combine the professional working 

environment with inspiring community features for a short- or long-term stay (Bähr et al., 

2020). In the case of coworkations, active community management is often additionally 

added (CoworkationAlps, 2022). As part of community management, coworkation providers 

create, for example, opportunities in their existing apps or platforms to connect workers TUI, 

2022). The need for space and room can be met by a variety of workspaces. Organised leisure 

activities (Visitbergen, 2022), training courses (Surfparadies,2022) and events (Coconat, 

2022) are also conceivable. Individual workstations, lounge areas, group workrooms and 

closed meeting facilities can be mentioned as exemplary equipment features (Gohm, 2017). 

An overriding role is also played by the surroundings, which need to inspire creativity (Meyn, 

2020). Therefore, especially coworkation and workation retreat are also well suited for off-

sites or other multi-day or multi-week project meetings and stays. Successful outcomes that 

workation retreat users want to achieve include a change of mindset, enriched experiences 

combined with networking opportunities and professional and personal development 

(Mendoza Villaneda, 2019). In order to unite this balance between high productivity with 

creative breaks and relaxation, workation providers near and far are coming up with 

concepts that appeal to both private individuals and the corporate sector. A variety of 

concepts are being created, for example Surf Office (2022), where like-minded company is 

seen as the core element for an offsite team building experience, but still addresses the needs 

of many companies that do not want their employees to share their knowledge with external 
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people (Mendoza Villaneda, 2019, Coboat, 2022; Nomadcruise, 2022; Coconat, 2022). 

Another concept is offered by Aldiana (2022), which with its 'ClubOffice' promotes a match 

between club vacation and home office, where the users have a (culinary) all-inclusive offer 

at their disposal. 

In the sharing economy literature, such workspaces are referred to as ‘shared spaces’. Table 

16 illustrates the different features and characteristics of workation compared to other 

shared spaces in the residential and office sectors. 

Table 16: Features and Characteristics of Shared Spaces 

 Shared Spaces 

Residential Office Workation 

Coliving Coworking a) 
Traditional 
Workation 

b) 
Coworkation 

c)  
Workation 

Retreat 

Location/Region Local Local 
Abroad/ 
touristy 

Rural Rural/secluded 

Community High High Small High Medium 

Flexibility - Small Medium Small 

Sector Housing Labour 
Urban development/ 

regional planning 
Tourism 

Operators Often chains 
Local and 

international 
operators 

Larger chains, professional as well as small operators 

Domain Residential Work Dissolution of work boundaries Work focus 

4.3.2 A Derived Definition of Workation and Distinction from other Forms 

In summary, workation is defined as follows based on the characteristics elaborated above: 

Workation describes the location-flexible work, where the domains of work and 

leisure/vacation blend. Workers tend to combine private and business life by working 

temporarily in a vacation location with the goal of high work–life–leisure integration. 

Following on from the above differentiation of the concepts of digital nomadism and 

workation, the work of travelling professional workers, for example, consultants, diplomats, 

or tourist guides, needs to be separated conceptually from workation (Uriely, 2001). In 

addition, WHT should also be distinguished from workation at this point, since WHT is 

known as a visa program for young adult tourists who combine unskilled and manual work 

with their holidays for a period of up to one year (Uriely, 2001; Meng/Han, 2018). 
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4.4 Effects on Participating Industries and Players 

The proliferation of workation leads to changes for a broad variety of industries and might 

be strongly associated with economic and social conditions since working at tourist 

destinations as a further development of remote work has an impact on the development of 

recreational regions, the development of real estate and on the organisational design of this 

new flexible form of work for employers. Tourist regions must adapt to this completely new 

form of tourism and meet the demands of visitors who come to the destination not only to 

take a vacation, but also to work. The real estate industry, which originally provides 

workplaces in the form of offices, must evaluate an integration of such new concepts into its 

sphere of activity. 

4.4.1 Effects on Regions and Branches 

Barrero et al. (2021) estimate that the shift to remote working will lower expenditures on 

meals, entertainment, personal needs, and shopping in major cities by 5–10% of pre-

pandemic spending. Assuming total spending remains constant, this 5–10% will be spent in 

the regions where work will increase in the future. In more rural areas and tourist hotspots 

and regions that deliberately focus on workation, this will lead to a shift in spending from 

high-density urban regions with high-density office space to comparatively low-density 

neighbourhoods (Fraja et al., 2021). Workation is perceived as promising for the tourism 

sector (Wiranatha et al., 2020; Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). In literature it is mentioned as one 

influence to reshape hospitality through new socio-spatial patterns of mobile digital work 

(Merkel, 2022). Especially during the pandemic and off-season times, workation opens 

opportunities not only for new businesses but also for established hotel chains through 

business models such as the short- or long-term rental of empty suites as private offices with 

additional hotel amenities (TUI, 2022; Tophotel, 2021). In Spain, for example, workation 

and the mobility of digital normads partially associated with it are reported to be more 

resilient than tourism in times of the COVID-19 pandemic and could be used there as a 

temporary substitute for the lack of tourist mobility (Moreno-Medina et al., 2022). Even for 

campground operators, new offerings are conceivable within the framework of existing 

infrastructure (Zilk, 2022; Camp-Work, 2022). This concept supports resilience of the hotel 

industry in seasonally driven regions, i.e., their resistance to economic fluctuations and crises 

is strengthened by workation (Allgäu, 2022). This does not remain without effects for the 

region. One positive effect of workation relates to local development. Through a year-round 

increase in the quality of life on site, the added value of the surrounding area also increases 

and no longer depends solely on the previous seasonal tourism component (Bähr et al., 

2020). Furthermore, Bähr et al. (2020) describe workation as a solution to a structural 
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problem in that the concentration of modern workplaces in metropolitan areas can be 

understood as laboratories of a new flexible, innovative, mobile world of work. 

Werther (2021b) notes that in the tourism, hotel and restaurant industries, the concept of 

coworkation has begun to have positive effects by relocating workforce to vacation spots. 

Existing offerings can be expanded and supplemented by additional services. Coworkation 

also makes a contribution in the area of regional development as further development of 

rural coworking (Wolf, 2016) even if other workers are addressed by the utilisation concepts 

there. If users from the surrounding area are also part of the target group, through active 

advertising and targeted support (Bähr et al., 2020), then possible conflicting demands of 

users from near can occur. However, there is a hybrid between tourism and regional 

development. On the one hand, already established regional economic cycles remain in 

place, generating local added value while on the other hand, regions that have so far been 

left in their natural state but have already been developed in terms of infrastructure can 

benefit in a new way (Engel/Scharting, 2021). The establishment of coworkation in 

combination with gastronomy and the hotel industry can also reveal exciting facets of 

destination development (Werther, 2021a). In addition, the visual presence of creative 

people in rural areas through their use of coworkation can lead to the formation and further 

development of clusters and cooperatives of creative people (Werther, 2021a). Thus, the 

cultural and creative industries count as another integrated branch (Hausmann, 2019). 

Another positive effect of coworkation can be to combat vacancies in rural areas (Kastner, 

2020). 

Workation retreats offer a lucrative market for corporate off-sites in that innovation and 

inspiration can emerge alongside a familiar convenience provided (Bähr et al., 2020). 

4.4.2 Effects on Real Estate Assets and Operators 

Literature has already elaborated on how remote work affects housing demand 

(Stanton/Tiwari, 2021), housing prices and rents (Ramani/Bloom, 2021). Literature agrees 

that demand for real estate in dense city centres has fallen, shifting housing demand to more 

spacious suburbs and less expensive cities. Commercial property prices are also declining in 

central business districts (Ramani/Bloom, 2021). Literature to date has not yet addressed 

the implications on resorts and hotels. If guests spend most of their budget within the hotel 

complex or surroundings, mostly having already paid for food and beverage with their 

package, then the hotel provider benefits from the spending that would have been otherwise 

spent at the corporate office’s neighbourhood. Thus, the asset class hotel benefits from a new 
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customer segment. Regions participate indirectly from this new form of tourism as the hotel 

industry serves as a major employer for the local population. 

Furthermore, workation guests extend seasons and increase utilisation (‘stay nights’) at times 

when there would otherwise be less visitation (i.e., outside vacation periods) (Lietzau/Puhe, 

2021; Bähr 2020). Thus, the expanded business model strengthens resilience to economic 

fluctuations and crises when destinations rely on more than just leisure travellers. 

The hotels with a MICE (meeting, incentives, conventions, and exhibitions/events) focus 

must make fundamental changes to its offerings in the long term as the mobility behaviour 

of business travellers is changing (Werther, 2021b). During the COVID-19 pandemic, 

regional destinations increased in importance as opposed to distant locations. This is because 

there is a high demand for mobile work opportunities, but travelling is only possible close to 

the local area. Particularly in the case of workation retreats for teams, offers such as country 

houses with a special flair that are completely available for rent are also conceivable, which 

means that the entire B2B market of exclusively rentable country houses, vacation homes 

and adventure resorts will continue to grow (Bähr et al., 2020). The combination of Coliving 

and Coworking (Werther, 2021a) through coworkation offers another approach. Here, the 

sense of community is extended beyond work to the living domain. Matsushita (2021a) 

describes that especially for Japanese culture, workation is expected to be a part of the 

revitalisation of local industries. In addition to the tourism sector, entrepreneurship, labour 

management and human resource development of companies are mentioned as affected 

areas. 

4.4.3 Further Effects 

Corporates might use the possibilities for workation as employer branding in the war for 

talent. First, corporates are already engaged in company agreements, for example with 

Vodafone, allowing their employees to work flexibly and up to 20 days per year abroad from 

European countries (Broszat, 2021). The time limit that corporates allow their employees to 

work abroad is usually due to social security and tax reasons6. Further examples are 

 
6 As a general rule, a residence and work permit can only be obtained with some degree of ease if there is a local subsidiary 

and recourse is made to intra-corporate secondment. However, this option is only available to a few companies. If 
employees temporarily transfer their remote work abroad, the decisive factor is which labour law applies. In the case of 
only temporary work abroad, this is generally less problematic. If this is shorter than four weeks, there is no need for 
action under labour law (at least in Germany). It is also not necessary to change the place of work from Germany to the 
vacation country in the employment contract, for example. However, it should be checked whether it is legal for the 
employee to work in the vacation country. Under certain circumstances, they may require a residence permit and/or a 
work permit. If the workation location is within the EU, there is no such problem for EU citizens because of the freedom 
of movement. However, what then needs to be clarified are the labour law requirements in the vacation country. What 
working time and break regulations as well as compensation rules apply to people working in the foreign country? 
Organisations need to know the relevant requirements - and this for each country individually (Fiebelkorn/Dotou 
2022). 
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Vodafone that allows their employees to work abroad up to 20 days (Tödtmann, 2021) and 

TUI, which allow their employees up to 30 days per year working abroad (Sander, 2021; 

ManagerMagazin, 2021). 

Digital platforms and regional networks can be beneficial for providers to learn from each 

other and jointly address existing or emerging challenges to overcoming global challenges. 

In the necessary close cooperation of actors from different sectors (e.g., 

municipalities/countries, coworkers, companies) and in the exchange of information, 

companies have a key role to play by implementing the spatial flexibilization of work as soon 

as the realisation of its added value in contrast to its costs is recognised (Kastner, 2020). An 

existing example is the transnational association ‘CoworkationAlps’, which offers a joint 

internet presence for marketing purposes to support operators and founders (Bähr et al., 

2020; CoworkationAlps, 2022). In the future, a cross-thematic focus could also lead to 

overcoming specific problems in Germany with regard to the successful establishment of 

workation. Areas such as mobility, tourism, the local economy, remote work or 

communication can be linked through the use of digital technologies, for example, in order 

to break through a lack of offers or inadequate home–work regulations (Sept, 2020). In the 

long term, it seems possible that workation’s interdisciplinary nature and a transnational 

organisation will give it special visibility (Werther, 2021b). Overall, for a sustainable 

establishment of projects, a successful urban–rural integration is a prerequisite. 

Work-from-anywhere, and especially making use of workation, accrues disproportionately 

to the highly educated and well-paid workers (Barrero et al., 2021) and also to higher 

income countries due to the higher proportion of self-employed workers in these countries 

(Gottlieb et al., 2020). These social consequences could ignite an inequity debate. At the 

same time, innovations are spurred with virtual consultations, enabling the flexibility to work 

from anywhere and also for doctors, psychologists, social workers, etc. that could not make 

use of remote practices before. 

4.5 Case Study using the Example of TUI 

In the following section, the case of workation at Robinson Club, a brand of the TUI group 

is outlined. In this case, data relating the general attitude to workation, the reasons for a 

stay, and characteristics of the attracted user groups, like their occupation and length of stay 

were collected with informal interviews during the participants stay at Robinson Club 

Fuerteventura. The on-site survey during coworking allows the experience to be captured in 

a timely and unbiased manner. Thus, the interviews are not based on memories of the 

interviewees, but can be reproduced based on their current situation. 
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4.5.1 Workation at TUI – Mode of Operation 

The TUI group was a market leader that promoted Workation@Tui (Robinson, 2020) in late 

summer 2020, starting with specially designed workation rooms in their premium brand 

Robinson and later spreading to their brands Magic Life and Tui Blue. Their workation rooms 

consist of a family hotel room (two rooms) being equipped with a desk, desk chair, monitor, 

keyboard and own high-speed internet access via WLAN or Lan. A public Wi-Fi was ensured 

in all public areas of the premise. According to TUI, after launching their concept, their rooms 

were booked within one day of launching the project7. Starting in Fuerteventura, they soon 

rolled this new business model to their Spain, Portuguese and Turkish clubs. They aim at 

‘working long-term guests who want to work on the road and at the same time enjoy the 

benefits of the pleasant vacation atmosphere’ (Robinson, 2020). TUI blue started to offer 

workation in various hotels in 2021 around the world, terming this as a ‘new working 

philosophy’. To date, TUI lists ten TUI Blue hotels for workation, five Robinson Club hotels 

and one Magic Life Club hotel (TUI, 2022). 

4.5.2 Data Sample Characteristics 

In May 2021, six workation guests were interviewed and observed during their stay at 

Robinson Club Fuerteventura (location). The observation phase took place during the second 

lockdown period in Germany 2021. For the assemble of participants, stratified sampling was 

used. The goal of surveying different genders of various ages with a wide range of 

occupations and marital status is to capture a broad range of perspectives and derive a 

representative overview. Participants were 35,3 years on average. The interviews were held 

informally to foster the respondents to speak more freely and openly to gain an 

understanding of the workation settings and its users' ways of seeing (Cohen/Crabtree, 

2006). Qualitative interviews count as an important possible source, especially for event-

related information and in early stages of developing a topic with little literature to date 

(Vogel/Funck, 2018; Cohen/Crabtree, 2006). According the chosen settings, all interviews 

were conducted in-person. Two interviews were conducted at the bar area, two during 

dinner in the restaurant, one more formally at the conference room and one during a walk. 

The shortest interview was around 15 minutes long, and the longest lasted around an hour. 

Notes were taken during and after the interviews. For the analysis, the qualitative content 

analysis method was followed and a thematic analysis with a deductive approach was 

 
7 An informal interview was conducted with the General manager of Robinson Club Quinta da Ria in Portugal, soon after 

introducing workation in the first hotel at Portugal. 
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performed (Mayring/Fenzel, 2019). A summary of the interview framework data is shown 

in Table 17. 

Table 17: Interview Summary 

# Reasons for 
a stay 

User group Location and length of 
stay 

Operation 
mode 

Gender Marital 
status 

Age Occupation 

1 High work–
life balance 

Male In part-
nership 

42 IT specialist 
(data 
security) 

Robinson 
Club 
Fuerteven-
tura 

4 months 

Workation 
at TUI: 

Workation 
rooms 
(family 
hotel 
rooms = 
two 
rooms); 
equipped 
with desk, 
desk chair, 
monitor, 
keyboard 
and own 
high-speed 
internet 
access via 
WLAN/La
n 

2 Short and 
frequent 
downtimes 
directly after 
work 

Female Single 32 Change 
management 
consultant 

3 months 
with 
inter-
ruptions 

3 Sports 
facilities  

Female n.a. 35 Business 
consultant 

3 weeks 

4 Community, 
escape from 
isolation, 
lack of 
alternatives 
at home 

Female Single 29 Journalist Several 
times 
between 
May 
2021 and 
October 
2021 

5 Combining 
working 
with sport 
and 
recreation 

Male Marrie
d 

39 Insurance 
broker 

Three 
times two 
weeks 

6 Self-
fulfilment 

Male In part-
nership 

35 Broker Two 
weeks 

4.5.3 Findings and their connection to literature 

Two workers stayed at the hotel for mainly vacation-related reasons with the intention to 

work intermediately. Concerning the length of stay both guests had the intention to stay for 

two weeks: guest #1 stayed 4 months in total, extending his workation stay several times; 

guest #2 stayed for 3 months with two interruptions. Thus, the interviewees confirm the 

literature, which reports that workation workers stay for a week up to half a year 

(Matsushita, 2022b). In the present case study, the guests self-organized their workation on 

their own initiative, thus confirming a process of organisation already proclaimed in the 

literature (Jetzer, 2017) as opposed to the possibility of participating in an organized 

workation, which was also presented. 
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The reasons for choosing workation were quite similar for all workers. The majority said they 

like the variety of offers at the hotel while one said it was the ongoing isolation at home 

during lockdown period (#4). Through close leisure activities, guest #6 states that he seeks 

the perfect integration of hobby aspirations into his focused workday, for self-fulfilment in 

both areas. Short distances to travel after work and the elimination of organisational tasks 

(such as cooking) were reasons given for extending their stays. The statement that even the 

stays were prolonged from the aspect of relief from everyday tasks confirms findings in 

literature about the positively striking aspect of the omission of shopping and cooking during 

workation (Kastner, 2020). Four workers (all self-employed) reported that they worked 

fewer hours intentionally because they wanted to ‘recharge their batteries’ (#3), take 

advantage of the sun (#5), or wanted to deliberately enjoy a higher proportion of free time. 

Thus, the predicted goal of workation users intentionally locating in places with recreational 

value thus occurs (Bauer et al., 2017; Werther, 2021b, Chevtaeva/Denizci-Guillet, 2021). In 

the case of the two hotel guests, the high level of individual initiative and motivation to 

pursue personal goals in addition to work was noted. Guest #5 was a successful hobby tennis 

player who used his free time for training. Another guest (#3) was a passionate runner and 

used the time besides work to prepare for athletic competitions. Those findings underline 

statements in literature mentioning a focus of workation on work-leisure-balance (Orel, 

2019) through a hybrid version of a vacation stay with additional work phases (Werther, 

2021b). Guests also mentioned the closeness to the hotel’s staff and liked being treated as 

regulars, ‘knowing their way around’ and demonstrating tendencies of locals. Thus, guests 

not only used the hotel’s own facilities but also took advantage occasionally of the options 

offered by local restaurants and bars. This behaviour supports the in literature stated 

assumption that workation is considered promising for the tourism sector (Wiranatha et al., 

2020; Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). 

Guest #2 stated that all meetings with clients took place online; thus, no restrictions were 

perceived while working from the workation destination. “Some of my clients do not even 

know I work from abroad, some that I have a close relationship with, know that I work from 

Fuerteventura.”. As already noted by Jacobs/Gussekloo (2016), the guest's statement 

confirms that work results can be achieved regardless of physical presence in an office 

nowadays. One guest (#5) had many phone calls, not only from his workstation (equipped 

hotel room) but also at the pool or in other public areas. 

Guest #2 reported that he spent around 3,500 EUR per month on the workation stay. 

Moreover, she stated that the workation stay was an investment in her ‘mental and physical 

condition, and performance. Every day was like a gift’. This is consistent with the benefits 
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advertised by providers of improved health through workation (Hometogo, 2022; TUI, 

2022). No one reported being afraid from COVID-19. Rather all observed rated their stay in 

the workation as being beneficial to have little exposure to COVID-19, lockdowns, or 

mutations. This fact gives rise to the cautious assumption that workation users might be a 

more risk-averse and less fearful type of person. However, this assumption could not be 

verified in this study. 

Because the Robinson Club had also previously been booked regularly by companies for off-

sites, conventions and business meetings lasting several days, the facilities already had 

certain competencies in dealing with business travellers in advance (Robinson, 2022). The 

Incentives and Meeting Manager took on the role of community manager, analogous to that 

of a coworking space and was available to workation guests for inquiries, assistance, 

conference room reservations and IT issues CoworkationAlps, 2022. “My computer mouse 

broke and I immediately got a new from the IT manager of the hotel. That was much faster, 

then I could get one at home (#2). Consequently, the guests appreciate the convenient 

services and make use of the assistance that is offered not only for the hotel guests, but 

especially also for the workation guests (Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). Literature shows similarities 

between workation and coworking spaces, where people tend to favour the services offered, 

the IT, and infrastructure, which they do not have to take care of (Gauger, 2019). 

Summarizing, the case study shows that the interviewees had a different focus during their 

workation stay but that all of them consciously sought change and assigned a high value to 

their leisure life. While one attended yoga classes after work, others pursued athletic goals 

in their personal lives; for the other, it was the convenience of not having to follow home 

obligations and having more intentional quality time. 

It is possible that for guests, especially those who are single and had fewer social interactions 

at home during the lockdown, the social aspects are of utmost relevance when deciding to 

go on workation. It was not uncommon to see coworkers at the bar in the evening, even 

though it was a normal "workday" for them. This shows that the coworkers have built a good 

network, like to connect, and seem to be open-minded and regularly want to meet new 

people, confirming Mendoza Villaneda (2019) mentioning networking opportunities during 

workation. Also, the social factors are essential and the bar and the range of leisure activities 

in general are part of the overall package of workation. What is tried to be achieved in the 

coworking space via separate events such as the afterwork beer or afterwork networking 

event, this takes place in a workation setting quite naturally and incidentally and as a matter 

of course. However, this finding of the enormously large role of social interaction then 
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possibly contradicts the literature (e.g., Lietzau/Puhe, 2021), which states that the aspect of 

building a network plays a subordinate role in workation. 

4.6 Concluding Remarks 

This study is explanatory in nature and draws attention to a new form of shared spaces and 

remote work, also referred to as a ‘fifth workplace’: Workation. Current definitions, although 

they exist, lack a clear classification and ignore the different domains involved in the 

different types of workation. A clear understanding of the term and characteristics is required 

to start the conversation regarding workation in workplace research. First, conceptual 

contributions are made to understanding the blending of the domains of private life, work 

and vacation. Users that ‘workate’ value high work–life integration and seek benefits from 

the combination of leisure, vacation and work (e.g., Bauer et al., 2017; Werther, 2021b, 

Chevtaeva/Denizci-Guillet, 2021). This fact was also confirmed by the case study conducted. 

The reasons for and the length of stay as well as the user group derived from the literature 

were reflected and substantiated in the case study for the specific workation location in 

Fuerteventura with the operation mode developed by TUI. Overall, primarily the sub-type 

‘traditional workation’ can be identified in the case study, although some interviewees 

mentioned characteristics of the other two sub-types. This also confirms the finding that the 

design of workstations is very diverse and, to date, offerings often are not and cannot yet be 

clearly assigned to one of the three subtypes of workstation. While workation is not yet an 

integrative part of the traditional knowledge worker’s life, it has spread quickly during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Following Mendoza Villaneda (2019), workation is the beginning of a 

slowly infection of the corporate world, opening up the opportunity to change the cultural 

mindset. Looking at popular and scientific literature on workation, it is clear that there is a 

high increase in demand. This observation is also supported by the evaluation of Google 

Trends (see Figure 12) and the increasing willingness of employers who include the 

possibility of workation in their company agreements and job advertisements. 
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Figure 12: Google Trends for Keyword ‘Workation’ (based on Google Trends, 2022) 

It is assumed that workation will gain momentum in the future world of work and a 

conscious and flexible division of work phases will be desired. The possibility of being in 

vacation mode immediately during work breaks, after work or at the weekend attracts a 

broad user group. Again, the case study provides evidence of such an assumption, through 

the diverse individuals in even this small sample. While workation was mainly begun by 

freelancers and start-ups, corporates are also joining this development. In economic terms, 

a response to this increasing demand can be expected in the form of further increase in 

supply in the future. However, the small sample size of the case study is a limitation of this 

study. Also, the fact that only the operation mode of one workation offer at one location was 

considered and the lack of quantitative analysis limit the predictions derived. 

The study opens the door to a new stream of studies regarding work–leisure activities and 

venues. Future research should address this issue on the regional, socio-economic and 

ecological level by conducting further studies on workation based on empirical data. There 

is a need for future debate on policy changes to attract workers to workation destinations. 

For scholarly research, it would be interesting to further investigate the lifestyle of workers 

making use of the different types of workation. Is the occasional business traveller, the digital 

nomad or expat a typical customer of this new business model? Which travel patterns and 

workation use are related? Another exciting question about the future of workation will be 

how it remains part of a long-term and comprehensive development. These research findings 

can help move beyond traditional tourism concepts and recognise hidden characteristics such 

as connecting people on a professional level and looking for regional advantages like 

cultural, food and business opportunities. Moreover, it could also stimulate the real estate 

industry to become more active in this specific area of shared workspace provision as well. 
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For many knowledge workers, location-independent work is part of the new normal in the 

world of work. Therefore, individual and team work is more frequently taking place 

digitally. This physical separation of employees increasingly requires a connecting element 

to avoid productivity losses and support corporate loyalty. Suitable workplaces are 

necessary to avoid any loss of productivity and support corporate loyalty among 

employees. A technology-supported component that enables temporal and locational 

distributed knowledge work is the digital workplace. However, the success of this 

innovative working system depends on the employees’ intention to adopt the digital 

workplace. While the literature has already considered the design and implementation of 

the digital workplace intensively, more knowledge is needed on how companies can 

accelerate the adaptation process once the digital workplace has been introduced. Drawing 

on the diffusion of innovation theory, this chapter aims to identify the key factors 

influencing the intention to adopt the digital workplace on the individual, corporate and 

social levels. To this end, a cross-sector empirical analysis with N = 351 knowledge 

workers is conducted. The results show that individual and corporate factors influence the 

intention to adopt the digital workplace. Theoretically, the chapter contributes to 

innovation and workplace research. The practical implications offer insights for the 

management of companies undergoing a digital transformation to promote their employees 

despite working spatially flexible and compensate for any possible reduction of the physical 

workplace. 
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5.1 Introduction 

The COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the transformation of the working world by 

providing an impetus to expand company digitalisation (Schwarzmüller et al., 2018; Savić, 

2020; Subramaniam et al., 2021). At the same time, further workplaces besides the office, 

such as work-from-home (Pfnür et al., 2023), are becoming valid alternatives. Since the 

pandemic, employees have been using their physical workplaces more consciously and have 

been demanding greater workplace flexibility (Gauger et al., 2022b). This new spatial 

distribution of the workforce leads to lower office occupancy and forces corporates to 

reorganize their workspaces in order to maintain space efficiency (Pfnür et al., 2021a). 

Currently, many companies respond to office vacancy by reducing office space. In addition, 

further challenges arise due to a workforce distributed across multiple workplaces; i.e. 

collaboration, creative and innovative processes, leadership, employer branding and 

informal communication must be executed differently (Pfnür et al., 2023). It is of great 

relevance for companies to ensure that despite distributed work outside the office they do 

not suffer any loss of productivity, team dynamics or corporate loyalty among their 

employees (Hirsch, 2021; Konovalova et al., 2022). In order to meet the challenges of multi-

locational work, corporates are supplementing their physical space with digital components. 

These changes have the purpose of exploiting the potential of hybrid work and impacting 

individual employees as well as teams and strategic business units (Colbert et al., 2016; 

Kaarst-Brown et al., 2018). Figure 13 shows the connection between the physical and digital 

workplace components. 

 
Figure 13: Coherence of physical and digital workplaces 

Digital workplaces are innovative technology-supported working systems that enable 

employees to access company resources and work flexibly both time-wise and space-wise 

(Mićić et al., 2022). These digital technologies are used to support knowledge work when 

employees work from anywhere and at any time (Subramaniam et al., 2021). The design of 

digital workplace environments has been discussed in different strands of literature 

(Köffer/Urbach, 2016). A significant amount of research on relevant corporate factors to the 

transformation and implementation process of digital workplaces exists (Günther, 2017). 
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Several studies prove the relevance of the digital workplace as an organisational resource 

for optimising employee productivity (Köffer, 2015; Attaran et al., 2019), increasing 

efficiency in collaboration and knowledge exchange (Kissmer et al., 2018b; Mićić et al., 

2022), simplifying the working life and as a management tool to achieve digital innovation 

(Dery et al., 2017; Hamburg, 2020). However, a fully digital workplace as a complete 

substitute for physical office space was not to be expected until now (Attaran et al., 2019). 

Complex and currently insufficiently deciphered design challenges arise in the utilisation 

phase (Hardwig/Weißmann, 2021). Many organisations lack knowledge and seem to be 

unprepared for the actual use of the digital workplace (Attaran et al., 2019). The potential 

of digital workplaces and their contribution to business success can only be achieved if they 

are adopted by the employees of a company (Greeven/Williams, 2017; Hardwig/Weißmann, 

2021). According to the technology adoption life cycle, an innovation diffuses in stages 

(Rogers, 1995). To unfold an innovation’s potential, a significant number of users must work 

with the digital workplace. Following implementation, the success of the digital workplace 

innovation strongly depends on the employees and their adaptability (Bouée, 2015; 

Selimović et al., 2021). Therefore, companies are confronted with the challenge of 

motivating enough of their employees to adopt the digital workplace into their daily working 

routine. 

Literature on employees’ intentions towards digital transformation is scarce and, thus, 

knowledge about the adoption motivations of employees is limited (Selimović et al., 2021). 

Corporates are keen to know how they can persuade their employees to change practices 

and adopt the newly implemented digital workplace (Hamburg, 2020) after implementation 

is executed. Quantitative research is needed to analyse the perceptions of larger samples of 

employees who have access to the digital workplace (Haddud/McAllen, 2018). The 

increasing number of companies implementing digital workplaces also requires further 

research to explain the technology adoption (Hardwig/Weißmann, 2021; Köffer, 2015). 

This chapter addresses this research gap by uncovering the key factors influencing the 

intention to adopt the digital workplace through novel empirical evidence. The ideas of this 

chapter were originally presented at the 29th Annual European Real Estate Society 

Conference (Voll et al., 2023a). The analysed sample consists of 351 German knowledge 

workers. Factor and regression analyses are used to examine the employees’ intention to 

adopt the digital workplace component. The following research questions are addressed: (1) 

Which factors determine an employee’s intention to adopt the digital workplace and (2) how 

can corporates influence those factors? 
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The results add to the literature of digital workplace environments and innovation-diffusion 

research by indicating how factors on the individual, corporate and social levels influence 

the intention to adopt the digital workplace. The results are of relevance for practitioners. 

They enable corporates to gain knowledge about the digital workplaces as a complement for 

the physical workplaces and as compensation for reduced office space. Furthermore, 

practitioners can learn how to support employees when implementing the digital workplace 

and how to improve spatially distributed work. 

5.2 Theoretical Background 

The overload of information, the accelerating changes in the way of working and a diverse 

workforce influence the establishment of digital working systems (Attaran et al., 2019). 

Digital workplace transformation is summarised as “a phenomenon of new technologies 

causing significant changes to a variety of work-related aspects: changes to how employees 

carry out tasks and processes, as well as changes to their social relations within the 

organizations, and subsequently to their overall workplace experience” (Meske/Junglas, 

2021, p. 1120). So-called “digital workplaces” can be a unifying component of hybrid work. 

In information technology research, there are various definitions of the term “digital 

workplace”. In their systematic literature review, Mićić et al. (2022) define the digital 

workplace as a technology-supported working system. It affects the physical workspace, the 

technology and the people. Several thematic categories for characteristics of the digital 

workplace are identified, e.g. the technology platform, organisational strategy and design, 

people and work (Williams/Schubert, 2018). Furthermore, digital workplaces can be 

described as virtual work environments and included in the workplace strategy, enabling 

employees to access company resources and communicate and work together whilst 

simultaneously being temporally and spatially flexible through the use of digital tools 

(Schmidt et al., 2018). By using a variety of work systems, collaboration platforms create a 

digital infrastructure for a company’s employees whereby business partners or customers can 

be integrated (Hardwig/Weißmann, 2021). In this chapter, the term “digital workplace” is 

to be understood as combining all three of the following purposes: communicating, working 

together with colleagues in paperless documents and storing data and documents in a 

centralised manner. 

The digital transformation of workplace strategy through the introduction of a digital 

workplace requires more than just its design and implementation (Selimović et al., 2021). 

Individuals and organisations are affected by workplace complementation (Hashim et al., 

2023a; Hashim et al., 2023b) and the new practice of using the digital workplace is perceived 

as an innovation by employees (Seyed Esfahani/Reynolds, 2021). In the context of 
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technology management, the spread of a new technology in a social system is referred to as 

“diffusion” and is related to the adoption of innovation (Bullinger, 1994; Schuh et al., 2011). 

This is the foundation for the close connection between diffusion theory and adoption theory 

(Gerpott, 2005; Strebel, 2007). In the information systems discipline, user adoption is a 

broad research field (Kissmer et al., 2018b). Köffer and Urbach (2016) postulate that the 

multitude of technical possibilities in the expansion of the workplace strategy means that the 

employee is becoming the focus of attention. Intention to adopt can be an indicator of the 

effectiveness of behaviour change. Thus, the introduction of a digital workplace in a 

company’s workplace strategy and the adoption of the innovation by the user offer an 

exciting case for the Diffusion of Innovation Theory. According to this theory, there is a point 

at which the majority of a considered group follows a trend and allows it to be understood 

as an innovation (Rogers, 1995). It is striking that the adoption decision of an individual’'s 

innovation relies on the decision of other members of the social group. The belief that an 

innovation improves people’s utility encourages its adoption. According to Rogers (1995), 

five main elements influence the spread of a new idea: the innovation itself, adopters, 

communication channels, time and a social system. With regard to the digital workplace 

newly integrated into the workplace strategy, it is important to identify the influences at 

individual, corporate and social level that motivate users to adopt the digital workplace, 

achieve diffusion and, hence, make the innovation successful. 

5.3 Hypotheses Development 

Digital workplace research recognises that simply providing software solutions does not lead 

to efficient use. Transforming a workplace by implementing a digital component has to 

include the employees, the organisation and their environment (Selimović et al., 2021). This 

is in line with research on collaboration platforms, stating that these platforms must meet 

several requirements on the social, organisational, spatial and technical levels 

(Greeven/Williams, 2017). The user plays a key role in the adoption process (Rogers, 1995). 

According to the literature, employee involvement in the company and the regular use of 

technology are key behaviours for digital workplace adoption. Their work-related needs have 

proven to be a major influencing factor for technology innovation (Hardwig/Weißmann, 

2021). Therefore, the framework for the determinants on the intention to adopt the digital 

workplace includes items on three determinant levels: individual, corporate and social. 

The Individual Level 

The tendency of consumers to adopt a new product early instead of sticking to old 

consumption patterns is known as “consumer innovativeness” (Heidenreich et al., 2017; Arts 
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et al., 2011; Bartels/Reinders, 2011; Steenkamp et al., 1999). In research on the diffusion 

of innovation, consumer innovativeness is fundamental to innovative behaviour (Röhrich, 

2004; Manning et al., 1995). Several studies provide evidence for the significant positive 

relationship between consumer innovativeness and the intention to adopt new products 

(Arts et al., 2011; Bartels/Reinders, 2011; Cowart et al., 2008; Li et al., 2015). The validity 

of the relationship is shown across a variety of product domains including technological 

innovations (Ratten, 2014; Hirunyawipada/Paswan, 2006; Nguyen et al., 2014). However, 

empirical evidence for this relationship has been lacking in the context of digital workplace 

adoption until now. Thus, it is hypothesised that: 

H1: Consumer innovativeness is positively related to the intention to adopt the digital 

workplace. 

In addition to consumers’ innovativeness, their technology commitment is relevant to the 

intention to adopt the technological innovation (Wang/Datta, 2006; Wang/Datta, 2009). 

Technology commitment, with its three facets technology acceptance, technology 

competence beliefs and technology control beliefs, is developed to predict the successful use 

of new technologies (Neyer et al., 2016). In qualitative research, competence in dealing with 

digital technologies has been attributed as a prerequisite for successful work with them 

(Weinkauf/Woywode, 2004). Hardwig and Weißmann (2021) also recognised that the 

willingness to use collaboration platforms is dependent on respondents recognising the 

platform’s effectiveness when fulfilling their tasks. However, this assessment is subject to a 

certain willingness to use technology in general. Technical tools only facilitate work if 

employees have previous experience in that field. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H2: Technology commitment is positively related to the intention to adopt the digital workplace 

The Corporate Level 

As initiators of the digital workplace, corporates depend on their employees actively using 

the digital complement of their workplace strategy. A range of measures can be taken to 

pursue their goal. Dery et al. (2017) identify six required levers to design a digital workplace. 

Using a dual focus consisting of employee connectedness and responsive leadership, the 

authors propose the following to address those two dimensions: space, systems, social, 

sustaining leadership, systematic learning and symbols. The analysis in this chapter goes 

beyond a consideration of the design and implementation process and examines the 

utilisation phase of the digital workplace. Therefore, additional literature on the use of 

digital transformation, hybrid environments and virtual work and collaboration (platforms), 

which already address and examine the use, is also included in order to derive a more 
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complete set of corporate-related aspects that influence the intention to adopt the digital 

workplace. 

Wang and Parker (2023) determine strategies to support virtual work and identify solutions 

for technical challenges. According to them, to achieve technically successful work, the 

technical features must meet the employees’ needs and facilitate social interactions. Thus, 

the technical infrastructure for the digital workplace is a necessity (Dery et al., 2017). Good 

and well-developed infrastructure supports collaboration anywhere at any time 

(Dery/MacCormick, 2012). The responsibility to provide infrastructure for employees lies 

with the companies and managers (Hardwig/Weißmann, 2021). Thus, the following 

hypothesis is formulated: 

H3: Technical infrastructure is positively related to the intention to adopt the digital workplace. 

The digital workplace must be considered at the level of workspace planning if it is to be 

integrated into the workplace concept. As work in the digital workplace happens in physical 

environments, creating inspiring and innovation-promoting physical spaces is also part of 

the digital workplace (Dery et al., 2017; Marsh et al., 2022). The importance of the digital 

workplace innovation in the workplace strategy is highlighted by creating symbols and 

brands (Dery et al., 2017). The development of shared social norms helps regulate 

cooperation and communication in virtual work environments (Moser/Axtell, 2013). Thus, 

the company should promote new behavioural norms for the digital workplace to promote 

collaboration. The digital transformation of the workplace goes beyond simply accepting the 

technology and means enabling the development of employees’ skills (Meske/Junglas, 

2020). Weinkauf and Woywode (2004) identify that competent handling of technical media 

is a prerequisite for successful virtual collaboration. Continuous learning opportunities can 

help build these competencies (Dery et al., 2017; Hamburg, 2020) and enhance employees’ 

capabilities (Selimović et al., 2021). Support that suits the technical solution is necessary for 

successful virtual work and is vital in implementing a digital workplace strategy 

(Wang/Parker, 2023; Hamburg, 2020). For example, professional training for the digital 

workplace can be offered to the employees to learn more about the new environment 

(Attaran et al., 2019; Sandström et al., 2022). Meanwhile, the corporate can improve the 

digital workplace through the collection and analysis of information from employees’ 

helpdesk requests (Dery et al., 2017). The appreciation of feedback by employees should 

also be reflected in the responsive behaviour of management. Thus, it is hypothesised that: 

H4: Corporate governance is positively related to the intention to adopt the digital workplace. 
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In the context of designing collaborative technologies, iterative and agile processing is 

recommended due to the complexity (Hardwig/Weißmann, 2021). This includes an 

intensive exchange between the user groups, i.e. management and users, and the developers. 

For the purpose of developing the digital workplace effectively, on the one side, information 

from employees through IT helpdesk requests can be collected on an ongoing basis (Dery et 

al., 2017). On the other side, the management must be responsive to feedback on employees’ 

experiences with the digital workplace (El Sawy et al., 2016). Managing the digital 

workplace use requires stakeholder engagement from both management and end-users 

(Sandström et al., 2022). New behavioural norms for the digital workplace should be 

promoted (Dery et al., 2017). Opportunities for informal social interactions and 

collaboration, and the improved flexibility of digital work policies, support virtual work 

(Wang/Parker, 2023). These opportunities for coming together can be promoted through 

innovation hubs or inspiring spaces (Dery et al., 2017). Successful virtual teamwork requires 

a sufficient amount of energy by the company or management to activate the employees 

(Weinkauf/Woywode, 2004). Without setting incentives, the success of virtual collaboration 

is at risk. Affective organisational commitment is known to be a mediator for the relationship 

between subjective norm and intention of employees to adopt new technologies (Bae et al., 

2016). Accordingly, a company’s management should demonstrate openness to the digital 

workplace and set an example for its use. Clearly articulated communication about the 

digital workplace and the vision for the workplace strategy is recommended (Dery et al., 

2017). Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H5: Corporate communication is positively related to the intention to adopt the digital 

workplace. 

Agile change management is considered a success factor in digital transformation projects 

(Heidt et al., 2020). Through participation and communication in the context of change 

management, companies manage to overcome the challenges of their employees in times of 

dynamic change. A participatory process is also known to be a critical success factor in the 

process from design to use of hybrid learning environments (Sandström et al., 2022). The 

use of a digital workplace results in a change in organisational and work culture (Colbert et 

al., 2016; Schwarzmüller et al., 2018; Selimović et al., 2021). To successfully manage this 

change and enhance employees’ intention to adopt the digital workplace, companies must 

involve and inform their employees (Zwick, 2003). A change management plan is necessary 

to align the new digital workplace strategy to the culture of the organisation (Hamburg, 

2020). Concluding, a final hypothesis on the corporate level is proposed: 

H6: Change management is positively related to the intention to adopt the digital workplace. 
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The Social Level 

Obstacles of digitalisation represent an external influence on the intention to adopt the 

digital workplace that neither individuals nor companies can influence directly. However, a 

good internet connection is a basic requirement for working digitally. Compared with the 

rest of Europe, Germany has a high deficit in terms of fibre coverage (European Commission, 

2023). In their gigabit strategy, the German government plans to upgrade significantly by 

2030 to improve living and working on the move (The Federal Government, 2023). In order 

to find out whether a lack of public digital infrastructure (e.g., fibre optic expansion) 

influences the intention to adopt the digital workplace, the following hypothesis is tested: 

H7: Obstacles of digitalisation are negatively related to the intention to adopt the digital 

workplace. 

Figure 14 summarises the seven hypotheses and presents the research model. 

 
Figure 14: Research Model 

5.4 Methodology 

Survey Design and Sample Description 

For the cross-sectional research design, primary data are gathered to answer the research 

questions. The aim is to evaluate digital workplace adoption in a target population of 

German employees. In September and October 2022, an online survey of 1,000 knowledge 

workers was launched for 19 days. An upstream pretest was performed to verify the 

relevance and comprehensibility of the items extracted from the theoretical literature review. 

The questionnaire was programmed in SoSciSurvey, a German provider of online surveys, 

which assures compliance with the German data protection regulations (SoSciSurvey, 2023). 

The sample was generated via the online sampling platform Clickworker.de. “Clickworker” 

is becoming popular in research, similar to Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in the United States 

(Follmer et al., 2017). It generates fast and reliable responses with quality comparable to 
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responses obtained from more traditional sampling methods (Lutz, 2016). According to its 

website, Clickworker.de is a crowd-based community of German-speaking clickworkers with 

around 540,000 members (Clickworker, 2023). This community offers the advantage of a 

high availability of suitable survey participants. They are pre-qualified by registering and 

qualifying with Clickworker.de. In addition, integrated control questions as well as checks 

for bots and automated responses are used to ensure the best possible quality. 

Clickworker.de has proven to be a valuable empirical research in recent years 

(Müller/Albrecht, 2019; Gottschewski et al., 2022; Hansen et al., 2023). 

IBM SPSS Statistics was used for data cleaning (Sarstedt/Mooi, 2014). Surveys completed 

in a disproportionate length of time or that contained missing values, as well as those from 

participants who did not have a digital workplace available in their company, were 

eliminated. A sample size of N = 351 remained. 

The goal is to map a representative sample of office employees in Germany. However, the 

31–40 years age group is relatively overrepresented in the sample while respondents aged 

51–67 years are under-represented (Destatis, 2023a). The proportion of men (61.8%) is 

slightly higher than the comparable proportion of men (53.2%) in the German workforce 

(Destatis, 2023a). Two-thirds of the respondents work full-time and one-third works part-

time. On average, the employees work 38 hours per week. By comparison, the Federal 

Statistical Office gives an average weekly working time of 34.7 hours for all employed people 

(Destatis, 2022). Table 18 reports the employees’ descriptive characteristics. 

Table 18: Sample Descriptive Statistics 

 N Percentage 
Age   
   20 – 30 years 83 23.65 % 
   31 – 40 years 143 40.74 % 
   41 – 50 years 80 22.79 % 
   51 – 60 years 37 10.54 % 
   61 – 67 years 8 2.28 % 

Gender   
   Female 132 37.60 % 
   Male 217 61.80 % 
   Other 2 0.60 % 

Scope of work   
   Full-time (40 hours per week and more) 211 66.50 % 
   Part-time (14 – 39 hours) 140 33.50 % 

Separate workplace at home    
   Yes 215 61.30 % 
   No 136 38.70 % 
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Measures and Analysis 

The respondents answered closed questions on a seven-point Likert scale (anchored by 1 = 

strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree). This scale has a higher sensitivity, reliability and 

validity than a five-point Likert scale (Cummins/Gullone, 2000; Preston/Colman, 2000). The 

question used to select participants with access to a digital workplace is: “Does the company 

you currently work for provide a digital workplace? This should combine all three of the 

following purposes: communicating, working together with colleagues in paperless 

documents simultaneously and storing data and documents in a centralised manner”. Items 

are derived from existing survey instruments whenever possible to reach a higher 

explanatory value due to their pretest. Additional items relevant for this research are 

extracted and extended from literature and applied to the digital workplace context. All 

items included can be found in the Appendix B. 

Variables Construction and Construct Validation 

Dependent Variable. The dependent variable, intention to adopt the digital workplace, is 

measured using a four-item scale. The scale was adopted from Heidenreich et al. (2017) who 

tested the measure based on several research studies (Plouffe et al., 2001; Oliver/Rosen, 

2010; Putrevu/Lord, 1994). It refers to the intent to use the digital workplace in the near 

future. Cronbach’s Alpha reaches 0.925 (≥ 0.8) (Cortina, 1993). 

Independent Variables. The seven factors identified from literature influencing the intention 

to adopt the digital workplace are consumer innovativeness, technology commitment, 

technical infrastructure, corporate governance, corporate communication, change 

management and obstacles to digitalisation. The framework for the determinants includes 

aspects on three levels: individual, corporate and social. On the individual level, consumer 

innovativeness (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.764), tested by Heidenreich et al. (2017), and 

technology commitment (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.856), developed and validated by Neyer et 

al. (2016), are included. The four constructs on the corporate level that have not yet been 

established are validated with a principal component analysis (PCA). The PCA is performed 

for data reduction and construct validation (Backhaus et al., 2016). Several possibly 

correlated variables extracted from the literature are transformed into a smaller number of 

uncorrelated variables, the principal components. Table 19 presents the PCA results and 

shows the items included in the analysis. Four factors of the corporate level are identified 

from the PCA. The analysis should provide reliable factors. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure 

of 0.922 exceeds the threshold value of 0.6 (Tabachnick/Fidell, 2014). The Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity shows significance (p < 0.001). The four components explain 70.05% of the 
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variance. On the social level, obstacles of digitalisation are measured by a single item: “An 

obstacle of digitalisation is a lack of public digital infrastructure (e.g., fibre-optic 

expansion)”. 

Table 19: Principal Component Analysis 

Items Components 

  1 2 3 4 

Corporate governance (Cronbach's Alpha=0.904; CR=0.889; AVE=0.474) 

   Continuous development 0.660 0.373 0.073 0.214 

   Standards of conduct 0.668 0.344 0.055 0.200 

   Workplace concept 0.695 0.314 0.241 0.113 

   Workplace strategy 0.769 0.106 0.148 0.109 

   Trainings 0.740 0.177 0.131 0.092 

   Continuous learning opportunities 0.741 0.151 0.105 0.150 

   Innovation center 0.712 0.031 0.063 0.194 

   Supporting spaces 0.671 0.091 0.168 0.219 

   Culture of feedback 0.505 0.442 0.162 0.311 

Corporate communication (Cronbach's Alpha=0.892; CR=0.851; AVE=0.537) 

   Management role models 0.231 0.788  0.194 0.145 

   Recommendation for use 0.144 0.793 0.348 0.099 

   Positive representation in corporate 

   internal channels  0.222 0.763 0.339 0.163 

   Positive representation in external 

   corporate communication 0.229 0.757 0.319 0.151 

   Supportive management 0.500 0.529 0.072 0.319 

Technical infrastructure (Cronbach's Alpha=0.921; CR=0.877; AVE=0.704)  

   Necessary technical infrastructure 0.178 0.262 0.867 0.078 

   Good technical infrastructure 0.190 0.310 0.841 0.165 

   Access to well-developed infrastructure 0.175 0.374 0.807 0.163 

Change management (Cronbach's Alpha=0.856; CR=0.836; AVE=0.633)  

   Employee inclusion in planning and 

   implementation 0.284 0.119 0.057 0.856 

   Consideration of employee needs 0.238 0.163 0.131 0.855 

   Flow of information 0.292 0.327 0.293 0.661 
Notes: Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Rotation with a Varimax rotation. 
CR= Composite Reliability, AVE= Average Variance Extracted 
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Control Variables. Three key socio demographic factors are included in the model: age, 

gender and scope of work. Literature shows differences in technology adoption contexts for 

different ages and gender (Schroeder et al., 2023; Altawallbeh et al., 2015; Goswami/Dutta, 

2016; Venkatesh et al., 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003). It is thus examined whether younger 

employees or men show higher intentions to adopt a digital workplace. A significant 

influence of consumption/usage frequency on intention to adopt is reported for different 

products and services (Kaplan et al., 2007; Chen, 2013; Meske et al., 2016). Therefore, the 

scope of work (as a measure for the weekly working time in hours) is included as an 

additional control variable in the model. The aim is to check whether a higher weekly 

working time, which could result in a greater opportunity for use, makes a difference to the 

intention to adopt. Controlling for the covariates provides a stronger test of the hypotheses. 

Age is measured in years. Gender is determined based on three groups: male, female and 

other. Scope of work is measured in hours of work per week. 

5.5 Results 

Table 20 presents the ordinary least squares regression analysis to test the relation between 

the derived factors with intention to adopt the digital workplace. Starting with the control 

variables in model 1 and integrating all seven factors in the full model, 46.0% (adjusted R² 

= 0.460) of variance in intention to adopt the digital workplace is explained. 

Table 20: Regression Results with Intention to Adopt the Digital Workplace as a Dependent Variable 

 Model 1 Full Model 

Independent Variables   

Consumer innovativeness  -0.134** 

Technology commitment  0.457*** 

Technical infrastructure  0.276*** 

Corporate governance  -0.205*** 

Corporate communication  0.248*** 

Change management  0.143*** 

Obstacles of Digitalization  0.055 

Control Variables   

Age 0.008 -0.001 

Gender 0.001 -0.048 

Scope of Work (dummy) -0.137 0.024 

Constant 5.988*** 1.267*** 

Adjusted R² 0.000 0.460 

N 351 351 
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F-value 0.947 30.840*** 
Notes: * significant on a 0.05 level, ** significant on a 0.01 level, *** significant on a 0.001 level 

The results show that the control variables age, gender, and scope of work are not significant 

predictors of the intention to adopt the digital workplace. However, the factors on the 

individual and corporate level, i.e., consumer innovativeness (H1, B = – 0.134, p < 0.01), 

technology commitment (H2, B = 0.457, p < 0.001), technical infrastructure (H3, B = 

0.276, p < 0.001), corporate governance (H4, B = – 0.205, p < 0.001), corporate 

communication (H5, B = 0.248, p < 0.001) and change management (H6, B = 0.143, p < 

0.001) are all significant predictors of the intention to adopt the digital workplace. 

Therefore, Hypotheses 2, 3, 5 and 6 are supported by the data in the context of this study. 

Surprisingly, consumer innovativeness and corporate governance influence the intention to 

adopt the digital workplace negatively with a significance estimate at the 5% level. Thus, 

given the data and context of the study, relationships are detected but Hypotheses 1 and 4 

are not supported. The strongest influence on the intention to adopt the digital workplace is 

technology commitment. Obstacles of digitalisation, such as a lack of public digital 

infrastructure (e.g., fibre optic expansion) do not affect the intention to adopt the digital 

workplace significantly in this study. Hence, Hypothesis 7 is not supported. 

5.6 Discussion and Limitations 

This chapter’s results provide insights into employees’ intention to adopt the digital 

workplace after its implementation. While there are already numerous studies on the factors 

involved in the successful introduction of digitalisation in the workplace, the usage phase 

has not been examined so far. Thus, the study addresses the two research questions: (1) 

Which factors determine employees’ intention to adopt the digital workplace and (2) how 

can corporates influence those? The results reveal technology commitment to be the most 

important influence for digital workplace adoption on an individual, corporate and social 

level.9 This is in line with previous literature dealing with technology adoption and shows 

that irrespective of the digital tool under consideration, technology commitment is key to 

adoption intentions (Wang/Datta, 2009). 

The significance of the factor “technical infrastructure” emphasises the relevance of well-

developed technology and successful implementation of the digital workplace in order to be 

adopted by the employees. Literature shows that the technology provided by a company 

must be a digital toolbox for their employees’ specific needs regarding communication, 

 
9 To compare the factors’ influences, standardised regression coefficients are regarded: technology commitment β = 0.359; 

technical infrastructure β = 0.282; corporate communication β = 0.251; corporate governance β = –0.218; change 
management β = 0.198 and consumer innovativeness β = –0.125. 
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collaboration and access to documents (Hamburg, 2020). A digital workplace strategy, 

which also takes the company’s culture into account, is proposed as a useful element for 

determining requirements. In an effort to contribute positively to the achievement of 

strategic business objectives, the technical infrastructure of the technologies must function 

effectively (Haddud/McAllen, 2018). 

The factor “corporate communication” also has a significant effect on the willingness to 

embrace a digital workplace. This indicates the importance of promoting the digital 

workplace directly as part of the workplace strategy. Employees can be motivated to work 

with the digital component if they see others within the company using it and reporting 

positively about it. In addition to communicating on a higher level via official company 

channels, managers can encourage their team to use it on a personal level (Hamburg, 2020). 

The high relevance of open exchange in the diffusion of the digital workplace innovation is 

in line with previous research (Sandström et al., 2022; Bae et al., 2016; Dery et al., 2017). 

By contrast, “corporate governance” has a significant negative influence on the intention to 

adopt the digital workplace. On the one hand, this could be caused by employees being 

technologically overburdened. Additionally, technology overload at the workplace can be 

exacerbated by social overload (Rasool et al., 2022). Although effective governance is a 

critical component of successful digital work (Haddud/McAllen, 2018), the results suggest 

that an excess could lead to a negative effect. Contrary to previous research findings 

concluding that guiding principles are important as a component of workplace governance 

(Hamburg, 2020), the responsibility could weigh too heavily on users due to a large number 

of extensive trainings. Moreover, once a negative mood condition has developed among 

employees, it is more difficult to achieve training success (Venkatesh/Speier, 1999). On the 

other hand, an excess of corporate governance can have a negative effect on the intention to 

adopt the digital workplace if the leadership proceedings are not necessarily trust-based 

(Willermark/Islind, 2023). This assumption is in line with Hashim et al. (2023a) who find 

self-autonomy to be important for digital workplace adoption. Learning new leadership 

practices is necessary during the transition towards a digital workplace (Vallo Hult/Byström, 

2021). It is possible that this process has not yet been sufficiently completed in the companies 

of the employees surveyed in this sample during the evaluated use phase. To overcome old 

learning paradigms, organisations need to understand what employees need in order to 

thrive in an environment where everyone is constantly producing and consuming content 

(Noonan et al., 2017). Learning curation, learning personalisation and adapted learning 

modalities could help companies improve their learning systems (Klašnja-Milićević et al., 

2011). Another explanation for the negative impact of management on the intention to adopt 
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the digital workplace in this study could be due to the design of the physical work 

environment. Contrary to existing assumptions in the literature that flexible and activity-

oriented spaces are conducive to the digital workplace (Dery et al., 2017; Marsh et al., 2022), 

an overly open design of the space could also be a hindrance as a lack of quiet working areas 

makes concentrated individual work with the digital workplace more difficult. 

The results reveal a positive and significant influence of “change management” on the 

intention to adopt the digital workplace. Previous research shows that change management 

is already considered during the implementation of the digital workplace, but that it needs 

to be carried through to the utilisation phase (Zwick, 2003). The expansion and shift of work 

from the physical to the digital space is triggering cultural changes. Corporate culture 

determines employee connection, communication and collaboration in digital workplaces, 

making change management necessary (Hamburg, 2020). This is in accordance with existing 

research that reports employees’ demands for participation in building the new environment 

and providing feedback (Meske/Junglas, 2020). 

Although it was thought to be positive in innovation diffusion and adoption settings, the 

impact of “consumer innovativeness” on the intention to adopt the digital workplace is 

surprisingly negative, (Röhrich, 2004; Manning et al., 1995; Arts et al., 2011; 

Bartels/Reinders, 2011; Cowart et al., 2008; Li et al., 2015). Research on new product 

adoption detected only a weak relationship between consumer innovativeness and the 

adoption, thereby challenging the classic assumption (Seyed Esfahani/Reynolds, 2021). This 

surprising result could also be related to the fact that consumer innovativeness is often 

examined in the context of private consumption decisions or technology acceptance by 

individual professionals (Yi et al., 2006). In this case, however, the focus is on the use of 

innovation in a professional context and influences collaboration with other employees. 

Another explanation might be embedded in an over representation of early adopters in the 

sample. This group differs from the majority of people in their speed of adopting new 

innovations (Reinhardt/Gurtner, 2015). However, high consumer innovativeness is not only 

understood to reflect the tendency to adapt new innovations more quickly, but also an 

increased frequency of use (Midgley/Dowling, 1978). Thus, higher levels of consumer 

innovativeness would already imply frequent use of the digital workplace. If one assumes 

that frequent use is already almost equal to the integration of the digital workplace in 

everyday working life, then the readiness to perform the behaviour to use the digital 

workplace could already be exceeded. This possibly results into a turn to the opposite effect 

because those employees already want to try another innovative digital tool while the 

corporate still sticks to the digital workplace. Another explanatory approach goes back to the 
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consumer innovation model by Midgley and Dowling (1978). The authors point out a series 

of intervening variables, i. e. interest in the product category, communicated experience and 

situational effects, which may have a relation to the innate innovativeness of individuals and 

to other diffusion of an innovation phenomena. Thus, due to those influences, missing 

intrinsic motivation or enjoyment in employee’s innovative behaviour might be existing but 

the behavioural intentions remain absent (Venkatesh/Speier, 1999). 

Previous research results showing a significant influence of demographic factors like age or 

gender on users’ activity within digital tools cannot be confirmed (Meske et al., 2016), nor 

can findings that older employees are often not enthusiastic about digital transformation be 

confirmed for the intention to adopt the digital workplace (Hamburg, 2020). Thus, this 

chapter’s result is in line with Kissmer et al. (2018a) and finds no evidence for demographics 

such as age and gender having an impact on knowledge workers’ expectations towards a 

digital workplace. Perhaps this result is due to the fact that digital technologies enable 

employees to work flexibly. According to Hamburg (2020), flexible working has a positive 

effect on employee engagement. With higher engagement, the willingness to change 

increases regardless of demographics.  

The study has some limitations that need to be mentioned. First, the average age of the 

sample is 38 years. This is below the average age of employees in Germany. Although the 

results of this study do not identify any difference depending on age, the findings could 

become less representative if the German workforce continues to age. Second, the survey 

method via Clickworker involves the potential risk that the participants in the survey have a 

higher affinity for technology than average German comparison groups. Thus, technology 

commitment could have been overrated. Methodologically, more control variables might 

reveal confounding influences. Moreover, the inclusion of further aspects, such as social 

factors, could help identify significant influences. Finally, this study does not address all of 

Rogers’ (1995) five elements influencing the spread of an innovation. The innovation itself 

is the digital workplace. The adopters are covered by including influences on the individual 

level, whereas communication channels are included in the factors on the corporate level. 

The social system is represented by the factors on the social level. Furthermore, this research 

is conducted as cross-sectional study and data are not available over time. This makes the 

differentiation between cause and outcome more difficult. 

5.7 Conclusion and Further Research 

In the current working world, the importance of the digital workplace component in 

corporate workplace strategy is increasingly recognised due to the spatial distribution of the 
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workforce. The focus on solutions for companies undergoing a digital transformation is 

particularly important when compensating for the loss of physical workplaces through space 

reduction. The analysis of the factors influencing employees’ intention to adopt the digital 

workplace provides a valuable addition to literature. The results illustrate the influence of 

individual and corporate factors. Technology commitment primarily supports employees’ 

willingness to use the technology, whereas a higher level of consumer innovativeness has an 

inhibiting effect. Companies can have a positive influence by providing a suitable technical 

infrastructure through communication on different levels, positive image of the digital 

workplace and change management measures. Organisations, however, should exercise 

caution when it comes to governance. Frequent adaptations of the digital workplace, a high 

level of training requirements and a high number of complementary physical spaces seem to 

have a negative influence on the intention to adopt the digital workplace. A more dynamic 

workplace policy for the digital workplace could be a possible solution (Chatterjee et al., 

2023). To further enhance digital workplace adoption, Hamburg (2020) suggests using an 

interdisciplinary team both inside and outside the organisation, and involving a workplace 

consultancy, if necessary, when changing a workplace strategy. This can help companies 

optimise their influence on the intention to adopt. 

The practical contribution of this chapter is to inform companies about how to best promote 

adoption during the utilisation phase of the digital workplace. As Dery et al. (2017) note, 

the establishment of digital workplaces in individual companies has been considered, but 

the focus on employees’ intentions to adopt in general is missing, hence, a cross-company 

sample has been analysed. The results show that companies can influence the intention to 

adopt the digital workplace in a variety of ways. On the one hand, they can improve the 

factors at the corporate level that have a positive effect (technical infrastructure, corporate 

communication, change management). On the other hand, they can indirectly influence the 

individual (technology commitment) factor. This is in line with the literature, e.g., Chatterjee 

et al. (2023) who point out that the digital transformation of a workplace is influenced 

positively by organisations’ dynamic capabilities. The chapter theoretically contributes to 

digital workplace and technology adoption literature. The relevance of the interplay between 

the individual employee and the organisation in workplace research is demonstrated, as 

technology commitment and technology infrastructure factors significantly determine the 

intention to adopt the digital workplace. Thus, the digital workplace literature must integrate 

not only corporate factors but also individual factors, which are more common in the field 

of innovation theory and adoption research. 
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The findings of this chapter and its limitations present several interesting opportunities for 

future research on digital workplace and innovation adoption. Further research could 

analyse the negative impact of consumer innovativeness in detail. It is also important to 

examine how the digital workplace, when adopted by employees, balances the disadvantages 

of hybrid work. For practitioners, it is relevant to know which specific measures in corporate 

communication are successful and how corporate governance can be structured to avoid 

exerting a negative influence on the intention to adopt the digital workplace. Adopted digital 

workplaces represent an evolution of the workspace strategy, complement the physical 

workplaces, compensate for office space reduction and support successful spatially 

distributed work. 
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Abstract: 

The changing working world leads to a new role of office workspaces as knowledge 

workers are able to fulfill their tasks from multiple locations outside the main office. Since 

the COVID-19 pandemic, employees have increasingly demanded flexible workplace 

policies in their corporates. Due to a tight supply of labor, companies are trying to address 

the needs of their employees as they are the most important resource for the company’s 

success. Even though real estate is a rigid resource, workplace management bears the 

potential to create workspaces conducive to success for a diverse workforce, executing a 

variety of work activities. Building on dynamic capabilities theory, this study identifies a 

process of how companies and their employees can maneuver through shifting demands 

toward flexibility in workplace management. This study proposes a unique approach to 

determine flexible workplace management by focusing on a case study including 754 

knowledge workers in Germany. It is developed through the space allocation of a company 

for different work types by sensing, seizing, and transforming resources. To this end, a 

cluster analysis is performed to identify different types of workers characterized by 

different shares of work modes and different preferred workplaces: all-rounders, project 

workers, desk workers, communicators, thinkers, and hands-on. An important contribution 

is made to the literature of workplace management and dynamic capabilities by presenting 

how real estate resources can be managed to create future capabilities in dynamic 

environments. In addition, the demonstrated approach is of practical relevance to 

companies, as it can be easily applied to develop a flexible and people-centered workplace 

management for their organization. 

6.1 Introduction 

The corporate workspace has recently changed more than it has in decades due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic (Marzban et al., 2023). Increasing hybrid working through continued 
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work from home creates vacancies in office buildings and triggers a change in function of 

the operational workplace, i.e., the office (Carstensen, 2023). The importance of the office 

as a physical place where work and people are embedded locally is repeatedly emphasized 

in literature and corporate practice (Jurecic et al., 2018; Kohlert, 2021). Work environments 

can make a valuable contribution to corporate success by supporting people in their work in 

the best possible way through suitable work places (Armitage/Nassor Amar, 2021; 

Danivska/Appel-Meulenbroek, 2021). According to Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2021), the 

degree of alignment between an individual and the workplace is critical to whether their 

interaction leads to positive outcomes for the individual (in the form of well-being) and for 

the organization as a whole (due to a positive outcome, i.e., productivity). However, due to 

hybrid working, a constant office space is frequently no longer required - neither in area size 

nor in design. Without action, companies risk losing corporate success as well as company 

and team culture, and increasing employee turnover (Pfnür et al., 2023). However, the high 

dynamic demands on real estate are, by definition, offset by immobility, i.e., the rigidity of 

this resource. In the context of transforming the world of work and the changing demand on 

offices, questions around the necessary degree of flexibility in workplace management and 

the relevance of space arise (Bal/Izak, 2021). The ability to flexibly adapt helps companies 

survive (Harris, 2015). Thus, companies are searching for multi-layered ways to adapt the 

office workplace as flexibly as possible. 

To cope with the new situation and to be responsive to changing needs in office space, 

companies need to be strategically flexible and develop dynamic capabilities (DCs) through 

continuous realignment of their resources (Muneeb et al., 2023). Dynamic capabilities 

theory (DCT) is an often used lens in management research and also useful for responding 

to the need for higher flexibility for office space (Schilke et al., 2018; Pfnür et al., 2023). In 

the context of the workplace, the pandemic is an exciting and unprecedented example of a 

sudden change in the environment and the conditions under which companies and 

employees must maneuver. DCT, as a basis of the ability for agile corporate management, 

has already been described as beneficial in the context of the COVID-19 crisis (Teece, 2018; 

Janssen/van der Voort, 2020). 

Despite the frequent practice of the theory, research on key resources over which companies 

have only partial control, such as their employees, has been lacking in DCT literature until 

now (Cabral/Winden, 2022). The explanation of concrete organizational adaptation 

processes through the concept of DCs is also described as incomplete (Güttel et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, even though there have been various studies that have examined the 

adaptability of office buildings and real estate assets that revealed the relationship between 
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property characteristics and office user preferences, there has been scarce literature on the 

clarification of how companies deal with their office real estate resources in dynamic 

situations to identify user needs. Although Remy and Van der Voordt (2013) call for new 

ideas to realize sustainable office space planning, such as redesign, research to date lacks 

approaches to achieve the necessary flexibility in workplace management efficiently and 

successfully. To provide the optimal amount and quality of space necessary, companies must 

understand which activities their employees perform in the office. In addition, future needs 

must be anticipated to be able to respond to potential changes in demand by making spatial 

adjustments. Of particular interest is the approach taken by companies in terms of 

determining the new requirements and responding to this new situation with regard to their 

workspaces. 

By applying the DCT perspective, this study addresses the research gap by exploring how 

companies can react flexibly to changing office requirements in the hybrid working 

environment. In the center of the examination stands the research question: How can 

organizations increase company adaptability to the new business environment and improve 

employees’ ability to work through their workplace management? The nature of this research 

is exploratory. First, DCT is applied to workplace management in the office space planning 

context and an adapted framework proposing DCT utilization for corporate real estate 

management (CREM) is created. Second, a single-case study approach is used to show the 

application of the framework (Dyer/Wilkins, 1991; Fiss, 2009; Yin, 2014). By analyzing the 

data of a large German company currently in the process of being transformed, the 

propositions made are compared to a real-life situation to evaluate the DCT extension and 

enhance the scientific usefulness (Yin, 2014; Ridder, 2017; Corley/Gioia, 2011).  

The study provides contributions to literature and corporate practice. Empirically, it offers 

the analysis of a corporate’s workplace management through the lens of DCT. Using the 

example of the pandemic as an external environmental influence, a theory extension is 

proposed, contributing to the three main process components of DC: sensing, seizing, and 

transforming. Practically, this study offers an initial empirical approach to a people-based 

office space planning procedure. Its application enables companies to manage workplaces 

flexibly and at the same time plan a suitable office space for different employee work types. 

6.2 Theoretical Background 

6.2.1 Workplace Flexibility 

The turnover of companies with high knowledge content is influenced by the employees and 

their work success. The better the working opportunities for employees, which are also 
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expressed in the office premises, the higher the company’s success (Pfnür et al., 2021; Pfnür 

et al., 2023). Companies and CREM are under high pressure to innovate in a changing 

working world because transformation processes and an indeterminate business 

environment require companies to be highly flexible in order to be responsive (Levit, 2018). 

In order to provide knowledge workers with suitable workspace, CREM is looking for new 

workplace management approaches to be able to react more flexibly to constantly new 

developments. 

Workplace management is a frequently discussed topic in research on workplace strategies. 

Due to the lack of a consistent definition of “workplace management,” this paper follows the 

international facility management association’s proposal: “Workplace Management is the 

management of all resources needed to design & maintain appropriate, effective and 

economical workplace experiences that align to strategic business objectives and support 

people in doing their best work every day, wherever they are.” (Jervis/Mawson 2014, p. 10). 

Since the late 19th century, office layouts and space planning have been at the center of 

attention in workplace management (Danivska/Appel-Meulenbroek, 2021). In addition, 

different research streams discuss flexibility concepts in relation to work. Table 21 

summarizes the different types of flexibility divided by workplace and real estate. 

Table 21: Overview of flexibility types in the work context 

 Workplace Flexibility Real Estate Flexibility 
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Workplace flexibility has many facets (Hill et al., 2008) and can be distinguished in four 

types (Bal/Izak, 2021). The first three types refer to staff flexibility regarding location, 

contract, and time. Employee flexibility refers to the adaptability of employees to changing 

working environments (Beltrán-Martín/Roca-Puig, 2013) while flexible work is defined as 

the possibility for organizations to adopt workforce contracts to support adaptability 
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(Wright/Bretthauer, 2010). A popular approach to redesigning work in this context is time-

spatial flexibility. Time-spatial job crafting, for example, is a practice that allows knowledge 

workers to independently determine the place and time to perform their activities (Wessels 

et al., 2019). The third type of workplace flexibility is flexible working arrangements, whereby 

organizations give their employees the choice to plan their working hours or location more 

flexibly in order to accommodate social and technological developments (Allen et al., 2013). 

Finally, organizational flexibility, meaning “the ability of organizations to adapt to changes 

in their environment” (Bal/Izak, 2021, p. 39), is in close relation to strategic flexibility and 

mostly relates to a company’s capabilities to respond quickly and adapt to their environment. 

In connection with organizational flexibility, the flexibility of the operation of the company 

and the organization of employee management has so far been mentioned in the literature 

when it comes to achieving good performance through flexibility (Schreyögg/Sydow, 2010). 

In regard to real estate, flexibility originates from the ownership relations/(rental) contracts, 

functional opportunities, and physical layout (Gibson, 2003). In the context of real estate 

utilization costs, literature relates to so-called “flexible office space models,” known as a form 

of provision with a higher degree of demand adjustment potential than, for example, 

property (Dabson/McAllister, 2014). The design and use of flexible space concepts and 

workplace environments are also discussed in the literature. Here, it becomes apparent that 

so far, the design of office space has not been sufficiently adapted to the required degree of 

flexibility, which is necessary in order to keep pace with modern working practices (Gibson, 

2003). The alignment of work environments with the work tasks and strategic goals of a 

company are the optimal basis for different work styles (Aronoff/Kaplan, 1995; Becker, 

1990; Vischer, 1996). Used as a management tool, flexible workplace management could 

help organizations adapt to constantly changing business processes. Elaborating on a flexible 

workplace management approach, this study aims to contribute to flexibility research by 

linking the understanding of flexibility in workplace and real estate literature through 

combining organizational flexibility with flexible space concepts and workplace 

management. 

6.2.2 People-based Workplaces 

The purpose of CRE is expanding from pure space provision to a place where productivity 

and employee well-being are equally maintained (Höcker et al., 2022). In addition, 

increasingly, new forms of virtual (Hou et al., 2021), multi-local (Pfnür et al., 2021; Gauger 

et al., 2022; Voll et al., 2022b; Pfnür et al., 2023) and hybrid/digital work (Kellner et al., 

2020; Gauger, 2021) reduce the space requirements of the office as not all employees work 
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there every day (Bocks, 2021). As the costs for real estate account for 20% of a company’s 

total cost per employee (Krupper, 2015), these new trends trigger possible achievements of 

financial and spatial advantages in the corporate sector. For example, more efficient office 

space planning lowers the energy cost burden for companies (Hackl et al., 2017). However, 

the primary purpose of work environments as a resource should be the support of work styles 

through their optimal design (Vischer, 1996; Windlinger/Tuzcuoglu 2022). It is necessary 

to determine the actual space requirements using suitable analysis tools and involving the 

employees in order to avoid both vacancies and office congestion. Moreover, in the 

increasingly strong war for talent, companies must pay attention to meeting the 

requirements of the users, which underlines the importance of an employee-centric attitude 

(Beechler/Woodward, 2009; Ronda et al., 2018; Pataki-Bittó/Kapusy, 2021). Individuals as 

well as groups of employees are subjects of attention (Kämpf-Dern/Konkol, 2017). In offices, 

employees of different generations, genders, nationalities, and personalities work together 

but may follow different value systems and mentalities (Haynes 2011). As a result, each 

group might work differently and has different demands on the workplace. Their work 

activities are diverse and continue to increase with higher flexibility in work design (Tagliaro 

et al., 2022). Conflicting statements about the proportion of each activity performed 

(Gensler, 2019; Tagliaro et al., 2022), or even about the amount of time spent on individual 

tasks and teamwork, exist (Tagliaro/Ciaramella, 2016). The workspace design and layout of 

offices thus have to change significantly in the future, without knowing exactly which 

activities employees will still perform in the changing corporate environment. 

For workplace space planning, the investigation of work activity patterns has been crucial 

(Tagliaro et al., 2022). Following the basic idea of the concept of activity-based working 

(ABW) design (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2011; Engelen et al., 2019), it is assumed that 

employees benefit from having different work environments to spatially support each activity 

as they complete their manifold tasks (Babapour et al., 2018). Subsequently, by aligning 

office space with employee activity patterns, the influence of well-being and performance 

can be moderated (Soriano et al., 2020) even though it has also been uncovered that those 

success factors vary type-specifically in different office forms (Jurecic et al., 2018). Several 

authors try to give an overview of schematic work activity patterns existing for knowledge 

workers, which are referred to as workstyles or character and work types (Hardy et al., 2008; 

Greene/Myerson, 2011; Jurecic et al., 2018). However, a uniformly defined classification 

does not yet exist. 

A large number of studies (JLL, 2020; Steelcase, 2022; PwC, 2021) give pause for thought 

that employees like to pursue different activities in different places. Thereby, employees 
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make their workplace choice much more consciously in the hybrid working environment and 

further consider where they would like to pursue which of their tasks (Marzban et al., 2023). 

This is because, especially since the COVID-19 pandemic, employees have developed a good 

sense of where they can work successfully, which leads to some of them deciding to work 

from home more often (Höcker et al., 2022; Pfnür et al., 2023). It is also assumed that 

employees visit the corporate office for social interaction, meetings, and networking while 

working from home for concentrated individual work (Marzban et al., 2023). In offices, ABW 

workspace design, including appropriate furnishings, is aimed at supporting individual work 

and teamwork in the best possible way (Greene/Myerson, 2011). ABW workspaces yield 

significantly higher satisfaction results on key indoor environmental quality dimensions, 

perceived productivity, and health than other workspaces (Candido et al., 2018; Arundell et 

al., 2018). If the needs and requirements for future-oriented and user-oriented office space 

are met, then positive effects on employees and, conversely, on the success of the company, 

can be realized (Van der Voordt, 2004). This highlights the immense impact of a people-

based approach for office layouts on occupants’ outcomes. In order to be spatially ready for 

all possibilities in appropriate proportions, the ABW concept is identified as being important 

for organizational adaptability (Marzban et al., 2023). Thus, it serves as the basis for this 

paper’s approach to flexible workplace management. 

6.2.3 Dynamic Capabilities 

In the future of work context, the DCT is applied not only in its original field, strategic 

management, but also in most of the important areas of business administration (Schilke et 

al., 2018; Barreto, 2010). DCT, as an extension of the resource-based view, is mentioned as 

a source of competitive advantage (Henderson/Cocburn, 1994; Teece et al., 1997; Bleady et 

al., 2018) as an explanation for how companies respond to change (Newey/Zahra, 2009) 

and aimed toward strategic change (Helfat/Winter, 2011). Due to very general formulations 

and diverse use of the term “dynamic capabilities” it is difficult to find a unique definition 

(Barreto, 2010). Güttel et al. (2012) compare a variety of definitions before they conclude 

that DCs are those competencies that enable companies to adapt their resource and routine 

base to align with changing environmental conditions. 

According to Ludwig and Pemberton (2011), firms are successful if they can adapt their 

current routines because they have the DCs they need. DCs have an activating effect on 

organizations by integrating, assembling, and reconfiguring resources and capabilities 

(Teece et al., 1997). As a result, a high adaptability to rapidly changing environmental 

conditions is possible (Teece, 2018), which maintains competitiveness (Overby et al. 2006). 

But companies can only compete sustainably if they also identify and reconfigure the 
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availability of suitable resources (Eisenhardt/Martin, 2000). To do this, companies need 

processes that are grounded on three main pillars: sensing, seizing, and transforming (Teece, 

2007; Bratnicka-Myśliwiec et al., 2019). In short, sensing is the process of, on the one hand, 

identifying opportunities and challenges facing the company, but then also transporting this 

knowledge within the company to the relevant body that can use it. In the next step of the 

process, seizing, opportunities must be exploited. This is possible by actively taking action. 

In the context of the final step, transforming, Teece (1986) mentions “cospecialization” as a 

success factor of the transformation process, whereby a continuous realignment between 

strategy, structure, and processes in companies can be understood. 

In the field of DCT there are various approaches and theories that focus on the adaptive 

capabilities of a company and its employees, with some described as valuable (Heidt et al., 

2023). DCs can serve as a systematic means that brings with it the ability to perform activities 

in a practiced and structured manner to deal with change (Schilke et al., 2018). DCs also 

serve organizations to actively respond to the business environment by purposefully using 

their resources (Teece et al., 1997) as well as processes to modify, integrate, and renew their 

existing competences (Dejardin et al., 2023). After all, work environments and employees 

are the company’s resources that can be used to seize the opportunity for a good starting 

position in the changing world of work. By creating change while recognizing the firm’s 

existing resource base and strategy (Schilke et al., 2018), office workspaces, and their design 

can have a demonstrably positive effect on the productivity of employees (Voll et al., 2022a) 

and improve organizational profitability (Windlinger/Tuzcuoglu, 2022). Thus, DCT as an 

existing theory of management is highly influenced by the workplace of the future. Whereby, 

in current research, the flexibility of the operation of the company and the flexible 

organization of employee management have been mentioned primarily when it comes to 

achieving good performance through flexibility. 

Utilizing this knowledge, but going beyond it, consequently, DCT is an appropriate 

perspective of observation for investigating flexible workplace management and office space 

planning for two reasons. First, DCs are perceived as a possibility to support a company’s 

ability to be flexible. Precisely this characteristic is it that companies need for their office 

space planning, especially in the rapidly changing world of work (Schreyögg/Kliesch-Eberl, 

2007). Second, DCs encompass strategy, content, and process (Helfat et al., 2007). All three 

of these areas must be included when developing a flexible workplace management 

approach that combines organizational flexibility and flexible space concepts, as is the aim 

of this study. 
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6.3 Research Framework 

The literature analysis shows the wide range of applications of DCT as a source of 

competitive advantage, as an approach to explaining the ability to react to change, or to map 

paths of strategic change (Newey/Zahra, 2009; Helfat/Winter, 2011; Bleady et al., 2018). 

This study focuses on how companies can react flexibly to changing requirements with their 

workplace management. In order to develop a flexible workplace management approach, 

the understanding of organizational flexibility and flexible space concepts are combined 

(Gibson, 2003; Bal/Izak, 2021). DCs are applied to initiate variation in the process of office 

space planning, following the attempt of Güttel et al. (2012), who describe how DCs 

purposefully influence change within an organization by regulating change activities in a 

routinized and planned manner. Corporates have to increase their adaptability to the 

dynamic environment while the employees’ ability to work is maintained or even increased 

(Marzban et al., 2023). Therefore, a people-based approach is valuable to develop a 

successful strategy for flexible workplace management (Van der Voordt, 2004). 

Based on the original DCT model, the three process components of DCT—sensing, seizing 

and transforming—are applied to the workplace management context. The identified 

potential threats, opportunities, and strategic issues with relevance for office space planning 

build on insights from DCs and workplace management literature, and studies on the impact 

of hybrid work since COVID-19. The proposed DCs and strategy are combined to create and 

refine a strong and flexible business model, which guides organizational transformation. 

Figure 15 presents an overview of the research framework. 

 
Figure 15: Schema of the flexible workplace management framework (own elaboration following Teece, 2018; 

Cabral/Winden, 2022) 

Through content analysis, Schilke et al. (2018) show complementation of different 

perspectives on DCs, including the definitions by Teece et al. (1997), Eisenhardt and Martin 

(2000), and Helfat et al. (2007). Building on their insight, the framework of this study builds 

on Teece’s (2018) schema of DCs, business models, and strategy because the author seeks to 
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frame rather broad micro-foundations (sensing, seizing, transforming) that can be applied 

to the specific context (Teece, 2007).  

Sensing is used to recognize opportunities and threats in the corporate environment 

(Helfat/Peteraf, 2015). This activity includes the identification of changing customer needs 

and (technological) possibilities. Therefore, the adapted framework for flexible workplace 

management includes the sensing activities of two groups: first, the ones related to the user 

and, second, those in connection to the built environment. Derived from the literature and 

current challenges in practice, the users’ key issues are summarized by changing workforce 

needs (Joy/Haynes, 2011; Haynes, 2011; Lowell/Morris, 2019), the diverse activities the 

employees of a company are performing to fulfill their tasks (Tagliaro/Ciaramella, 2016; 

Windlinger/Tuzcuoglu, 2022; Tagliaro et al., 2022), and the varying occupancy rate 

occurring through hybrid work modalities (Pfnür et al., 2023; Bocks, 2021). Recognized 

opportunities and threats of the built environment are the spatial opportunities and 

boundaries of a company’s office building and the vacant workspace due to flexible working 

models (Kellner et al., 2020; Pfnür et al., 2023). 

Seizing refers to the addressing of sensed opportunities through new developed processes 

(Teece, 2007). This can be done by improving competences and investing in particular 

activities. By combining both external and internal knowledge strategic decision-making is 

performed. In the dynamic environment, CREM has to make judgments for future demands 

with uncertain circumstances (Höcker et al., 2022). The seizing procedure of the developed 

approach is based on the assumption that office space should be seen as a dynamic capability 

because it creates a competitive advantage by attracting new talent and supporting existing 

employees performing their job (Vischer, 1996; Windlinger/Tuzcuoglu, 2022). Thus, it is 

proposed that the necessary flexibility in workplace management can be handled most 

efficiently and successfully if it is aligned with the people of the company 

(Beechler/Woodward, 2009; Ronda et al., 2018; Pataki-Bittó/Kapusy, 2021). This people-

based strategy is based on the development of different employee work types that reflect, a 

company’s workforce (Tagliaro et al., 2022; Babapour et al., 2018). 

The third dynamic capability process component, transformation, is necessary to maintain 

success after developing and implementing new strategies. Through the reconfiguration of 

processes, structures, and resources, the strategy is implemented to achieve efficient changes 

(Li/Liu 2014). Transferred to flexible workplace management, this means a constant 

monitoring and, if necessary, regular realignment of the developed space concept to the 

corporate’s workforce. 
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6.4 Methodology 

To allow adaptability to changing environmental requirements, in this study, an approach to 

flexible workplace management is developed by utilizing the space resources to support the 

human resources in the best possible way. So far, based on literature, a framework for 

flexible workplace management has been developed. Subsequently, a single-case study is 

used to test and show how this proposed application of DCT can be practically applied in an 

organization (Dyer/Wilkins, 1991; Yin, 2014). With the awareness that a case study alone 

cannot generate completely generalizable findings, it nevertheless makes a valuable 

contribution to theory development (Fiss, 2009). Case studies can help discover and explore 

interactions between strategy, structure, and processes because corporate objects are studied 

in context (Yin, 2014). The research strategy concentrates on understanding the dynamics 

within a certain real-life situation to create the necessary depth to deal extensively with the 

various case facets (Morgan, 2012). By integrating the case study, an initial comparison of 

the developed theory application and actual practice takes place whereby an evidence-based 

concept can be formed and DCT can be developed (Eisenhardt, 1989). Building upon 

Morgan’s (2012) conceptualization of case study outcomes, the subsequent narrative 

presents a cohesive integration of raw data and analysis, culminating in a practical 

application of theoretical frameworks. 

The study’s subject is a German corporate office of an international company with over 

60,000 employees worldwide. The company was in the process of restructuring its office 

space. Triggered by the damage of a building, the office located there had to be rebuilt. In 

the course of this redesign, the organization was looking for a way to also adapt the spaces 

in other company buildings in the future in view of the noticeable changes brought about by 

hybrid working. As the entire process of restructuring several buildings would extend over a 

long period of time and the company’s internal and external influences could change during 

this time, the concept should have a high degree of flexibility. It was a major concern for the 

company management to involve the employees in the process. A project team was formed 

comprising employees from CREM and HR at the company as well as external consultants, 

with the goal to develop a solution for the new office. After recognition of opportunities and 

threats in the corporate environment related to the user and the built environment, a strategy 

for flexible workplace management should be developed with which a continuous 

transformation of the office space in the company can be achieved. These characteristics 

make the company particularly suitable for investigating the research question under 

consideration in the form of a case study and it was therefore selected. 
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The case study methodology allows the use of several research methods (Morgan, 2012). 

Therefore, data were gathered through literature, interviews, and survey questionnaires to 

foster data source triangulation (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

The first step was a broad analysis of the literature and internal company documents. 

Knowledge workers perform a variety of different tasks. Therefore, it was necessary to find 

out which activities the employees perform and where they perform those primarily to 

indicate changes in requirements. This serves to identify the needs and possible vacancies. 

Those activities can be grouped into what is hereafter called “work modes.” This reduction 

of complexity allows tasks to be integrate that are relevant for the knowledge workers of the 

surveyed company. Several studies have already attempted to form groups of employees 

(Leesman, 2017; Jurecic et al., 2018; Tagliaro et al., 2022) and include a wide variety of 

criteria, such as basic dimensions of knowledge work, mobility behavior, and duration of 

individual tasks, in order to answer the overarching question of how modern work 

environments should be designed. From their findings, they derive specific success factors 

for the design of typified work environments, which suggest a different solution for each 

organization. However, because all these studies took place before the massive change in the 

way of working due to the pandemic and this study does not want to refer to sheer 

predictions of future developments, activities and work modes are identified for the specific 

case. At the request of management, the focus is on a people-based approach. Therefore, 

exclusively knowledge workers’ self-reported activities and their desired workplace for doing 

so are included. In six semi-structured interviews with user representatives from the 

company, the activities collected from literature are discussed and case-specific modified. 

These 20–30-minute interviews with participants from different departments and 

hierarchical levels were conducted by the authors of this study and analyzed qualitatively 

according to Mayring and Fenzl (2019). 

Then, in 2021, a survey was conducted to determine the space distribution of the new office 

based on the user needs. The questionnaire was distributed to 1,000 employees via an 

internal company system. Questions regarding the current way of working, working before 

COVID-19 and working in an ideal future scenario are contained. To measure the work mode 

shares, respondents indicate on a scale of 0–100% for each work mode its percentage share 

of a typical working week. The sum must add up to 100%. Measurement of the desired work 

locations in the future is done for each work mode, using a five-point Likert scale from “100% 

in the office” to “100% mobile/at home.” To gain a better understanding of the nature of the 

collaboration taking place, employees were additionally asked about their teamwork on 

three levels: the degree to which the content of tasks was interdependent, the type of 
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discussions, and the size of meetings. Using five-point Likert scales, the degree of content 

dependency was differentiated from “autonomous” to “interdependent,” the type of 

discussions from “ad-hoc” to “planned,” and the meeting size from “small groups” to “mostly 

the whole team.” The situation before and during COVID-19 is queried as is the preferred 

team style in an ideal future. The completed self-administered questionnaires were 

submitted online with an average completion time of 17 minutes. After data cleaning, 

whereby questionnaires that are not fully or credibly answered are removed, a sample size 

of N = 754 remained to be empirically analyzed. 

Finally, based on previous studies with a comparable methodological objective, the 

quantitative method of cluster analysis is used to differentiate the configuration of work 

types in order to sense the workforce activities and needs (e.g., Lim et al., 2006; Jurecic et 

al., 2018; Höcker et al., 2022). The aim of cluster analysis is to identify subgroups from a 

group of study participants on the basis of their characteristics, whereby respondents with 

homogeneous characteristics are classified in the same group. The groups among themselves 

should be as heterogeneous as possible. For the cluster analysis in this study, the seven 

developed work modes (see Table 2) serve as input factors. Ward’s method is applied as a 

fusion algorithm due to its wide use in practice (Backhaus et al., 2021). The cluster analysis 

follows three steps. First, similarities are determined, second, they are fused using the 

selected fusion algorithm, and lastly, the number of clusters is determined (Backhaus et al., 

2021). The results of the cluster analysis serve as the basis for the office space planning. 

After the conversion, the company plans to conduct a further survey to review the success of 

the concept, take into account any new requirements, and flexibly adapt the concept; 

however, this does not form part of the content of this study. 

6.5 Results 

6.5.1 Sensing of Activities and Work Modes 

Seven work modes are identified from literature and the interviews based on the similarities 

among and differences between the activities concerning a similar way of working. They can 

be grouped into three overarching categories. First, individual work, second collaboration 

and teamwork, and third, other activities, depending on the company evaluated, e.g., here, 

laboratory or handcraft work. Table 22 shows the work modes with their assigned category 

and a description. The description promotes a uniform understanding of the content and is 

presented to the employees in the questionnaire as an explanation of the work modes. 
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Table 22: Work modes 

Category Work Mode Description 

Individual 
work 

Desk work Medium concentration, slight distraction by colleagues 
in between unproblematic, e.g., telephone calls/video 
calls, writing or reading e-mails 

Concentration High concentration, undisturbed, quiet, alone, isolated, 
focused individual work 

Collaboration
/ teamwork 

Project work Project work with several colleagues involved in terms 
of content, e.g., concept work and brainstorming 

Meeting Scheduled, formal meetings, voting/ 
reporting/presenting 

Formal 
communication 

Spontaneous exchange, short conversations with 2–3 
people, e.g., coordination, queries, and feedback 

Informal 
communication 

Social exchanges, chance encounters, spontaneous 
informal conversations, and breaks 

Other Other Other activities that do not fall into the other 
categories, e.g., laboratory or handcraft work 

 

Individual work includes desk work, such as video calls or answering e-mails, and 

concentration with tasks that need higher focus without disturbances. The collaboration and 

teamwork tasks are divided into four work modes: project work, meetings, and formal and 

informal communication. Project work includes tasks with several colleagues involved. In 

terms of content, concept work and brainstorming take place. The work mode meeting 

includes scheduled, formal meetings with a focus on voting, reporting, or presenting rather 

than on collaborative work. Formal communication implies spontaneous exchange and short 

conversations with about two to three people, e.g., coordination, queries, and feedback. 

Within the work mode, informal communication, social exchanges, chance encounters, 

spontaneous informal conversations, and breaks are included. Summarizing, all four 

collaboration work modes have a high proportion of communication and interaction. Finally, 

all other activities include those that cannot be fit into the other two categories, e.g., 

laboratory or handcraft work. 

6.5.2 Seizing Solutions for Different Work Types 

Work Type Clusters 

The descriptive data of the sample derived from the employee survey reveals a representative 

sample with regard to the overall company structure and equals the average data for German 

office employees. A distribution of 43.1% women to 56.9% men and an average age of 43.1 

years occurs. Within the sample, 611 employees (81%) work full-time, 99 participants 
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(13.1%) work part-time, and 44 people (5.8%) have other employment relationships. On 

average, participants worked four days per week in the office prior to the shift in work to 

the home office due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In 2021, the proportion of employees who 

use flexible working models in the company is 51% and can be assumed to be even higher 

in relation to office-only employees. Finally, the sample’s average working time per day spent 

at a desk is 78%.  

A cluster analysis is performed to identify the work types and possible differences in their 

requirements. Table 23 presents the descriptive statistics of the characteristics used for 

clustering. With regard to the seven considered work modes, respondents mostly perform 

desk work, with an average of 28.2% followed by meetings (19.5%) and concentration 

(18.1%). The greatest standard deviation in responses is given in desk work. 

Table 23: Mean value and standard deviation of the cluster variables 

Variable x ̅ [in %] SD [in %] 

Desk work 28.2 18.0 

Concentration 18.1 14.6 

Project work 10.4 9.5 

Meeting 19.5 14.2 

Formal communication 13.4 9.6 

Informal communication 7.2 6.5 

Other 3.2 11.6 
 

A total of six clusters are delineated based on the work modes, with 284 people in the largest 

cluster and 35 in the smallest. A dendrogram was used to determine the number of clusters 

and content considerations were taken into account. While Jurecic et al. (2018) find seven 

working types, Greene/Myerson (2011) find only four knowledge worker character types 

and for Hardy et al. (2008), six distinct workstyles exist. Three explorative cluster analyses 

are compared for five, six, and seven cluster solutions, respectively. The solution with five 

clusters represents a result that is not fine-grained enough (49% of the participants are in 

one cluster) and the solution with seven clusters is too detailed (smallest cluster had only 

five participants) for a representative solution. 

Shares of Work Modes, Nature of Collaboration, and Future Desired Work Locations 

The name of the final six clusters is chosen on the basis of their task shares, with the work 

mode with the largest share usually having a decisive influence on the name. The result of 

the cluster analysis shows an employee distribution of 38% all-rounders, 17% each for 
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project and desk workers, 14% communicators, 10% thinkers, and 5% hands-on. The 

description of the clusters obtained from the analysis, which are referred to as work types in 

this study, is in descending order according to the number of people assigned to each cluster. 

Figure 16 shows the designations of the work types and the proportions of their different 

work mode shares distributed in the clusters. 

 
Figure 16: Work types work mode distribution 

The cluster all-rounder includes the most employees, with N = 284 people. All-rounders have 

a balanced distribution of their working time between individual work and collaboration 

(46% vs. 53%). The largest share of time is spent with desk work (27%). Compared to the 

other five clusters, this cluster has the highest proportion of informal communication (9%). 

The second largest cluster is project worker (N = 127). Project workers are characteristically 

the highest percentage, with almost one-quarter of their time involved in project work 

(24%). Overall, their time spend with collaboration (68%) is more than twice as large as 

individual work (31%). 

The cluster desk worker includes N = 126 employees. These employees work predominantly 

at a desk (60%) and spend almost three-quarters of their time working individually (70%). 



  

Article 5: Flexible Workplace Management – A Dynamic Capabilities Perspective 132 

Desk workers’ main form of collaboration is formal communication. Not surprisingly, they 

spend no time with the work mode “other.” 

N = 104 people belong to the cluster communicator. This cluster has the highest share of the 

work mode meeting (46%). Surprisingly, the share of time spent on informal communication 

(6%) is the second lowest in the cluster comparison. Overall, communicators only work 

about one-quarter of the time individually (27%). 

The cluster thinker includes N = 78 people. Employees with this work type work 

predominantly in a highly concentrated manner. More than half of the time they work 

individually (66%). Their main form of collaboration is meetings (13%). In the cluster 

comparison, thinkers have the second highest share of other activities even though these 

only require 2% of their time. Thinkers also have the lowest percentage of informal 

communication (5%) of all clusters. 

The smallest cluster is named hands-on (N = 35). Employees of this work type work almost 

half their time in the “other” work mode (48%), with activities like laboratory or handcraft 

work. The remaining time is divided in individual work (20%) and collaboration (32%). 

In addition to the clusters’ share of work modes, their nature of collaboration is also 

analyzed. Regarding teamwork, the clusters have indicated different expressions in terms of 

the content of tasks, the type of discussions, and the size of meetings. The situation before 

and during COVID-19 as well as an ideal future is described. Table 24 shows the results 

divided by work type, time, and teamwork level. 

Table 24: Case study employees’ nature of collaboration 

 

In the past and during COVID-19, project workers performed their tasks mostly 

autonomously, whereas communicators worked more interdependently. They also had the 

most ad-hoc conversations, whereas communicators had the most scheduled conversations. 

Asked for their ideal future, project workers still want to work mostly autonomously but desk 

workers show the strongest desire for interdependent tasks. Hands-on would like to have the 

fewest ad-hoc conversations and communicators would still like to have planned 

conversations. Meetings in the past were most often in small groups only for all-rounders 



  

Article 5: Flexible Workplace Management – A Dynamic Capabilities Perspective 133 

and most often with the whole team for thinkers. During COVID-19, hands-on conduct the 

most frequent small meetings and communicators conduct most often large group meetings. 

In an ideal future, all-rounders would most often want to have meetings in small groups and 

communicators and thinkers would most often want to have meetings in large groups. 

The work type clusters presented and their characteristics in the individual work mode shares 

reflect the heterogeneity of the company’s workforce. The next step illustrates that the six 

work types also prefer different work locations for the performance of their work modes, 

which might make the concept of multilocality in work organization necessary. Here, it is 

merely a matter of distinguishing whether the completed work mode can and would be 

better done in the office or mobile, e.g., from home. Figure 17 presents the desired work 

locations in the future per work mode for each work type. 

 
Figure 17: Desired future workplace distribution 

The work types prefer to work a different amount of time in the office and mobile, e.g., from 

home. While all-rounders want to use the two locations half each (50%), project workers 
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prefer to work in the office a little more (59%). Desk workers want to work in the office only 

40% of their weekly working time. Communicators prefer to work 49% of their time in the 

office and thinkers only 38%. Opposing views are hands-on who want to spend 81% of their 

weekly working time in the office. 

Office Space Division 

In order to redesign a corporate’s office workspace, the proportions of the work modes must 

be anticipated. The distribution of activities per place and per work mode is deliberately 

presented for each cluster separately in the previous step. This is because as the percentage 

distribution of employees in each cluster shows, different numbers of people per work type 

want to work frequently within the office space. In order to weight this distribution fairly 

when calculating the proportion of work modes in the office, the proportions of the 

individual clusters per work mode are multiplied by the total number of people per cluster 

and then divided by the total number of employees. For each work mode, the sum of all six 

shares is then calculated. Although it would be possible to simply calculate the proportions 

of work modes across the entire sample, the cluster-by-cluster calculation is chosen to allow 

for flexible adjustments if the workforce changes in the future. The result of this calculation 

is shown in Figure 18. 

 
Figure 18: Work mode distribution in the office 

The office space distribution presented is based on the percentage of time spent in each work 

mode. The calculation results in a proportion of individual work of 26% for the employees 

surveyed in this study. Of this, they work 18% of their weekly working time at their desk 

with medium concentration, where slight distractions by colleagues are unproblematic. 

Another 8% of their time at a single workstation they need high concentration, best to be 

undisturbed, with quiet surroundings or alone, to focus on individual work. Time spent for 

collaboration and teamwork almost marks 71%. Here, the employees work 16% of the time 
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in projects with several colleagues involved in terms of content, e.g., concept work and 

brainstorming. Scheduled, formal meetings—for example, presenting—takes up 22% of the 

weekly working time. Nearly as much time (20%) is spent with formal communication, such 

as spontaneous exchange or short conversations with two to three people, e.g., for 

coordination. The smallest share of collaboration work modes has informal communication 

(13%), which includes social exchanges, chance encounters, spontaneous informal 

conversations, and breaks. Finally, only 3% of the time is spent with other activities that do 

not fall into the remaining categories and can take place at single workstations in common 

areas.  

The space in the new office is designed in line with the percentage of working time spent in 

the individual work modes. The employees state that they would like to pursue their 

activities in the office on average 53% of the working time. In this time, in their opinion, 

they seem to be better able to pursue the various activities in the office. If they are given the 

opportunity to work flexibly in the office for this half of the working time, then it can have 

a positive effect on their satisfaction. If every employee would work in the office at the same 

time, then the 53%-time share is divided into 26% for individual work and 71% for 

collaboration. A further 3% is spent with other activities. In the office, the share of teamwork 

is thus almost three times as high as that of individual and partially concentrated activities. 

This distribution must be reflected in the space mix and configuration offered. Collaboration 

and teamwork take place with more than one employee. Adequate numbers of meeting 

rooms, think tanks, common areas, and places for communication, innovation, and creativity 

support collaborative work. Inviting and openly designed seating areas or social interaction 

spaces encourage chance encounters. Individual work is performed at single workstations. 

The immediate environment should provide an appropriate level of privacy as well as a silent 

surrounding for tasks to be completed in a concentrated manner. This can be a single or 

multi-person office, but equally a shared workspace or concentration room, like a phone 

booth, that meets these conditions. Additionally, there are other activities depending on the 

company evaluated, e.g., laboratory or handcraft work, which might be done individually or 

together at a single workstation or in common areas or even impose special requirements on 

the workspaces. 

6.5.3 Transforming 

Based on the results of sensing and seizing presented above, a target state is defined within 

the company. This relates to the optimal allocation of the office space and the work modes 

that are carried out there. Building on this, the process presented can be run through 
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regularly in order to make further small adjustments. Thus, as a result, the company has a 

strategy available for implementation and continuous alignment. 

The structural redesign of the office space in the case study company is planned on the 

strategy developed. However, as the completion is not yet finalized and the process is highly 

individual, it will not be further elaborated in the scope of this study. Once the redesign of 

the office workspace has been completed, a post-evaluation is planned in order to identify 

the need for possible follow-up measures. In the future, workplace management will be able 

to make flexible changes based on the strategy of planning the office space appropriately 

with the help of the identified work types and their work modes. 

6.6 Discussion and Conclusion 

This study attempts to answer the question of how organizations can increase the 

adaptability of the company to the dynamic business environment and improve the work 

ability of employees through flexible workplace management. Based on the results of the 

case study, the proposed DCT framework for flexible workplace management is extended 

and presented in Figure 19. 

 
Figure 19: Procedure steps for the application of flexible workplace management 

Cabral and Winden’s (2022) recognition that the capabilities to sense, seize, and transform 

are not only situated within the management of the organization, but also take place in close 

alignment with the user, can be supported in this study with the given case study data. In all 

three process components, the employees of a company act as a key resource and should 

therefore be included in the procedure. 
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When it comes to sensing, the derivation of activities performed by the employees is crucial 

in addition to the knowledge about the office conditions. Appel-Meulenbroek et al. (2018) 

state that the effectiveness in the workplace has not yet been fully enlightened. This study 

contributes to a better understanding of how a people-based approach can be used to analyze 

how the physical office environment affects employees, starting with the detection of work 

modes performed. Employees’ efficient processing of their tasks leads to satisfaction (Gerards 

et al., 2018). Building on this knowledge, this study suggests conducting an employee survey 

to determine activities, collaboration behavior, and preferred work locations in order to 

avoid planning without taking reality into account. 

With regard to seizing, again, the employees should be integrated when initiating CREM’s 

strategy development for a flexible workplace management. In accordance with existing 

schematic patterns of work activities (Hardy et al., 2008; Greene/Myerson, 2011; Jurecic et 

al., 2018), the case study’s cluster analysis results indicate the existence of different work 

types in the workforce. All-rounder (37.6%), project worker (16.9%), desk worker (16.7%), 

communicator (13.7%), thinker (10.4%), and hands-on (4.7%) show different work mode 

distributions, variety in their nature in collaboration, and prefer different workplaces for 

certain activities. Because success factors vary type-specifically in different office forms 

(Jurecic et al., 2018), this study illustrated the need for a wide range of different spaces that 

are adapted to the respective forms of work in order to support different tasks successfully. 

In line with Bocks’s (2021) perception of varying occupancy rates due to hybrid working 

arrangements, this is also expected due to the differing preferences of the work types with 

regard to the proportion of work they wish to perform in the office. The assumption that 

employees particularly want to come to the office for social interaction, meetings, and 

networking (Marzban et al., 2023) is also confirmed in this study by the case study results 

that 71% of the time desired in the office in the future can be allocated to activities in the 

collaboration category. Thus, Rupietta and Beckmann’s (2018) call for employees’ freedom 

in choosing their workplace is reinforced based on the case study results. Moreover, for their 

office space, companies should focus in particular on areas that promote communication and 

collaboration. A variety of these open areas, for random and planned exchanges, can be 

created through a mix of meeting rooms, project spaces, and social places such as coffee 

corners. However, there should also be partly enclosed spaces for individual activities. These 

can be in the form of various room modules as places for concentrated work and also 

telephone conversations or individual work (Peyinghaus/Zeitner, 2019). By creating 

different zones, the work types can choose workplaces that correspond to their work modes. 

The analysis of collaboration activities makes it clear once again that meeting areas for 
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spontaneous exchange in the office have enormous relevance. This is where social 

interaction, creativity, and spontaneous collaboration can take place. By using flexible 

elements and movable furniture, the design can be quickly adapted to conditions changing 

in the future. 

Finally, regarding transforming of the processes, the redesign of the office marks the starting 

point of a continuous alignment of space to employee needs. If CREM succeeds in utilizing 

space resources through flexible workplace management in such a way that the employee 

resource benefits, e.g., by giving all work types the freedom to work where it is best for them 

and to find suitable places for their activities in the office through an appropriate distribution 

of space, then the company can be supported in surviving in a dynamic environment. Further 

adjustment requirements can be identified through post-evaluations and implemented in 

agile follow-up measures. This view is in line with Heidt et al. (2023), who relates the 

adaptability of a company and its employees to agility in a workplace context and emphasizes 

the added value for adaptability and flexibility in dynamic and uncertain situations. 

6.6.1 Theoretical Implications 

The study contributes to the research streams of flexibility and dynamic capabilities by 

showing how office space itself can be utilized in the context of a dynamic capability. In the 

field of flexibility research, existing knowledge is extended by linking the understandings of 

flexibility in workplace and real estate literature (Gibson, 2003; Hill et al., 2008; 

Dabson/McAllister, 2014; Bal/Izak, 2021). The intersection between organizational 

flexibility and flexible space concepts and workplace management through the developed 

flexible workplace management approach opens up new space for interdisciplinary research 

between CREM, HR, and strategy. 

The combination of theory and the practical example of the case study enables the 

development of an evidence-based concept that further develops DCT (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

Following on from existing research that recognizes that resources over which the company 

has limited control, such as employees, and seeks to address this need (Cabral/Winden, 

2022), this study places employees at the center of DCT extension through the people-based 

approach. Together with the employees as a key resource, flexible workplace management 

has the ability to control the ways in which corporates can cope in the hybrid and dynamic 

environment. Furthermore, the developed DCT framework offers an initial proposal for the 

missing explanation of concrete organizational adaptation processes (Güttel et al., 2012). 

Through the developed framework, the study also meets the demand of Remy and Van der 

Voordt (2013) for new approaches to realize a redesign in office space planning to achieve 
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the necessary flexibility in workplace management. In addition, the results support that the 

working environment as a resource should enable different working styles through their 

optimal design (Vischer, 1996; Windlinger/Tuzcuoglu, 2021) and even offer an approach 

on how to proceed in determining the required space design. 

6.6.2 Practical Contributions 

The study is relevant for corporates as it is one of the first to demonstrate how the 

reconfiguration of space resources can practically achieve flexibility despite the rigidity in 

real estate while at the same time focusing on employee performance through the people-

based approach. The theoretically derived framework has been supplemented by the case 

study with practical approaches and offers corporates important key elements for sustainable 

success. For companies, the proposed approach to flexible workplace management includes 

a variety of advantages. First and foremost is the possibility to react flexibly to the 

environment and to initiate adjustments in the office space more easily and at short notice 

when following the steps to develop their office space strategy. As a result, the overall goal 

of creating value for the company can be reached through the valuable workspace itself as 

well as generated through their employees’ improved performance. In addition, modern 

work landscapes can be a visible building block in corporate communications and for 

acquiring talent. Thus, by dividing the office space into work areas, each with its own 

assigned function, the office becomes a multifunctional area individually tailored to the 

workforce and, at the same time, a usable marketing element. Furthermore, the approach 

offers employees the advantage of participating in workplace management. The people-

based strategy does come with the expense of the time spend for a survey but this is 

outweighed by the enormous advantage of having their interests factored into office space 

planning. 

6.6.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Research, particularly since the COVID-19 pandemic, predicts a further increase and 

solidification of the dynamic nature and uncertainty of the working environment. It is 

assumed that the trend of multi-local work, for example, work from home, will continue to 

be maintained. The primary purpose of this study is to take a first step toward a higher 

flexibility of people-based workplace management. However, this study faces some 

limitations, which signal future research needs. First, upcoming research should address the 

question of how location-flexible work and the planning of flexible office workspaces 

oriented to work styles in the company influence other management subsystems such as 

work culture, employee management, or human resource management. Second, this study 
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analyzes one German company. Future studies should consider expanding their research to 

a larger number of corporates to reveal possibly different characteristics and approaches in 

order to enrich and slowly generalize the results. Another limitation arises from employee 

surveys based on subjectivity and the data collection. This involves the use of single-item 

measures and non-tested multi-item measures, increasing the risk of reliability and validity 

issues. Further, employees might have difficulties in anticipating their future needs as asked 

in the questionnaire. By evaluating objective data generated by sensors, such as on 

workstation utilization, employee statements can be cross-checked and validated. Further 

limitations result from the use of cluster analysis as an exploratory tool for the analysis of 

quantitative data because there are no relationships between the characteristics and 

outcomes of interests included when assigning the cases to the clusters. The study is also 

limited solely to the output of a percentage distribution of space for various activities. A post-

occupancy study will be useful after the planned restructuring of the company under 

consideration. Additionally, no statement is made about the possible need for office space 

reduction, which is also discussed in research and practice due to the increasing share of 

mobile work. Future research can consider model-based space optimization through 

recalculations of sharing rates or required meeting room capacities, for example, by 

incorporating queuing or service theory. Finally, it should be noted that this study is based 

on employee activities and is a, first step toward a people-based approached. Based on 

Holland’s theory of vocational choice (Holland, 1985; Nauta, 2010), optimally, people 

choose a work environment that matches with their personality and, thus, pursue activities 

that are suitable for them. Thus, personality indirectly influences the choice of work location. 

However, according to the authors, future research should examine the direct influence of 

personality on job choice and explore the role that task-related and person-related conditions 

play in determining work style. 
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7 Thesis Conclusions and Contribution 

7.1 General Conclusion 

The impact of hybrid working environments on employees and companies is an under-

researched phenomenon that is attracting increasing attention. By analyzing how companies 

can design the physical organization of work in hybrid working environments to deploy their 

human and space resources efficiently, this thesis responds to two key challenges in the 

working world that require attention in corporate practice and research. On the one hand, 

the shortage of skilled workers is increasing the pressure on companies to meet new 

requirements of employees in terms of flexibility, particularly concerning the spatial 

organization of work, to continue to maintain a resilient and talented workforce. On the 

other hand, companies can only survive successfully in the prevailing volatile environment 

with the massive transformation processes if they adapt, deploy, and promote their resources 

in a targeted manner. 

This doctoral thesis applies the ecosystemic approach according to Bronfenbrenner (1979) 

to better understand the overall workplace system in hybrid working environments by 

enabling structured observations. Through the comprehensive perspective on several 

workplaces of the hybrid system, this thesis provides scientific insights for workplace 

management under consideration of employee preferences and outcomes. In addition, this 

thesis brings together various relevant disciplines related to the workplace ecosystem to 

promote a research stream for workplace management. The analyses demonstrate that in 

the field of knowledge work, today’s hybrid working environments consist of both physical 

and digital workplaces that must be coordinated and actively managed to positively influence 

employee outcomes. The five studies included in this thesis address the research questions 

successively to uncover how corporates can design the physical organization of work in a 

hybrid working environment in order to deploy their human and space resources efficiently. 

To answer the first research question (What role does employee workplace choice play in hybrid 

working environments and how can corporates use this knowledge to improve employee work 

success?), the first study is especially relevant. The article focuses on the employee in hybrid 

working environments and, thus, begins in the center of the observational framework of this 

thesis (see Figure 2). Building on a Best–Worst scaling study and Theory Type III (Theory of 

Predicting) from Gregor’s (2006) theoretical taxonomy, this investigation explores, for the 

first time to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the correlations between knowledge workers’ 

work success and their choice of workplace. The study experimentally manipulates between 

subjects to what extent the factors included affect either satisfaction, productivity, or 

workplace choice. The results reveal that the factors determining satisfaction, productivity, 
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and workplace choice are highly related. Thus, employees choose their workplace for almost 

the same reasons that also influence their satisfaction and productivity. This new focus on 

the affecting determinants of work success and workplace choice enables workplace 

management to better decide which strategy to pursue in order to increase the success of 

employees. In addition, the study reveals a broad variety of job-related, person-related, and 

workplace environment-related determinants, e.g., the possibility to concentrate on work, 

interest in activities or the flexible organization of the working day in terms of time and 

location, to affect work success and workplace choice. This extensive range of relevant 

factors highlights the necessity of a closer collaboration between HRM, IT, and CREM to 

meet employee preferences and maximize their outcomes. Through hybrid working 

environments, all three departments share common and partly new responsibilities. Only a 

coordinated approach can ensure the success of the company and a diverse workforce. The 

study thus provides good news for companies and their workplace management and 

meanwhile points out additional challenges. The identified relations suggest that a wide 

range of flexibly selectable workplaces positively affect work success. Hence, by focusing on 

the influencing determinants of workplace choice, the influences on work success are 

simultaneously addressed. In conclusion, the different areas affected by hybrid working 

environments, CREM, HR, IT, and C-suite, should work together to determine an appropriate 

level of flexibility for employees and their workplace choice, in line with the company’s 

strategic objectives. Building on these joint forces, the creation of compelling workplace 

experiences for people with the right balance of policies, technology, and physical space is 

possible and workplace management can support the success of employees at all workplaces. 

With the focus on the employee at the center of the observation framework, the benefits of 

considering employee preferences in workplace management become apparent, as it has 

been shown that knowledge workers take their environments into account when deciding 

which workplace to use to maximize their success. 

The second research question (How do different workplaces outside the corporate office 

influence employee preferences and outcomes?) is answered by this thesis’s second and third 

articles dealing with working from home and workation. The workplace, which until now 

has primarily been associated with the office, represents a microsystem in the observation 

framework. However, because the home and other public places have also become relevant 

as workplaces for knowledge workers, it is important to also consider the home and third 

place as microsystems within the workplace ecosystem. Furthermore, this thesis’s 

observation framework proposes that workplace management interventions not necessarily 

lead to the same reactions for every employee even if the same regulations apply. These 
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differences are due to characteristics that vary between employees. Thus, the reactions are 

shaped by moderating factors, such as the nation. 

Article two develops a research model for the first place (home). The model based on JD-R 

and ED-R theory includes four home workplace characteristics (isolation, family–work 

interference, equipment/facilities, and skill variety) and four employee outcomes 

(satisfaction, burnout, productivity, and turnover intention) to analyze mechanisms and 

factors influencing employee outcomes when working from home. In addition, a multi-group 

analysis is carried out to investigate differences between two nations. The data reveal that 

workplace characteristics are influential for employee performance and organizational 

commitment through employee attitudes and health. The results thus confirm that the 

working from home configuration matters for employee work success. The study also 

examines whether country-specific differences in the results occur between two countries. 

Germany and the U.S. are two of the most prominent Western economies and have 

established working from home for different lengths of time. To examine country-specific 

differences, the study thus compares data from employees in both countries. Through this 

comparison, the analysis sheds light on differences in workplace characteristics determining 

work success at home for German and U.S. employees, leading to the conclusion that (work) 

culture and length of experience with working from home influence the outcomes. The 

article develops the understanding of the success mechanisms of working from home and is 

especially relevant for companies and policy makers to improve the configuration and 

directives of the home workplace. The detected influence of family–work interference 

highlights that the merging of private and professional life unifies two areas—home and 

work—previously considered individual microsystems in earlier studies, into a single one in 

the workplace ecosystem. Moreover, the results illustrate the relevance of the moderating 

factors proposed in the observation framework, which was demonstrated by the nation in 

this study. 

The third article, which also concentrates on a kind of physical workplaces outside of the 

office, analyzes workation. The combination of work and vacation, which already existed 

but was less well-known before the COVID-19 pandemic, is slowly gaining attention in 

research. Third places are another microsystem of the workplace ecosystem framework. 

Working at third places means that the employee’s professional life overlaps with their social 

life. The article, which includes a conceptual analysis and a case study, is the first to analyze 

workation through providing empirical evidence. “Workation” is defined to be a description 

of the location-flexible work, where the domains of work and leisure/vacation blend as 

workation workers tend to combine private and business life by working temporarily in a 
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vacation location with the goal of greater–life–leisure integration. The developed definition 

and three recognized types of workation (traditional workation, coworkation, and workation 

retreat) allow for improved communication and further analysis in the field of work at third 

places by drawing on workplace and work–leisure research. Stakeholders of urban planning, 

tourism, restaurant, and real estate industries are addressed to become more active in the 

specific area of workation as a kind of shared workspace provision. In conclusion, the study 

shows different options for employees and how workation positively influences their 

outcomes. Traditional workation is mostly preferred by employees searching for an efficient 

organization of work and leisure time with a focus on combining work with recreational 

phases to improve outcomes in both business and private life. However, especially 

coworkation and workation retreats, the other two identified workation sub-types, are also 

promising for corporate (project) teams and business customers that work toward a common 

goal while searching for alignment of an inspiring work situation in an attractive 

environment or those corporate segments looking for time off both for joint project work or 

as an off-site team event. Thus, for the future working world, if it is possible to work from 

anywhere, even from third places outside a country’s borders, employees and companies can 

benefit. Once the most difficult technical and legal difficulties have been overcome and 

accompanied by good guidance the benefits can be fully exploited. Based on this and the 

previous article, both examining the physical workplaces outside the office (working from 

home and workation), it is derived that different aspects of each workplace influence 

employee outcome dynamics in many ways. The preferences and outcomes of employees 

differ from person to person, e.g., due to cultural influences, but also due to the family 

situation, the spatial conditions for working from home or the desired work result and leisure 

goal. Due to the complex interaction of the effects, it is not easy to determine whether a 

place of work is objectively better than another. Instead, there are advantages and 

disadvantages for different employees in various microsystems, which is why the value in 

the workplace ecosystem arises from the wide range of workplace options enabled. 

To answer the third research question (How can companies foster the adoption of the digital 

workplace to manage the interface between the physical and digital workplace?) the fourth 

article, which focuses on the digital space, is relevant. Knowledge work takes place digitally 

to a large extent. ICTs form the basis for the shift of work to the digital space. Digital work 

is largely responsible for the fact that knowledge work can be performed flexibly from 

anywhere. The resulting opportunity to work hybrid leads to interrelations between different 

microsystems, which are analyzed in the observation framework’s mesosystem, the digital 

space. Also, the scope of workplace management in hybrid working environments is 
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expanding beyond the physical boundaries of the office and toward the digital space. 

Thereby, companies play an essential role in promoting digital transformation and benefit 

from digital workplaces through their enabling role of locational distributed and hybrid 

knowledge work. Using an analysis influenced by the diffusion of innovation theory, the 

study examines the key influences that drive employees’ intention to adopt the digital 

workplace. The aim is to find out how the broad mass of employees can be persuaded to use 

the digital workplace as multiple users increase the potential of the digital workplace, e.g., 

regrading communication and knowledge management. Measures to stimulate the adoption 

process are being considered at the individual, corporate, and social levels. The results show 

that individual (consumer innovativeness, technology commitment) and corporate aspects 

(technical infrastructure, corporate governance, corporate communication, and change 

management) are essential in adopting digital workplaces. By recognizing that external 

measures, such as corporate communication and change management, determine the 

intention to adopt organizations can influence the use of digital workplaces by employees. 

These results have implications for decision-makers in companies and workplace 

management. The expansion of technical infrastructure, corporate communication, and 

change management support digital transformation in companies because employees will 

increasingly use offerings like the digital workplace. Companies can also promote individual 

technology commitment among employees to increase their intention to adopt. However, 

corporate governance must act with caution with regard to the digital transformation as 

otherwise there is a risk of a negative impact on employees. Changes that are too rapid and 

unaccompanied measures or obligations deter employees from using the digital space to its 

full potential. Yet, if applied correctly, the digital workplace is an indispensable addition to 

physical workplaces and should be considered in strategic workplace management decisions. 

Therefore, the strategic management of the digital workplace can turn the challenges of 

distributed working into opportunities, e.g., through improved knowledge management or 

support for hybrid collaboration. In summary, this shows that the mesosystem of the digital 

space forms the basis for considering the overlaps between the various microsystems in 

which the employee moves during hybrid work. 

The last study draws attention to the office workplace in hybrid working environments to 

answer the last research question (How can companies react flexibly to changing requirements 

regarding their office space?). The office is subject to increasing demands in terms of 

flexibility, as the home and third places also function as workplaces. As a result of hybrid 

working, adjustments to the office space are being discussed, as on the one hand a lower 

usage frequency occurs and on the other hand the role of the office is changing with regard 
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to the activities to be carried out there. Due to the highly dynamic nature of the working 

world and the additional workplaces, research and practice search for ways of adapting the 

second place. Thus, the microsystem level is considered again by proposing a framework for 

office space planning based on dynamic capabilities theory in the final article. Companies 

aimed toward strategic change can use dynamic capabilities as a source of competitive 

advantage and an explanation for how to respond to change. The procedure presented in 

the study allows companies to manage their office space as a more flexible resource by 

creating future capabilities in dynamic environments through a fast and individually 

developed space allocation for their workforce. As exemplarily shown through a case study 

and cluster analysis, different work types are identified among employees (all-rounders, 

project workers, desk workers, communicators, thinkers, and hands-on) and, based on their 

different shares of work modes (e.g., desk work, concentration, meeting), and different 

preferred workplaces, office space distribution is developed. To support a diverse workforce 

in working successfully, thereby increasing their potential to adapt to a changing business 

environment, the approach can be easily applied by companies to develop flexible workplace 

management with people-centered office space designs. The last study clarifies the structure 

of this thesis’s observation framework, which is composed of the workplace ecosystem and 

the process flow of the mechanism of action of workplace management, by showing the 

connections between workplace management interventions, moderating factors, and the 

microsystem office. 

In summary, the thesis comprehensively analyzes influences on the employee preferences 

and outcomes which effects for the physical organization of work in hybrid working 

environments. The five studies examine different systems of the workplace ecosystem to 

record the effects and interactions of the different physical and digital workplaces on 

employees. By applying several methods to capture consequences for workplace 

management and their strategy, the thesis shows approaches to efficiently deploy human 

and space resources to best support organizational outcomes. 

7.2 Theoretical Contributions 

This thesis’s findings contribute to several theories and various strands of literature, which 

are discussed below. The diverse results contribute primarily to CREM, business, critical 

leisure, innovation, and information systems research. Moreover, by applying a range of 

theories, the thesis contributes to the attempt to combine the results obtained in these 

different disciplines into a sufficient research stream on workplace management. This thesis 

thus supports the call of Appel-Meulenbroek and Danivska (2021) who emphasize that 
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research can benefit from a workplace management research stream while preserving the 

practical implications relevant to CREM. 

Hybrid working environments present a highly complex topic because the modern workplace 

is busy, insecure, fluid, and fragmented (Bone, 2015). Complexity and uncertainty create 

insecurity, although knowledge helps promote the ability to act, especially in times of 

transformation. Therefore, hybrid working environments offer new areas of research 

regarding the workplace and its management in the interests of the global working 

population. This thesis is one of the first to address the need for a basic understanding of the 

physical organization of work in hybrid working environments in order to provide a basis on 

which successful strategies can be developed (Surma et al., 2021). With the ecosystemic 

approach based on Environmental Systems Theory, the thesis provides value for research 

through the workplace ecosystem framework. The developed framework supports 

researchers in gaining a better understanding of the employee development and interaction 

dynamics in hybrid working environments. By providing an overview of the workplaces to 

be considered in physical and digital space, the framework can be implemented for specific 

workplace management-related inquiry in hybrid working environments. Furthermore, the 

approach helps researchers examine the consequences of workplace management 

interventions across multiple systems involved whereby a comprehensive understanding of 

physical organization of work implications in hybrid working environments can be gained 

(Yang/Sandborn, 2021). In addition, the framework can be used to further decipher the 

previously unexplained mechanisms of success in the work of knowledge workers by 

examining holistically or detailing unknown and known issues concerning employee 

preferences and outcomes in hybrid working environments.  

One of the most significant results is the relationship between employees’ work success and 

workplace choice. During the relatively short time employees have been able to work in 

hybrid working environments, they already have clear preferences and make conscious 

decisions about what they consider when choosing a workplace and what makes their work 

successful. In addition, it has been possible to identify and incorporate factors from different 

specialist disciplines that predominantly influence both success and choice. Using a specially 

developed experiment the relationships between satisfaction, productivity, and workplace 

choice were examined. For this purpose, the theoretical understanding of Gregor’s (2006) 

theoretical taxonomy, with particular emphasis on his Theory Type III (Theory of 

Predicting), is used to discover the previously unknown regularities. The transfer of this 

theory from the field of IS to the hybrid working context contributes to strengthening its 

areas of application. The varying degrees of relevance of the factors revealed demonstrate 
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the importance of investigating employee work success with the help of interdisciplinary 

research. In particular, further research is needed as the application of the chosen theory 

leaves parts of the analyzed system undiscovered. 

The thesis’s findings also contribute to a better understanding of the physical workplaces in 

hybrid working environments. By further developing the ED-R model in the context of 

working from home, the impact of the demands and resources of the workplace at home on 

employee outcomes is detected. The JD-R model, as one of the most popular models of work 

stress, is often used in organizational literature (Bakker/Demerouti, 2017). Yet, due to the 

low attention paid to the physical environment as a source of demands and resources, 

Roskams et al. (2021) extended the theory domain-specificity to the workplace environment, 

i.e., they developed the ED-R model. This thesis strengthens ED-R theory by confirming that 

equipment and facilities are environmental resources of the home workspace that are highly 

influential for employee performance. Further, the results show a positive influence of 

family–work interference on burnout. This influence indicates that family–work interference 

is an aspect of the workplace environment requiring sustained mental effort, resulting in 

psychological strain. Because the described symptoms of stress mirror the definition of 

environmental demands according to Roskams et al. (2021), this thesis proposes to classify 

family–work interference as a demand in the work from home context. 

Another valuable implication for CREM and workplace management research comes from 

viewing office space as a dynamic capability. The new perspective on office space 

complements the prevailing understanding of company adaptability. The evidence-based 

approach of flexible workplace management develops DCT and offers an initial proposal for 

clarifying concrete organizational adaption procedures (Güttel et al., 2012). As already 

described by Cabral and Winden (2022), the findings also indicate that the abilities of a 

company to sense, seize, and transform are not only located in the management of the 

organization, but also occur in close coordination with the employees as users. Employees 

and space should be included as key resources in the DC process of sensing, seizing, and 

transforming. The thesis thus contributes to further explaining workplace effectiveness by 

providing a better understanding of how a person-centered approach, focusing on the 

different performed ways of working, can be used to analyze how the physical office 

environment affects employees and should be optimally designed (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 

2018). 

Beyond the office, the thesis also offers theoretical implications on the edge between critical 

leisure, tourism, and workplace research. Concerning research on third places, the definition 

and classification of workation presented in this thesis offer a starting point for 
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interdisciplinary research and further empirical studies. The taxonomy of workation extends 

the knowledge of shared workspaces and enables researchers of several fields to discuss the 

new workation phenomenon and its implications on various issues based on a uniform 

understanding. 

In addition to the physical workplaces, the digital space must also be considered in the hybrid 

working environment. The thesis advances the understanding of digital workplace adoption. 

While research to date has been limited to the design and implementation phases of digital 

workplaces, the findings of this thesis provide insights into companies’ influence during the 

use phase. Diffusion of Innovation Theory offers a strong and fundamental research 

approach for the regarded case of the introduction of a digital workplace in a company’s 

workplace strategy and the adoption of the innovation by the employees (Röhrich, 2004; 

Manning et al., 1995). As such, the thesis extends a classical theory from innovation research 

to the field of CREM and workplace management. It becomes apparent that individual and 

corporate-level measures, such as technology commitment and change management, 

determine employees’ intention to adopt the digital workplace. 

In sum, the findings from the five articles expand the increasing body of knowledge on 

workplace management by covering physical and digital workplace systems in order to 

develop insights for designing the physical organization of work in hybrid working 

environments. Drawing on insights that arise from applying theories and methods of 

different disciplines to the context of the workplace ecosystem, each consideration in itself 

and the holistic perspective on the workplace ecosystem provides valuable theoretical 

contributions. The research context can explain why employees decide to work at a certain 

workplace, how the environmental and social systems influence their outcomes, and why 

companies have advantages in hybrid working environments when focusing on their 

employee preferences and adapting their workplace management strategy accordingly. 

7.3 Implications for Practice 

Beyond the theoretical implications of this thesis, numerous results provide important 

practical implications relevant for corporate real estate and workplace managers, 

professionals of other disciplines, and policymakers not only in Germany, but also in other 

countries. Especially since the COVID-19 pandemic, companies have been faced with the 

challenge of deploying their human and spatial resources wisely in a dynamic and uncertain 

environment. Because knowledge workers have become more aware of their value to 

companies and the growing war for talent, employees’ demands regarding the workplace are 

increasing and the pressure on companies to adapt grows (Kämpf-Dern/Will-Zocholl, 2022). 
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In order to survive in the changing business environment and to be successful as a company, 

workplace management has to design the necessary transformations toward more flexibility 

sensibly and take into account their employees’ knowledge of what they do and how they do 

it (Dewulf/Van Meel, 2003; Weber/Gatersleben, 2022). In addition to the corporate office, 

companies have to consider third places and working from home, as each of those elements 

of new workplace strategies fulfill different requirements and needs of employees and 

companies (O’Rourke, 2021). Finally, the digital space has also to be concluded in the 

considerations, as a basic prerequisite for hybrid working environments. 

Interest in the physical organization of work goes far beyond those responsible in companies, 

CREM, and workplace management. Since the experience of working from home during the 

COVID-19 pandemic, society, politicians, and knowledge workers have been participating in 

public debates about the organization and rights regarding hybrid work, which makes it clear 

that the topic is of far-reaching relevance. Nevertheless, how the rapidly developing trends 

will eventually play out is still being determined. The clear picture that is currently emerging 

is that a complete return to exclusively office-based or purely mobile work appears 

unrealistic. For this reason, companies must react dynamically not only so that they do not 

fall flat in the face of challenges in a volatile business environment and increasing employee 

demands, but also to gain economic advantage from these changes. The specific design and 

the optimum degree of flexibility in companies depends on a variety of factors and at the 

same time has a number of consequences so that each company should strive for an 

individual solution depending on their strategic business objectives, CREM strategy, and 

their workforce. To date, a high degree of user orientation still accounts as an innovation 

and has yet to reach the real estate industry as a whole (Vischer, 2011). To further support 

this transition to more innovation-based solutions, convincing research results help raise 

awareness that space can support the workforce and improve performance when usability 

and employee needs are considered. 

With respect to flexibility in hybrid working environments, the necessary measures include 

giving employees the freedom to choose their workplace autonomously. This measure can 

lead to tremendous work success at the level of the individual employee as it is assumed that 

having the privilege of choosing the preferred workplace within the workplace ecosystem is 

based on individual-level engagement and intrinsic motivation (Spivack/Milosevic, 2018; 

Surma et al., 2021). There are also advantages for the company regarding employer 

branding, employee recruitment, and retention because, as the study results show, the risk 

of resignation is around 25% if flexible working is not permitted (Pfnür et al., 2023). 

However, especially at the team level, it is vital to ensure that spatial distribution and hybrid 
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collaboration do not lead to performance loss. Processes such as knowledge or employee 

management must not also suffer due to hybrid work. Therefore, such processes should be 

supported by further training opportunities to learn new skills and abilities. Furthermore, 

corporates must transform their offices, as the hybrid working environment impacts capacity 

utilization and the activities employees perform there. For example, introducing a desk-

sharing policy or adjusting an existing sharing ratio can be considered instead of providing 

an individual workstation for each employee. However, care must be taken to avoid 

overloading or further usage frequency reductions because both can restrict success. Office 

space must be seen as a dynamic resource to react flexibly to changing requirements. This 

also means that the various activities that need to be carried out in the office by the diverse 

workforce can all be performed to a sufficient extent and, e.g., that space is provided not 

only for communication, but also for concentrated individual work or hybrid collaboration 

as required. 

This insight is closely connected to another practical contribution. Future workplace 

strategies should consider workplaces outside the corporate boundaries. In addition to the 

office, working from home or anywhere (e.g., workations) can help achieve maximum 

success at the level of the individual employee, as everyone can work where they want and 

are most satisfied and productive. For some employees working from workplaces outside the 

office can lead to creative and innovative spill-over effects and improve work–life balance 

(Lukoschek/Stock-Homburg, 2021; Pfnür et al., 2023). A successful and healthy workforce 

is not only crucial for companies but also offers economic and social benefits for the economy 

as a whole. Overall, for workplace managers, the knowledge gained from this thesis allows 

to no longer just make retrospective decisions about new spaces and reproduce already-

known workplace concepts but use the insights about the complex interrelationships in the 

workplace ecosystem to break new ground in workplace strategy, whereby human and space 

resources are efficiently deployed. 

A further implication arises with respect to the interface between HRM, IT, and CREM. 

Essential for workplace management to succeed in hybrid working environments is the 

inclusion of a corporate culture geared to the new way of working. Coordination and 

collaboration between CREM and HR departments must be successful for hybrid 

collaboration to succeed and for aspects such as employee retention not to suffer. Business 

leaders and decision-makers also make a fundamental contribution to cooperation of 

divisions by setting clear and uniform goals for the hybrid work strategy and policy, which 

can be adjusted dynamically, if necessary, but still demonstrate a certain consistency and 

predictability. Integrating the digital space into the workplace strategy by implementing and 
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actively supporting a digital workplace increases the need for closer integration between 

CREM and IT. A close collaboration of the two departments is necessary so that hybrid 

collaboration is successful, and that space and technology for hybrid teamwork are available 

in the office. For example, in the case of activity-based office concepts, it needs to be possible 

to work easily with the available and individual technology at each workspace even if there 

are frequent changes within the office. In addition, for the IT and IS communities there are 

also implications for the development and design of ICT systems. For hybrid working 

environments to function effectively, companies and users depend on constantly developed 

and adapted ICTs to new requirements. Functioning IS are what make digital work 

successful. Especially promoting concentrated work and supporting the adequate 

performance of different activities, system design can develop tools that enable better hybrid 

work. 

From another perspective, the thesis offers new implications for the tourism sector and hotel 

industry as well as city and regional planning. The increased distribution of third places leads 

to common areas of activity for different sections and stakeholders. Workation not only 

contributes to the field of CREM but is also seen as promising for the further development 

of tourism concepts and urban and rural planning (Wolf, 2016; Wiranatha et al., 2020; 

Lietzau/Puhe, 2021). On the one hand, an increase in demand for workation can help 

integrate remote areas more strongly into tourism or to promote rural coworking space 

concepts in combination with accommodation offers. While this possibility can also be 

particularly beneficial for areas with seasonally fluctuating tourism offers, new concepts are 

also becoming interesting for cities due to the increasing work in third places. There is 

already a discussion about whether companies are more attracted to 15-minute cities or 

districts by the emergence of the workplace ecosystem. Such concepts aim to ensure that 

residents of a city or neighborhood can reach the most important day-to-day amenities in a 

maximum of 15 minutes. For companies and their workplace strategy, locating in such a 

regional concept can bring advantages as their existing offices would be expanded with 

external services (McLaurin, 2022). The diverse points of contact between offices and 

regional planning issues make urban and regional planning also affected actors of this thesis. 

Furthermore, there are also a few implications for policymakers. Regulations can be initiated 

and updated to support and improve safe and healthy hybrid working for companies and 

employees. Furthermore, actors in the political process should consider possible social 

imbalances arising from the fact that primarily knowledge workers can work in a hybrid 

setup, which is denied to many other occupational groups. It is up to policymakers and 

companies to act and help compensate for this imbalance through new approaches. 
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Finally, the dissertation also provides important implications for the employees themselves. 

The study results help employees to understand which influence different workplaces have 

on their satisfaction, health and productivity. Without having to rely solely on their gut 

feeling, employees can transfer the findings to their individual situation and use them to find 

the workplace that best supports them in their work. Depending on their preferences and 

circumstances, employees should be motivated to use possible flexibility and autonomy when 

choosing their workplace or to demand it in coordination with the company to achieve their 

best possible outcomes. In addition to the physical places, employees should be willing to 

actively use digital workplaces and respond to company support, e.g., training. The extended 

workplace possibilities of a workplace strategy in hybrid working environments have 

advantages for employees but also require a certain degree of initiative and honesty to help 

develop structures and routines that are individually suitable and necessary for team and 

company success. 

In conclusion, the workplace ecosystem, with the provision of work beyond the office, has 

implications for various fields and practitioners. To achieve success at all levels—society, 

companies, teams, and employees—and to leverage the potential of hybrid working 

environments, arising challenges must be met collectively. 

7.4 Limitations and Future Research 

This thesis has some limitations, which provide starting points for further research. While 

the study-specific limitations are already discussed at the end of each article, the following 

overarching limitations are subdivided according to content and methodological limitations. 

The use of Bronfenbrenner’s ecosystem approach for workplace management research 

demonstrates a starting point rather than the final step. The thesis is limited in content 

because it considers only some key connections between physical and digital systems of the 

workplace ecosystem. Although this approach means that initial results on the interaction of 

the workplaces can already be derived, and these relationships will remain central in 

research, the dynamic model proposed in this thesis will change through continuous 

developments in theory and practice, through possible changes in society (macrosystem), 

and through time (chronosystem). Therefore, future work can offer added value, e.g., by 

including other or more system levels of the workplace ecosystem simultaneously to compare 

further effects in hybrid working environments. One way to analyze the dynamic and 

changing life situations over time could be to work with longitudinal data in future research. 

Furthermore, flexible working outside the office is understood to mean working from 

anywhere. In reality, however, legal regulations limit the manner and duration of work to a 

certain extent, e.g., in foreign countries. Further research should shed light on the resulting 
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effects on employee outcomes, and consequences for companies’ physical organization of 

work in hybrid working environments due to insurance or tax aspects. Considering legal 

conditions is highly relevant and provides a starting point for additional studies. 

Methodologically, the data used for most analyses is quantitative and derived from 

crowdsourcing platforms. Clickworker and MTurk allow for the generation of fast and 

reliable responses (Brawley/Pury, 2016; Lutz, 2016; Follmer et al., 2017). However, more 

research is needed on whether responses yield comparable quality to responses obtained 

from more traditional sampling methods. The choice of distributing the survey via these 

sampling platforms was informed by the increasing popularity in scientific studies based on 

evidence of clickworker to be valuable for empirical research (Müller/Albrecht, 2019; 

Gottschewski et al., 2022; Hansen et al., 2023). Nevertheless, potential biases are another 

weak point associated with questionnaire-derived data. A common method or response bias 

might occur, especially when using cross-sectional data. A possible attempt for further 

studies could be to measure the dependent and independent variables in two different survey 

waves. Longitudinal data can reduce the risk of common method and response biases due to 

the different points in time (Ployhart/Vandenberg, 2010; Ployhart/Ward, 2011). 

Items were derived from existing survey instruments whenever possible to reach a higher 

explanatory value due to their validity. However, some of the articles followed explorative 

research aims and scales had to be adopted and extended. Sometimes, pre-tests were carried 

out to compensate for the missing psychometric test and improve the quality of the data. 

Still, the surveys included self-report measures. Outcomes, e.g., productivity, represent 

results from perceived productivity variables because the output of knowledge work is hard 

to quantify (Bosch-Sijtsema et al., 2009; Bergsten et al., 2021). Although this approach has 

been repeatedly criticized in research (e.g., Weber, 2019), there is no best-proven alternative 

against which these measures can be compared (Lucas, 2018) and it is advantageous that 

perceived productivity measures additionally capture qualitative aspects of the input 

(Haapakangas et al., 2018). 

The results of the first study are based on an experimental approach whereby two limitations 

arise. First, the ranking received for the determining factors is limited to the aspects 

considered in the BW scaling experiment and only the relative importance of these aspects 

is represented; second, the sample was relatively small. The sample size should be increased 

in further studies and additional factors might be included. 

Finally, articles three and five used case studies. With the awareness that a single-case study 

alone, especially with a small sample size, cannot generate completely generalizable 
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findings, it nevertheless makes a valuable contribution to theory development (Fiss, 2009). 

The decision for this explorative research strategy is based on their ability to discover and 

explore interactions between strategy, structure, and processes by studying corporate objects 

in a specific real-life situation (Morgan, 2012; Yin, 2014). However, caution is required here 

in particular, as the representativeness of the results is limited. Follow-up studies can be 

used to verify the results obtained. 

In conclusion, this cumulative doctoral thesis has addressed the understanding and 

management of hybrid working environments with special consideration of employee 

preferences and outcomes and provides answers to how the physical organization of work 

can be designed. In reaction to the transformation of the working world and the war for 

talent, as well as to sustain in a volatile environment, companies must deploy resources 

efficiently so that the workplace can be positioned to improve human resources. The thesis 

thus contributes to workplace management research, offers useful insights for practice, and, 

by providing a framework for the workplace ecosystem, opens up further discussions on 

hybrid working environments. 
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Appendix A – Appendix of Article 2: Is the success of working from home a 

matter of configuration? – A comparison between the United States and 

Germany using PLS-SEM 

List of items (authors’ own illustration, 2023) 

Item Construct Source 

reflective Isolation  

Iso_1     I feel lonely at my workplace at home. (Bloom et al., 2015) 

Iso_2     I feel isolated at my workplace at home. (Bloom et al., 2015) 

Iso_3     At my workplace at home, I lack opportunities to 
    socialise at and after work. 

(Bloom et al., 2015) 

reflective Family–Work Interference (inverted)  

FWI_1     In most ways, my work–life balance is close to my 
ideal. 

(Diener et al., 1985) 

FWI_2     So far, I have gotten the important things regarding 
    my work–life balance. 

(Diener et al., 1985; 
Grawitch et al., 2013) 

reflective Equipment/Facilities  

EF_1     I have a full-fledged workplace in terms of furniture 
    (including storage space). 

(Maarleveld et al., 2009; 
BMFSFJ, 2017) 

EF_2     The technological equipment of your home office. 
    – I have full information and communication 
technology 
    equipment (computers, printers, etc.). 

(Møller-Jensen et al., 
2008; Maarleveld et al., 
2009; BMFSFJ, 2017) 

EF_3     The available rooms (equipment, furniture) support 
the 
    work optimally. 

(Maarleveld et al., 2009; 
Gauger et al., 2020) 

reflective Skill Variety  

SV_1     The job requires a variety of skills. (Hackman/Oldham, 
1980; Stegmann et al., 

2010) 

SV_2     The job requires me to utilise a variety of different 
skills 
    in order to complete the work. 

(Hackman/Oldham, 
1980; Stegmann et al., 

2010) 

SV_3     The job requires me to use a number of complex or 
    high-level skills. 

(Hackman/Oldham, 
1980; Stegmann et al., 

2010) 

SV_4     The job requires the use of a number of skills. (Hackman/Oldham, 
1980; Stegmann et al., 

2010) 

reflective Burnout  

Burn_1     I feel emotionally drained from my work.  (Maslach/Jackson, 
1986; Moen et al., 2016) 

Burn_2     I feel burned out by my work. (Maslach/Jackson, 
1986; Moen et al., 2016) 

Burn_3     I feel drained at the end of the workday. (Maslach/Jackson, 
1986; Moen et al., 2016) 
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reflective 

 

 

Satisfaction  

 

Satis_1     All in all, I am satisfied with my job. (Cammann et al., 1979; 
Cammann et al., 1983; 
Bowling/Hammond, 
2008; Allen, 2001) 

Satis_2     I am satisfied with my home office. Amérigo/Aragonés, 
1990; Gauger et al., 

2020) 

Satis_3     Your satisfaction with your life overall. (Diener et al., 1985; 
Bowling/Hammond, 

2008) 

Satis_4     Your satisfaction with your financial situation. (Van Praag et al., 2003; 
Newman et al., 2008; 

Gray, 2014) 

reflective Turnover Intention  

TI_1     I intend to leave my job in the next 6 months. (Cammann et al., 1979; 
Zhang et al., 2022) 

TI_2     I will actively look for a new job in the next 6 months. (Cammann et al., 1979; 
Zhang et al., 2022) 

TI_3     I will probably be working for another organisation for 
    the next 6 months. 

(Cammann et al., 1979; 
Zhang et al., 2022) 

reflective Productivity  

Prod_1     Working at my workplace at home makes it easier for 
    me to do my work. 

(Own research following 
Krupper, 2013) 

Prod_2     Working at my workplace at home increases my  
    effectiveness at work. 

(Own research following 
Krupper, 2013) 

Prod_3     Working at my workplace at home improves my 
    productivity. 

(Own research following 
Krupper, 2013) 

Prod_4     I have the feeling that working at home is more 
    productive than working at my professional office 
    workstation. 

(Own research following 
Krupper, 2013) 
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List of items 

Construct 

     Item 

 

Depend variable  

Intention to Adopt the Digital Workplace 

 I use, or will use as soon as possible, the digital workplace. 

 I intend to (continue to) use the digital workplace in the near future. 

 It is very likely that I will (continue to) use the digital workplace in the future. 

 I use or will use the digital workplace the next time I want to try out a new form of collaboration. 

Individual Level  

Consumer Innovativeness 

Social Innovativeness  

           I get a thrill when buying new high-tech items before most other people know they exist. 

 It’s cool to be the first to own new high-tech products.  

 I get a thrill when I’m the first to buy a high-tech item.  

Hedonist Innovativeness  

 I’d rather stick with a brand I usually buy than try something I’m not too sure of. (inverse) 

 If I like a brand, I rarely switch from it simply to try something different. (inverse) 

 I’m very cautious to try new or different products. (inverse)  

Technology Commitment                            

Technology Acceptance 

     With regard to new technical developments, I am very curious.  

 I quickly take a liking to new technical new developments.  

 I am always interested in using the latest technical devices.  

 If I had the opportunity, I would use technical products much more often than I do at present 

Technology Literacy Beliefs  

 When dealing with modern technology, I am often afraid of failing. (inverse) 

 For me, dealing with technical 

Innovations, is usually too much for me. (inverse) 

 

 I am afraid of breaking new technical developments rather than using them properly. (inverse) 

 I find dealing with new technology difficult - most of the time I just can't not. (inverse) 

Technology Control Beliefs  

 Whether I am successful in the application modern technology depends essentially on me. 

 It is in my own hands whether I succeed in using technical innovations - it has little to do with. It 
has little to do with chance or luck. 

 When I have difficulties in dealing with with technology, it depends ultimately depends on me 
alone to solve them. solve them. 
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 What happens when I deal with with new technical developments, is ultimately under my control. 

Corporate Level  

Technical Infrastructure 

 The necessary technical infrastructure for the digital workplace is in place. 

 There is a good technical infrastructure for using the digital workplace. 

 When I use the digital workplace, I can draw on a well-developed technical infrastructure. 

Corporate Governance  

 Symbols and brands for the digital workplace have been created to highlight it as a workplace 
strategy. 

 There is a clear workplace concept (corporate philosophy and strategic goals of the organization) 
in which the digital workplace is integrated. 

 New behavioural norms for the digital workplace (e.g., rules of engagement) are promoted. 

 The digital workplace is effectively developed on an ongoing basis, e.g. by collecting information 
from employees through IT helpdesk requests. 

 Support in the form of training for the digital workplace is provided.  

 Continuous learning opportunities for the digital workplace are provided. 

 Innovation centers, as hubs where diverse ideas, actors and technologies converge, are created by 
my company. 

 Inspiring physical spaces with an open, flexible and activity-oriented character are available in the 
company. 

 My company's management is responsive to feedback on employees' experiences with the digital 
workplace. 

Corporate Communication 

 The management of my company encourages experimentation with new technologies and new 
working approaches of the digital workplace. 

 The use of the digital workplace is highly recommended by my company. 

 The digital workplace is portrayed positively in all of my company's communication channels. 

 The digital workplace appears in a positive light in corporate communications. 

 The management of my company shows openness towards the digital workplace and sufficiently 
exemplifies its use. 

Change Management  

 My company involved me sufficiently in planning the use of the digital workplace. 

 My company took my needs into account when planning the digital workplace. 

 My company provided me with sufficient information about the implementation. 

Social Level  

Obstacles of Digitalization                                                                                     

 An obstacle of digitization is a lack of public digital infrastructure (e.g., fibre expansion) 
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Eidesstattliche Versicherung 

Ich versichere hiermit, dass ich die vorstehende Arbeit 

“The workplace ecosystem: Understanding and managing hybrid working environments with 

consideration for employee preferences and outcomes” 

selbstständig und ohne fremde Hilfe angefertigt, und dass ich alle von anderen Autoren 

wörtlich übernommene Stellen wie auch die sich an die Gedankengänge anderer Autoren 

eng anlehnenden Ausführungen meiner Arbeit besonders gekennzeichnet und die Quellen 

zitiert habe. 

Die Arbeit ist in gleicher oder ähnlicher Form noch nicht veröffentlicht und noch keiner 

Prüfungsbehörde vorgelegt worden. 
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