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Abstract 
Today, approximately 80% of knowledge workers prefer a hybrid 

work model, combining onsite and remote work. During and in the 

wake of the pandemic, there were indications that employees 

experienced improved well-being, work-life balance (WLB), and 

productivity while working from home (WFH). There were also 

reports on downsides, such as increased loneliness and challenges in 

segmenting work and non-work activities. To overcome WFH 

challenges, the private sector has been using coworking spaces 

(CWSs) for decades, since they can provide office infrastructure and 

social interactions during remote work. Therefore, with collectively 

gained remote work experiences, followed by strong requests for 

hybrid work, it became important to reinvest employees' experiences 

of hybrid work and supportive practices for sustainable work across 

the office, home, and CWSs. Additionally, since public actors in 

northern Sweden have traditionally followed the onsite norm in 

which work has been formally conducted at the office, and therefore, 

not utilizing hybrid work as a way to handle challenges in recruiting 

and retaining talent, this was an overlooked group within hybrid 

work research. Furthermore, since sustainable work involves 

incorporating sustainability principles into work practices, industrial 

and organizational psychological research with a promotive 

approach helps deepen understanding of supporting practices for 

decent work, employee well-being, and performance, and therefore, 

how to foster thriving individuals, organizations, and societies.  

Amidst these aspects, this thesis aimed to qualitatively explore 

employees’ lived experiences of work across the office, home, and 

CWSs, and gather suggestions on supportive practices for sustainable 

hybrid work. The thesis is based on four studies, with a main (yet not 
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exclusive) interest in public employees' perceptions and suggestions 

for hybrid work. With a focus on supportive practices for employee 

well-being and performance, the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) 

theory was used to explore factors that may facilitate (or hinder) 

sustainable hybrid work. 

Study I aimed to explore employee perceptions of work conditions 

when using a hybrid work model and how they wanted work to be 

organized to support collaboration, WLB, and well-being. Thus, the 

intention was to obtain an initial understanding of hybrid work in the 

wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. Thirty-three participants 

completed the online survey. Reflexive thematic analysis (RTA) was 

used, and the results indicated that participants appreciated 

combining WFH and working at the office, since they could tailor 

work settings to individual and team needs. In general, social 

interactions and collaborations were supported onsite, whereas WFH 

supported WLB and well-being. However, within this heterogeneous 

group, there were various perceptions and suggestions for supportive 

practices. For some, remote work mainly offered benefits such as 

saved time and reduced stress, while others encountered WFH 

challenges related to loneliness and having a hard time creating 

habits that supported WLB. Building on these insights, Study II 

explored via an online survey how hybrid work can be designed to 

support sustainable work among a niche group of 70 public 

employees in a sparsely populated area of northern Sweden. The 

results of the RTA indicated that key-supportive practices were trust-

based leadership, flexibility, reasonable demands, clear policies, and 

adequate physical conditions. Within this niche sample, perceptions 

of supportive practices were more homogeneous. As in Study I, 

participants held that combining onsite and remote work provided 



 

xiii 

them with increased resources and added value (compared to office 

and remote work separately), yet WFH challenges persisted. Related 

to the WFH challenges expressed in Studies I and II, Study III aimed 

to investigate whether adding a third workplace, a local CWS, could 

help address WFH challenges and maintain the benefits of reduced 

commutes during remote work. This one-year evaluation project with 

15 public employees living in a sparsely populated area of northern 

Sweden used online surveys twice and interviews once. The content 

analysis showed that participants who had adequate pre- and 

onboarding processes, combined with CWSs having different work 

areas and enough members, used their CWSs more and perceived 

them to provide added value to WFH and the office. Notably, besides 

the goal of addressing WFH challenges, an improved understanding 

of their service users' needs and cross-organizational learning 

emerged. Building on this, Study IV explored whether a new CWS 

concept, called Samverket, could be used to improve Swedish public 

sector services. Two community-centered CWSs with one hub in 

Östersund and another in Stockholm were tested by employees from 

several public actors within these regions. This one-year evaluation 

project with, in total, 101 survey respondents (over three occasions) 

demonstrated via RTA that community-centered CWSs, when 

actively facilitated and supported by member organizations, have the 

potential to bridge the gaps within and between public actors, 

thereby strengthening innovation and improving public services.   

All in all, contributes the thesis with complementary perspectives on 

employees' newly gained experiences of hybrid work in an early 

post-pandemic period (Studies I and II), and (to my knowledge) 

unique insights into addressing WFH challenges via local CWSs for 

public employees in northern Sweden (Study III), and addressing 
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deficiencies in public services by using a new community-centered 

CWS concept designated for cross-organizational networking, 

learning and collaboration within and between public actors (Study 

IV). The studies illustrate how work across the office, home, and 

CWSs can meet different needs in ways that neither onsite nor remote 

work alone seems to achieve, and therefore, support sustainable work 

in ways that benefit individuals, organizations, and society. At the 

same time, it became evident that resources that empower one 

employee may inadvertently create demands for another; thus, 

achieving supportive practices within hybrid work seems complex. 

Therefore, consistent with JD-R theory, the findings underscore the 

extended importance of personal resources to be able to optimize the 

resources within different workplaces, and therefore, thrive in hybrid 

work settings. The studies offer implications for practitioners, such as 

implementing hybrid work with intentionality, building trust rather 

than control, providing balanced autonomy, ensuring clear 

communication and adequate ICTs, and most importantly, 

monitoring and continuously adapting the hybrid work design. 

Future research should explore how hybrid work arrangements can 

be refined and adapted across different contexts and over time. 

Keywords: Sustainable Work, Hybrid Work, JD-R Theory, Employee Well-

being, Work-Life Balance   
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Summary in Swedish 
Idag önskar drygt 80% av de som kan utföra sitt arbete på och 

utanför kontoret en hybrid arbetsmodell. I den avklingande pandemi 

visade rapporter att arbetstagare upplevde ökad produktivitet och 

balans mellan arbete och privatliv, samt ökat välbefinnande vid 

arbete från hemmet. Dock kom även rapporter som påvisade 

utmaningar med arbete i hemmet, såsom ökad ensamhet och 

utmaningar i att skapa gränser mellan arbete och privatliv. För att 

bevara fördelar med minskad pendling och samtidigt hantera 

utmaningarna med arbete i hemmet, har privat sektor i årtionden 

använt sig av coworkingytor (coworking spaces: CWSs) för att nå 

kontorsinfrastruktur och social interaktion under distansarbete. 

Således, utifrån de nya och kollektiva erfarenheterna av 

distansarbete, följt av önskemål om att få verka i en hybrid 

arbetsmodell, var det viktigt att utforska arbetstagares upplevelser av 

hybridarbete och stödjande praktiker för hållbart arbete när det sker 

från kontoret, hemmet och CWSs. Då offentliga aktörer i norra 

Sverige i huvudsak utgått från kontorsnormen, varav arbetet 

(åtminstone formellt sett) skett på kontoret, har de tidigare inte 

använt sig av hybridarbete som en strategi för att möta rådande 

utmaningar i att rekrytera och behålla kompetenser, därav är de en 

förbisedd grupp inom hybridarbetsforskning. Avslutningsvis, då 

hållbart arbete handlar om att inkorporera hållbarts principer i 

arbetsdesignen, kan organisationspsykologiskforskning med ett 

promotionsfokus bidra till fördjupad förståelse för stödjande 

praktiker för anständiga arbetsförhållanden, medarbetares 

välbefinnande och prestation, och genom det hur blomstrande 

individer, organisationer och samhällen kan främjas.   
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Mot denna bakgrund syftade avhandlingsarbetet till att kvalitativt 

utforska arbetstagares upplevelser av hybridarbete och hur de 

föreslår att det utformas för att främja hållbart arbete från kontoret, 

hemmet och CWSs. Forskningen hade ett promotionsfokus varav 

stödjande praktiker för välbefinnande och prestation undersöktes 

med stöd i arbetskrav och resursteorin (Job Demands-Resources: JD-

R theory). Avhandlingsarbetet bygger på fyra publicerade studier 

varav deltagarna kombinerade arbetade från kontoret, hemmet 

och/eller CWSs.  

Studie I syftade till att explorativt undersöka arbetstagares 

upplevelser av hybridarbete och stödjande praktiker för samarbete, 

balans mellan arbete och privatliv, samt välbefinnande. Således var 

intentionen att initialt skapa sig en bild av hur hybridarbete 

upplevdes in den avklingande pandemin. Trettiotre deltagare 

besvarade en enkät online. Resultaten baserade på reflexiv tematisk 

analys (RTA) indikerade att deltagarna uppskattade att kombinera 

arbete på kontoret med arbete från hemmet, då de kunde välja den 

arbetsmiljö som bäst motsvarade deras aktuella behov, vilket 

främjade effektivitet, balans mellan arbete och privatliv, samt 

välbefinnande. Dock uttryckte denna heterogena grupp av 

arbetstagare stor variation i de stödjande praktikerna. För vissa 

innebar distansarbete främst fördelar såsom tidsvinster och minskad 

stress, men för andra innebar arbete i hemmet ökad ensamhet, 

bristande fysisk arbetsmiljö och svårigheter att skapa vanor som 

främjade balansen mellan arbete och privatliv. Utifrån dessa 

lärdomar syftade Studie II till att utforska hur hybridarbete 

upplevdes i en nischad grupp av offentligt anställda i en 

glesbygdsregion i norra Sverige. Sjuttio deltagare besvarade en enkät 

online. Via RTA framkom att nyckelresurser var tillitsbaserat 
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ledarskap, flexibilitet, rimliga krav, tydliga policyers och adekvat 

fysisk arbetsmiljö. I likhet med Studie I lyfte deltagarna att arbete på 

och utanför kontoret ökade deras resurser, varav hybridarbete gav 

mervärde jämfört med att enbart arbeta på kontoret eller i hemmet. I 

denna grupp var upplevelser och behov mer likriktade, dock 

kvarstod utmaningar med att arbeta i hemmet. Då både Studie I och 

II uppvisade att vissa arbetstagare upplever utmaningar med arbete i 

hemmet, syftade Studie III till att undersöka om adderingen av en 

tredje arbetsplats (utöver kontoret och hemmet), i form av ett lokalt 

CWS kunde bevara fördelarna med minskad pendling och samtidigt 

adressera utmaningarna med arbete i hemmet. Studien genomfördes 

som ettårigt följeforskningsprojekt med 15 offentligt anställda i en 

glesbygdsregion i norra Sverige. Datainsamling skedde vid två 

tillfällen via enkät och ett tillfälle via intervju. Innehållsanalysen 

visade att vid en tillfredställande pre- och onboarding process, samt 

när CWSs hade olika arbetsytor och tillräckligt många medlemmar, 

då användes de mer och upplevdes bidra till mervärde utöver att 

arbeta från kontoret och hemmet. Vidare rapporterade deltagarna att 

de i interaktionen med CWS medlemmarna fick ett ”öra mot marken” 

och genom det en bättre förståelse för medborgarnas behov, samt att 

det även uppstod tvärorganisatorisk lärande på vissa CWSs. Studie 

IV byggde vidare på insikterna om att CWSs kan användas till att 

främja tvärorganisatoriskt lärande och samarbete, varav det via ett 

ettårigt följeforskningsprojekt utforskades om ett nytt CWS koncept, 

kallat Samverket, kunde bidra till en förbättrad offentlig service. Två 

CWSs designade för tvärorganisatoriskt nätverkande, samarbete och 

lärande testades i Östersund och Stockholm, med medlemmar från 

ett stort antal offentliga verksamheter i de aktuella regionerna. 

Datainsamling skedde via enkät vid tre tillfällen med totalt 101 fall av 

enkätsvar. Via RTA framkom att CWSs likt Samverket vid aktivt stöd 
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från CWS-managers och medlemsorganisationerna, samt hög grad av 

medlemsaktivitet kan minska glappet inom och mellan offentliga 

aktörer och genom det förbättra offentlig service.  

Sammantaget bidrar avhandlingen till att komplettera samtida 

forskningen gällande arbetstagares upplevelser av stödjande 

praktiker för hållbart hybridarbete (Studie I och II), samt att den 

bidra med unika insikter kring hur offentliga aktörer i 

glesbygdsregion kan använda lokala CWSs till att adressera 

utmaningar med arbete i hemmet (Studie III) och hur CWSs likt 

Samverket kan användas för att adressera brister i offentlig service 

genom tvärorganisatoriskt lärande och samarbete inom och mellan 

offentliga verksamheter (Studie IV). Tillsammans indikerar de fyra 

studierna att hybridarbete kan främja hållbart arbete och skapa 

mervärde för individ, organisation och samhälle på ett sätt som 

varken arbete på kontoret eller distans var för sig kan. Samtidigt ter 

sig utformningen av hållbart hybridarbete komplext, då resurser för 

en arbetstagare kan innebära ökade krav för en annan. I linje med JD-

R-teorin visade resultaten att personliga resurser är av yttersta vikt 

för att arbetstagare ska kunna optimera resurserna i de olika 

miljöerna och genom det nå hållbart hybridarbete. Implikationer från 

studierna belyser vikten av att göra medvetna val vid utformningen 

av hybridarbete, främja tillit (framför kontroll), balansera grad av 

autonomi mot den anställas personliga resurser, säkerställa att 

policyers är tydliga, erbjuda adekvata digitala lösningar, och 

framförallt, kontinuerligt utvärdera och uppdatera 

hybridarbetsstrategin. Framtida forskning bör undersöka stödjande 

praktiker i hybridarbete både longitudinellt och i olika kontexter. 

Nyckelord: Hållbart Arbete, Hybridarbete, Arbetskrav-Resursteorin, 

Arbetstagares Välbefinnande, Balans mellan Arbete och Privatliv
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Definitions 
Brief descriptions of how key aspects are seen within this thesis. The 

introduction more thoroughly and correctly describes these concepts. 

The Hybrid work model: Work is performed both onsite (i.e., the 

office) and remotely (e.g., from home). 

Knowledge workers: Individuals who contribute value to the 

organization through their expertise, analytical abilities, and 

interpersonal skills, such as system analysts, lawyers, teachers, and 

researchers. In this context, those with remote-cable jobs are thus able 

to perform their duties both onsite and remotely. 

Performance: Behaviours supporting organizational goal fulfilment, 

such as technical (e.g., analysis), communicational (e.g., oral or 

written), and collegiality (e.g., supporting colleagues) behaviours. 

Sustainable work: Sustainable work integrates sustainability 

principles in the workplace, balancing economic, social, and 

environmental goals to improve the well-being and development of 

employees, organizations, and societies. 

Well-being: Well-being includes physical, mental, and social aspects, 

in which an individual can experience functionality and quality of life 

regardless of disease diagnosis. 

Work engagement: A state of energy, dedication, and absorption 

towards work, which is exhibited outwardly as motivation. 

Work-life balance: Perceived (in)balance between work and non-

work (e.g., recovery, family, friends, and hobbies) activities.    
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Preface 
I want to start this section by encouraging others to do research. 

Before starting a PhD, I was told it would be tough, and it was. But it 

has also been a fantastic experience filled with growth, insight, and 

purpose. If you are considering pursuing a PhD, my heartfelt advice 

is to surround yourself with caring, supportive people. Then, go 

ahead and take the plunge!  

With that said, here comes my why. Since the late 1990s, I have 

worked in the public sector: as a firefighter, fire instructor, and now 

in academia, focusing on different services that are vital to society. 

My life in Åre, a place that brings peace to my soul and keeps me 

close to nature and (parts of) my family, has shown me the 

importance of enabling people to thrive outside metropolitan and 

urban areas. Long before hybrid work became a buzzword, many of 

us experienced it in subtle ways, like doing schoolwork both in and 

outside the classroom, or working from home and elsewhere. In that 

sense, hybrid work is not new, but post-COVID-19, after experiencing 

remote work, millions of knowledge workers requested hybrid work.  

With the public sector and the prosperity of rural communities close 

to my heart, as well as hybrid work being on the rise, I felt an urge to 

contribute to this field. I wanted to explore employees’ experiences 

with hybrid work, and I was struck by their stories and experiences 

that illustrated how work across the office, home, and coworking 

spaces can meet different needs in ways that neither onsite nor 

remote work alone seems to achieve. Therefore, hybrid work may 

benefit employees beyond those who thrive in traditional onsite 

environments. 
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Introduction 
Approximately 80% of knowledge workers (e.g., lawyers, educators, 

and analysts) request a hybrid work model (Mitchell, 2024; The 

Swedish National Audit Office, 2024), which is defined as employees 

working both from the office and elsewhere (Eurofound, 2023b; 

Halford, 2005). Since employees relate hybrid work to improved 

work-life balance (WLB: Godbersen et al., 2022) and well-being 

(Vander Elst et al., 2020), as well as increased productivity (Galanti et 

al., 2021) and work satisfaction (Bloom, Han, et al., 2024), the demand 

is understandable. Additionally, due to the reduced need for 

commuting, there is an increase in employment among people with 

disability (Bloom, Dahl, et al., 2024) and working women with 

children (McKinsey & Lean In, 2023). Thus, hybrid work has been 

associated with working conditions that promote performance, 

health, and inclusion, all of which are critical for sustainable work 

(Barnes et al., 2023), benefiting the individual, organizations, and 

society (McPhail et al., 2024).  

However, contemporary research on hybrid work has also been 

connected to negative outcomes such as WLB challenges (Olafsen et 

al., 2024), decreased team effectiveness (Eng et al., 2025), and, in some 

cases, extroverted employees feeling lonely when working remotely 

(Hackston, 2022; Langvik et al., 2021). Also, given that onsite work 

has historically been standard (especially in the public sector), 

implementing flexible work locations (FWLs) necessitates a 

comprehensive re-evaluation of workplace arrangements. Moreover, 

recent research has shown that this often intensifies managerial 

responsibilities (Contreras et al., 2020; De Smet et al., 2023; Mourão et 

al., 2021), particularly in addressing the diverse needs of employees 



 

2 

when having FWLs, in order to establish a sustainable hybrid work 

environment.  

Unlike public sector employees, numerous knowledge workers in the 

private sector had already adopted the hybrid work model well 

before the pandemic (CSB, 2025; Spinuzzi, 2012; Spinuzzi et al., 2019), 

involving work across the office, home, and coworking spaces 

(CWSs). Consequently, in many nations, CWSs are situated in 

metropolitan, urban, and suburban regions (Statista, 2023). Yet, in 

Sweden, the greatest density of CWSs has been found in the sparsely 

populated northern regions (Rex & Westlund, 2024). At the same 

time, public actors in northern Sweden face challenges in recruiting 

and retaining the needed talent (Nordregio, 2024b). Using a hybrid 

work model could potentially address this issue and improve their 

economic, social, and environmental sustainability (Nordregio, 

2024a). 

Given this context, a thriving society and workforce present 

challenges linked to industrial and organizational psychology, which 

has traditionally concentrated on risk factors, such as working 

conditions that can lead to injury or illness, and the resulting 

suffering, productivity loss, and decreased economic growth. 

However, merely avoiding risk factors does not support sustainable 

work with positive outcomes of employee well-being, WLB, and 

performance. Research with a salutogenic and promotive stance is 

becoming increasingly common to balance research on risk factors 

(Swedish Agency for Work Environment Expertise, 2020, 2021).  

With this in mind, the present thesis focuses (albeit not exclusively) 

on aspects that can support sustainable hybrid work. As such, 

employees' lived experiences and perceptions of hybrid work, and 
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how they suggest designing it to foster decent work conditions, WLB, 

well-being, and performance, were of interest. Although certain 

aspects outlined in this introduction may not be overtly represented 

in the studies, they remain integral to establishing a comprehensive 

framework for understanding the rationale behind an exploration of 

employee perceptions of hybrid work and suggestions for supportive 

practices.  

Firstly, as the hybrid work model is central to the thesis, the 

introduction starts by establishing familiarity with the concept. With 

an understanding of the historical background and current practice of 

hybrid work, applications can be made in subsequent sections. Next, 

the broader concept of sustainable work is introduced. Applied 

organizational psychology, in one way or another, relates to 

sustainable work. For example, contemporary research has linked 

hybrid work to thriving communities and lower climate impact, as 

well as employee well-being and performance. Nonetheless, 

sustainability should be regarded as a guiding concept underlying 

this research, rather than something that is directly measured. Lastly, 

to understand employees' perceptions and suggestions for 

sustainable hybrid work, the comprehensive theoretical framework of 

the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory is used to describe (in 

detail but not exhaustively) supportive practices. It presents factors 

that can support (or hinder) employee well-being and performance in 

different ways, thereby identifying aspects that could support 

sustainable hybrid work across the office, home, and CWSs. 

Since the majority of knowledge workers requested hybrid work 

arrangements following the pandemic, at that time, hybrid work 

research expanded significantly. When using “contemporary” 

research in the introduction, this refers to studies (most likely) 
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conducted alongside our research and thus (often) published around 

2022-2025. By using contemporary research, the introduction becomes 

updated. However, it risks inducing readers to wonder what is new 

or needed with Studies I to IV? In hindsight, the answer is that we 

provided both complementary (Studies I and II) and more unique 

results (Studies III and IV). But before we get ahead of ourselves, let 

us move into the landscape of hybrid work. 

Hybrid Work  
During the 1970s, technology made it possible to work away from the 

traditional office setting, and the term “telecommuting” was 

subsequently coined by Nilles (1975). Early on, telecommuting 

research was focused on how technology provided an option (to 

some extent) to bring work to the worker, thus reducing commuting. 

Still, understandably, it was not until the advent of home computers 

that work-from-home (WFH) became a more viable work 

arrangement.  

When reviewing definitions used for telecommuting since 2000, Allen 

and colleagues propose a definition that includes being part of an 

organization, working from different locations, and using 

information and communication technologies (ICTs): 

“Telecommuting is a work practice that involves members of an 

organization substituting a portion of their typical work hours […] to 

work away from a central workplace—typically principally from 

home—using technology to interact with others as needed to conduct 

work tasks” (Allen et al., 2015, p.44). These characteristics continue to 

be important when employees work from different locations. 

However, although the concept of telecommuting is of relevance and 

has been used in research for 50 years, this label is seldom used by 
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authorities, organizations, the media, or in people’s daily 

conversations. Especially in applied research, it is important to ensure 

the use of terminology that is understood by everyone involved in 

the research and its results.  

Nowadays, “hybrid” is a buzzword used in many contexts. It refers 

to combining two or more things, such as a hybrid car, which uses 

electricity and fuel. Hybrid work refers to combining work 

performed partly from the employer’s premises and partly from 

other locations. Despite the popularity of this term today, using ICTs 

to combine work from the office and elsewhere has been labelled as 

hybrid work for at least 20 years (Halford, 2005).  

Hybrid Work Characteristics 

A modern hybrid work model includes flexible work arrangements, 

embracing flexibility in terms of when, where, and how work is done 

(Eurofound, 2023b; Nordregio, 2024a; The Swedish National Audit 

Office, 2024). In line with national and European standards, this 

thesis uses the following terms: “onsite” when employees work at the 

office, “remote” for work performed elsewhere, and “hybrid” when 

employees combine work from both spheres to some extent. 

Accordingly, this thesis focuses on hybrid work, meaning that 

employees use more than one workspace, thus working both at the 

office and elsewhere to some extent. In addition to the commonly 

used office and home locations, employees can also work from third 

places, such as CWSs, libraries, and cafés. Therefore, spatial 

flexibility, which is a key element of hybrid work, includes FWLs. In 

line with Allen et al. (2015), proposed definition for telework, the 

spatial element of hybrid work also affects the temporal and task (or 

content) elements (for an overview, Eurofound, 2023a). 
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The temporal element includes how often, when, and for how long 

things are done. When combined with the spatial element, it provides 

different degrees of flexibility in time and place. For example, there 

may be a free distribution of time between onsite and remote work, 

or employees may work a certain amount of the time onsite (e.g., 

50%), or specific days (e.g., Tuesdays to Thursdays). The task 

element, supported through ICTs, includes sub-elements related to 

assignment characteristics, learning, and social aspects.  

When combining flexibility in when, where, and how work is 

performed, Gartner (2021) describes four core setups, namely: i) 

synchronous and co-located/working together onsite, ii) synchronous 

and distributed/working together remotely, iii) asynchronous and co-

located/working alone onsite, and finally, iv) asynchronous and 

distributed/working alone remotely. This challenges the idea that 

onsite work always involves interactions, whereas remote work 

means being alone. Even if employees are onsite, they can work 

independently on individual tasks in their cell-office, and employees 

working remotely can collaborate via ICTs to complete their 

assignments.  

Working Away, yet at an “Office” 

Many freelancers and private sector employees have used the 

benefits of CWSs as an alternative or complement to WFH and 

traditional office environments, offering them remote work flexibility 

and onsite facilities (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018; Spinuzzi et al., 2019). 

CWSs have provided them with the required office resources, such as 

comfortable workstations, conference rooms, and dining areas, and 

even the opportunity for social engagement (Spinuzzi, 2012). 

Contemporary research has shown that community-centered CWSs 
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enhance the perception of being part of a cross-organizational 

community (Johns et al., 2024).  

As mentioned in the beginning, while CWSs worldwide tend to be 

concentrated in metropolitan and urban areas (Statista, 2023), in 

Sweden, it is the more rural northern region that hosts the highest 

number of CWSs per capita (Rex & Westlund, 2024). However, there 

is great variation in the use of CWSs, especially within the public 

sector. For instance, many public employees in Australia have a 

hybrid work model, in which some use CWSs, allowing them to work 

locally, yet with the advantages of a formal office space (Houghton et 

al., 2018). In Nordic countries, there are public actors who integrate 

CWSs into their hybrid work model (Di Marino et al., 2018). For 

instance, Senaatti, a real estate company in Finland, initially provided 

CWSs for public actors with a focus on sharing office infrastructure. 

They have since expanded their CWS offers to include community 

building within the public sector and cross-organizational 

collaboration (Senaatti, 2025). Meanwhile, in Sweden, opportunities 

for coworking in the public sector remain limited (Rex & Westlund, 

2024) and unexplored.  

Current State of Hybrid Work  

Even if most knowledge workers, at least to some extent, have been 

working away from the office for some time, formally applying a 

hybrid work design was relatively uncommon before the pandemic. 

Currently, 52% of employees with remote-capable jobs (i.e., work that 

can be done outside the office) in the U.S. have a hybrid work 

solution, while 27% work fully remote, and 21% fully onsite (Gallup, 

2025). The proportion of Swedish people aged 20 to 64 years who 

reported working remotely to some extent increased from 

approximately 20% in 2008 to 46% in 2024 (CSB, 2025).   
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Taken together, during the pandemic, when work was moved to 

workers' homes, shared experiences of digitally supported 

synchronous collaboration were cultivated, ICTs were upgraded, and 

digital maturity improved (Müller et al., 2022). Today, as mentioned 

earlier, roughly 80% of knowledge workers request a hybrid work 

arrangement (Mitchell, 2024; The Swedish National Audit Office, 

2024). Accordingly, there has been a shift from most employees 

accepting having a single workspace toward more of them requesting 

FWLs. In light of this massive collective shift, perceptions of hybrid 

work need to be reinvestigated. The lived experiences of knowledge 

workers within the Swedish public sector are of special interest since 

they, in contrast to private sector employees, have traditionally 

worked mainly onsite, making them an overlooked group within 

hybrid work research. However, after familiarizing yourself with 

hybrid work, it is time to get acquainted with the bigger picture of 

sustainable work and how FWLs can be related to Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs).   

Sustainable Work  
Garcia (2025) argues that sustainable work involves promoting 

employee well-being and performance while reducing environmental 

impacts, creating a positive spiral with mutual benefits for the 

individual, organization, and society. Accordingly, sustainable work 

integrates sustainability principles into the workplace (Zink, 2014), 

with organizations creating decent and meaningful work conditions 

that enhance employees’ perceptions of recognition and fulfillment 

(Barnes et al., 2023). Therefore, when employers strive for decent 

work conditions, reduce climate impacts, and contribute to thriving 

societies, their organizational sustainability can be strengthened, and 

the workforce can prosper. Nonetheless, it is common that 
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sustainability actions in work settings are reactive, compensatory, 

and focused on the individual level rather than on root causes and 

broader societal outcomes (Brunoro et al., 2020).  

Although if sustainable work relates to several of the SDGs (for a full 

list of goals see United Nations, 2015, 2025), those of most relevance 

for this thesis were: SDG3, good health and well-being; SDG8, decent 

work and economic growth; SDG11, sustainable cities and 

communities; and SDG13, climate action. In the following 

subsections, these SDGs are described in more detail and related to 

hybrid work.   

Sustainable Communities and Positive Climate 
Changes 

It is crucial to understand how changes in work design can affect 

small communities' sustainability (SDG11) and the climate (SDG13). 

Recent trends show that with FWLs, employees can live away from 

centralized office locations, contributing to relocation from 

metropolitan to urban and suburban areas (Ramani et al., 2024) and 

rural communities (Rex & Westlund, 2024). Employees who work 

near or from home can support local businesses and producers, 

contributing to the idea of the “15-minute city” where residents have 

all the services they need nearby (Moreno et al., 2021). In addition, 

FWLs provide organizations in rural and urban areas of northern 

Sweden with increased opportunities to attract talent that is not 

place-dependent (The Swedish National Audit Office, 2024). Remote 

work also means that commuting can be reduced, thus decreasing 

employees' carbon emissions footprint. Tao et al. (2023) argue that 

combining fewer commutes with smaller office spaces reduces carbon 

emissions and energy use (up to a 58% reduction), making it a vital 

proactive climate action that organizations can take.  
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These are important factors in sustainable work, especially for public 

actors in Sweden, since some of them have been relocated from 

metropolitan areas to urban and rural areas, and are now 

experiencing challenges in recruiting and retaining the needed talent 

(Nordregio, 2024a). Also, their employees (in northern Sweden, often 

in sparsely populated areas) face challenges around commuting due 

to long distances and limited public transportation (Nordregio, 

2024b). These demographic aspects are of importance in the 

understanding of employees’ perceptions of hybrid work within 

different organizations and geographical areas.  

Good Health and Well-being  

SDG3 emphasizes ensuring healthy lifestyles and promoting well-

being at all ages. Within SDG3, a healthy lifestyle relates to reducing 

smoking, alcohol, and drug abuse (United Nations, 2025). Since work 

conditions have a huge impact on employee well-being, they are a 

social determinant of overall health (Fox et al., 2022). Therefore, 

addressing SDG3 within hybrid work research is important, since a 

workforce with a high level of well-being provides support for a 

sound and thriving society.  

Early on, the World Health Organization (WHO) defined health as “a 

state of complete physical, mental, and social well-being and not 

merely the absence of disease or infirmity” (World Health 

Organization, 1946, p. 1315). As a complement, mental well-being is 

defined as a “state of well-being in which an individual realizes his or 

her abilities, can cope with the normal stresses of life, and can work 

productively” (World Health Organization, 1998). These definitions 

of health and well-being embrace a salutogenic approach, in which an 

individual, regardless of disease diagnosis, can experience 

functionality and quality of life (Antonovsky, 1987; Mittelmark et al., 
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2022). Within a Swedish context, health also includes safety and the 

possibility of taking care of oneself in a broader sense, such as getting 

enough sleep, exercising, and eating healthy food (Public Health 

Agency of Sweden, 2025). Thus, current Swedish directions also have 

a holistic and promotive approach toward public health.  

Accordingly, within this thesis, well-being is defined from a holistic 

perspective, making it a multifaceted concept that encompasses the 

physical, social, and mental aspects of an employee’s work life (Grant 

et al., 2007). Physical aspects relate to reducing the risk of illness and 

injury, while the social aspects include relations, a sense of belonging, 

and feeling safe and supported. Mental aspects of well-being can be 

differentiated into hedonic and eudaimonic well-being. Hedonic 

well-being is a “passive” emotional state that relates to, for instance, 

employee work satisfaction, whereas eudaimonic well-being is an 

“active” meaning-driven state related to, for instance, work 

engagement (Sonnentag et al., 2023). As such, hedonic well-being is 

important for commitment and retention, whereas eudaimonic well-

being is important for energy and drive, supporting high-quality 

performance (Grant et al., 2007). 

The literature shows a stable relationship between work conditions 

and employee well-being, which also correlates with work 

engagement and performance (Lesener et al., 2019). Workplace 

characteristics such as work design, leadership, and team cohesion 

affect both hedonic and eudaimonic well-being, and are thus of great 

importance for employees' overall health, quality of life, and 

performance (Allan et al., 2019). However, while work conditions 

greatly impact employee well-being, their life outside work also plays 

a role, and it may not always be easy to achieve a balance between 

work and non-work activities.    
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Work-Life Balance 

WLB is firmly related to employee well-being, since high demands in 

one or both domains may cause strain, which, if prolonged, can 

reduce perceptions of well-being (Masterson et al., 2021). 

Traditionally, WLB refers to achieving a satisfactory relationship 

between work and family activities, often with a focus on reducing 

job demands to increase time and energy for private matters (Kelliher 

et al., 2019). However, recent research argues that the WLB concept 

has historically been narrowly defined, focusing predominantly on 

balancing work with childcare and on full-time, permanent 

employment. Rather, WLB should be seen as a multifaceted and 

evolving concept that includes managing the interface between work 

and a broad array of non-work roles and responsibilities (Casper et 

al., 2025; Kelliher et al., 2019; Masterson et al., 2021).  

Therefore, a variety of work conditions, combined with individual 

preferences, needs, abilities, and perceptions, as well as life 

conditions, which include much more than taking care of children 

(e.g., hobbies, (furry)friends, education, travel), need to be included 

in the complex puzzle of WLB (Kelliher et al., 2019). Casper et al. 

(2025) argue that limiting the concept of work/life to simply “work” 

and “family” not only limits the understanding of the phenomenon 

but also restricts inclusion and the possibilities for improving 

employee WLB. As such, within this thesis, WLB refers to “an 

individual’s subjective appraisal of the accord between his/her/they 

work and non-work activities and life more generally” (Brough et al., 

2014, p. 2728). 

A recent review shows that high WLB and well-being are related to 

outcomes such as enhanced work engagement, creativity, knowledge 

sharing, performance, and organizational commitment, as well as 
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reduced absence and turnover (Khalid & Syed, 2024). As such, 

hedonic well-being, eudaimonic well-being, and WLB are all 

important for performance and, thus, in the long run, indicators of 

the ability to achieve economic growth and a healthy society 

(Aubouin-Bonnaventure et al., 2024).  

Decent Work and Economic Growth  

Decent work, as emphasized in SDG8 and defined by 

the International Labour Organization (ILO), refers to employment 

that is productive, fairly compensated, secure, and inclusive 

(International Labour Organization, 2025). Decent work also 

embraces support for well-being, equal opportunities, and personal 

development. In line with these principles, the European Union has 

developed a joint strategic framework for occupational health and 

safety (2021–2027), aiming to ensure safe and fair working conditions 

across Member States (European Union, 2021). This framework 

includes anticipating societal changes, preventing work-related harm, 

and strengthening resilience to future health crises.  

Therefore, the principles of decent work remain highly relevant in the 

context of hybrid work (Barnes et al., 2023). Accordingly, hybrid 

work arrangements must be designed to ensure that employees have 

access to safe, equitable, and empowering working conditions, 

regardless of location. The next section provides examples of factors 

that support decent work conditions. But first, with organizational 

success and economic growth depending on employee performance 

and work engagement, these concepts are described before diving 

into supportive practices for sustainable work.    

Performance is defined by behaviors supporting organizational goal 

fulfillment (Campbell & Wiernik, 2015). It refers to what employees 
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do, such as analyzing data (i.e., technical), giving a speech or writing 

a paper (i.e., communicational), supporting and motivating others 

(i.e., collegiality), or allocating resources (i.e., leadership). Although 

performance is about behaviors, in daily conversations, it is common 

that the measurable performance outcomes, such as the rate of 

students' success in a course or the number of satisfied customers, as 

well as determinants, factors that influence performance (e.g., 

engagement and skills), are also labeled as “performance” (Campbell 

& Wiernik, 2015). Altogether, performance behaviors and outcomes, 

and determinants contribute to comprehensive public services and 

prospering businesses, thus being of utmost importance for economic 

growth.  

Employees with high work engagement have the drive and energy 

needed for positive performance behaviors and outcomes. 

Engagement was first conceptualized as employee effort and 

identification with work (Kahn, 1990). As such, engagement is a 

mental state of psychological presence that brings positive outcomes 

for individuals (e.g., personal development) and organizations (e.g., 

high-quality performance) (Kahn, 1992). Work engagement has also 

been described as the opposite of burnout, with employees having an 

energetic and positive connection to work and viewing assignments 

as challenging instead of stressful or too demanding.  

Nonetheless, Schaufeli et al. (2002) hold that work engagement stands 

as its own concept (rather than as the opposite of burnout), defined 

and operationalized as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of 

mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p. 

74). Vigor is related to energy and resilience and refers to the ability 

to invest in work and keep on working in challenging times. 

Dedication relates to a sense of pride, inspiration, and enthusiasm for 
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work and supports perceptions of meaningfulness. Absorption refers 

to a state of concentration and the ability to disconnect from one’s 

surroundings, which is similar to flow, but is a more persistent state 

than the peak of flow. Therefore, across workplaces, engagement, 

which is outwardly exhibited as motivation, drives qualitative and 

quantitative work outcomes and thus is vital for organizational goal 

fulfillment (Bakker, 2022; C. Grant et al., 2013; Li et al., 2023; 

Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).    

Through decent work conditions, performance behaviors and 

outcomes can be supported, as can economic growth. Well-being is 

firmly connected to employees’ work experiences and relationships, 

as well as their productivity and creativity (Sears et al., 2013). 

Accordingly, providing decent work conditions that support 

employee well-being has an impact on the individual (e.g., quality of 

life), organizational (e.g., workability), and societal (e.g., tax 

revenues) levels (Grødal et al., 2019). Addressing SDG3 and SDG8 is 

therefore a vital part of industrial and organizational psychology. As 

such, in the following section, aspects supporting (or hindering) 

employee well-being, WLB, and performance are described and 

related to hybrid work (in which the use of FWLs can be perceived as 

a resource or demand).    

Supportive Practices for Sustainable Work 
JD-R theory explains how various work characteristics influence 

engagement and performance through employee well-being. To create 

a comprehensive theory that is useful across a wide range of 

organizational contexts, Demerouti and Bakker, with colleagues (2023, 

2017, 2001), integrated ideas from several stress and motivational 

theories, such as the job characteristics model by Hackman and 
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Oldham (1976), the job demands-control model by Karasek (1979), the 

effort-reward model by Siegrist (1996), and the self-determination 

theory by Deci and Ryan (2000).  

Job Demands-Resources Theory 

Job demands, such as high workload, time pressure, role conflict, and 

interpersonal conflicts, are aspects of work that may incur physical, 

cognitive, and emotional costs, potentially leading to strain and 

burnout if excessive (Bakker et al., 2023). For example, when nurses 

dealt with increased workload and emotional demands related to 

COVID-19 patients, they perceived depletion of energy and 

deterioration of mental and physical health (Demerouti & Bakker, 

2023). Ueno et al. (2025) showed that non-work activities related to 

caregiving responsibilities, combined with perceptions of loneliness, 

significantly undermined mental health among UK academics, 

particularly when job resources were insufficient to meet these 

demands. As such, conflicting work and non-work demands can cause 

physical and mental fatigue, increasing the risk for burnout (Tummers 

& Bakker, 2021). Additionally, personality traits may also play a role, 

where neuroticism can worsen the effects of job demands, despite 

adequate resources (Khalid & Syed, 2024).  

Job resources are defined as aspects of work that have motivating 

potential, help achieve work goals, regulate the impact of demands, 

and promote learning and personal growth (Bakker et al., 2023). 

These aspects are linked to health and success factors, thus 

supporting positive outcomes. To facilitate well-being and work 

engagement, social resources encompassing support from colleagues 

and supervisors, as well as organizational resources such as task 

variety, autonomy, and opportunities for development, are of 
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importance (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). For example, social support 

from colleagues or supervisors was shown to limit the negative 

effects of high demands during the pandemic (Demerouti & Bakker, 

2023). Relatedly, in contemporary research, several factors have been 

presented as resources supporting employee well-being, such as i) 

participative decision-making and having control, ii) WLB through 

workplace flexibility, iii) recognition, iv) development, and v) clear 

communication (Aubouin-Bonnaventure et al., 2024).  

The JD-R theory also includes personal resources, in which an 

employee has a sense of control over and an ability to impact their 

work situation. These personal resources include optimism and 

resilience, as well as perceptions of self-efficacy, which are useful in 

coping with high demands and capitalizing on available resources 

(Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Moreover, a recent meta-analysis by 

Mazzetti et al. (2023) shows that personal resources are important for 

work engagement, actually more important than social resources for 

individuals with a university degree. As such, employees with more 

personal resources are expected to be better equipped to deal with 

challenging demands and receive the resources they need (and vice 

versa for employees with low personal resources: Khalid & Syed, 

2024).  

Contemporary research has shown that within hybrid work, 

resources such as flexibility and autonomy are key elements; yet, to 

support WLB and well-being, resources such as effective digital 

communication (Müller et al., 2022), social support, and employees 

having a quiet work area at home (Casper et al., 2025) seem to be 

needed as well. Additionally, personal resources also seem to be of 

great importance within hybrid work (Bullini Orlandi et al., 2024), 

since WFH may fail if employees lack remote working skills, such as 
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the ability to form daily habits that support their WLB. Similar to 

stereotypes and mental constructs, habits save cognitive resources; 

however, they may also cause unintended actions (e.g., constant 

connectivity that hinders WLB).  

When Rosengren et al. (2024) studied daily habits connected to 

establishing boundaries between work and non-work activities 

during WFH, they found that employees both developed new habits 

and reshaped onsite habits. For instance, to explicitly mark the start 

and end of the workday, employees re-constructed their morning and 

evening routines by replacing commutes with a walk before and after 

work. Employees also developed new habits of removing physical 

cues, such as removing the laptop from the kitchen table, so it would 

not trigger working late. These habits tended to be stable. However, 

compared to onsite work, they also found missing habits, such as 

decreased regular breaks (Rosengren et al., 2024), previously 

triggered by social cues that no one could miss, such as colleagues 

talking about the coffee or lunch break in the corridors. Relatedly, the 

work–home resources model shows that positive experiences and 

resources in one domain (work or life) can reduce the effects of 

demands in the other. For instance, (as previously mentioned), 

having a designated (undisturbed) workspace at home will not only 

support productivity and digital collaboration but may also support 

WLB and well-being (Aw et al., 2021).  

Sonnentag et al. (2023) argue that perceived high levels of overall 

resources are related to increased work satisfaction and decreased 

burnout, which supports hedonic well-being and reduces negative 

health outcomes over time. This was also evident on a daily basis, 

where employees were found to experience fewer strain symptoms 

when more resources were available. The specific resources of 
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autonomy, feedback, and challenging tasks were related to an 

enhanced sense of meaningfulness among employees, which 

supported their eudaimonic well-being (Sonnentag et al., 2023). 

However, when managers concentrate on employee productivity 

rather than on employee needs, especially when they ignore worker 

input or capacity, the effect of well-being interventions (e.g., offering 

FWLs) tends to decrease (Fox et al., 2022).   

Therefore, an inclusive climate in which employees feel in control 

and safe to speak up is held to be a key resource for employee well-

being (Fox et al., 2022). However, perceptions of safety are also 

related to performance, such as effective communication, 

collaboration, and experimentation, which increases employee work 

engagement and innovation, and, in the longer run, organizational 

goal fulfilment and economic growth (Edmondson, 1999; Kahn, 1990). 

According to Edmondson (2019), psychological safety is evident 

when employees feel free to ask questions, raise concerns, and share 

ideas without fear of social or professional repercussions. Promoting 

this kind of safe climate fosters a work environment where 

individuals feel respected, trusted, and thus can prosper. 

Furthermore, since psychological safety supports a collaborative 

work environment where individuals feel heard and can freely share 

their experiences and ideas, this social resource supports knowledge 

sharing and, in turn, team and personal development (Frazier et al., 

2017).  

Creating a culture of fearlessness within a group requires prioritizing 

shared expectations and purpose, practicing humility and inquiry to 

encourage participation, and responding constructively by 

destigmatizing failure and expressing appreciation (Edmondson, 

2019, p. 159). Feedback can be used to support the social competence 
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within the group. However, feedback exchange must be handled 

carefully, as it can either boost or hinder a sense of safety and well-

being (Kerrissey et al., 2022). One way to set the tone for feedback is 

by leaders showing vulnerability when acknowledging their own 

need for development (Coutifaris & Grant, 2022). Moreover, 

supporting a communicational and interpersonal climate that 

stimulates creativity, learning, and high performance (Edmondson & 

Bransby, 2023; Newman et al., 2017) within a hybrid work setting 

seems complex. Still, with consistency, clear goals, and supportive 

leadership (Edmondson & Lei, 2014), it may be achievable regardless 

of where employees work. 

Motivational Process and Gain Circle 

All in all, different organizational, social, and personal resources 

impact employee well-being. The JD-R theory describes two pathways 

through which demands and resources impact performance positively 

or negatively: through either work engagement or strain (see meta-

analysis of Lesener et al., 2019). Furthermore, work engagement can 

also create a positive spiral, or a gain circle, whereas perceptions of an 

overload of demands can induce a negative spiral, or a loss circle. 

The motivational process describes how adequate job resources, like a 

safe climate with a supportive team environment, autonomy, and 

recognition, have a motivational effect that supports well-being and 

performance. When employees perceive the availability of adequate 

resources, their basic psychological needs can be fulfilled, thereby 

promoting work engagement and intrinsic motivation, which in turn 

enhances employee creativity and productivity (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2017; Deci et al., 2017). The health impairment process, on the other 

hand, shows how excessive and prolonged job demands (e.g., risks, 

high workload, time pressure) lead to increased efforts, which in the 
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long run can deplete employees’ cognitive, emotional, and/or physical 

resources, thus causing burnout and ill health. For example, Barnes et 

al. (2015) found that poor sleep and emotional exhaustion negatively 

influenced leaders' daily behaviors and subordinate work engagement. 

Within hybrid work, manager performance, such as thoroughly 

assessing current work conditions to shape supportive environments 

that unify teams (Kaiser et al., 2022; The Swedish Work Environment 

Authority, 2018), seems to be of increased importance. Tummers and 

Bakker (2021) argue that manager performance can enhance job 

resources (e.g., showing trust), thus supporting the motivational 

process, or induce demands (e.g., using excessive control), thus 

increasing strain and the risk of burnout. For example, contemporary 

research has shown that when using FWLs, qualitative and frequent 

check-ins seem equally important for new employees who are still 

learning about their job responsibilities as for those who have been 

employed for a long time (Vicaria & Lauritsen, 2023). Therefore, 

managers who use a flexible and adaptive leadership style seem to 

address hybrid working employees’ diverse needs and support work 

engagement and team productivity more efficiently (Lundqvist & 

Wallo, 2023). However, the need to adopt new ways of monitoring 

employees' workload, stress levels, and overall well-being across 

workspaces induces strain on managers (Aksoy et al., 2022; Appel-

Meulenbroek et al., 2022; De Smet et al., 2023). Consequently, to 

support the motivational process for managers, like all employees, 

they also need adequate resources for well-being and performance 

The gain and loss circles provide an understanding of the reciprocal 

relationship between demands and personal resources; therefore, they 

explain why the “same” demands can affect different employees 

differently (Bakker & De Vries, 2021). A gain circle is a positive spiral 
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that occurs when employees feel engaged; they tend to show more 

proactive behaviors, have more resources, and optimize their work 

demands (Bakker et al., 2023). In contrast, when employees feel 

demands are overwhelming, there is a risk of self-undermining 

behaviors, such as a lack of structure, poor communication, and 

conflicts, which increase the strain and create a negative spiral, or a 

loss circle. For an employee with low personal resources and high 

demands, there is a risk of poor performance, whereas for one with 

high personal resources, the same demands can stimulate work 

engagement and promote high-quality performance. Moreover, 

according to Bakker (2022), work engagement is emotionally 

“contagious” and therefore, also related to the gain circle, both in 

receiving and spilling over engagement from/to colleagues, managers, 

family, and friends. This may explain why hybrid work seems to 

support the well-being and performance of some employees but not 

all. To optimize the outcomes of FWLs, employees may need extended 

personal resources relating to the ability to create structure and stay 

engaged both when working alone and in the presence of others (K. 

Allen et al., 2024), as well as having supportive remote and onsite 

environments.  

Trade-offs often occur when organizations try to increase the 

resources to support well-being, and by extension, also performance 

(Grant et al., 2007). For example, providing an employee with more 

challenging tasks to increase their work engagement and perception 

of meaningfulness, intending to increase their mental well-being, if 

previous demands are not adjusted, may lead to stress and health 

impairment, and therefore trade-offs on physical well-being. In the 

same way, increasing social well-being through team activities, when 
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imposed on introverted employees, may harm their mental well-

being (if activities are not adjusted to meet different needs).  

Within hybrid work, trade-offs may occur when organizations invest 

in ICTs to enable employees to work from various places while 

staying connected with their colleagues and managers. For 

employees with high digital maturity and a willingness to stay 

connected, ICTs support positive outcomes (Müller et al., 2022). 

However, for others, ICTs may create perceptions of constant 

connectivity, where limited ability for self-regulation could 

undermine the positive effects of remote work on health (Molino et 

al., 2020) and WLB (Adisa et al., 2022). Therefore, investments in ICTs 

may result in trade-offs that outweigh the enhancement of social 

well-being. For those perceiving a demand for constant connectivity, 

it diminishes opportunities for recovery, thereby adversely impacting 

both mental and physical well-being (Barber et al., 2019; Hu et al., 

2019, 2021). As such, increased use of ICTs poses new demands, 

which need to be met with adequate resources (e.g., help to create 

supportive habits, time to develop digital skills). To support the 

motivational process and avoid inducing health impairments, it is 

important to consider how aspects intended to support physical, 

social, and mental well-being, as well as performance, will work out 

for different employees.  

All in all, pre-pandemic research showed that characteristics of the 

hybrid work model supported employee well-being and WLB 

(Ferrara et al., 2022); yet, these outcomes were based on a minority of 

knowledge workers having FWLs (Ferrara et al., 2022). Studies 

conducted during the pandemic, when millions of knowledge 

workers worked remotely, showed on an aggregated level that WFH 

provided autonomy, which increased WLB and individual 
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productivity (Babapour Chafi et al., 2021; Godbersen et al., 2022; 

Wang et al., 2021). Positive outcomes seem especially evident when 

employees want to work remotely, not when it has been forced upon 

them (Beckel & Fisher, 2022). On the other hand, there were also 

reports showing that some employees had an inadequate physical 

work environment during WFH, and perceived work uncertainties 

(Ipsen et al., 2021), loneliness (Hackston, 2022; Langvik et al., 2021), 

and reduced WLB (Olafsen et al., 2024).  

To improve work conditions when using FWLs, it seems important to 

actively balance the demands and resources within this specific work 

context (Wessels et al., 2019). Organizations can maintain or even 

improve employee engagement, performance, and well-being 

through proactive behaviors. Consequently, research in industrial 

and organizational psychology must update its knowledge on how to 

support sustainable work outcomes in hybrid work settings. This 

allows previous findings on promoting well-being and performance 

to be confirmed, challenged, or expanded. In this context, gaining 

new insights into employee perceptions of hybrid work and how to 

design supportive work environments across the office, home, and 

third places is very important, especially to proactively promote the 

achievement of work-related SDGs. Additionally, to deepen 

understanding, research should examine perceptions of hybrid work, 

particularly in organizational and geographical contexts that are 

often overlooked. This includes exploring the lived experiences of 

hybrid work among public employees in northern Sweden.      
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Aim 
Due to COVID-19 restrictions, knowledge workers who usually worked 

onsite adapted to remote work, and as a result, most of them requested 

a hybrid work model in the wake of the pandemic. Therefore, this thesis 

aimed to explore employees’ lived experiences of work across the office, 

home, and CWSs and gather suggestions on supportive practices for 

sustainable hybrid work. To fulfil the aim, four studies were developed 

and conducted, with the following research questions:  

Study I. Which aspects do employees perceive as promoting decent and 

productive working conditions when combining onsite and remote work? In 

particular, how can hybrid work be organized to support sustainable 

work related to collaboration, work-related health, and WLB? 

Study I aimed to gather employee perceptions of work conditions when 

using a hybrid work model and how they wanted work to be organized 

to support collaboration, WLB, and well-being. Thus, we used a broad 

national approach to obtain an initial understanding of hybrid work in 

the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Study II. Which aspects do public employees in a rural area perceive to support 

(or hinder) performance and well-being when combining onsite and remote 

work? In particular, how can hybrid work be organized to support 

sustainable work in an area with scarce public transportation and 

where many employees live a long distance from the office?  

In light of the mixed outcomes from the heterogenous group of Study I, 

in Study II, the sample was narrowed to public employees with a 

hybrid work model who lived in a sparsely populated area of Sweden, 

with the aim to explore aspects supporting sustainable work within this 

more limited context.  



 

26 

Study III. How can hybrid work be organized to address work-from-home 

challenges? In particular, how do public employees in a rural area 

perceive conditions and outcomes of work when combining work at the 

centralized office, from home, and at a local CWS?  

Related to the WFH challenges expressed in Studies I and II, Study III 

aimed to investigate whether adding a third workplace, a local CWS, 

could help address these challenges and maintain the benefits of 

reduced commutes during remote work.  

Study IV. When using a joint coworking space for the public sector 

(Samverket), how do public employees perceive the conditions for cross-

organizational networking, learning, and collaboration, and do they perceive 

any outcomes that could benefit society? In particular, how can hybrid 

work be organized to support interactions within and between public 

actors? 

Since using local CWSs also showed promising results in cross-

organizational learning, this was scaled up in Study IV. Within the 

fourth study, employees from many public actors added a community-

centered CWS in Stockholm or Östersund, designed to support cross-

organizational public sector networking, learning, and development.  

Notably, while the main focus of the thesis was on public employees in 

a sparsely populated area of northern Sweden, this was not exclusive. 

Study I examined perceptions of hybrid work more broadly. Later, in 

Studies II and III, the participant group was strictly composed of public 

employees located in a sparsely populated area of northern Sweden. 

Finally, in Study IV, the sample includes public employees but was 

expanded to include CWS members in both an urban (i.e., Östersund) 

and metropolitan (i.e., Stockholm, the Swedish capital) area.     
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Empirical Studies 
Studies I to IV were built upon three different projects: i) Hybrid 

work environments offering togetherness and flexibility, without 

being boundless – Sustainable work on equal terms (Study I); ii) 

Flexible work for public employees in rural areas (Studies II and III); 

and iii) The future of innovative public sector arenas (Study IV). For 

an overview of the thesis work, see Table 1.  

Table 1  

Overview of the Thesis Work 

 Study I Study II Study III Study IV 

Title Hybrid workers 

describe aspects 

that promote 

effectiveness, 

work 

engagement, 

work-life balance, 

and health 

“I am not 

forced to live 

near the 

office”: 

Sustainable 

hybrid work for 

public 

employees in a 

rural region 

Addressing 

work-from-

home 

challenges 

through rural 

coworking 

Bridging the 

gaps within 

and between 

public 

services 

through 

Samverket, 

a new co-

working 

concept 

When Sep. to Nov. 

2021 

Jan. to Feb. 

2022 

May 2022 to 

May 2023 

Apr. 2022 to 

May 2023 

Participants N= 33 N= 70 N= 15 N= 101 

How Survey Survey AR 

Surveys & 

interviews 

AR 

Surveys 

Analysis RTA RTA Content 

analysis 

RTA 

Journal 

(Year) 

Cogent 

Psychology 

(2024) 

Cogent 

Psychology 

(2025) 

Frontiers in 

org. psy 

(2025) 

IJPA (2024) 
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General Methods 
Qualitative Research 

Wilhelmy and Köhler (2022) discuss that within the field of work and 

organizational psychology, qualitative research is useful to explore 

employees' lived experiences and perceptions of phenomena. 

Qualitative research provides tools to explore and understand the 

depth, complexity, and subjective nature of human thoughts, 

emotions, and behaviors (Zarestky, 2023). Thus, qualitative inquiries 

embrace the contextual and holistic aspects of psychological 

phenomena as they naturally occur in people’s lives, allowing for 

exploration and understanding of the how and why related to, for 

example, social interactions, performance, well-being, and WLB 

during hybrid work. This makes qualitative research suitable for the 

exploration of new ways to work or when a major shift has occurred, 

which can lead to an updated or revised understanding of the 

phenomenon. As such, the qualitative method is suited for applied 

research where contextual aspects are of importance for practical 

relevance. To reach an in-depth understanding of lived experiences, 

the four studies were based on a qualitative method.  

Researcher Positioning and Knowingness 

Since the quality of qualitative research is based on the transparency 

of the reasons behind each step and the consistency between them, I 

will discuss what has informed our research. Firstly, with a 

worldview and philosophical position in the team of constructivism 

and social constructivism, understanding and knowledge is 

constructed by the individual and through interaction with the 

surrounding environment and culture (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). 

As such, there is no “correct” answer or analysis outcome that could 

be replicated and validated like in quantitative standards (Braun & 
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Clarke, 2022b). Instead, to understand how employees make sense of 

their hybrid work situation and how they would like to improve it, 

we sought to have them describe and explain it to us in their own 

words (rather than through standardized instruments with pre-

defined answers). Through exploration of their experiences, 

perceptions, and perspectives, shared patterns can be developed with 

nuances of the same phenomenon.  

Secondly, when reinvestigating a topic, in order to be open and not 

constrained by existing assumptions, an explorative and inductive 

approach is useful (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). Therefore, the 

approach was mainly inductive (data-driven) and explorative, 

focusing on participants' lived experiences and meanings constructed 

in interactions with others. As such, the orientation to data was 

experiential, with a focus on the semantic (explicit) content in order to 

stay close to the data. In line with social constructivism, the 

occurrence of multiple views and norms was seen as a strength, not 

as something to simplify or narrow down, during the analysis. It is 

important to acknowledge that research outcomes can influence 

individuals, organizations, policymakers, and legislation. For 

example, it is well known within the field of industrial and 

organizational psychology that research can support changes in work 

legislation. For example, as presented in the introduction, historically, 

work legislation focused on negative characteristics of work that 

could lead to ill health. Over the past few decades, attention has 

increasingly turned toward positive aspects, those supporting decent 

work conditions and a thriving workforce (Swedish Agency for Work 

Environment Expertise, 2020, 2021). As such, Swedish work 

legislation today emphasizes employee well-being rather than simply 

the absence of injuries or sickness. Given the considerable impact 
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research may have on work legislation and thus work conditions, 

research must uphold high quality standards. To achieve this, 

researchers’ knowingness is of great importance, as will be discussed 

below. 

Thirdly, Braun and Clarke describe that “Knowingness captures 

understanding of what you are doing, why you are doing it, and how 

you are doing it makes (conceptual) sense” ( 2024, p.3). Therefore, 

knowingness in qualitative research relates to congruence within and 

between each step of the research process, as well as, if necessary, 

being knowingly incongruent. According to Creswell and Creswell 

(2023), this includes being transparent about worldview (i.e., 

constructivism - social constructivism), orientation to data (i.e., 

experiential), as well as data or theory-driven analysis (i.e., mostly 

data-driven), as well as explicit or implicit descriptions being used 

(i.e., mainly semantic content). Consequently, with a semi-inductive 

orientation to data and the semantic content of focus, the patterns 

created were mainly based on the explicit descriptions of the 

participants. However, as the researcher’s pre-understanding impacts 

the area of focus, selected variables, research methodology, and 

related aspects, the inductive–deductive approach should be 

regarded as a continuum (instead of a dichotomy). Hence, the 

analysis is more precisely described as semi-inductive since outcomes 

were based on both participants' descriptions of their lived 

experiences and the researcher’s interpretations. To maintain an 

exploratory approach, reflexiveness becomes very important, since it 

creates awareness of the pre-understanding brought into the analysis. 

An example of reflexive and deliberate incongruence within the 

elements of our research relates to the data collection. Traditionally, 

researchers with a social constructivist worldview have met the 



 

31 

respondents in person for in-depth interviews (Creswell & Creswell, 

2023). However, to support participation in a time of great 

uncertainty and ensure that employees felt safe to express their 

perceptions without repercussions due to Return-To-Office mandates 

(RTO), online surveys with open-ended questions were used. The 

decision was based on previous qualitative research that had 

successfully collected rich data via online surveys (Braun et al., 2021). 

This “side-step” provided rich data and, beyond that, also supports 

qualitative surveys, offering an alternative to the traditional, and 

sometimes time-consuming, interviews.   

Fourthly, as previously mentioned, when applying a 

constructivist/social constructivist view, the researcher’s pre-

understanding is used to make sense of (interpret) the experiences of 

others (participants). As such, stories about how public employees in 

a rural area experience hybrid work and how they would like it to be 

designed for sustainable work are social constructs created between 

the data and the researchers. When believing that meaning is created 

by the individual and through the interactions among individuals, 

and thus socially constructed, the researcher’s pre-understanding 

becomes a natural tool for making sense of data. Consequently, it is 

important to approach the data with care (e.g., keep codes close to the 

data, and reread the entire data set several times) and reflexivity; 

otherwise, there is a risk of over-interpretation of the data. By clearly 

stating the researcher’s position, reflexive subjectivity can be an 

analytical strength and not something that should be erased in favor 

of objectivity.  

Therefore, in order to be transparent about what informed our 

interpretations, the researcher's positioning is stated. Besides my 

theoretical understanding of aspects supporting (or hindering) 
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sustainable work, I have been employed within the public sector for 

most of my working life and have lived in a sparsely populated area 

with a hybrid work arrangement for the past 22 years. The co-authors 

also have experience in the public sector and hybrid work, yet within 

different time frames and geographical areas. Accordingly, the choice 

to study the hybrid work phenomenon, employees from the public 

sector, and a rural area, was explicit and deliberate, as well as in line 

with our philosophical position.   

Reflections on the Generalizability of Qualitative Research 

When the research setting is made explicit, generalizations of 

qualitative results can be achieved (Smith, 2018). Perhaps, when 

reading this, some quantitative researchers will snort and spit out 

their morning coffee; if so, I am sorry for the inconvenience. Yet, the 

reaction would be understandable, since psychological research has 

for decades been characterized by the statistical-probability 

generalizability of quantitative methods. This post-positivist stone 

has been hanging around our necks, particularly during the review 

process for the articles. In line with the experience problematized by 

Greenhalgh et al. (2016), most reviewers used quantitative standards, 

claiming that generalization cannot be made from qualitative 

research, and that the limitation section should clarify this and, for 

practical value, suggest future direction for (more “useful”) 

quantitative research.  

However, according to Smith (2018), generalizations can be made 

from both quantitative and qualitative results, yet in different ways, 

since they are based on different ontological and epistemological 

views. Accordingly, statistical-probability generalizability is not 

applicable within qualitative research, but the 

naturalistic/representational (e.g., readers' identification or lack of 
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identification with results) and analytical (e.g., re-examining 

established theory in a new context) generalizations are.  

Within the current thesis, these two types of qualitative 

generalizations can be represented by, for instance, readers 

identifying with the respondents’ descriptions of hybrid work 

(naturalistic), and the JD-R theory being used to make sense of 

resources and demands in the hybrid work context (analytical). 

Moreover, transferability occurs when outcomes from one setting can 

be adapted to another, such as if another public actor, based on the 

results of Study III, considers providing their employees with local 

CWSs to address WFH challenges (notably, transferability in this case 

does not relate to Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) test of “fittingness” or 

trustworthiness).  

Lim (2025) suggests that in qualitative research, credibility and 

dependability should be described; however, Braun and Clarke (2024) 

argue that these concepts are incongruent with Reflexive Thematic 

Analysis (RTA). Still, to any quantifiers reading this, I can confirm 

that we have spent a lot of time within the field, gaining an in-depth 

understanding to ensure our work reflects the hybrid work 

phenomenon. By conducting several separate projects and data 

collections, as well as continuously interacting with the stakeholders 

during the implementation of two different kinds of CWS concepts, 

our understanding of the phenomenon has evolved. Through 

reflexive openness, such as discussing the research process with 

supervisors, colleagues, and practitioners, an increased 

understanding has occurred both theoretically and practically. 

Finally, given the detailed descriptions of the various studies 

presented in this thesis, the findings can, with caution, be used within 
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other contexts. Therefore, at the end of the thesis, the implications of 

the results, thus their potential generalizations, are presented.  

Research Design 
Studies I and II were designed to explore lived experiences of hybrid 

work through one data collection per study, using an online survey. 

Studies III and IV were designed as one-year evaluation projects 

exploring the perceptions and outcomes when adding CWSs to 

hybrid work, using three data collection occasions per study (i.e., 

Study III: twice with surveys and once with interviews; Study IV: 

three times with surveys).  

Participant selection and sample size within qualitative research 

differ from quantitative standards (Howitt, 2019). In Studies II to III, 

selections were made through purposive sampling to gather niche 

information about the lived examples of hybrid work and the use of 

CWSs within the group of public employees in a sparsely populated 

area of northern Sweden, as well as in Study IV, in which the 

members at Samverket in Östersund and Stockholm were invited to 

participate. Additionally, samples of Studies II to IV depended on the 

aim of the study, sample specificity, use of established theory, quality 

in data collection, and analytical strategy (Malterud et al., 2016). 

Therefore, when using RTA, data collection focuses on information 

power (Braun & Clarke, 2021b; Malterud et al., 2021), which refers to 

collecting rich data that can be interpreted to create analytical 

meaning. A step away from these standards occurred in Study I due 

to limited sample specificity, which also limits the extent to which the 

rich data of experiences and suggestions holds information power, 

thus providing the intended broad picture of hybrid work. Note that 

when using RTA, neither quantifying qualitative data nor 
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“saturation” (i.e., that “nothing new would appear”) is applicable. 

However, before looking at the data collection and materials, the 

evaluation research is presented theoretically. 

Evaluation Research 

When evaluation projects have a collaborative stance in which the 

interests of academia and practitioners meet, they can be designed as 

action research (AR). Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist et al. (2021) argue that AR 

in organizations often focuses on implementing changed work 

designs and is built around constructivist and pragmatic 

perspectives. Furthermore, when there is a need to reimagine a 

phenomenon, they propose the possibility of using an insider (or 

observer) perspective.  

Evaluation research can, after initiating dialogue with the 

organizations in focus, be developed by a researcher who 

independently provides both research questions, data collection 

material, and conducts pre- and post-measurements, with outcomes 

presented in a written report at the end of the project. Thus, the 

researcher is detached from the study object. In contrast, an AR 

design fosters a win-win relationship between academia and 

practitioners through an interactive and stepwise increase of 

understanding and contextually relevant practical solutions (Alfaro-

Tanco et al., 2021). Elg et al. (2020) argue that, in the public sector, 

evaluation research with an AR design has increased, with the most 

common outcomes being practical guidelines and descriptive 

insights, thereby bridging the knowing-doing gap. Therefore, they 

suggest that evaluation research within organizational psychology 

should have a practice-improving approach, since AR is effective at 

generating contextually rich, actionable knowledge through close 

collaboration between researchers and practitioners.  
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Nevertheless, AR also poses challenges in that it can be time-

consuming, making the researcher's role more complex while still 

requiring rigor in identifying issues, validating knowledge claims, 

producing actionable contributions, and supporting continuous 

learning throughout the research process (Alfaro-Tanco et al., 2021). 

For example, as mentioned in relation to evaluation research, there is 

a tendency for collaborations between researchers and practitioners 

to occur only in the early and late phases, even in AR (e.g., initiating 

research, applying results). Thus, problematization, developing data 

collection material, and ongoing learning from preliminary results 

after each measure are often overlooked (Alfaro-Tanco et al., 2021; 

Elg et al., 2020).  

Within Study III, the collaboration with the public actor encompassed 

discussions regarding research questions and areas of investigation, 

as well as providing oral and written presentations after each of the 

three measures. However, although our final report was integrated 

with the participating organization's own documentation and 

presentations of the project to managers and employees, we did not 

personally bring back our results to the employees. As such, within 

Study III, the researcher's role was more clearly defined and 

restricted.   

However, in Study IV, due to the frequent and direct interaction with 

both the management group and members of Samverket, the 

researchers’ role demanded more reflexivity and explicitness. In 

Study IV, together with the management group of Samverket, we 

discussed key issues and important questions to consider in data 

collection. After each measure, we reported and discussed the 

preliminary results, allowing us and them to learn from and use that 

knowledge to inform actions to be taken. Furthermore, to be able to 
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bring back knowledge about Samverket to the CWS members and 

society, oral and written presentations were held during and after the 

project period, such as for general directors, the members, and people 

interested in creating a place like Samverket in their own region.  

Since Samverket was a new CWS concept, I needed to experience it 

firsthand to fully understand the participants' survey responses, 

including their perceptions, emotions, and experiences of Samverket. 

Therefore, with a “member pass”, I regularly visited the digital 

spaces of Samverket and the CWS in Östersund. I conducted 

participative observations during activities such as workshops, 

campfire discussions, and informal breakfast gatherings. I also read 

the “member letters” where community managers provided updates 

on the latest activities at the CWSs in both Östersund and Stockholm. 

Importantly, my “use” of Samverket was not for data collection but to 

deepen my understanding of the phenomenon (to get an “insider” 

perspective).   

Accordingly, my role as an action researcher entailed engaging with 

the stakeholders of Studies III and IV to ensure the rigor of each 

phase of the research process. By combining reflexivity and integrity 

with continuous and active collaborations, we aimed to address the 

methodological challenges Elg et al. (2020) described (e.g., including 

stakeholders too late or overly focusing on results’ practical 

contributions, thus compromising applicability and generalizability).  

Data Collection and Materials 

In line with the explorative stance, all studies were based on 

qualitative data collection, with a pragmatic approach being adopted 

in the choice of methods. In the early post-pandemic period, online 

surveys (all studies) and digital interviews via Teams (Study III) 
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provided a safe and effective way to reach participants with FWLs. 

Data were collected in the aftermath of restrictions to limit the spread 

of COVID-19, which in Sweden were lifted in the autumn of 2021, 

then applied again in December, to be lifted again in the spring of 

2022. Accordingly, participants were allowed to work from the office 

and elsewhere, albeit in times of great uncertainty during the data 

collection of Studies I and II.   

The use of online surveys meant that participation was not restricted 

to a specific time or place; instead, people could choose when and 

where to participate. Through this high level of flexibility, employees 

could participate to a greater extent. Since data collection via online 

survey was time-effective (compared to, e.g., interviews), it allowed 

for larger samples, with more employees being able to participate and 

express their perspectives and experiences. To elicit genuine 

responses, we aimed to use questions that allowed participants to 

express their perceptions of hybrid work in their own words. 

Therefore, overly restrictive questions that might “prompt” the 

answers were avoided. Nonetheless, the questions must be clear and 

relevant to the participants for surveys with open-ended questions to 

yield rich data. Otherwise, answers risk being misdirected, 

incomplete, or absent. This is also a well-known issue in quantitative 

research where the response quality is affected by the face validity of 

the instruments. In the following sections, a summary of the data 

collection material from the articles of Study I (Eng et al., 2024, p. 4), 

Study II (Tjernberg et al., 2025, p. 4), and Study IV (Tjernberg et al., 

2024, pp. 4-5) is presented. The English language summary of the 

data collection material from Study III is presented here for the first 

time.  
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Study I – Data Collection Material 

In Study I, there was one occasion of data collection via an online 

survey. Demographic information (i.e., gender identity, age, number 

and age of children at home, distribution between onsite/remote 

work) was requested through closed-ended questions. Open-ended 

questions explored the pros and cons of hybrid work (i.e., Describe 

what you consider the main [benefits of/challenges] with remote/ hybrid 

work?). Additionally, questions were asked about what contributed to 

sustainable hybrid work (e.g., Please describe what contributes to a good 

hybrid work environment overall. Describe success factors for 

[collaboration/achieving good physical/mental health] during hybrid work. 

Describe what you consider contributes to [social belonging/a good balance 

between work and leisure] during hybrid work.). Furthermore, questions 

were asked regarding whether participants had experienced any 

changes in their perceptions of work conditions and outcomes due to 

the pandemic (e.g., Has the outbreak of COVID-19 changed your 

perceptions of what promotes a good [organizational work 

environment/social work environment/work-life balance], if so, how?). 

Study II – Data Collection Material 

In Study II, there was one occasion of data collection via an online 

survey. In the first part of the survey, participants answered closed-

ended questions about their work situation, such as role, distribution 

between onsite/remote work, and whether they worked part-time or 

full-time. In the second part, broad open-ended questions explored 

factors of importance in participants choice of workplace location 

(i.e., Which factors are most important to you when choosing a work 

location?), perception of what in general contributes to work-related 

health (i.e., What do you think contributes to work-related health?), and to 

sustainable work conditions (i.e., What do you think contributes to a 
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good [organizational/psychosocial] hybrid work environment?). In the third 

and final part, demographic questions (i.e., age, gender identity, 

number and age of children at home, distance between the office and 

their home) were asked. Participants were also invited to elaborate on 

anything they would like to add (i.e., You have now answered the entire 

questionnaire. Is there anything else you would like to add?). 

Study III – Data Collection Material 

In Study III, data were collected on three occasions: twice through 

online surveys and once through interviews. Demographic questions 

(i.e., age, gender identity, number and age of children at home, 

working part-time or full-time, role, and commutes in time and km to 

the office and local CWS), and closed-ended questions related to i) 

current and preferred work locations, and ii) key factors influencing 

location choice, were included in both surveys. Since the local CWSs 

were referred to as the hub or office hub by the participating groups' 

organization, these terms were used in the survey questions.  

The first survey explored reasons for using a local CWS (e.g., Why did 

you sign up to work at an office hub? What are your thoughts and feelings 

towards working at a local office hub?), concerns (e.g., Do you have any 

concerns about working at an office hub? If yes, what are they?), and 

expectations (e.g., What is important to you for a good 

[physical/psychosocial] work environment at the office hub? What is 

important to you from a confidentiality and IT security perspective when 

working at the office hub?), as well as outcomes (e.g., What are your 

expectations on [work engagement/creativity/productivity]? Please share if 

you think the work outcomes may be affected on the days you work at the 

office hub, or home, and if so, how and why.). 
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The interview explored, in an early phase of CWSs, how participants 

used the workspace (e.g., Which weekdays are you at the hub? Can you 

freely choose which days you work at the hub? If yes, is there a specific 

weekday you try to choose? If yes, why?), experienced the pre- and 

onboarding process (e.g., Please share freely your first perceptions of the 

hub. How did you feel about starting to work at the hub? Did you receive 

enough information before your first day, from your organization and/or the 

CWS provider?), social integration (e.g., How has it been integrating into 

the CWS-group and the social context at the hub?), physical environment 

(e.g., Describe your physical work environment at the hub. Does the 

physical environment feel adequate or is there anything you’d like to 

change?), outcomes (e.g., How do you experience hybrid work related to 

[performance/creativity/satisfaction with completed 

work/collaboration/work-life balance]? What is important to you?), and 

expectations vs. reality of working there (e.g., Which 

[expectations/concerns] have been met or not met? What are your 

thoughts?). 

The second survey explored long-term experiences and perceptions 

of work distributed across the office, home, and a local CWS, 

including overall experiences (e.g., Share freely your 

[feelings/experiences/reflections/thoughts] about working at the hub.), work 

conditions (e.g., Share your experience of the psychosocial work 

environment at the hub, such as making new contacts, collaboration, and 

socializing. Share your experience of the physical work environment at the 

hub, such as noise level, office furniture, IT security, etc.), advantages and 

disadvantages of working at centralized vs. local workspaces (e.g., 

Share any perceived [advantages/disadvantages] of working locally (e.g., at 

home, at the hub) versus at the centralized office. Indicate whether these 

outcomes apply to all local work or only to specific locations.), outcomes 
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(e.g., Relate your [efficiency/creativity/collaboration/overall work 

performance/WLB] depending on where you work, i.e., home, hub, 

centralized office.), and final thoughts (e.g., Did working at the office hub 

turn out as you expected, better, or worse?). 

Study IV – Data Collection Material 

In Study IV, data were collected via online surveys on three 

occasions. The first part of all surveys included demographic 

questions such as age, gender identity, organizational affiliation, and 

frequency of CWS use. However, since participants from 

organizations with only one participating member raised concerns 

about their anonymity and the potential impact on the honesty of 

answers, questions about affiliation were removed from the second 

and third measures.  

The first survey explored the conditions for using Samverket, such as 

the assignment of memberships (e.g., If your organization has several 

memberships, describe the assignment process.), plans of use (e.g., Have 

you planned and formalized the use of the memberships at Samverket? If so, 

how?), and first impressions of the physical and social environments 

(e.g., What are your first impressions (or expectations) of the organizational 

and social environment at Samverket?).  

The second survey explored supportive practices for collaboration, 

such as the role of the community managers (e.g., If so, how does the 

community manager affect your use of Samverket?), how members 

provided or participated in CWS activities (e.g., Have you or someone 

in your organization provided any activities at Samverket? If so, tell us 

about it. Have you or someone in your organization participated in any 

activities at Samverket? If so, tell us about it.), and perceived outcomes of 
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using Samverket (e.g., Tell freely what the membership has brought to 

your organization and/or the citizen/society so far.).  

The third survey explored long-term experiences of Samverket as a 

place for coworking, learning, and innovation (e.g., Tell freely what you 

think and feel about Samverket as an innovation hub for public activities), 

and whether there had been any outcomes on a cross-organizational 

and/or societal level (e.g., Tell us if you experienced that the membership 

has given (or is about to give) results at a societal level).  

To follow up on aspects highlighted in the data during the first and 

second measures, some questions were repeated within the second 

(e.g., membership assignments, routines for use, and knowledge 

transfer) and third measures (e.g., providing and participating in 

activities, supportive practices for collaboration). 

Analysis Methods 

Reflexive Thematic Analysis 

In order to be open and broad when exploring how to support 

sustainable work when using a hybrid workplace model, data from 

Studies I, II, and IV were analyzed through the six interactive phases 

of the RTA approach, as suggested by Braun and Clarke (2006, 2019, 

2023). Importantly, when using RTA, the aim is “Telling a story of 

patterned meaning, based on a range of data and participants. It is 

not to provide a case study of a single person’s experiences. Our task 

is one of interpretation, of making sense of what our data set (not just 

an individual participant) tells us, based on the skills and wider 

knowledge we bring to the process” (Braun & Clarke, 2022, p. 2015). 

Challenges encountered with this reflexive approach to analyzing 

qualitative data will be highlighted, but first, the six phases of RTA 

are presented in more detail. 
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Phase 1: Familiarization with the dataset took place. Practically, this 

involved printing and reading responses case by case to ensure that 

there was a spread within and across participants’ answers, thus not 

dominated by a few highly expressive respondents. Then, the 

complete datasets as full text were printed to be read and reread 

multiple times. Brief notes were made regarding insights and 

analytical ideas related to the overall purpose and for each item.   

Phase 2: The data were coded in a Word document. Segments of data 

that were of interest related to the study's aim were highlighted and 

marked with code labels. Importantly, codes were long enough to be 

understood without the surrounding text. Avoiding one-word codes 

keeps codes close to data, thus avoiding inducing interpretations far 

away from the data in later phases (which is a risk where there are 

significant pre-understandings and where the research topic is close 

to one’s heart). The coding was focused on semantics, yet latent 

content was also coded (e.g., implicit expressions of an unsafe 

environment or excessive demands of employee commitment). 

Accordingly, this phase includes reflexivity and an analytic take on 

the data, not just condensing it. Throughout the coding phase, as 

mentioned, closeness to data was maintained (e.g., by using 

participant voice in coding labels) while adhering to the study's 

exploratory nature. Thereafter, all codes within the Word document 

were compiled into a new document to create an overview of all 

codes across the dataset. 

Phase 3: Candidate themes were “created”. Active voice is important 

within RTA because codes and themes are analytical outputs; they 

will not pop out from the dataset, thus cannot be “searched” for. 

Therefore, candidate themes were actively constructed based on the 

data, study aim, and prevailing pre-understandings. Therefore, in 
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this phase, shared code patterns were grouped (and regrouped) into 

clusters, thus building the candidate themes. After creating the initial 

themes, all coded data of relevance for each theme were collated.  

Phase 4: Themes were developed and reviewed. Within this phase, 

there was a return to the complete datasets to assess whether the 

analysis output remained connected to the data. Questions were 

posed regarding whether the themes represented the most important 

shared patterns, whether they were distinct, and whether they 

provided a story of relevance to the aim of the study. Mainly, the 

themes consisted of patterns identified across the participants; 

however, in a few instances where a pattern was not discerned but 

the response held substantial value or interest related to the research 

aim, these voices were also used, although it was explicitly clarified 

that the descriptions were related to “a few” respondents' 

perceptions. Since this phase involves reflecting on the relationships 

between themes, existing knowledge, and the broader context, and 

therefore discarding, splitting, or merging themes, the process was 

often quite challenging.  

Phase 5: Refining, defining, and naming themes. In this phase, the 

candidate themes were labeled and conceptualized to convey distinct, 

insightful, and meaningful narratives of the participants’ perceptions 

and experiences alongside the researcher’s interpretation. Notably, 

since RTA is not about providing a case-by-case story, the 

perceptions of each respondent were captured to a varying degree 

within the themes. Even during this phase, to further develop the 

themes, earlier analytical phases needed to be revisited. Also, when 

naming themes, the process involved creating concise and 

informative labels that would enable readers to grasp the content of 
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each theme; for this reason, one-word theme labels (like one-word 

codes) were not used.    

Phase 6: It was now time to wrap it up and report the outcomes. 

Informal writing had taken place in previous phases in the form of 

taking notes, making analytical observations, highlighting quotes, 

and so forth. This material was useful in the work on the 

manuscripts. Quotes were extracted to illustrate a diversity of voices 

in the studies, to provide transparency, and examples of different 

experiences, perceptions, and perspectives. Quotes represented 

various levels of abstraction, mostly semantic content (e.g., overt, 

explicit) but also a few with latent content (e.g., underlying, implicit). 

Although it is not suggested by Braun and Clarke, this phase also 

included rereading the datasets to ensure that nothing was left out, 

misunderstood, or misinterpreted, thus confirming that the themes 

exhibited important patterns across the dataset. However, in Study 

IV, with a greater degree of confidence in applying RTA, there was 

less need for this kind of “triple-checking”.  

Here, it is worth elaborating on some of the misconceptions related to 

RTA. For instance, I have been told that RTA is an “easy” and 

surface-level form of analysis. This could be because some 

researchers and reviewers treat qualitative analysis as “one universal 

way” of thematizing data. This is as absurd as assuming there is 

“one” way to provide inferential statistics. Furthermore, we have 

often encountered quantitative standards being imposed on 

qualitative research. For example, reviewers inquired whether we 

conducted factor analysis on (open-ended) survey questions or 

requested tables displaying response frequencies (i.e., not applicable 

to qualitative research or RTA).  
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Indeed, thematic analysis (TA) can be conducted in many ways; for 

example, as coding reliability TA or codebook TA, in which 

codebooks, frequency measures of codes, or intercoder reliability are 

used to ensure good quality (see, e.g., Braun & Clarke, 2022a). As 

such, using tables to display frequencies and the connections between 

survey questions, data, and codes may be correct within other TA 

approaches and, therefore, sometimes requested by reviewers despite 

not being used within RTA. Additionally, in RTA, it is acknowledged 

that researchers' pre-understanding can lead to varied codes, themes, 

and interpretations; these differences are viewed as complementary 

strengths that together will improve the results (rather than as 

reflecting researcher biases, and thus, low reliability). As such, the 

result of an RTA is a “story” based on the data and the researcher’s 

interpretation (Braun & Clarke, 2023). Therefore, in line with 

established practices, themes were based on data coding and 

researcher interpretation, without using pre-defined categories or 

tests of intercoder reliability (Braun & Clarke, 2021a, 2022b).   

Content Analysis 

Study III was based on the outcomes of Studies I-II and sought to 

investigate whether rural coworking could meet WFH challenges 

while maintaining the benefits of decreased commutes. Since there 

were aspects to follow up based on the results from Studies I and II, 

Study III had pre-defined areas related to work conditions (e.g., 

physical and social work environment) and outcomes (e.g., 

performance, WLB, and well-being).  

Therefore, data were analyzed within Study III using manifest 

summative content analysis (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004) with pre-

defined areas (Rivas, 2012). Content analysis consists of quantitative 

and qualitative approaches. The former involves measuring 
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frequencies, such as how many or how often an aspect of relevance 

has been expressed. Meanwhile, the qualitative approach involves 

some level of abstraction and interpretation during data 

condensation, coding, categorization, and thematization (Lindgren et 

al., 2020).  

After each data collection (in total, three occasions), the primary 

results were presented to the organizations. Therefore, data were 

condensed, coded, and categorized after each occasion. Thereafter, all 

data (i.e., from both surveys and interviews) were merged as one unit 

of analysis, and a renewed analysis was performed. Through the 

work of producing the primary results, there was familiarization with 

and, thus, an understanding of data from each measure, which was 

helpful when having the whole unit of analysis to work with. 

Important content was recognized, separated, and brought together 

in the abstraction process, which occurs during coding and 

categorization. The interpretation process involves ensuring that 

participants' voices are heard, which occurs in the interaction 

between the researcher’s understanding of the informants and the 

available data (Graneheim et al., 2017).  

Initially, I had a more quantitative view of what content analysis 

involved, for example, measuring frequencies. However, after 

learning how other researchers used content analysis (e.g., 

Graneheim et al., 2017; Lindgren et al., 2020), I realized that the 

process was more like an RTA than I first realized. For instance, the 

condensation of data before coding could be compared to the 

familiarization in phase one of RTA. If reflexivity is encouraged 

within content analysis, it is fundamental in RTA, given that the 

researcher is a tool or resource that must be used to move beyond 

topic summaries (Braun & Clarke, 2022b).  
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Ethical Considerations 

Due to the anonymous nature of participation in projects one (Study 

I) and three (Study IV), there was no need for ethical approval (The 

Ethical Approval for Human Research Act, 2003). However, for the 

second project (Studies II and III), due to the evaluation research to be 

implemented of Study III, which combined data collections with 

surveys (anonymized data) and interviews (confidential data), the 

local ethical committee at Mid Sweden University was consulted, 

which declared no ethical concerns about the studies.  

Informed consent and voluntariness were secured by providing 

participants with information about the study that included all 

categories suggested by the Swedish Ethical Review Authority, such 

as the project’s aim, procedure, data protection, anonymity through 

reporting results on a group level and quotes not being traceable to 

specific participants, and contact information for the principal 

investigator as well as the research coordinator (Swedish Ethical 

Review Authority, 2023). Using a downloadable PDF, participants 

were given time to reread the participant information and had the 

opportunity to contact us if they had any further questions. After 

that, they provided active, informed consent by ticking boxes related 

to their voluntary participation and agreement on data handling in 

line with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR, 2018).   

All research has advantages and disadvantages (Creswell & Creswell, 

2023). The risks of participating in the four studies were considered 

very low since the topic was work conditions and outcomes, which 

participants mainly described anonymously via online surveys. The 

survey platform Qualtrics was used for enhanced security since it 

allows for turning off the IP address-saving function. Furthermore, 



 

50 

saving all data on a secure server to which only authorized people 

had access, and only giving out data upon reasonable requests, 

further protected participant integrity. To ensure that participants in 

Study III were protected (as previously mentioned), the local ethics 

committee was consulted before conducting the interviews, and the 

recordings were deleted after the transcriptions were completed.  

In qualitative research, there is always a risk of participants using 

vocabulary that can be traced back to them or revealing others' 

identities through detailed descriptions (Taquette & Borges Da Matta 

Souza, 2022). To avoid harm to the participants or their colleagues, all 

data were de-identified, and any data involving personal attacks 

against individuals were excluded. Accordingly, the risks of 

participating were minimized by not collecting any sensitive personal 

data and by the results not being traceable to a specific participant or 

individual within the organization. Nonetheless, questions about 

aspects supporting work-related well-being and WLB can provoke 

thoughts about one's life situation. Since survey participation was 

anonymous, any signs of distress could not be traced to specific 

individuals; therefore, participants were advised in the participant 

information to seek help from their occupational health care provider 

if necessary (e.g., in the event of questions provoking discomfort). As 

a precaution, they also had access to contact details for the research 

team if they wished to report any discomfort related to participating 

in the studies, which none did.  

In evaluation research, especially with an AR design where the 

researcher and study objects become closer through collaboration and 

ongoing dialogue, ethical aspects, such as being clear about the 

researcher's role and bringing knowledge back to the field, become 

important, yet they are complex (Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist et al., 2021). 
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For instance, it is important to reflect on how to create trust while still 

maintaining integrity. For example, in Study III, during the 

interviews, there were participants who asked if they could be honest 

in their answers, indicating that they were afraid of a violation of 

confidentiality by me, potentially exposing their views to the 

employer. This concern may be related to Study III having only 15 

participants, with only one or a few at each local CWS; thus, if full 

demographics had been reported, they would easily have been 

traceable. Furthermore, even with clear role boundaries, participants 

can perceive a conflict of interest when the research dialogue mainly 

takes place between management and the researcher, while not 

involving the employees (e.g., regarding research questions).  

Due to Study IV's much more interactive approach, the situation was 

even more complex from an ethical perspective. Working with a 

management group of highly engaged individuals, it would have 

been easy to get carried away (e.g., including survey questions 

beyond the scope of the study). Thus, it was important to involve and 

elaborate on their suggestions while maintaining integrity. Further, 

during participatory observations, there was a risk that members 

might believe that data collection took place or that they were being 

observed. Therefore, I was (perhaps overly) explicit with the 

members about when data collection was occurring (survey 

occasions) and the fact that my participation was intended solely to 

enhance my personal understanding, to get an insider perspective. 

Additionally, in the first measure, participants raised concerns about 

providing information about where they were employed. Bearing in 

mind that some public actors only had one or two members at the 

CWS, even though outcomes were presented on a group level, as 

previously mentioned, this question was removed in subsequent 
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measures to protect participant integrity and increase the possibility 

of receiving genuine responses.   

In all research, knowledge production and the benefits thereof should 

outweigh the risks of participation (Swedish Research Council, 2024). 

Therefore, data were summarized and presented to the management 

group and line managers after each measurement point, which for 

Study II meant one occasion, and for Studies III and IV, three 

occasions. Through continuous reports, the organizations were 

presented with learning opportunities during the research projects. 

As such, participating was directly beneficial for the participants. In 

line with the ideal held by Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist et al. (2021) that the 

results of AR should be brought back to the organization, participants 

were able to benefit through improved designs of hybrid work or 

new forms of cross-organizational collaboration. Therefore, a notable 

benefit was that (compared to organizations relying on the outcomes 

from other investigations and reports), participating organizations 

had context-specific research results to use for their hybrid work 

strategies.  

Importantly, since the benefits of research should ideally extend 

beyond the participants themselves, the results from all studies have 

been reported through different channels such as conferences, peer-

reviewed journals, trade journals, radio, podcasts, and seminars with 

general directors, thus making the knowledge beneficial for other 

organizations, policymakers, and society.  

Summary of the Studies 

This section provides a summary of the four studies included in the 

thesis. While the overview offers a general understanding, it does not 
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capture the full depth and nuance of each study. Readers interested 

in the complete versions are encouraged to consult the full articles 

available in the appendix. In the discussion section, more examples 

from the articles will be provided and integrated for a broader picture 

of sustainable hybrid work across the office, home, and CWSs.   

Study I 

Eng, I*., Tjernberg, M*., & Champoux-Larsson, M-F. (2024). Hybrid 

workers describe aspects that promote effectiveness, work 

engagement, work-life balance, and health. Cogent Psychology, 11(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23311908.2024.2362535  

*Shared co-first authorship 

Background and Aim 

After two years of COVID-19-related remote work, most knowledge 

workers expressed a desire to combine onsite and remote work in a 

hybrid work model (The Swedish National Audit Office, 2024; The 

Swedish National Financial Management Authority, 2022). As such, 

there was an urgent need for increased understanding of lived 

experiences of hybrid work and how employees suggest work be 

designed to support well-being, WLB, and team performance. 

Therefore, Study I aimed to explore perceptions of hybrid work and 

factors that support healthy and productive working conditions 

when using FWLs. The research questions were: which aspects do 

employees perceive as promoting decent and productive working 

conditions when combining onsite and remote work? In particular, 

how can hybrid work be organized to support sustainable work 

related to collaboration, work-related health, and WLB? 
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Method  

From September to November 2021, a total of 33 participants, with an 

average age of 46 years, completed the survey, where 29 identified as 

women, and four as men. Both closed-ended demographic questions 

and open-ended questions about hybrid work were included. RTA 

was used for analysis.   

Results and Discussion 

Four themes were created related to supportive practices for 

sustainable hybrid work, namely: i) combining onsite and remote 

work environments supports work effectiveness; ii) socialization and 

collaboration onsite and remotely promote work engagement; iii) 

suitable ICT-solutions, digital maturity, and structured 

communication promote work engagement and effectiveness; and iv) 

workplace flexibility, empowerment, and personalized strategies 

promote work-related health and WLB.  

The results support contemporary findings of employees' requests for 

FWLs (CSB, 2025; The Swedish National Financial Management 

Authority, 2022) and that neither onsite nor remote work is sufficient 

on its own (Appel-Meulenbroek et al., 2022; Williams & Shaw, 2024), 

but rather that the combination of both environments is the major 

strength of the hybrid work model. For example, when working 

remotely, participants perceived saving a lot of time, reducing stress, 

and increasing WLB, whereas when working at the office, social 

interactions and relatedness were supported. Hybrid work, 

particularly spatial flexibility, appeared to strengthen employees’ 

productivity, well-being, and WLB. In line with findings from Allen 

et al. (2024), flexible distribution meant that those needing support in 

terms of structure and social interactions could work more at the 
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office, whereas those needing autonomy, undisrupted work, and 

reduced commutes could work more remotely.  

Within this sample and in line with previous research (Babapour 

Chafi et al., 2021; Demerouti & Bakker, 2023), employees' perceptions 

of hybrid work and the resources needed to support well-being, 

WLB, and performance varied greatly (e.g., high or low need for 

social interactions and support, as well as need for boundaries or 

integration to support WLB). For some participants, in one way or 

another, WFH did not provide satisfactory work conditions (e.g., due 

to inadequate physical work environments, or lack of supportive 

habits for WLB). The heterogeneous results could be related to 

methodological limitations of the study, such as not collecting 

information about participants' geographical location or occupation 

(i.e., lack of sample specificity). This meant that it was not possible to 

investigate whether there were context-specific facilitators (or 

hindrances) within the hybrid work setting. The next step was 

therefore to narrow the scope of the research to a certain region and 

sector. 

Study II  

Tjernberg, M., Faith-Ell, C., & Champoux-Larsson, M-F. (2024). “I am 

not forced to live near the office”: Sustainable hybrid work for public 

employees in a rural region. Cogent Psychology, 12 (1). 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23311908.2025.2498217 

Background and Aim 

Previous research and the results of Study I indicate that a hybrid 

work model can support sustainable work in terms of decent work 

conditions, well-being, and economic growth through improved 

performance, while also reducing climate impacts (Ferreira et al., 
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2021). With hybrid work linked to employee migration away from 

city centers (Ramani et al., 2024), it seems to also support the thriving 

of rural communities and provide rural organizations with 

opportunities to attract and retain needed talent. 

This is especially relevant for public actors in rural areas, who face 

workforce challenges. Accordingly, based on the results of Study I 

and current findings, the diverse needs for support of sustainable 

hybrid work shown in heterogeneous groups (Babapour Chafi et al., 

2021; Naqshbandi et al., 2024) needed to be addressed with context-

specific understandings. As such, further exploration of the hybrid 

work model was important, especially within a rural area and among 

public employees.   

Therefore, Study II aimed to provide experiential insights into factors 

that promote sustainable work when using a hybrid work model, 

especially for the niche group of public employees in a rural area of 

northern Sweden. The research questions were: which aspects do 

public employees in a rural area perceive to support (or hinder) 

performance and well-being when combining onsite and remote 

work? In particular, how can hybrid work be organized to support 

sustainable work in an area with scarce public transport and where 

many employees live a long distance from the office?  

Method 

From January to February 2022, 70 public employees in a rural area of 

northern Sweden, with an average age of 48 years, completed the 

survey. Of these, 48 identified as women, 17 as men, and five 

refrained from providing binary gender identification. The survey 

consisted of background questions and open-ended questions about 
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important factors in the choice of workspace location and support for 

performance and well-being. RTA was used for analysis. 

Results and Discussion 

Three themes were created related to supportive practices for 

sustainable hybrid work: i) inclusion, respect, and support; ii) 

flexibility, reasonable demands, and trust; and iii) clear policies and 

adequate physical conditions. Unlike Study I, within this sample, the 

needs were more homogeneous, making outcomes consistent 

regardless of demographics, such as age, gender identity, and 

parenthood. Still, as in Study I, perceptions of hybrid work were 

mostly favorable, with participants arguing that using more than one 

workspace provided them with increased resources and added value 

(compared to office and remote work separately).  

In line with JD-R theory, trust-based leadership and empowerment 

were perceived as fundamental resources (Bakker et al., 2023) that 

enabled efficient hybrid work in support of both well-being and 

performance. Spatial and temporal flexibility were resources that 

made it possible to either integrate or separate work and non-work 

activities in support of WLB. Working onsite facilitated effortless 

interactions and collaborations, in support of social well-being and 

team performance. Meanwhile, working remotely often provided 

hourly time gains due to reduced commuting time, which was 

devoted both to work (e.g., reflections, learning, and meetings) and to 

personal activities (e.g., prolonged sleep, exercise, and socializing 

with friends), thus supporting performance, WLB, as well as physical, 

social, and mental well-being. The results indicate that hybrid work 

may boost performance and well-being. However, within this group 

of public employees, inclusion, respect, support, and trust were 

explicitly held as being of great importance; thus, for decent work 
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conditions, they emphasized the need for a psychosocially safe 

climate.  

Nonetheless, while perceptions of hybrid work were mostly positive, 

some participants faced challenges such as reduced WLB, limited 

social interaction, and ergonomic issues during WFH. While some 

participants developed office-like habits to separate work from non-

work activities during remote work, others, also in need of 

segmentation, were unable to do so, which negatively affected their 

WLB. Thus, it became evident that the resource of spatial flexibility 

can also induce demands (Contreras et al., 2020; Dettmers & 

Bredehöft, 2020), especially in home environments unsuitable for 

work; as such, personal needs and resources (Bakker & De Vries, 

2021) combined with situational work conditions seem to influence 

the degree of sustainability within a hybrid work context (Heiden et 

al., 2023). Accordingly, with participants in both Studies I and II 

experiencing inadequate work conditions at home, yet arguing for 

remote work due to the benefits of reduced commutes, the next step 

was to explore how to address WFH challenges when using a hybrid 

work model. 

Study III   

Tjernberg, M. (2025). Addressing work-from-home challenges 

through rural coworking. Frontiers in Organizational Psychology, 3. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/forgp.2025.1569140 

Background and Aim 

The results of Studies I and II, combined with contemporary research, 

show that knowledge workers seek flexibility to save commuting 

time and improve well-being. However, to some employees, WFH is 

related to feelings of loneliness (Hackston, 2022; Langvik et al., 2021), 
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inadequate physical work conditions (Gurstein, 2023), and difficulty 

in forming new habits that will preserve boundaries between work 

and non-work activities (Olafsen et al., 2024; Rosengren et al., 2024). 

Freelancers and private sector employees have used CWSs for 

decades to overcome these WFH challenges (Johns et al., 2024; 

Spinuzzi et al., 2019), taking advantage of opportunities to share 

office infrastructure and socialize with other users.  

Therefore, Study III aimed to investigate how public employees 

living in a sparsely populated area of northern Sweden perceived 

their work conditions and outcomes when offered the opportunity to 

work at a CWS near their homes. The research questions were: how 

can hybrid work be organized to address WFH challenges? In 

particular, how do public employees in a rural area perceive 

conditions and outcomes of work when combining work at the 

centralized office, from home, and at a local CWS?  

Method 

From May 2022 to May 2023, 15 public employees in a rural area of 

northern Sweden, with an average age of 51 years, where 11 

identified as women and four as men, participated in this one-year 

evaluation project. During the project, participants freely distributed 

work at the centralized office, home, and local CWS. There were two 

data collections via digital surveys (in the beginning and at the end of 

the study) and one via interviews (after approximately two months of 

use of the local CWS). All data were analyzed as one unit, using 

manifest summative content analysis with pre-defined areas of CWS 

work conditions and outcomes. 
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Results and Discussion 

Two themes were created within each of the pre-defined areas. The 

first area, 1. Perceptions of work conditions, included: 1.1. 

Introduction and physical work premises affect perceptions and use 

of the CWS; and 1.2. A critical mass of CWS users is needed for an 

enriching social environment. The second pre-defined area, 2. 

Perceptions of outcomes, included: 2.1. Work at CWS improved 

services for the citizens and employer branding; and 2.2. WLB and 

wellbeing are supported when working locally.  

The results show that effective pre- and onboarding, along with 

active managers, quiet and social work areas, and an inclusive social 

climate, support positive emotions towards the CWSs and lead to 

higher use. The addition of a local CWS was experienced to support 

interactions between public employees and their service users, co-

learning with CWS members, development of brief acquaintances 

and new networks, as well as enhanced well-being and strengthened 

WLB. However, to those employees who were not “in need” of a local 

CWS or had memberships at CWSs with inadequate work conditions, 

these positive outcomes were absent. As such, several prerequisites 

needed to be fulfilled for the local CWS to be seen as a resource. 

Accordingly, adding a third workspace has the potential to provide 

extra value by reducing commutes, offering office infrastructure and 

social interactions, as well as boosting the local rural economy and 

community (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018; Rex & Westlund, 2024; 

Spinuzzi et al., 2019; Wall et al., 2025). However, employers need to 

ensure the CWSs fulfil employee needs; otherwise, working from the 

centralized office and home is preferred.  

This study's limitations include a small sample, with some of the 

participants leaving and joining the project over the year. Another 
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limitation is that the project was conducted during a period of 

insecurity related to remote work; with the lifting of pandemic-

related restrictions both nationally and globally, many organizations 

mandated office-first policies. This may have caused some employees 

to apply for the project out of fear or RTO policies, thus affecting 

some participants' responses regarding work across the office, home, 

and local CWS. A strength was the evaluation design, which explored 

the concept over a year, as well as using complementary data 

collections via surveys and interviews. Since the community-centered 

CWSs provided learning and development between members from 

different organizations, the next step was to explore whether a 

community-centered CWS, designated for public employees, could 

support cross-organizational collaboration within the public sector, 

thus benefiting society.  

Study IV 

Tjernberg, M., Faith-Ell, C., & Champoux-Larsson, M-F. (2024). 

Bridging the gaps within and between public services through 

Samverket, a new co-working concept. International Journal of Public 

Administration, 48(11). https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2024.2406912 

Background and Aim 

Research has shown that collaboration within the public sector is 

crucial for effective and comprehensive public service, yet 

coordination is often limited (Ek et al., 2017; Larsson, 2011). The 

absence of collaborations causes inefficiency of tax money and a lack 

of comprehensive services to citizens (Engen et al., 2021; Matscheck & 

Piuva, 2022). Based on the promising outcomes of Study III and 

previous findings where the private sector used CWSs for learning 

and co-development (Spinuzzi et al., 2019), adding a community-
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centered CWS may partially provide the resources needed to support 

public employee performance. Accordingly, to overcome the lack of 

interactions within and between public actors, a new CWS concept 

called Samverket was tested in Stockholm and Östersund. Samverket 

was designed to support collaborations and learning between public 

actors and remedy the gaps in this area within the Swedish public 

sector (Vinnova, 2021).  

Therefore, the aim of Study IV was to explore qualitatively and from 

the user’s perspective whether a new CWS concept could improve 

the public sector. The research questions were: when using a joint 

CWS for the public sector (Samverket), how do public employees 

perceive the conditions for cross-organizational networking, learning, 

and collaboration, and do they perceive any outcomes that could 

benefit society? In particular, how can hybrid work be organized to 

support interactions within and between organizations? 

Method 

This one-year evaluation project took place from April 2022 to May 

2023. It included 101 cases of survey responses, where the average 

age of respondents was 48 years, and 62 identified as women, 34 as 

men, and five refrained from providing binary gender identification. 

Fifty-five of the responses were affiliated with the community-

centered CWS hub in Östersund, and 41 with the CWS hub in 

Stockholm. Survey data were collected on three occasions - April 

2022, November 2022, and April 2023 - with the use of online surveys 

consisting of closed- and open-ended questions. RTA was used for 

analysis. 
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Results and Discussion 

Four themes related to supportive practices and outcomes were 

created, namely: i) Samverket was perceived to have accessible 

locations and an interactionally supportive physical environment; ii) 

Samverket was perceived to offer a safe social climate with active 

facilitation of networking, learning, and collaboration; iii) conditions 

within the member organizations supported or limited the use and 

outcomes of Samverket; and iv) outcomes of increased visibility, 

learning, networking, and co-development were experienced. In line 

with previous research (Edmondson, 2019; Edmondson & Bransby, 

2023; Granovetter, 1983; Oldenburg, 2002; Spinuzzi et al., 2019), the 

results indicate the importance of third places providing accessible 

locations and an interactionally supportive physical environment, as 

well as a safe social climate with active facilitation to support 

outcomes of networking, learning, and collaboration.  

The community manager's active role was perceived to elevate 

Samverket from a shared office space to a community facilitating 

exchanges among public actors. To support positive outcomes, 

member organizations also need to actively facilitate cross-

organizational interactions by setting explicit goals (AbouAssi et al., 

2023) and formalizing the use of the CWS. For members with limited 

use of Samverket, most struggled to find time for cross-

organizational interactions. Furthermore, a few member 

organizations regarded work at Samverket as remote work, thereby 

restricting WFH, which adversely affected the utilization of 

Samverket.   

Overall, public employees expressed that when a CWS has an explicit 

and active facilitation, it can support the improvement of public 

services and, therefore, benefit society. Thus, extending the hybrid 
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work model by adding a community-centered CWS has the potential 

to innovate public services nationally and internationally. CWS 

concepts such as Samverket are therefore relevant to researchers, 

decision-makers, and practitioners in exploring long-term outcomes 

for individual, organizational, and societal benefit. Also, when testing 

a new CWS concept, the exclusion of ownership and financial models 

is a limitation, and therefore, an area for future research 

General Discussion 

This thesis aimed to qualitatively explore employees’ experiences and 

lived examples of hybrid work across the office, home, and CWSs. The 

research questions and main contributions were:  

• Which aspects do employees perceive as promoting decent and 

productive working conditions when combining onsite and remote 

work? Which aspects do public employees in a rural area perceive to 

support (or hinder) performance and well-being when combining 

onsite and remote work? Studies I and II contribute to the 

contemporary evidence related to the collective and newly 

gained hybrid work experiences and supportive practices for 

sustainable hybrid work across the office and home.   

• How can hybrid work be organized to address work-from-home 

challenges? Study III provides unique insights into how a public 

actor in a sparsely populated area of Sweden, via local CWSs, 

addresses WFH challenges while maintaining reduced 

commutes for their employees.    

• When using a joint coworking space for the public sector (Samverket), 

how do public employees perceive the conditions for cross-

organizational networking, learning, and collaboration, and do they 

perceive any outcomes that could benefit society? Study IV provides 
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unique insights into how the Swedish public sector, by adding 

community-centered CWSs to hybrid work, may reduce the 

gaps within and between public actors to improve their 

services. 

When combined, Studies I to IV highlight the multifaceted nature of 

hybrid work, identifying aspects that employees perceive as 

resources (or hindrances) for sustainable hybrid work. A key result is 

that when the hybrid work model is designed to meet different needs, 

it seems to have the potential to be a resource that supports 

sustainable work, thus adding value to all stakeholders. However, to 

be truly successful and thriving in the hybrid work setting, in line 

with contemporary findings (Allen et al., 2024; Bullini Orlandi et al., 

2024), the results indicate an extended need for personal resources 

(e.g., remote self-efficacy, maintained focus, and structuring skills). 

Additionally, by examining work across the office, home, and CWSs, 

traditional onsite and remote environments are expanded by CWSs, 

thereby bridging and connecting these research areas.     

Now, in relation to literature, let us reflect on the participants' 

experiences of hybrid work and key suggestions for supportive 

practices across workspaces and spatially specific resources related to 

the office, home, and CWSs. However, before we dive into the 

suggestions, here is a brief reminder that the practical application of 

the JD-R theory is about balancing job demands with sufficient 

resources to support performance by increasing employee well-being 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). JD-R theory 

posits that organizational, social, and personal resources are critical 

in the motivational process to enhance engagement while mitigating 

the negative effects of job demands, thus positively impacting well-

being (Demerouti & Bakker, 2023). Moreover, personality (Hackston, 
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2022) and personal resources (Allen et al., 2024; Xanthopoulou et al., 

2009) can have a great impact on how employees perceive their work 

conditions, because those with adequate resources may be even more 

resourceful, creating a gain cycle. This may help understand why 

participants experience and suggest different ways to support 

sustainable work within the hybrid work context.   

Supportive Practices Across Workplaces  
In general, positive perceptions of hybrid work are reported. Still, this 

is not as straightforward as it may look. In Study I, the experiences 

differed more than in Study II, whereas in Studies III and IV, when 

adding CWSs, personal and organizational circumstances affected the 

perceptions of these workspaces. Nonetheless, taken together, there 

were three themes of resources with extended importance for 

supportive practices, thus, in fostering sustainable hybrid work, 

namely: i) trust-based leadership and psychological safety; ii) 

adequate ICTs and communication strategy; and iii) FWLs and the 

distribution between them.  

Trust-based Leadership and Psychological Safety 

When using FWLs, in Studies I and II, the components of trust-based 

leadership, including providing autonomy, are suggested as vital 

resources for employee well-being, WLB, and performance. For 

example, in line with contemporary research (Aubouin-Bonnaventure 

et al., 2024; Fox et al., 2022), participants emphasize that managerial 

support with prioritization, decision-making, as well as an 

understanding of their personal circumstances and capabilities 

facilitates performance. They also state that transparency in terms of 

goals and expectations supports them in managing their workload. 

As such, being part of decisions and having genuine control over 
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one’s work life seems crucial in hybrid work for perceiving work as 

comprehensive and meaningful, thereby supporting mental well-

being (Contreras et al., 2020; Halvari et al., 2021). Moreover, in line 

with JD-R theory (Demerouti & Bakker, 2023) and contemporary 

findings (Allen et al., 2024; Bullini Orlandi et al., 2024), all studies 

support that some employees seem to flourish with FWLs, while 

others feel stressed when the need for planning increases. Therefore, 

especially in hybrid work, ensuring manageable empowerment is 

vital, since employees who feel autonomous (yet not emotionally 

exhausted by it) are more likely to be intrinsically motivated (Deci et 

al., 2017). Overall, to feel well and be able to perform across 

workspaces, trust and autonomy appear to be prerequisites for a 

supportive hybrid work environment. 

In addition, psychological safety, an interactional climate where 

employees feel respected and safe to raise their concerns 

(Edmondson, 2019), is held as being of utmost importance when 

having FWLs, especially for cross-organizational collaborations. Yet 

even though it is known as a facilitator for creativity and group 

performance (Edmondson, 1999), this cannot be taken for granted. 

Indeed, several lived experiences, especially in Study II, show the 

opposite, when participants express a desire for managers to support 

them no matter what, and colleagues to embrace their differences. In 

contrast, in Studies III and IV, the active facilitation by (community) 

managers at the CWSs seems to support psychological safety in a 

way not seen in WFH or at the office. As such, supporting adequate 

interactions, whether onsite or remote, is important since 

psychosocial job resources, according to the JD-R theory, are vital in 

maintaining engagement and buffering emotional demands 

(Demerouti & Bakker, 2023; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Therefore, 
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when participants request inclusion and respect, these are part of a 

broader psychosocial climate that emphasizes the quality and fairness 

of social exchanges, thus supporting both individual and team 

performance, as well as employee well-being (Fox et al., 2022). 

Fostering inclusion and safety in when not meeting in person on a 

daily basis may be more challenging for managers, yet it seems 

possible to achieve since a safe environment between new 

acquaintances at the CWSs was possible. However, to ensure 

employee well-being and team performance in the long term, future 

research should investigate how to support psychological safety 

when working across the office, home, and CWSs. 

Adequate ICTs and Communication Strategy 

As in previous research, adequate ICTs seem to be the backbone of 

hybrid work (Müller et al., 2022). To support trust and a safe 

interactional climate, as well as task completion, participants express 

that organizations need to ensure adequate ICTs and routines for 

interactions. In Studies I and II, they suggest that (flexible) 

communication strategies help managers and colleagues understand 

when, where, and how to interact, thus also supporting employees in 

disconnecting from work, regardless of work localization. When 

participants in Studies I and II request the availability of appropriate 

ICTs, they serve as a job resource that supports task completion and 

efficient communication. Additionally, in Study IV, some members 

value the digital community platform (Haaartland) because it 

supports interactions within and across the CWSs. Meanwhile, for 

other members, adding another digital tool for interactions causes 

stress and is therefore not used.  

As JD-R theory suggests (Lesener et al., 2019), resources for 

supportive policies, relevant and readily accessible ICTs seem to 
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enable employees to meet job demands effectively, stimulating 

motivation and engagement, as well as social relatedness when 

working across workspaces. Moreover, when considering the gain 

circle, digital maturity seems to help employees leverage these 

resources more effectively, enabling proactive job crafting to optimize 

their demands and resources, thereby improving work outcomes 

(Bakker et al., 2023). On the other hand, for others, navigating both 

physical and digital workspaces causes stress, thus putting them at 

risk of decreasing the motivational process. Therefore, increased use 

of ICTs is not problem-free, as was also evident in respondents' 

perceptions of and suggestions for WLB, especially during WFH.  

FWLs and the Distribution Between Them 

Across all studies and in line with previous findings (Aksoy et al., 

2022; Beckel & Fisher, 2022; Bloom, Han, et al., 2024; Galanti et al., 

2021; Vander Elst et al., 2020), to some extent, most employees 

associate the use of multiple workspaces with positive outcomes for 

WLB, well-being, and performance. As such, beyond the positive 

experiences of reduced commutes on WLB and well-being, work 

content, and social interactions are also important aspects in the 

choice of workspace. Studies I to III show that employees have 

positive perceptions of the flexibility to choose the most adequate 

workspace based on personal needs and work assignments. Being 

able to choose the optimal workspace seems to increase work 

satisfaction and engagement, which, in line with suggestions of 

Sonnentag et al. (2023), may improve employees’ hedonic and 

eudemonic well-being. Through increased performance, 

organizational goal fulfillment can be achieved, resulting in a more 

competitive business that either earns more money or uses tax money 

more efficiently, which is fundamental to economic growth, thus 
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sustainable work (Aubouin-Bonnaventure et al., 2024; Barnes et al., 

2023; Garcia, 2025). As such, offering hybrid work can be a strategic 

and proactive way to ensure key talent. 

Notably, in line with contemporary findings (Angelici & Profeta, 

2024), a few participants who express higher engagement and 

motivation when working alone, versus with others, request FWLs 

but also the option to primarily use a single workspace instead of 

multiple ones. Therefore, hybrid work may increase performance, yet 

for some in only one workspace and others in several. In Studies II 

and III, despite employees sharing situational factors such as long 

distances and limited public transportation, they hold different views 

related to whether the distribution between workspaces should be 

based on individual needs (e.g., WLB), time (e.g., 50%), or activities 

(e.g., project meetings). Moreover, adding local and community-

centered CWSs further complicates distribution between workspaces, 

since CWSs can be seen as both onsite and remote work, depending 

on the purpose of using the CWS. 

WLB seems to be supported when there are explicit hybrid work 

strategies and consideration of individual differences and needs 

(Casper et al., 2025; Hopkins & Bardoel, 2023; Masterson et al., 2021), 

and when employees have the ability to adapt their behaviors (Adisa 

et al., 2022; Allen et al., 2024; Rosengren et al., 2024) to different 

workspaces. Importantly, implementing rigid organizational policies 

to set “boundaries” between work and leisure time can support WLB 

for some employees, but far from all (Godbersen et al., 2022). 

However, with unstructured hybrid work, reducing office space and 

creating 15-minute city (or community) zones (Moreno et al., 2021) 

with all the necessary services becomes challenging. When employees 

choose freely whether to work onsite or remotely, neither employers 



 

71 

nor lunch restaurants and other local services can predict how many 

users they will have on a daily basis. Therefore, requests for 

organizational policies, including systemic and structural resources 

beyond the individual and team levels, are needed but not as simple 

as they appear. These policies must take a holistic approach to 

support positive outcomes for individuals, teams, organizations, and 

society.  

Resources of Various Workplaces 
When using more than one workspace, each workspace provides its 

own resources (and hindrances); however, a resource to one 

employee is sometimes described as inducing strain to another. 

Nonetheless, we will now look at the key resources (and hindrances) 

that employees in Studies I to IV generally relate to work at the office, 

home, and CWSs.  

Resources (and Hindrances) at the Office 

Supportive practices related to onsite work are that employers can 

ensure adequate office infrastructure, social interactions, and at least 

a physical boundary between work and non-work hours (Olafsen et 

al., 2024; The Swedish Work Environment Authority, 2018). 

Furthermore, by having employees at the office, managers can easily 

see who is at work and interact with employees both formally (e.g., in 

a meeting room or at the workstation) and informally (e.g., in the 

corridor or by the coffee machine: Ferreira et al., 2021). Importantly, 

even when participants were asked to express aspects supporting 

sustainable hybrid work, they put less effort into describing the 

resources of onsite work. From a constructivist perspective, this may 

indicate that, since onsite work has been standard for so long, the 

office resources are taken for granted, as well as the demands 



 

72 

accepted a long time ago. Furthermore, the ongoing discussion 

regarding the discrepancy between managers' requests for RTO and 

non-managers' requests for FWLs (Tabahriti, 2022) is not 

substantiated by the results of Studies I to III. There are only a few 

managers who explicitly express that they prefer to meet their 

followers onsite; however, several managers in Study II indicate that, 

since their followers work from different offices, digitally supported 

interactions are more inclusive than meeting a few onsite and the rest 

via ICTs.   

However, in line with contemporary research (Appel-Meulenbroek et 

al., 2022; Williams & Shaw, 2024), participants express that 

collegiality and oral communication are more evident and compelling 

during work at the office. In Studies I and II, participants perceive 

that onsite work offers them opportunities for formal and informal 

interactions with colleagues and managers. For some of them, the 

possibility of “corridor interactions” is one of the most important 

social aspects of onsite work. Therefore, during work at the office and 

at CWSs, participants express that social support is more evident, and 

belonging is strengthened, thus increasing overall feelings of social 

well-being. This could indicate, in line with findings from Eng et al. 

(2025), that individual assignments are performed better remotely, 

while team tasks are performed better onsite. However, there are also 

employees who perceive synchronous remote work together (e.g., via 

Teams or Zoom) as providing a more efficient and inclusive dialogue 

than traditional onsite meetings, thereby ICTs support both 

individual and team performance. Additionally, for some 

participants, working in the office causes hindrances, such as 

inducing strain due to frequent interruptions and emotionally 
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demanding social interactions, which decreases their physical and 

mental well-being.   

For participants in need of a segmentation between work and non-

work activities, the office is an important resource (Eurofound, 2020; 

Gurstein, 2023; The Swedish Work Environment Authority, 2018). 

Through the physical boundaries that the office walls create, as well 

as being able to leave triggering work cues (e.g., the laptop) at the 

office, supportive habits for WLB are maintained. Therefore, 

regarding the requests for FWLs, the importance of onsite work to 

some of the employees should not be underestimated, since it may 

support their WLB and long-term well-being, thus also performance. 

In an era of reductions of office spaces to meet economic and climate 

goals (Tao et al., 2023), a challenge is to ensure onsite stability for 

those needing it, and to offer supportive workspaces for those 

thriving in combining onsite and remote work, thus not using the 

office on a daily basis.    

Resources (and Hindrances) at Home 

Most employees in Studies I and II relate WFH to an undisturbed 

work environment, described as free from “unnecessary” 

distractions. As such, remote work is perceived to reduce work 

segmentation, not in terms of the diversity of tasks but rather in 

reducing the interruptions of colleagues stopping by for a chat. 

Therefore, in line with previous research (Williams & Shaw, 2024), 

participants associate the less segmented remote workdays with 

support for their technical performance (e.g., in-depth analysis), 

along with increased productivity. However, as previously 

mentioned, some participants state that digital meetings are often 

both effective and productive, which indicates good 

communicational performance during remote work. This could be 
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due to knowledge workers in the wake of the pandemic receiving 

adequate ICTs and increasing digital maturity, improving the 

conditions and ability to perform well in different assignments 

regardless of work location. Yet, to others, the use of ICTs seems to 

increase the demand, thus causing strain. 

Participants find that working remotely provides more time available 

from reduced commutes, which provides them with better 

opportunities for health-promoting behaviors in line with 

recommendations of the Public Health Agency of Sweden (2025) and 

therefore, an increase in physical and mental well-being. They use the 

time gained for prolonged sleep, exercise, and social activities; thus, 

through decreased demands (e.g., reduced commuting stress) and 

increased personal resources (e.g., energy conservation), remote work 

seems to limit the impairment process, and therefore the risk of 

burnout (Barnes et al., 2015). 

The results also indicate that the local situation with public transport 

(e.g., bus/train/metro, frequency of departures) may have different 

effects on physical and mental well-being, thus making it a game-

changer in the organizational structure of hybrid work. Therefore, 

within the same organization, hybrid work policies related to 

distribution between onsite and remote workspaces could differ 

across geographical areas. For example, imagine living 200 kilometers 

from the office, with one bus leaving home at 6 am and one going 

back from the city at 4 pm. Your child’s preschool teacher calls you at 

9 am because your child is sick; you cannot pick them up before 6 

pm. We can all relate to the stress that might entail. On the contrary, 

having the metro going back and forth every 5 minutes would have 

been a completely different situation. Nonetheless, given the amount 

of time spent commuting for those in metropolitan and urban areas, 
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sitting in the car traffic for hours, or having to change buses, trains, 

and so on, for them, WFH can also save a lot of time and provide a 

calm start to the workday.  

However, in line with contemporary findings by Olafsen et al. (2024), 

in all our studies, there are some employees who express that WFH 

poses challenges to WLB. When at home, they report that non-work 

activities (e.g., domestic duties) have an impact on work activities. It 

also works the other way around: when they do not physically “leave 

the office”, their workday becomes endless. Even when intending to 

re-establish office habits at home (e.g., taking regular breaks or 

putting away the laptop at the end of the day), some report failing to 

do so, lacking the necessary personal resources for segmentation of 

work and non-work activities. Also, since daily habits are triggered 

by different cues in the environment, such intentions may be 

externally supported to differing degrees (Rosengren et al., 2024). 

Accordingly, when working away from the office, employees need to 

take more responsibility for balancing work and non-work activities 

(Barber et al., 2019), where the outcome of WLB seems to depend on 

both personal (e.g., ability to reconstruct old or invent new habits) 

and organizational (e.g., clear communication strategies) resources.  

Above support for well-being, WLB, and performance, the trend of 

people moving out of city centers (Rex & Westlund, 2024) was also 

evident within Studies II and III. For some participants, working 

partially remotely enabled them to live in the countryside, and (to 

some) this lifestyle became a prerequisite to prevent them from 

resigning. When working from home or nearby, participants utilize 

local services more extensively, which supports the idea of “15-

minute city” zones (Moreno et al., 2021) and thus the prosperity of 

small communities. As such, when residents utilize local amenities in 
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their neighborhood, they support vibrant local communities and have 

the power to reshape the area (Ramani et al., 2024). Also, due to 

limited access to public transport in rural areas, WFH was often 

related to the reduction of commutes by car. Therefore, in line with 

the findings of Tao et al. (2023), the results indicate that working 

remotely may decrease carbon emissions, and therefore, is an 

important climate action. 

Resources (and Hindrances) at CWSs 

Implementing local CWSs to mitigate WFH challenges for public 

employees in a rural region of northern Sweden was new (to my 

knowledge) at the time of Study III, and therefore an important 

contribution to the research field. By complementing work from the 

office and home with a local CWS, as has previously been done in 

other countries and the private sector (Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018; Di 

Marino et al., 2018; Houghton et al., 2018; Spinuzzi, 2012), 

participants in Study III report having access to office infrastructure 

and social interactions during remote work. Thus, using local CWSs 

during remote work has the potential to reduce WFH challenges and 

maintain the benefits of less commuting. Moreover, participants 

report that using the local CWS also supported better understanding 

of their users' needs, as well as networking and co-learning taking 

place across occupations and organizations. Additionally, as found in 

contemporary studies (Rex & Westlund, 2024; Wall et al., 2025), local 

CWSs seem to support the economy and social community in rural 

communities. However, to be a resource, local CWSs must meet 

employee needs (e.g., an undisturbed work area, a physical structure 

supporting WLB) and add value (e.g., reduced commutes with 

retained social interactions); otherwise, working at the office and 

from home is preferred.  
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Owing to limited collaboration among and between public actors (Ek 

et al., 2017; Larsson, 2011) and therefore a lack of comprehensive 

services to citizens (Engen et al., 2021; Matscheck & Piuva, 2022), 

findings of Study III are important as they demonstrate a pathway for 

public employers to facilitate interaction. Study IV, the test of 

Samverket, a new CWS concept (which, to my knowledge, at the 

time, was unique within a Swedish public sector context), indicates 

that CWSs designated for cross-organizational collaboration can 

assist in addressing deficiencies within and between public actors. To 

improve the work of public actors, participants in Studies III and IV 

emphasize the importance of a safe climate at the CWSs, so that 

knowledge sharing and learning can occur, thus promoting cross-

organizational development (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023; Johns et 

al., 2024). Consequently, social resources, such as those provided by 

managers, colleagues, and new acquaintances at CWSs, have the 

potential to increase employees' work engagement, job satisfaction, 

and overall well-being, as well as improve team performance and, 

therefore, public services.  

Additionally, the success of such a concept as Samverket depends on 

the level of support from member organizations and active 

facilitation towards common goals (AbouAssi et al., 2023). When 

engaging in community-centered CWSs, certain organizations 

mandated a reduction in remote work, which consequently led 

members to indirectly express feelings of penalization, thereby 

diminishing their presence at Samverket. Accordingly, in the future, 

organizations might consider aligning community-centered CWSs 

with onsite work practices. Otherwise, if employees do not perceive 

them as a resource, local and community-centered CWSs are just 

another workspace to manage, and therefore risk causing stress, 
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reducing WLB, adding costs, and negatively impacting the climate 

(Hopkins & Bardoel, 2023; Tao et al., 2023).  

Taken together, in line with previous research (Bakker & De Vries, 

2021; Dettmers & Bredehöft, 2020), it became evident that resources 

and demands are subjective, where various hybrid work 

characteristics can be perceived either as resources or demands, 

depending on job design, social and personal resources, and other 

situational factors. These findings confirm and extend JD-R theory by 

illustrating how the key hybrid work resources (e.g., autonomy, 

adequate ICTs, spatial and temporal flexibility, and the addition of 

CWSs) tend to require strong personal resources (Allen et al., 2024; 

Bullini Orlandi et al., 2024) to optimize the benefits of onsite and 

remote work.  

Methodological Considerations 

Over the years of working on the thesis, I kept in mind that the goal 

of this education is to gather knowledge, skills, and abilities to 

conduct rigor and ethically sound research. Indeed, the PhD journey 

is seldom straightforward, which is a good thing since challenges 

tend to optimize learning. Through encountering obstacles, there 

have been opportunities to learn, rethink, and do better. From Study I 

to Study IV, as with all research, each study had its own strengths 

and limitations.  

For example, when conducting research in the early post-pandemic 

phase, people were reluctant to meet in person; therefore, instead of 

the more traditional interviews (Creswell & Creswell, 2023), surveys 

were a pragmatic and accessible way to reach participants. Through 

this pragmatic approach, despite others reporting receiving rich data 

through surveys (see e.g., Braun et al., 2021), we were grateful to see 
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how much effort most respondents put into answering the open-

ended survey questions. Employees seemed to want to share their 

newly acquired perceptions and experiences of hybrid work. But 

what if those thriving in the office environment hoped for everything 

to return to “normal” and therefore were hesitant to answer the 

survey (for both Studies I and II)? When examining the closed-ended 

questions about actual and preferred onsite and remote work, 

different preferences were represented. Accordingly, as the initial 

survey responses provided rich data, it motivated us to continue 

using surveys with open-ended questions in the subsequent studies.  

Still, no data is better than the data collection material (Howitt, 2019); 

as such, a limitation of Study I was the lack of sample specificity (i.e., 

lack of demographic questions related to geographical location, 

organizational affiliation, and occupation). Since the aim was to 

explore employee perceptions of hybrid work and suggestions for 

supporting collaboration, WLB, and well-being, describing the 

participant group in more detail would have been desirable.   

The data collection material in Study II included the necessary 

demographic questions, and so learning occurred from Study I to II. 

However, I got carried away in the dialogue with the organization, 

and therefore, included quantitative measures as well, which were 

beyond the scope of Study II. Thus, participants received a massive 

survey including instruments as well as open-ended questions about 

hybrid work, WLB, and well-being. A few respondents (rightfully) 

criticized the survey, perceiving it to be too exhausting and time-

consuming. An overly lengthy survey risks reducing the quality in 

data collection (Malterud et al., 2016) by reducing respondents' 

commitment throughout the data collection (Howitt, 2019), leading to 

sloppy answers and descriptions. Even when this is not the case with 
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data in Study II, an important lesson from this limitation is to 

maintain focus on the study aim and quality in data collection. 

Data collection material for Study III involved no “bonus questions”, 

only those directly related to the study aim, and thus planned to be 

used in the analysis, as well as oral and written reports. In addition to 

the two survey occasions, digital interviews were held. During 

interviews, a few respondents asked if it was safe to express 

dissatisfaction with the CWS without being exposed. This question 

revealed concerns regarding traceable vocabulary and suspiciousness 

towards participant integrity. As described by Taquette and Borges 

Da Matta Souza (2022), during evaluation research, it is important 

that participants perceive no violation of their confidentiality; 

otherwise, it risks limiting the extent and honesty of their responses. 

This indicates the importance of being sufficiently explicit in how the 

results are to be presented, and in some cases, surveys might be a 

better option than the traditionally used interviews.  

Additionally, some of the CWSs were well-established, with CWS 

managers, different work areas, and social events, whereas others 

were newly created workspaces for the project. These differences may 

have affected the perceptions of work conditions and outcomes at the 

different CWSs. Furthermore, when starting this evaluation project, 

both nationally and internationally, public actors implemented RTO 

policies. This could have “forced” even those without WFH 

challenges to assign themselves to the project (i.e., in an attempt to 

secure remote work and reduce commuting even if their organization 

later applies RTO strategies) and, therefore, participate without the 

need for a local CWS. Finally, data from the pre-and post-measures 

were supposed to be connected via anonymous participant IDs, yet, 

since a few participants left the organization, while newly hired 
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individuals entered the project after the first measure, all the data 

were used as one unit of meaning in the content analysis.  

In Study IV, also a one-year evaluation project, data were primarily 

collected through surveys with closed- and open-ended questions. 

An important lesson from Study IV was how survey questions within 

the data collection material can contribute to learning and 

development, thus inducing organizational changes during an AR 

project. For example, respondents highlighted that survey questions 

related to their internal distribution model of memberships, SMART 

goals, conditions for using Samverket, and plans for knowledge 

transfer, led inactive members to be replaced, goals to be set, and 

information from Samverket to be shared with colleagues. However, 

in this very interactive study, which involved ongoing dialogue with 

the management team and CWS members, the well-known 

challenges of creating trust while maintaining researcher integrity 

during AR (Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist et al., 2021) were encountered. I 

had to constantly reflect on my actions in order to be clear about my 

role towards the CWS members, and discuss data collection and 

analysis with co-authors (i.e., supervisors) to maintain integrity. As in 

Study III, there were risks of participants adjusting their responses in 

an attempt to secure ongoing access to the community-centered CWS.   

All in all, as already indicated, the most challenging parts of the 

thesis work were Studies III and IV, the evaluation research, since 

these studies were both time-consuming and demanded a lot of 

reflexivity related to the researcher's role. If possible, I would 

recommend having projects sequenced, not in parallel, since this 

provides time to reflect, learn, and gain more experience from one 

project to the next. Finally, I would like to highlight a key strength of 

Studies II, III, and IV, which was the ongoing dialogue with 
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stakeholders, where preliminary and “final” results were shared both 

orally and in writing. To me, the role of a knowledge facilitator is 

crucial, as it enables organizations and their employees to benefit 

from participating in research (Bertilsdotter-Rosqvist et al., 2021; 

Swedish Research Council, 2024) and also helps strengthen 

researcher-practitioner interactions for future collaborations.  

Future Directions 

Since these studies have only scratched the surface of hybrid work, 

suggestions for future directions are to deepen the understanding of 

aspects supporting or hindering performance and well-being when 

using FWLs. To maintain a focus on sustainability, a future step 

would be to explore how to optimize the use of the offices, such as 

testing whether scheduled onsite work can be advantageous for 

social reasons (e.g., knowing when to meet colleagues onsite), from a 

leadership perspective (e.g., knowing when to meet employees in 

person), and from an environmental standpoint (e.g., reducing 

energy consumption). 

Additionally, the use of third places to address WFH challenges 

needs to be further investigated by studying CWSs in rural and 

metropolitan areas, and within different organizations. This is also 

true for the CWSs used as arenas for cross-organizational 

collaboration within the public sector. More research is needed to 

determine whether places like Samverket will continue to yield 

positive societal outcomes or merely serve as pleasant spaces for 

public employees to meet, which could be costly to taxpayers and 

harmful to the climate. Since sustainable practices require cost-

efficiency and energy reduction, simply increasing the number of 
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workplaces is not a suitable solution; thus, a comprehensive overview 

of office utilization is required.   

Furthermore, context-specific longitudinal studies are needed to 

explore perceptions and outcomes over time. This includes how to 

support employees with varying personal resources over time, such 

as those who need clear boundaries for WLB and frequent social 

interactions, compared to those who prefer fewer social interactions 

and to work without interruptions. For an exhaustive understanding, 

the different needs of employees, teams, and organizations must be 

explored within different sectors, occupations, and geographical 

areas. Additionally, since this thesis has a promotive focus, there is a 

risk of missing the “bad stuff”, and therefore, future research needs to 

assess both pros and cons of hybrid work. Also, with recent research 

indicating that women with children and persons with disabilities 

(Bloom, Dahl, et al., 2024; McKinsey & Lean In, 2023) have more 

opportunities to select preferred organizations and roles when daily 

commuting is not required, an important future direction for research 

will be to investigate whether the hybrid work model can empower 

vulnerable labor market groups. Therefore, it should be explored 

thoroughly whether hybrid work benefits certain groups or, in the 

long run, will cause gender, salary, or career gaps. 

Concluding Remarks and Implications 

This thesis has provided experiential insights into hybrid work, 

highlighting conditions that can both support and hinder sustainable 

work across the office, home, and CWSs. Many established factors 

supporting decent work conditions, well-being, and performance 

remain valid, yet their effects vary across settings. Therefore, an 

important contribution of this thesis is that navigating between 



 

84 

workspaces demands significantly more personal resources than 

simply working onsite or remotely. This relates to the JD-R theory 

(Bakker et al., 2023; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), which argues that 

what is considered a resource for one employee (e.g., undisturbed 

WFH) may constitute a demand for another (e.g., lack of boundaries 

for WLB).   

Moreover, aspects such as trust, autonomy, psychological safety 

(Edmondson, 2019; Edmondson & Bransby, 2023), adequate ICTs, 

communication strategies, and digital maturity (Müller et al., 2022; 

Sostero et al., 2020) are also decisive for engagement, creativity, and 

performance when using FWLs. Easy to forget, yet of great 

importance, is that research shows that hybrid work also seems to 

place new demands on managers (Contreras et al., 2020; Lundqvist & 

Wallo, 2023). Leaders must actively identify how best to support 

employees when they work across different workspaces. Effective 

communication, constructive check-ins, and fair handling of 

underperformance seem critical (rather than reverting to onsite 

norms). Notably, managers themselves, like all employees, require 

sufficient resources to thrive in hybrid work contexts.  

Due to the risk of trade-offs on employee well-being (Grant et al., 

2007; C. Grant et al., 2013), it is important to design hybrid work with 

flexibility and intentionality, rather than rigid solutions based on 

previous norms. Based on this thesis and prior research, there are 

several implications for designing supportive hybrid work: 

• Provide FWLs with intentionality: Offer clear guidelines that 

balance onsite and remote benefits while considering individual 

and team needs. Beyond the office and home, CWSs can be 

strategic assets for innovation and employee well-being. 
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• Build trust and provide balanced autonomy: Trust-based 

leadership is central when employees work across the office, 

home, and CWSs; thus, autonomy should be supported but 

calibrated to employees’ personal resources. 

• Ensure clear communication and adequate ICTs: Reliable 

ICTs, digital maturity, and a sound interaction climate enable 

effective collaboration and a sense of belonging, as well as 

disconnection for recovery and WLB. 

• Monitor and adapt continuously: Hybrid work designs require 

ongoing reflection, dialogue, and adjustment to remain 

sustainable and beneficial for employees, organizations, and 

society. Use supportive strategies (and not rigid policies based 

on outdated norms). 

Finally, the ongoing debates about remote versus onsite work (e.g., 

Allen et al., 2024; Ipsen et al., 2021; Tabahriti, 2022; The Swedish 

National Financial Management Authority, 2022) necessitate 

reflections on established norms. For decades, many knowledge 

workers have struggled with time-consuming commutes, and 

introverted individuals have faced office environments filled with 

interruptions and social demands (Herbert et al., 2023). It appears 

that for these individuals, the trend toward remote work during the 

pandemic was more than just a logistical shift; it was a transformative 

change that supported their WLB, well-being, and performance. 

Therefore, discussions about RTO policies create real challenges for 

those who thrive with FWLs; as a result, they (silently) fight for their 

dear life to keep remote days. As such, recognizing the strength in 

diversity, workplaces should avoid unfair treatment (Blevins et al., 

2022). Perhaps the post-pandemic swing toward remote work, thus 

challenging the social construct of the office as “the” workspace, has 
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been necessary to recalibrate the balance between onsite and remote 

work, ultimately leading to a hybrid work model that addresses 

diverse needs and supports sustainable work in a way that neither 

WFH nor the office alone provides. Therefore, I hope we can move 

past the debate over “how to bring people back to the office” and 

instead focus on how to create supportive workspaces that employees 

and teams desire and thrive in. 

In conclusion, the results indicate that well-designed hybrid work has 

the potential to benefit society in the future by enhancing employee 

well-being and economic growth, attracting workers to rural areas, 

and decreasing the environmental impacts of carbon emissions. 

However, with hybrid work rapidly evolving, much remains to be 

done; therefore, previous and new knowledge are vital in exploring 

the future of sustainable hybrid work. 
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