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[bookmark: _Toc205301166]Configural Isomorphism
As described in the manuscript, we modeled two higher-order factors indicating work support and nonwork support. However, one may argue that the factor structures may not be isomorphic across levels, resulting in an enhanced fit despite not being the optimal solution for the respective level. To rule out this option, we tested for configural isomorphism across levels (Tay et al., 2014). We provide an overview of a series of MCFAs in Table S1. Model 1 to 3 assume configural isomorphism (i.e., similar factor structures across levels, Tay et al., 2014) and are described in the manuscript. In Model 4 to 7, we modeled nonconfigural-isomorphic models (i.e., differing factor structures across levels). Thus, we compared the model fit of our model with two higher-order support factors on both the within-person and between-person level from our main analysis (Model 1), χ2 = 410.67, df = 125, p < .001, SCF = 1.17, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, AIC = 26,176.65, SRMRwithin = .04, SRMRbetween = .06, with Model 4 to 7. Specifically, we tested a model with two higher order factors on the within-person level and one higher order factor on the between-person level (Model 4). The model fit was: χ2 = 481.03, df = 126, p < .001, SCF = 1.15, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .94, TLI = .92, AIC = 26,248.11, SRMRwithin = .05, SRMRbetween = .10, Satorra-Bentler ∆χ2(1) = ‑53.85. A comparison of AICs of these two models indicates that our model with two higher-order factors on the between-person level achieved better fit than the alternative model with one higher-order factor on the between-person level. Moreover, the lower value for the SRMRbetween for Model 1 specifically indicates a better model fit on the between-person level when modeling two higher-order factors on the between-person level. In addition, we also tested a model with one higher-order factor on the within-person level and two higher-order factors on the between-person level (Model 5), χ2 = 535.81, df = 126, p < .001, SCF = 1.16, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .93, TLI = .91, AIC = 26,315.74, SRMRwithin = .07, SRMRbetween = .06, Satorra-Bentler ∆χ2(1) = ‑1,567.29. Again, this model had a worse model fit than our main Model 1, as is also indicated by the higher SRMRwithin of Model 5.
To fully explore all options, we also tested a model with two higher-order factors on the within-person level and two single-level factors (without higher-order factors) on the between-person level (Model 6) and a model with two single-level factors (without higher-order factors) on the within-person level and two higher-order factors on the between-person level (Model 7). Again, changing the factor structure from two higher-order factors to two single-level factors resulted in worse model fit on the respective level (as indicated by level-specific SRMR). 
Thus, we can assume configural isomorphism because the two higher-order factor structure best fitted our data. Therefore, it is statistically warranted to model two higher-order factors both on the within-person and between-person level in our main analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc205301167]Measurement Invariance
[bookmark: _Hlk192516965]We tested for measurement invariance across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days to check whether the latent constructs are similar across days. We tested a series of MCFAs separately for working-from-home days (n = 265) and working-at-the-office days (n = 481). Please note that we were unable to conduct a multiple-group analysis to test measurement invariance because our working-from-home variable was defined as a within-person variable. To run a multiple-group analysis, the grouping variable would have to be a between-person variable where the days are clearly allocated to the groups at the between-person level. However, because participants could potentially work from home on some days and work from the office on other days (which was the case for N = 43 employees, n = 257 days), the working-from-home variable did not clearly indicate a between-person group membership. Because we did not want to drop days from participants who worked both from home and from the office (i.e., 257 days) when testing for measurement invariance, we ran the analysis separately for working-from-home days and working-at-the-office days with factor loadings and intercepts obtained from our main CFAs across all days. We used the factor loadings and intercepts from the CFA across all days to calculate weighted factor loadings and to fix intercepts to the respective value from the main analysis. Accordingly, if the CFA resulted in a good fit both for working-from-home days and for working-at-the-office days, measurement invariance would be supported.
First, we tested for configural invariance which refers to equal factor structures across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days (van de Schoot et al., 2012). The measurement model of the end-of-work constructs (work support, nonwork support, workload, vitality) had an adequate fit on working-from-home days, χ2 = 737.02, df = 404, p < .001, SCF = 0.81, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, SRMRwithin = .06, SRMRbetween = .18, and a good fit on working-at-the-office days, χ2 = 751.54, df = 404, p < .001, SCF = 0.95, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, SRMRwithin = .04, SRMRbetween = .08. Thus, the hypothesized factor structure (two higher-order-factors reflecting work and nonwork support and two factors reflecting workload and vitality) achieved good fit across both working-from-home days and working-at-the-office days, providing support for configural invariance. The measurement model of the bedtime constructs (detachment, relaxation, mastery experiences, control) had a good fit on working-from-home days, χ2 = 282.10, df = 198, p < .001, SCF = 0.88, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, SRMRwithin = .05, SRMRbetween = .10, and on working-at-the-office days, χ2 = 276.13, df = 198, p < .001, SCF = 1.04, RMSEA = .03, CFI = .98, TLI = .98, SRMRwithin = .04, SRMRbetween = .07. Thus, the four-factor-structure of the bedtime constructs achieved good fit across both working-from-home days and working-at-the-office days, providing again support for configural invariance.
Second, we tested for metric invariance which refers to equal factor structures and equal factor loadings across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days (van de Schoot et al., 2012). Because we could not run a multiple group analysis (see above), we obtained factor loadings from our respective MCFA in the overall sample across all days. In separate analyses for working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days, we calculated weighted factors with these factor loadings. If this procedure leads to a similar model fit for the respective subsample as in the model in which we only modeled the factor structure (i.e., to test configural invariance), the factor loadings would be considered equal across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days. The measurement model of the end-of-work constructs had an adequate fit on working-from-home days, χ2 = 708.64, df = 388, p < .001, SCF = 0.84, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .93, TLI = .91, and a good fit on working-at-the-office days, χ2 = 721.78, df = 388, p < .001, SCF = 0.99, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, SRMRwithin = .04, SRMRbetween = .08. Moreover, the measurement model of the bedtime constructs had a good fit on working-from-home days, χ2 = 270.70, df = 190, p < .001, SCF = 0.92, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, SRMRwithin = .05, SRMRbetween = .10, and on working-at-the-office days, χ2 = 265.03, df = 190, p < .001, SCF = 1.08, RMSEA = .03, CFI = .98, TLI = .98, SRMRwithin = .04, SRMRbetween = .07. Because the models with equal factor loadings achieved similar fit as the models without these equality constraints (i.e., the models in which we only specified the factor structure to test configural invariance), we can assume equal factor loadings across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days, providing support for metric invariance.
Third, we tested scalar invariance which refers to equal factor structures, equal factor loadings, and equal factor intercepts across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days (van de Schoot et al., 2012). As described above, we obtained the intercepts of our latent constructs from our respective MCFA in the overall sample across all days. Again, we calculated weighted factors with the factor loadings from the main analysis across all days. In separate analyses for working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days, we included these intercepts as well as the factor loadings in our MCFAs. If this procedure leads to a similar model fit for the respective subsample as in the model in which we set factor loadings equal (i.e., the model in which we tested metric invariance), the intercepts (i.e., the means of the latent constructs) would be considered equal across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days. The measurement model of the end-of-work constructs had a poor fit on working-from-home days, χ2 = 1,026.85, df = 410, p < .001, SCF = 0.88, RMSEA = .07, CFI = .86, TLI = .84, SRMRwithin = .06, SRMRbetween = 1.43, and on working-at-the-office days, χ2 = 1,109.14, df = 410, p < .001, SCF = 0.99, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .91, TLI = .87, SRMRwithin = .04, SRMRbetween = 0.76. Moreover, the measurement model of the bedtime constructs had a poor fit on working-from-home days, χ2 = 573.69, df = 206, p < .001, SCF = 0.95, RMSEA = .08, CFI = .86, TLI = .84, SRMRwithin = .12, SRMRbetween = 2.58, and on working-at-the-office days, χ2 = 722.61, df = 206, p < .001, SCF = 1.09, RMSEA = .07, CFI = .86, TLI = .84, SRMRwithin = .05, SRMRbetween = 1.27. Because the models with equal intercepts and equal factor loadings had a worse model fit than the models with equal factor loadings only, we conclude that the intercepts of the latent constructs differed between working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days, providing no support for scalar invariance. This suggests that the intercepts of our latent constructs differed across working-from-home days versus working-at-the-office days. Moreover, it is often the case that assumptions for scalar invariance do not hold (e.g., (De Beer et al., 2024; Hülsheger et al., 2022; Zheng et al., 2015). Therefore, some authors opt to only test for configural and metric invariance (e.g., Hughes et al., 2024; Zacher et al., 2019).
Taken together, measurement invariance across days was partially supported because we found support for configural and metric invariance.
[bookmark: _Toc205301168]Additional Analyses
As described in the manuscript, we ran a series of additional analysis. We provide the results of these path models in Tables S2 to S6.
We tested remote work intensity as a cross-level moderator (see Table S6). We aggregated our within-person variable working from home to the between-person level coded as -1 (employees who only work at the office), 0 (hybrid workers who work at the office and from home), 1 (employees who only work from home). Similar to the results from our main analysis, remote work intensity did not significantly moderate the associations of work support with detachment, estimate = 0.05, SE = 0.07, p = .444, relaxation, estimate = ‑0.04, SE = 0.06, p = .548, mastery experiences, estimate = 0.01, SE = 0.07, p = .913, and control, estimate = ‑0.02, SE = 0.05, p = .652. Turning to nonwork support, remote work intensity significantly moderated the associations of nonwork support with detachment, estimate = 0.16, SE = 0.08, p = .039, and control, estimate = 0.13, SE = 0.06, p = .034, but the moderation of nonwork support with relaxation, estimate = 0.12, SE = 0.07, p = .102, and mastery experiences, estimate = -0.04, SE = 0.08, p = .621, were not significant. Next, we conducted simple slopes tests for the significant moderation effects. With respect to detachment, we found a positive and marginally significant relationship of nonwork support and detachment for employees who only worked from home, slope estimate = 0.22, SE = 0.13, p = .086. The relationship of nonwork support and detachment was not significant for employees who only worked at the office, slope estimate = -0.11, SE = 0.08, p = .184, and for hybrid workers, slope estimate = 0.05, SE = 0.07, p = .455. With respect to control, we found a positive and marginally significant relationship of nonwork support and control for employees who only worked from home, slope estimate = 0.20, SE = 0.10, p = .062. The relationship of nonwork support and control was not significant for employees who only worked at the office, slope estimate = -0.06, SE = 0.06, p = .277, and for hybrid workers, slope estimate = 0.07, SE = 0.06, p = .277. Thus, the relationship between nonwork support and detachment and relaxation was marginally significant for employees who only work from home. Taken together, the result pattern is highly similar to the findings of our within-person moderation. However, the between-person moderation of remote work intensity was not significant for hybrid workers, most likely because the nonsignificant relationship of nonwork support with the recovery experiences on working-at-the-office days masks beneficial effects of working from home for this person-level category. In a reduced data set with hybrid workers only (N = 43 employees, n = 257 days), daily working from home significantly moderated the relationship of nonwork support with detachment, estimate = 0.45, SE = 0.18, p = .011, relaxation, estimate = 0.78, SE = 0.16, p < .001, and control, estimate = 0.51, SE = 0.13, p < .001, indicating that also for hybrid workers nonwork support is beneficial for subordinates’ recovery on working-from-home days.
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Table S1
Model Comparisons Testing Configural Isomorphism Across Levels
	Model Type
	Model
	Within-person factors
	Between-person factors
	χ2
	df
	RMSEA
	CFI
	TLI
	AIC
	SRMRwithin
	SRMRbetween

	Configural isomorphism
	1
	2 HOF
	2 HOF
	410.67
	125
	.05
	.95
	.94
	26,176.65
	.04
	.06

	
	2
	2 F
	2 F
	1069.19
	131
	.09
	.83
	.80
	27,035.34
	.07
	.12

	
	3
	1 HOF
	1 HOF
	661.20
	127
	.07
	.90
	.88
	26,434.52
	.08
	.11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No configural isomorphism
	4
	2 HOF
	1 HOF
	481.03
	126
	.06
	.94
	.92
	26,248.11
	.05
	.10

	
	5
	1 HOF
	2 HOF
	535.81
	126
	.06
	.93
	.91
	26,315.74
	.07
	.06

	
	6
	2 HOF
	2 F
	527.05
	127
	.06
	.93
	.91
	26,317.33
	.04
	.10

	
	7
	2 F
	2 HOF
	890.27
	129
	.08
	.86
	.84
	26,783.88
	.07
	.06


Note. HOF = higher-order factor, F = single-level factor.


Table S2
Interaction-Effects Model With Workload as a Predictor and Work Support and Nonwork Support as Moderators
	
	Psychological detachment
	Relaxation
	Mastery experiences
	Control

	Predictor variable
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p

	Within-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Workload
	-0.13 (0.05)
	.012
	-0.18 (0.05)
	< .001
	0.02 (0.01) a
	.006
	-0.06 (0.05)
	.173

	SWS
	-0.05 (0.06)
	.435
	0.09 (0.06)
	.113
	0.08 (0.06)
	.158
	0.07 (0.05)
	.142

	SNWS
	-0.01 (0.06)
	.885
	0.00 (0.06)
	.963
	-0.07 (0.06)
	.235
	0.00 (0.05)
	.966

	Workload * SWS
	0.08 (0.10)
	.454
	-0.05 (0.10)
	.606
	-0.15 (0.09)
	.076
	-0.08 (0.08)
	.341

	Workload * SNWS
	-0.14 (0.11)
	.229
	0.00 (0.12)
	.987
	0.11 (0.09)
	.245
	0.05 (0.09)
	.578

	Between-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Workload
	-0.31 (0.10)
	.002
	-0.17 (0.10)
	.071
	0.16 (0.10)
	.095
	-0.13 (0.09)
	.136

	SWS
	-0.05 (0.06)
	.435
	0.09 (0.06)
	.113
	0.08 (0.06)
	.158
	0.07 (0.05)
	.142

	SNWS
	-0.01 (0.06)
	.885
	0.00 (0.06)
	.963
	-0.07 (0.06)
	.235
	0.00 (0.05)
	.966


Note. N = 171 persons, n = 871 days. Estimates are unstandardized and resulted from one overall model including all main effects and interaction effects. Standard errors are displayed in parentheses.
Abbreviations: est. = estimates; M = morning survey; AW = after-work survey; SWS = supervisor work support; SNWS = supervisor nonwork support.


Table S3
Interaction-Effects Model With the Moderation of Working From Home on the Relationship of Supervisor Support and Vitality
	
	Vitality (AW)
	Psychological detachment
	Relaxation
	Mastery experiences
	Control

	Predictor variable
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p

	Within-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	0.12 (0.06)
	.063
	-0.03 (0.07)
	.696
	0.09 (0.08)
	.255
	0.07 (0.08)
	.397
	0.12 (0.07)
	.091

	SNWS
	-0.03 (0.06)
	.693
	-0.15 (0.08)
	.066
	-0.09 (0.08)
	.265
	-0.10 (0.08)
	.172
	-0.12 (0.05)
	.023

	Workload
	-0.16 (0.04)
	< .001
	-0.11 (0.05)
	.043
	-0.12 (0.05)
	.009
	-0.11 (0.05)a
	.048
	-0.03 (0.05)
	.559

	Vitality (M)
	0.25 (0.04)
	< .001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vitality (AW)
	
	
	0.15 (0.05)
	.002
	0.24 (0.05)
	< .001
	0.15 (0.05)
	.002
	0.18 (0.04)
	< .001

	WFH
	0.06 (0.07)
	.415
	-0.12 (0.08)
	.157
	-0.06 (0.09)
	.522
	-0.00 (0.09)
	.973
	-0.03 (0.07)
	.669

	SWS * WFH
	-0.03 (0.09)
	.782
	-0.07 (0.11)
	.520
	-0.20 (0.11)
	.072
	0.05 (0.13)
	.702
	-0.21 (0.10)
	.029

	SNWS * WFH
	-0.04 (0.10)
	.702
	0.45 (0.12)
	< .001
	0.44 (0.13)
	.001
	-0.02 (0.16)
	.880
	0.43 (0.10)
	< .001

	Between-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	0.15 (0.22)
	.500
	-0.15 (0.21)
	.465
	0.40 (0.21)
	.052
	-0.09 (0.16)
	.577
	0.25 (0.21)
	.237

	SNWS
	-0.07 (0.21)
	.722
	0.05 (0.19)
	.788
	-0.27 (0.17)
	.119
	0.13 (0.14)
	.337
	-0.19 (0.19)
	.335

	Workload
	0.06 (0.11)
	.563
	-0.34 (0.10)
	< .001
	-0.20 (0.09)
	.022
	0.12 (0.09)
	.203
	-0.16 (0.08)
	.064

	Vitality (AW)
	
	
	0.67 (0.12)
	< .001
	0.43 (0.12)
	< .001
	0.49 (0.11)
	< .001
	0.44 (0.12)
	< .001


Note. N = 171 persons, n = 871 days. Estimates are unstandardized and resulted from one overall model including all main effects and interaction effects with working from home. Standard errors are displayed in parentheses.
a This path was set random due to significant between-person variance in this slope.
Abbreviations: est. = estimates; M = morning survey; AW = after-work survey; SWS = supervisor work support; SNWS = supervisor nonwork support; WFH = working from home.


Table S4
Main-Effects Model with Free Leisure Time as a Mediator
	
	Time
	Psychological Detachment
	Relaxation
	Mastery experiences
	Control

	Predictor Variable
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p

	Within-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	0.64 (6.27)
	.919
	-0.05 (0.06)
	.389
	0.03 (0.06)
	.574
	0.11 (0.06)
	.091
	0.05 (0.05)
	.307

	SNWS
	-3.57 (7.51)
	.634
	-0.01 (0.07)
	.851
	0.04 (0.06)
	.511
	-0.12 (0.07)
	.081
	0.02 (0.05)
	.717

	Workload
	-16.93 (3.36)
	< .001
	-0.12 (0.06)
	.033
	-0.13 (0.05)
	.008
	-0.11 (0.05)a
	.029
	-0.03 (0.05)
	.475

	Time
	
	
	0.001 (0.001)
	.010
	0.003 (0.001)
	< .001
	0.001 (0.00)
	.205
	0.002 (0.001)
	< .001

	WFH
	
	
	-0.11 (0.08)
	.192
	-0.03 (0.09)
	.685
	0.00 (0.10)
	.998
	-0.02 (0.07)
	.775

	Between-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	54.33 (18.18)
	.003
	-0.19 (0.20)
	.348
	0.24 (0.18)
	.178
	-0.08 (0.15)
	.596
	0.11 (0.19)
	.553

	SNWS
	-21.35 (19.71)
	.279
	0.05 (0.18)
	.765
	-0.17 (0.14)
	.232
	0.13 (0.12)
	.292
	-0.12 (0.17)
	.470

	Workload
	-37.21 (8.74)
	< .001
	-0.19 (0.10)
	.053
	-0.05 (0.09)
	.560
	0.20 (0.11)
	.070
	-0.01 (0.09)
	.936

	Time
	
	
	0.003 (0.001)
	< .001
	0.004 (0.001)
	< .001
	0.002 (0.001)
	.044
	0.004 (0.001)
	< .001


Note. N = 171 persons, n = 871 days. Estimates are unstandardized and resulted from one overall model including main effects. Standard errors are displayed in parentheses.
a This path was set random due to significant between-person variance in this slope.
Time referred to anticipated free leisure time at home in minutes.
Abbreviations: est. = estimates; M = morning survey; AW = after-work survey; SWS = supervisor work support; SNWS = supervisor nonwork support; WFH = working from home.


Table S5
Main-Effects Model with Positive Affect as a Mediator
	
	Positive Affect (AW)
	Psychological Detachment
	Relaxation
	Mastery experiences
	Control

	Predictor Variable
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p

	Within-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	0.08 (0.05)
	.077
	-0.05 (0.06)
	.428
	0.02 (0.06)
	.733
	0.10 (0.06)
	.112
	0.04 (0.05)
	.504

	SNWS
	0.00 (0.04)
	.953
	-0.02 (0.07)
	.762
	0.04 (0.07)
	.549
	-0.13 (0.07)
	.055
	0.01 (0.05)
	.792

	Workload
	-0.10 (0.04)
	.004
	-0.13 (0.06)
	.023
	-0.15 (0.05)
	.003
	-0.02 (0.01)a
	.016
	-0.04 (0.04)
	.311

	Positive Affect (M)
	0.24 (0.04)
	< .001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positive Affect (AW)
	
	
	0.10 (0.05)
	.071
	0.27 (0.06)
	< .001
	0.17 (0.05)
	.001
	0.20 (0.05)
	< .001

	WFH
	
	
	-0.12 (0.08)
	.170
	-0.05 (0.09)
	.526
	-0.00 (0.09)
	.978
	-0.04 (0.07)
	.544

	Between-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	0.14 (0.24)
	.562
	-0.12 (0.22)
	.603
	0.44 (0.21)
	.033
	-0.10 (0.15)
	.527
	0.29 (0.21)
	.168

	SNWS
	-0.11 (0.25)
	.644
	0.05 (0.21)
	.812
	-0.29 (0.18)
	.105
	0.16 (0.14)
	.246
	-0.20 (0.20)
	.322

	Workload
	0.07 (0.10)
	.514
	-0.35 (0.09)
	< .001
	-0.21 (0.09)
	.015
	0.11 (0.09)
	.200
	-0.17 (0.09)
	.049

	Positive Affect (AW)
	
	
	0.60 (0.12)
	< .001
	0.43 (0.11)
	< .001
	0.60 (0.09)
	< .001
	0.43 (0.11)
	< .001


Note. N = 171 persons, n = 871 days. Estimates are unstandardized and resulted from one overall model including main effects. Standard errors are displayed in parentheses.
a This path was set random due to significant between-person variance in this slope.
Abbreviations: est. = estimates; M = morning survey; AW = after-work survey; SWS = supervisor work support; SNWS = supervisor nonwork support; WFH = working from home.



Table S6
Full Model Including Main Effects and Between-Person Interaction Effects With Remote Work Intensity
	
	Vitality (AW)
	Psychological Detachment
	Relaxation
	Mastery Experiences
	Control

	Predictor variable
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p
	est. (SE)
	p

	Within-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	0.11 (0.05)
	.036
	-0.03 (0.07)
	.624
	0.00 (0.06)
	.954
	0.09 (0.07)
	.195
	0.09 (0.07)
	.195

	SNWS
	-0.04 (0.05)
	.481
	0.05 (0.07)
	.455
	0.09 (0.06)
	.172
	-0.13 (0.09)
	.142
	-0.13 (0.09)
	.142

	Workload
	-0.16 (0.03)
	< .001
	-0.11 (0.05)
	.037
	-0.13 (0.05)
	.007
	-0.10 (0.05)
	.054
	-0.03 (0.04)
	.498

	Vitality (M)
	0.26 (0.04)
	< .001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vitality (AW)
	
	
	0.14 (0.05)
	.004
	0.24 (0.05)
	< .001
	0.14 (0.05)
	.003
	0.18 (0.04)
	< .001

	Between-person level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SWS
	0.16 (0.23)
	.467
	-0.10 (0.24)
	.688
	0.43 (0.23)
	.058
	-0.23 (0.19)
	.218
	0.25 (0.23)
	.275

	SNWS
	-0.09 (0.21)
	.667
	0.07 (0.23)
	.742
	-0.32 (0.20)
	.111
	0.28 (0.17)
	.088
	-0.21 (0.23)
	.346

	Workload
	0.06 (0.11)
	.571
	-0.33 (0.10)
	.001
	-0.21 (0.09)
	.022
	0.12 (0.09)
	.197
	-0.16 (0.09)
	.074

	Vitality (AW)
	
	
	0.67 (0.13)
	< .001
	0.42 (0.13)
	.001
	0.47 (0.11)
	< .001
	0.45 (0.13)
	.001

	RWI
	
	
	-0.35 (0.16)
	.025
	-0.08 (0.13)
	.551
	0.18 (0.14)
	.202
	-0.12 (0.12)
	.335

	SWS * RWI
	
	
	0.05 (0.07)
	.444
	-0.04 (0.06)
	.548
	0.01 (0.07)
	.913
	-0.02 (0.05)
	.652

	SNWS * RWI
	
	
	0.16 (0.08)
	.039
	0.12 (0.07)
	.102
	-0.04 (0.08)
	.621
	0.13 (0.06)
	.034


Note. N = 171 persons, n = 871 days. Estimates are unstandardized and resulted from one overall model including all main effects and interaction effects with working from home. Standard errors are displayed in parentheses.
Abbreviations: est. = estimates; M = morning survey; AW = after-work survey; SWS = supervisor work support; SNWS = supervisor nonwork support; RWI = remote work intensity.
Remote work intensity was coded as -1 (employees who only work at the office), 0 (hybrid workers), 1 (employees who only work from home).



