Appendix 1 - Assessing the measurement model

The first step tests for construct reliability, which indicates the extent to which items on a scale are related in reality.  Following best practice, we assessed the internal consistency of the scale items using two measures: composite reliabilities (CR) and convergent validity with average variance extracted (AVE) values.  The CRs being above 0.7 suggests satisfactory construct reliability (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).  Additionally, no CR value exceeded 0.95, which could signal redundant items and potentially reduce the scale's validity.  Convergent validity examines how well the construct explains the variance in its items. A construct is considered acceptable if it can explain at least 50% of the variance in its items.  All AVE values were above 0.5, supporting satisfactory construct reliability (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).  Table AI below shows the means, standard deviations, reliability and intercorrelations of all study variables.
In the second step, discriminant validity - how well a construct can be distinguished from other constructs in the model – is evaluated.  For appropriate discriminant validity, the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio, which is an estimate of the true correlation between two constructs if they were perfectly measured, should be below 0.90 for all constructs, or 0.85 for the more conservative threshold (Henseler et al., 2015).  None of the values surpassed the threshold of 0.85, signifying that the variables in our dataset exhibit a satisfactory level of discriminant validity.  Validating our initial decision to treat remote and in-office technostress as separate constructs, the HTMT ratio between these two variables was 0.57, well below the 0.85 threshold.  
	A risk associated with single-source research designs is common method bias (CMB).  Extremely high construct correlations are a possible indicator of CMB (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The highest correlation between constructs is 0.77 (see Table A1), which is below the suggested threshold of 0.90 (Hair et al., 2019). We also conducted a full collinearity test, as recommended by Kock (2015), to test for the presence of CMB. This approach requires the calculation of the variance inflation factors (VIF) values for all constructs and control variables included in the research model.  If all values are equal to or lower than 3.3, the model can be considered free of CMB.  All values in our model were clearly below the 3.3 threshold. Thus, CMB was not an issue in this study.


Table A1. Means, standard deviations, composite reliabilities, and correlations of all variables
	
	Mean
	SD
	CR
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1. Age
	38
	10.18
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Burnout
	2.52
	.97
	.90
	-.11*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Detachment
	4.91
	1.64
	.91
	-.09*
	-.24**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Education
	-
	-
	-
	-.10*
	-.10*
	-.07*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Gender
	-
	-
	-
	.04
	.07
	-.06
	.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Hybrid experience
	4.10
	1.86
	-
	.26**
	-.07
	-.01
	.01
	-.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Hybrid autonomy
	5.89
	1.17
	.81
	.10*
	-.13*
	.10
	.02
	-.03
	.14*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. ICT Efficacy
	5.27
	1.23
	.91
	-.01
	-.14*
	.02
	-.04
	-.15**
	.01
	.26
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Job satisfaction
	4.01
	1.51
	.83
	.04
	-.34**
	.02
	-.01
	-.16**
	.09*
	.28
	.10
	
	
	
	

	10.In-office technostress
	2.27
	1.49
	.92
	.02*
	.24**
	-.09*
	.02
	.52
	-.06
	-.13
	-.27**
	-.15*
	
	
	

	11. Remote days
	3
	1.05
	-
	.04*
	-.01
	.09
	.02
	.10
	.11*
	.32
	-.04
	-.07
	.08
	
	

	12. Remote technostress
	2.02
	1.19
	.94
	.05
	.26**
	-.21**
	.02*
	.26**
	-.10*
	-.23**
	-.31**
	-.16**
	.47**
	-.08
	

	13. Workplace social support
	2.90
	1.17
	.79
	.02
	-.23**
	.16*
	.06
	.13*
	.14*
	.37**
	.23**
	.50**
	.20**
	.03
	-.24**


Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.001




Appendix 2 - Construct reliabilities (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), Cronbach’s Alpha (CA) item means, standard deviations (S.D.), loadings.
	Construct
	Item
	Mean
	S.D
	Loading

	Remote ICT Complexity
(Fischer et al., 2021)

CR: 0.91
AVE: 0.74
CA: 0.93
	When working remotely, I often find it too complicated to accomplish a task using the ICT that are available.
	1.79
	1.04
	0.87

	
	When working remotely, I often need more time than expected to accomplish a task using the ICT that are available to me.
	2.01
	1.26
	0.87

	
	When working remotely, I feel that the ICT that are available to me are too confusing.
	1.63
	0.92
	0.81

	
	When working remotely, I often do not find enough time to keep up with new functionalities of ICT.
	1.94
	1.19
	0.86

	
	When working remotely, it would take me too long to completely figure out how to use the ICT that are available to me.
	1.82
	1.13
	0.86

	Remote ICT Unreliability 
(Fischer et al., 2021)

CR: 0.95
AVE: 0.83
CA: 0.95
	When working remotely, I think that I am too often confronted with unexpected behaviour of the ICT I use.
	2.62
	1.41
	0.88

	· 
	When working remotely, I think that I lose too much time due to technical malfunctions.
	2.10
	1.21
	0.94

	· 
	When working remotely, I think that I spend too much time trying to fix technical malfunctions.
	2.04
	1.19
	0.93

	· 
	When working remotely, there is just too much of my time at work wasted coping with the unreliability of ICT.
	2.04
	1.18
	0.93

	· 
	When working remotely, the daily hassles with ICT are really bothering me.
	2.15
	1.30
	0.88

	In-Office ICT Complexity
(Fischer et al., 2021)

CR: 0.90
AVE: 0.70
CA: 0.89
	When working in the office, I often find it too complicated to accomplish a task using the ICT that are available.
	2.27
	1.47
	0.78

	
	When working in the office, I often need more time than expected to accomplish a task using the ICT that are available to me.
	1.90
	1.18
	0.87

	
	When working in the office, I feel that the ICT that are available to me are too confusing.
	2.00
	1.30
	0.89

	
	When working in the office, I often do not find enough time to keep up with new functionalities of ICT.
	1.77
	1.11
	0.84

	
	When working in the office, it would take me too long to completely figure out how to use the ICT that are available to me.
	1.99
	1.22
	0.79

	In-Office ICT Unreliability 
(Fischer et al., 2021)

CR: 0.95
AVE: 0.72
CA: 0.88
	When working in the office, I think that I am too often confronted with unexpected behaviour of the ICT I use.
	4.60
	2.13
	0.93

	
	When working in the office, I think that I lose too much time due to technical malfunctions.
	2.50
	1.50
	0.93

	
	When working in the office, I think that I spend too much time trying to fix technical malfunctions.
	2.32
	1.42
	0.94

	
	When working in the office, there is just too much of my time at work wasted coping with the unreliability of ICT.
	2.27
	1.45
	0.94

	
	When working in the office, the daily hassles with ICT are really bothering me.
	2.31
	1.42
	0.93

	Psychological Detachment
(Sonnentag and Bayer, 2005)

CR: 0.93
AVE: 0.80
CA: 0.92
	After finishing my day’s work, I forget about work.
	4.73
	1.67
	0.90

	
	After finishing my day’s work, I don’t think about work at all.
	4.19
	1.77
	0.88

	
	After finishing my day’s work, I distance myself from my work.
	5.13
	1.60
	0.92

	
	After finishing my day’s work, I get a break from the demands of work.
	5.55
	1.51
	0.88

	Burnout

CR: 0.89
AVE: 0.63
CA: 0.89

(Kristensen et al., 2005)
	How often do you feel tired?
	3.24
	0.86
	0.76

	
	How often are you physically exhausted?
	2.65
	1.05
	0.85

	
	How often are you emotionally exhausted?
	2.66
	0.89
	0.76

	
	How often do you think: “I can’t take it anymore”?
	1.84
	0.99
	0.80

	
	How often do you feel worn out?
	2.64
	1.02
	0.87

	
	How often do you feel weak and susceptible to illness?
	2.11
	0.98
	0.76

	Hybrid Work Location Autonomy 
(Nwankpa and Datta, 2023)


	My work arrangement allows me to work separately outside of a traditional office environment when required
	5.89
	1.17
	

	Workplace Social Support (Karasek et al., 1998).  
	When needed, my fellow workers support me.
	5.52
	1.33
	

	ICT Self-Efficacy (Compeau and Higgins, 1995)

CR: 0.92
AVE: 0.55
CA: 0.91
	I could fix the ICT problem, if there was no one around to tell me what to do.
	4.71
	1.45
	0.69

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if I had never used an application like it before.
	3.98
	1.59
	0.78

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if I only had the application manual for reference.
	5.31
	1.36
	0.60

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if I had seen someone else using it before trying it myself.
	5.17
	1.25
	0.81

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if I could call someone for help if I got stuck.
	5.58
	1.12
	0.78

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if someone else had helped me get started.
	5.36
	1.20
	0.68

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if I had a lot of time to complete the job for which the application was provided.
	5.49
	1.11
	0.83

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if I had just the built-in facility for assistance.
	5.33
	1.15
	0.79

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if someone showed me how to do it first.
	5.94
	1.02
	0.68

	
	I could fix the ICT problem, if I had used a similar application to this one to do the same job.
	5.81
	0.99
	0.75

	Job
Satisfaction
(Janssen, 2001)

CR: 0.87
AVE: 0.75
CA: 0.83
	Overall, I am satisfied with my job.
	5.24
	1.32
	0.94

	
	I would prefer another, more ideal job. (Reverse coded)
	4.17
	1.93
	0.76

	
	I am satisfied with the important aspects of my job.
	5.35
	1.26
	0.89






Appendix 3 - Exploratory factor analysis of technostress items
Rotated component matrix
	
	Component

	Technostress items
	1
	2

	Remote ICT Complexity 1
	0.76
	0.15

	Remote ICT Complexity 2
	0.82
	0.19

	Remote ICT Complexity 3
	0.81
	0.20

	Remote ICT Complexity 4
	0.83
	0.14

	Remote ICT Complexity 5
	0.78
	0.22

	Remote ICT Unreliability 1
	0.76
	0.15

	Remote ICT Unreliability 2
	0.75
	0.26

	Remote ICT Unreliability 3
	0.74
	0.24

	Remote ICT Unreliability 4
	0.71
	0.21

	Remote ICT Unreliability 5
	0.70
	0.22

	In-Office ICT Complexity 1
	0.06
	0.32

	In-Office ICT Complexity 2
	0.20
	0.86

	In-Office ICT Complexity 3
	0.14
	0.90

	In-Office ICT Complexity 4
	0.16
	0.88

	In-Office ICT Complexity 5
	0.16
	0.90

	In-Office ICT Unreliability 1
	0.14
	0.97

	In-Office ICT Unreliability 2
	0.32
	0.74

	In-Office ICT Unreliability 3
	0.25
	0.78

	In-Office ICT Unreliability 4
	0.44
	0.58

	In-Office ICT Unreliability 5
	0.49
	0.53
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