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Abstract

The global pandemic of 2020-21 has enabled an examination of the conditions under which
working from home is preferred. We examine whether work-life conflict (both work
interfering with family and family interfering with work) and need fulfillment (autonomy,
relatedness, competence) can be used to predict employees’ preference for working from
home in the future, post-pandemic. With a sample of 944 employees working from home for
the first time, this study found that work-life conflict was negatively related and need
fulfillment was positively related to employees’ preference for working from home
post-pandemic. The experience of having children at home or a partner who was also working
from home did not affect employees’ long-term preference for working from home; however,
being female did. Women were less likely to want to work from home post-pandemic. The
implications for ways to maximize the experience of working from home in the future are
discussed.

Keywords: Work-life balance, Remote work, Flexible work arrangements
1. Introduction

In December 2019, a cluster of pneumonia cases was reported by health authorities in Wuhan,
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the capital city of Hubei province in China. The cause was later identified as a novel
coronavirus and the resulting illness was named “Coronavirus disease 2019” (COVID-19;
World Health Organization (WHO), 2020a). In January 2020, the government of China
imposed lockdowns. As the COVID-19 crisis spread across the world, WHO (2020b)
declared COVID-19 a pandemic on March 11, 2020. Worldwide, governments imposed travel
restrictions, lockdowns or stay-at-home orders, workplace and school closures, banning of
mass gatherings, and physical distancing (Cohen & Kupferschmidt, 2020).

During the first week of April 2020, MIT researchers conducted a survey of 25 000
Americans and found that 34.1% who just four weeks earlier were commuting to work were
now working from home (WFH; Brynjolfsson et al., 2020) and these stay-at-home orders are
pervasive in almost every country in the world (Cohen & Kupferschmidt, 2020). A survey
conducted with 800 global human resources executives in March 2020 found that 88% of
organizations had either encouraged or required employees to work from home during the
COVID-19 crisis (Gartner, 2020). In India, 96% of organizations surveyed in the last week of
March 2020 reported having implemented policies for at least some employees to work from
home (CIO, 2020). In the United Kingdom, 60% of employees are estimated to be WFH
during the pandemic (Lilly, 2020).

At the time of writing (February 2021), stay-at-home restrictions are still in place in most
countries worldwide; while some restrictions are being lifted, in most countries there is no
date set for the easing of restrictions that would allow employees to shift back to their regular
workplaces. While the date is unknown, there will be some point in the future when those
employees who are currently WFH will have the opportunity or be required to commute to
work again. After spending weeks (maybe months) WFH, would employees prefer to continue
WFH? Or, if it is required post-pandemic, will commuting to work be more desirable after
having the “taste” of WFH? This study attempts to answer these questions by understanding
the extent to which employees’ current experience of WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic
is affecting their preference for WFH post-pandemic. We focus this paper on two broad
categories of predictors: (1) the tangible work-life conflict that employees are feeling while
WFH and (2) the extent to which their needs are being fulfilled while WFH.

The COVID-19 pandemic is a stark example of disruptive change that has required
employers and employees to make rapid adjustments within a short time frame, including a
large-scale shift to employees WFH (Einhorn, 2020; Wei & Wong, 2020). The pandemic of
2020 has enabled an examination of employees’ preferences for WFH among individuals who
were formerly commuting to work daily (Guyot & Sawhill, 2020). In normal pre-pandemic
employment settings, the opportunity to work from home for all or part of the workweek
would be considered part of a flexible work arrangement (FWA) offered through one’s
employer. There are many different types of FWA, which might include options relating to
where to work (flexplace), when to work (flextime), and/or how to work (Chen & Fulmer,
2018; Hill et al., 2008). WFH, which is one type of FWA that also encompasses
telecommuting, remote work, and telework, is not a new phenomenon (Nilles, 1998). WFH or
home-based work refers to paid work that is carried out from home, often supported by an
array of information, communication, and collaborative technologies (Felstead & Henseke,
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2017; Wilks & Billsberry, 2007).

The percentage of Americans WFH has not changed for some years. In 2003 19.6% of
workers were doing some or all of their work from home; this increased to 24% in 2009, with
little change during the decade to 2018 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019). In European Union
countries, the percentage of people WFH pre-pandemic ranged from below 10% in Italy to 37%
in Denmark (Eurofound & International Labour Office [ILO], 2017). Whatever the level of
WFH pre-pandemic, it is likely that the number will increase post-pandemic either because
some employees may request a continuance of this arrangement or because some employers
may view WFH as a viable option to reduce costs associated with physical space.

Prior to the pandemic, FWAs were found to have positive benefits for employees’ health and
well-being (Anderson et al., 2015; Boswell et al., 2014) and associated with positive outcomes
for employees, such as higher job satisfaction, lower levels of work-life conflict, and lower
turnover intention (e.g., Hammer et al., 2005; Masuda et al., 2012). However, WFH has also
been criticized due to concerns about surveillance by the employer and loss of privacy
(Fairweather, 1999), work intensification, and loss of autonomy for employees (e.g., Felstead
& Henseke, 2017; Kelliher & Anderson, 2010; Mirchandani, 2000). The pandemic may have
worsened these concerns because the WFH was involuntary and ongoing, both conditions
that can cause greater work-life conflict (Kaduk et al., 2019; Spieler et al., 2017) by leading
to an increase in employees’ work hours and a reduction in their capacity to address their
personal and family needs (Richman et al., 2008). Table 1 summarizes the difference between
the pre-pandemic voluntary or volitional WFH experience and the during-pandemic
involuntary WFH experience.
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Table 1. WFH: Comparing \Volitional and Involuntary Situations

Pre-pandemic WFH: Voluntary and volitional

During-pandemic WFH: Involuntary and ongoing

Initiated by the employee or entered into willingly as
part of a desired FWA.

Employer and employee have no choice: the WFH
policy was imposed by government decisions for
workplace closures and stay-at-home rules.

Likely to have been planned and negotiated and to have
clearly defined contractual arrangements, resources, and
an end date.

Imposed with short notice and little planning, no
clear end date, and resources that may be limited
(perhaps due to cost constraints under current crisis
conditions).

Might have been “home alone” or perhaps with
pre-school children. Time was available to make
alternate arrangements for children who would be at
home while parent was WFH.

May have a full house such that the whole household
is there all the time. No childcare is available.

School-age children were usually at school during the
school year.

Due to school closures, school-age children are
learning at home; there is no clear date for schools to
resume.

Information and communication technologies (ICTs)
were available and there may have been support and
resources in place to allow time for individuals to
become familiar with them.

The short time frame requires rapid adoption of
ICTs. Some employees do not have home offices or
space to allocate for work.

No daily commute required.

No daily commute permitted and there are
restrictions on movement outside the home.

The context was a healthy social environment.

The context is a global pandemic.

Social life outside of work was normal.

There is no socializing outside of work.

May have comprised some percentage of the employee’s
work, possibly in combination with work performed at

Due to workplace closures, all work may be required
to be performed at home.

the regular workplace.

The current pandemic situation enables us to explore whether employees would welcome (or
reject) the idea of WFH in the post-pandemic future. Even though WFH now is not by choice,
some employees may find that it has been a positive experience, possibly better than expected.
On the contrary, others might discover that they would prefer a physical separation between
their work and home lives and prefer to be back in their workplace as soon as possible. To
better understand who has a higher preference for WFH after the pandemic, we examine both
the work-life conflict and the extent to which individuals’ needs are being fulfilled while
WFH.

1.1 WFH and Work-Life Conflict

FWAs, in general, and WFH, specifically, have been welcomed as an opportunity to reduce
work-family conflict (e.g., Fletcher & Bailyn, 1996) as they provide scheduling flexibility
(e.g., allowing work to be adjusted around childcare), save time usually spent on the daily
commute, and improve work-family integration by offering more opportunities for family
communication (Mirchandani, 2000). However, not all the effects of FWAs are positive; “...
while remote working is associated with higher organisational commitment, job satisfaction
and job-related well-being, these benefits come at the cost of work intensification and a
greater inability to switch off” (Felstead & Henseke, 2017, p. 195). The boundaries between
work and personal/family life affect the way that employees experience FWAs such as WFH
(Cafibano, 2019; Kelliher & Anderson, 2010). Involuntary WFH during the pandemic has
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dissolved almost everyone’s ability to concentrate only on work when at work and only on
home life when at home. The boundary concerns have likely been amplified for those WFH
for the first time.

1.1.1 Work Interfering with Personal/Family Life

Having strong boundaries at home, where work does not interfere with one’s personal life, is
a condition under which FWAs, such as flextime and flexplace, positively affect employees’
well-being (Spieler et al., 2017), psychophysiological arousal (e.g., epinephrine levels;
Lundberg & Lindfors, 2002), self-reported stress and strain, and physical health (Butler et al.,
2009). The more WFH causes employees to associate their homes with work, the more work
will interfere with family/personal time (Eddleston & Mulki, 2017) and the more they will
feel bound to doing more work “off-hours” to demonstrate their organizational commitment
(Gajendran et al., 2015). FWAs, under normal situations, do prompt work to negatively
interfere with family more than family interferes with work, especially for those employees
with greater family responsibilities (Shockley & Allen, 2007).

With involuntary WFH, where employees are required to make the shift to home at short
notice, perhaps without planning and setting up a workspace at home, work will likely
interfere with family life (Tietze & Musson, 2005). For those employees, the difficulties
associated with work interfering with family life might deter them from wishing to continue
the WFH arrangement, even after stay-at-home restrictions are lifted. However, employees
who have been able to shift their work into their home without interfering with or imposing
on family/personal life may find it relatively easy to adapt to this way of working and be
positively disposed toward it. We hypothesize:

Hla. Employees who have experienced less work interference with family/personal life
while WFH involuntarily during the COVID-19 pandemic will have a higher preference
for WFH after the pandemic.

1.1.2 Personal/Family Life Interfering with Work

With children home who likely need caregiving, homeschooling, or supervision by the parent
or caregiver who is WFH, there is a greater possibility of one’s personal life interfering with
work (Byron, 2005; Weber, 2020). Similarly, if multiple, co-located adult family members are
WFH and are engaged in work-related activities, then their ability to concentrate might be
limited unless their residence is large enough to accommodate more than one working adult,
also causing work interference. Our definition of family life is inclusive of all family forms
and recognizes that, whatever the co-located family unit, additional people will add additional
opportunities for interference. We hypothesize:

H1b. Employees who have experienced less family/personal life interference with work
while WFH involuntarily during the COVID-19 pandemic will have a higher preference
for WFH after the pandemic.

1.2 Need Fulfillment and Preference for WFH

We posit that the nature of employees’ current experience when WFH will predict their future
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motivation for or interest in continuing to work from home. From a theoretical perspective,
human motivation for continuing an activity can be understood based on whether needs are
fulfilled during an activity. According to self-determination theory, human behavior is
motivated, universally, to fulfill three basic psychological needs: autonomy, competence, and
relatedness (Deci et al., 2017; Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The need for
autonomy reflects our innate desire to ensure concordance between our values and our
behaviors. With greater autonomy, one has more freedom and control to ensure concordance.
The need for relatedness represents how humans are social animals who seek opportunities to
connect in meaningful ways with others. The need for competence reflects one’s desire to
meet the challenges present in the environment without having too much stress or too little
challenge in one’s life. According to self-determination theory, what is important is not the
strength of the needs felt by an individual but the extent to which that individual is able to
satisfy their needs within a given social context (Deci et al., 2017).

When self-determination theory is applied to employment settings, employees who have their
basic psychological needs met have more positive work outcomes, such as a higher level of
job satisfaction (Graves & Luciano, 2013), greater organizational commitment (Rasskazova
et al., 2016), better psychological well-being in the workplace (Gomez-Baya & Lucia-
Casademunt, 2018; Ilardi et al., 1993), and higher job performance (Baard et al., 2004).
Self-determination theory suggests that when an individual’s way of working is volitionally
enacted, self-endorsed, and personally meaningful, their quality of experiences and their
motivation to engage in work will be enhanced (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Deci et al., 2017; Van
den Broeck et al., 2016). Thus, when WFH enables their needs to be met, people should
function effectively in both work and family/personal roles and be willing to continue their
current arrangements.

While WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic, individuals should experience need fulfillment
for them to desire a future opportunity to work from home. Each of the primary needs in
self-determination theory (autonomy, relatedness, and competence) has the potential to be
influenced when employees are WFH. By examining the unique setting of involuntary WFH
during a crisis, our research responds to calls such as that by Wayne et al. (2019) for studies
to examine situational factors that fulfill individual needs such as the need for autonomy. The
specific relationships between WFH and the fulfillment of each psychological need are
described in greater detail in the following subsections.

1.2.1 Need for Autonomy

The outcomes of FWAs are better when employees have full autonomy to control when and
how they work without overly restrictive external controls (Gerdenitsch et al., 2015). The
notion of autonomy is central to self-determination theory (Gagné & Deci, 2005) and studies
have shown that where employees feel that they have autonomy and this is supported within
their work context, this leads to an increase in intrinsic motivation (Gagné et al., 1997). As
the period of WFH continues, and employees have a heightened sense of autonomy, they
might prefer to continue WFH longer term. We hypothesize:

H2a. Employees who have experienced fulfillment in their need for autonomy while
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WEFH involuntarily during the COVID-19 pandemic will have a higher preference for
WEFH after the pandemic.

1.2.2 Need for Relatedness

Gajendran and Harrison (2007) conducted a meta-analysis about the consequences of WFH
and found that relationships with colleagues were harmed when they worked three or more
days each week from home. It appears that some touch point is needed for employees to feel
a sense of connectedness with their co-workers. Since WFH during this pandemic leaves no
opportunity for in-person interactions, the social support and collaboration would need to be
fulfilled through phone calls, conference calls, and other communication technologies. For
some, the experience of using these technologies to stay connected with co-workers could be
positive as they are “all in the same boat,” so to speak. For others, the absence of in-person
interactions with colleagues may be demotivating (Deci et al., 2017). The level of fulfillment
in an employee’s need for relatedness would have an implication for whether they would
want to continue WFH post-pandemic. We hypothesize:

H2b. Employees who have experienced fulfillment in their need for relatedness while
WFH involuntarily during the COVID-19 pandemic will have a higher preference for
WEFH after the pandemic.

1.2.3 Need for Competence

Whether in sports, academics, or work-related tasks, research has found that felt competence
influences subsequent motivation, especially among those with a higher need for achievement
(Schier et al., 2010). How one experiences felt competence while WFH might depend on the
nature of the task. For example, employees working in more complex jobs that did not
require collaboration had better performance when WFH than when working at an
organization (Golden & Gajendran, 2018). Consistent with Schiiler et al.’s (2010) findings,
employees’ felt competence should affect their subsequent desire to continue WFH. We
hypothesize:

H2c. Employees who have experienced fulfillment in their need for competence while
involuntarily WFH during the pandemic will have a higher preference for WFH after
the COVID-19 pandemic.

2. Methods
2.1 Sample

On April 21, 2020, an MTurk study was conducted with the intention of gathering 1 000
usable responses from those who were WFH for the first time. Initially, 1 385 participants
began the survey but 441 were disqualified because they were not new to WFH or not
currently WFH. The resulting sample size was n=944. Among this group of participants, 69%
were male (31% were female and less than 1% non-binary), 75% were American (13% Indian,
4% Brazilian, 2% Canadian, 1% Italian, and 1% each for 10 other countries). The participants
were 85.5% full-time employees working an average of 32.2 hours per week from home
(SD=13.3 hours). Most of the sample was married or living with a partner (78%) and had
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children with them at home during the pandemic (59%). The average age of the sample was
34.2 years (SD=9.9 years).

2.2 Measures
2.2.1 Control Variables

The study controlled for the demographic variables that would make WFH more difficult.
The survey included questions on whether there was at least one child living at home (1=Yes;
0=No), whether a spouse or partner was also WFH (1=Yes; 0=No), whether the participant
was female (1=Yes; 0=No) and the number of hours working each week. We also controlled
for participant age (if younger, more tech savvy, would prefer WFH) and whether the
participant was American (known for being more individualistic).

2.2.2 Work-L.ife Conflict

The 10-item scale developed by Netemeyer et al. (1996) was used to measure the extent to
which there was incompatibility between employees’ work and family domains. There were
two sub-dimensions of this scale: Work Interfering with Family (5 items) and Family
Interfering with Work (5 items). The items were assessed on 6-point Likert scales (1=Strongly
disagree to 6=Strongly agree). The alpha coefficient of the Work Interfering with Family scale
was a=91. Sample items include “The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to
fulfill family responsibilities” and “My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfill
family duties.” A high score equals a high level of the work domain interfering with the
family domain. The alpha coefficient of the Family Interfering with Work scale was a=93.
Sample items include “Things I want to do at work don’t get done because of the demands of
my family or spouse/partner” and “Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform
job-related duties.” A high score equals a high level of the family domain interfering with the
work domain.

2.2.3 Need Fulfillment

The 12-item Basic Psychological Needs at Work scale (Brien et al., 2012) was adapted for
this study. This study assessed whether employees’ Need for Autonomy (4 items), Need for
Relatedness (4 items), and Need for Competence (4 items) were being met while WFH. The
items were assessed on 6-point Likert scales (1=Strongly disagree to 6=Strongly agree). The
alpha coefficient of the Need for Autonomy scale was 0=71. A sample item is “While working
from home, | feel free to execute my tasks in my own way.” A high score equals a high
fulfillment of the participant’s need for autonomy. The alpha coefficient of the Need for
Relatedness scale was a=82. A sample item is “When interacting virtually with work
colleagues, | feel heard.” A high score equals a high fulfillment of the participant’s need for
relatedness. The alpha coefficient of the Need for Competence scale was a=74. A sample item
is “I succeed in my work while working from home.” A high score equals a high fulfillment
of the participant’s need for competence.

2.2.4 Preference for WFH

A 7-item scale was developed for this study to measure the extent to which an employee
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would like to continue WFH post-pandemic. The items were assessed on 6-point Likert scales
(1=Strongly disagree to 6=Strongly agree). The alpha coefficient of this scale was 0=87. A
sample item is “If I can work from home in the future, I would like to do so.” A high score
equals a strong preference to work from home.

\ MacrOthi“k Business and Economic Research

3. Results

Table 2 presents the bivariate correlations of all control, independent, and dependent
variables included in these analyses. To test hypotheses 1a and 1b, preference for WFH was
regressed on the two work-life interference dimensions after controlling for demographics
(see Table 3). Work interfering with personal/family life was a significant predictor of
employees’ preference to continue WFH after the pandemic. Personal/family life interfering
with work life was not significant. Hypothesis 1a was supported but hypothesis 1b was not
supported. Given the high correlation between the “Family interfering with work” and “Work
interfering with family” variables, we combined those to a single work-life conflict variable.
The alpha coefficient for the combined scale was 0a=95. In this post hoc regression result, the
combined work-life conflict variable was a significant predictor of preference for WFH. The
regression model is presented in Table 3.

To test hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c, preference for WFH was regressed on the three needs after
controlling for demographics and entering the two work-life interference dimensions. In this
model, the fulfillment of one’s need for competence was significant in the predicted direction.
Hypothesis 2c was supported but hypotheses 2a and 2b were not supported. Given the high
correlation among the “Need for autonomy,” “Need for relatedness,” and ‘“Need for
competence” variables, we combined those to a single need fulfillment variable. The alpha
coefficient for the combined scale was a=.88. In this post hoc regression result, the combined
need fulfillment variable was a significant predictor of preference for WFH. The regression
model is presented in Table 3.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Mea | SD | Child | Spou | Fem Age Amer | Hour | WIF FIW Auto Relat | Com Prefe
n S i S n p r

Child  at | .54 .50

home

Spouse at | .34 A7 27%*

home

Female 31 46 | 16** | 21** | -

Age 342 |99 |-01 .05 .10* -

American .75 A3 | 21%* | 21%* | 22%* | 27** | -

Hours 323 | 13 .03 .03 .03 14** | .05

working 3

per week

Work 362 |13 | .30** | .01 -11* | -19% | -16 .01 (.91)

interfering 0 * *

w/ family

Family 350 |13 | .33** | 01 -15% | -22% | -17 .86** | (.93)

interfering 8 * *

w/ work

Need for | 489 | .73 | -.09* | .03 .03 .10*%* | .08 .06 -23% | -21* | (.71)

autonomy * * *

Need for | 4.71 76 | -.02 A1+ .08* .02 .09* -11* | -13*% | 59** | (.74)

relatedness * *

Need for | 480 | .84 | -10* | .04 .02 .03 .03 .03 -28* | -.27* | 70** | 55* | (.82)

competenc * * * *

e

Preference | 3.57 | 1.0 | -.08* | -.05 -06* | -.03 -01 -21* | -17* | .24%* | .05 A0** | (.87)

for WFH 5 * *

Notes: *p < .05; **p < .01; coefficient o for each multi-item variable is in the diagonal.

Table 3. Regression Analyses Predicting Preference for WFH

Model 1 | Model 2 | Model 1 (comb.) | Model 2 (comb.)
Child at home during pandemic | -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01
Spouse/partner WFH -.04 -.03 -.04 -.06
Female -.08* -.08* -.08* -.08*
Age -.06 -.04 -.06 -.07*
American -.04 -.02 -.04 -.03
Hours working per week .04 .03 .03 .01
Work interfering with family S 24%F* | - 14*
Family interfering with work -.01 .04
Need fulfillment - autonomy .03
Need fulfillment - relatedness - 25%**
Need fulfillment - competence AQFr*
Work-life conflict (combined) - 23%** - 17x**
Need fulfillment (combined) 24F**
AR2 17 .05
R2 .06 .23 .06 A1
AdjustedR2 .05 .22 .05 10
F 7.52%%* | 24,19*** | 7,96%** 14.23***

Notes: Standardized betas presented in the table: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

4. Discussion

This study contributes to the literature by investigating whether (and under what
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circumstances) employees’ experience of involuntarily WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic
affects their interest in WFH voluntarily in the future. We found that work-life conflict was a
predictor of whether employees would prefer to work from home in the post-pandemic future.
While facilitating or impeding work-life conflict has long been identified as an outcome of
FWAs (e.g., Boswell et al., 2014; Felstead & Henseke, 2017), future studies should consider
work-life conflict as a predictor, as in this study, to determine whether the removal of
conditions causing work-life conflict causes a greater use of WFH options.

In this study, all employees were WFH involuntarily, holding the voluntary nature of WFH
constant. Kaduk et al. (2019) found that employees who were engaged in remote work that
was against their wishes reported higher levels of work-family conflict. Even though it was
imposed, we still found variance in the experience such that some wanted the WFH policy to
continue, after the pandemic. More research is needed to better understand how companies
implementing WFH policies in the future can optimize the experience for employees.

Applying self-determination theory, need fulfillment was also important for predicting
whether employees will want to continue WFH. Having one’s competence needs fulfilled was
related to a higher preference for WFH in the future. An explanation for this finding might be
that, with widespread use of communication technology, employees are likely to be in regular
contact with their supervisor and receiving feedback. According to self-determination theory,
feedback is an important factor for an individual’s need for competence to be satisfied (Deci
et al., 2017; Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Future studies should examine this further to
determine whether structural changes could be made to how work is accomplished to enable
employees to receive the necessary reward and recognition while WFH,

Examining the bivariate correlations, whether one’s need for autonomy was fulfilled was
correlated to employees’ future desire to work from home; however, the high correlation with
need for competence resulted in no additional variance predicted. Behaviors that are
externally regulated or “initiated and maintained by contingencies external to the person”
(Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 334) foster desirable organizational outcomes but only to avoid
undesirable outcomes. In the case of involuntary WFH, employees might have had little
autonomy in the initial decision to shift their work to home and likely did not have a choice in
the collaborative technologies the companies employed. At the same time, they are now
working without any in-person supervision. Future research should examine whether
employees’ ability to control when and how they work from home would affect whether they
desire to continue WFH.

Examining the bivariate correlations, whether one’s need for relatedness was fulfilled was not
correlated to employees’ future desire for WFH. When “Need for relatedness” was entered as
an independent variable, the results were opposite from what was hypothesized, such that the
more individuals’ need for relatedness is being met while WFH, the less likely it is that they
will want to continue. This finding was counterintuitive from a need fulfillment perspective,
but it is consistent with the concept of belonging, which is related to how meaningful life is
perceived to be (Lambert et al., 2013). It might be the case that when employees felt that their
need for friendship and trust with their co-workers was being satisfied WFH, they were
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reminded of the sense of belonging they once experienced when co-located and genuinely
missed seeing their co-workers, in person, on a regular basis. Future studies should explore
the role of employees’ need for relatedness in relationships between the social influence of
the workplace and employees’ interest in WFH in the future.

We controlled for the variables that were likely to have an influence on the type of experience
employees were having during involuntary WFH. Of the variables tested, being female was a
significant predictor in all the regression models. Women were less likely to want to work
from home in the future. Our findings are consistent with the body of literature that shows
that FWAs, such as WFH, are experienced differently between men and women. Previous
studies have shown that there are career penalties for women using FWAs which are not
present for men (Chung & Van der Horst, 2018). Research suggests that women who work
from home tend to fulfill normative gender roles such that they tend to (or are expected to)
increase their family responsibilities, while men WFH tend to (or are expected to) prioritize
their work (Hilbrecht et al., 2013). Irrespective of the actual priorities, women are more likely
to face negative career outcomes due to WFH, compared to their male counterparts (Chung,
2018). This could explain their reluctance to continue WFH post-pandemic. Future research
might explore the implications of the widespread, first-time experience of enforced WFH for
either reduction or reinforcement of entrenched gender roles and societal expectations in the
long term.

Our sample was 75% American. As this pandemic affected employees WFH almost
everywhere in the world, future studies should apply self-determination theory to examine
work-life conflict and WFH preferences across countries. This would be particularly
important given that FWAs are adopted differentially across countries based on labor laws
and cultural differences (e.g., Ollier-Malaterre et al., 2013; Powell et al., 2009). Previous
research has found that national cultural values were related to the outcomes of FWAs,
suggesting that use of FWAs reduces absenteeism and turnover more when such use is
consistent with national cultural values (Peretz et al., 2018).

4.1 Limitations

Having everyone WFH at the same time provided a way to determine employees’ preferences
for the experience of WFH. However, this “taste” of WFH is under difficult circumstances
(e.g., health-related concerns and caring for family members) and the true number of people
who would like WFH might be higher in a less stressful context. While we believe that the
patterns of findings have important implications for the future of WFH policies, we need
future research to examine these findings in a post-pandemic climate. Further, considering
this in combination with the autonomy and relatedness results, future research might explore
whether WFH is better suited to some populations (i.e., those who appreciate autonomy and
perhaps are less concerned about relatedness).

This study was cross-sectional, designed to capture the sentiments of workers who started
WEFH for the first time during the COVID-19 pandemic. While Ko and Kim (2018) suggest
that the intention to use FWAs affects their actual use, future studies should examine actual
behavior. For example, future studies could track which companies offer WFH as an option
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and the extent to which employees’ experience during the pandemic affects whether they opt
to work from home in the future.

4.2 Practical Implications

Industry surveys suggest that WFH in the post-pandemic world will be more widespread
(GlobalWorkplaceAnalytics.com, 2020). As this is likely the case, our study adds context for
employers to better understand the conditions under which employees may welcome this
opportunity. Our study could help inform companies seeking to either maintain or introduce
WFH. To reduce work-life conflict for employees WFH, managers could encourage “hard
stops” and clear break times so that employees can switch off from work (Chen & Fulmer,
2018). There could be a more open dialogue about caregiving responsibilities and whether
flextime while WFH would be possible to meet those demands.

Prior to the pandemic, managerial backlash based on a general lack of trust of employees
produced employees’ fear of negative career consequences and a reluctance to work from
home (Leslie et al., 2012). Now that managers have had the experience of WFH themselves,
backlash against employees who work from home might be reduced. However, since our
study suggests that the experience of WFH varied, if companies do implement widespread
WEFH policies, they should be cognizant of whether backlash remains among some managers
(perhaps those who had a negative experience with WFH during the pandemic). It is also
important to recognize that the pandemic-related restrictions have already caused high levels
of unemployment in many countries which will likely result in ongoing job insecurity going
forward. In this context, employees will be less likely to voice or act on their preference to
work from home, due to fears that their managers will view a preference for WFH as a lack of
work commitment (Boswell et al., 2014).

During the COVID-19 pandemic, the shift to WFH happened with little warning and for
many who were new to WFH there was no time for preparation or training. To prepare
managers for the future world of work, in which more people will likely be WFH, training
and additional resources should be provided to support collaboration, use of technology,
workflow, remote leadership, and the like. We believe that companies who have the best
ability to motivate, engage, and mobilize their workforce remotely will be most able to
harness their collective talent to realize desired outcomes for individuals, such as greater
employee well-being and performance, and to gain competitive advantage.
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