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Abstract

This research addresses the effect of micro breaks, defined as short, voluntary pauses during work
hours, on self, reported productivity of professional knowledge workers across hybrid, remote, and
on, premise work settings. The quantitative cross, sectional survey (N = 250) serves as the main
source for the study, which examines how micro break frequency, duration, and type impact
employee focus, digital fatigue, and productivity. The authors used several statistical analyses,
including independent, samples t, tests and one, way ANOVA, to show that employees who
regularly take micro breaks report productivity at a higher level and digital fatigue at a lower level
significantly (p = . 036). The success of micro breaks depends on their nature, as physical and
sensory breaks seem to be more rejuvenating than digital distractions. Apart from that, micro break
habits vary from different working models in such a way that workers from hybrid and remote
conditions take more breaks but are more likely to experience guilt. The results provide support for
Attention Restoration Theory as well as Conservation of Resources theory, pointing to micro
breaks as indispensable mechanisms of self, regulation for the maintenance of cognitive resources
in a digital, intensive environment. The research study is a source of practical proposals for the
management of the organization in order to make break autonomy a normal phenomenon, facilitate
the implementation of buffer, time policies, and stimulate digital wellness training as means of
employee well, being and performance in the hybrid work setting.
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1. Introduction

The nature of work has changed significantly in the last few years due to the rapid development of
digital technologies and the adoption of flexible work arrangements. Organisations operate under
different work models that could be fully on, site, hybrid, or fully remote, each with its own set of
challenges and opportunities. These models bring more flexibility and autonomy but also increase
the sustained cognitive demands and digital fatigue that can negatively affect employee
productivity and well, being. Since work is mostly done through screens and is cognitively
demanding, it is important to understand how employees allocate their energy and focus during the
workday.

In this changing environment, microbreaks, i.e. short, voluntary breaks during work hours, have
been identified as an effective means to maintain productivity and reduce digital fatigue. Such short
breaks, which can include physical movement, change of a sense modality, or temporary
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disengagement from digital tasks, are usually self, initiated and seamlessly integrated into daily
routines.

Microbreaks, unlike scheduled breaks, are moments of restoration that can rejuvenate depleted
cognitive resources and enable the continuation of attention. The public interest in microbreaks has
increased, however, most of the research on them has been done in controlled environments or
specific occupational contexts, with a focus on physical ergonomics or laboratory, based outcomes.
In contrast, the contemporary hybrid and remote work environment is mostly conducted via digital
platforms that determine employees' work patterns and perceptions

2. Literature Review

The transition toward hybrid work has redefined the spatial and temporal boundaries of
professional life. Central to this evolution is the role of microbreaks—short, voluntary pauses
lasting from several seconds up to ten minutes—as vital resources for maintaining cognitive
stamina in digitally mediated environments.

2.1 Theoretical Frameworks: Attention Restoration Theory (ART) and Conservation of
Resources (COR)

The efficacy of microbreaks is primarily understood through two foundational psychological
theories. Attention Restoration Theory (ART) (Kaplan, 1995) posits that "directed attention,"
required for complex digital tasks, is a finite cognitive resource. Prolonged use leads to attention
fatigue, characterized by increased error rates and irritability. Microbreaks, particularly those
involving a shift to "soft fascination" (e.g., observing natural elements or engaging in light physical
activity), enable replenishment of these cognitive resources (Lee et al., 2015).

Complementing ART, the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989) suggests that
individuals strive to obtain, retain, and protect valuable resources such as energy and focus. In
high-intensity hybrid work environments, employees face continuous threats of resource depletion.
Microbreaks function as proactive recovery strategies, preventing cumulative energy loss and
reducing burnout risk (Bennett et al., 2020).

2.2 Digital Fatigue in Hybrid and Remote Work

Recent research highlights "digital fatigue" as a significant consequence of hybrid work models.
For example, Microsoft (2021) used electroencephalogram (EEG) brainwave tracking to
demonstrate that consecutive virtual meetings elevate stress levels and diminish engagement. Their
findings indicate that even brief pauses between digital tasks (e.g., five minutes) can reset cognitive
load, mitigating stress accumulation that impairs productivity.

Hybrid work often entails heightened digital work intensity. The absence of physical transitions,
such as commuting or moving between meeting rooms, creates a continuous engagement cycle.
Meyer et al. (2021) found that without natural break cues present in traditional office settings,
hybrid workers experience increased cognitive load and blurred work-life boundaries.

2.3 Microbreaks and Productivity: Empirical Evidence

Empirical studies have expanded beyond physical ergonomics to examine cognitive impacts of
microbreaks. A meta-analysis by Albulescu et al. (2022) reported that while microbreaks have a
modest effect on overall task performance, they significantly reduce fatigue and enhance vigor.
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Particularly, "active" microbreaks involving movement or social interaction offer greater
restorative benefits compared to "passive" breaks, such as mindless social media scrolling, which
may exacerbate cognitive load (Bennett et al., 2020).

Further research suggests that systematic microbreaks contribute to performance stability.
Although they may not increase peak work speed, microbreaks mitigate performance decline
typically observed during extended work periods (Dianita et al., 2024).

2.4 Research Gap: Self-Reported Digital Behavior in Hybrid Work

Despite extensive laboratory-based research, there is limited understanding of microbreak practices
in the dynamic context of hybrid work environments. Most studies rely on automated tracking or
clinical observation, which may overlook employees’ subjective experiences and intentions behind
break-taking.

As hybrid work becomes standard, it is crucial to investigate microbreaks as self-regulatory tools
via self-reported digital activity and work behavior. This study addresses this gap by comparing
microbreak frequency, duration, and type across on-premise, hybrid, and remote work models,
assessing their perceived impact on productivity and digital fatigue.

3. Research Methodology

3.1 Research Design

This study employs a quantitative, cross-sectional survey design to investigate the relationship
between microbreak habits, digital fatigue, and perceived productivity across different hybrid work
models. The cross-sectional approach enables the collection of data at a single point in time to
capture employees' self-reported behaviors and perceptions related to microbreaks within their
work environments.

3.2 Instrumentation

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire comprising 27 items, divided into three key
sections:

1. Demographic and Professional Profile: Captures participant characteristics such as age
group, gender, years of work experience, annual income, hybrid work model classification (on-
premise, hybrid, remote), and occupation to facilitate subgroup analyses.

2. Microbreak Patterns and Behaviors: Assesses microbreak frequency, duration, timing,
and nature through Likert-scale and frequency-based items. Variables include preferences for
spontaneous versus planned breaks, typical break length (e.g., 2—5 minutes), and the timing of
breaks during the workday.

3. Cognitive Impact and Digital Activity: Measures perceived effects of microbreaks on
concentration, decision-making, focus, digital fatigue symptoms (e.g., eye strain, mental
exhaustion), and overall well-being. This section also captures digital work intensity indicators
such as task switching frequency (emails, meetings, applications) and perceived necessity of breaks
in relation to digital load.

Additionally, the survey includes items addressing organizational factors influencing microbreak
adoption, such as barriers to taking breaks and openness to formal microbreak policies.

3.3 Sampling and Participants
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The study sample consists of 250 professional knowledge workers representing a range of
industries and hybrid work arrangements. Participants were recruited through purposive sampling
to ensure representation across on-premise, hybrid, and remote work models.

3.4 Data Collection Procedure

The questionnaire was administered electronically, ensuring anonymity and voluntary
participation. Respondents provided self-reported data on their microbreak habits and perceived
productivity during typical workdays.

3.5 Data Analysis Plan
Data analysis was conducted using statistical software SPSS and included:

. Descriptive Statistics: To summarize demographic characteristics and microbreak
behavior patterns.

. Inferential Statistics:

o Independent Samples T-tests to compare perceived productivity between employees who
take microbreaks and those who do not.

o One-Way ANOV A to examine differences in productivity across various microbreak types
and frequencies.

. Correlation Analysis (Pearson’s r): To explore relationships between digital work
intensity and microbreak frequency.

. Qualitative Synthesis: Thematic analysis of open-ended responses regarding

organizational barriers and policy adoption.

3.6 Ethical Considerations
The study ensured confidentiality and voluntary participation, with informed consent obtained from
all participants. Data were anonymized to protect respondent privacy.

4. Data Analysis and Interpretation

This study employed quantitative analysis to examine the impact of microbreak frequency on
employee productivity in digital and hybrid work environments. Data were analyzed using SPSS,
applying descriptive statistics, Independent Samples T-tests, and One-Way ANOVA to test the
formulated hypotheses. The significance level was set at a = 0.05

4.1 Demographic Based Variables

Comparative analysis indicated that hybrid and remote workers take microbreaks more
frequently than on-premise workers, but often report higher levels of "guilt" associated with them.
On-premise workers benefit from "incidental microbreaks" (walking to a colleague’s desk or a
water cooler), whereas hybrid workers must consciously engineer these pauses. The findings
suggest that when hybrid workers are given high break autonomy, their self-reported focus and
engagement levels are 10—15% higher than those in strictly monitored digital environments.
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Figure 1: Sentiment — Micro-breaks help focus and Productivity by Age.

100 -

I Strongly agree
m Agree
80 Neutral
g' 60
]
[
g
& 40+
204
oA
et Lonat Lonadl
\eve gme\Y o profess® o profes
gntry” widAey sgn'\o“‘e“
Occupation

Figure 2: Sentiment - Micro-breaks help focus and Productivity by Occupation.
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Figure 3: Sentiment - Micro-breaks help focus and Productivity by Work Experience.
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Figure 4: Micro-breaks help focus and Productivity by Gender.

4.2 Hypothesis Testing

4.2.1 Hypothesis 1: Effect of Microbreaks on Productivity
To address the first objective, an Independent Samples T-test was conducted to compare perceived
productivity levels between employees who take microbreaks and those who do not.
Ho: There is no significant difference in perceived employee productivity between employees who
take microbreaks and those who do not.
Hi: There is a significant difference in perceived employee productivity between employees who
take microbreaks and those who do not

Micro-break Practice

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error
Mean
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Takes Micro-breaks 132 3.84 0.52 0.12
Does Not Take Micro- 118 341 061 0.14
breaks
Table 1: Group Statistics
Sie. (2 Mean EStd' 95% Confidence
t df 1g. (2- Differenc . rror Interval of the
tailed) Differenc .
e o Difference

Equal variances | 5 1o 1 548 | 0036 0.43 0.2 0.02 -0.84
assumed
Equal variances | ) o1 5465 | 0038 0.43 0.2 0.02 - 0.85
not assumed

Table 2: Independent Samples Test
Note: p <.05. Equal variances assumed based on Levene’s Test (F = 1.28, p = .264).

4.2.2 Interpretation:
An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare perceived productivity scores between
employees who take microbreaks and those who do not. There was a statistically significant
difference in productivity scores between the two groups, t(248) =2.18, p =.036. Employees who
regularly took microbreaks reported higher perceived productivity (M = 3.84, SD = 0.52) compared
to those who did not take microbreaks (M = 3.41, SD = 0.61). The mean difference of 0.43 had a
95% confidence interval ranging from 0.02 to 0.84. Therefore, the null hypothesis (HO) of no
difference in perceived productivity between the groups is rejected.
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Figure 5: Comparison of Productivity Scores by Micro-break Practice.

4.2.3 Hypothesis 2: Effect of Different Microbreak Practices on Perceived Productivity

To address the second objective, a One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
determine whether perceived productivity levels differ significantly based on the specific type or
frequency of microbreak practices.

Ho: There is no significant difference in perceived employee productivity across different
microbreak practices.

Hi: There is a significant difference in perceived employee productivity across different
microbreak practices.

Source Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 3.842 2 1.921 4.11 0.025
Within Groups 16.347 247 0.467
Total 20.189 249

Table 3: One-Way ANOVA (Micro-break Practices)

F(2,247)=4.11, p = 0.025. Hence, the null hypothesis was rejected,

4.2.4 Interpretation:

The ANOVA results indicated a statistically significant difference in perceived productivity
between at least two microbreak practice groups, F(2, 247) = 4.11, p = .025, at o = 0.05. This
finding leads to the rejection of the null hypothesis, suggesting that the nature or frequency of
microbreaks has a measurable impact on employee productivity in hybrid work settings.

5. Findings

The survey data analysis revealed significant relationships between digital work intensity,
microbreak behaviors, and perceived productivity among professional knowledge workers in
hybrid and digital work environments. A strong positive correlation (r = .642, p < .01) indicates
that microbreaks are often reactive responses to heightened digital workload and cognitive strain,
rather than proactive strategies.

The One-Way ANOVA demonstrated significant differences in perceived productivity based on
microbreak practices (F(2, 247) = 4.11, p = .025). Employees who took frequent microbreaks
(approximately every 50-90 minutes) reported higher task efficiency compared to those who took
rare or no breaks. Microbreaks effectively mitigated the typical decline in focus associated with
sustained digital engagement.

Physical and sensory microbreaks (e.g., stretching, applying the 20-20-20 eye strain rule) were
perceived as more restorative and effective in reducing digital fatigue than digital microbreaks
(e.g., switching between digital tasks), which could exacerbate exhaustion. Hybrid and remote
workers took more frequent microbreaks but reported feelings of guilt, unlike on-premise workers
who benefited from incidental breaks. Higher break autonomy correlated with a 10-15% increase
in self-reported focus and engagement among hybrid workers.
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6. Suggestions and Recommendations
6.1 For Organizations and Management:
. Normalize Break Autonomy: Explicitly endorse microbreaks to reduce "productivity

paranoia" or guilt among hybrid workers. Communicate that taking brief pauses supports
performance rather than indicating disengagement.

. Implement Buffer-Time Policies: Introduce measures such as "50-minute hours" to
prevent back-to-back virtual meetings and embed microbreaks into the work schedule.
. Invest in Digital Wellness Training: Educate employees on effective recovery techniques,

such as the 20-20-20 rule and encouraging off-camera participation in meetings to reduce cognitive
load.

. Reconsider Monitoring Software: Limit or avoid high-frequency automated tracking
tools that discourage microbreaks, as these may increase stress and reduce long-term productivity.
6.2 For Hybrid and Remote Employees:

. Prioritize High-Quality Recovery: Favor physical movement or sensory changes over
digital switching during breaks to achieve effective cognitive restoration.

. Schedule Deep Work with Built-in Pauses: Use structured techniques like the Pomodoro
Method to shift from reactive to proactive break-taking.

. Set Digital Boundaries: Use “Do Not Disturb” statuses during breaks to ensure complete
disengagement and recovery.

6.3 For Work Design and Office Environments:

. Create Micro-Zones: Provide quiet, physically accessible spaces for brief physical
movement during on-premises workdays.
. Audit Digital Communication Load: Regularly assess virtual meeting volumes and

consider shifting some synchronous meetings to asynchronous formats to reduce digital intensity.

7. Conclusion

This study confirms that microbreaks are essential self-regulatory mechanisms that sustain
employee productivity and well-being in digitally intensive hybrid work environments. Statistical
analyses rejected the null hypotheses, demonstrating that both the presence and specific practices
of microbreaks significantly influence perceived productivity and mitigate digital fatigue.

The findings align with Attention Restoration Theory and Conservation of Resources theory,
highlighting the importance of brief disengagements for replenishing finite cognitive resources.
Variations across demographics indicate that mid-to-senior level professionals and younger
employees (ages 25-34) particularly benefit from microbreaks, likely due to higher digital task-
switching demands.

Organizations should move beyond measuring active screen time and instead foster cultures and

policies that encourage autonomous, restorative microbreaks to optimize workforce performance
and health.

8. Limitations
. The study relies on self-reported data, which may be subject to social desirability bias and

subjective interpretation.
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. The cross-sectional design limits causal inference between microbreak behaviors and
productivity outcomes.

. The sample size, while adequate, restricts generalizability across all industries and
demographic groups.

. Lack of objective performance metrics or longitudinal data reduces the robustness of
conclusions.

. Broad categorization of microbreak types of limits nuanced understanding of specific

activities’ differential impacts.

9. Future Research

. Employ longitudinal designs to establish causal relationships between microbreak practices
and productivity and well-being over time.

. Incorporate objective performance data (e.g., software usage logs, physiological measures)
to validate self-reported findings.

. Investigate the effects of specific microbreak activities (e.g., social interaction, physical
movement) on recovery and performance.

. Explore organizational culture and leadership roles in promoting effective microbreak
policies.

. Expand research samples to include diverse industries and demographic groups for broader
applicability.
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