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[bookmark: _Toc154029733]Abstract
Background: Teleworking has become more common since Covid-induced restrictions. While many employees enjoy teleworking, 17% prefer returning to the office full-time. This creates a potential conflict between teleworkers who would like to return to the office and employers who wish to expand teleworking practices. To address this, understanding the factors that influence teleworking preferences is important.
Aims: This thesis investigates factors influencing teleworking preference among UK white-collar employees, aiming to develop a valid and reliable tool for measuring teleworking preference predictors. It also seeks to enhance conceptual understanding using Mokhtarian and Salomon's (1994;1995) Model of Telecommuting Adoption as a reference.
Methods: The research includes a narrative review of teleworking literature, a meta-aggregative review of qualitative teleworking-related studies, a qualitative study of 21 UK white-collar teleworkers, and the development and validation of a teleworking preference predictors (TPP) scale involving 310 white-collar teleworkers.
Results: The meta-aggregative review identified four cross-study generalisations which were advantages and disadvantages of teleworking, factors influencing teleworking experiences, and Covid-induced restrictions impact. In the qualitative study the following themes were created: benefits of teleworking, drawbacks of teleworking, adaptation to teleworking, and importance of voluntariness. The TPP scale had content validity, face validity, construct validity, internal reliability, and split-half reliability established. After the EFA analysis, final 28 items and four factors explained 38% of the teleworking preference variance.
Conclusions: Teleworking preference is positively influenced by saved costs and time, reduced stress, increased productivity, avoidance of unwanted social situations, ability to pursue personal interests, and voluntariness. Negative teleworking preference influences include communication difficulties, reduced trust, lack of financial support from employers, and feelings of guilt. The thesis provides a valid tool for measuring predictors of teleworking preference and enhances the theoretical understanding of its formation.
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[bookmark: _Toc154029735]Chapter 1. Narrative Literature Review of the Parameters Related to Teleworking and Teleworking Preferences

[bookmark: _Toc154029736]Introduction 
Teleworking is often referred to as telecommuting, remote working, or e-working, meaning an arrangement that allows employees to perform work during paid hours remotely at an alternative worksite. The lockdown due to the outbreak of Covid-19 made teleworking normal for millions of workers worldwide. Teleworking was suggested as a quick solution to deal with spreading the virus in the workplace. As the UK Covid restrictions were lifted on 19 July 2021, people have no longer been forced to work from home. However, due to perceived advantages, 58% of all UK organisations adopt teleworking exclusively or partially, even post-lockdown (Fennel, 2023). One of the main benefits for companies was saving approximately £9,257 per year (due to reduced cost for rent, electricity, and other amenities related to having employees in the office) for every worker who did at least half of their job virtually (Messenger, 2019). Furthermore, by hiring individuals remotely, companies can easier recruit more qualified talent worldwide, which may allow organisations to become more competitive. Additionally, 83% of teleworkers reported they wanted to perform either some or all the working hours remotely post-pandemic (Woolf, 2023). This desire was ascribed to reduced commuting needs, increased autonomy, and flexibility (Babapour et al., 2022). Furthermore, the reluctance to go back to the office post-lockdown was also related to fear of Covid exposure (Katmara, 2021). 
Switching to teleworking has led to the downsizing of office spaces provided by companies. For example, a quarter of London employers reduced their office holdings as most teleworkers are reluctant to return to a conventional office setting (Sidders, 2023). One survey showed that two in three office workers predict offices' disappearance by 2030 (“The Teleworking Report by Zapier”, 2019). However, while the majority of employees enjoy the advantages of teleworking, 17% of the workforce reported they wished to return to the office full-time (Woolf, 2023). The increase in the proportion of teleworking puts those who want to perform from an office in a disadvantageous position, as some employees will not be able to choose whether to telework. This could lead those who want to return to the office to experience poor work-related outcomes and decreased well-being. Thus, exploring what influences teleworking preferences will provide practitioners with an understanding of what needs to be changed to help teleworkers become satisfied with their arrangement. 
This literature review was completed as the first step towards gaining knowledge of parameters influencing preference for teleworking. This chapter examines and synthesises existing teleworking-related literature. As research regarding preferences for teleworking is limited, the author decided to also cover areas adjacent to teleworking preferences. This literature review examines the advantages and disadvantages of teleworking, as some of them have been demonstrated to be associated with teleworking preference formation (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). Furthermore, studies investigating predictors for teleworking preference and the theories associated with teleworking are presented. This provides insight into the topics of teleworking that have already been researched as well as allows to determine gaps in the existing knowledge. 
The following questions are addressed in this literature review: a) What are the benefits and challenges associated with teleworking for employees? b) What factors predict preference towards teleworking in employees?; c) What are the theories in relation to teleworking and preference formation?; d) What are the differences between conventional and Covid-induced teleworking?; e) What are the differences between pre-Covid, Covid-induced and post-Covid teleworking?

[bookmark: _Toc154029737]Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc154029738]1. Definition of Teleworking
Several words are used interchangeably to describe working outside the workplace, such as teleworking, telecommuting, working from home, or e-work. The two most common terms are teleworking and telecommuting. Teleworking is preferred by European and Asian scholars, while telecommuting is mostly used by American and Canadian authors (Andreev et al., 2010; Wilton et al., 2011). The main reason for the heavy use of telecommuting in the US is that the term was first introduced by the American scientist Jack Nilles (1975). It was suggested as an innovation to address societal issues (i.e., traffic congestion and air pollution) through decreasing automobile-based travel between home and workplace (Nilles,1975). Nilles (1975, p. 1143) defined telecommuting as "any form of substitution of information technologies for work-related travel”.
Teleworking, meanwhile, is a more general term orienting toward a remote form of working. There is no single universal definition of teleworking. Nevertheless, all existing definitions emphasise the place of teleworking and the supportive role of technologies. For example, Fairweather (1999) reported that teleworking utilises information and communication technologies (ICT) to bring work to the employee and that some, but not all, types of teleworking should be considered telecommuting. Telecommuting implies that individuals work from home, without travelling by car, bus, or train to their workplace. Whereas teleworking suggests that a person may or may not travel to get to their alternative workplace (e.g., home, library, or café). In other words, all telecommuting jobs are teleworking jobs, but not all teleworking jobs are telecommuting jobs.
Lastly, numerous articles defined teleworking as a work arrangement where employees carry out work tasks at an alternative site rather than a primary or central workplace for at least some part of their paid working hours, using ICT (Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Baruch, 2001; Feldman & Gainey, 1997). Therefore, the current review will utilise this definition when referring to teleworking.
In this thesis, the author decided to use the term “teleworking” for several reasons. Unlike "telecommuting," which refers to working away from the office without using any transportation to commute to an alternative workplace, "teleworking" is a more encompassing term. Teleworking suggests that individuals can work from various locations such as cafes, libraries, or co-working spaces in addition to working from home (Bailey & Kurland, 2002). It is important to note, however, that it is more common for teleworkers to work from home rather than alternative spaces (Lescarret et al., 2022). Despite that, it was preferred to use the term "teleworking" instead of "working from home" to capture the diversity within the teleworking community. To reflect the term “teleworking”, the Teleworking Preference Predictors (TPP) scale that is developed in Chapter 4 of this thesis, addresses aspects of teleworking from home, but the concepts discussed can also be relevant to teleworking from other locations.	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna: The thesis would benefit from a review of as to how applicable the term teleworking is, as opposed to telecommuting (or working from home, or an alternative term). Perhaps this could be a reflection in the discussion.

[bookmark: _Toc154029739]2. Characteristics of Teleworkers 
Establishing who performs teleworking can be complicated, as estimates of the population’s size vary by the definition of teleworking used (e.g., whether non-home-based teleworking is included; Kraut, 1989). Nevertheless, the 2002 Teleworking Survey is one of the few to be careful about identifying true teleworkers: home-based business owners were separated from teleworking employees (“SCAG”, 2002). A total of 5,028 interviews were completed via telephone using random-digit-dialling technology. The results indicated that a person is more likely to perform teleworking if they are over 30 and have a college degree. In line with the survey, the recent findings by Espinoza and Resnicova (2020) found the likelihood of performing teleworking decreased for employees without college education and with lower levels of numeracy and literacy skills. In addition, teleworkers were found to be disproportionately urban-based, white-collar (i.e., office professionals), well-educated, service sector employees (“Eurofound”, 2020). In the UK, individuals who are white or from an ethnic minority background were equally likely to be teleworkers, whilst females were slightly more likely to perform teleworking compared to males (47% and 45%, respectively) (“UK Office for National Statistics”, 2020). The following types of jobs tend to be suitable for teleworking: architecture, engineering, education, training, sales, senior and middle management (Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020). Employees in such sectors as health care, construction, maintenance, repair, and production are less prone to telework. This could be attributed to the need for most of the workers in those departments to be present at sites and facilities to perform their jobs. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029740]3. Parameters Associated with Teleworking
Teleworking is accompanied by a range of parameters that tend to be classified in the literature as either advantages or disadvantages. This section will shed light on the opportunities teleworking provides as well as potential pitfalls that teleworkers may encounter when performing this modern work arrangement. The list of parameters associated with teleworking is presented in Table 1.

[bookmark: _Toc154028607][bookmark: _Toc154030647]Table 1. The list of Parameters Associated with Teleworking
	3.1 Job Satisfaction
	3.6 Work-Life Balance
	3.11 Technological Issues and Support

	3.2 Autonomy
	3.7 Interruptions
	3.12 Isolation

	3.3 Personal and Domestic Matters
	3.8 Stress
	3.13 Travel

	3.4 Working Hours
	3.9 Guilt
	3.14 Costs

	3.5 Blurred Boundaries
	3.10 Career Progression
	3.15 Productivity



3.1 Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction is an extent of fulfilment or enjoyment stemming from one’s job (Beňo, 2021). On the one hand, scientists reported that teleworking positively influenced job satisfaction (Norman et al., 1995; Beňo, 2021), mostly ascribing it to the ability to attend to individual matters and reduce interruptions from colleagues (Baltes et al., 1999; Fonner & Roloff, 2010). Alternatively, studies report that the advantage may be neutralised by feelings of isolation (Cooper & Kurland, 2002) and stress caused by ICT overuse (Suh & Lee, 2017). Gajendran and Harrison (2007) referred to this phenomenon as a “telecommuting paradox” (p. 1526) that suggests that teleworking involves competing dynamics that may affect an individual’s job satisfaction in a countervailing manner. The inconsistency in existing findings could also be due to the varying definitions of teleworking used across the studies. Moreover, the average number of days an individual spent teleworking could act as a confounding variable, which was not accounted for in the reported research. 
To explain the conflicting results, Golden and Veiga (2005) hypothesised a curvilinear inverted U-shaped association between the frequency of teleworking and job satisfaction. It was proposed that a lower level of teleworking allowed for more face-to-face contact with colleagues, which decreased teleworkers’ isolation. Whereas a high frequency of teleworking increased isolation, likely offsetting high levels of job satisfaction. Correlation analysis including 321 employees found that job satisfaction initially increased as the extent of teleworking grew. However, at a frequency of 15.1 teleworking hours per week, it levelled off and plateaued. The level of job satisfaction plateauing without further decrease suggests that the impact of the frequency of teleworking on job satisfaction is more complex. Due to the correlational design of this study, causality cannot be inferred. Moreover, the levels of participants’ satisfaction pre-teleworking and antecedents of teleworking could have also played a role, which were not measured in this study. Finally, the participants involved high-technology professionals from a single organisation which limits the generalisability of the results to other professions. Overall, the studies mentioned above point in the direction of teleworking positively impacting job satisfaction. However, confounding variables (e.g., level of participants’ satisfaction pre-teleworking) and the study design (i.e., correlational) should be considered when interpreting the results.

3.2 Autonomy. Job autonomy refers to individuals’ opportunity to work in a way that suits them, such as deciding the pace, procedures to complete tasks, and methods for interacting with colleagues (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). The bulk of existing research has found autonomy to be particularly high for teleworkers due to them being spatially and psychologically removed from direct supervision; and having control over their own schedules and environment (Hoeven & Zoonen, 2015; McNaughton et al., 2014; Fedakova & Ištoňová, 2017). O’Neill et al. (2009) examined whether the perceived job autonomy differed among teleworking and non-teleworking Canadian employees. It was indicated that those who teleworked had higher autonomy than individuals working from the office. The sample consisted of workers from different occupations and organisations, making the results more generalisable. Although, due to the cross-sectional design, it is impossible to determine the direction of a relationship between the variables. The results could mean that more autonomous jobs are better suited for telework or that teleworkers perceive more autonomy because they are not exposed to direct supervision. Lastly, the lack of randomisation boosts the risk of self-selection bias. Based on the existing evidence, the researchers agree that teleworking is positively associated with perceived autonomy. It is recommended that future research draws causal inferences from experimental studies with employees randomly assigned to either teleworking or non-teleworking conditions. 

3.3 Personal and Domestic Matters. The ability to attend to domestic and personal issues among teleworkers has not been investigated quantitatively. By contrast, among qualitative studies, the ability to engage in domestic matters when teleworking was prominent and was often perceived as an advantage. The majority reported that time for personal and domestic tasks was a benefit of teleworking as they could run chores around lunchtime (Galvez, 2020; Wilton et al., 2011), or have a doctor’s appointment (Grant et al., 2013). However, such views were only expressed by female participants who either were in a co-habiting relationship, had children, or both. The findings signify well-pronounced gender stereotypes where women are expected to look after the house and children, while men are seen as breadwinners (Rodriguez et al., 2020). Overall, analogous themes were created across the several qualitative articles, demonstrating that teleworking provides the opportunity to attend to personal and domestic matters. It would be further beneficial to run the survey using a larger sample of teleworkers to test these findings for validity and generalisability in a quantitative context. 

3.4 Working Hours. Both qualitative and quantitative literature concur that teleworkers tend to work longer hours (O’Neill et al., 2009; Vyas & Butakhieo, 2021). O’Neill et al. (2009) indicated that teleworkers worked approximately 10% more compared to their non-teleworking counterparts when examining 156 participants. Asatiani and Penttinen’s (2019) qualitative study explained such a trend. The authors conducted 18 interviews with employees of accounting firms in Finland. Respondents attributed working longer to the flexibility of teleworking arrangements. Due to the absence of a traditional nine-to-five schedule, some individuals had a sense of falling behind on their work tasks when they were not actively engaged in work. On the other hand, workers with a schedule set by the employer did not report this, which aligns with the suggestion that flexibility contributes to longer working hours (Stephens & Szajna, 1998). However, given that the interpretation was provided by a low number of participants within two small firms, future research is recommended to statistically test the predictors of longer working hours among teleworkers in a larger number of participants in the context of various-sized organisations.

3.5 Blurred Boundaries. Blurred boundaries between home and work domains appeared to be an issue for teleworkers from several studies (Klopotek, 2017; Grant et al., 2013; Stephens & Szajna, 1998). Klopotek (2017) found that separating home affairs from professional ones is the heaviest challenge for teleworkers under 30 years old. However, according to Fonner and Stache (2012), blurred boundaries were a drawback not only for young individuals but for teleworkers of various ages. In rare cases, employees thought it was more stressful to create boundaries as it required more effort (Fonner & Stache, 2012). Some participants even reported enjoying the blurred boundaries as it allowed them to allocate domestic chores, childcare, and work simultaneously (Sullivan & Lewis, 2001). 
 The factor that is believed to contribute to boundary permeability is the absence of physical separation between work and home, which is particularly prominent in households with insufficient living spaces (Sullivan & Lewis, 2001; Putro & Riyanto, 2020). For example, a teleworker from Italy reported that their daughter's toys were at the same table as the workspace (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020). Negative outcomes such as deteriorated well-being and increased exhaustion were reported because of boundary permeability (Grant et al., 2013). Overall, existing research agrees that teleworking is associated with blurred boundaries.

3.6 Work-Life Balance. Work-life balance is the state of equilibrium where a person equally prioritises the demands of one's career and the demands of one's personal life (Guest, 2002). Some scholars view teleworking as a good thing that contributes to work-life balance (e.g., Raghuram & Wiesenfeld, 2004; Campo et al., 2021), while others regard it as a negative aspect that may intensify conflict (e.g., Igbaria & Guimaraes, 1999; Elbaz et al., 2022).
Betchoo (2020) ran a survey with open-ended questions among 35 Mauritian part-time students who teleworked due to the Covid pandemic restrictions. A positive effect of teleworking on work-life balance was found and ascribed to the opportunity to structure the workday for doing tasks efficiently and making time for activities outside of work. While the study provided insight into potential predictors of work-life balance, the answers were limited to students from a single university, working part-time. The author did not provide additional information on participants' demographics or situation, which could have explained the findings. 
By contrast, Palumbo et al. (2021) found a negative correlation between teleworking and work-life balance among more than sixteen thousand European employees. An overlap of work and private commitments triggered by teleworking could contribute to difficulties of employees’ ability to maintain work-life balance. This was especially true for people with family-related duties such as being parents or caring for elderly relatives. Elbaz et al. (2022) ascribed mixed findings to the differences in boundary management strategies and frequency of teleworking. Currently, researchers’ opinions on how teleworking influences work-life balance are split. Hence, further developments are needed to investigate direct and indirect effects of teleworking on work-life balance while controlling for confounding variables. 

3.7 Interruptions. Reduced interruptions are often portrayed as an advantage that comes with teleworking, as teleworking allows for more control over the environment (e.g., less noise and fewer distractions from colleagues; Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020). However, Makwana and Dave (2020) who surveyed 250 executives working in various industries of India, found that interruptions at home were higher than at the office. Such findings might be because most participants lived in joint families due to the collectivist nature of their culture. Hence, co-habitants could disturb employees with noises or requests. Such findings may not be entirely replicable to individualistic cultures such as the UK or the US (Kwon & Park, 2022). However, qualitative studies found that interruptions mostly increased among teleworkers in co-habiting relationships or with children regardless of the country (Coban, 2021; Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Waizenegger et al., 2020). 
Research has been inconclusive on the association between teleworking and interruptions. Despite the existing scope of literature pointing in the direction of co-habitants being the factor that increases distractions when working from home, no research has statistically tested this. Future studies could benefit from investigating confounding variables that could potentially contribute to the extent of interruptions when teleworking. 

3.8 Stress. Research indicates conflicting findings regarding the relationship between teleworking and stress (Song & Gao, 2020; Raghuram & Wiesenfeld, 2004; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). For example, Song and Gao (2020) compared stress levels between 3962 full-time teleworkers and non-teleworkers using self-reported stress measures. It was found that teleworking was associated with increased stress. The authors explained the results by suggesting that stress escalated due to teleworking causing personal and professional lives to blend, leading to more conflicts. However, this interpretation was not supported by the data and requires further investigation.
Conversely, Raghuram and Wiesenfeld (2004) surveyed 756 virtual workers and found that job stress was negatively associated with the intensity of teleworking. Such factors as interpersonal trust, organisational connectedness, and ability to structure the workday were negatively associated with stress levels. The strength of this research lies in providing statistically supported factors that contribute to stress among teleworkers. The dissimilarity between Song and Gao’s (2020) and Raghuram and Wiesenfeld’s (2004) findings could be due to the different types of stress measured (general stress and job stress, respectively) as well as the likelihood of increased stress levels due to the Covid-19 crisis in Song and Gao’s (2020) study.
A recent meta-analysis involving 19 studies examined stress levels in teleworkers (Gualano, 2023). The involved studies investigated stress levels associated with the shift to pandemic-induced teleworking. Eighty percent of the articles reported worsening stress symptoms and new mental health issues (e.g., anxiety, depression). Such results could be assigned to the Covid-19 health crisis greatly affecting mental health (Lakhan et al., 2020). Furthermore, a rapid switch to teleworking without having a suitable workstation could have further exacerbated stress levels. Conflicting results may mean that stress is not solely dependent on teleworking. Instead, it may be that stress levels are affected by individuals’ situational and psychosocial (e.g., the presence of kids, personality type) variables that come into play once teleworking is being exercised. 

3.9 Guilt. A feeling of guilt related to teleworking has not been investigated by quantitative research. However, there are several reports of guilt experience among teleworking employees within qualitative studies (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Mann et al., 2000; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020). Namely, academic researchers from Italy noted that teleworkers perceived guilt due to insufficient productivity (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020). This feeling was ascribed to the fact that employees felt they were not doing enough work as their input was less visible than their non-teleworking colleagues (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019). Similar findings emerged in research by Cannito and Scavarda (2020) who conducted 20 interviews among heterosexual teleworking couples. One respondent even lost six kilograms due to the worry of not “earning” his salary (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020). Lastly, because of guilt, some UK employees skipped taking sick leave. They were worried that the manager did not see the evidence of how bad they felt and would assume they were being lazy (Mann et al., 2000).
Because of the absence of quantitative data regarding guilt in teleworkers, it remains unknown whether guilt is significantly associated with teleworking. Further studies are needed to explore guilt from a quantitative perspective. In addition, it would be useful to explore long-term consequences of guilt in teleworkers as it could lead to negative mental health-related outcomes (Bybee et al., 1998).

3.10 Career Progression. Employees tend to be concerned that their promotability might be negatively affected by teleworking (Khalifa & Davidson, 2000; Golden et al., 2017). Bloom et al. (2015) compared promotion rates between teleworking and non-teleworking employees who were randomly assigned to their work arrangement. The results demonstrated a reduced promotion rate for teleworkers compared to office workers. Stunted career growth was ascribed to the issue that those employees who were not physically present at the office often got overlooked for promotions. For instance, one of the workers of a technology firm noted that once busy, managers tend to appraise employees' contributions by the amount of time spent in the office (Kurland & Cooper, 2002). At the same time, participants in Waizenegger et al.’s (2020) study reported experiencing a learning barrier due to the inability to ask questions in a face-to-face format. Therefore, it is possible that fewer learning opportunities contribute to less opportunity for promotion, making teleworkers less equipped to take advanced roles. However, as the study was qualitative, the statistical significance of such a suggestion remains undetermined. Overall, the literature concurs that teleworking is associated with reduced career progression. 

3.11 Technological Issues and Support. As teleworking relies largely on ICT, the importance of a good internet connection and technological support was raised in several studies. When technological problems were minimal, they were not perceived as a crucial disadvantage (Howland et al., 2020). However, more often, this inconvenience caused frustration (Whittle & Mueller, 2009), worry (Fedakova & Ištoňová, 2017), and reduced productivity (McNaughton et al., 2014). For some individuals, poor connection and lack of proper software was the main drawback of teleworking (Toleikienė et al., 2020). Covid-induced mandatory teleworking revealed that organisations lacked technical support and equipment (Courtney et al., 2021). For example, one employee had to wait three months for remote access. Therefore, participants stressed the importance of technology-related help provided by their employers (McNaughton et al., 2014). In the companies where such challenges were tackled, employees noted enhanced experiences of teleworking. For instance, an academic described having a few screens for operating the data conveniently and having a tablet for reading the students’ assignments at different places in the house (Stadtlander, 2017). The above literature unanimously highlights technological challenges being a disadvantage of teleworking. As more employers adopt teleworking arrangements, appropriate measures should be employed to ensure a seamless experience for teleworkers. 
	
3.12 Isolation. Teleworking is associated with isolation which dramatically limits workers’ opportunities for direct human interaction (Ficapal-Cusí et al., 2023). Isolated teleworkers tend to feel frustrated and prone to loneliness (Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020). They also have a lower sense of belonging to their organisation and may find it challenging to maintain meaningful relationships with co-workers (Shepherd-Banigan et al., 2016). De Vries et al. (2019) studied the effects of teleworking on isolation. They used a daily diary methodology and followed 61 public servants from Denmark across five days. Some days the participants worked from home, and some days from the office. It was found that individuals were feeling isolated on teleworking days. Klopotek (2017) further supports this result by indicating that social isolation accounted for 48% of all disadvantages of teleworking. 
In qualitative studies however, some respondents living with their families did not suffer from isolation (Grant et al., 2013; Carreri & Dordoni, 2020). Hence, having co-habitants could potentially mitigate the feeling of isolation. It would be interesting to statistically test whether the presence of co-habitants play a role in reduced isolation. Furthermore, in rare cases, teleworkers found being away from an office beneficial as it allowed them to avoid unwanted interactions (Mann et al., 2000; Collins et al., 2016). To conclude, most individuals dislike being isolated from their office, with a few enjoying the solitary work setting. 

3.13 Travel. Getting to the workplace can consume several hours each day. If the employee does not need to travel to their workplace, it means saving time that can be spent on other tasks. Klopotek (2017) found that time saved on commuting to work accounted for 56% of advantages of teleworking. Reduced need to commute was considered a strength of teleworking by several studies (Grant et al., 2013; McNaughton et al., 2014; Fernemark et al., 2020). Some teleworkers noted that stress regarding arriving to work in the morning had decreased (Stadtlander et al., 2017; Mann et al., 2000). Moreover, reduced travel enabled less overlap between the family member’s schedules, making it easier for parents to manage time (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020). 
However, commuting between work and home is sometimes seen as a benefit (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995; Sullivan & Lewis, 2001). The journey can serve as a physical and temporal separation between work and personal spheres of life, allowing employees to avoid blurred boundaries. Additionally, travel is perceived as a time for self-care for some participants who would spend the time reading a book or listening to music (Sullivan & Lewis, 2001). To summarise, most individuals appreciate the reduced commute that comes with teleworking, while some miss the commute time.
	
3.14 Costs. Reducing expenses associated with teleworking is a widely reported advantage (Muralidhar et al., 2020; Madsen, 2011; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Mann et al. (2000) explored experiences of 14 UK teleworking employees through interviews. Participants mentioned fewer expenses when working from home due to saving money on the commute, lunch, and reduced need to buy formal clothes. 
On the other hand, teleworking also brings additional “hidden” expenses. The costs usually consist of lighting, heating, snacks, or sport facilities that might have been covered by the employer once working from the office (Mann et al., 2000). Additionally, some workers needed to pay for their workstations set up at home (Ansong & Boateng, 2018). However, the amount of such expenses depends on the companies’ policies. For instance, some organisations provided technological bill support for their teleworking employees (Iscan & Naktiyok, 2005).
	The measures used to appraise the costs spent or saved when teleworking is subjective (i.e., self-reported). Future studies could objectively examine how expenses differ between teleworking employees and their office-working colleagues to determine whether teleworking is as financially beneficial as most individuals perceive. 

3.15 Productivity. Several quantitative studies (e.g., Labrado et al., 2022; Betchoo, 2020; Meulen et al., 2012) have found productivity and performance improvements related to teleworking. Meulen et al. (2012) examined the effect of the extent of teleworking on productivity and moderating effects of workplace distractions. The results from 141 participants revealed that those with a higher frequency of teleworking had a significant increase in perceived productivity that was ascribed to lower distractions when teleworking. However, this study was limited to self-reported measures and the sample of teleworkers was self-selected which affects the credibility of the findings. Future research could be improved by incorporating manager-related or objective measures of productivity. 
Bloom et al. (2015) partially addressed Meulen et al.’s (2012) limitations by designing an experiment where 249 call-centre employees were randomly assigned to either office work or telework for the duration of nine months. The productivity was measured directly from the organisation’s central data collection system (by tracking the completed tasks), which allowed for accurate objective results instead of subjective self-reported results. The outcomes further support the previous studies, indicating 13% increase in performance of teleworking employees compared to office workers. Even though this study is not generalisable to all working populations, it applied experimental methodology which is rarely done in teleworking research. Existing literature consistently reports that teleworking is associated with increased productivity.
[bookmark: _Toc154029741]4. Parameters Associated with Teleworking Preference
Preference is a comparative appraisal of a set of objects (i.e., greater liking for one option over others; Druckman & Lupia, 2000). The objects being ranked within a preference must be those that can be substituted. For instance, one can prefer apples over oranges as they originate from the food domain. However, one cannot prefer apples over shoes, as these are different domains (i.e., food and apparel). Preferences stem from attitudes (O’Keefe, 1990). An attitude is a general evaluation and orientation towards an object (i.e., liking or disliking of something), and must emerge before the preference formation can occur (Druckman & Lupia, 2000). 
There is limited pre-Covid research about predictors of teleworking preference, which could be due to teleworking being less prevalent pre-lockdown. Nevertheless, it was demonstrated that teleworking preference formation is complex and is affected by numerous parameters. One of the earliest studies looking into determinants for teleworking preference was conducted among 628 US employees (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1995). The exploratory variables were derived from a previously published conceptual model (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994), collecting attitudinal and sociodemographic data. Participants were presented with questionnaires stating advantages and disadvantages of telecommuting and were asked to state how important each one was to them. The researchers developed the scale using an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA).
 Out of the initial 64 proposed variables, only nine were significantly related to telecommuting preference. The variable which had the strongest effect on preference was a role’s suitability for telecommuting. The more suitable an individual’s work was for telecommuting, the more likely they were to prefer telecommuting. Desire to avoid long commute times and commute-related stress also predicted an increased preference for telecommuting (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1995). However, these variables were partially counterbalanced by some employees benefiting from commuting due to the opportunity to use the time for self-care. The results indicate the importance of attitudinal aspects, as the same sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., long commute time) may affect telecommuting preference differently for different people. In addition, having more independence and time to pursue personal interests, the need to care for children, and having a disability significantly predicted a preference for telecommuting. Yamashita et al.’s (2022) study supports the significance of a disability factor in a post-pandemic scenario. Particularly, the researchers investigated the relationship between the preference for teleworking and work functioning impairment (i.e., difficulty completing work tasks due to illness or chronic pain) in 27,036 Japanese full-time employees. Higher preference for teleworking was observed in individuals with a functional impairment. The results could be explained by the ability of employees to work at their own pace and choose their break timings when feeling unwell. 
 In Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1995) study, factors negatively associated with telecommuting preference were household distractions and the importance of workplace interactions. A newer study also reported that those who valued face-to-face professional communication tended to prefer office work, suggesting this predictor is still relevant today (Nguyen & Armoogum, 2021). While Mokhtarian and Salomon (1995) covered many preference determinants, their study has limitations. Specifically, the researchers failed to distinguish between individuals with and without telecommuting experience. It is possible that there were systematic differences in perceptions between the two groups, as expectations are known to differ from the real-world experience itself (Mariya & Qingyu, 2021). In addition, the items measuring teleworking predictors originally created by Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994;1995) have questionable face validity. For example, to determine whether an individual desires to help the environment by adopting teleworking, the single item “Would spend an extra hour on a cause” was used (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1995, p. 39). The item’s wording does not directly reflect what the authors intended to measure. Additionally, even though, based on the existing literature, the potential predictors for teleworking preferences included in the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994;1995) seem plausible, in some cases, it is unclear what the questionnaire items were based on. Moreover, two variables (commute time and household distractions) were measured by a single item each. Subscales consisting of one item are deemed to be not comprehensive enough to measure a construct due to an inability to establish reliability (Allen et al., 2022). Lastly, it is important to note that as the research took place almost three decades ago, determinants for teleworking preferences might have changed. For example, sustainability of arrangement was not a significant predictor for telecommuting preference (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). However, as people are more concerned about environmental issues nowadays, the results may differ today (Cianconi et al., 2020). This idea is supported by more recent research where the sustainability of teleworking arrangements positively correlated with teleworking preference (Nguyen & Armoogum, 2021). 
More recent pre-Covid studies on the topic have produced similar results to Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994; 1995), while discovering additional determinants of teleworking preference. For example, besides time saved commuting, Haddad et al. (2009) found that such factors as the ability to avoid work-related interruptions and household members supporting participants’ teleworking were associated with increased teleworking preference (Haddad et al., 2009). Furthermore, a study of 300 academic staff in Malaysia demonstrated that a longer travel distance, travel time, travel delay, less face-to-face interactions at work, and a higher number of children aged less than 12 were associated with increased teleworking preference (Ismail et al., 2019). The presence of children in the household was found to be a determinant of teleworking preference in two other articles (Haddad et al., 2009; Peters et al., 2004). Jones et al. (2022) found that Canadian participants who had household members older than five years tended to prefer teleworking. In studies involving the US and Vietnamese populations, having children under the age of five was a positive predictor for teleworking preference (Ismail et al., 2019; Barbour et al., 2021). A possible explanation for the fact that in the studies from Vietnam and the US, having younger children (under the age of five) was a predictor for teleworking preference (Ismail et al., 2019; Barbour et al., 2021), while in the Canadian study having older children (over the age of five) was a predictor for teleworking preference (Jones et al., 2022) could be due to Canadian employees benefit from more parental leave benefits compared to those in the USA and Vietnam (Jones et al., 2022). Hence, the need for teleworking to provide infant childcare for younger children is reduced in Canada.
So far, few studies investigating predictors of teleworking-related preferences post-Covid have been published. Jones et al. (2022) examined predictors for teleworking preference post-pandemic in 400 healthcare employees. It was found that a longer commute, higher work-life balance, and productivity predicted a greater preference for teleworking. Similarly, another study (Mehdi, 2021), including employees from various sectors (e.g., finance, management, education, sales), has found enhanced productivity to be a significant determinant of teleworking preference post-pandemic, enhancing the generalisability of Jones et al.’s (2022) findings. On the other hand, providing direct patient care was associated with a lower preference for teleworking (Jones et al., 2022). The result may be explained by the barrier of a virtual setting for appropriate patient assessment, which is specific for the healthcare workforce population. While being informative, certain results of this study are less generalisable to the rest of the white-collar population and are more specific to healthcare professionals in high-income countries.
Another post-pandemic Canadian study investigated the influence of residential location choice and residence size in relation to teleworking preference (Fatmi et al., 2022). The researchers reported that individuals living farther from urban centres and from their workplaces preferred a higher frequency of teleworking. This is in line with the rest of the studies reporting long travel to be a predictor for teleworking preference (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995; Haddad et al., 2009; Ismail et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2022). In addition, individuals living in residences with more bedrooms also preferred to perform teleworking more often. The reason behind this could be the ability to avoid household distractions and blurred boundaries thanks to having a separate workspace at home. On the other hand, individuals owning vehicles were more likely to prefer lower-frequency teleworking. The authors suggested that this could be due to the ability to avoid stressful commutes via public transport (Fatmi et al., 2022). This study’s limitation is an imbalance between certain occupations (e.g., overrepresentation of applied sciences and underrepresentation of sales), which might have introduced a sampling bias (i.e., a sample being not representative of the target population) to the results. 
Existing research contains mixed findings on the relation of gender to teleworking preference. For instance, the Canadian study have found no significant relationship between gender and preference for teleworking (Jones et al., 2022). However, studies from Malaysia and the US reported that women preferred teleworking more than men (Ismail et al., 2019; Barbour et al., 2021). The absence of gender effect on teleworking preference in Jones et al.’s (2022) article could appear because of more equal distribution of domestic responsibilities across genders in Canada in comparison with other countries (“Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development”, 2022). Hence, females do not need to perform teleworking to save time commuting and complete house errands instead.
In summary, both attitudinal and sociodemographic variables were found to influence teleworking preference. Existing literature can aid in indicating potential predictors of individuals’ post-lockdown teleworking preferences. Although, the determinants may differ due to the new context of teleworking. As most studies were conducted before or during the Covid-19 lockdown, it is likely that Covid-19 has had an impact on teleworking preferences in a post-lockdown era, which necessitates further exploration.
[bookmark: _Toc154029742]5. Theories in Teleworking Research
Teleworking literature lacks an established theoretical framework to guide the studies (Madsen, 2011). The theories applied in the research are commonly borrowed from other fields, having a small degree of consistency among the teleworking-related reports. Most of the models applied were original to the articles, and later critiques or replications are mostly absent (e.g., Clark et al., 2012; Peters & Heusinkveld, 2010; Cai & Mehari, 2015). As the theoretical underpinning for teleworking preferences is limited, it was also decided to cover the attitude area, which precedes the formation of the teleworking preference (Druckman & Lupia, 2000). Hence, the following paragraphs describe teleworking-related theories concerning both attitudes and preferences. 
Person-Organisation (P-O) fit theory (Ryan & Kristof-Brown, 2003) was used by Clark et al. (2012) to interpret the relationships between personality and teleworking attitudes. P-O fit concerns the extent to which a person and organisational environment features match. An individual’s attributes may involve biological and psychosocial needs, goals, or personality. Environmental features may incorporate work demands, rewards, and work culture values. When there is a high congruence between a person’s and an organisation’s attributes, a P-O fit occurs. Hence, Clark et al. (2012) reasoned that employees were more likely to have positive attitudes towards teleworking if their personality was a good fit for the demands of teleworking. To a certain extent, the theory was successful at explaining the research results. For example, in accordance with the theory-led hypotheses, agreeableness positively correlated with teleworking attitudes. Such results could be explained by suggesting that agreeable individuals would be better adaptable to teleworking due to being helpful, cooperative, and less competitive (Zweig & Webster, 2004). However, some results contradicted the hypotheses. Namely, characteristics such as extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness had no significant association with teleworking attitudes. This demonstrates that the personality-attitude association might be more complex and contextually influenced than initially suggested by the study. For instance, the framework is limited by not accounting for additional variables, such as situational factors. Also, the disadvantage of only considering organisational fit is that the person may have a great fit with an organisation but still lack skills for fulfilling the role requirements. 
The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM; Davis,1989) was applied to explore the perceptions towards teleworking that contribute to the acceptance of teleworking (Langa & Conradie, 2003). The theory predicts that user acceptance and the actual adoption of any technology (e.g., using a computer to perform teleworking) is determined by two main factors: perceived usefulness (person’s belief about usefulness of a technology system for their performance) and perceived ease of use (person's belief about effort required for using the technology system). If both aspects are appraised high, positive attitudes towards technology use would occur. In turn, this will lead to behavioural intention and subsequently to behavioural adaption of technology use. Langa and Conradie’s (2003) results aligned with TAM. Particularly, perceived ease of use and usefulness of teleworking were associated with higher teleworking acceptance. However, the theory's weakness stands in the absence of explanation of the transition process from a positive attitude to intention and action. Furthermore, the theory is known to have low predictive power (Chuttur, 2009), which could be ascribed to not accounting for additional variables (e.g., social influence, technological expertise, organisational culture) impacting the behavioural outcome. 
Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) Attitude-Behaviour Relations theory was employed in the study by Yap & Tng (1990). This theory suggests that behaviour is determined by three aspects: the attitude towards the behaviour, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control. Attitudes are comprised of the individual's beliefs about the consequences of performing the behaviour (e.g., teleworking saves commute time). The subjective norms refer to the person’s perceptions about what other relevant people think should be done (e.g., supervisors’ support). The perceived behavioural control involves the belief in the person's ability to act (e.g., job suitability). When an individual holds a positive attitude towards teleworking, the attitude is aligned with the relevant norms, and perceived behavioural control is strong, an intention to perform the action is expected. In case of high levels of actual control over the behaviour, an individual is expected to put their behavioural intention in action. Yap and Tng (1990) found that both behavioural beliefs and subjective norms significantly predicted teleworking attitudes, which supports assumptions of Attitude-Behaviour Relations theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Unlike TAM (Davis,1989), Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) theory acknowledges that an individual's attitude and intention are not the only predictors of behaviour and that, in some cases, a person’s control over the behaviour is limited. The limitation of this theory is that it does not consider economic or environmental components that may influence an intention to perform behaviour. 
When it comes to theories of preference formation, they are mostly specific to consumers, economics, and political science (Druckman & Lupia, 2000). To date, the only framework that describes the process of preference formation while being specifically applied to teleworking is the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian and Salomon, 1994; 1995). Being grounded in the Attitude-Behaviour Relations theory (Fishbein & Ajzen,1975), the Model of Telecommuting Adoption agrees that the teleworking preference depends on the attitude, the subjective norm, and the perceived behavioural control. The researchers argue that the key elements forming the preference towards teleworking are drives (aspects motivating to consider a preference formation), constraints (aspects making the preference formation more difficult to occur), and facilitators (aspects making the preference formation easier to occur; see Figure 1). 

[bookmark: _Toc154027937]Figure 1. The Basic Conceptual Structure of the Model of Telecommuting Preference
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Note. This model demonstrates the mechanism of telecommuting preference formation according to Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994; 1995). 
According to the model, the same variable can act both as a constraint and a facilitator, depending on how an individual perceives it. For instance, for some individuals, increased family time acts as a facilitator to adopting teleworking (e.g., less stress fitting in family responsibilities), while for others it acts as a constraint to adopting teleworking (e.g., distractions from children impacting productivity). The main types of constraints (if negative) or facilitators (if positive) include external aspects associated with awareness, organisation, job, and internal psychosocial factors. Drives are essential for the person to start considering teleworking as an option. Without one or more drives being present, facilitators are deemed to have no influence on preference formation. For example, a work-related drive (e.g., a desire for higher work-related independence) can lead an individual to start considering teleworking as an option. Whereas constraints/facilitators can increase or decrease the likelihood of the individual forming a preference for teleworking (but only if at least one drive is present). For example, the desire to spend more time with family could serve as a facilitator and increase the likelihood of teleworking preference occurring, while the professional interaction need could serve as a constraint and decrease the likelihood of teleworking preference occurring. For the component to be conceptualised as a drive, it has to belong to the three major life decisions that determine individual’s lifestyle. Those are participation in the labour force, formation of a household, and orientation towards leisure, ideology, and travel. Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994; 1995) adopted such a conceptualisation from the well-established Attitude-Behaviour Relations theory (Fishbein & Ajzen,1975). The relationship between drives, constraints, and facilitators would predict the decision to perform teleworking. 	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna:  The MTA model needs to be presented more comprehensively in the narrative review section, indicating the relationships between factors more clearly, and stating what the 19 dimensions are. Giving examples of how drives work could help make things clearer additionally.

The initial Model of Telecommuting Adoption (before the statistical analyses) included a set of variables where constraints/facilitators covered external aspects associated with awareness about teleworking, organisational support, job suitability, availability of necessary resources, and internal psychosocial factors (e.g., personal interaction needs, perceived beneficial commute; Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994). The categories of drives were work-related (e.g., desire for higher independence and getting more work done), family-related (e.g., desire for flexibility and spending more time with the family), leisure-related (e.g., desire to have more time for pursuing personal interests), ideology (e.g., desire to help the environment by driving less), and travel (e.g., desire to avoid burdensome commute; Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994). After Mokhtarian and Salomon (1995) established the scale, five of the dimensions were conceptualised as drives, and four dimensions could be either a facilitator or a constraint based on the participants’ intrinsic motivations. Particularly, the five drives concerned the desire to telecommute due to the disability/parental leave, the desire to avoid stress, the desire to dedicate more time to personal interests, the desire to avoid commute stress, and the desire to save commute time; the four constraints/facilitators concerned the job suitability, the personal interaction needs, household distractions, and beneficial commute (see Table 9).
The Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) is both comprehensive and specific as it accounts for various factors influencing the decision as well as focuses on definite teleworking-related dimensions. However, as it has been almost three decades since the papers’ publication, some proposed facilitators seem outdated in the modern context (e.g., not being aware of teleworking as a concept). Moreover, some items inaccurately represent the components they are named after. For instance, in order to gauge behavioural control, the authors assessed the degree of telecommuting suitability based on the nature of an individual's job. Further in this thesis, an alternative measure of behavioural control (voluntariness) will be proposed as an improvement. Another drawback of the model is the lack of clarity regarding how drives differ in their impact on preference formation compared to constraints and facilitators. While the introduction of drives is conceptually sound, there is no evidence that variables categorised as facilitators or constraints cannot influence telecommuting preferences without the presence of drives. The authors did not demonstrate any distinction among drives, constraints, and facilitators, that can be demonstrated via the statistical analyses. Further examination to address this issue is needed in order for the model to become more rigorous. Lastly, the authors conceptualise similar preference predictors as both drives and constraints/facilitators (e.g., family orientation), which further makes it ambiguous as to how those components are conceptually distinct.	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna:   In the narrative review, critical reflection of the limitations of the model and thoughts as to reasons for its low uptake in the field more generally are needed.

Despite the Model of Telecommuting Adoption being a unique model, it has not been further researched or empirically tested. There are several possible reasons for this lack of exploration. Preference formation in teleworking is a specialised and uncommon subject.  This could be because prior to Covid-related mandatory teleworking policies, this arrangement was seen as a privilege rather than a mandatory practice, so there was little incentive to study people's preferences for it (Donnelly & Proctor-Thomson, 2015). Additionally, considering that teleworking research is mostly atheoretical (Madsen, 2011), it is understandable that The Model of Telecommuting Adoption has not been used (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). However, as teleworking becomes more common, it is expected that more attention will be given to understanding preferences and further researching this model.
In summary, there are several theories adopted to explain the attitudes and preferences for teleworking. However, most of the frameworks are limited to a small set of determinants of the outcome and are not specific to the teleworking arrangement. The most relevant framework, Model of Telecommuting Adoption, however, is focused specifically on telecommuting (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) while covering different external and internal variables that influence teleworking preference. Further research should update Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994; 1995) model to expand the teleworking-specific theoretical knowledge and translate the model into the modern post-pandemic era.
[bookmark: _Toc154029743]6. Pre-lockdown, Lockdown-induced, and Post-lockdown Teleworking 
Distinguishing between pre-lockdown teleworking, lockdown-induced teleworking, and post-lockdown teleworking is crucial due to the unique circumstances and implications during each era. Pre-lockdown teleworking allows for a comprehensive understanding of the benefits and challenges of teleworking in normal circumstances. Lockdown-induced teleworking possesses special challenges such as sudden transition, mandatory work from home, and increased stress. Post-lockdown teleworking requires an adaptation of teleworking practices to ensure that teleworking remains prevalent without harm to employees. Recognising these distinctions will provide insight into potential aspects influencing teleworking preferences that were not captured in the literature review above.
Pre-lockdown teleworking, also known as conventional teleworking, was often associated with enhanced flexibility and location independence, allowing employees to balance their personal and professional lives better (Martinez et al., 2007). Individuals had the flexibility to choose their preferred work environment (e.g., a home, a co-working space, a cafe). This allowed employees to create a work environment that suited their needs and preferences. By contrast, lockdown-induced teleworking did not allow individuals to work anywhere except for their own homes. Therefore, the flexibility of location that teleworking would usually provide was no longer available. Even though it is known that most teleworkers prefer working from home (Santana & Cobo 2020), location confinement might have been detrimental for people who have insufficient living space. 
Pre-lockdown teleworking was regarded as a privilege given by employers, as it was typically a voluntary arrangement with the usual aim of obtaining enhanced work-life balance (Donnelly & Proctor-Thomson, 2015). Employees who had the opportunity to telework before the pandemic were often in professional roles that allowed for teleworking (Haddon & Brynin, 2005). The perception of privilege arose from the fact that not all employees had access to teleworking options due to their companies' policies. However, the sudden shift to lockdown-induced teleworking changed this perception. Due to stay-at-home orders, individuals were forced to telework regardless of their preferences, which removed the voluntary nature of teleworking. Teleworking being mandatory was found to reduce individuals' perceived autonomy and have adverse effects on teleworkers' work engagement (Carillo et al., 2021). 
Pre-lockdown teleworking practices were often well-organised, with established guidelines and policies to ensure an easy transition to teleworking (Caparrós, 2022). Organisations implementing teleworking pre-lockdown had the opportunity to provide employees with the necessary equipment and relevant training. This helped with a more organised and less stressful transition into a teleworking routine. By contrast, the implementation of lockdown-induced teleworking took place rapidly and unexpectedly. As more than half of the employees who had to transition to teleworking had no experience of it, teleworking implementation was even more difficult. Individuals had to adapt quickly to teleworking, often without the necessary resources or training. This led companies to operate under changed conditions (e.g., disorganised work, ICT issues), which potentially increased employees’ stress levels. Furthermore, the pandemic context contributed to teleworkers’ health and safety anxiety, as well as a feeling of professional uncertainty associated with the economic crisis (Belzunegui-Eraso & Erro-Garcés, 2020). 
Covid-induced teleworking was found to particularly affect women with families and children. The lockdown situation put more pressure on mothers due to the sociocultural context of gendered roles where most childcare and house chores are expected to be done by mothers (Rodriguez et al., 2020). Namely, females reported increased demands for household chores due to paid housekeepers being unavailable (Carreri & Dornoni, 2021). Furthermore, home-schooling for the children and the inability to have paid childcare caused high exhaustion levels as well as reduced work-life balance in females (Sullivan & Lewis, 2001).
After the UK lockdown was lifted on 19 July 2021, the government have no longer forced employees to telework. However, teleworking did not fall back to pre-pandemic levels (5% of the UK workforce; Popovici & Popovici, 2020). Particularly, teleworking prevalence among UK working adults decreased by 9%, with 49% of employees performing teleworking during the lockdown and 40% of the workforce engaging in teleworking practices as of February 2023 (“UK Office for National Statistics”, 2023). This may indicate that employees would like to retain the benefits that came with the teleworking initially required by the pandemic. Furthermore, post-pandemic teleworking has the potential to become more effective due to several factors. Firstly, individuals who performed teleworking during Covid-19 restrictions are likely to be more efficient when continuing to telework. This is thanks to ad hoc learning and the forced adaptation to teleworking practices because of pandemic-related restrictions. Additionally, employers have now also adapted to teleworking, as many have invested money into making teleworking more effective (Khorsand & Peráček, 2023). Secondly, some restrictions of pandemic-induced teleworking are likely to be relaxed. For instance, employees may now be allowed to blend teleworking and office work compared to being forced to work solely from home during the Covid-induced teleworking. This means workers can complete the tasks that are better done in person (e.g., collaborative meetings or business travel), which was not possible during the pandemic. This is potentially one of the reasons behind the evidence that most employees would like to engage in partial teleworking rather than full-time teleworking after the pandemic (Tokey & Alam, 2023). Lastly, now that in-person school and childcare are functioning again, the disadvantage of household distractions for working parents will be reduced. In addition, paid housekeepers are available again, meaning that employees can now delegate their household duties, as household chores were known to cause stress during a lockdown period (Carreri & Dornoni, 2021). 
In summary, distinguishing between the three phases of teleworking allowed for an extensive understanding of the challenges and benefits of this work arrangement under various circumstances. By analysing these distinct eras of teleworking, insights into what potential new aspects influenced preferences towards teleworking were gained (e.g., mandatory teleworking, unavailability of domestic workers), which is of interest in the current thesis. Pre-lockdown teleworking provided employees with flexibility and work-life balance, while lockdown-induced teleworking was a sudden and mandatory adaptation. Post-pandemic teleworking allowed employees to gain valuable skills and adaptability. Hence, post-lockdown teleworking has the potential to be more effective. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029744]Literature Review Summary 
There has been a large body of evidence-based research published about teleworking. This literature review has addressed areas relevant to the current thesis. Specifically, the report covered parameters related to teleworking; factors contributing to preference for teleworking, and theories explaining these; and specificities of pre-lockdown, lockdown-induced and post-lockdown teleworking.
Most teleworking-related parameters covered in this review entailed both benefits and challenges for teleworkers. Particularly, teleworkers generally enjoyed higher autonomy and flexibility, the time and money saved commuting, increased job satisfaction, and greater productivity. Among negative aspects around teleworking are isolation, reduced career progression, increased working hours, workers’ feelings of guilt, technical issues, and blurred boundaries. There was a high number of mixed evidence in such domains as teleworking influence on stress, interruptions, work-life balance, and costs. The inconsistency of outcomes may be due to situational or personal aspects differing among samples.
Factors associated with preferences towards teleworking are somewhat like the advantages and disadvantages of teleworking mentioned above. Particularly, reduced commute time, independence, time to pursue personal interests, the need to care for children, support from household members, having a disability, and desire to reduce emissions were positively associated with teleworking preference. On the other hand, household distractions and importance of face-to-face interactions were negatively associated with teleworking preference. The theories applied to explain attitudes and preferences towards teleworking included P-O Fit theory, Technology Acceptance model, Attitude-Behaviour Relations theory, and Model of Telecommuting Adoption. The latter was the best fitting model as it was the only framework created specifically for teleworking arrangements, whereas the rest of the theories were adopted from different fields. 
Finally, the lockdown-induced and post-lockdown teleworking demonstrated that each phase differed from pre-lockdown by several features. Namely, during the lockdown-induced teleworking, the flexibility of location was no longer available, and teleworking became a forced practice rather than a privilege. Most organisations were poorly prepared for teleworking, which potentially escalated employees' stress levels. In addition, the unavailability of paid houseworkers and childcare has put additional strain on working parents. On the other hand, post-lockdown teleworking eliminated some of the challenges. Teleworkers are now able to visit their offices when necessary. In addition, household distractions and housework may now be reduced as in-person school teaching, childcare, and paid domestic workers become available again. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029745]Research Rationale and Thesis Outline 
As shown at the beginning of this chapter, the popularity of teleworking is causing the downsizing of office spaces provided by companies (Sidders, 2023). This leads to a conflict of interest between organisations that aim to expand teleworking arrangements and the part of the workforce who want to return to the office full-time. Such circumstances are detrimental to those who prefer office work because some workers do not have a choice to telework (Kaluza & van Dick, 2022). This puts those who prefer to work from an office at risk of adverse well-being and work-related outcomes. Hence, investigating factors predicting preference for teleworking will help provide knowledge of what aspects need changing for teleworkers to become happier with their work arrangements. From a practical point of view, it is hoped that this research will enable organisations to expand teleworking while taking care of the needs of teleworkers who prefer office work. Lastly, considering that teleworking-related studies in a post-lockdown era are limited, it is essential to provide up-to-date research. 
There is a lack of a consistent theoretical framework in teleworking preferences. As mentioned in the current literature review, the only model explaining the preference formation of teleworking is the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). Considering how much the availability of ICT and teleworking prevalence has grown since 1990s, this model holds several potentially outdated factors and needs to be revised. Furthermore, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, the items measuring teleworking predictors originally created by Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994; 1995) have questionable face validity. Lastly, in most cases, it was unclear what the questionnaire items were based on. Therefore, this thesis sought to create a valid and reliable scale to measure potential predictors for teleworking, updating the theoretical underpinning of teleworking preference formation. The current thesis will not only provide professionals with an understanding of the specific needs of employees who want to return to office, but also improve and expand theoretical understanding behind the drives, constraints and facilitators influencing individuals’ teleworking preference.
To provide a brief thesis outline, Chapter 2 systematically reviews qualitative teleworking-related evidence to gain an in-depth understanding of teleworking experiences and to determine the benefits and challenges of teleworking for employees. A qualitative study using thematic analysis was conducted to explore up-to-date teleworking experiences and investigate what aspects influence preference for teleworking (see Chapter 3). Based on the findings from Chapters 2 and 3, a scale measuring teleworking preference predictors (TPP) was developed and validated (see Chapter 4). Furthermore, Chapter 4 analyses whether the scale’s items can significantly predict teleworking preference. Overall findings are reported and discussed in Chapter 5. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029746]Aims and Objectives of the Thesis
This thesis sought to explore factors influencing teleworking preference in UK white-collar employees. Additionally, it sought to develop a valid and reliable scale for measuring teleworking preference predictors. Lastly, the thesis aimed to enhance conceptual understanding by determining new drives, constraints, and facilitators of teleworking with reference to Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994;1995) Model of Telecommuting Adoption.
[bookmark: _Toc154029747]Objectives
1. To explore qualitatively, themes potentially influencing teleworking preference in UK white-collar employees with experience in teleworking through a meta-aggregation of previously published qualitative studies and a prospective qualitative study.
2. Based on the themes that were created from the qualitative thematic analysis, and meta-aggregation, develop and test a new scale of measuring predictors of teleworking preference.
3. Using the newly developed scale, investigate factors predictive of UK employees’ teleworking preference.
[bookmark: _Toc154029748]Research Questions
1. What are the experiences of teleworking among white-collar employees?
2. What are the aspects influencing preference for teleworking among white-collar UK employees with experience in teleworking?
3. What are the statistically significant predictors for teleworking preference among UK employees with experience in teleworking?
4. What predictors of teleworking preference are new to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995)?

[bookmark: _Toc154028608][bookmark: _Toc154030648]Table 2. Research Questions and Corresponding Designs
	
	Research Questions
	Study Type

	1.
	What are the experiences of teleworking among white-collar employees?

	Meta-Aggregative systematic review

	2.
	What are the aspects influencing preference for teleworking among white-collar UK employees with experience in teleworking?

	Qualitative study 

	3.
	What are the statistically significant predictors for teleworking preference among UK employees with experience in teleworking?

	Cross-sectional study

	4.
	What predictors of teleworking preference are new to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995)?

	Cross-sectional study













[bookmark: _Toc154029749]Chapter 2. Exploring UK White-collar Employees’ Experiences of Teleworking: A Meta-Aggregation

[bookmark: _Toc154029750]Introduction
The literature reviewed in Chapter 1 indicated that teleworking is associated with benefits such as autonomy, flexibility, saved time and money, job satisfaction, and productivity. The challenges such as isolation, reduced career progression, longer working hours, guilt, technical issues, and blurred boundaries were identified. Preferences for teleworking were influenced by factors like reduced commute time, personal interests, childcare needs, household support, disability, and environmental concerns. However, there is limited knowledge of the teleworking preference predictors in a post-lockdown environment. Additionally, there is a lack of an up-to-date theoretical framework explaining teleworking preference formation. Chapter 2 will systematically review qualitative teleworking-related studies using meta-aggregative approach to gain insight into complex experiences of teleworking and explore aspects previously overlooked by quantitative literature.
[bookmark: _Toc154029751]Rationale for the Meta-Aggregation
Meta-aggregation is a method of qualitative synthesis grounded in the philosophical foundation of pragmatism and transcendental phenomenology (Lockwood et al., 2015). This approach was established to resemble the procedure of rigorous systematic reviews of quantitative nature while being perceptive to the contextual nature of qualitative research. Unlike other methods of synthesising qualitative studies, meta-aggregation extracts and aggregates findings from relevant literature without any new interpretation (Flemming, 2007), thus, producing unbiased knowledge and a better understanding of the issue of interest (Creswell & Creswell, 2013). Instead of re-interpreting data for the creation of new different meanings, a meta-aggregative approach focuses on accurately integrating the meaning already presented in authors’ interpretations of studies (Pearson et al., 2011). The aim of the meta-aggregation is to produce action recommendations for policymakers and employers by summarising findings from original qualitative research and forming cross-study generalisations (Hannes & Pearson, 2012). In addition, this review aims to identify systematically potential items for designing the tool measuring predictors of teleworking preference.
According to quantitative systematic reviews, teleworking is accompanied by both hidden or apparent drawbacks and benefits employees. A systematic literature review of 46 studies reported that among the advantages of remote working were time and money saved for commute, improved productivity, job satisfaction, autonomy, and lower turnover intention (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Among the challenges of teleworking, the most prevalent were feeling of isolation, lack of managerial support, working longer hours, and reduced career progression (Madsen, 2011). In addition, the research demonstrated mixed findings regarding the influence of teleworking on stress, work-life balance, and extent of distractions (Konradt et al., 2003; Song & Gao, 2020; Hill, 1995; Betchoo, 2020; Hoeven’s, 2015). The conflicting findings may be, in part, due to confounding variables playing part in the relationship between teleworking and investigated aspects. For example, difference in organisational policies and practices, living situations, and wide variety of samples could have influenced the results.	Comment by Katy Chiiachenko: Add a summary of the findings of the quantitative reviews (the paragraph removed from the thesis in preparation for journal publication) back into the thesis.
As teleworking becomes more common, it is crucial for employers and policymakers to carefully consider its benefits, challenges, and implications for practice. While systematic reviews of quantitative studies are useful for obtaining generalisable knowledge about teleworking, they are restricted to description through statistical analyses, without recourse to understanding teleworkers’ experiences (Barnett-Page & Thomas, 2009). To date, there has been no meta-aggregative reviews published in relation to teleworking. Possibly the absence of such research is due to meta-aggregation being a relatively recent approach created in early 2000s (Pearson, 2004). Given that there is an abundance of meta-analyses on teleworking (e.g., Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Contreras et al., 2020; Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020; Madsen, 2011; Siha & Monroe, 2006), there is a need for a systematic qualitative evidence review, which will allow researchers to better understand, in-depth, teleworkers’ experiences and provide practical recommendations based on their views. The value of action recommendations based on qualitative research is that they are grounded in lived experiences of teleworkers rather than drawn from close-ended questionnaires (as in quantitative meta-analyses; Pearson et al., 2011). Hence, meta-aggregation allows readers to understand the issues related to teleworking and consider them from individuals’ perspectives. 
The current review introduces meta-aggregative methodology to teleworking-related literature and sheds light on previously overlooked aspects of teleworking practices that need to be addressed. Furthermore, the current meta-aggregation helped to identify systematically prospective items for the instrument measuring predictors of teleworking preference. This review summarises the findings from studies on the perception and experiences of teleworking in white-collar (professional, desk, managerial, or administrative) employees to answer the question: “What are white-collar employees’ experiences of teleworking?”. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029752]Methods
The current review is presented according to the guidelines of Enhancing Transparency in Reporting the Synthesis of Qualitative Research (ENTREQ) statement (Tong et al., 2012). 
[bookmark: _Toc154029753]Eligibility Criteria
Qualitative studies exploring individuals’ experiences of teleworking were eligible for inclusion regardless of the publication date. The articles had to be written in English language, peer-reviewed, and based on empirical data. The literature search was not restricted to specific regions and date of publication. The inclusion criteria were formulated according to population (white-collar employees with experience of teleworking), phenomena of interest (the experiences of teleworking), and context (qualitative research about experiences of teleworking among white-collar employees). Excluded articles were mixed-methods studies as the meta-aggregative approach focuses on qualitative studies only (Tufanaru, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc154029754]Search Strategy
Relevant literature was identified by thorough search of five electronic data bases: ProQuest, PsychArticles, PsychInfo, PubMed, and EBSCO. The following keywords were used during the article search: telework* qualitative, telework*, telecommut* qualitative, telecommut*, “work from home” qualitative, “work from home”, “remote work” qualitative, “remote work”, qualitative, e-work* qualitative, e-work, qualitative. Some word endings were replaced by “*” which enabled different formations of a word to be explored simultaneously. An initial assessment of the identified papers was done by screening the studies’ titles, keywords, and abstracts against exclusion and inclusion criteria. In cases where the decision to include the article could not be made based on the title, keywords, and abstract, the full text was assessed.
[bookmark: _Toc154029755]Quality Assessment
The Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP, 2018) 10-item checklist was applied for assessing the quality of the chosen studies, providing an indication of the procedural aspects of studies, and outlining the details that should be reported (see Table 3). 

[bookmark: _Toc154028609][bookmark: _Toc154030649]Table 3. CASP Quality Assessment Items 
	Question Items
	Response Options

	1. Was there a clear statement of the aims of the research? 
	Yes, Can’t Tell; No

	2. Is a qualitative methodology appropriate? 
	

	3. Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research? 
	

	4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to
the aims of the research? 
	

	5. Was the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue? 
	

	6. Has the relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered? 
	

	7. Have ethical issues been taken into consideration? 
	

	8. Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous? 
	

	9. Is there a clear statement of findings? 
	

	10. How valuable is the research? 
	Not provided


Note. As the CASP (2018) does not provide the response options for the item 10, the author decided to rate item 10 on the scale from 1 to 5 where 1 is “not valuable at all” and 5 is “extremely valuable”.

CASP appraises the clarity of the statement of the aim, the appropriateness of qualitative methodology, research design, recruitment strategy, and data collection. The instrument also assesses the consideration of the researcher-participant relationship and ethical issues, the rigor of the data analysis, the clarity of the statement of findings, and overall value of the research. As CASP does not posit a scoring system, the judgement on the studies’ quality was made at the reviewers’ discretion. The articles that did not address five or more items from the checklist were assessed as poor quality. The quality of the studies was assessed by two independent reviewers and any disagreements were resolved through discussion. Of 22 studies, two were deemed poor quality (Basso, 1999; Putro & Riyanto, 2020). CASP provides prompts for each item to help reviewers decide whether it was addressed in the appraised article. Based on the prompts, the poor-quality studies demonstrated a lack of consideration for ethical issues and the researcher-participant relationship, unclear recruitment strategy, insufficiently rigorous data analysis, and unclear statements of findings. The author decided to include all articles, regardless of quality, following the advice that critical appraisal tools are best applicable as guidance for good practice rather than fixed requirements for inclusion (Spencer et al., 2004; Crombie, 2022). The decision to involve the articles regardless of the quality score is guided by the intention of allowing the reader to have access to the knowledge provided by those studies. The reader is enabled to make an informed decision regarding the extent to which the findings from poor-quality articles are to be considered (Spencer et al., 2004). The appraisal of included articles and the articles assigned the low-quality score (i.e., Basso, 1999; Putro & Riyanto, 2020), are shown in Table 4.

[bookmark: _Toc154028610][bookmark: _Toc154030650]Table 4. Quality Assessment of the Included Articles
	Study Citation
	CASP Quality Assessment Items

	
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.
	10.

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y 
	Y
	5

	Basso (1999)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	2

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	4

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y 
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	4

	Coban (2022)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	3

	Collins et al. (2013)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	4

	Courtney et al. (2021)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	5

	Fernemark et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	5

	Fonner and Stache (2012)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	5

	Garwood and Poole (2021)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	3

	Grant et al. (2013)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	4

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	4

	Howland et al. (2021)
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	4

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	4

	McNaughton et al. (2014)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y 
	N
	Y
	4

	Putro and Riyanto (2020)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	2

	Stadtlander et al. (2017)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	3

	Stephens and Szajna (1998)
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	4

	Toleikienė et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	3

	Uddin (2021)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	5

	Waizenegger et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	5

	Whittle and Mueller (2009)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	4


Note. The overall quality assessment score in the final column is the reviewers’ judgement of the overall quality of the paper with reference to item 10 of the CASP. For each of the other nine items of the CASP the Yes (Y) or No (N) indicate whether that item was addressed in the paper.
[bookmark: _Toc154029756]Data Extraction, Levels of Plausibility and Data Synthesis Method
Initial data extraction was completed by including information about each article’s citation, topic of interest, population, methodology, and country, enabling the homogenous extraction of data across the included sources. The list of the articles included in this review is presented in Table 5.
[bookmark: _Toc154028611][bookmark: _Toc154030651]Table 5. Overview of Characteristics of Included Studies
	Study Citation
	Topic of Interest
	Population
	Methodology
	Data Collection Method
	Country

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	An investigation of how continuities are constructed in virtual work environments by comparing two firms with different degrees of virtuality
	Twenty-seven teleworkers
	Qualitative, interpretative approach 
	Interviews, observations, photographs
	Finland

	Basso (1999)
	Understanding the impact that telecommuting has on the corporate climate 
	Twelve teleworking employees
	Qualitative, systems theory
	Semi-structured interviews
	USA

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Exploring the teleworking consequences on work-life balance and gender inequalities
	Twenty teleworkers, 28-48 years
	Qualitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	Italy

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020)
	Exploring academic researchers’ processes of construction and de-construction of spatial, temporal, and relational boundaries that take place in the pandemic remote work-life.

	Ten teleworking academic employees, 33-49 years
	Qualitative, exploratory non-directive
	Narrative video-interviews
	Italy

	Coban (2022)
	Understanding how switching to telework affected the family and work life during the Covid-19 lockdown
	Eighteen female teleworkers, 31-47 years
	Qualitative, doing gender
	Semi-structured interviews
	Turkey

	Collins et al. (2013)
	Exploring psychological contract of female clerical homeworkers
	Thirteen female teleworkers
	Qualitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	UK

	Courtney et al. (2021)
	Exploring the successes and pitfalls associated with tele-neurology 
	Twenty-two teleworking neurologists, 20-69 years
	Qualitative, inductive approach
	Semi-structured interviews
	UK

	Fernemark et al. (2020)
	An understanding of primary care physicians’ perceived work demands, control over working processes, and social support when providing digital consultation 
	Twenty-eight physicians performing digital consultations, 26-63 years
	Qualitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	Sweden

	Fonner and Stache (2012)
	An examination of cues and rituals home-based teleworkers use to facilitate transition between roles
	One hundred and forty-two teleworkers
	Qualitative, grounded theory
	Open-ended survey
	UK

	Garwood and Poole (2021)
	An understanding how the Covid-19 pandemic influenced work of archivists 
	Nine teleworking archivists
	Qualitative, grounded theory
	Semi-structured interviews
	USA

	Grant et al. (2013)
	Exploring the psychological factors affecting remote e‐worker’s job effectiveness, well‐being, and work‐life balance
	Eleven teleworkers, 22-65 years 
	Qualitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	UK

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	An understanding of telework as a political tool that either promote or hinder social sustainability
	Forty-eight female teleworkers 

	Qualitative
	Interviews and focus groups
	Spain

	Howland et al. (2021)
	An exploration of telepsychiatrist and telepsychologist facilitators and barriers to satisfaction with implementations of telehealth models 
	Ten telepsychiatrists and four telepsychologists
	Qualitative, grounded theory
	Semi-structured interviews and focus groups
	USA

	Mann et al. (2000)
	An exploration of the emotional impact of tele‐working via computer‐mediated communication
	Fourteen teleworkers in customer-facing roles
	Qualitative
	Telephone semi-structured interviews

	UK

	McNaughton et al. (2014)
	An understanding of the benefits and negative impacts of telework for persons who use augmentative and alternative communication (AAC) 
	Nine teleworkers with disabilities who used AAC, 27-58 years
	Qualitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	UK

	Putro and Riyanto (2020)
	An exploration of how Asian sandwich generation managing stress from telecommuting

	Thirty-two teleworkers
	Qualitative
	Interviews
	Asia

	Stadtlander et al. (2017)
	An understanding of how online faculty members structure their workplace in their homes and how their work situation affects their home environment
	Eighteen teleworking faculty members, 30-68 years
	Qualitative
	Email interviews
	USA

	Stephens and Szajna (1998)
	An exploration of attitudinal and perceptual factors both before and after implementation of the telecommuting 
	Twenty-six customer-support telecommuting employees
	Qualitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	USA

	Toleikienė et al. (2020)
	An understanding of the challenges and tensions in relation to e-leadership in Lithuanian municipal administrations 

	Two teleworking representatives of municipal administration
	Qualitative, inductive approach
	Semi-structured interviews
	Lithuania

	Uddin (2021)
	An exploration of women’s attitudes towards teleworking and reasons behind them
	Twenty-two teleworking women, 27-52 years 
	Qualitative, exploratory approach
	Interviews
	Bangladesh

	Waizenegger et al. (2020)
	An exploration of the Covid-19-related issues and the techno- logical means knowledge workers use 
	Twenty-nine teleworkers, 20-50 years
	Qualitative, interpretivist
	Semi-structured interviews
	UK

	Whittle and Mueller (2009)
	An exploration of the discrepancy between the visions produced by the consultants and the instances of isolation, disconnection and disaffection observed in the real-world conditions
	Ten teleworking consultants
	Qualitative
	Observation and semi-structured interviews
	UK


Further findings were extracted and summarised via NVivo 12 qualitative data analysis Software (NVivo, 2018). The author extracted the findings without the interpretation of the original data. Two hundred and twenty-nine findings were extracted from 22 studies. Findings were then allocated into 13 categories based on the similarity of meaning. Further examination of the categories resulted in four synthesised statements (see Table 7). Every finding was given a rating which portrayed its plausibility level regarding the extent of its authenticity to the original data (credibility; see Table 6). 

[bookmark: _Toc154028612][bookmark: _Toc154030652]Table 6. Overview of the Extracted Findings, Credibility Ratings, and Citations
	Citations
	Findings
	Credibility Ratings

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Uncontrolled breaks
	Equivocal

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Isolation
	Unequivocal

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Non-verbal cues
	Equivocal

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Belongingness
	Equivocal

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Boundaries
	Unequivocal

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Clear responsibilities
	Equivocal

	Asatiani and Penttinen (2019)
	Meetings
	Unequivocal

	Basso (1999)
	Productivity
	Unsupported

	Basso (1999)
	Flexibility
	Unsupported

	Basso (1999)
	Isolation
	Unsupported

	Basso (1999)
	Overworking
	Unsupported

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Travel
	Equivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Productivity
	Unequivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Schedule overlap
	Equivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Flexibility
	Equivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Isolation
	Equivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Workload
	Equivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Female workload
	Unequivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Guilt
	Unequivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Mitigating stress
	Equivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Boundaries
	Equivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Chore assistance
	Unequivocal

	Cannito and Scavarda (2020)
	Unavailability of chore assistance
	Unequivocal

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020) 
	Distractions
	Unequivocal

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020) 
	Family time
	Unequivocal

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020) 
	Isolation
	Unequivocal

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020) 
	Insufficient space
	Equivocal

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020) 
	Chore assistance
	Unequivocal

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020) 
	Face-to-face meetings
	Equivocal

	Carreri and Dordoni (2020) 
	Home schooling
	Unequivocal

	Coban (2022)
	Travel
	Equivocal

	Coban (2022)
	Career growth
	Equivocal

	Coban (2022)
	Chore assistance
	Equivocal

	Coban (2022)
	Hygiene control
	Equivocal

	Coban (2022)
	Distractions
	Equivocal

	Coban (2022)
	Female workload
	Unequivocal

	Collins et al. (2013)
	Flexibility
	Unequivocal

	Courtney et al. (2021)
	Non-verbal cues
	Unsupported

	Courtney et al. (2021)
	Databases issues
	Unequivocal

	Fernemark et al. (2020) 
	Isolation
	Unsupported

	Fernemark et al. (2020) 
	Non-verbal cues
	Equivocal

	Fernemark et al. (2020) 
	Technical support
	Equivocal

	Fernemark et al. (2020) 
	Professional learning
	Unequivocal

	Fernemark et al. (2020) 
	Chat forums
	Equivocal

	Fonner and Stache (2012)
	Flexibility
	Equivocal

	Fonner and Stache (2012)
	Worsened experience of teleworking
	Unequivocal

	Fonner and Stache (2012)
	Boundaries
	Unequivocal

	Garwood and Poole (2021)
	Productivity
	Unsupported

	Garwood and Poole (2021)
	Databases issues
	Unsupported

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Distractions
	Unsupported

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Productivity
	Unequivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Flexibility
	Unequivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Family time
	Unequivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Workload
	Equivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Blurred boundaries
	Unequivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Less contact
	Unequivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Trust
	Unequivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Adaptability
	Equivocal

	Grant et al. (2013) 
	Setting boundaries
	Equivocal

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	Flexibility
	Equivocal

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	Work-home conflict
	Equivocal

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	Career growth
	Unequivocal

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	Presence-based culture
	Unequivocal

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	Manager support
	Equivocal

	Gálvez et al. (2020)
	Beneficial policies
	Unequivocal

	Howland et al. (2021)
	Isolation
	Equivocal

	Howland et al. (2021)
	Belongingness
	Equivocal

	Howland et al. (2021)
	Satisfaction
	Equivocal

	Howland et al. (2021)
	Beneficial policies
	Equivocal

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Time saved
	Unequivocal

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Expenses
	Unequivocal

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Distractions
	Unequivocal

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Less stress
	Unequivocal

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Avoiding interactions
	Unequivocal

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Guilt
	Unequivocal

	Mann et al. (2000)
	Career growth
	Unequivocal

	McNaughton et al. (2014)
	Breaks
	Unequivocal

	McNaughton et al. (2014)
	Isolation
	Equivocal

	McNaughton et al. (2014)
	Technical support
	Equivocal

	McNaughton et al. (2014)
	Self-advocacy
	Equivocal

	McNaughton et al. (2014)
	Work-like environment
	Unequivocal

	Putro and Riyanto (2020)
	Distractions
	Unsupported

	Putro and Riyanto (2020)
	Chore assistance
	Unsupported

	Stadtlander et al. (2017)
	Distractions
	Unequivocal

	Stadtlander et al. (2017)
	Schedule overlap
	Equivocal

	Stadtlander et al. (2017)
	Isolation
	Equivocal

	Stadtlander et al. (2017)
	Boundaries
	Unequivocal

	Stephens and Szajna (1998)
	Stress
	Unsupported

	Stephens and Szajna (1998)
	Isolation
	Unsupported

	Stephens and Szajna (1998)
	Office politics
	Unsupported

	Stephens and Szajna (1998)
	Technical support
	Unsupported

	Stephens and Szajna (1998)
	Career growth
	Unsupported

	Toleikienė et al. (2020)
	Motivation
	Equivocal

	Toleikienė et al. (2020)
	Teleworking unpreparedness
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Travel
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Productivity
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Stress
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Flexibility
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Chore assistance
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Mitigating stress
	Equivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Boundaries
	Equivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Manager support
	Unsupported

	Uddin (2021)
	Chore assistance
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Beneficial policies
	Unequivocal

	Uddin (2021)
	Work-home conflict
	Equivocal

	Waizenegger et al. (2020)
	Distractions
	Equivocal

	Waizenegger et al. (2020)
	Work-focused conversations
	Unsupported

	Waizenegger et al. (2020)
	Communication
	Unequivocal

	Waizenegger et al. (2020)
	Meetings
	Unequivocal

	Whittle and Mueller (2009)
	Isolation
	Unequivocal

	Whittle and Mueller (2009)
	Presence-based culture
	Equivocal

	Whittle and Mueller (2009)
	Meetings
	Unequivocal



The credibility of individual findings is ascribed by evaluating the consistency between the provided data and the authors’ interpretation (“Joanna Briggs Institute”, 2014). One out of three levels of credibility were allotted for each finding. The findings supported by illustrating unambiguous quotes were given a level of “unequivocal”. The extraction units accompanied by illustrating quotes lacking a direct association with the findings were assigned a rating of “equivocal”. The findings not supported by the data were given a level of “unsupported”. The meta-aggregative approach does not state whether the “unsupported” findings should be included in the review. Hence, the author decided to incorporate those findings, considering that many authors face a word length restriction for publications, making it challenging to present quotes for each finding (Hannes & Pearson, 2012). Including all findings will allow the reader to have access to the knowledge provided in the articles. Whereas the information on which findings were “unsupported” will allow them to make their own judgement on the degree of caution with which the findings should be interpreted (Spencer et al., 2004; Crombie, 2022; see Table 6).

[bookmark: _Toc154029757]Results
The electronic literature search identified 2,386 records after duplicates were removed. Every identified source was examined for eligibility and exclusion criteria. In total, the full-text format was derived for 60 records. These papers were screened against the eligibility criteria after reading the whole text. Of the 60 sources, 22 records adhered to the inclusion criteria and were included in the meta-aggregation. The PRISMA flowchart (see Figure 2; Moher et al., 2009) describes the steps for the choice process for included research, presenting the rationale for exclusion. 

[bookmark: _Toc154027938]Figure 2. PRISMA Flow Diagram of the Included Studies
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Analysis of participants’ views resulted in the formulation of four synthesised statements (see Table 7). 
[bookmark: _Toc154028613][bookmark: _Toc154030653]Table 7. Summary Table of Synthesised Statements and Categories
	Synthesised Statement
	Category

	1. Aspects accompanying teleworking that tend to be perceived as advantages
	1.1 Time and money saved

	1.2 Reduced distractions

	1.3 Reduced stress and burnout

	1.4 Increased flexibility

	2. Aspects accompanying teleworking that tend to be perceived as disadvantages
	2.1 Increased isolation
	2.2 Increased work-home conflict
	2.3 Feeling of guilt

	2.4 Communication challenges


	3. Skills, practices, and external parameters that contribute to the valency of teleworking experiences
	3.1 Distractions, non-cooperative partners, presence-based culture, and lack of employer support hinder positive teleworking experiences
	3.2 Adaptability, self-advocacy, ability to mitigate stress, digital communication skills, distinct boundaries, and support from others contribute to positive teleworking experiences
	3.3 Teleworkers suggest improving their experiences by providing detailed manager feedback, more decision-making power, regular informal meetings, and explicit beneficial policies

	4. Teleworking experiences during Covid-induced restrictions
	4.1 Unavailability of paid domestic help was a challenge for females with families
	4.2 Sudden switch to teleworking demonstrated organisations’ lack of preparation



The first synthesised statement “Aspects accompanying teleworking that tend to be perceived as advantages” consists of four categories. The second synthesised statement “Aspects accompanying teleworking that tend to be perceived as disadvantages” includes four categories. The third synthesised statement “Skills, practices, and external parameters that contribute to the valency of teleworking experiences” comprises three categories. The fourth synthesised statement “Teleworking experiences during Covid-induced restrictions” involves two categories.
[bookmark: _Toc154029758]Synthesised Statement 1
 Individuals discussed aspects specific to teleworking that were mostly seen as benefits. Although rarely, some participants perceived these factors negatively. 

Category 1.1. Interviewees discussed the advantages of not having to travel to work. This allowed saving time and money (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Coban, 2022; Uddin, 2021). Additionally, saved costs of buying lunch and work clothes were considered (Mann et al., 2000). On the other hand, teleworking brought expenses (e.g., lighting, heating, sports facilities) that the employer might have covered if working from the office (Mann et al., 2000).

Category 1.2. The ability to control distractions at home was seen as an advantage (Gálvez et al., 2020; Grant et al., 2013; Mann et al., 2000; Stadtlander et al., 2017). Fewer interruptions allowed participants to be more productive (Basso, 1999; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Garwood & Poole, 2021; Grant et al., 2013; Uddin, 2021). However, employees with children experienced more interruptions when teleworking (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Coban, 2022; Putro & Riyanto, 2020; Waizenegger et al., 2020). 

Category 1.3. Overall, individuals experienced less stress and burnout due to teleworking (Stephens & Szajna, 1998). For some teleworkers with children, the decrease in stress was attributed to reduced commutes. This lessened the overlap between the family members’ schedules (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Mann et al., 2000; Stadtlander et al., 2017). However, some working mothers’ stress increased due to the conflict between domestic and professional tasks (Uddin, 2021). 

Category 1.4. Participants mentioned the benefit of flexibility (Basso, 1999; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Collins et al., 2013; Fonner & Stache, 2012; Grant et al., 2013; Uddin, 2021). Individuals could schedule working hours around non-professional agendas and spend more quality time with family (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Gálvez et al., 2020; Grant et al., 2013). Although, for some individuals, flexibility contributed to a lack of day structure. This either resulted in longer uncontrolled breaks (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019; McNaughton et al., 2014) or the inability to limit time spent working (McNaughton et al., 2014). 

[bookmark: _Toc154029759]Synthesised Statement 2
Participants revealed parameters specific to teleworking that were commonly perceived as drawbacks. However, some individuals perceived those parameters as benefits.

Category 2.1. Participants made references to isolation being a key teleworking challenge (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019; Basso, 1999; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Fernemark et al., 2020; Howland et al., 2021; McNaughton et al., 2014; Stadtlander et al., 2017; Stephens & Szajna, 1998; Whittle & Mueller, 2009). On the other hand, some found being isolated from the office beneficial, as it allowed avoidance of unwanted interactions (Mann et al., 2000) and office politics (Stephens & Szajna, 1998). 

Category 2.2. The articles highlighted work-home conflict provoked by teleworking. Participants disclosed having a higher workload compared to office working, which exacerbated work-home conflict (Basso, 1999; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Gálvez et al., 2020; Grant et al., 2013). In addition, blurred work-home boundaries negatively affected participants’ well-being and caused the feeling of working around the clock (Grant et al., 2013). However, some companies promote gender role stereotypes, giving lightened workloads to female employees because of respect for their domestic chores (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Coban, 2022). 

Category 2.3. Participants mentioned experiencing guilt due to teleworking. Fathers felt guilt for not dedicating enough time to children. On the other hand, mothers felt guilty about not being productive at work (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020). Teleworkers were more likely to work through illnesses, such as a cold, from feeling guilty, as their boss did not see how unwell they were (Mann et al., 2000). 
Category 2.4. Participants reported that work-related interactions diminished due to a lack of non-verbal cues (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019; Courtney et al., 2021; Fernemark et al., 2020; Grant et al., 2013), the nature of conversations being more work-focused (Waizenegger et al., 2020), and technological complications (Fernemark et al., 2020; Stephens & Szajna, 1998). This, in turn, weakened the feeling of belongingness (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019; Howland et al., 2021) and trust between colleagues (Grant et al., 2013). Moreover, teleworkers found it challenging to ask questions and obtain detailed feedback from supervisors, which affected their professional learning (Fernemark et al., 2020) and reduced perceived career growth (Coban, 2022; Gálvez et al., 2020; Mann et al., 2000; Stephens & Szajna, 1998). Contrastingly, some participants noticed a positive shift in communication when interacting with co-workers from different offices and exchanging jokes online (Waizenegger et al., 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc154029760]Synthesised Statement 3
Participants noted situational parameters that hindered their teleworking experience and highlighted useful competencies and actions for enhancing teleworking experiences. Suggestions on how teleworking arrangements could be improved included detailed manager feedback, more decision-making power, regular informal meetings, and explicit beneficial policies.

Category 3.1. Participants considered aspects inhibiting successful teleworking arrangements (Fonner & Stache, 2012). Distractions from having children at home disrupted work tasks, especially for teleworkers with insufficient living space (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020). Teleworking was difficult for those individuals whose spouses were not cooperative regarding household chores (Uddin, 2021). In addition, the organisational culture, based previously on being in the workplace, resulted in a lack of support from managers and colleagues who were also teleworking (Gálvez et al., 2020; Whittle & Mueller, 2009). Lastly, employers not covering the costs for necessary equipment put a strain on teleworkers’ finances (McNaughton et al., 2014).
	 
Category 3.2. The studies included themes concerning skills and practices contributing to teleworkers’ positive experiences. Interviewees reported that adaptability (Grant et al., 2013), self-advocacy (McNaughton et al., 2014), and the ability to mitigate factors increasing stress (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Uddin, 2021) were crucial for successful teleworking. Furthermore, creating a work-like environment, setting temporal, psychological, and physical boundaries between home and work contributed to positive teleworking practices (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Fonner & Stache, 2012; Grant et al., 2013; McNaughton et al., 2014; Stadtlander et al., 2017; Uddin, 2021). Also, co-worker and manager support (Gálvez et al., 2020) contributed to reduced exhaustion (Uddin, 2021), increased motivation (Toleikienė et al., 2020) and satisfaction (Howland et al., 2021). Assistance with household chores from family members or paid domestic workers, was valued by teleworkers, allowing for enhanced work-life balance (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Coban, 2022; Putro & Riyanto, 2020; Uddin, 2021). 

Category 3.3. Individuals provided suggestions on how their experience of teleworking could be improved. Namely, employees wished to receive more manager feedback to reduce miscommunication; obtain more decision-making power to increase sense of ownership; and get ascribed clear responsibilities and functions to avoid work task uncertainty (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019). To keep teleworkers socially connected, it was proposed to implement check-in meetings (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019; Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Waizenegger et al., 2020; Whittle & Mueller, 2009) and launch internal chat forums (Fernemark et al., 2020). Moreover, participants reported the need for advertised explicit beneficial policies for teleworkers (Howland et al., 2021; Uddin, 2021). For example, encouraging workers to stop working past conventional hours (Gálvez et al., 2020). In addition, the importance of results-based assessments was reported to ensure teleworkers did not remain unappreciated due to not being physically present in the office (Gálvez et al., 2020). 
[bookmark: _Toc154029761]Synthesised Statement 4
 Teleworking during the pandemic-induced lockdown was perceived similarly to conventional teleworking with the additional challenges of unavailability of paid domestic help and unpreparedness of organisations for teleworking.

Category 4.1. The unavailability of domestic workers due to pandemic restrictions was seen as a key challenge among females, contributing to work-family conflicts (Uddin, 2021). Women reported being more tired because of taking care of the house, cooking, and performing paid work simultaneously (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020). Furthermore, the closure of schools and transitions to online education caused more strain on mothers as they now had to fulfil the additional role of teacher to their children (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020). Having additional responsibility for hygiene control to prevent virus contraction added to the demands of teleworking for some (Coban, 2022). 

Category 4.2. Participants noted that urgent transfer to teleworking made it obvious that some organisations were not ready for such change. For example, not having appropriate electronic systems and computer software available (Courtney et al., 2021). Furthermore, equipment was not adapted to teleworking (e.g., lack of electronic systems to link information available in the office; Toleikienė et al., 2020). Such inconveniences caused frustration and disorientation (Garwood & Poole, 2021). 

[bookmark: _Toc154029762]Discussion
This is the first meta-aggregation to review white-collar employees’ experiences of teleworking. The present review provides practice action recommendations grounded in lived experiences of teleworking and addresses aspects previously overlooked in quantitative meta-analyses, which are presented below. Moreover, this meta-aggregation helped to identify prospective items for the instrument measuring predictors of teleworking preference, which will be used for the scale development in Chapter 4. Unlike quantitative meta-analyses, this review brings clarity to the complex nature of teleworking aspects that tend to be regarded only as advantages (e.g., less travel) or only as disadvantages (e.g., less interaction with colleagues) in quantitative literature (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Instead, current meta-aggregation showcases that individuals differ in their experience of the challenges and benefits of teleworking depending on their psychosocial needs and desires. Furthermore, factors such as participants’ living arrangements, personality, and organisational culture are central to understanding teleworking experiences. In the paragraphs below, the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) is applied to explain the findings of the current review, which aids in eliminating hidden misunderstandings of aspects that tend to be perceived as advantages or disadvantages of teleworking. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029763]Aspects Accompanying Teleworking that Tend to be Perceived as Advantages
The advantages reported here concur with those reported in quantitative meta-analyses (e.g., time and money saved from less travel, and greater flexibility; Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Madsen, 2011; Siha & Monroe, 2006). However, the current review has deepened insight into the perception of work-related commute. Namely, reduced travel was not always viewed as an advantage in qualitative research. Some participants preferred travelling to work as means of boundary separation and self-care (Sullivan & Lewis, 2001). Even though not having to commute to work is known to reduce stress (Golden, 2006), the reduction of travel could induce stress for certain demographics (e.g., parents) for whom commuting is the only time to be alone (Sullivan & Lewis, 2001). This further supports the suggestion that situational differences need to be considered when considering benefits and challenges of teleworking. 
Moreover, this meta-aggregation highlights an important aspect overlooked by quantitative literature: increased family time. When looking at increased family time in relation to the drives, constraints, and facilitators that make up the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995), this paper suggests that increased family time can act as a drive to increase teleworking preference. A possible reason why this aspect had been overlooked in the previous quantitative studies (e.g., Fedakova & Istonova, 2017) could be due to the bi-directional nature of the influence of the family-related variable. For some individuals, increased family time acts as a facilitator to adopting teleworking (e.g., less stress fitting in family responsibilities), while for others, it acts as a constraint to adopting teleworking (e.g., distractions from children impacting productivity). 
Reduced interruptions were seen as an advantage by both systematic quantitative reviews (e.g., Gajendran & Harrison, 2007) and the current meta-aggregation (e.g., Mann et al., 2000). Despite the immediate benefits of fewer distractions, it is important to consider long-term implications. It may be that uninterrupted workflow posits risks of overworking and blurring boundaries as there is no one to remind employees to take breaks. Hence, there is a need to investigate the long-term effects of decreased distractions on teleworkers’ work-related and well-being outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc154029764]Aspects Accompanying Teleworking that Tend to be Perceived as Disadvantages
In this review, teleworking had many disadvantages, some of which have been reported elsewhere (e.g., isolation, work-life conflict; Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Contreras et al., 2020; Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020), but the current paper demonstrates the complex nature of challenges of teleworking. Namely, instead of viewing isolation negatively, some participants enjoyed it due to the ability to avoid unwanted interactions in the office (Collins et al., 2016; Mann et al., 2000). Furthermore, teleworkers who lived with their families did not feel isolated (Grant et al., 2013; Carreri & Dornoni, 2020). These findings point in the direction of living situation, personality, and nature of colleague relationships influencing the experience of being away from office. It is recommended for policymakers, employers, and managers to consider aspects when assigning teleworking arrangements to certain employees. 
The finding surrounding feeling guilty about teleworking is new to the literature. The fact that fathers experienced guilt for not dedicating enough time to children, while mothers felt guilty about not being productive at work (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020) supports the existence of gendered roles and expectations in modern teleworking households. It is important to note that Cannito and Scavarda (2020) interviewed Italian employees. Compared to Sweden, France, and the US, Italy reports the largest gender gap in working hours, with a significant increase in men’s professional working hours and decrease in women’s when children are born (Anxo et al., 2011; Redmond & McGuinness, 2019). Thus, feelings of guilt regarding the balance between work and home may be less pronounced in countries with higher levels of gender equality. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029765]Lockdown-induced and Post-Lockdown Teleworking Experiences 
Teleworking during the pandemic-induced lockdown was perceived similarly to conventional teleworking except for the lack of availability of paid domestic help (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020), and organisations’ unpreparedness for teleworking (Garwood & Poole, 2021). There were more Covid-specific changes linked to teleworking, but they remain unexplored due to the limited number of lockdown-period qualitative studies. It is critical to note that the nature of teleworking is continuously changing due to the consequences of the pandemic. Hence, this synthesis reflects the state of teleworking arrangements at the time of data collection. It is recommended to explore the change in teleworking dynamics in the future as it is predicted that teleworking will remain prevalent. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029766]Theoretical Perspective
Considering the rapid increase in teleworking prevalence, it is important to bring the theoretical understanding of teleworking up to date. In line with the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995), the current review helps to provide a potential explanation for conflicting findings that were previously found in the quantitative literature. Particularly, included qualitative studies suggest that mixed results regarding the teleworking impact on stress and the extent of distractions (Betchoo, 2020; Hill et al., 1998; Hoeven & Van Zoonen, 2015; Konradt & Schmook, 2003; Song & Gao, 2020) could be due to varying living situations, specifically, having children (Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Coban, 2022; Uddin, 2021). Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) provides plausible explanations for mechanisms behind experiences of benefits and challenges of teleworking (e.g., drives, constraints, and facilitators), as supported by the findings of the current meta-aggregation. However, as it has been almost three decades since the publication of Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994; 1995) model, some proposed facilitators seem outdated in the modern context (e.g., lack of awareness regarding teleworking). Furthermore, some aspects of the model could be altered to reflect the current state of teleworking-related facets and account for modern changes. Namely, during pandemic-induced teleworking, workers are forced to adhere to employers’ requirements, which removes the voluntary nature of teleworking. Hence, mandatory teleworking might be added as a facilitator or constraint when it comes to teleworking preference. Although, more qualitative and quantitative research is needed to determine new facilitators, drives and constraints, in this new era of teleworking.
[bookmark: _Toc154029767]Strengths and Limitations
Considering the abundance of quantitative findings regarding the benefits and challenges of teleworking, this meta-aggregation offers a complex view of those aspects, highlighting some previously overlooked facets and acknowledging that some benefits could also be viewed as challenges. The findings of this meta-aggregation provide practical guidance (covered below) regarding implementing and improving teleworking arrangements to reach the most positive teleworking experiences. 
In line with all reviews, this meta-aggregation inevitably has limitations. First, only articles published in English were incorporated in the current review, affecting generalisability to populations from other geographical locations. Lastly, with five databases searched, it cannot be guaranteed that all relevant articles have been included in this review, although, the databases selected were most appropriate to the topic of interest, suggesting most studies have been Identified. 
While most of the studies included were of high to moderate quality, two (i.e., Basso, 1999; Putro & Riyanto, 2020) lacked thorough qualitative methodology and had insufficiently rigorous data analysis and unclear statements of findings. Despite that, most of Basso’s (1999) and Putro and Riyanto’s (2020) findings were supported by other high-quality studies presented in this meta-aggregation. Although, the findings of poor-quality articles should be interpreted with caution. 
Lastly, this review was limited to only peer-reviewed published papers which has both strengths and limitations. The reason for focusing solely on peer-reviewed articles was to ensure a higher quality and reliability of the information gathered. Peer-reviewed papers undergo rigorous evaluation by experts in the field, which enhances the validity of the findings and reduces the risk of bias or inaccuracies (Ali & Watson, 2016). However, this approach may have limited the review by excluding potentially valuable insights from grey literature or student dissertations. This is particularly relevant considering an abundance of teleworking-related studies being produced due to the increase in teleworking prevalence (“UK Office for National Statistics”, 2023). Some unpublished studies might reveal new and interesting information that can add to the existing knowledge of teleworking-related aspects. Future research could benefit from considering a broader range of sources to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the teleworking experiences in white-collar employees. 	Comment by Katy Chiiachenko: Reflect on the search methods for what was included, and if any areas of literature (grey lit, bottom drawer studies, student dissertations) may have been missed and discuss.
[bookmark: _Toc154029768]Implications for Practice 
The evidence presented here can be used to direct guidelines by professionals who are informing and creating teleworking policies for organisations. Various aspects impact each teleworking case (e.g., personality, gender, living conditions), which must be considered when establishing policies to guarantee equal opportunities and acknowledge individual needs and circumstances. Based on the suggestions of participants from the studies involved in the current review, recommendations for policymakers, managers, and employers were produced: 

1. Guidance on Setting Boundaries and Managing Distractions at Home. The separation techniques (e.g., going for a walk after the workday is done, or working from the alternative workplace) between home and work domains could be a useful means of boundary setting. It is likely that over time teleworkers’ families habituate to definite boundaries and become more respectful of them (Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020).

2. Additional Training Opportunities. As mentioned by teleworkers, training in development of skills including adaptability, self-advocacy, and stress management is important to successful teleworking implementation. As professional development tends to be slow when teleworking, additional training to ensure the employees’ competency is up to date should be available.

3. Mitigate Isolation and Loneliness. Teleworking involves risks of isolation, negatively influencing the communication and trust between co-workers and managers. This can be mitigated by establishing a necessary amount of social interaction to maintain a feeling of belongingness and trust (e.g., encouraging discussion of non-work-related topics during informal meetings). 

4. Teleworking-orientated Beneficial Policies. To alleviate teleworking downfalls, such as overworking, higher workload, and feelings of guilt, teleworking-orientated beneficial policies must be conveyed to employees. For instance, managers should encourage the workforce to take breaks during the day, stop working post-conventional working hours, and take sick leave when needed. 

5. Support from Managers. Supportive managers and peers play a part in employees’ positive teleworking experience. To ensure this, companies must respect teleworking arrangements and promote teleworkers’ inclusion in the organisational culture. Furthermore, meaningful communication, detailed feedback, clear expectations, and increased decision-making power provided by managers can promote optimal work performance and increased trust. 

6. Results-based Assessments. To mediate reduced promotions, it is recommended to use results-based assessments for teleworkers to remain professionally visible. For example, setting key performance indicators and explicit acknowledgement when they are met for each employee.

7. Ensuring Appropriate Technical Support and Workplace Setups. A key disadvantage of teleworking is the risk of malfunction of virtual systems, as such technical services with back-ups put in place. Appropriate workspace setups at home are crucial to enable positive teleworking outcomes. Lastly, providing financial support for additional living costs associated with teleworking (e.g., light, heating bills, childcare) is suggested.
[bookmark: _Toc154029769]Conclusion
Various aspects of teleworking differ from conventional work settings, meaning that new variables need to be considered (e.g., living space conditions, cohabitants, additional expenses). When implemented effectively, teleworking has the potential to enhance working experiences and performance (Madsen, 2011). This review adds clarity to the complex nature of teleworking parameters that tend to be regarded only as benefits or only as challenges in the quantitative reviews (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Alternatively, it was found that people vary in their perception of the pros and cons of teleworking depending on their psychosocial needs and desires. However, some of the complexities of teleworking are yet to be investigated (e.g., the change of teleworking nature post-lockdown). Overall, this review suggests that they can be governed effectively via improved human resources policies.






[bookmark: _Toc154029770]Chapter 3. Teleworking in UK Salaried White-collar Employees: A Thematic Analysis to Identify items for a Contemporary Measure of Teleworking Preference Predictors

[bookmark: _Toc154029771]Introduction 
Chapter 2 reviewed teleworking-related qualitative studies systematically. The review addressed the complexity of teleworking parameters, which are often seen only as benefits or challenges in quantitative reviews. By contrast, it was found that people’s perception of teleworking pros and cons varies based on their psychosocial needs, which is in line with Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994; 1995) conceptual model predicting teleworking preference formation. For example, not all participants considered reduced travel as an advantage. Some preferred commuting for boundary separation and self-care. While not having to commute reduces stress, it can induce stress for certain groups (e.g., parents) who value the alone time during commuting. However, further investigation is needed, considering the changes in teleworking dynamics post-lockdown. In Chapter 3 of this thesis, a qualitative study exploring up-to-date teleworking experiences and aspects influencing teleworking preference will be presented.	
[bookmark: _Toc154029772]Rationale for the Qualitative Study
There is a need to enhance conceptual understanding behind today’s teleworking preference formation, as the existing model was created almost three decades ago (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). The new potential explanatory variables have appeared due to teleworking becoming more widespread, largely resulting from the Covid-19 pandemic, hence the need for the current research. The aim of the current study was to explore in depth themes created from workers preferences for teleworking, as the basis for developing a contemporary instrument measuring teleworking preference.
From a practical perspective, an understanding of preferences for teleworking is central to better understand workers’ experiences when trying to improve teleworking arrangements. However, some benefits and challenges influence the preference for teleworking more than others. Thus, developing an understanding of what impacts preferences is a key step in enhancing policies and practice of teleworking. While most employees enjoy the advantages of teleworking, 17% of the workforce wishes to go back to the office full-time (Woolf, 2023). The increase in the proportion of teleworking puts those who want to work from an office in a disadvantageous position, as some employees are not able to choose whether to telework. This might lead those who want to return to an office to experience poor work-related outcomes and decreased well-being. Thus, exploring what influences teleworking preferences will provide practitioners with an understanding of what needs to be changed to help teleworkers become happy with their arrangement. Furthermore, the research in relation to teleworking experiences during and after lockdown is limited, therefore, it is important to explore up-to-date experiences of teleworkers. The study utilised a critical realist approach driven by two questions: “How do UK white-collar employees experience teleworking?” and “What influences UK white-collar employees’ preferences for teleworking?”. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029773]Materials and Methods
[bookmark: _Toc154029774]Participants
Using opportunity sampling, twenty-one individuals ranging from 21 to 46 years old, of which thirteen were female and eight were male, were recruited for the study. On average, participants spent 3.5 days a week teleworking. The sample size was chosen according to Clarke and Braun’s (2013) recommendations. The participants had to be white-collar salary-based employees from the UK. Individuals had to be teleworking at least once a week at the time of the interview or within a year preceding the interview. In addition, snowball sampling was utilised where existing participants were asked to refer their acquaintances to the researcher for potential participation. Participant demographics can be found in Table 8.

[bookmark: _Toc154028614][bookmark: _Toc154030654]Table 8. Demographics of Participants
	Pseudonym
	Age
	Gender
	Marital Status
	Job Role
	Contracted Working Hours
	Days a Week Spent Teleworking

	John
	21
	Male
	Never married
	Project Support Officer

	Full-time
	Five days a week

	Anne
	26
	Female
	Married
	Project Coordinator
	Full-time
	Two days a week

	James
	31
	Male
	Never married
	Customer Success Manager
	Full-time
	Four days a week

	David
	26
	Male
	Married
	Digital Marketing Executive
	Full-time
	Three days a week

	Thomas
	42
	Male
	Married
	Principal Sustainability Consultant
	Full-time
	Two days a week

	Mary
	26
	Female
	Never married
	Research Assistant
	Part-time
	Three days a week

	Mark
	28
	Male
	Married
	Civil Servant
	Full-time
	Four days a week

	Susan
	23
	Female
	Never married
	Finance Analyst
	Full-time
	Four days a week

	Emily
	33
	Female
	Never married
	Associate Manager
	Full-time
	One day a week

	Helen
	41
	Female
	Divorced
	Well-being Coordinator
	Full-time
	Three days a week

	Ruth
	26
	Female
	Never married
	Assistant Psychologist
	Part-time
	One day a week

	Diana
	26
	Female
	Never married
	Recruitment Consultant
	Full-time
	Three days a week

	Linda
	34
	Female
	Married
	Resilience Manager
	Full-time
	Four days a week

	Lisa
	39
	Female
	Married
	HR Partner
	Part-time
	Three days a week

	Donna
	46
	Female
	Married
	Learning and Development Manager
	Full-time
	Four days a week

	Carol
	22
	Female
	Never Married
	Consultant
	Full-time
	Five days a week

	Laura
	44
	Female
	Never Married
	Psychologist
	Part-time
	Five days a week

	Gary
	21
	Male
	Never Married
	Commercial Banking Intern
	Full-time
	Five days a week

	Brian
	35
	Male
	Married
	Assistant Professor
	Full-time
	Four days a week

	Robert
	22
	Male
	Never Married
	Audit Trainee
	Full-time
	Three days a week

	Olivia
	42
	Female
	Married
	Engagement Lead
	Full-time
	Five days a week



[bookmark: _Toc154029775]Data Collection
The recruitment was completed via advertisement posts on the authors’ social media accounts and within internal databases of London South Bank University. Potential participants had to follow the link to a Qualtrics survey where they signed a consent form, answered demographic questions, and provided their email for the researcher to contact. 
The interviews were conducted online using video conferencing software (i.e., Teams or Zoom). Due to Covid-related precautions, in-person interviews were not offered. The data collection was completed between November 2021 and January 2022, with interviews lasting an average of 60 minutes. The audio recordings of interviews were transcribed verbatim. For interviews to be flexible and rich in detail, yet consistent between each other, semi-structured interviews were used (Kelly, 2010). An interview schedule was initially created by the author, which was then adjusted in accordance with the supervisors’ advice to ensure the items were exploratory and addressed the research questions (see Appendix 7). Interview questions were used as a guide, enabling the interviewer to ask additional questions if further exploration of participants’ answers was needed. This allowed capturing of data that would stay undiscovered if a more structured approach was applied (Polit & Beck, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc154029776]Ethical Considerations
This study was approved by the London South Bank University School of Applied Sciences Ethics Committee. The researchers followed the British Psychological Society (2018) guidelines based on principles of respect, confidence, responsibility, and integrity. Participants were provided with information and consent sheets via email. Before the interview, the researcher reiterated the consent form verbally to ensure participants understood their rights and potential risks. It was emphasised that their participation was confidential, anonymous, voluntary, and they could withdraw from the study up until two weeks after data collection. At the end of the session, participants were verbally debriefed and emailed written debrief forms signposting support services in case of distress caused by an interview. Participants were provided with the researcher’s contact details so they could ask any follow-up questions or withdraw their data should they wish to do so. Any identifiable information was removed from the interviews upon transcription and participants were given pseudonyms. Original voice recordings were deleted.
[bookmark: _Toc154029777]Data Analysis
A qualitative approach was applied to collect and analyse the data. Qualitative research is exploratory and focused on depth of the data (Flick, 2014), making it an appropriate method to investigate the experiences, opinions, thoughts, and feelings of teleworkers. The transcript was analysed using reflexive Thematic Analysis (TA; Clarke & Braun, 2013). Reflexive TA is a method of analysing qualitative data that involves identifying patterns, themes, and meanings within the data while also considering how the researcher's subjectivity may influence the analysis and findings. Reflexive TA was chosen because it allows to provide valuable insights into the aspects influencing teleworking experiences and preferences. This, in turn, will contribute to enhancing the understanding behind teleworking preference formation in the modern context. 	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna: Talk about design decisions and the assumptions around ontology, epistemology

Ontologically, critical realist perspective was taken, which posits that social and psychological reality exists separately from the individual’s awareness of it, being impacted by cultural and historical factors (Sims-Schouten et al., 2007). Regarding the current participants, it is understood that while information can be obtained from teleworkers’ interviews, their experiences have been influenced by cultural elements, particularly the pandemic, governmental reactions, and organisational policies. Epistemologically, constructivist position was employed, which recognises that knowledge is co-created by the researcher who is constructing meanings with participants (Finlay, 2021). The meanings are believed to be fluid whilst acknowledging that the participants’ data reflect the subjective perceptions of their experience. In the current study, constructivist perspective enables the researcher to explore subjective meanings and interpretations that employees attach to teleworking while being mediated by the researcher’s perception.
The analysis was inductive, rather than driven by the preconceived themes based on the existing theory or knowledge (deductive). This allowed to capture the richness of the data and develop a deeper understanding of aspects influencing the teleworking experience and preference formation. The data analysis was focused on semantic level of processing data, where the themes were identified within the explicit meanings of the information, without searching for the meaning beyond the data presented by the respondent (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six stages of thematic analysis were applied, which started with the familiarisation of the interviews. This involved transcribing 21 interviews and reading them numerous times, while taking notes regarding the data’s importance to the research questions. During the second step, codes were produced at a semantic level to emphasise relevant and meaningful data. In the third stage, patterns and recurring concepts within codes were rigorously scrutinised to create initial themes. The themes were determined by data using an inductive approach. Initial themes were then examined and refined into a mind map allowing the researchers to visually identify links between themes/sub-themes, as well as identify any themes/sub-themes with overlapping data. After that, the final themes were produced by capturing the material of each topic in a condensed way (see Figure 3). Lastly, the analysis was converted into a systematic report by introducing meaningful extracts that are relevant to the research questions and themes. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029778]Reflexivity Statement
The author has an insider perspective, as I was teleworking throughout the Covid-19 pandemic. This insider perspective has provided valuable insights that have shaped various aspects of the study. For example, having firsthand experience of teleworking has helped in creating interview schedules that are more relevant and insightful, as noted by Greene (2014). Additionally, an insider perspective has fostered empathy and rapport between me and the study participants, particularly when discussing sensitive topics related to teleworking. I was able to empathise with the challenges and benefits of participants’ experiences, leading to meaningful and authentic interactions during the interviews. Lastly, my teleworking background and academic expertise in the area likely informed the analysis and interpretation of findings. Having the knowledge of the nuances of teleworking has allowed me to identify subtle patterns in the data (e.g., applying conscious effort, perceived fairness) that might have been overlooked by someone without that experiential insight.	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna: Talk about the influence of your own experience of teleworking on the research process

However, there are downsides related to a solely insider perspective where researchers arrive to conclusions due to their own experiences (Chavez, 2008). Consistent with past research from an insider-only perspective (Greene, 2014), I was mindful of potential risks and tried to distance myself from my own assumptions. Furthermore, during the interviews, I ensured participants could talk openly about their thoughts without being asked leading questions. Lastly, participants’ ambiguous answers were clarified within interviews to reduce misinterpretation of their meaning based on my own experiences.

[bookmark: _Toc154029779]Findings
This report explored the questions “How do UK white-collar employees experience teleworking?” and “What influences UK white-collar employees’ preferences for teleworking?”. Thematic analysis resulted in a generation of four overarching themes: (a) benefits of teleworking, (b) drawbacks of teleworking, (c) adapting to teleworking, and (d) importance of voluntariness. Within each theme, sub-themes were also created, which are outlined below. All themes related to a central theme of impact on teleworking preferences; instead of discussing it as an individual theme, “Influence on preference for teleworking” is fed throughout all four themes. The connection between the themes is illustrated in a thematic map below (see Figure 3). 
[bookmark: _Toc154027939]Figure 3. Thematic Map Demonstrating the Themes, Sub-themes, and Relationships between them
[image: ]
Note. Themes and sub-themes are indicated in yellow, with links between themes and sub-themes demonstrated by the blue dashing line. The central theme of impact on teleworking preferences is indicated in blue.
[bookmark: _Toc154029780]1. Benefits of Teleworking
Participants reported various benefits of teleworking that contributed to an increase in the preference for this arrangement. Within the first theme, three sub-themes were created: (a) improved productivity and efficiency, (b) more opportunities online, and (c) increased flexibility. 

1.1 Improved Productivity and Efficiency. Participants highlighted increased productivity and efficiency when teleworking compared to office working. Improved productivity was ascribed to the desire to finish work earlier: “everyone gets their job done […] because they want to have more free time at home” (David). Unlike in the office, teleworking allowed participants to finish working once the tasks were completed, which contributed to them being motivated to finish the assignments faster. Additionally, most individuals attributed their productivity to reduced distractions, which allowed them to produce more output: “I am not getting distracted by three people asking if I want to grab a coffee, you know, one person behind me having a conversation” (James). Although, it is noteworthy that for teleworkers living with household members (e.g., children, spouses, flatmates), interruptions at home increased, hence hindering their productivity. While disruptions were perceived as a disadvantage by participants, this parameter might serve benefits long-term – distractions could act as breaks from work, allowing individuals to maintain effectiveness, avert burnout, and make it easier to switch off from work. These suggestions link to the sub-theme “difficulty disengaging from work”, which is discussed below, where uninterrupted workflow led to overworking.
Furthermore, individuals reported that “unnecessary processes” (Robert), such as getting dressed-up for work could be skipped when teleworking, allowing for increased efficiency. Efficiency was also enabled by the possibility of switching between online meetings seamlessly without the need to change physical locations. However, despite the convenience of virtual sessions, participants highlighted the risk of overworking because of over-scheduling meetings: “my diary is booked like back-to-back like today, I’ve only had 30 minutes from half eight this morning” (Lisa). As there is no practical need in having breaks between meetings to change location, participants often arranged back-to-back meetings which could negatively affect their energy levels and well-being in the future.

1.2 More Opportunities Online. Participants noticed more opportunities for building connections and learning new skills online when teleworking. With teleworking becoming a new normal during the pandemic, virtual networking became more widespread giving rise to an unrestricted number of potential connections, which would not be built in-person: “I could, like, talk to like, all the different people from various locations, like, just schedule a Zoom meeting whenever I wanted to” (Gary). Virtual collaborations were preferred by some participants as in-person meetings were deemed to be more “awkward” (Brian). Instead, conversations via text allowed avoiding uncomfortable pauses and individuals could take their time before replying and, in turn, reduce feelings of anxiety. Although, personality type could impact such preference with introverted people prone to anxiety preferring online communication to evade unpleasant social situations whilst extroverts may prefer in-person meetings.
Lastly, individuals stated that Covid-induced teleworking enabled a spike in online opportunities for acquiring new skills. People engaged in training courses and conferences to develop more expertise in professional areas: “I joined Code Academy, which is a website that kind of teaches you how to do coding […]. So that’s been a good skill for my career” (James). The availability of training opportunities online has possibly allowed teleworkers to remain as competitive as their non-teleworking colleagues and enhance their career growth.

1.3 Increased Flexibility. Teleworking increased temporal and physical flexibility facilitating a more comfortable lifestyle. Instead of structuring life around working hours, participants were now able to organise their non-working agendas around professional tasks “If you need to go to the post office or something really small like that, it’s much easier when you’re working from home” (Linda). This, in turn, allowed for maintaining a better work-life balance compared to office work. Particularly, a reduced need for travel enabled participants to save time and money, sleep longer, and stay at home in unpleasant weather. As a result, individuals were less exhausted when teleworking: “I was definitely a lot less tired from not commuting” (Emily), allowing them to utilise free time and energy for leisure, increasing their sense of well-being. The ability to change location was particularly appreciated during Covid-induced teleworking, helping to maintain well-being as this allowed people to use their family as an emotional support network: “Mental health was very important as well. So, if anybody could travel closer to the family or friends, they did” (Laura). 
Flexibility was especially valuable for individuals who needed to provide care for their family members (e.g., children or spouses): “I provide care for [wife] whilst she is in bad patches, so being at home whilst she is too very helpful and beneficial for her.” (Mark). This enabled teleworkers to dedicate time, even during working hours, to those who needed care. Although, there are potential pitfalls to such an opportunity, as there is a risk of blurring boundaries between home and work domains. This is outlined below in the “difficulty disengaging for work” sub-theme.

To summarise the theme “benefits of teleworking”, productivity and efficiency were improved with teleworking, which was ascribed to reduced distractions at home and the desire to finish work early. Although, for people who lived with other household members, interruptions have increased, hindering teleworkers’ productivity. In addition, teleworking provided more online opportunities for communication and developing new skills. This, in turn, enabled virtual collaborations that could not have been done in person, as well as increased teleworkers’ expertise. Lastly, increased flexibility allowed individuals to schedule their work around other agendas and provide more care for family members when needed. The benefits had a positive impact on preference for teleworking.
[bookmark: _Toc154029781]2. Drawbacks of Teleworking
	Teleworking arrangements involved a range of drawbacks that led to a decline in preference for teleworking. Within this theme, three sub-themes were created: (a) unmet support needs, (b) communication challenges, and (c) difficulty disengaging from work.
2.1 Unmet Support Needs. Participants experienced a lack of support in technological, emotional, and financial domains. Particularly, lack of assistance with computer issues reduced the preference for virtual working. While in the office employees could directly approach staff with requests: “Normally, what I could do is go over someone’s desk and say ‘Hi, can I have two minutes of your time?” (James). Teleworking, however, required employees to deal with technological issues independently. This could be an even bigger challenge for older teleworkers who tend to be not as computer literate as younger individuals. 
In addition, because of a reduced amount of face-to-face contact with colleagues, there was limited emotional support available. This then led to rumination and bad mood, increasing the risk of depression long-term: “When you’re on your own, you’re unable to express any kind of little worries that you might have, like you would with a team” (Ruth). Interestingly, such concerns were mostly mentioned by young teleworkers living on their own. This could be due to fewer social interactions during the day, unlike individuals with families.
Additional costs negatively influenced preference toward the teleworking. For instance, additional expenses such as electricity, internet, or office set-up put a financial strain on teleworkers: “I know a couple of people that are on older laptops […]. And then they go to have to buy a new one that’s financially putting them out” (Mary). Sometimes participants felt the need to lease a larger place to be able to accommodate their workstations at home: “And I recognised, ‘Well, maybe I need to find a place of my own’ […] greater part of my monthly wage was spent on that as a result” (James). This suggests that employers need to consider new costs brought by teleworking and offer financial support for employees to feel supported and satisfied with their arrangement. This is particularly important going forward as the cost of living increases internationally.
2.2 Communication Challenges. Often teleworkers found virtual interactions more inconvenient compared to when working from the office due to difficulty asking questions, bonding with colleagues, and missing important information. The lack of non-verbal cues, poor internet connection and the inability for more than one person to talk at a time contributed to participants preferring office working over teleworking: “I would prefer to work from the office just because it is easier for me and preferable for me to communicate with people in the office” (John). However, virtual communication was sufficient for older participants who had families: “For me, it doesn’t make much difference [virtual interaction]” (Donna). Potentially, online interactions are enough for those people whose socialisation needs are satisfied outside of working relationships. For example, interaction with family members could help avoid feeling “lonely” (Laura) and “isolated” (James) which tend to be experienced by teleworkers. This links with the findings in the “unmet support needs” sub-theme, above, where younger individuals living on their own suffered from a lack of emotional support.
Difficulty asking questions was another barrier to successful teleworking. This was due to not physically seeing how busy the person was: “They don’t like [to] bother anyone because they don’t know they’re busy or not” (David). This made some participants reluctant to enquire about any issues they are experiencing as they did not want to disturb colleagues. The implications of such challenges involved missing important information and losing an opportunity for observational learning, which could potentially cause task uncertainty, provoking anxiety in teleworkers. 

2.3 Difficulty Disengaging from Work. Participants highlighted that the boundaries between home and work domains blurred, resulting in the inability to disconnect from work and the feeling of working around the clock. It was particularly difficult to “switch off” (James) post-working hours for individuals who did not have a separate room dedicated for work, as the physical boundary between the work and home spheres was absent. Difficulty disengaging from work led to transferring negative work-related emotions onto the family members: “Sometimes where even if I’m having a particularly stressful day or maybe a lot of meetings, if my son and my husband come in, you feel as if some things that can be moved on them” (Linda). 
Possibly, this could be avoided when working from the office as the commute between work and home would serve as a buffer between the domains; enabling one to leave work-related emotions at the workplace. Despite individuals preferring teleworking due to reduced transport emissions: “It’s a good thing in terms of sustainability” (Anne), some people wished to commute as it created a physical boundary between work and home and allowed them to unwind after a working day: “I miss sometimes this hour on a train when I can read the book, and no one bothers me” (Donna). For some people with children, travel was one of the rare opportunities for spending time alone, which was perceived as crucial for their well-being. 
Moreover, managers had the power to further blur the boundaries by contacting employees outside of their working hours: “Manager saying, ‘Oh, why are you not replying to me when it’s like three or four in the morning?” (Gary). This, in turn, brought feelings of being “always ‘on’” and “drained” (James), potentially increasing the risk of burnout. In addition, being away from the office created uncertainty around how long teleworkers should be working, resulting in feelings of guilt whenever they were having a break: “Being at home and working between nine and five, if I’m not sat here at the table, I feel guilty” (Thomas). These feelings could also be exacerbated by a belief that teleworkers are perceived as lazy by office workers, hence the desire to compensate for such stigma: “I think there’s a bit of a misconception put out there by certain elements of media society that people working home aren’t pulling their weight when actually we are” (Thomas).

To summarise the theme “drawbacks of teleworking”, support needs unmet by the employer in technological, emotional, and financial domains reduced the preference for virtual arrangements and led teleworkers to experience strain. Furthermore, teleworking was accompanied by inconvenient virtual interactions that led to missing important information and made it challenging to ask questions and bond with colleagues. Lastly, it was more difficult to disconnect from work due to the absence of physical boundaries between home and work, especially in cases where managers contacted teleworkers outside of their working hours. The disadvantages associated with teleworking were likely to have a negative impact on employees’ mental health and work-related outcomes. However, it is important to note that the drawbacks were not experienced by all participants to the same degree (or at all), which was partially dependent on employer, manager, and colleague support.
[bookmark: _Toc154029782]3. Adapting to Teleworking
With a national lockdown imposed, many individuals were required to suddenly switch to full-time teleworking. The process of adaptation to a new arrangement involved some challenges that were mitigated with help of conscious effort and time. Within this theme, two sub-themes were generated: (a) effects of the adaptation process and (b) making a conscious effort to adapt.

3.1 Effects of the Adaptation Process. To appreciate the benefits of teleworking, it was crucial for individuals to adapt to a new arrangement first. Despite teleworkers reporting increased productivity in the “improved productivity and efficiency” sub-theme, with the beginning of pandemic-induced teleworking, participants found it difficult to be productive because they expected to return to the office soon: “Sitting on the sofa with a laptop doing the bare minimum, hoping that we will all go back to what normal was” (Helen). Not perceiving teleworking as a permanent arrangement prevented participants from putting effort into adjusting to it. 
However, as Covid-related restrictions remained active for over six months, individuals had to adapt to teleworking. Despite many participants finding teleworking adaptation “difficult” (Gary), after getting accustomed to the arrangement, their attitudes towards it improved: “But as we’ve done more […] we get used to the routine of homeworking. So, it transformed my view of it into a more positive light” (Mark). This suggests that to be able to appreciate the benefits of teleworking, people need to be adapted to it. 
As a result of adapting to teleworking, people reported becoming more comfortable when using technology as means of communication: “Know how to use the technology much more easily and learn, I guess, etiquette of using Teams” (Emily). Possibly, getting accustomed to virtual interactions could mitigate the inconvenience of teleworking-related communication stated in a sub-theme “communication challenges”. Moreover, some companies adjusted online platforms making them “much more user friendly” (Mary); this made asking work-related questions more efficient. Instead of submitting the question or request via email, individuals could use professional group chats to obtain timely responses “If you are at home, and you do need help, you can go into these particular groups and ask for help, you don’t have to wait till you’re next in” (Mary). Hence, employers could contribute to enhancing virtual communication, making teleworking process more effortless for their employees.
 
3.2 Making a Conscious Effort to Adapt. Teleworkers found that aspects of life that were maintained effortlessly when working in the office (e.g., socialising, disconnecting from work, exercising) now required a conscious effort. Namely, when in the office, individuals were automatically exposed to opportunities for socialising with colleagues. However, when at home, it was more challenging to engage in social interactions: “You always have to make that effort to keep in contact” (Lisa). To deal with this issue, teleworkers organised in-person or virtual meetings with co-workers that helped them stay “motivated” (Linda) throughout the working day; it was a challenge to keep motivation levels high when working from home. Participants further highlighted that socialising, “doesn’t have to be work-related” (Anne) and were satisfied connecting with school parents or people sharing the same interests.
A conscious effort was also applied when disconnecting from work by making sure to finish work on time: “We’ve kind of had that purpose to cut off working” (Thomas). The most widespread strategies for switching off from work were turning off working gadgets, watching TV, or going for walks. One individual even built an office in his garden to create a spatial border between work and home: “Since COVID, we’ve had this cabin built that I’m in now […]. So, this obviously, is why I prefer to be here than the work” (Brian). While such solutions for creating physical boundaries is possible for individuals who have spare finances, for others building a separate office is not feasible as it would put a financial strain on them. Thus, employers could consider helping to recreate a physical boundary between the home and work sectors which could be beneficial for increasing teleworking preference. 
Moreover, a conscious effort was necessary to maintain a balanced day structure. When failing to control the day schedule, participants were either overworking: “I might skip lunch without even realising” (David) or having too much rest: “Tend to get quite lazy. Like I will have bigger break, I won’t do much work” (Diana). As there were no managers physically present at home to control participants’ working schedules, it was more difficult for them to adhere to a set day structure. In addition, people had to make “a conscious effort for moving more” (Linda) to maintain mental and physical health as teleworking contributed to a sedentary lifestyle. While office work required participants to take a journey to and from the site, teleworking could be done with minimum movement, leading to weight gain, musculoskeletal issues, and adverse mental health effects leaving participants feeling “sad”, “depressed” and “anxious” (Anne). However, it is essential to note that this drawback did not manifest for all participants. For example, some teleworkers found it easier to stay physically active when teleworking as they could use the time saved commuting for physical activities: “I seem to have more time to be able to exercise […] if you’re to get up out of bed really super early to do your exercise before going into the office is less likely to happen” (Ruth). 

In summary, the theme “adapting to teleworking” demonstrated the value of being adapted to an arrangement, suggesting that being accustomed to teleworking improves attitudes and increases preference towards it. In fact, some participants mentioned they prefer any arrangement once they get accustomed to it. Furthermore, making a conscious effort in social, physical, and boundary separation realms was required to maintain well-being. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029783]4. Importance of Voluntariness
Individuals stressed the importance of voluntariness (i.e., voluntary choice to telework or not) when choosing how often and when to work from home or from the office. When this need was not met, it led to a decreased preference for the forced arrangement, and rebellious behaviour. Whereas, when given a choice, participants felt supported by companies and preferred the arrangement more, compared to when it was mandatory. Regardless of how often participants preferred to perform teleworking, they highlighted the importance of freedom of choice: “The more freedom you have to choose, the better you think of teleworking” (Robert). Due to varying personal circumstances, each participant needed their individual teleworking-to-office day ratio, which would not be satisfied by a one-size-fits-all policy. 
Voluntariness provided employees with feelings of support, comfort, and reduced pressure. As a result, employees’ attitudes towards teleworking and office working shifted in a positive direction: “When they say promote flexibility, yeah, my attitude coming in and being at home is quite positive” (Brian). When the ratio between teleworking and office working days was set and enforced employees reported negative feelings due to not having the ability to make that decision independently: “You get fed up with people telling you what to do” (Linda). It is possible that after being forced to perform teleworking due to Covid-related restrictions, people got tired of enforced measures, and expected to receive more freedom of choice once the Covid rules were lifted. Thus, employers not meeting workers’ expectations resulted in frustration. 
Enforced arrangement was perceived as a sign of the employer not acting in workers’ best interests: “You feel that your organisation, that they don’t really care about you” (Helen). Such thoughts arose because employers did not provide enough justification for forced arrangements. Namely, teleworking or office working being involuntary with no justifiable reason led to employees’ rebellious behaviours: “I really am opposed to things that I have to do that somebody is telling me” (Donna). For instance, participants were doing bare minimum when forced to go to office and used the rest of the time to catch up with colleagues. This was done to deliver a message that they could be more productive when working from home: “So I would use this time more to catch up with colleagues or do things that I wanted to do rather than work (laughs)” (Helen). 
On the other hand, when the reasons behind forced arrangement were understood (e.g., Covid-safety measures) there was no rebellion from employees: “It’s hard to argue with, with the message of safety” (James). This shows the importance of justification of the companies’ policies. Furthermore, it was easier to adhere to the involuntary arrangement when most people were performing it too: “I didn’t mind working from home at the time because I guess everyone was doing it” (Emily). However, when some co-workers were allowed back in the office and others were not, teleworkers felt “jealous” (Susan) of colleagues who were allowed to return to on-site working. Such separation was perceived as hypocritical: “I don’t think it’s really fair” (Linda), as participants did not see the reasons behind uneven distribution between employees who were allowed to go to the office and those who were not.

	To summarise the theme “importance of voluntariness”, it was crucial for employees to have the flexibility to choose the frequency and type of working arrangement (i.e., teleworking or office working). If an arrangement was forced, a preference towards it, whether that be teleworking or office working, decreased, and manifested in participants deliberately putting less effort into work. Whereas, when given a choice participants felt supported by companies and preferred this arrangement more. Additionally, in cases where the reason behind the involuntary nature of the arrangement was justified, or most colleagues were performing it, participants were more satisfied with it. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029784]Findings Summary
The themes presented in this study reflect the variation in how UK white-collar salaried employees experienced teleworking. Teleworking enabled improved productivity and efficiency due to reduced distractions; gave rise to more collaboration and learning opportunities online; and allowed for increased temporal and spatial flexibility, which tended to increase preference for teleworking. Comparatively, a lack of emotional, financial, and technological support from employers; communication inconveniences due to difficulty asking questions, lack of bonding with colleagues, missing important information, and difficulty disengaging from work due to blurred boundaries between work and home domains, contributed to reduced preferences for teleworking. For individuals to appreciate the benefits of teleworking, it was necessary to adapt to a new arrangement first. Furthermore, a conscious effort was needed to remain physically and socially active. Lastly, for individuals to hold positive attitudes towards any arrangement (teleworking or office working), it was crucial for it to be not enforced. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029785]Discussion
	This is one of few studies exploring experiences of teleworking in the UK white-collar employees during and after Covid-induced lockdown and the first qualitative study to explore what influences teleworking preferences. Within this paper, four major themes were generated giving insight into the questions “How do UK white-collar employees experience teleworking?” and “What influences UK white-collar employees’ preferences for teleworking?”: (a) benefits of teleworking, (b) drawbacks of teleworking, (c) adapting to teleworking, and (d) importance of voluntariness. Each of these themes considered an influence on the participants’ teleworking-related preferences. The findings of this study will inform the creation of items for a measure predicting teleworking preferences in Chapter 4.
The factors increasing preference for teleworking reported here are consistent with advantages of teleworking identified in past research (e.g., increased flexibility and productivity, time, and money saved commuting; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Mann et al., 2000; Uddin, 2021). However, this article highlights an important aspect that might have changed: possibly, as more opportunities for learning and collaboration have become available online, the promotability of teleworkers could have increased. Suggested enhanced career growth in teleworkers contradicts past studies that demonstrated slower career progression due to teleworkers being less visible (Mann et al., 2000; Stephens & Szajna, 1998) and receiving reduced professional learning (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019), hence likely to get overlooked for promotions. 
It Is worth noting that the above articles were published prior to teleworking becoming a new normal due to Covid-induced lockdowns (Broom, 2021). Thus, it is possible that reduced promotability of teleworkers compared to office workers has diminished since 38% of white-collar employees now engage in teleworking arrangements (Clark, 2022), perhaps aiding the more equal distribution of promotions. However, due to the unavailability of up-to-date research on the topic, it is unknown if the difference in promotability between office workers and teleworkers has changed. Furthermore, pandemic-related teleworking allowed time for organisations to adapt to this arrangement, which possibly included increasing resources for learning online and shifting away from the presence-based culture. To investigate, whether such a suggestion is supported, future research could benefit from measuring actual career development in teleworkers versus office-workers post-pandemic and testing whether decreased promotability remains a significant constraint for teleworking preference.
In the current study, participants mentioned aspects decreasing the preference for teleworking, some of which have been reported in the existing literature examining the disadvantages of teleworking (e.g., feeling of isolation and guilt, blurred boundaries; Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Carreri & Dordoni, 2020; Gálvez et al., 2020;). Although, the finding concerning the importance of teleworking being a voluntary choice is new to the literature.
It Is likely that the aspect of voluntary choice for teleworking has not been discovered before due to teleworking being less prevalent and mostly perceived as a privilege rather than a requirement (Holland et al., 2016). Whereas, due to pandemic-induced teleworking, workers were forced to adhere to employer’s requirements, removing the voluntary nature of teleworking. The Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) does not consider voluntariness to be an explanatory variable for teleworking preference. As such, it would be insightful to test whether the new constraint (enforced teleworking) or facilitator (voluntary teleworking) significantly predicts preference formation, which would suggest an update to the model would be needed. Hence, the voluntariness will be included in the initial pool of variables when developing the scale measuring predictors of teleworking preference.
Unlike in past qualitative studies where participants missed in-person communication (Asatiani & Penttinen, 2019; McNaughton et al., 2014; Whittle & Mueller, 2009), findings of the current study demonstrate that some people preferred online interactions over face-to-face. Consistent with the current findings, research suggests teleworking preference could have depended on personality type. Namely, Clark et al. (2012) found that emotional stability had a negative correlation with positive attitudes towards teleworking. Specifically, individuals higher in neuroticism held more favourable attitudes towards teleworking than did emotionally stable participants. This could be due to teleworking allowing employees higher in neuroticism to avoid unpleasant or awkward social situations. However, it is worth noting that the respondents in Clark et al.’s (2012) were not teleworkers. Instead, the researchers asked business students to complete teleworking attitudes and personality questionnaires. Hence, it is unclear whether the findings are transferable to individuals with experience of teleworking. Future research could benefit from testing whether teleworking preference depends on the individuals’ personality in the population of teleworkers. 
Considering the lack of qualitative teleworking-related research during and post-pandemic, this study offers an up-to-date overview of teleworking experiences that have shown to be somewhat different to the past literature (e.g., no mention of reduced promotability; some people preferring online interactions to live ones). Furthermore, the current study provides suggestions for new explanatory variables regarding teleworking preferences (i.e., whether teleworking arrangement was voluntary; whether the person was adapted to teleworking; whether teleworking was perceived as a fair forced measure). 
As with any research, the current study had limitations. First, participants were recruited through snowball sampling. As this recruitment method was opportunistic, there could be potential over- or under-representation of certain subgroups (e.g., age- or gender- based). Hence, the knowledge acquired from the participants is specific to the received sample. Second, as the recruitment advertisement posts were distributed via social media, it was more difficult to reach an older population. This is due to older adults being less prone to use social media than younger ones (Auxier & Anderson, 2021). As a result, age of the participants did not exceed 46 years making it likely for peculiarities of teleworking experiences in older age to be overlooked. Lastly, due to the timeframe, researchers were only able to explore short-term changes provoked by Covid-induced teleworking, leaving long-term alterations undiscovered. Longitudinal studies covering the pandemic and the years post-lockdown would have the opportunity to track changes over time and to relate circumstances and behaviour to certain exposures (Caruana et al., 2015). 
[bookmark: _Toc154029786]Conclusion
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The present study provided a detailed account of how UK white-collar employees experienced teleworking during and post-lockdown and shed light on the benefits and drawbacks that influenced their preference for teleworking. Overall, teleworkers enjoyed having more sources for development and collaboration online, increased flexibility, productivity, and efficiency. However, to appreciate teleworking advantages, individuals had to undergo a process of adaptation. The challenges of teleworking stemmed from unmet physical, emotional, and financial support, communication difficulties, and the inability to switch off from work. Participants could mitigate some of the disadvantages by applying conscious effort and receiving additional support from managers and employers. Finally, the freedom of choice as to the frequency and schedule of teleworking was crucial for preferring it. The findings will be used to create an initial pool of items when developing and validating the scale for measuring predictors of teleworking preference.


[bookmark: _Toc154029787]Chapter 4. Teleworking Preference Predictors Scale: Validity and Reliability Study

[bookmark: _Toc154029788]Introduction
	Chapter 3 explored the experiences of UK white-collar employees during and after the lockdown, highlighting the aspects that influenced their preferences. Benefits included development and collaboration opportunities online, flexibility, productivity, and efficiency. However, adaptation was necessary to appreciate these advantages fully. Challenges arose from lack of support, communication difficulties, and inability to disconnect from work. Participants could mitigate drawbacks with conscious effort and support from managers. The freedom to choose the frequency and the schedule of teleworking was crucial for teleworking preference. Chapter 4 of this thesis develops and validates the scale measuring teleworking preference predictors (TPP), which is informed by the findings from the studies presented in Chapters 2 and 3.
Various measurement instruments were used in research to understand the parameters related to teleworking preference (Barbour et al., 2021; Ismail et al., 2019; Peters et al., 2004). However, most researchers use a constellation of instruments instead of a single, streamlined scale, with a unified, up-to-date measurement of the predictors of teleworking preference is still lacking. Furthermore, there is low consistency between the scales used to measure the same variables capturing aspects of teleworking across various articles (Jones et al., 2022; Mehdi et al., 2021). However, recently researchers developed two scales covering a range of teleworking experiences.
	Ingusci et al. (2023) created a scale measuring teleworking benefits and disadvantages (RW-B&D). The items were based on the literature review, which identified constructs relevant to teleworking; and a qualitative study involving a focus group of 12 teleworking professionals. Six hundred and seventy-seven employees from Italy with teleworking experience during the Covid Pandemic lockdown took part in the study (Ingusci et al, 2023). Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), discriminant and convergent validity were established. The scale included 14 items overall, with seven items loading on each factor (i.e., benefits of teleworking and disadvantages of teleworking ). The benefits dimension included items concerning (1) the possibility of meeting family needs; (2) time and money saved travelling; (3) reduced stress and more time for personal needs; (4) the possibility of working independently and better concentration; (5) improved relationship with colleagues; (6) higher job satisfaction; (7) and enhanced use of technology. The disadvantages dimension consisted of items regarding (1) reduced feeling of belongingness and increased isolation; (2) lower visibility at the workplace; (3) difficulty obtaining work-related information; (4) too much flexibility; (5) reduced career progression; (6) diminished relationship with colleagues, and (7) difficulty concentrating and increased distractions. 
While this instrument is original in unifying concepts associated with teleworking into a single instrument, it has several limitations. Particularly, the scale attempts to capture a few variables by using a single item. For example, item 12 of the scale: “Less access to professional training and/or career progression, perception of less protection and/or less access to information on work decisions.” (Ingusci et al. 2023, p. 1169). This may lead to an ambiguity of response interpretation as it is unclear which part of the item a respondent refers to. In addition, this study was specific to an Italian-speaking population, with the instrument being administered in Italian. An English version of the instrument was presented in the study but is yet to be validated.
Another instrument measuring experiences of teleworking was developed by Grant et al. (2019). The E-Work Life (EWL) scale items were designed based on the literature review and semi-structured interviews with teleworking individuals (Grant et al., 2019). Face and content validity were established via feedback from five experts in the field. The instrument was tested using a sample of 379 respondents. EFA yielded a four-factor solution consisting of 17 items. The dimensions covered work-life interference (seven items), productivity (four items), organisational trust (three items), and flexibility (three items). Evidence of construct validity was provided through the positive correlation of the EWL scale with a measure of general health (Ware et al., 2008). Whilst the study developed an original scale covering important aspects of the teleworking experience, it has areas of improvement. Namely, to confirm additional psychometric properties of the instrument, measuring discriminant validity, CFA, and test-retest reliability is recommended. Moreover, some crucial aspects of the teleworking experience, such as communication challenges (e.g., difficulty asking questions or missing work-related information, were not considered; Waizenegger et al., 2020). None of the scales mentioned above focused on the preference predictors for teleworking. While scales capturing teleworking experiences provide valuable insights into the actual practice of teleworking, understanding the factors that influence individuals' preference for teleworking is equally important. By measuring preference predictors, researchers can gain deeper insights into why individuals prefer and subsequently choose to telework or not. This can provide policymakers and professionals with knowledge that may aid in enhancing teleworking practices.
The only questionnaire created to specifically measure the preference for telecommuting was created by Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994; 1995). EFA, t- and chi-square tests were performed on a dataset from 628 respondents to examine which variables discriminated best between those who preferred to telecommute and those who did not. The final version of the scale consisted of 27 items and nine dimensions covering the opportunity to work while on disability/parental leave (three items), the importance of workplace interaction (two items), work- and travel-related stress (five items), personal benefits (seven items), commute stress (three items), job suitability (one item), household distractions (one item), beneficial commute (four items), commute time (one item). 
The instrument used to measure the preference for telecommuting created by Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994; 1995) possesses several limitations. Namely, the process of item development and face validity establishment remains ambiguous as it was not covered in the study. Moreover, the three subscales of the instrument consist of one item each, which contradicts the principles and guidelines of psychometric testing (Allen et al., 2022). Lastly, further tests such as CFA, split-half reliability, and construct validity are needed to establish the psychometric properties of the scale.
[bookmark: _Toc154029789]Theoretical Background
Prior to establishing the scale of predictors of telecommuting preference consisting of nine dimensions (Mokhtarian & Salomon 1995), the authors designed the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994), where 19 dimensions were deemed to influence telecommuting preference formation. According to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption, the elements forming telecommuting preference are drives (aspects motivating to consider a preference formation), constraints (aspects making the preference formation more difficult to occur), and facilitators (aspects making the preference formation easier to occur; Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). These components were grounded in the Attitude-Behaviour Relations theory (Fishbein & Ajzen,1975), where an attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control are combined to appraise the choice alternative. To consider the component as a drive, it must be linked to three important choices that shape a person’s way of life. These choices include participation in the labour force, formation of a household, and orientation towards leisure, ideology, and travel. Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994; 1995) also borrowed this understanding from the widely accepted Attitude-Behaviour Relations theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). The model posits that the same variable can act both as a constraint and a facilitator, depending on how an individual perceives it. For instance, for some individuals, increased family time acts as a facilitator to adopting teleworking (e.g., less stress fitting in family responsibilities), while for others, it acts as a constraint to adopting teleworking (e.g., distractions from children impacting productivity). The concept of a variable acting as both a constraint and a facilitator can be beneficial for explaining the experience of individuals and their preference formation. This perspective recognises that the impact of a particular variable can vary depending on how each person perceives it. By acknowledging the diverse ways individuals perceive and experience variables, this approach provides a more comprehensive understanding of their overall teleworking experience and preference formation. This approach offers more versatility compared to typical quantitative literature, which tends to categorise teleworking variables strictly as either challenges or benefits without considering their potential dual nature (Klopotek, 2017; Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020).
The initial model included a set of variables where constraints/facilitators covered external aspects associated with awareness about teleworking, organisational support, job suitability, availability of necessary resources, and internal psychosocial factors (e.g., personal interaction needs, perceived beneficial commute; Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994). The categories of drives were work-related (e.g., desire for higher independence and getting more work done), family-related (e.g., desire for flexibility and spending more time with the family), leisure-related (e.g., desire to have more time for pursuing personal interests), ideology (e.g., desire to help the environment by driving less), and travel (e.g., desire to avoid burdensome commute; Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994). After Mokhtarian and Salomon (1995) established the scale, five of the dimensions were conceptualised as drives, and four dimensions could be either a facilitator or a constraint based on the participants’ intrinsic motivations (see Table 9). 
[bookmark: _Toc154028615][bookmark: _Toc154030655]Table 9. Drives, Constraints, and Facilitators Significantly Predicting Telecommuting Preference
	Variable Dimension
	Concept within the Model

	Disability/Parental Leave
	Work and Family Drives

	Stress
	Work and Travel Drives

	Personal Benefits
	Independence and Leisure Drives

	Commute Stress
	Travel Drive

	Commute Time
	Travel Drive

	Extent of Telecommuting Suitable 
	Job Suitability Facilitator

	Workplace Interaction
	Social/Professional Interaction Constraint/Facilitator

	Household Distractions 
	Household Interaction Constraint/Facilitator

	Commuting Benefit
	Benefit of Commute Constraint/Facilitator



Given the significant growth in the availability of ICT and the prevalence of teleworking since the 1990s, it is necessary to revisit the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) as it contains several potentially outdated elements. As mentioned previously in this thesis, the items used to measure teleworking predictors, originally developed by Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994; 1995), raise concerns regarding their face validity. Moreover, there in most cases the basis of the questionnaire items was unclear. Hence, the aim of this study was to create a reliable and valid scale to assess predictors for teleworking, while updating the theoretical framework underlying the formation of teleworking preferences. 
The current study holds particular importance in the aftermath of the Covid pandemic, where teleworking practices have changed (e.g., adaptation to teleworking due to the lockdown, shift to a hybrid mode post-lockdown). The study can provide valuable insights into the factors influencing teleworking preferences in the evolving nature of post-lockdown. By identifying and updating the variables to potentially include in the Model of Telecommuting Adoption, the study will ensure that the theoretical framework remains relevant in the context of post-lockdown practices. From a practical point of view, there is a need for developing an updated instrument for teleworking preference predictors (TPP) to support organisations and professionals in determining the aspects of teleworking practices that need to be enhanced. By focusing on teleworking preferences, this study hopes to inform changes in employment practices that prioritise well-being and work satisfaction for employees with a variety of teleworking preferences.

[bookmark: _Toc154029790]Methods
[bookmark: _Toc154029791]Participants (and Sample Size Determination)
The sampling was guided by two issues. The first was the necessity to have a sample size with sufficient power to detect a minimum acceptable reliability coefficient. For minimally acceptable coefficients of .70, with an acceptably narrow confidence interval computed at the 95% confidence level, a minimum of 194 respondents was required (Bonett, 2002). The second issue directing the sampling was the literature’s guidance on sample size when developing and validating scales. There is no universal agreement on sample size when it comes to validating instruments. For instance, some recommend having at least ten respondents for each scale item (MacCallum et al., 1999). Furthermore, several researchers have recommended a number of approximately 300 participants. Namely, Watson and Clark (2016) recommend including 300 participants. Other researchers have suggested that a range of 200-300 respondents is acceptable for factor analysis (Comrey, 1988; Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). Comrey and Lee (1992) categorised sample sizes for scale development: 100 = poor, 200 = fair, 300 = good, 500 = very good, ≥1,000 = excellent. Based on these recommendations and considering the availability of resources for conducting the current study, it was decided to recruit 300 participants.
The population for this study were UK white-collar employees with experience in teleworking. To be eligible for participation, individuals had to perform teleworking at least once a week, either at present or during the last two years. Using opportunity sampling, 616 participants were recruited. However, 303 individuals did not pass the attention check – an item with an obvious correct response: “Please select “Strongly Disagree” to show you pay attention to this question”. Therefore, they were removed from the data analysis. The possible reason for such a proportion of respondents failing the attention check is covered in the Discussion section of this Chapter. Among 313 responses, three had missing values, which were also excluded from the analysis. Among 310 participants, there were 122 males (39.4%) and 184 females (59.4%). Two participants preferred not to disclose their gender, one participant identified as non-binary, and one participant identified as transgender. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 70 years old. The mean age of the participants was 30.48 (SD = 8.54). The age distribution across the genders is presented in Table 10.

[bookmark: _Toc154028616][bookmark: _Toc154030656]Table 10. The Age Distribution Across the Genders
	Gender
	No. of Participants
	Percentage of Participants
	Mean Age

	Male
	122
	39.4%
	31.22 (SD = 8.70)

	Female
	184
	59.4%
	29.99 (SD = 8.55)

	Non-binary
	1
	.3%
	

	Transgender 
	1
	.3%
	

	Prefer not to say
	2
	.6%
	29.00 (SD = 4.24)

	All answers
	310
	100%
	30.48 (SD = 8.54)



Additionally, participants were asked to provide their demographic information, which included their ethnicity, whether they provided unpaid care, had a disability, had children or dependents, their highest level of education completed, employment status, organisation type, company size, and marital status. The sociodemographic characteristics of the participants can be found in Table 11.

[bookmark: _Toc154028617][bookmark: _Toc154030657]Table 11. Respondent’s Sociodemographic Characteristics
	Characteristics
	No. of Participants
	Percentage of Participants

	Ethnicity

	English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or British
	75
	24.2%

	Irish
	22
	7.1%

	Any other White background
	123
	39.7%

	White and Black Caribbean
	8
	2.6%

	White and Black African
	8
	2.6%

	White and Asian
	13
	4.2%

	Any other Mixed or Multiple ethnic background
	4
	1.3%

	Indian
	13
	4.2%

	Pakistani
	2
	.6%

	Chinese
	9
	2.9%

	Any other Asian background
	5
	1.6%

	African
	3
	1.0%

	Caribbean
	2
	.6%

	Any other Black, African, or Caribbean background
	3
	1%

	Arab
	6
	1.9%

	Any other ethnic group 
	7
	2.3%

	Prefer not to say
	7
	2.3%

	Providing unpaid care for a friend or a family member

	Yes
	107
	34.5%

	No
	191
	61.6%

	Prefer not to say
	12
	3.2%

	Having children or dependents

	Yes
	146
	47.1%

	No
	163
	52.6%

	Prefer not to say
	1
	.3%

	Having a disability

	Yes
	42
	13.5%

	No
	265
	85.5%

	Prefer not to say
	3
	1%

	The highest level of education completed

	GCSE level
	7
	2.2%

	A level
	19
	6.1%

	Undergraduate degree
	118
	38.1%

	Postgraduate degree
	132
	42.6%

	Doctorate degree
	28
	9%

	Other 
	6
	1.9%

	Employment status

	Employed, working part-time
	47
	15.2%

	Employed, working full-time
	185
	59.7%

	Not employed
	3
	1%

	Other
	7
	2.3%

	Student
	68
	21.9%

	Organisation type

	For-profit
	158
	51%

	Not-for-profit
	41
	13.2%

	Government
	18
	5.8%

	Healthcare
	27
	8.7%

	Education
	54
	17.4%

	Other 
	12
	3.9%

	Company size

	0-49
	118
	38.1%

	50-249
	107
	34.5%

	250 and over
	85
	27.4%

	Marital status

	Never married and never registered in a civil partnership
	144
	46.5%

	Married
	139
	44.8%

	In a registered civil partnership
	6
	1.9%

	Separated, but still legally in a civil partnership
	1
	.3%

	Separated, but still legally married
	2
	.6%

	Divorced
	5
	1.6%

	Formerly in a civil partnership which is now legally dissolved
	2
	.6%

	Widowed
	2
	.6%

	Prefer not to say
	9
	2.9%



[bookmark: _Toc154029792]Development of the TPP scale
Based on the studies conducted within this thesis, an initial pool of 135 items was created to measure potential predictors of teleworking preference (see Appendix 19). The items were based on the integration of top-down (narrative literature review and the meta-aggregative review) and bottom-up (semi-structured interviews) classification methods, as recommended by Boateng et al. (2018). The wording of the items was created based on direct quotations from the participants (derived from the studies included in the narrative review, meta-aggregation and from the original qualitative study). Specifically, the first draft of the scale contained items intended to measure potential predictors for teleworking preference as follows: (1) improved productivity and efficiency (based on the findings from the narrative review, meta-aggregation, and the qualitative study), (2) more opportunities online (based on the findings from the qualitative study), (3) increased flexibility (based on the findings from the narrative review, meta-aggregation, and the qualitative study), (4) unmet support needs (based on the findings from the meta-aggregation and the qualitative study), (5) communication challenges (based on the findings from the narrative review, meta-aggregation, and the qualitative study) , (6) difficulty disengaging from work (based on the findings from the narrative review, meta-aggregation, and the qualitative study), (7) adapting to teleworking (based on the findings from the qualitative study), (8) importance of voluntariness (based on the findings from the qualitative study).	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna:   Be clearer around how the narrative review, meta aggregation and qualitative review were all used to inform the item creation.

	Data were collected via a Qualtrics questionnaire incorporating demographic questions and the self-developed scale. The initial set of items for each scale dimension was created and formulated by the author and her supervisors. These dimensions are consistent with the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). However, Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994) awareness-related sub-scale was not reflected in the created questionnaire due to a lack of evidence in the existing literature and findings from the qualitative study (Chapter 3). Similarly, the sub-scale assessing the suitability of the role for teleworking (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) was not included, as all participants in this study had suitable roles for teleworking. To establish content validity, subsequent item screening was performed by five academic experts who were selected based on three criteria: experience in doing teleworking-related research with the population of white-collar employees, published articles in the teleworking-related topic area, and qualifications in psychology or adjacent subjects. The panellists were identified through searches of academic search engines (i.e., Google Scholar, PsychInfo, EBSCO). 
	To collect data for subsequent scale validation (e.g., construct validity, internal reliability), participants were asked to rate how much they agreed or disagreed with each statement in relation to their experience of teleworking: “The following statements are about your experience of teleworking (i.e., teleworking) compared to office working. Please choose the statement that best reflects your degree of agreement or disagreement.” A six-point Likert scale was applied. Individuals had to rate each item from 1 to 6 where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly Disagree, 4 = Slightly Agree, 5 = Agree, 6 = Strongly Agree. Data from scales involving more than 7 points may decrease reliability and stability due to being cognitively burdensome compared to fewer-point scales (Nunnally, 1978; Miller, 1956). It was decided to exclude a no-opinion option as several researchers claim that including no-opinion options may prevent some participants from applying the cognitive effort that is needed to report true beliefs they hold (Chyung et al., 2017; Nadler et al., 2015; Krosnick et al., 2002). Moreover, it was found that the presence of no-opinion options in attitude questionnaires does not enhance data quality and prevents capturing meaningful opinions (Krosnick et al., 2002). 
To measure participants’ preference for teleworking, they were asked the following question: “Assuming there are no work-related constraints, how much would you prefer to telework?”. This item was adapted from Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1995) original wording, which asked about telecommuting from home: “Assuming there are no work-related constraints, how much would you like to telecommute from home?” (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1995, p. 4). However, the author of this thesis modified the question to align with the research objectives. Specifically, the term “telecommuting” was changed to “teleworking” to demonstrate a broader range of work settings that may involve transportation (which are not considered telecommuting), such as co-working spaces or libraries. Additionally, the specification of telecommuting “from home” was removed to capture teleworking experiences from various locations.
The decision to use a single item to measure preference for teleworking was based on several considerations. First of all, there are currently no validated scales available to measure teleworking-related preference. Existing literature on teleworking preference demonstrates that empirical studies have also used self-developed single items, such as "What is your preference?" (Feleen & David, 2021), "Would you like to continue working from home or performing virtual work following the end of the COVID-19 pandemic?" (Jones et al., 2022), or "Would you like to telecommute?" (Watanabe et al., 2022). It is worth noting that studies across various disciplines often measure preference using a single item, potentially, due to the binary nature associated with preference (Dyer & Jia, 2013). However, given the non-binary response options in the current study, introducing multiple questions could help establish the scale's reliability. Therefore, it is recommended to develop a valid and reliable scale for assessing teleworking preferences in future research.	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna: Reflect on single item preference outcome, strengthen the rationale for this choice and consider in future studies what alternatives are available.

The response options for the preference question in this study were: “Not at all”, “Mild preference”, “Moderate preference”, “Strong preference”, and “Extreme preference”, while Mokhtarian and Salomon (1995) regarded preference as a dichotomous variable. The author of this thesis decided to measure teleworking preference as a continuous variable for several reasons. Firstly, the mandatory adoption of teleworking during the Covid-19 pandemic has allowed individuals to experience and develop distinct preferences for teleworking. Unlike the participants in Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1995) study, the majority of whom never performed teleworking, all the participants in the current study had teleworking experience. Furthermore, hybrid working (a mix of working from the office and working remotely) has become more widespread in the post-pandemic era (Oygür et al., 2022), making each participant in this study likely to hold a unique preference for teleworking, given the various options available and the flexibility offered by hybrid work arrangements. By considering teleworking preference as a continuous variable, the study acknowledges the evolving nature of teleworking arrangements and the individualised preferences that arise from such flexibility. This approach enables a more comprehensive analysis of the participants’ preferences and better aligns with the modern teleworking situation influenced by the pandemic. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029793]Design
This study used a cross-sectional design to develop and validate a scale for measuring teleworking preference predictors. A cross-sectional design entails data collection at a single point in time (Spector, 2019). This method has been deemed to be an efficient approach for validating measurement tools (Boynton & Greenhalgh, 2004). As the scale aims to measure the predictors for teleworking preference, the correlational design was used. The scale items were regarded as predictor variables, and the stated teleworking preference was the criterion variable. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029794]Procedure
This study was approved by the London South Bank University School of Applied Sciences Ethics Committee. The researchers followed the British Psychological Society (2018) guidelines based on principles of respect, confidence, responsibility, and integrity. Participants were provided with information and consent sheets when following the survey link. It was emphasized that participation was confidential, anonymous, voluntary, and individuals could withdraw from the study up until two weeks after data collection.

Content and Face Validity Stage. To establish content and face validity, 50 experts were contacted via email with a request to rate the importance of each item as a valid measure of the construct. The email contained details about the study, the theoretical background of the measure, and the link to Qualtrics, where the panellists were presented with an information sheet, a consent form, the scale items, and a debrief. Each expert was requested to judge whether each item was necessary for operating a construct. Individuals had to rate the validity of each item from 1 to 3: “not necessary”, “useful but not essential”, and “essential” respectively. The experts were invited to comment on each item and the overall measure to establish face validity. After completing the survey, the experts were presented with a debriefing sheet. 

Online Survey Stage. For the stage where individuals with experience of teleworking were asked to complete the survey for the development of the scale, the data collection was performed via advertisements on the author’s personal social media accounts (LinkedIn, Twitter, Instagram, and Facebook). To increase a response rate, an incentive for participation was offered. All individuals who met the inclusion criteria and completed the survey were given a chance to include their email in a prize draw to win one of ten £50 Amazon vouchers. The advertisements contained links to the Qualtrics online questionnaire. Before answering the questions, individuals were briefed about the purpose of the study and gave informed consent by ticking the appropriate box. They generated a nickname for themselves to ensure anonymity. After that, participants were asked to provide demographic information about themselves, state their teleworking preference, and complete the questionnaire assessing potential predictors for teleworking preference. All questions were presented to participants in the same order and took around 25 minutes to complete. At the end of the survey, participants were presented with a debrief signposting support services in case of distress caused by completing the questionnaire. Participants were provided with the researcher’s contact details so they could ask any follow-up questions or withdraw their data should they wish to do so. 
	To recognise careless responses and allow scientists to screen them out prior to main analyses, several sources propose the use of attention checks (Berinsky et al., 2014; Curran, 2016; Huang et al., 2015). The attention check questions have an obvious correct response testing if a respondent reads items carefully. Attention checks are an efficient way to protect scale validity and are a desirable attribute in surveys from various disciplines (Hauser & Schwarz, 2016). Participants who failed to answer the question correctly were excluded from the data analysis.

[bookmark: _Toc154029795]Results
[bookmark: _Toc154029796]Content Validity and Face Validity
Five experts have completed the forms fully. Following the assessments, a Content Validity Ratio for each item and a Content Validity Index for the measure were calculated (CVR & CVI; Lawshe, 1975). The CVR and CVI values vary between 1 and -1 with higher scores indicating higher agreement between experts on the necessity of an item in the construct. To compute the CVI, the CVR must be calculated first. The CVR was computed using the following formula: CVR = (Ne-N/2)/N/2, in which Ne is the number of experts rating an item ‘excellent’ and N is the overall number of experts. The CVI is the mean CVR for the items measuring a construct. The CVI was .80, meaning the content validity index was excellent. 
To establish face validity, experts were invited to comment on each item and the overall measure. Based on the experts’ comments, items were removed, added, or rephrased. Particularly, from the total 135 items (see Appendix 19), 50 items were deleted, eight items were rephrased, and 4 items capturing the autonomy variable were added (see Appendix 13). The original instrument, which would later be subjected to statistical analyses, included 89 items (see Appendix 20).
[bookmark: _Toc154029797]Exploratory Factor Analysis
EFA was applied to investigate the relationships between the scale’s items and to determine its underlying dimensions. EFA is used to explore the underlying factor structure of a set of variables without enforcing a predetermined structure on the outcome (Child, 2006). Principal Axis Factor (PAF) extraction method was used. PAF identifies latent variables that are underlying a set of variables, which is relevant for scale development, as the goal is to establish common latent constructs. This extraction method does not assume the variables have a normal distribution, which makes PAF more flexible than others, such as Principal Component Analysis (PCA; Widaman, 1993; Russell, 2002). The promax rotation method was used. Promax allows factors to be correlated. If the factor correlation matrix contains correlations .32 and above, there is at least 10% overlap in variance among factors, which is sufficient to warrant promax rotation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As the correlations among the scale’s factors exceeded .32, promax rotation was chosen. The results of the factor analysis are shown in Table 12. 

[bookmark: _Toc154028618][bookmark: _Toc154030658]Table 12. EFA Results
	Items
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Benefits of teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs
	.76
	
	
	
	
	

	9. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to stay at home in unpleasant weather
	.70
	
	
	
	
	

	10. I prefer not travelling to work because it saves my energy
	.74
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Teleworking allows me to structure daily chores around work tasks
	.74
	
	
	
	
	

	28. Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests
	.78
	
	
	
	
	

	29. When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress
	.81
	
	
	
	
	

	31. Teleworking makes me more productive
	.74
	
	
	
	
	

	41. Saving time from not travelling to work is an advantage for me
	.79
	
	
	
	
	

	43. Not having to dress professionally makes me prefer teleworking
	.79
	
	
	
	
	

	45. I can widen my skill set because of the time freed by teleworking
	.68
	
	
	
	
	

	86. Ability to avoid traffic when teleworking is an advantage for me
	.66
	
	
	
	
	

	27. When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me
	.62
	
	
	
	
	

	Challenges of teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues
	
	.69
	
	
	
	

	44. My work-based learning is impacted negatively by teleworking
	
	.68
	
	
	
	

	50. I find it more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking
	
	.62
	
	
	
	

	52. When teleworking, I feel less like a part of organisation
	
	.76
	
	
	
	

	53. When teleworking, I miss important work-related information
	
	.68
	
	
	
	

	54. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking
	
	.83
	
	
	
	

	62. When teleworking, I feel less connection with colleagues
	
	.82
	
	
	
	

	64. My manager provides less feedback when I am teleworking
	
	.68
	
	
	
	

	65. When teleworking, I feel left out
	
	.77
	
	
	
	

	67. It is more difficult to express worries to my colleagues when teleworking
	
	.76
	
	
	
	

	Work and financial insecurity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding for me
	
	
	.86
	
	
	

	4. I must rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs
	
	
	.82
	
	
	

	15. When teleworking, I feel that my manager does not trust me to do my job well
	
	
	.69
	
	
	

	Feeling of guilt
	
	
	
	
	
	

	72. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave
	
	
	
	.76
	
	

	75. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting
	
	
	
	.79
	
	

	73. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family
	
	
	
	.74
	
	

	Voluntariness
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76. My employer requires I work in the office for a number of days per week, but I get to choose when those days are
	
	
	
	
	.66
	

	87. My employer gives me complete freedom to choose when I telework
	
	
	
	
	.88
	

	Reduced day structure 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. When teleworking, my day is less structured
	
	
	
	
	
	.73



Factor loading demonstrates the variance explained by each item on the factor. The minimum factor loading criteria was set to .60, as suggested by several articles (Morris et al., 2017; Yen et al., 2014). The communality of the scale, which indicates the extent to which an item correlates with all other items, was also assessed to ensure acceptance levels of explanation. The results show that all communalities exceeded the required value of .20 (Child, 2006). The overall significance of the correlation matrix was weighed through Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which provides a measure of the statistical probability that the correlation matrix has significant correlations among some of its components. The results were significant, x2(n = 310) = 17859.61 (p ≤ .001), which indicates its suitability for factor analysis (Tobias & Carlson, 1969). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy indicates the extent of variance in the data that might be caused by underlying factors, determining the appropriateness of the data for factor analysis. Data with KMO values above .60 are considered appropriate for factor analysis (Nkansah, 2011). In the current analysis, the KMO value was .91, further suggesting EFA is appropriate for the dataset. Eigenvalues estimate the amount of variance accounted for by a factor and are used for establishing several factors. Based on the most common cut-off value for eigenvalues > 1 (Reise et al., 2000), the factor solution derived from this analysis yielded 18 factors for the scale, which accounted for 66.92% of the variation in the data.
However, in the initial EFA, 33 items out of 89 failed to load on any dimension significantly. Hence, the 33 items were removed from further analysis. The authors repeated the EFA without including these items. The results of this new analysis demonstrated a ten-factor structure with 17 items failing to load on any dimension significantly. Those 17 items were removed from further analysis and the EFA was repeated. The results of this wave of analysis demonstrated an eight-factor structure with two items failing to load on any dimension significantly. Another two items were removed, and the EFA was repeated. The results demonstrated a seven-factor structure with four items failing to load on any dimension significantly. The four items were removed, and the EFA was repeated. The results demonstrated a six-factor structure with another two items failing to load significantly on any dimension. The two items were removed, and the EFA was repeated. The results of this wave of analysis confirmed a six-dimensional structure with one item failing to load on any dimension significantly. After that single item was removed, a six-dimensional structure remained. The KMO was .91. The six dimensions explained a total of 63.68% of the variance among the items in the study. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant x2(n = 310) = 4979.61 (p ≤ .001) and all communalities were over the required value of .20. Factor 1 includes 12 items referring to the benefits of teleworking. Factor 2 gathers nine items, which represent the challenges of teleworking. Factor 3 has three items, referring to work and financial insecurity. Factor 4 includes three items, covering the feeling of guilt. Factor 5 consists of two items, representing voluntariness. Factor 6 includes one item covering reduced day structure. The literature unanimously recommends eliminating factors containing a single item (Allen et al., 2022). Hence, item 1 “When teleworking, my day is less structured” was not retained for further analyses. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029798]Correlations
To determine whether each item correlated with a preference for teleworking significantly, a bi-variate correlation analysis was performed, see Table 13. 

[bookmark: _Toc154028619][bookmark: _Toc154030659]Table 13. Bi-variate Correlations
	Items
	Pearson Correlation
	p-value


	7. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs
	.478
	≤ .001

	9. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to stay at home in unpleasant weather
	.361
	≤ .001

	10. I prefer not travelling to work because it saves my energy
	.416
	≤ .001

	13. Teleworking allows me to structure daily chores around work tasks
	.442
	≤ .001

	28. Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests
	.374
	≤ .001

	29. When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress
	.47
	≤ .001

	31. Teleworking makes me more productive
	.48
	≤ .001

	41. Saving time from not travelling to work is an advantage for me
	.41
	≤ .001

	43. Not having to dress professionally makes me prefer teleworking
	.38
	≤ .001

	45. I can widen my skill set because of the time freed by teleworking
	.43
	≤ .001

	86. Ability to avoid traffic when teleworking is an advantage for me
	.40
	≤ .001

	27. When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me
	.32
	≤ .001

	17. When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues
	-.19
	≤ .001

	44. My work-based learning is impacted negatively by teleworking
	-.25
	≤ .001

	50. I find it more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking
	-.17
	.001

	52. When teleworking, I feel less like a part of organisation
	-.33
	≤ .001

	53. When teleworking, I miss important work-related information
	-.32
	≤ .001

	54. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking
	-.20
	≤ .001

	62. When teleworking, I feel less connection with colleagues
	-.22
	≤ .001

	64. My manager provides less feedback when I am teleworking
	-.19
	≤ .001

	65. When teleworking, I feel left out
	-.27
	≤ .001

	67. It is more difficult to express worries to my colleagues when teleworking
	-.26
	≤ .001

	3. Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding for me
	-.19
	≤ .001

	4. I have to rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs
	-.19
	≤ .001

	15. When teleworking, I feel that my manager does not trust me to do my job well
	-.21
	≤ .001

	72. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave
	-.25
	≤ .001

	75. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting
	-.23
	≤ .001

	73. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family
	-.17
	.001

	76. My employer requires I work in the office for a number of days per week, but I get to choose when those days are
	-.02
	.340

	87. My employer gives me complete freedom to choose when I telework
	.19
	≤ .001

	
	
	



Out of 30 included items, 29 significantly predicted teleworking preference. As item 76 “My employer requires I work in the office for a number of days per week, but I get to choose when those days are” did not correlate significantly with the preference for teleworking, it was excluded from the further analyses. The elimination of item 76 from Factor 5 which represented voluntariness, means that only one item 87 “My employer gives me complete freedom to choose when I telework” was left within Factor 5. Thus, Factor 5 was excluded from further analyses.
[bookmark: _Toc154029799]Split-half Reliability 
Split-half reliability measures the internal consistency of questionnaires using the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula. It is calculated by splitting the total number of items into two equal parts and comparing the outcomes from the two subsets. The stronger the relationship between the results, the higher internal consistency is. The split-half reliability coefficient was calculated on odd versus even items. With 14 items in part 1 and 14 items in part 2, the results were .71 and .74, respectively (see Table 14). The Spearman-Brown coefficient was .92, which is considered excellent (Chakrabartty, 2013). 

[bookmark: _Toc154028620][bookmark: _Toc154030660]Table 14. Split-half Reliability Results
	Grouped Items
	Alpha (α)
	Spearman-Brown Coefficient 

	Part 1
	.71
	.92

	Part 2
	.74
	.92



[bookmark: _Toc154029800]Cronbach’s Alpha
Cronbach’s alpha evaluates reliability by comparing the level of shared variance, or covariance, among the components comprising a tool to the overall variance. A construct is considered reliable if the coefficient alpha (α) is .60 or greater (Zhan et al., 2021). Construct reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. The results revealed that four dimensions were reliable (see Table 15). 

[bookmark: _Toc154028621][bookmark: _Toc154030661]Table 15. Reliability Statistics of the Subscales
	Constructs 
	No. of Items
	Alpha (α)

	Benefits of teleworking
	12
	.92

	Challenges of teleworking
	10
	.92

	Work and financial insecurity
	3
	.79

	Feeling of guilt
	3
	.78



 When the subscales were merged to assess a construct as a whole, the scale also demonstrated a high degree of reliability (see Table 16). 

[bookmark: _Toc154028622][bookmark: _Toc154030662]Table 16. Reliability Statistics of the Scale
	Construct
	No. of Items
	Alpha (α)

	Predictors of teleworking preference scale
	28
	.85



[bookmark: _Toc154029801]Exploratory Factor Analysis Results after Removing Items 1, 76, and 87
As items 1, 76, and 87 were removed from the analysis, EFA was performed again. After the items were excluded, a four-dimensional structure was produced (see Table 17). 

[bookmark: _Toc154028623][bookmark: _Toc154030663]Table 17. EFA Results after Removing Items 1, 76, and 87
	Items
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Benefits of teleworking
	
	
	
	

	7. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs
	.70
	
	
	

	9. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to stay at home in unpleasant weather
	.68
	
	
	

	10. I prefer not travelling to work because it saves my energy
	.75
	
	
	

	13. Teleworking allows me to structure daily chores around work tasks
	.72
	
	
	

	28. Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests
	.74
	
	
	

	29. When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress
	.79
	
	
	

	31. Teleworking makes me more productive
	.70
	
	
	

	41. Saving time from not travelling to work is an advantage for me
	.77
	
	
	

	43. Not having to dress professionally makes me prefer teleworking
	.73
	
	
	

	45. I can widen my skill set because of the time freed by teleworking
	.69
	
	
	

	86. Ability to avoid traffic when teleworking is an advantage for me
	.67
	
	
	

	27. When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me
	.57
	
	
	

	Challenges of teleworking
	
	
	
	

	17. When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues
	
	.72
	
	

	44. My work-based learning is impacted negatively by teleworking
	
	.62
	
	

	50. I find it more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking
	
	.65
	
	

	52. When teleworking, I feel less like a part of organisation
	
	.74
	
	

	53. When teleworking, I miss important work-related information
	
	.65
	
	

	54. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking
	
	.80
	
	

	62. When teleworking, I feel less connection with colleagues
	
	.84
	
	

	64. My manager provides less feedback when I am teleworking
	
	.61
	
	

	65. When teleworking, I feel left out
	
	.77
	
	

	67. It is more difficult to express worries to my colleagues when teleworking
	
	.79
	
	

	Work and financial insecurity
	
	
	
	

	3. Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding for me
	
	
	.82
	

	4. I have to rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs
	
	
	.77
	

	15. When teleworking, I feel that my manager does not trust me to do my job well
	
	
	.58
	

	Feeling of guilt
	
	
	
	

	72. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave
	
	
	
	.67

	75. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting
	
	
	
	.72

	73. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family
	
	
	
	.67



The KMO was .92. The six dimensions explained a total of 60.84% of the variance among the items in the study. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant x2(n = 310) = 4696.32 (p ≤ .001). All communalities were over the required value of 0.20. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029802]Multiple Regression
A multiple regression was carried out to investigate how several factors affect an individual’s preference to perform teleworking. Descriptive statistics, mean and standard deviations can be found in Table 18. The overall model contributed significantly to the prediction (F (4, 306) = 49.17, p ≤ .001), with adjusted R2 = .38, i.e., 38% of the variation in preference for teleworking is explained by the scale.

[bookmark: _Toc154028624][bookmark: _Toc154030664]Table 18. Means and Standard Deviations for the Variables
	Variable
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Min Possible Score
	Max Possible Score

	Teleworking Preference
	3.62
	1.46
	1
	6

	Benefits of teleworking
	4.45
	0.97
	1
	6

	Challenges of teleworking
	3.59
	1.08
	1
	6

	Work and financial insecurity
	2.75
	1.20
	1
	6

	Feeling of Guilt
	3.31
	1.24
	1
	6



The coefficients can be found in Table 19.

[bookmark: _Toc154028625][bookmark: _Toc154030665]Table 19. Coefficients for Benefits of Teleworking, Challenges of Teleworking, Work and Financial Insecurity, and Feeling of Guilt as Predictors of Teleworking Preference
	 
	Standardised Beta
	Unstandardised Beta
	Coefficients S.E.
	t
	p-value

	Constant
	
	1.22
	.43
	3.91
	.004

	Benefits of teleworking
	.55
	.83
	.07
	5.37
	<.001

	Challenges of teleworking
	-.19
	-.26
	.07
	1.61
	<.001

	Work and financial insecurity
	-.04
	-.05
	.06
	5.62
	.417

	Feeling of Guilt
	-.07
	-.08
	.06
	
	.230



In the multiple regression analysis, the “Benefits of teleworking” factor was significant and positive independent predictor for teleworking preference (p ≤ .001). The “Challenges of teleworking” factor was a significant and negative independent predictor for teleworking preference. However, both the “Work and financial insecurity” factor and the “Feeling of guilt” factor did not show significant independent contributions to the model (p = .417 and p = .230, respectively).
When each predicting factor was entered separately in a multiple regression model, all subscales predicted teleworking preference significantly. The “Benefits of teleworking” subscale contributed significantly to the prediction of the teleworking preference (F (1, 309) = 164.18 , p ≤ .001, with adjusted R2 = .31, i.e., 31% of the variation explained by the “Benefits of teleworking” subscale. The “Challenges of teleworking” contributed significantly to the prediction of the teleworking preference (F (1, 309) = 31.93, p ≤ .001, with adjusted R2 = .34, i.e., 34% of the variation explained by the “Challenges of teleworking subscale”. The “Work and financial insecurity” subscale contributed significantly to the prediction of the teleworking preference (F (1, 309) = 17.42, p ≤ .001, with adjusted R2 = .05, i.e., 5% of the variation explained by the “Work and financial insecurity” subscale. Lastly, the “Feeling of guilt” subscale contributed significantly to the prediction of teleworking preference (F (1, 309) = 20.73, p ≤ .001, with adjusted R2 = .06, i.e., 6% of the explained by the Feeling of guilt subscale. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029803]Teleworking Preference Distribution
When asked about the teleworking preference using the item “Assuming there are no work-related constraints, how much would you prefer to telework?”, most participants (94.2%) preferred teleworking. However, their degree of preference varied. The distribution of teleworking preference can be found in Table 20.

[bookmark: _Toc154028626][bookmark: _Toc154030666]Table 20. Teleworking Preference Distribution among the Participants
	Teleworking Preference
	No. of Participants
	Percentage of Participants

	Do not prefer teleworking at all
	18
	5.8%

	Mild preference
	45
	14.5%

	Moderate preference
	103
	33.2%

	Strong preference
	79
	25.5%

	Extreme preference
	65
	21%



Most participants (103; 33.2%) held a moderate preference for teleworking. Seventy-nine (25.5%) individuals had a strong teleworking preference. Sixty-five (21%) respondents held an extreme preference for teleworking. Forty-five (14.5%) respondents preferred teleworking mildly. Lastly, 18 (5.8%) individuals did not prefer teleworking at all. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029804]Feeling of Guilt Distribution
To determine whether there were gender differences between the reasons behind feeling of guilt, a bi-variate correlation analysis was performed, see Table 21.

[bookmark: _Toc154028627][bookmark: _Toc154030667]Table 21. Bi-variate Correlations between the Gender and Feeling of Guilt Subscale
	Items
	Pearson Correlation
	p-value

	72. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave
	.04
	.269

	75. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting
	.08
	.084

	73. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family
	.04
	.263



None of the items correlated with gender significantly. The implications of such results will be discussed later in the thesis.

[bookmark: _Toc154029805]Convergent and Divergent Validity 
Construct validity is the degree to which a scale measures a construct that it is intended to measure. The most common indicators of construct validity are convergent and divergent validity (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Convergent validity refers to the extent to which a scale is related to other scales that measure the same or similar constructs. The newly developed scale should correlate significantly with other validated variables designed to estimate the same or similar construct to demonstrate convergent validity. Alternatively, discriminant validity tests whether the concepts of scales that are not supposed to be correlated are, in fact, unrelated (Henseler et al., 2015). A low or weak relationship between the main test and other tests that are not expected to measure the same construct indicates discriminant validity. Establishing both convergent and discriminant validity when developing a new scale is considered a good practice (Boateng et al., 2018). 
The current study did not establish a convergent and divergent validity of the scale. Partially, this is due to the lack of high-quality measurements assessing predictors for teleworking at the time of data collection. For example, RW-B&D scale was published after the data collection for this study was completed (Ingusci et al., 2023). Furthermore, it is recommended that the survey does not take more than 15 to 20 minutes to complete to prevent participant disengagement (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). As the current predicted survey completion length was 26.4 minutes, it was decided to refrain from including additional questions. Now that the pool of scale items was reduced from 89 to 28, future research can establish the construct validity of the present questionnaire. For example, the current measurement could be compared to the RW-B&D scale (Ingusci et al., 2023) or EWL scale (Grant et al., 2019) as they contain similar dimensions. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029806]Discussion
The objective of this study was to develop and validate a tool for measuring predictors for teleworking preference (TPP scale) among UK white-collar employees with experience in teleworking. The current instrument bridges the gap in the literature as there was no other validated, up-to-date measurement designed to specifically assess predictors for teleworking preference. Although the scale items capture teleworking experience apart from acting as predictors for teleworking preference only, it was decided to keep the name Teleworking Preference Predictors (TPP) scale. This choice was made to acknowledge the scale's unique foundation, the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995), which is focused on the components that predict teleworking preference. In contrast, other scales measuring teleworking experiences do not possess a theoretical underpinning (Ingusci et al., 2023; Grant et al., 2019). In the future, it would be insightful to assess whether the TPP scale demonstrates significantly stronger predictive abilities for teleworking preference compared to other scales that are focused on measuring teleworking experiences. The results would shed light on whether the retention of the TPP scale name was justified.	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna: Reflect on whether, given the scale items (which are measuring teleworker drivers/experiences etc.), the name of the scale is appropriate, or should be altered.


Four dimensions were generated, involving 28 items in total (see Appendix 21). The dimensions were “Benefits of teleworking” (12 items), “Challenges of teleworking” (10 items), “Work and financial insecurity” (three items), and “Feeling of guilt” (three items). The first dimension consisted of items initially conceptualised as separate variables concerning improved productivity, increased flexibility, less travel, less stress, saved time, saved money, more opportunities for acquiring new skills, and a preference for virtual communication. The second dimension included items initially conceptualised as variables covering difficulty bonding with colleagues, difficulty asking questions, difficulty getting detailed feedback from supervisors, loss of opportunity for work-based learning, reduced feeling of belongingness, and missing important information due to being away from an office. The third dimension consisted of the items initially conceptualised as variables covering increased expenses and reduced supervisor trust variables. The last factor corresponded to the expected variable of the feeling of guilt. The statistical analyses performed in this study indicated that the main psychometric characteristics of the instrument were met in terms of factorial validity and internal reliability.
[bookmark: _Toc154029807]Overview of the Results
The first two factors of the TPP scale are similar to the dimensions of Ingusci et al.’s (2023) RW-B&D scale, as both instruments conceptualised the factors into the benefits and challenges of teleworking. This is also in line with the research, suggesting that viewing teleworking in terms of benefits and challenges is a comprehensive way to define and operationalise it (Tremblay & Thomsin, 2012; Savić, 2020). The items included in RW-B&D scale are similar to those in the TPP scale (e.g., time and money save travelling, reduced stress, difficulty bonding with colleagues, difficulty accessing information), which supports the validity of items used in the current measurement.
However, unlike in the RW-B&D scale (Ingusci et al., 2023), the slower career progression variable in the TPP scale did not load significantly on any factor. It may be explained by the fact that slower career progression among teleworkers (due to limited visibility at the office) is counterbalanced by the ability to widen their professional skill set because of the time freed by teleworking, which may aid career growth. However, while perceived slower career progression may still be a crucial factor of teleworking experience (as demonstrated in the RW-B&D scale), it does not necessarily predict the preference for teleworking, which is what the current study investigated specifically (i.e., teleworking preference predictors). To clarify the difference between the concepts, experience refers to a person’s encounters with a particular situation or phenomenon, while preference refers to an individual’s expressed liking or inclination towards a specific option or choice (which is sometimes based on experience; Hossain & Fatmi, 2022). 
Moreover, the TPP scale goes beyond the limited conceptualisation of challenges and benefits found in the RW-B&D scale. Particularly, the inclusion of subscales such as “Work and financial insecurity” and “Feeling of guilt” provides a more comprehensive assessment of factors capturing teleworking experience. These unique aspects were not considered in the RW-B&D scale. Hence, the TPP scale is valuable due to capturing the multifaceted nature of teleworking experience and teleworking preferences formation. 
Despite "Work and financial insecurity" and "Feeling of guilt" not being unique predictors of teleworking preference according to multiple regression analysis, they were kept in the final version of the scale for several reasons. Although the factors lacked predictive power over and above the “Benefits of teleworking” and the “Challenges of teleworking” factors, when examined separately, the "Work and financial insecurity" and "Feeling of guilt" predicted teleworking preference significantly. Furthermore, these factors loaded significantly on separate dimensions in the EFA analysis, justifying their inclusion. Additionally, including the "Work and financial insecurity" and the "Feeling of guilt" factors in the scale introduced new perspectives on teleworking preference predictors that had not been considered in the quantitative literature before, despite being highlighted in the qualitative literature (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Mann et al., 2000). Lastly, some experts argue that retaining all items, even those with weaker associations, can lead to a more comprehensive understanding of the concept being studied (DeVellis & Thorpe, 2021). By keeping these items, the scale may capture subtle nuances or aspects that would have been missed if they were excluded.	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna: Strengthen the rationale for including the two dimensions which were not unique predictors in the multiple regression.

Dissimilar to RW-B&D and TPP scale, the EWL scale (Grant et al., 2019) compartmentalised variables measuring teleworking experience into three levels: individual (work-life interference dimension; productivity/effectiveness dimension), supervisory (flexibility dimension), and organisational (organisational trust dimension). The current study’s TPP scale not only includes the items concerning each of the EWL’s levels but also considers psychosocial, travel-related, and leisure-related aspects, helping to capture teleworking experiences more comprehensively. 
The third factor “Work and financial insecurity” consisted of the items covering financial strain and reduced supervisor trust. While the first two items of the work and financial insecurity subscale cover financial demands (due to having to rent a larger space), the first item of the factor benefits of teleworking covers decreased expenses (due to saving money from commute). This suggests that the scale has successfully captured the counteracting results of the positive influence of teleworking on finances for some and the negative influence for others, or perhaps, even both for the same person. Such results fit within the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995), where the same variable (in this case, teleworking-related expenses) can act both as a constraint and a facilitator, depending on individual perceptions and circumstances. Furthermore, such duality of experiences is supported by the findings from the systematic meta-aggregative review (Chapter 2). Specifically, participants from several qualitative studies mentioned the monetary savings benefit due to reduced travel expenses (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Coban, 2022; Uddin, 2021). Conversely, some individuals noted that teleworking brings additional expenses, such as covering costs for lighting or heating, which the employer typically covers when working from the office (Mann et al., 2000). 
The fourth factor of the TPP scale “Feeling of guilt” consisted of three items. The dimension demonstrated a significant negative correlation with the preference for teleworking, yielding a novel predictor. The generated items were based on qualitative studies (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020; Mann et al., 2000), as well as the original study conducted specifically to guide the item creation (see Chapter 3). The dimension consists of three items associated with feeling guilty due to taking sick leave, resting, and not dedicating enough time to one’s family. The results demonstrating the negative correlation between the “Feeling of guilt” factor and the preference for teleworking, is a novel contribution to the quantitative literature in the field.
[bookmark: _Toc154029808]Theoretical Contribution
The development of the TPP scale was inspired by the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). Through this thesis, the researchers tried to suggest potential updates to the model by exploring a range of new drives, facilitators, and constraints in relation to teleworking preference. The content of items retained in the TPP scale is close to that of Mokhtarian and Salomon’s study (1995). For example, the first factor of the TPP scale consists of items that correspond with the model’s work and travel drive (e.g., “When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress” from the TPP scale), independence and leisure drive (e.g., “Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests” from the TPP scale), and social/professional interaction constraint/facilitator (e.g., “When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues” from the TPP scale). However, the benefit of commute constraint/facilitator, household distractions constraint/facilitator, and disability and parental leave constraint/facilitator did not load significantly on any of the factors in the new scale. This was surprising, as the findings of the qualitative study (Chapter 3) demonstrated that participants viewed the abovementioned aspects as influential for their teleworking preference. Perhaps, the wording of the items and a low number of items per intended variable affected the results. Additionally, it is possible that the wider population did not consider those aspects crucial in predicting their preference for teleworking. 
As the TPP scale established new components predicting teleworking preference, the author suggests potential amendments to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). Namely, based on the analysis of the current scale, it is suggested to add new facilitators/constraints to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption. Particularly, work, and financial insecurity, feeling of guilt, and voluntariness constraints/facilitators could be embedded in the model in order to potentially increase its explanatory power. Additionally, the job suitability constraint/facilitator presented in the study (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1995) is recommended to be removed. While some jobs may not be suitable for teleworking, in the sample used for this thesis, such jobs were excluded based on the inclusion criteria (i.e., white-collar employees with teleworking experience). Therefore, the suitability of certain jobs for teleworking is not considered an important factor in the “preference for teleworking” scale used in this study. Hence, as the TPP scale concerned only individuals with teleworking experience, it is proposed to remove the job suitability facilitator/constraint. The proposed model components are presented in the table below (see Table 22). The structure of the new potential model is discussed in more detail in the Chapter 5.

[bookmark: _Toc154028628][bookmark: _Toc154030668]Table 22. Amendments Proposed for the Model of Telecommuting Preference
	Variable Dimension
	Concept within the Model

	Disability/Parental Leave 
	Work and Family Drives

	Stress 
	Work and Travel Drives

	Personal Benefits 
	Independence and Leisure Drives

	Commute Stress 
	Travel Drive

	Commute Time
	Travel Drive

	Extent of Telecommuting Suitable -
	Job Suitability Facilitator -

	Workplace Interaction 
	Social/Professional Interaction Constraint/Facilitator

	Household Distractions 
	Household Interaction Constraint/Facilitator

	Commuting Benefit 
	Benefit of Commute Constraint/Facilitator

	Work and Financial Insecurity +
	Work and Financial Insecurity Constraint/Facilitator +

	Feeling of Guilt +
	Feeling of Guilt Constraint/Facilitator +

	Voluntariness +
	Voluntariness Constraint/Facilitator +


Note. The variable appointed “-“ is proposed to be removed from the model. The variables appointed “+” are proposed to be added to the model. The rest of the variables are original to Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1995) study.
[bookmark: _Toc154029809]Strengths and Limitations
The strengths and limitations of this study must be considered when determining the extent of caution with which the results are interpreted. Considering the lack of measurement instruments that assess constructs predicting teleworking preference as a unified instrument, this study offers a scale that provides companies and professionals with a tool that measures a range of factors predicting teleworking preference, assessing previously overlooked facets. A structured and thorough procedure was followed for item generation and analysis. This consisted of an in-depth literature review (including a narrative review in Chapter 1 and a systematic meta-aggregative review in Chapter 2), a qualitative study (Chapter 3), expert feedback on preliminary items, and item analysis sessions with a psychometrician. 
However, it is acknowledged that the current study holds some caveats, particularly in relation to a limited sample size which precluded the CFA analysis. It is important to note that this was an initial exploratory cross-sectional study, and additional research is needed to be definitive about the psychometric and structural properties of this tool. There is a need to replicate the results while establishing further construct validity and test-retest reliability. 
As mentioned in the Participants subsection, out of 313 responses, three had missing values, which were also excluded. The data were excluded with the intention of maintaining integrity and accuracy of the results.  However, upon further analysis, it was determined that the missing gender values did not have a significant impact on the overall analysis. Moreover, the literature on best practices in data analysis does not recommend the exclusion of data points with such a low percentage of missing values (Newman, 2014). Therefore, in the future, it is recommended to retain data points with missing values if the impact of excluding them does not significantly change the results.	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna:  Discuss decision to exclude 3 people from the analysis and not to impute data.  
While efforts were made to adhere to best practices in creating items, (e.g., establishing content and face validity, running sessions with experts, and grounding items in original qualitative study quotations; Allen et al., 2022), in hindsight, there are areas for improvement in the item wording. Particularly, some items assume an individual's preference for teleworking (e.g., “1. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs”). Such wording presumes that an individual prefers teleworking, which is not accurate for all respondents. Additionally, such wording presents ambiguity as to which aspect of the item the individual is answering – the preference for teleworking or the cost-saving aspect. For example, it could be that someone prefers teleworking for reasons unrelated to saving money on travel, or that someone does not prefer teleworking at all but acknowledges the benefit of saving money on travel. Hence, it is recommended to alter the items with similar wording. Namely, changing "I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs" to "Teleworking allows me to save money on travelling costs" would provide clarity. Since there are four items with ambiguous wording (i.e., items 1, 2, 3, 9; see Appendix 21), rephrasing them would make the scale items look more consistent. Furthermore, to reduce the agreement bias (the tendency of respondents to select a positive response option), it is recommended to introduce negatively worded items to the scale (Chyung et al., 2017). 	Comment by Chiiachenko, Kateryna: With the benefit of hindsight, reflect on when best practices for item creation were met and when they were not. Are there any opportunities to improve the items? Note, we would not expect new data.

Lastly, the financial incentive for participation could have attracted reward-seeking individuals who were motivated to complete the survey due to the chance of winning a prize draw (Resnik, 2015). This type of participant may provide inaccurate responses and rush through the questionnaire as their main goal is financial. This was likely the case in the current survey, as 313 out of 616 individuals did not pass the attention check embedded within the questionnaire. It is hoped that the attention check has aided in screening out inattentive respondents.
[bookmark: _Toc154029810]Conclusion
The current study developed and validated a tool to determine and measure predictors for teleworking preference – TPP scale. The scale consists of four dimensions concerning the benefits of teleworking, challenges of teleworking, work and financial insecurity, and a feeling of guilt. This instrument is important as it aids employers and professionals in identifying issues that need to be addressed for employees holding different teleworking preferences to be satisfied with their working arrangement. It is crucial that the current instrument is not only used to find problems but also to help employers in coming up with effective solutions. Furthermore, this study expanded a theoretical understanding of the teleworking preference formation by offering renewed constraints/facilitators for Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994;1995) Model of Telecommuting Adoption.




















[bookmark: _Toc154029811]Chapter 5. General Discussion

[bookmark: _Toc154029812]Introduction
This thesis has examined the parameters and theories associated with teleworking and preference for teleworking (Chapter 1), reviewed teleworking-related qualitative studies systematically, using the meta-aggregate approach (Chapter 2), conducted and analysed a qualitative study using thematic analysis that explored factors influencing teleworking preference in UK white-collar employees with experience of teleworking (Chapter 3), and developed and validated a scale measuring predictors of teleworking preference among UK white-collar employees with experience of teleworking (Chapter 4). 
In this chapter, the main findings of the thesis will be discussed. The chapter will summarise the findings of the thesis and examine them in relation to previous research and theory. The discussion will begin with summarising each study presented in this thesis, followed by a comparison of the scale development study with previous findings, and a discussion of the theoretical contribution. The chapter concludes with a consideration of the strengths and limitations of the thesis, and the implications of its findings for practice and research.

[bookmark: _Toc154029813]Aims and Objectives of the Thesis
This thesis aimed to explore factors influencing teleworking preference in UK white-collar employees. Additionally, it sought to develop a valid and reliable scale for measuring teleworking preference predictors. Lastly, the thesis aimed to enhance conceptual understanding by determining new drives, constraints, and facilitators of teleworking with reference to Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994; 1995) Model of Telecommuting Adoption 

[bookmark: _Toc154029814]Objectives
1. To explore qualitatively, themes potentially influencing teleworking preference in UK white-collar employees with experience in teleworking through a meta-aggregation of previously published qualitative studies and a prospective qualitative study.
2. Based on the themes that were created from the qualitative thematic analysis, and meta-aggregation, develop and test a new scale of measuring predictors of teleworking preference.
3. Using the newly developed scale, investigate factors predictive of UK employees’ teleworking preference.

[bookmark: _Toc154029815]Study Objectives and Key Findings
[bookmark: _Toc154029816]Study 1: Objectives and Summary of Findings
	The first study in this thesis (Chapter 2) used a meta-aggregative approach to systematically summarise qualitative studies exploring experiences of teleworking among white-collar employees. Included papers were qualitative peer-reviewed empirical studies of white-collar participants with experience of teleworking. Systematic searching of five databases revealed 2,432 papers of which 60 full texts were assessed and 22 included in the final review. Quality assessment was completed using a Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) tool. Four synthesised statements were created and involved 229 findings. Key themes were advantages and disadvantages of teleworking, parameters influencing experiences of teleworking, and the impact of Covid-induced restrictions on teleworking. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029817]Study 2: Objectives and Summary of Findings
The second study in this thesis (Chapter 3) investigated the questions “How do UK white-collar employees experience teleworking?” and “What influences UK white-collar employees’ preferences for teleworking?”. Teleworkers were interviewed about their experience of teleworking and factors impacting their teleworking preferences. Using thematic analysis, four overarching themes were generated: (a) benefits of teleworking, (b) drawbacks of teleworking, (c) adapting to teleworking, and (d) importance of voluntariness. A central theme of influence on preference for teleworking was generated and reported throughout the four themes. Participants reported an increase in preference for teleworking due to enhanced productivity and efficiency, more opportunities for training and collaborations online, and improved flexibility. However, individuals had to adapt to it first, and make a conscious effort to perceive teleworking as a positive experience. Comparatively, a decrease in preference for teleworking was associated with unmet support needs, communication challenges, and difficulty disengaging from work. Lastly, the ability to choose when and how often to engage in a teleworking arrangement was pivotal for maintaining teleworking preference.
[bookmark: _Toc154029818]Study 3: Objectives and Summary of Findings
	The third study in this thesis (Chapter 4) developed a TPP scale. The items were created based on the findings from the studies in the current thesis. The scale’s content validity, face validity, construct validity, internal reliability, and split-half reliability were established. All items included in the scale significantly predicted preference for teleworking. After the EFA analysis, the final scale consisted of four factors and 28 items overall. The scale’s factors were “Advantages of teleworking” (12 items), “Challenges of teleworking” (10 items), “Work and financial insecurity” (3 items), and “Feeling of guilt” (3 items). Thirty eight per cent of the variance in the teleworking preference was explained by the scale.

[bookmark: _Toc154029819]Comparison of the Scale Development Study with Previous Findings
[bookmark: _Toc154029820]Factors 1 and 2 
The first two factors of the TPP scale were conceptualised into benefits and challenges of teleworking due to the nature of the included items. This aligns with the literature claiming that categorising teleworking-related parameters into benefits and challenges is a comprehensive way to conceptualise them (Tremblay & Thomsin, 2012; Savić, 2020). However, contrary to the existing literature (Ingusci et al., 2023) the items measuring slower career progression in the present instrument did not show significant loadings on any of the factors. Such a result is in line with the original qualitative study (Chapter 3), where no individuals claimed that their career growth was affected by teleworking. As suggested before, it may be explained by the fact that slower career progression among teleworkers (due to limited visibility at the office) is counterbalanced by the ability to widen their professional skill set because of the time freed by teleworking, which may aid career growth. This interpretation is in line with Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1995) study, where reduced career progression was not a significant predictor for telecommuting preference. 
The factor “Advantages of teleworking” contains an item about isolation that emerged from the findings of this thesis. The meta-aggregative review (Chapter 2) found that instead of viewing isolation negatively, some individuals appreciated it due to the ability to avoid unwanted communication in the office. Similarly, in the qualitative study (Chapter 3), some participants preferred online over face-to-face interactions. This view is reflected in the item included in the final version of the scale: “When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me”. As expected, the item had a significant positive correlation with teleworking preference. This demonstrates that the qualitative findings have successfully been translated into a valid scale item. Furthermore, this is the first instrument to demonstrate that being isolated from the office can be seen as a benefit instead of being widely perceived as a disadvantage in quantitative literature (Klopotek, 2017; Ficapal-Cusí et al., 2023; Karanikas & Cauchi, 2020). 
However, the second factor covering challenges of teleworking included an item reflecting the negative effect of isolation: “When teleworking, I feel left out”. This shows that teleworking, in fact, can lead to both types of experience (positive and negative), which is in line with Mokhtarian and Salomon’s concept (1994;1995) of the same objective factor (e.g., being away from the office) being perceived as both a constraint and facilitator, depending on the person’s attitudinal characteristics. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029821]Factor 3
The third factor, which focused on work and financial insecurity, included items that addressed financial difficulties and decreased trust from supervisors. The second item of the dimension was “I have to rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs”. The item reflected that the initial living conditions of teleworkers had an impact on their work experience. Namely, those who had insufficient living space and had to rent a larger accommodation to be able to fit their teleworking set-up, were put in financial strain. This item demonstrates a novel finding and is presented in the instrument measuring teleworking preferences for the first time.
The third item of the third factor covers reduced manager trust. Conceptually, It Is unclear why the current item has loaded together with the increased teleworking expenses variable. However, one could reason that the item is indirectly associated with increased expenses, as reduced manager trust may result in a loss of a job, eventually leading to a higher financial strain. All three items of the third factor had a significant negative correlation with teleworking preference, suggesting that increased expenses and reduced supervisor trust reduce teleworking preference. 
The items concerning manager-employee relationships were based on the meta-aggregative study (Chapter 3). Particularly, support from managers was shown to be crucial for a successful teleworking experience (Madsen, 2011; Gálvez et al., 2020; Whittle & Mueller, 2009). This was reflected in the items of the TPP scale: “When teleworking, I feel my manager does not trust me” and “My manager provides less feedback when I am teleworking”, which have a significant negative correlation with teleworking preference. This provides further support that the role of the manager-employee relationships is crucial for teleworking preference formation.
[bookmark: _Toc154029822]Factor 4
The quantitative literature in the teleworking field had not previously explored a new factor involving the feeling of guilt, which was introduced in the fourth factor of the TPP scale. The dimension consists of three items associated with feeling guilty due to taking sick leave, resting, and not dedicating enough time to one’s family. However, while the Italian study (Cannito & Scavarda, 2020) found gender differences in the reasons behind the feeling of guilt (i.e., males feeling guilty due to not spending enough time with family while females feeling guilty for not being productive enough), the current study did not find significant gender differences (see Table 19). The conflicting findings between the studies may be because of the cultural dissimilarities. Namely, Italy has a significantly larger gender gap in working hours compared to the UK, with a rise in males paid working hours and a drop in females when children are born (Anxo et al., 2011; Redmond & McGuinness, 2019). Just as predicted in Chapter 2, the gender difference in the reasons behind the feeling of guilt is non-significant due to the higher levels of gender equality in the UK. 
[bookmark: _Toc154029823]Excluded Items
Giving attention to the factor associated with the voluntary nature of teleworking is essential, even though it was excluded from the analysis due to including only one item (Allen et al., 2022). Moreover, when subjected to the multiple regression analysis, it was demonstrated that the voluntariness item did not make a statistically significant independent contribution to the overall model. However, the author still recommends pursuing the development of the voluntariness subscale for several reasons. Firstly, having only one item on the subscale may have hindered the ability to detect the subscale as a significant contributing factor to the overall scale (Allen et al., 2022). Second, when correlated independently in relation to the teleworking preference, the voluntariness item showed to have a significant relationship with the teleworking preference variable. The more freedom of choice participants had in relation to adopting teleworking practices, the more likely they were to prefer teleworking. This is the first study to demonstrate that the voluntary choice of teleworking has a significant positive correlation with teleworking preference. Lastly, the original qualitative study within this thesis, showcased that participants viewed voluntariness as an aspect influencing their preference for teleworking. Hence, further exploration and refinement of the voluntariness subscale are recommended to enhance the comprehensiveness and validity of the TPP scale. 
For future studies, prior to using a “Voluntariness” subscale, it is recommended to develop additional items measuring voluntariness. Having multiple items in the subscale will provide a more comprehensive instrument and allow for an evaluation of its psychometric properties. The original item, “My employer gives me complete freedom to choose when I telework,” could act as a foundation for generating additional items, as it was created based on the original qualitative study and predicted teleworking preference significantly within the quantitative study. The fact that only one item loaded on a “Voluntariness” factor suggests that the wording of the factors must be improved. For example, the excluded item “My employer requires me to work in the office for a certain number of days per week, but I have the flexibility to choose which specific days” possesses a dual nature, making it unclear which aspect participants are answering (the requirement to work in the office or the freedom to choose specific days). Instead, future researchers could consider including reverse items, such as “My employer does not allow me to choose when I telework,” to provide a more balanced and comprehensive assessment of voluntariness (Vigil et al., 2020).
Despite a lot of items being excluded from the final version of the TPP scale, the initial pool of items has still provided insight into several hypotheses that were put forward based on the studies conducted in the current thesis. For example, when considering the implications of the studies’ findings, it was suggested that there is a potential that reduced distractions when teleworking may have an adverse effect on employees. Namely, teleworkers may become more susceptible to overworking because there is no one to remind them to take breaks.
Utilising the data from the final study (Chapter 4), decreased interruptions from colleagues (item “Teleworking allows me to avoid distractions from colleagues”) had a positive but significantly weak correlation with overworking (item “When teleworking, I overwork”), r = .22, N = 310, p ≤ .001. While these results are original to the literature, it is important to interpret them with caution. This is because the items used to measure distractions and overworking were not a part of a validated scale. Furthermore, the correlational design does not allow inferences of causation, meaning it is unclear whether reduced interruptions caused overworking or vice versa.

[bookmark: _Toc154029824]Theoretical Implications
In the earlier part of the thesis (the Discussion section, Chapter 4), the theoretical implications of developing the TPP scale were discussed. Building upon the same content, this section provides additional insights and a deeper understanding of the matter (e.g., importance of maintaining the behavioural control component when renewing the Model of Telecommuting Adoption). Through the current studies, the author offered potential updates to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption by exploring a range of new facilitators, and constraints in relation to teleworking preference. The results demonstrated that the factor solution of the present scale differs from that of Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1995) study. While the analysis of the current instrument has grouped items from different variables into benefits and challenges dimensions (apart from Factor 3 and Factor 4), the Model of Telecommuting Adoption consisted of factors that corresponded to the intended variables (e.g., the commuting benefit variable resulted in the commuting benefit subscale). In the context of this sentence, “intended variables” refers to the specific factors or aspects that the Model of Telecommuting Adoption aims to capture or measure. The potential reason behind the TPP scale grouping the factors by positive and negative predictors of teleworking instead of the intended variables, is the way the items were worded and assembled. Namely, the author of this thesis did not produce reverse-scored items that could potentially land on the same factor. Furthermore, not all variables consisted of more than one item. This should be considered when developing additional variables for the scale in the future. 
Nevertheless, the content of items retained in the TPP scale is close to that of Mokhtarian and Salomon’s study (1995). For example, the first factor of the new scale consists of items that correspond with the model’s work and travel drive (e.g., “When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress” from the TPP scale), independence and leisure drive (e.g., “Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests” from the TPP scale), and social/professional interaction constraint/facilitator (e.g., “When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues” from the TPP scale). However, the benefit of commute constraint/facilitator, household distractions constraint/facilitator, and disability and parental leave constraint/facilitator did not load significantly on any of the factors in the new scale. This was surprising, as the findings of this thesis demonstrated that participants viewed the abovementioned aspects as influential for their teleworking preference. Perhaps, the wording of the items and a low number of items per intended variable affected the results. Additionally, it is possible that the wider population did not consider those aspects crucial in predicting their preference for teleworking.
As the instrument developed in Chapter 4 established new components predicting teleworking preference, the author suggests potential amendments to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995). Namely, it is proposed to add work and financial insecurity constraint/facilitator, and feeling of guilt constraint/facilitator, which are equivalent to Factor 3 and Factor 4 of the new instrument (Chapter 4), respectively. Additionally, the job suitability constraint/facilitator presented in the study (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1995) is recommended to be removed. While some jobs may not be suitable for teleworking, in the sample used for this thesis, such jobs were excluded based on the inclusion criteria (i.e., white-collar employees with teleworking experience). Therefore, the suitability of certain jobs for teleworking is not considered an important factor in the “preference for teleworking” scale used in this study. Hence, as the instrument (Chapter 4) concerned only individuals with teleworking experience, it is proposed to remove that job suitability facilitator/constraint.
However, as Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1994) model is grounded in the social-psychological theory of attitude-behaviour relationships (Fishbein & Ajzen,1975), it is essential to maintain the components of the theory within the model. Particularly, job suitability constraint/facilitator represented the perceived behavioural control component from the theory of attitude-behaviour relationships. Perceived behavioural control is the perception of the difficulty of enacting an intended behaviour. To substitute it, it is suggested to bring the voluntariness constraint/facilitator into the model. This facilitator also assesses the extent of the behavioural control over the teleworking practice but is based on the degree of a choice an employee is given in regard to performing teleworking, rather than whether the nature of a role is suitable. It is particularly applicable to individuals, whose jobs are suited to teleworking (i.e., white-collar workers). 
Looking at the degree of voluntariness in teleworking has become important in the modern context, considering the evolving nature of teleworking during and after the lockdown. The post-lockdown teleworking holds variety of levels regarding individuals’ freedom to choose whether and when to telework (i.e., voluntariness; Jamal et al., 2022). 
This is significantly different from the pre-pandemic scenario, where teleworking was often considered a privilege and rarely forced (Donnelly & Proctor-Thomson, 2015). However, in the current environment, there are multiple cases where teleworking is forced rather than optional (Huo et al., 2023). Hence, it is crucial to measure the level of voluntariness in teleworking and incorporate it into scales that assess predictors of teleworking preferences (Jamal et al., 2022). This will provide a clearer understanding of the impact of teleworking policies on individual autonomy and job satisfaction in the modern post-lockdown world. 
	The reason why new components were conceptualised as constraints/facilitators instead of drives surrounds the characteristics required to qualify as a drive, according to Mokhtarian and Salomon (1994;1995). To name the component a drive, it must belong to the three major life decisions that determine the person’s lifestyle. Those are participation in the labour force, formation of a household, and orientation towards leisure, ideology, and travel. As the new proposed components do not belong to any of these groups, they were conceptualised as constraints/facilitators.
It is important that the suggested model components (i.e., the Model of Telecommuting combined with the new factors from the TPP scale) are tested together, before finalising the structure. Furthermore, some subscales need to be established and validated for the final model’s questionnaire to establish its psychometric properties. Namely, the voluntariness constraint/facilitator, the commute time facilitator, and the household interaction constraint/facilitator consist of a single item each, which conflicts with the guidance of psychometric testing, as a single item may not measure the complexity of a construct comprehensively (Allen et al., 2022). Adding the new constraints/facilitators may potentially increase the explanatory power of the suggested model that combining the Mokhtarian and Salomon’s (1995) subscales with the new predictors of the TPP scale.
To achieve this, the author suggests using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) as a data analysis technique. SEM is a statistical method used to examine theoretical models that illustrate how various variables influence each other. This approach is recommended because it allows for the simultaneous examination of multiple dependency relationships, which the future study is recommended to explore. In line with the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995), where at least one drive is required to occur before the constraints/facilitators can influence teleworking preference, employing SEM will assist in uncovering the underlying relationships among these components. Specifically, it will help determine whether, some drives influence teleworking preference through the facilitators and constraints. The proposed SEM model and the hypothesised direction of relationships between the components are presented in the diagram provided below (Figure 4).
[bookmark: _Toc154027940]Figure 4. The Diagram Demonstrating Potential Relationships between the Teleworking Preference Predictors and Teleworking Preference
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Note. The symbols “+” and “-“ indicate the direction of a relationship between the variables.

[bookmark: _Toc154029825]The Significance and Originality of the Work Reported in this Thesis
The research presented in the current thesis is significant and original in several ways. First, by exploring predictors of teleworking preferences, the studies in this thesis generated knowledge that may be used by employers, managers, and policymakers to understand what needs to be changed to help teleworkers prefer their working arrangement and enhance their job satisfaction, which leads to enhanced performance (Cruz et al., 2020). Each study presented in this thesis addressed issues relevant to enhancing teleworking policies. The meta-aggregation (Chapter 2) highlighted previously overlooked facets crucial to a positive teleworking experience and demonstrated that some challenges could also be viewed as benefits (e.g., avoiding unwanted communication, enjoying commute); the qualitative study (Chapter 3) offered an up-to-date overview of teleworking experiences that have shown to be somewhat different to the pre-pandemic literature (e.g., no mention of reduced promotability, some people preferring online interactions to live ones); the quantitative study (Chapter 4) statistically tested the significance of the predictive power of newly presented predictors of teleworking preference and developed a unified TPP scale (i.e., the scale involving multiple predictors of teleworking preference). 
Second, considering the lack of measurement instruments that assess constructs predicting teleworking preference as a unified instrument, this thesis offers a scale that provides companies and professionals with a tool that measures a range of factors predicting teleworking preference, assessing previously overlooked facets (e.g., feeling of guilt, work and financial insecurity). Third, a structured and thorough procedure was followed for item generation and analysis. This consisted of a narrative literature review, a systematic meta-aggregation review, and a qualitative study identifying themes relevant to teleworking preferences, against which the new scale was developed. Fourth, the studies in the current thesis enhanced a theoretical understanding of teleworking preference in a contemporary context, and during a global pandemic that changed the nature of teleworking considerably, as well as employees’ experience of it. The work also sheds a contemporary light on the value of the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995).

[bookmark: _Toc154029826]Limitations of the Work Reported in This Thesis
	As with any research, the studies reported in this thesis hold limitations that may have influenced the findings. First, the snowball sampling method used in the qualitative study (Chapter 3) might have potentially led to over- or under-representation of certain subgroups (e.g., age- or gender- based). For example, the age of the participants did not exceed 46 years, making it likely for factors specific to the teleworking experience in older age to be overlooked. This, in turn, may have prevented the TPP scale from considering additional predictors of teleworking preference and potentially enhancing the explanatory power of the instrument. Second, the quantitative part of the thesis (Chapter 4) included a limited sample size which precluded a meaningful CFA analysis. It is important to note that this was an initial exploratory cross-sectional study, and additional research is needed to be definitive about the psychometric and structural properties of this tool. Third, the financial incentive for participation in the last study could have attracted reward-seeking individuals who were motivated to complete the survey due to the chance of winning a prize draw (Resnik, 2015). This type of participant may provide inaccurate responses and rush through the questionnaire as their main goal is financial. This was likely the case in the current survey, as 313 out of 616 individuals did not pass the attention check embedded within the questionnaire. It is hoped that the attention check has aided in screening out inattentive respondents. Fourth, the thesis findings should be interpreted keeping in mind that the data were collected from UK employees only. Hence, the studies may not be widely generalised to the populations outside of the UK. Fifth, due to the cross-sectional nature of the last study, concerns may arise about the direction of the relationship between the stated teleworking preference and its predictors. That is, it is unclear whether the experiences of teleworking preceded the preference formation or if initial preference influenced how one perceived and experienced teleworking. Thus, no claims of causality between the TPP scale and the teleworking preference are made. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029827]Implications for Practice
The findings of the studies reported in this thesis provide data that could be used by professionals and policymakers to improve teleworking practices. A variety of factors was found to impact teleworking preference and experience, which must all be considered when incorporating teleworking policies to ensure equal opportunities and acknowledge individual needs and circumstances. Earlier in the thesis, implications for practice based on the meta-aggregation of qualitative empirical studies covering experiences of teleworking were presented. While holding somewhat similar content, the current recommendations are based on the original data from the last two studies (i.e., recommendations 3 to 5). Based on the findings from the current studies, the following recommendations for policymakers, managers, and employers are (cautiously) suggested. 

1. Promoting Virtual Communication 
	Teleworking involves risks of isolation, reduced trust, and missing important work-related information due to teleworking individuals being physically away from the office. These may be mitigated by maintaining enough social interaction between colleagues. Managers should help foster team relationships by allocating time for social conversations. This, in turn, will increase rapport between the colleagues, fostering feelings of belongingness and trust. Additionally, employers should consider introducing user-friendly virtual platforms where teleworkers can stay up to date with work-related agendas, as well as ask questions. This may make virtual communication more effortless and less time-consuming (compared to emails). 

2. Managerial Support
	Supportive managers play a crucial role in teleworker’s positive work experience and preference formation in relation to teleworking. To promote this, managers should respect teleworking practices and foster teleworkers’ inclusion in the non-teleworking community. Moreover, managers should provide clear expectations and detailed feedback to teleworkers to increase trust.

3. Financial Support
As additional costs negatively influence preference toward teleworking arrangements, employers are advised to reimburse employees’ home-office expenses. For example, companies could consider paying for teleworkers’ desks, chairs, and computers and instituting regular allowances for Internet and electricity bills. This recommendation is particularly relevant going forward as the cost-of-living crisis increases internationally (Jackson et al., 2023).

4. Mitigating the Feeling of Guilt
To alleviate feelings of guilt surrounding teleworking practices (e.g., when taking sick leave or resting), it is recommended that teleworking-orientated beneficial policies are conveyed to employees. Particularly, the workforce should be encouraged to take reasonable breaks during the day, stop working post-conventional working hours, and take sick leave when needed. In addition, setting key performance indicators and explicit acknowledgement when these are met for each employee may reduce the worry of not working enough as employees’ performance will be objectively measured.

5. Promoting Voluntariness
	When it comes to the freedom of choice, according to the original qualitative study, voluntariness was key for teleworking preference and positive teleworking experience. It is recommended that employers take an individual approach to each employee when considering their teleworking arrangements. Where possible, individuals should be able to choose whether to perform teleworking or not. In addition, it would be beneficial for employees to be able to arrange their teleworking schedule. This will allow individuals to feel that employers act in their best interests.

[bookmark: _Toc154029828]Implications for Future Research
It is beyond the scope of any psychological model to predict 100% of the variance in the outcome (Smedslund et al., 2022). However, considering that the present scale explained 38% of the variance in teleworking preference, leaving a part of the variance unexplained, additional dimensions and items should be explored. Nevertheless, the average explained variance in psychological models being 42%, the current model is considered to hold relatively good explanatory power (Smedslund et al., 2022). As it was found that individuals who score higher in neuroticism held more favourable attitudes towards teleworking than did emotionally stable participants (Clark et al., 2012), it may be possible that personality plays a role in forming a preference for teleworking. This will potentially produce a model with greater explanatory and predictive value. However, incorporating more components into the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) would posit a risk of making it more cumbersome and mean that the questionnaire becomes longer. The researchers in the future might want first to investigate whether different personality characteristics influence teleworking preference significantly. Specifically, the researchers could apply a cross-sectional design and run a survey involving one of the well-established measures of personality traits (e.g., the Big Five Inventory; John et al., 1991). A multiple regression analysis may be useful to explore the relationship between the predictor variables (i.e., personality traits) and teleworking preference. Based on the existing literature exploring teleworking attitudes (which precede the preference formation; Marhadi & Hendarman, 2020; Clark et al., 2012), the diagram hypothesising the relationships between the personality traits and teleworking preference was generated (see Figure 5).

[bookmark: _Toc154027941]Figure 5. The Diagram Demonstrating Potential Relationships between the Personality Traits and Teleworking Preference
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Note. The symbol “+” indicates the positive relationship between the personality trait and the teleworking preference.

After establishing the personality traits that correlate with teleworking preference significantly, the researchers might want to adapt the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995) to incorporate measures of personality traits and see whether they increase the predictive validity of the scale significantly. 
There is a clear need for further studies of the TPP scale, to establish further psychometric properties via conducting CFA, and establishing convergent and divergent validity. For example, the current measurement could be compared to the RW-B&D scale (Ingusci et al., 2023) or EWL scale (Grant et al., 2019) as they both are concerned with teleworking experiences, which is an adjacent topic to the teleworking preference predictors. The convergent and divergent validity is measured using correlation tests. Namely, to demonstrate a convergent validity, there must be a significant positive relationship between the factors measuring similar constructs (e.g., benefits of teleworking subscale and teleworking advantages subscale). On the other hand, to demonstrate a divergent validity, there should not be a significant relationship between the factors that measure different constructs (e.g., benefits of teleworking and challenges of teleworking). When it comes to CFA, future studies will need a larger sample size to have adequate numbers against which to investigate the structure of the scale. For example, for a sample size to be considered excellent, a number of at least 1000 participants is recommended (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Kyriazos, 2018). 
In addition, it is recommended to create a new pool of items measuring voluntariness to create a subscale with more than one item. The fact that only one item loaded on the voluntariness factor suggests that the wording of the factors must be improved. Even though, when analysed via the multiple regression analysis, it was demonstrated that the voluntariness item did not make a statistically significant independent contribution to the overall model, the author still suggests developing the voluntariness subscale in future research, for a number of reasons (i.e., significant bi-variate correlation with teleworking preference, participants’ reports of the voluntariness influence on teleworking preference in the original qualitative study, a single item scale hindering the ability to detect significant independent contribution to the model).
To adequately test the renewed conceptual model, it is recommended for future research to analyse Mokhtarian and Salomon’s model (1994; 1995) in combination with the new factors from the TPP scale , suggested by this thesis. Namely, the work and financial insecurity constraint/facilitator, feeling of guilt constraint/facilitator, and voluntariness constraint/facilitator could be added. Moreover, increasing the number of items in the commute time facilitator, and household interaction constraint/facilitator is necessary to create valid and reliable measurements of those variables. It would be insightful to see whether the new components enhance the explanatory power of the model significantly.
Lastly, consideration needs to be given to exploring the difference in promotability between office workers and teleworkers. The findings of this thesis point in the direction of reduced promotability being less pronounced in teleworkers, as none of the teleworking participants mentioned experiencing slower career progression (Chapter 3), and neither did the variable assessing reduced progression load significantly on any of the factors of the TPP scale. As such findings contradict past literature (Khalifa & Davidson, 2000; Golden et al., 2017; Bloom et al., 2015), it would be useful to measure actual career development, by assessing changes in the job titles or positions over time, in teleworkers versus office workers post-pandemic. 

[bookmark: _Toc154029829]Conclusion
The recent popularity of teleworking practices is causing the downsizing of office spaces provided by companies (Sidders, 2023). This puts those who prefer to work from an office at a risk of adverse well-being and work-related outcomes. This thesis investigated factors predicting preference for teleworking to help provide professionals and policymakers with the knowledge of what aspects need changing for teleworkers to become happier with their work arrangements. This thesis aimed to explore aspects influencing teleworking preference in UK white-collar employees and to develop a valid and reliable scale for measuring teleworking preference predictors. Lastly, the thesis aimed to enhance the conceptual understanding by determining new drives or constraints/facilitators to be added to the Model of Telecommuting Adoption (Mokhtarian & Salomon, 1994; 1995).
	The present studies have provided valuable insights into factors influencing teleworking preference in a contemporary era involving an evolving post-lockdown working environment and filling existing theoretical knowledge gaps. The meta-aggregative review shed light on previously overlooked parameters that were central to teleworking experience (e.g., perceived beneficial commute, preferring online interaction to face-to-face). The qualitative study provided updated findings on teleworking experiences as well as an insight into aspects influencing teleworking preferences (e.g., feeling of guilt, voluntariness). Based on the findings from the studies, the TPP scale was developed and validated. Lastly, the renewed conceptual model of teleworking preference formation was proposed. The thesis provides recommendations for professionals and policymakers to enhance teleworking practices and lays the groundwork for further discussion in the under-researched area of preference formation. 
	This thesis is one of the first to explore the factors influencing teleworking preferences as well as to develop a unified scale measuring these. The novel findings suggest that teleworking preference is increased via saved costs and time, reduced stress, increased productivity, avoidance of unwanted social situations, ability to pursue personal interests, and voluntariness. Teleworking preference is decreased via communication difficulties, reduced trust, lack of financial support from employers, and feelings of guilt. To finalise the scale structure and establish its further validity, additional research is needed. Lastly, there is a need to test the new proposed conceptual model.





[bookmark: _Toc154029830]References
Ahrendt, D., Cabrita, J., Clerici, E., Hurley, J., Leončikas, T., Mascherini, M., Riso, S., & Sándor, E. (2020). Living, working and COVID-19. Publications Office of the European Union. https://policycommons.net/artifacts/1845186/living-working-and-covid-19/2589288/
Allen, M. S., Iliescu, D., & Greiff, S. (2022). Single item measures in psychological science. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 38(1), 1-5.
Andreev, P., Salomon, I., & Pliskin, N. (2010). State of teleactivities. Transportation Research Part C: Emerging Technologies, 18(1), 3-20.
Ansong, E., & Boateng, R. (2018). Organisational adoption of telecommuting: Evidence from a developing country. The Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing Countries, 84(1), 12008-12023.
Anxo, D., Mencarini, L., Pailhé, A., Solaz, A., Tanturri, M. L., & Flood, L. (2011). Gender differences in time use over the life course in France, Italy, Sweden, and the US. Feminist Economics, 17(3), 159-195. https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2011.582822
Asatiani, A., & Penttinen, E. (2019). Constructing continuities in virtual work environments: A multiple case study of two firms with differing degrees of virtuality. Information Systems Journal, 29(2), 484-513.
Asatiani, A., & Penttinen, E. (2019). Constructing continuities in virtual work environments: A multiple case study of two firms with differing degrees of virtuality. Information Systems Journal, 29(2), 484-513. https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12217
Ashforth, B. E., Kreiner, G. E., & Fugate, M. (2000). All in a day’s work: Boundaries and micro role transitions. Academy of Management Review, 25(3), 472-491.
Auxier, B., & Anderson, M. (2021). Social media use in 2021. Pew Research Center, 1, 1-4.
Aziz-Ur-Rehman, M., & Siddiqui, D. A. (2019). Relationship between Flexible Working Arrangements and Job Satisfaction Mediated by Work-Life Balance: Evidence from Public Sector Universities Employees of Pakistan. International Journal of Human Resource Studies, 10(1), 1-38.
Babapour Chafi, M., Hultberg, A., & Bozic Yams, N. (2022). Post-pandemic office work: Perceived challenges and opportunities for a sustainable work environment. Sustainability, 14(1), 294-314.
Bagley, M. N., & Mokhtarian, P. L. (1997). Analysing the preference for non-exclusive forms of telecommuting: tilizing and policy implications. Transportation, 24(3), 203-226.
Bailey, D. E., & Kurland, N. B. (2002). A review of telework research: Findings, new directions, and lessons for the study of modern work. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organisational Psychology and Behavior, 23(4), 383-400.
Barbour, N., Menon, N., & Mannering, F. (2021). A statistical assessment of work-from-home participation during different stages of the COVID-19 pandemic. Transportation Research Interdisciplinary Perspectives, 11, 100441-100465.
Baruch, Y. (2001). The status of research on teleworking and an agenda for future research. International Journal of Management Reviews, 3(2), 113-129.
Basso, J. (1999). Stepping up to assume greater organisational leadership: How public relations professionals are poised to lead the telecommuting charge in the new millennium. Journal of Leadership Studies, 5(3), 114-128.
Bellmann, L., & Hübler, O. (2020). Job Satisfaction and Work-Life Balance: Differences between Homework and Work at the Workplace of the Company. IZA Journal of Labour Economics, 13504, 1-34.
Belzunegui-Eraso, A., & Erro-Garcés, A. (2020). Teleworking in the Context of the Covid-19 Crisis. Sustainability, 12(9), 36-62.
Berinsky, A. J., Margolis, M. F., & Sances, M. W. (2014). Separating the shirkers from the workers? Making sure respondents pay attention on self‐administered surveys. American Journal of Political Science, 58(3), 739-753.
Betchoo, N. K. (2020). Evaluating the Prospect of Teleworking in Mauritian Society in the Light of COVID-19 Pandemic. Middle East Journal of Applied Science & Technology, 3(4), 69-80.
Beňo, M. (2021). The advantages and disadvantages of E-working: An examination using an ALDINE analysis. Emerging Science Journal, 5(1), 11-20.
Bleijenbergh, I., Peters, P., Poutsma, E., den Dulk, L., & de Ruijter, J. (2010). May I work from home? Views of the employment relationship reflected in line managers’ telework attitudes in six financial‐sector organisations. Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion: An International Journal, 29(5), 517-531.
Bloom, N., Liang, J., Roberts, J., & Ying, Z. J. (2015). Does working from home work? Evidence from a Chinese experiment. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 130(1), 165-218.
Boateng, G. O., Neilands, T. B., Frongillo, E. A., Melgar-Quiñonez, H. R., & Young, S. L. (2018). Best practices for developing and validating scales for health, social, and behavioral research: a primer. Frontiers in Public Health, 6, 149-167.
Bonett, D. G. (2002). Sample size requirements for testing and estimating coefficient alpha. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 27(4), 335-340.
Boynton, P. M., & Greenhalgh, T. (2004). Selecting, designing, and developing your questionnaire. British Medical Journal, 328(7451), 1312-1315.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101.
British Psychological Society. (2018). Code of Ethics and Conduct. https://www.bps.org.uk/sites/www.bps.org.uk/files/Policy/Policy%20-%20Files/BPS%20Code%20of%20Ethics%20and%20Conduct%20%28Updated%20July%202018%29.pdf.
Broom, D. (2021, 21 July). Home or office? Survey Shows opinions about work after COVID-19. https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2021/07/back-to-office-or-work-from-home-survey/
Bybee, J., & Quiles, Z. N. (1998). Guilt and mental health. Guilt and children. Academic Press.
Cai, Y., & Mehari, Y. (2015). The use of institutional theory in higher education research. Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
Campo, A. M. D. V., Avolio, B., & Carlier, S. I. (2021). The relationship between telework, job performance, work–life balance and family supportive supervisor behaviours in the context of COVID-19. Global Business Review, 9(72), 150-168.
Cannito, M., & Scavarda, A. (2020). Childcare and Remote Work during the COVID-19 Pandemic. Ideal Worker Model, Parenthood and Gender Inequalities in Italy. Italian Sociological Review, 10(3), 801-820.
Caparrós Ruiz, A. (2022). Factors determining teleworking before and during COVID-19: some evidence from Spain and Andalusia. Applied Economic Analysis, 30(90), 196-212.
Carillo, K., Cachat-Rosset, G., Marsan, J., Saba, T., & Klarsfeld, A. (2021). Adjusting to epidemic-induced telework: Empirical insights from teleworkers in France. European Journal of Information Systems, 30(1), 69-88.
Carreri, A., & Dordoni, A. (2020). Academic and Research Work from Home During the COVID-19 Pandemic in Italy: A Gender Perspective. Italian Sociological Review, 10, 821-845.
Caruana, E. J., Roman, M., Hernández-Sánchez, J., & Solli, P. (2015). Longitudinal studies. Journal of Thoracic Disease, 7(11), E537-E554.
Chakrabartty, S. N. (2013). Best split-half and maximum reliability. Journal of Research & Method in Education, 3(1), 1-8.
Chavez, C. (2008). Conceptualizing from the inside: Advantages, complications, and demands on insider positionality. The Qualitative Report, 13(3), 474-494. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2008.1589
Child, D. (2006). The essentials of factor analysis. A&C Black.
Chuttur, M. Y. (2009). Overview of the technology acceptance model: Origins, developments, and future directions. Working Papers on Information Systems, 9(37), 9-37.
Chyung, S. Y., Roberts, K., Swanson, I., & Hankinson, A. (2017). Evidence‐based survey design: The use of a midpoint on the Likert scale. Performance Improvement, 56(10), 15-23.
Cianconi, P., Betrò, S., & Janiri, L. (2020). The impact of climate change on mental health: a systematic descriptive review. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 11, 74.
Clark, D. (2022, 16 November). Percentage of adults that have worked from home or travelled to work at some point in the previous seven days in Great Britain. https://www.statista.com/statistics/1207746/coronavirus-working-location-trends-britain/
Clark, L. A., Karau, S. J., & Michalisin, M. D. (2012). Telecommuting attitudes and the ‘big five’ personality dimensions. Journal of Management Policy and Practice, 13(3), 31-46.
Clarke, V., & Braun, V. (2013). Successful qualitative research: A practical guide for beginners. Sage Publications.
Coban, S. (2021). Gender and telework: Work and family experiences of teleworking professional, middle‐class, married women with children during the Covid‐19 pandemic in Turkey. Gender, Work & Organisation, 31, 1-15.
Collins, A. M., Cartwright, S., & Hislop, D. (2013). Homeworking: Negotiating the psychological contract. Human Resource Management Journal, 23(2), 211-225.
Collins, A. M., Hislop, D., & Cartwright, S. (2016). Social support in the workplace between teleworkers, office‐based colleagues, and supervisors. New Technology, Work and Employment, 31(2), 161-175.
Comrey, A. L. (1988). Factor-Analytic Methods of Scale Development in Personality and Clinical Psychology. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 56, 754-761.
Comrey, A. L., & Lee, H. B. (1992). A First Course in Factor Analysis. Lawrence Eribaum Associates.
Contreras, F., Baykal, E., & Abid, G. (2020). E-leadership and teleworking in times of COVID-19 and beyond: What we know and where do we go. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 1-11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.590271
Coronavirus and homeworking in the UK. (2020, April). https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/coronavirusandhomeworkingintheuk/april2020
Courtney, E., Blackburn, D., & Reuber, M. (2021). Neurologists’ perceptions of utilising tele-neurology to practice remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic. Patient Education and Counseling, 104(3), 452-459.
Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches. Sage publications.
Critical Appraisal Skills Programme Qualitative Checklist. (2018). https://casp-uk.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/CASP-Qualitative-Checklist-2018.pdf
Crombie, I. K. (2022). The pocket guide to critical appraisal. John Wiley & Sons.
Cruz Carvalho, A., Riana, I. G., & Soares, A. D. C. (2020). Motivation on job satisfaction and employee performance. International research journal of management, IT, and social sciences, 7(5), 13-23.
Curran, P. G. (2016). Methods for the detection of carelessly invalid responses in survey data. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66, 4-19.
Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information technology. Management Information Systems Quarterly, 13(3), 319-340.
DeVellis, R. F., & Thorpe, C. T. (2021). Scale development: Theory and applications. Sage publications.
De Vries, H., Tummers, L., & Bekkers, V. (2019). The benefits of teleworking in the public sector: reality or rhetoric? Review of Public Personnel Administration, 39(4), 570-593.
Donnelly, N., & Proctor‐Thomson, S. B. (2015). Disrupted work: home‐based teleworking (HbTW) in the aftermath of a natural disaster. New Technology, Work and Employment, 30(1), 47-61.
Druckman, J. N., & Lupia, A. (2000). Preference formation. Annual Review of Political Science, 3(1), 1-24.
Duxbury, L., & Neufeld, D. (1999). An empirical evaluation of the impacts of telecommuting on intra-organizational communication. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 16(1), 1-28.
Dyer, J. S., & Jia, J. (2013). Preference theory. Encyclopedia of operations research and management science, 32, 1156-1159.
Eccles, J. S., Jacobs, J. E., & Harold, R. D. (1990). Gender role stereotypes, expectancy effects, and parents’ socialisation of gender differences. Journal of Social Issues, 46(2), 183-201.
Elbaz, S., Richards, J. B., & Provost Savard, Y. (2022). Teleworking and work–life balance during the COVID-19 pandemic: A scoping review. Canadian Psychology. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/cap0000330
Ennis, L. A. (2005). The evolution of technostress. Computers in Libraries, 25(8), 10-12.
Eurofound (2020). Living, working and COVID-19, COVID-19 series. Publications Office of the European Union.
Fairweather, N. B. (1999). Surveillance in employment: The case of teleworking. Journal of Business Ethics, 22(1), 39-49.
Fedakova, D., & Ištoňová, L. (2017). Slovak IT-employees and new ways of working: Impact on work-family borders and work-family balance. Ceskoslovenska Psychologie, 61(1), 68-83.
Feldman, D. C., & Gainey, T. W. (1997). Patterns of telecommuting and their consequences: Framing the research agenda. Human Resource Management Review, 7(4), 369-388.
Feleen, F., & David, A. (2021). A comparative study of work from home vs work from office: Preference of women employees in it industry. Design Engineering, 7(1), 5763-5775.
Fennel, A. (2023, July). Teleworking Statistics UK. https://standout-cv.com/remote-working-statistics-uk#remote-employers
Fernemark, H., Skagerström, J., Seing, I., Ericsson, C., & Nilsen, P. (2020). Digital consultations in Swedish primary health care: a qualitative study of physicians’ job control, demand, and support. BMC Family Practice, 21(1), 1-11.
Ficapal-Cusí, P., Torrent-Sellens, J., Palos-Sanchez, P., & González-González, I. (2023). The telework performance dilemma: exploring the role of trust, social isolation, and fatigue. International Journal of Manpower. Manuscript in proceedings. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-08-2022-0363
Finlay, L. (2021). Thematic analysis:: the ‘good’, the ‘bad’and the ‘ugly’. European Journal for Qualitative Research in Psychotherapy, 11, 103-116.
Fishbein, M, & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behaviour: An introduction to theory and research. Addison-Wesley.
Flemming, K. (2007). Synthesis of qualitative research and evidence-based nursing. British Journal of Nursing, 16(10), 616-620. http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/ebn.10.3.68
Flick, U. (2014). Challenges for qualitative inquiry as a global endeavor: Introduction to the special issue. Qualitative Inquiry, 20(9), 1059-1063.
Fonner, K. L., & Roloff, M. E. (2010). Why teleworkers are more satisfied with their jobs than are office-based workers: When less contact is beneficial. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 38(4), 336-361.
Fonner, K. L., & Stache, L. C. (2012). All in a day’s work, at home: Teleworkers’ management of micro role transitions and the work–home boundary. New Technology, Work and Employment, 27(3), 242-257.
Gainey, T. W., Kelley, D. E., & Hill, J. A. (1999). Telecommuting’s impact on corporate culture and individual workers: Examining the effect of employee isolation. SAM Advanced Management Journal, 64(4), 4.
Gajendran, R. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad, and the unknown about telecommuting: meta-analysis of psychological mediators and individual consequences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(6), 1524-1541. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1524
Garwood, D. A., & Poole, A. H. (2021, March). Case Study on COVID-19 and Archivists’ Information Work. International Conference on Information, 12646, 348-357. https://eprints.gla.ac.uk/287299/
Giovanis, E. (2019). Do the flexible employment arrangements increase job satisfaction and employee loyalty? Evidence from Bayesian networks and instrumental variables. International Journal of Computational Economics and Econometrics, 9(2), 84-115.
Golden, T. (2007). Coworkers who telework and the impact on those in the office: Understanding the implications of virtual work for coworker satisfaction and turnover intentions. Human Relations, 60(11), 1641-1667.
Golden, T. D., & Veiga, J. F. (2005). The impact of extent of telecommuting on job satisfaction: Resolving inconsistent findings. Journal of Management, 31(2), 301-318.
Golden, T., Eddleston, K. A., & Powell, G. N. (2017). The impact of teleworking on career success: A signaling-based view. Academy of Management Proceedings, 1, 14757.
Grant, C. A., Wallace, L. M., & Spurgeon, P. C. (2013). An exploration of the psychological factors affecting remote e‐worker’s job effectiveness, well-being, and work‐life balance. Employee Relations, 35(5), 527-546.
Grant, C. A., Wallace, L. M., Spurgeon, P. C., Tramontano, C., & Charalampous, M. (2019). Construction and initial validation of the E-Work Life Scale to measure remote e-working. Employee Relations, 41(1), 16-33.
Greene, M. J. (2014). On the inside looking in: Methodological insights and challenges in conducting qualitative insider research. The Qualitative Report, 19(29), 1-13.
Guadagnoli, E., & Velicer, W. F. (1988). Relation of Sample Size to the Stability of Component Patterns. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 265-275.
Gualano, M. R., Santoro, P. E., Borrelli, I., Rossi, M. F., Amantea, C., Daniele, A., & Moscato, U. (2023). TelewoRk-RelAted stress (TERRA), psychological and physical strain of working from home during the COVID-19 pandemic: a systematic review. Workplace Health & Safety, 71(2), 58-67.
Guest, D. E. (2002). Perspectives on the study of work-life balance. Social Science Information, 41(2), 255-279.
Gálvez, A., Tirado, F., & Martínez, M. J. (2020). Work–life balance, organisations, and social sustainability: Analysing female telework in Spain. Sustainability, 12(9), 3567.
Haddad, H., Lyons, G., & Chatterjee, K. (2009). An examination of determinants influencing the desire for and frequency of part-day and whole-day homeworking. Journal of Transport Geography, 17(2), 124-133.
Haddon, L., & Brynin, M. (2005). The character of telework and the characteristics of teleworkers. New Technology, Work and Employment, 20(1), 34-46.
Hannes, K., & Pearson, A. (2012). Obstacles to the implementation of evidence-based practice in Belgium: a worked example of meta-aggregation. John Wiley & Sons.
Hauser, D. J., & Schwarz, N. (2016). Attentive Turkers: Mturk participants perform better on online attention checks than do subject pool participants. Behavior Research Methods, 48, 400-407.
Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation tilizing. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43, 115-135.
Hill, E. J., Miller, B. C., Weiner, S. P., & Colihan, J. (1998). Influences of the virtual office on aspects of work and work/life balance. Personnel Psychology, 51(3), 667-683.
Hoeven, C. L., & Van Zoonen, W. (2015). Flexible work designs and employee well-being: Examining the effects of resources and demands. New Technology, Work and Employment, 30(3), 237-255. https://doi.org/10.1111/ntwe.12052
Holland, S. J., Simpson, K. M., Dalal, R. S., & Vega, R. P. (2016). I can’t steal from a coworker if I work from home: Conceptual and measurement-related issues associated with studying counterproductive work behavior in a telework setting. Human Performance, 29(3), 172-190.
Hossain, M. S., & Fatmi, M. R. (2022). Modelling the adoption of autonomous vehicle: How historical experience inform the future preference. Travel Behaviour and Society, 26, 57-66.
Howland, M., Tennant, M., Bowen, D. J., Bauer, A. M., Fortney, J. C., Pyne, J. M., & Cerimele, J. M. (2021). Psychiatrist and Psychologist Experiences with Telehealth and Remote Collaborative Care in Primary Care: A Qualitative Study. The Journal of Rural Health, 37(4), 780-787.
Huang, J. L., Bowling, N. A., Liu, M., & Li, Y. (2015). Detecting insufficient effort responding with an infrequency scale: Evaluating validity and participant reactions. Journal of Business and Psychology, 30, 299-311.
Huo, W., Gong, J., Xing, L., Tam, K. L., & Kuai, H. (2023). Voluntary versus involuntary telecommuting and employee innovative behaviour: A daily diary study. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 34(15), 2876-2900.
Igbaria, M., & Guimaraes, T. (1999). Exploring differences in employee turnover intentions and its determinants among telecommuters and non-telecommuters. Journal of management information systems, 16(1), 147-164.
Ingusci, E., Signore, F., Cortese, C. G., Molino, M., Pasca, P., & Ciavolino, E. (2023). Development and validation of the Teleworking Benefits & Disadvantages scale. Quality & Quantity, 57(2), 1159-1183.
Iscan, O. F., & Naktiyok, A. (2005). Attitudes towards telecommuting: the Turkish case. Journal of Information Technology, 20(1), 52-63.
Ismail, F. D., Kadar Hamsa, A. A., & Mohamed, M. Z. (2019). Modelling the effects of factors on the stated preference towards telecommuting in IIUM campus, Gombak. International Journal of Urban Sciences, 23(1), 122-147.
Jackson, S. E., Cox, S., Shahab, L., & Brown, J. (2023). Impact of the cost-of-living crisis on the nature of attempts to stop smoking and to reduce alcohol consumption in Great Britain: A representative population survey, 2021–2022. Plos One, 18(5), e0286183- e0286201.
Jamal, M. T., Anwar, I., & Khan, N. A. (2022). Voluntary part-time and mandatory full-time telecommuting: a comparative longitudinal analysis of the impact of managerial, work, and individual characteristics on job performance. International Journal of Manpower, 43(6), 1316-1337.
Jex, S. M., Beehr, T. A., & Roberts, C. K. (1992). The meaning of occupational stress items to survey respondents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77(5), 623.
Jhair, S. U. C. (2021). Remote work and teleworking as a new work scenario implemented in public management: A literature review. Turkish Journal of Computer and Mathematics Education, 12(13), 1052-1060. https://turcomat.org/index.php/turkbilmat/article/view/8595
Joanna Briggs Institute. (2014). Joanna Briggs Institute reviewers’ manual 2014 edition. Adelaide. https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL
John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). Big five inventory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 729-750.
Joice, W. (2000). The evolution of telework in the federal government. General Services Administration.
Jones, A. M., Fan, J., Thomas-Olson, L., Zhang, W., & McLeod, C. B. (2022). Determinants of healthcare employee preference to continue teleworking after the COVID-19 pandemic: a cross-sectional study using hierarchical regression. MedRxiv, 19, 2022-2027.
Kaluza, A. J., & van Dick, R. (2022). Telework at times of a pandemic: The role of voluntariness in the perception of disadvantages of telework. Current Psychology, 7, 1-12.
Karanikas, N., & Cauchi, J. (2020). Literature review on parameters related to Work-From-Home (WFH) arrangements. CRICOS, 213, 4-28.
Katmara, F. (2021, April). Returning to the workplace after lockdown: how to handle anxiety. https://www.bupa.co.uk/newsroom/ourviews/return-to-work-anxiety
Kelly, S. E., Bourgeault, I., & Dingwall, R. (2010). Qualitative interviewing techniques and styles. SAGE.
Khalifa, M., & Davison, R. (2000). Exploring the telecommuting paradox. Communications of the ACM, 43(3), 29-31.
Khorsand, P. N. N. H., & Peráček, T. (2023). Home Office—Benefit for Employer or Employee? Developments in Information and Knowledge Management Systems for Business Applications, 7, 349-373.
Konradt, U., Hertel, G., & Schmook, R. (2003). Quality of management by objectives, task-related stressors, and non-task-related stressors as predictors of stress and job satisfaction among teleworkers. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 12(1), 61-79.
Koustelios, A. D., Karabatzaki, D., & Kousteliou, I. (2004). Autonomy and job satisfaction for a sample of Greek teachers. Psychological Reports, 95(3), 883-886.
Kraut, R. E. (1989). Telecommuting: the trade‐offs of home work. Journal of Communication, 39(3), 19-47.
Krosnick, J. A., Holbrook, A. L., Berent, M. K., Carson, R. T., Michael Hanemann, W., Kopp, R. J., ... & Conaway, M. (2002). The impact of” no opinion” response options on data quality: non-attitude reduction or an invitation to satisfice?. Public Opinion Quarterly, 66(3), 371-403.
Kurland, N. B., & Cooper, C. D. (2002). Manager control and employee isolation in telecommuting environments. The Journal of High Technology Management Research, 13(1), 107-126.
Kwon, S., & Park, A. (2022). Understanding user responses to the COVID-19 pandemic on Twitter from a terror management theory perspective: Cultural differences among the US, UK, and India. Computers in Human Behavior, 128, 107-127.
Kyriazos, T. A. (2018). Applied psychometrics: sample size and sample power considerations in factor analysis (EFA, CFA) and SEM in general. Psychology, 9(08), 2207-2231
Kłopotek, M. (2017). The advantages and disadvantages of teleworking from the perspective of young employees. Organizacja I Zarządzanie: kwartalnik naukowy, 26, 39-49.
Labrado Antolín, M., Rodríguez-Ruiz, Ó., & Fernández Menéndez, J. (2022). A time after time effect in telework: an explanation of willingness to telework and self-reported productivity. International Journal of Manpower. Manuscript in proceedings. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-05-2022-0238
Lakhan, R., Agrawal, A., & Sharma, M. (2020). Prevalence of depression, anxiety, and stress during COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Neurosciences in Rural Practice, 11(04), 519-525.
Langa, G. Z., & Conradie, D. P. (2003). Perceptions and attitudes with regard to teleworking among public sector officials in Pretoria: applying the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). South African Journal for Communication Theory and Research, 29(1), 280-296.
Lawshe, C. H. (1975). A quantitative approach to content validity. Personnel Psychology, 28(4), 563-575.
Lescarret, C., Lemercier, C., & Le Floch, V. (2022). Coworking spaces vs. home: Does employees' experience of the negative aspects of working from home predict their intention to telework in a coworking space?. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1079691.
Lewis, R. A. (2013). The influence of information technology on telework: The experiences of teleworkers and their non-teleworking colleagues in a French public administration. International Journal of Information and Education Technology, 3(1), 32.
Liu, J. (2020, 1 December). 3 in 4 workers want to return to an office in the future—here’s how they expect the workplace to change. https://www.cnbc.com/2020/12/01/3-in-4-workers-want-to-return-to-an-office-in-the-future.html
Locke, E. A. (1976). The nature and causes of job satisfaction. In M. D. Dunnette (Ed.), Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (pp. 1297–1343). Rand McNally.
Lockwood, C., Munn, Z., & Porritt, K. (2015). Qualitative research synthesis: methodological guidance for systematic reviewers utilizing meta-aggregation. JBI Evidence Implementation, 13(3), 179-187. https://doi.org/10.1097/XEB.0000000000000062
Lott, Y. (2020). Does flexibility help employees switch off from work? Flexible working-time arrangements and cognitive work-to-home spillover for women and men in Germany. Social Indicators Research, 151(2), 471-494.
Lounsbury, M., & Zhao, E. Y. (2013). Neo-institutional theory. Oxford University Press.
MacCallum, R. C., Widaman, K. F., Zhang, S., & Hong, S. (1999). Sample Size in Factor Analysis. Psychological Methods, 4, 84-99.
Madsen, S. R. (2011). The Benefits, Challenges, and Implications of Teleworking: A Literature Review. Culture & Religion Review Journal, 1, 148-158.
Makwana, K., & Dave, D. (2020). Work From Home: Experiences and Future Challenges-Indian Perspectives from Pandemic Coronavirus and Consequent Lockdown. Gurukul Business Review, 16, 76-91.
Mann, S., Varey, R., & Button, W. (2000). An exploration of the emotional impact of tele‐working via computer‐mediated communication. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 15(7), 668-690.
Marhadi, A. B., & Hendarman, A. F. (2020). Identifying the Relationship between The Big Five Personality Traits and Attitudes towards Teleworking of Generation Z. American International Journal of Business Management, 3(7), 76-85. 
Mariya, B., & Qingyu, X. (2021). Honest distant education: do expectations differ from reality? The viewpoint of freshmen. Interactive Learning Environments, 24, 1-11.
Martinez Sanchez, A., Pérez Pérez, M., de Luis Carnicer, P., & José Vela Jiménez, M. (2007). Teleworking and workplace flexibility: a study of impact on firm performance. Personnel Review, 36(1), 42-64.
Maruyama, T., & Tietze, S. (2012). From anxiety to assurance: Concerns and outcomes of telework. Personnel Review, 41(4), 450-469.
McNaughton, D., Rackensperger, T., Dorn, D., & Wilson, N. (2014). “ Home is at work and work is at home”: Telework and individuals who use augmentative and alternative communication. Work, 48(1), 117-126.
Mccloskey, D. W., Igbaria, M., & Parasuraman, S. (1998). The work experiences of professional men and women who telecommute: convergence or divergence? Journal of Organizational and End User Computing, 10(4), 15-22.
Mehdi, T., & Morissette, R. (2021). Working from home in Canada: What have we learned so far? Statistics Canada.
Messenger, J. C. (2019). Telework in the 21st Century: An Evolutionary Perspective. Edward Elgar Publishing.
Miller, G. A. (1956). The magical number seven, plus or minus two: Some limits on our capacity for processing information. Psychological Review, 63(2), 81.
Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & The PRISMA Group (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. Annals of Internal Medicine, 151, 264–269. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
Mokhtarian, P. L., & Salomon, I. (1994). Modeling the choice of telecommuting: Setting the context. Environment and Planning A, 26(5), 749-766. https://doi.org/10.1068/a260749
Mokhtarian, P. L., & Salomon, I. (1995). Modeling the preference for telecommuting: measuring attitudes and other variables. UCTC, 293, 1-44. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/2kn111m8
Morris, R., Hickey, A., Del Din, S., Godfrey, A., Lord, S., & Rochester, L. (2017). A model of free-living gait: A factor analysis in Parkinson’s disease. Gait & Posture, 52, 68-71. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2016.11.024
Muralidhar, B., Prasad, D. K., & Rao, M. (2020). Association among Teleworking Concerns and Challenges on Employee Work-Life Balance: An Empirical Study Using Multiple Regression Analysis with Reference to International Agricultural Research Institute, Hyderabad. International Journal of Advanced Research in Engineering and Technology, 11(6), 281-297.
Nvivo. (2018). Qualitative data analysis Software. QSR International Pty Ltd. Version 12.
Nadler, J. T., Weston, R., & Voyles, E. C. (2015). Stuck in the middle: the use and interpretation of mid-points in items on questionnaires. The Journal of General Psychology, 142(2), 71-89.
Nguyen, M. H., & Armoogum, J. (2021). Perception and preference for home-based telework in the covid-19 era: A gender-based analysis in Hanoi, Vietnam. Sustainability, 13(6), 3179.
Nilles, J. M., & Gray, P. (1975). Telecommuting-a possible transport substitute. Logistics and Transportation Review, 11(2), 185-192.
Nkansah, B. K. (2011). On the Kaiser-meier-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy. Math. Theory Model, 8, 52-76
Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory. McGraw-Hill.
O’Neill, T. A., Hambley, L. A., Greidanus, N. S., MacDonnell, R., & Kline, T. J. (2009). Predicting teleworker success: An exploration of personality, motivational, situational, and job characteristics. New Technology, Work and Employment, 24(2), 144-162.
Office for National Statistics. (2022). Is hybrid working here to stay? Office for National Statistics. https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/ishybridworkingheretostay/2022-05-23
Office for National Statistics. (2023, 13 February). Characteristics of homeworkers, Great Britain: September 2022 to January 2023. https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/characteristicsofhomeworkersgreatbritain/september2022tojanuary2023
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Employment: Time spent in paid and unpaid work, by sex. (2023). https://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?queryid=54757
Oygür, I., Karahan, E. E., & Göçer, Ö. (2022). Hybrid Workplace: Activity–based office Design in a Post–pandemic Era. Journal of Interior Design, 47(3), 3-10.
O’Keefe, D. J. (1990). Persuasion: Theory and Research. Sage.
Palumbo, R. (2020). Let me go to the office! An investigation into the side effects of working from home on work-life balance. International Journal of Public Sector Management, 33(7), 771-790.
Pearson, A. (2004). Balancing the evidence: incorporating the synthesis of qualitative data into systematic reviews. Joanna Briggs Institute Reports, 2(2), 45-64. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1479-6988.2004.00008.x
Pearson, A., Rittenmeyer, L., & Robertson-Malt, S. (2011). Synthesizing qualitative evidence. Lippincott Wiliams & Wilkins.
Peters, P., & Heusinkveld, S. (2010). Institutional explanations for managers’ attitudes towards telehomeworking. Human Relations, 63(1), 107-135.
Peters, P., Tijdens, K. G., & Wetzels, C. (2004). Employees’ opportunities, preferences, and practices in telecommuting adoption. Information & Management, 41(4), 469-482.
Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2010). Generalization in quantitative and qualitative research: Myths and strategies. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 47(11), 1451-1458. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2010.06.004
Popovici, V., & Popovici, A. L. (2020). Teleworking revolution: Current opportunities and challenges for organizations. Ovidius University Annals: Economic Sciences Series, 20, 468-472.
Putro, S. S., & Riyanto, S. (2020). How Asian sandwich generation managing stress in telecommuting during Covid-19 pandemic. International Journal of Scientific Research and Engineering Development, 3(3), 485-92. https://www.academia.edu/43329132/How_Asian_Sandwich_Generation_Managing_Stress_in_Telecommuting_during_Covid-19_Pandemic
Raghuram, S., & Wiesenfeld, B. (2004). Work‐nonwork conflict and job stress among virtual workers. Human Resource Management, 43(3), 259-277.
Raykov, T., & Marcoulides, G. A. (2011). Introduction to psychometric theory. Routledge.
Redmond, P., & McGuinness, S. (2019). The gender wage gap in Europe: Job preferences, gender convergence and distributional effects. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, 81(3), 564-587.
Reise, S. P., Waller, N. G., & Comrey, A. L. (2000). Factor analysis and scale revision. Psychological assessment, 12(3), 287.
Resnik, D. B. (2015). Bioethical issues in providing financial incentives to research participants. Medicolegal and Bioethics, 5, 35-41.
Rodriguez, L., Brady, M., & Cook, K. (2020). Negotiating ‘ideal worker’and intensive mothering ideologies: Australian mothers’ emotional geographies during their commutes. Social & Cultural Geography, 26, 1-19.
Russell, D. W. (2002). In search of underlying dimensions: The use (and abuse) of factor analysis in Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. Personality and social psychology bulletin, 28(12), 1629-1646.
Ryan, A. M., & Kristof-Brown, A. (2003). Focusing on personality in person-organisation fit research. Personality and Work, 40, 262.
Safirova, E., & Walls, M. (2004). What have we learned from a recent survey of teleworkers? Evaluating the 2002 SCAG Survey. Discussion Papers, 318, 4-43.
Santana, M., & Cobo, M. J. (2020). What is the future of work? A science mapping analysis. European Management Journal, 38(6), 846-862.
Savić, D. (2020).COVID-19 and work from home: Digital transformation of the workforce. The Grey Journal, 16(2), 101–104.
Schweitzer, L., & Duxbury, L. (2006). Benchmarking the use of telework arrangements in Canada. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences/Revue Canadienne des Sciences de l’Administration, 23(2), 105-117.
Sheeran, P., & Webb, T. L. (2016). The intention–behavior gap. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 10(9), 503-518.
Shepherd-Banigan, M., Bell, J. F., Basu, A., Booth-LaForce, C., & Harris, J. R. (2016). Workplace stress and working from home influence depressive symptoms among employed women with young children. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 23(1), 102-111.
Sidders, J. (2023, 16 February). A Quarter of London Companies Downsize Offices for Flexible Work. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-02-16/a-quarter-of-london-companies-downsize-offices-for-flexible-work#xj4y7vzkg
Siha, S. M., & Monroe, R. W. (2006). Telecommuting’s past and future: a literature review and research agenda. Business Process Management Journal, 12(4), 455-482. https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150610678078
Sims-Schouten, W., Riley, S. C., & Willig, C. (2007). Critical realism in discourse analysis: A presentation of a systematic method of analysis using women’s talk of motherhood, childcare, and female employment as an example. Theory & Psychology, 17(1), 101-124. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959354307073153
Singh, J., Steele, K., & Singh, L. (2021). Combining the best of online and face-to-face learning: Hybrid and blended learning approach for COVID-19, post vaccine, & post-pandemic world. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 50(2), 140-171.
Smedslund, G., Arnulf, J. K., & Smedslund, J. (2022). Is psychological science progressing? Explained variance in PsycINFO articles during the period 1956 to 2022. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1089089-1089107.
Song, Y., & Gao, J. (2020). Does telework stress employees out? A study on working at home and subjective well-being for wage/salary workers. Journal of Happiness Studies, 21(7), 2649-2668.
Spector, P. E. (2019). Do not cross me: Optimizing the use of cross-sectional designs. Journal of Business and Psychology, 34(2), 125-137.
Spencer, L., Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., & Dillon, L. (2004). Quality in qualitative evaluation: a framework for assessing research evidence. Government Chief Social Researcher’s Office. https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/21069/2/a-quality-framework-tcm6-38740.pdf
Stadtlander, L., Sickel, A., LaCivita, L., & Giles, M. (2017). Home as workplace: A qualitative case study of online faculty using photovoice. Journal of Educational Research and Practice, 7(1), 4.
Standen, P., Daniels, K., & Lamond, D. (1999). The home as a workplace: Work–family interaction and psychological well-being in telework. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 4(4), 368.
Stanek, D. M., & Mokhtarian, P. L. (1998). Developing models of preference for home-based and center-based telecommunting: Findings and forecasts. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 57(1), 53-74.
Stephens, G. K., & Szajna, B. (1998). Perceptions and expectations: Why people choose a telecommuting work style. International Journal of Electronic Commerce, 3(1), 70-85.
Suh, A., & Lee, J. (2017). Understanding teleworkers’ technostress and its influence on job satisfaction. Internet Research, 27(1), 140-159.
Sullivan, C., & Lewis, S. (2001). Home‐based telework, gender, and the synchronisation of work and family: perspectives of teleworkers and their co‐residents. Gender, Work & Organisation, 8(2), 123-145.
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics. Allyn & Bacon.
Teo, T. S., Lim, V. K., & Wai, S. H. (1998). An empirical study of attitudes towards teleworking among information technology (IT) personnel. International Journal of Information Management, 18(5), 329-343.
Ter Hoeven, C. L., & Van Zoonen, W. (2015). Flexible work designs and employee well-being: Examining the effects of resources and demands. New Technology, Work and Employment, 30(3), 237-255.
The Teleworking Report by Zapier. (2019, November). https://zapier.com/blog/remote-work-report-by-zapier/
Tobias, S., & Carlson, J. E. (1969). Brief report: Bartlett’s test of sphericity and chance findings in factor analysis. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 4(3), 375-377.
Tokey, A. I., & Alam, M. S. (2023). The travel behavior, attitude, and sociodemographic characteristics of the teleworkers in post-pandemic era. World Development Sustainability, 2, 100066-100077.
Toleikienė, R., Rybnikova, I., & Juknevičienė, V. (2020). Whether and how does the Crisis-Induced Situation Change e-Leadership in the Public Sector? Evidence from Lithuanian Public Administration. Transylvanian Review of Administrative Sciences, 16(2), 149-166.
Tong, A., Flemming, K., McInnes, E., Oliver, S., & Craig, J. (2012). Enhancing transparency in reporting the synthesis of qualitative research: ENTREQ. BMC Medical Research Methodology, 12(1), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-12-181
Tremblay, D.G., Thomsin, L. (2012). Telework and mobile working: analysis of its benefits and drawbacks. International Journal of Work Innovation, 1(1), 100–113.
Tufanaru, C. (2016). Theoretical foundations of meta-aggregation: Insights from Husserlian phenomenology and American pragmatism [Doctoral dissertation, the University of Adelaide]. Joanna Briggs Institute. https://digital.library.adelaide.edu.au/dspace/bitstream/2440/98255/2/02whole.pdf
Uddin, M. (2021). Addressing work‐life balance challenges of working women during COVID‐19 in Bangladesh. International Social Science Journal, 71(239), 7-20.
Van der Meulen, N., Van Baalen, P., & van Heck, E. (2012, December). Please, do not disturb. Telework, distractions, and the productivity of the knowledge worker. Thirty Third International Conference on Information Systems. Orlando. http://hdl.handle.net/1765/84468
Vigil Colet, A., Navarro González, D., & Morales Vives, F. (2020). To reverse or to not reverse Likert-type items: That is the question. Psicothema, 32(1), 108-114.
Vyas, L., & Butakhieo, N. (2021). The impact of working from home during COVID-19 on work and life domains: an exploratory study on Hong Kong. Policy Design and Practice, 4(1), 59-76.
Waizenegger, L., McKenna, B., Cai, W., & Bendz, T. (2020). An affordance perspective of team collaboration and enforced working from home during COVID-19. European Journal of Information Systems, 29(4), 429-442.
Ware, J.E., Kosinski, M., Bjorner, J.B., Turner-Bowker, D.M., Gandek, B. and Maruish, M.E. (2008), User’s Manual for the SF-36v2 Health Survey. Quality Metric Incorporated.
Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (2013). Measurement and mismeasurement of mood: Recurrent and emergent issues. In Emerging Issues and Methods in Personality Assessment (pp. 173-202). Routledge.
Watanabe, C., Konno, Y., Hino, A., Nagata, M., Muramatsu, K., Tateishi, S., Tsuji, M., Ogami, A., Yoshimura, R., Fujino, Y. (2022) Relationship between alcohol consumption and telecommuting preference-practice mismatch during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Occupational Health, 64(1), e12331. 
Whittle, A., & Mueller, F. (2009). ‘I could be dead for two weeks and my boss would never know’: telework and the politics of representation. New Technology, Work and Employment, 24(2), 131-143.
Widaman, K. F. (1993). Common factor analysis versus principal component analysis: Differential bias in representing model parameters? Multivariate Behavioral Research, 28(3), 263-311.
Wilton, R. D., Páez, A., & Scott, D. M. (2011). Why do you care what other people think? A qualitative investigation of social influence and telecommuting. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 45(4), 269-282.
Woolf, M. (2023, May 31). Returning to the Office: 60+ Statistics, Facts, Trends. https://passport-photo.online/blog/returning-to-office-statistics/#:~:text=What%20percentage%20of%20employees%20want,the%20key%20reasons%20to%20return.
Worthington, R. L., & Whittaker, T. A. (2006). Scale development research: A content analysis and recommendations for best practices. The Counseling Psychologist, 34(6), 806-838.
Yap, C. S., & Tng, H. (1990). Factors associated with attitudes towards telecommuting. Information & Management, 19(4), 227-235.
Yen, C.-F., Hwang, A.-W., Liou, T.-H., Chiu, T.-Y., Hsu, H.-Y., Chi, W.-C., Wu, T.-F., Chang, B.-S., Lu, S.-J., Liao, H.-F., Teng, S.-W., & Chiu, W.-T. (2014). Validity and reliability of the Functioning Disability Evaluation Scale-Adult Version based on the WHODAS 2.0 – 36 items. Journal of the Formosan Medical Association, 113(11), 839-849. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfma.2014.08.008
Zhan, Z., Wei, Q., & Hong, J. C. (2021). Cellphone addiction during the Covid-19 outbreak: How online social anxiety and cyber danger belief mediate the influence of personality. Computers in Human Behaviour, 121, 106790-106808.
Zweig, D., & Webster, J. (2004). What are we measuring? An examination of the relationships between the big-five personality traits, goal orientation, and performance intentions. Personality and Individual Differences, 36(7), 1693-1708.






















[bookmark: _Toc154029831]Appendices

[bookmark: _Toc154029832]Appendix 1. List of Studies Included in the Meta-Aggregation Review
Asatiani, A., & Penttinen, E. (2019). Constructing continuities in virtual work environments: A multiple case study of two firms with differing degrees of virtuality. Information Systems Journal, 29(2), 484-513. https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12217
Basso, J. (1999). Stepping up to assume greater tilizingonal leadership: How public relations professionals are poised to lead the telecommuting charge in the new millennium. Journal of Leadership Studies, 5(3), 114-128. https://doi.org/10.1177/107179199900500310
Cannito, M., & Scavarda, A. (2020). Childcare and Remote Work during the COVID-19 Pandemic. Ideal Worker Model, Parenthood and Gender Inequalities in Italy. Italian Sociological Review, 10(3), 801-820. https://doi.org/10.13136/isr.v10i3S.399
Carreri, A., & Dordoni, A. (2020). Academic and Research Work from Home During the COVID-19 Pandemic in Italy: A Gender Perspective. Italian Sociological Review, 10, 821-845. https://doi.org/10.13136/isr.v10i3S.400
Çoban, S. (2022). Gender and telework: Work and family experiences of teleworking professional, middle‐class, married women with children during the Covid‐19 pandemic in Turkey. Gender, Work & Organisation, 29(1), 241-255. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12684
Collins, A. M., Cartwright, S., & Hislop, D. (2013). Homeworking: Negotiating the psychological contract. Human Resource Management Journal, 23(2), 211-225. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2012.00200.x
Courtney, E., Blackburn, D., & Reuber, M. (2021). Neurologists’ perceptions of tilizing tele-neurology to practice remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic. Patient Education and Counseling, 104(3), 452-459. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2020.12.027
Fernemark, H., Skagerström, J., Seing, I., Ericsson, C., & Nilsen, P. (2020). Digital consultations in Swedish primary health care: a qualitative study of physicians’ job control, demand, and support. BMC family practice, 21(1), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12875-020-01321-8
Fonner, K. L., & Stache, L. C. (2012). All in a day’s work, at home: Teleworkers’ management of micro role transitions and the work–home boundary. New Technology, Work and Employment, 27(3), 242-257. https://doi.org/10.1177/23970022221079048
Garwood, D. A., & Poole, A. H. (2021, March). Case Study on COVID-19 and Archivists’ Information Work. International Conference on Information, 12646, 348-357. https://eprints.gla.ac.uk/287299/
Grant, C. A., Wallace, L. M., & Spurgeon, P. C. (2013). An exploration of the psychological factors affecting remote e‐worker’s job effectiveness, well-being, and work‐life balance. Employee Relations, 35(5), 527-546. https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-08-2012-0059
Gálvez, A., Tirado, F., & Martínez, M. J. (2020). Work–life balance, organisations, and social sustainability: Analysing female telework in Spain. Sustainability, 12(9), 3567. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093567
Howland, M., Tennant, M., Bowen, D. J., Bauer, A. M., Fortney, J. C., Pyne, J. M., Shore, J., & Cerimele, J. M. (2021). Psychiatrist and psychologist experiences with telehealth and remote collaborative care in primary care: a qualitative study. The Journal of Rural Health, 37(4), 780-787. https://doi.org/10.1111/jrh.12523
Mann, S., Varey, R., & Button, W. (2000). An exploration of the emotional impact of tele‐working via computer‐mediated communication. Journal of managerial Psychology, 15(7), 668-690. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-005X.00121
McNaughton, D., Rackensperger, T., Dorn, D., & Wilson, N. (2014). “Home is at work and work is at home”: Telework and individuals who use augmentative and alternative communication. Work, 48(1), 117-126. https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-141860
Newman, D. A. (2014). Missing data: Five practical guidelines. Organizational research methods, 17(4), 372-411.
Putro, S. S., & Riyanto, S. (2020). How Asian sandwich generation managing stress in telecommuting during Covid-19 pandemic. International Journal of Scientific Research and Engineering Development, 3(3), 485-92. 
https://www.academia.edu/43329132/How_Asian_Sandwich_Generation_Managing_Stress_in_Telecommuting_during_Covid-19_Pandemic
Stadtlander, L., Sickel, A., LaCivita, L., & Giles, M. (2017). Home as workplace: A qualitative case study of online faculty using photovoice. Journal of Educational Research and Practice, 7(1), 4. https://doi.org/10.5590/JERAP.2017.07.1.04
Stephens, G. K., & Szajna, B. (1998). Perceptions and expectations: Why people choose a telecommuting work style. International Journal of Electronic Commerce, 3(1), 70-85. https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.1998.655266
Toleikienė, R., Rybnikova, I., & Juknevičienė, V. (2020). Whether and how does the Crisis-Induced Situation Change e-Leadership in the Public Sector? Evidence from Lithuanian Public Administration. Transylvanian Review of Administrative Sciences, 16(2), 149-166. http://dx.doi.org/10.24193/tras.SI2020.9
Uddin, M. (2021). Addressing work‐life balance challenges of working women during COVID‐19 in Bangladesh. International Social Science Journal, 71(239), 7-20. https://doi.org/10.1111/issj.12267
Waizenegger, L., McKenna, B., Cai, W., & Bendz, T. (2020). An affordance perspective of team collaboration and enforced working from home during COVID-19. European Journal of Information Systems, 29(4), 429-442. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0960085X.2020.1800417

Whittle, A., & Mueller, F. (2009). ‘I could be dead for two weeks and my boss would never know’: telework and the politics of representation. New Technology, Work and Employment, 24(2), 131-143. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-005X.2009.00224.x

















[bookmark: _Toc154029833]Appendix 2. Ethics Approval Letter for the Qualitative Study

Dear Kateryna
Application ID: ETH2021-0186
Project title: Doctoral Research Project
Lead researcher: Ms Kateryna Chiiachenko
Thank you for submitting your proposal for ethical review.
I am writing to inform you that your application has been approved.
Your project has received ethical approval from the date of this notification until 23rd August 2025.
Yours
Nicky Rycroft










[bookmark: _Toc154029834]Appendix 3. Qualitative Study Advertisement

[image: A computer and potted plant on a table

Description automatically generated]
[bookmark: _Toc154029835]Appendix 4. Qualitative Study Information Sheet

[image: C:\Users\deolivr2\Downloads\LSBU 2020 logo_BO.png]

[bookmark: _Sample_Participant_Information][bookmark: _Toc151411253][bookmark: _Toc151411422][bookmark: _Toc151420268][bookmark: _Toc153627946][bookmark: _Toc153628056]The Participant Information Sheet 

[bookmark: _Toc151411254][bookmark: _Toc151411423][bookmark: _Toc151420269][bookmark: _Toc153627947][bookmark: _Toc153628057]Study title
The study of UK salaried white-collar employees’ experiences of teleworking

You are being invited to take part in a research study. Before you decide whether to participate, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take the time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. If there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information, please email the researcher. 
[bookmark: _Toc151411255][bookmark: _Toc151411424][bookmark: _Toc151420270][bookmark: _Toc153627948][bookmark: _Toc153628058]Why is this study taking place?
Remote work is often referred to as telecommuting or teleworking meaning an arrangement that allows employees to perform work during paid hours remotely at an alternative worksite (e.g., home or café) with the use of information and communications technology. The purpose of this study is to explore how salaried white-collar workers experience teleworking. The findings will allow providing the organisations and practitioners with the knowledge of the potential issues associated with teleworking. This study includes the interviews with white-collar teleworking employees. The interviews will be held virtually (via MS Teams, Zoom, or Skype) and will last approximately 60 minutes. The data will then be transcribed and fully anonymized. The researcher will be looking at the common patterns in the interview content given by the participants to determine employees’ needs associated with teleworking.

[bookmark: _Toc151411256][bookmark: _Toc151411425][bookmark: _Toc151420271][bookmark: _Toc153627949][bookmark: _Toc153628059]Why have I been invited to participate?
The number of twenty participants is being recruited. You have been invited as you are a white-collar salary-based employee. To participate, you must perform teleworking at least once a week. Employees of all ethnicities and gender are welcome to take part.

[bookmark: _Toc151411257][bookmark: _Toc151411426][bookmark: _Toc151420272][bookmark: _Toc153627950][bookmark: _Toc153628060]Do I have to take part in this study?
As participation is entirely voluntary, it is up to you to decide whether to take part. Your decision regarding the participation in the study will not influence your position at work in any way. If you do decide to take part, please keep this information sheet and you will be asked to sign a consent form. If you decide to take part, you are still free to withdraw from the study without giving a reason at any point up until the data has been analysed (two weeks after the interview). Should you wish to withdraw from participation, please email your intentions to the researcher chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk .

[bookmark: _Toc151411258][bookmark: _Toc151411427][bookmark: _Toc151420273][bookmark: _Toc153627951][bookmark: _Toc153628061]What will happen if I take part in the study?
For this study, you will take part in an online interview where the discussion will surround your experiences associated with teleworking (remote work). First, you need to sign a consent form and email it back to the researcher. The call (via MS Teams, Zoom, or Skype) will be scheduled at a convenient time for you. It will be your choice whether to have the camera on during an interview. You will have the opportunity to ask any questions prior to taking part in the study. At the beginning of a call, you will be briefed, and verbal consent will be obtained. The interview will be approximately 60 minutes long. Any questions which you would prefer not to answer can be skipped and you can pause/stop the interview at any time without giving a reason. In the end, you will be verbally debriefed and sent a written debrief document. 

[bookmark: _Toc151411259][bookmark: _Toc151411428][bookmark: _Toc151420274][bookmark: _Toc153627952][bookmark: _Toc153628062]Possible disadvantages/risks to participation
There are no significant disadvantages or risks associated with taking part in this study. However, you will still be provided with the sources for further support should you feel any psychological distress. You will also be offered breaks throughout the interview to avoid tiredness. You can pause/stop the interview at any point by informing the researcher and leaving the call. You can withdraw your participation during the interview and after the interview until the data has been analysed (two weeks after the interview). To withdraw the participation, you need to email your intentions to the researcher chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk .

[bookmark: _Toc151411260][bookmark: _Toc151411429][bookmark: _Toc151420275][bookmark: _Toc153627953][bookmark: _Toc153628063]Possible benefits to participation
Taking part in this study will provide practitioners with an understanding of specific needs of teleworking employees. This will also allow making sure that teleworking's prevalence grows without harm for the employees. Furthermore, you would contribute to the completion of my PhD thesis.

[bookmark: _Toc151411261][bookmark: _Toc151411430][bookmark: _Toc151420276][bookmark: _Toc153627954][bookmark: _Toc153628064]Will the data collected in this study be kept confidential?
All the information collected about you and other participants will be kept strictly confidential. Any information you provide will be treated as anonymous and private. You will never be identified in any reports or publications based on this research. Any identifiable information will be removed from the interviews upon transcription. Once interviews are transcribed, the voice recording will be deleted. Only the researcher and her supervisors will have access to the original data. Data generated by the study will be retained in accordance with the University's Code of Practice and General Data Protection Regulation. The data will be kept securely in a double-lock system in electronic form for a period of 10 years after the completion of a research project. 
[bookmark: _Toc151411262][bookmark: _Toc151411431][bookmark: _Toc151420277][bookmark: _Toc153627955][bookmark: _Toc153628065]What will happen to the results of the research study?
Data collected during this study will be analysed and used as part of a PhD Psychology thesis. The study is to be published in one of the scientific journals. If you are interested in reading about the results of the study, please contact the researcher using the contact details below and she will notify you once these are available.

[bookmark: _Toc151411263][bookmark: _Toc151411432][bookmark: _Toc151420278][bookmark: _Toc153627956][bookmark: _Toc153628066]What should I do if I want to take part?
If you would like to take part in the study, please contact the researcher via email chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk . You will be sent a consent form. Should you choose to take part, please sign, and return the consent form. The researcher will be in touch to schedule a suitable time for the interview.
[bookmark: _Toc151411264][bookmark: _Toc151411433][bookmark: _Toc151420279][bookmark: _Toc153627957][bookmark: _Toc153628067]Who is organising and funding the research?
The study is being conducted by Kateryna Chiiachenko, a student in the Division of Psychology in the School of Applied Sciences at London South Bank University. 
[bookmark: _Toc151411265][bookmark: _Toc151411434][bookmark: _Toc151420280][bookmark: _Toc153627958][bookmark: _Toc153628068]Who has reviewed the study?
This study has been reviewed by the London South Bank University Division of Psychology Research Ethics Committee. You are entitled to expect the highest level of integrity from our researchers during their research.
[bookmark: _Toc151411266][bookmark: _Toc151411435][bookmark: _Toc151420281][bookmark: _Toc153627959][bookmark: _Toc153628069]Contact for Further Information
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher or her supervisors:

Kateryna Chiiachenko (researcher): chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk 
Prof. Patrick Callaghan (supervisor): callagp3@lsbu.ac.uk 
Dr Alex Marchant (supervisor): alex.marchant@lsbu.ac.uk
Dr Jaimee Mallion (supervisor): mallionj@lsbu.ac.uk

If you have any concerns about the way in which the study has been conducted, please contact School of Applied Sciences Ethics Chair on sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk
[bookmark: _Toc151411267][bookmark: _Toc151411436][bookmark: _Toc151420282][bookmark: _Toc153627960][bookmark: _Toc153628070]Thank you.
Thank you for taking the time to read the information sheet. 

Researcher: Kateryna Chiiachenko
Date: 07/07/2021
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Research Project Consent Form
Full title of Project: The study of UK salaried white-collar employees’ experiences of teleworking

Ethics approval registration Number: ETH2021-0186

Name: Kateryna Chiiachenko

Researcher Position: PhD Psychology full-time student

Contact details of Researcher: chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk 

	Taking part (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet which has explained the above study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions.
	☐	☐
	I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, without providing a reason.
	☐	☐
	I agree to take part in the above study.
	☐	☐
	Use of my information (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	I understand my personal details such as name and email address will not be revealed to people outside the project.
	☐	☐
	I agree to the use of anonymised quotes in potential publications
	☐	☐
	I agree for the data I provide to be stored (after it has been anonymised) in a specialist data centre and I understand it may be used for future research.
	☐	☐
	I agree to the interview being recorded.
	☐	☐


	
Name of Participant

	____________
Date
	_____________
Signature

	Kateryna Chiiachenko
Name of Researcher

	____________
Date
	_____________
Signature




Project contact details for further information:
Supervisors
Prof. Patrick Callaghan: callagp3@lsbu.ac.uk 
Dr Alex Marchant: alex.marchant@lsbu.ac.uk
Dr Jaimee Mallion: mallionj@lsbu.ac.uk

For any concerns regarding this study please contact sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk 
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[bookmark: _Toc151411268][bookmark: _Toc151411437][bookmark: _Toc151420283][bookmark: _Toc153627961][bookmark: _Toc153628071]Debriefing Sheet

The study of UK salaried white-collar employees’ experiences of teleworking

Thank you for your participation!
The purpose of the research was to explore the salaried white-collar employees’ experiences of teleworking. I will be looking at the common patterns in the interview content given by the participants to determine employees’ needs and potential issues associated with teleworking. The findings will inform legislation to ensure that the teleworking employees are taken care of. This will also allow making sure that teleworking's prevalence grows without harm for the workers.
Please feel free to ask any questions. You can also email me at chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk if you have any further questions. I can assure you that your data will be treated in the strictest of confidence, and no personal data will be shared outside of the research team. This study has been reviewed and approved by the Psychology Department ethics committee at London South Bank University.

For any concerns regarding this study, please contact sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk
Please keep this part of the sheet for reference. 
In case engaging in this study has upset or distressed you in any way, you can find additional support via the NHS Mental Health Foundation:
https://www.nhs.uk/oneyou/every-mind-matters/ 
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Opening
(Establish Rapport) 
Hello, my name is Katy Chiiachenko, and I am a PhD student at London South Bank University studying Psychology. This interview is part of the research for my thesis. Thank you for agreeing to take part in this study.

(Purpose) 
I would like to ask you some questions about your general demographics and your experiences of teleworking. To remind you, teleworking is an arrangement that allows employees to perform work during paid hours remotely at an alternative worksite (e.g., home or café) with the use of ICT. The interview should take approximately 60 minutes.

(Ethics recap) 
To confirm have you read and understood the information sheet regarding the study? 
Any questions which you would prefer not to answer can be skipped, and you can stop the interview at any time without giving a reason. You are free to withdraw from the study without giving a reason at any point up until the data has been analysed (two weeks after the interview).
Your personal details with not be revealed to people outside the project, and your real name will be anonymised.
This interview will be audio recorded so I can transcribe what you said later. If you need to take a break during the interview, please let me know and we can do so. 
Please let me know if you have any further questions.
Do you wish to continue with the interview?

Body of interview
(Transition: let me begin by asking you some questions to get to know you.)
Topic: General demographic information

1. What is your age?
2. What gender do you identify with?
3. What is your ethnicity?
4. What level of education have you reached?
5. Do you work full-time or part-time?
6. What job position do you currently hold?
7. For how long have you been teleworking?
8. How frequently do you perform teleworking?

(Transition: I will now be asking questions regarding your experiences with teleworking)

Topic: Experiences associated with teleworking

1. Please, tell me about your experiences with teleworking. (Prompts: encourage a participant to share any events or views associated with teleworking) 

2. What were the reasons for starting your teleworking arrangement? (Prompts: find out whether the teleworking arrangement was forced, whether the participant started teleworking due to COVID, whether the participant can come back to the office arrangement should they wish to do so)

3. What are your attitudes towards teleworking? (Prompts: explore the participant’s thoughts and views regarding teleworking; find out whether the participant would like to continue teleworking (if so, how frequently?); explore whether the participant’s attitudes towards teleworking have changed (if so, how?))

4. Please, tell me about experiences that contributed to your current attitudes and preferences related to teleworking. (Prompts: explore the most and least important things that the participant feels contribute to their attitudes and preferences related to teleworking; explore external and internal factors contributing to the participant’s attitudes and preferences related to teleworking)

5. What can be done to improve your attitudes towards teleworking?
(Prompts: explore the policies that companies could introduce; explore the training that could be provided; explore areas that need improvement)

6. What are your organisation’s attitudes towards teleworking? (Prompts: explore whether the participant’s organisation is supportive towards teleworking; explore the impact the organisation’s attitudes have on the participant)

7. How do people surrounding you view teleworking? (Prompts: explore the attitudes of the participant’s colleagues, family, and friends towards teleworking; explore whether other’s attitudes impact the participant’s views of teleworking)

8. What advantages and disadvantages associated with teleworking do you experience? 

9. How does teleworking influence your life in general? (Prompts: explore the influence of teleworking on various aspects of life such as family, health, personal growth, leisure time, friendships) 

10. Is there anything you were expecting to be discussed we didn’t talk about? (Prompts: use this opportunity to touch on the questions that were not properly explored)

(Transition: We are now done with the interview questions. It has been a pleasure finding out more about your opinion.)
Closing
(Thank the participant for taking part in the study)
Many thanks for taking your time to participate in this study. You have provided valuable information that will be used to improve working conditions for teleworking employees.
(Debrief the participant)







[bookmark: _Toc154029839]Appendix 8. Ethics Approval for the Validity and Reliability Study
Dear Kateryna
Application ID: ETH2223-0079
Project title: Doctoral Research Project
Lead researcher: Ms Kateryna Chiiachenko
Thank you for submitting your proposal for ethical review.
I am writing to inform you that your application has been approved.
Your project has received ethical approval from the date of this notification until 3rd May 2027.
Yours
Nicky Rycroft
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Dear [ ], 

My name is Katy Chiiachenko and I am a doctoral student at the London South Bank University Psychology program. I identified you as an expert based on what you published in the teleworking (i.e., teleworking) field. I am kindly requesting your expertise in my research study which intends to create a valid and reliable scale for measuring predictors of teleworking preference. 

The first step would be to establish content validity. This requires asking experts to assess whether each item targets characteristics that it is designed to cover. 

If you take part, you will be asked to rate how well each item measures what it intends to measure on a three-dimensional scale. I expect this should not take more than 20 minutes. Your identity and responses will remain anonymous. 

Your participation would be a valuable addition to my research and teleworking-specific appraisal tools. The results are planned to provide professionals and organisations interested in teleworking with an empirically valid tool to measure factors influencing teleworking preference. 

If you are willing to participate, please follow this link to Qualtrics https://lsbupsychology.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_bxW11udeigSXlNc. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to email me at chiiack2@lsbu.ac.uk. Thank you for your time and contribution to my work!

Best wishes, 
Katy
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[bookmark: _Toc151411269][bookmark: _Toc151411438][bookmark: _Toc151420284][bookmark: _Toc153627962][bookmark: _Toc153628072]Participant Information Sheet

Study title
Factors that predict preference for teleworking (i.e., teleworking): Content validity study

You are invited to take part in a research study. Before you decide whether or not to participate, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take the time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. If there is anything unclear or you would like more information, please email the researcher. 
[bookmark: _Toc151411270][bookmark: _Toc151411439][bookmark: _Toc151420285][bookmark: _Toc153627963][bookmark: _Toc153628073]Why is this study taking place?
Remote work is often referred to as telecommuting or teleworking, meaning an arrangement that allows employees to perform work during paid hours remotely at an alternative worksite (e.g., home or café) using information and communications technology. This study aims to appraise the content validity of the questionnaire that measures aspects predicting preference for teleworking. The results are planned to guide the creation of a reliable and valid tool to measure factors influencing teleworking preference. In this study, you will be asked to rate the validity of each item by indicating how well an item measures an intended construct. You will also be asked to comment on the measures and invited to provide other comments. It should take approximately 15 minutes to complete the assessment. Your data will be collated into a data set with other participants while remaining confidential and anonymous throughout the study. The obtained data will then guide the construction of the questionnaire.

[bookmark: _Toc151411271][bookmark: _Toc151411440][bookmark: _Toc151420286][bookmark: _Toc153627964][bookmark: _Toc153628074]Why have I been asked to participate?
The number of 5 participants is being recruited. You have been invited as you have experience of doing research in teleworking with office employees and published work in a similar topic area. Experts of all ethnicities and genders are welcome to take part. 

[bookmark: _Toc151411272][bookmark: _Toc151411441][bookmark: _Toc151420287][bookmark: _Toc153627965][bookmark: _Toc153628075]Do I have to take part in this study?
As participation is entirely voluntary, it is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you wish to take part, you will be asked to sign the consent form and email it to the researcher. You are still free to withdraw from the study without giving a reason at any point up until the data has been analysed (two weeks after your participation). Should you wish to withdraw from participation, please email your intentions to the researcher at chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk.

[bookmark: _Toc151411273][bookmark: _Toc151411442][bookmark: _Toc151420288][bookmark: _Toc153627966][bookmark: _Toc153628076]What will happen if I take part in the study?
If you do decide to take part, you will be asked to sign the consent form; this will formally indicate your intention to participate. You will be sent the pool of items (a total of 85 questions) together with a letter giving details about the study and the philosophical and theoretical background of the scale. You then would be asked to rate the validity of each item by indicating with a cross if the item was not an excellent measure of the construct. You will also be asked to comment on the measures and invited to provide other comments. Your data will be collated into a data set with other participants whilst being kept confidential and anonymous throughout the study. The anonymised data will be stored in a specialist data centre and may be used for future research. At the end of the survey, you will be presented with a debrief.

[bookmark: _Toc151411274][bookmark: _Toc151411443][bookmark: _Toc151420289][bookmark: _Toc153627967][bookmark: _Toc153628077]Possible disadvantages/risks to participation
There are no significant disadvantages or risks associated with taking part in this study. However, you will still be provided with the sources for further support should you feel any psychological distress. The questionnaire is kept as short as possible to avoid tiredness. You can pause/stop assessing the questionnaire at any point. You can withdraw your participation until the data has been analysed (two weeks after the participation). To withdraw the participation, you need to email your intentions to the researcher at chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk.

[bookmark: _Toc151411275][bookmark: _Toc151411444][bookmark: _Toc151420290][bookmark: _Toc153627968][bookmark: _Toc153628078]Possible benefits to participation
Taking part in this study will contribute to the creation of a reliable and valid scale to measure predictors of teleworking preference. This, in turn, will shed light on an understanding of the specific needs of teleworking employees. This will also allow making sure that teleworking's prevalence grows without harm to the employees. Furthermore, you would contribute to the completion of my PhD thesis.

[bookmark: _Toc151411276][bookmark: _Toc151411445][bookmark: _Toc151420291][bookmark: _Toc153627969][bookmark: _Toc153628079]Outline data collection and confidentiality
All the information collected about you and other participants will be kept strictly confidential. Data generated by the study will be retained in accordance with the University's Code of Practice and General Data Protection Regulation. The anonymised data will be stored in a specialist data centre and may be used for future research. You will never be identified in any reports or publications based on this research. Any identifiable information will be removed from the questionnaire assessment upon data analysis. Any data with identifiable information will be kept securely in a double-lock system in electronic form (i.e., a password-protected folder on a password-protected computer). Two weeks after data collection, the data will be anonymized.


[bookmark: _Toc151411277][bookmark: _Toc151411446][bookmark: _Toc151420292][bookmark: _Toc153627970][bookmark: _Toc153628080]What will happen to the results of the research study? 
Data collected during this study will be analysed and used as part of a PhD Psychology thesis. The study is to be published in one of the scientific journals. If you are interested in reading about the results of the study, please contact the researcher using the contact details below, and she will notify you once these are available.

[bookmark: _Toc151411278][bookmark: _Toc151411447][bookmark: _Toc151420293][bookmark: _Toc153627971][bookmark: _Toc153628081]Who is organising and funding the research?
The study is being conducted by Kateryna Chiiachenko, a student in the Division of Psychology in the School of Applied Sciences at London South Bank University. 

[bookmark: _Toc151411279][bookmark: _Toc151411448][bookmark: _Toc151420294][bookmark: _Toc153627972][bookmark: _Toc153628082]Who has reviewed the study?

This study has been reviewed by the London South Bank University Division of Psychology Research Ethics Committee. You are entitled to expect the highest level of integrity from our researchers during the course of their research.

[bookmark: _Toc151411280][bookmark: _Toc151411449][bookmark: _Toc151420295][bookmark: _Toc153627973][bookmark: _Toc153628083]Who to contact for further information.
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher or her supervisors:

Kateryna Chiiachenko (researcher): chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk 
Prof. Patrick Callaghan (supervisor): callagp3@lsbu.ac.uk 
Dr Alex Marchant (supervisor): alex.marchant@lsbu.ac.uk
Dr Jaimee Mallion (supervisor): mallionj@lsbu.ac.uk

If you have any concerns about the way in which the study has been conducted, please contact the School of Applied Sciences Ethics Chair at sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk

[bookmark: _Toc151411281][bookmark: _Toc151411450][bookmark: _Toc151420296][bookmark: _Toc153627974][bookmark: _Toc153628084]Thank you.
Thank you for taking the time to read the information sheet. 

Researcher: Kateryna Chiiachenko
Date: 11/02/2023
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Research Project Consent Form
Full title of Project: Factors that predict preference for teleworking (i.e., teleworking): Content validity study.
Ethics approval registration Number: ETH2223-0079
Name: Kateryna Chiiachenko
Researcher Position: PhD Psychology full-time student
Contact details of Researcher: chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk 

	Taking part (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet and/or the researcher has explained the above study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions.
	☐	☐
	I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw as explained in the information sheet, without providing a reason.
	☐	☐
	I agree to take part in the above study.
	☐	☐
	
	
	

	Use of my information (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	I agree for the data I provide to be stored (after it has been anonymised) in a specialist data centre and I understand it may be used for future research.
	☐	☐



	
Name of Participant

	
________
Date
	
________
Signature

	
Kateryna Chiiachenko
Name of Researcher

	
________
Date
	
________
Signature 




Project contact details for further information:
Supervisors
Prof. Patrick Callaghan: callagp3@lsbu.ac.uk 
Dr Alex Marchant: alex.marchant@lsbu.ac.uk
Dr Jaimee Mallion: mallionj@lsbu.ac.uk

For any concerns regarding this study please contact sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk 
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[bookmark: _Toc151411282][bookmark: _Toc151411451][bookmark: _Toc151420297][bookmark: _Toc153627975][bookmark: _Toc153628085]Debriefing Sheet

Factors that predict preference for teleworking (i.e., teleworking): Content validity study
Thank you for your participation!
The purpose of this study was to appraise the content validity of the questionnaire that measures aspects predicting preference for teleworking. The obtained data will be used to guide questionnaire creation. The results are planned to provide practitioners with a reliable tool to measure factors influencing teleworking preference. This, in turn, will hopefully allow making sure that teleworking's prevalence grows without harm to the employees. 
Please feel free to ask any questions. You can also email me at chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk if you have any further questions. I can assure you that your data will be treated in the strictest of confidence. This study has been reviewed and approved by the Psychology Department ethics committee at London South Bank University.

For any concerns regarding this study, please contact sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk
Please keep this part of the sheet for reference. 
In case engaging in this study has upset or distressed you in any way, you can find additional support via the NHS Mental Health Foundation:
https://www.nhs.uk/oneyou/every-mind-matters/ 

Alternatively, visit NHS webpage with resources on working with stress:
https://www.nhs.uk/every-mind-matters/mental-health-issues/stress/




[bookmark: _Toc154029844]Appendix 13. Content Validity Questionnaire


Variable: Productivity improved which was ascribed to the desire to finish work earlier.
	
	Not necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Teleworking makes me more productive
	
	
	

	2. Teleworking allows me to finish work earlier
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: When teleworking, distractions from colleagues were reduced.
	
	Not necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Teleworking allows me to avoid distractions from colleagues
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Unnecessary processes such as getting dressed for work could be skipped when teleworking, making a preparation for the day easier and more efficient. 
	
	Not necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because I do not have to spend much time dressing professionally
	
	
	

	2. I find it easier to prepare for the workday when teleworking
	
	
	

	3. I prefer teleworking because I am more efficient
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Online meetings are more efficient due to the ability to switch between them without changing location.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I am more efficient in online meetings
	
	
	

	2. I find it beneficial to move from one virtual meeting to another without changing locations
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________
Variable: Risk of overworking due to scheduling more meetings.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I overwork
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I schedule more meetings
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: More opportunities for acquiring new skills due to having more free time.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I can engage in more leisure activities because of the time freed by teleworking
	
	
	

	2. I can widen my skill set because of the time freed by teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________
Variable: Virtual communication was preferred to face-to-face communication. The preference was ascribed to the ability to avoid awkward situations, avoid uncomfortable pauses, and have more time to reply to queries.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me
	
	
	

	2. While teleworking, avoiding uncomfortable pauses in communicating is an advantage for me
	
	
	

	3. I prefer virtual communication to face-to-face communication
	
	
	

	4. When teleworking, having more time to reply to work-related queries is an advantage for me
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Acquiring new skills enhances career growth.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Acquiring new skills when teleworking helps my career progression
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Teleworking allows to structure own agendas around working.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Teleworking allows me to structure daily chores around work tasks
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Teleworking helps maintain work-life balance.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, it is easier to balance work and home demands
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Reduced commute saves energy.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer not travelling to work because it saves my energy
	
	
	

	2. Ability to avoid traffic when teleworking is an advantage for me
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Saved commute time allows to pursue personal interests.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Saving time from not travelling to work is an advantage for me
	
	
	

	2. Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Teleworking reduces expenses for commute, lunch, and professional clothes.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs
	
	
	

	2. I prefer teleworking because of saving money buying lunch
	
	
	

	3. I prefer teleworking because of saving money buying new clothes for the office
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Teleworking allows to sleep longer in the morning.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to sleep longer in the morning
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Teleworking allows to stay at home in unpleasant weather.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to stay at home in unpleasant weather
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Teleworking allows to work from different locations.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because of the ability to work from different locations
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Teleworking allows to provide more care for dependents.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. The ability to manage dependents care (child or adult) when teleworking is an advantage for me
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: When teleworking, people have less technological support and more internet connection issues.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I receive less support with computer issues
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I have Internet connection issues
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: It is more difficult to share personal problems with colleagues.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. It is more difficult to express worries to my colleagues when teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: When teleworking, financial support from the employer has reduced.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I receive less financial support from the employer
	
	
	






Q53 Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Additional expenses brought by teleworking (e.g., renting larger space) are financially demanding.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding for me
	
	
	

	2. I have to rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: When teleworking, it is more difficult and time-consuming to ask questions.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I am reluctant to ask colleagues questions because of being unsure how busy they are
	
	
	

	2. I find it more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Difficulty bonding with colleagues when teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, spending less time interacting with colleagues is a disadvantage for me
	
	
	

	2. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking
	
	
	

	3. When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues
	
	
	

	4. When teleworking, I lack informal conversations with colleagues
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Missing important work-related information.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I miss important work-related information
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Face-to-face meetings are preferred as virtual meetings are inconvenient (e.g., body language is not visible).
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer collaborative conversations done face-to-face rather than online
	
	
	

	2. The inability to read a person’s body language impacts negatively my virtual communication experience
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Feeling left out and not needed.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I feel left out
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I feel like my company does not need me
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Feeling isolated and less connected with colleagues.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I feel isolated from colleagues
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I feel less connection with colleagues
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: The loss of an opportunity for work-related observational learning.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Teleworking reduces my opportunity to learn from colleagues
	
	
	

	2. My work-based learning is impacted negatively by teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Feeling always on duty when teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Teleworking makes me feel always on duty
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Transferring negative emotions onto household members.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I tend to transfer negative work-related emotions onto household members
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Reduced travel emissions is a benefit of teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because it reduces travel emissions
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Commute allows to create a boundary between home and work, and gives an opportunity for self-care (e.g., reading a book when travelling).
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I use commute time as an opportunity for self-care (e.g., reading a book)
	
	
	

	2. I prefer teleworking because of a boundary between home and work domains created by commute
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Measuring how adapted the person is to be teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I have a set routine when teleworking
	
	
	

	2. I am used to teleworking
	
	
	

	3. Teleworking is a new normal for me
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Having too much rest when teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I have too much rest
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Lack of a day structure when teleworking. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, my day is less structured
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Leading a more sedentary lifestyle when teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I lead a more sedentary lifestyle
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Measuring how much choice one has regarding performing teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. My employer gives me complete freedom to choose when I telework
	
	
	

	2. My employer requires I work in the office for a number of days per week, but I get to choose when those days are
	
	
	

	3. There are set days I have to work in the office, but otherwise I am free to choose whether to telework or not
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Measuring whether forced teleworking is justified for employees. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. There are understandable reasons why my employer makes me telework
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Measuring whether teleworking opportunities are equally distributed between employees.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Teleworking opportunities are equally distributed in my workplace
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Less stress due to decreased commute.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Ability to spend more quality time with family.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because I can spend more quality time with my family
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Teleworking allows avoiding unwanted interactions.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I prefer teleworking because I can avoid unwanted work-related interactions
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Feeling guilty when teleworking due to resting, not being productive, not spending time with family, or taking sick leave.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I feel guilty because of not being productive enough
	
	
	

	3. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family
	
	
	

	4. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: More work-focused conversations when teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, conversations with colleagues tend to be more work-focused
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Reduced feeling of belongingness when teleworking.
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, I feel less personally connected to colleagues
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I feel less like a part of organisation
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Reduced feeling of trust from colleagues and managers when teleworking. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. When teleworking, my colleagues do not trust me to do my job well
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, my manager does not trust me to do my job well
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above items.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: When teleworking, less detailed manager feedback is provided. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. My manager provides less detailed feedback when I am teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Slower career progression when teleworking. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Teleworking slowed down my career progression
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________

Variable: Measuring whether an individual has sufficient living space to perform teleworking. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. I do not have enough living space to perform teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Measuring whether an individual receives assistance with household chores when teleworking. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1.I do not receive assistance with household chores when teleworking (e.g., by a spouse or paid worker)
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: Measuring whether equipment is suitable for teleworking. 
	
	Not Necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. My equipment is not suitable for teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________


Variable: When teleworking, distractions from household members were increased. 
	
	Not necessary
	Useful but not essential
	Essential

	1. Household members distract me when teleworking
	
	
	






Please use this text box to comment on the above item.
________________________________________________________________
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[bookmark: _Toc151411283][bookmark: _Toc151411452][bookmark: _Toc151420298][bookmark: _Toc153627976][bookmark: _Toc153628086]Designing the Participant Information Sheet 

Study title
Factors that predict preference for teleworking (i.e., teleworking): Validity and reliability study

You are invited to take part in a research study. Before you decide whether or not to participate, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take the time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. If there is anything unclear or you would like more information, please email the researcher. 
[bookmark: _Toc151411284][bookmark: _Toc151411453][bookmark: _Toc151420299][bookmark: _Toc153627977][bookmark: _Toc153628087]Why is this study taking place?
Remote work is often referred to as telecommuting or teleworking, meaning an arrangement that allows employees to perform work during paid hours remotely at an alternative worksite (e.g., home or café) using information and communications technology. This study aims to appraise the validity and reliability of the questionnaire that measures aspects predicting preference for teleworking. The results are planned to provide practitioners with a reliable tool to measure factors influencing teleworking preference. This study entails an online survey of UK office employees. It will take approximately 15 minutes to fill in the questionnaire. Your data will be collated into a data set with other participants whilst being kept confidential and anonymous throughout the study. The obtained data will then be statistically tested to establish the validity and reliability of the questionnaire.

[bookmark: _Toc151411285][bookmark: _Toc151411454][bookmark: _Toc151420300][bookmark: _Toc153627978][bookmark: _Toc153628088]Why have I been asked to participate?

The number of 200 participants is being recruited. You have been invited as you are UK office employee. In order to be eligible for participation, you must perform teleworking at least once a week, either at present or during the last two years. Employees of all ethnicities and gender are welcome to take part. 

[bookmark: _Toc151411286][bookmark: _Toc151411455][bookmark: _Toc151420301][bookmark: _Toc153627979][bookmark: _Toc153628089]Do I have to take part in this study?
As participation is entirely voluntary, it is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you wish to take part, you will be asked to click the button to provide your consent. Once you have answered the survey questions, you are still free to withdraw from the study without giving a reason at any point up until the data has been analysed (two months after your participation). Should you wish to withdraw from participation, please email your intentions to the researcher at chiiack2@lsbu.ac.uk.

[bookmark: _Toc151411287][bookmark: _Toc151411456][bookmark: _Toc151420302][bookmark: _Toc153627980][bookmark: _Toc153628090]What will happen if I take part in the study?
If you do decide to take part, you will be asked to click the button to provide your consent; this will formally indicate your intention to participate. The consent form will also include the contact details of the researcher conducting the study, should you wish to contact them in the future. You will be required to complete a series of questionnaires using an online format. Your data will be collated into a data set with other participants whilst being kept confidential and anonymous throughout the study. At no point will the questionnaires provided ask you for any identifiable information, such as names, date of birth or addresses. The anonymised data will be stored in a specialist data centre and may be used for future research. At the end of the survey, you will be presented with a debrief. Then, you will be given an opportunity to enter your email address should you wish to be included in a prize draw.



[bookmark: _Toc151411288][bookmark: _Toc151411457][bookmark: _Toc151420303][bookmark: _Toc153627981][bookmark: _Toc153628091]Possible disadvantages/risks to participation
There are no significant disadvantages or risks associated with taking part in this study. However, you will still be provided with the sources for further support should you feel any psychological distress. The questionnaire is kept as short as possible to avoid tiredness. You can stop the survey at any point by leaving the survey page. You can withdraw your participation until the data has been analysed (two months after the participation). To withdraw the participation, you need to email your intentions to the researcher at chiiack2@lsbu.ac.uk.

[bookmark: _Toc151411289][bookmark: _Toc151411458][bookmark: _Toc151420304][bookmark: _Toc153627982][bookmark: _Toc153628092]Possible benefits to participation
You will be eligible to participate in a prize draw for £50 Amazon vouchers, which will consist of 10 winners in total. Should you wish to take part in a prize draw, you will have an opportunity to provide your email at the end of the survey.
Additionally, taking part in this study is planned to provide practitioners with an understanding of the specific needs of teleworking employees. This will also allow making sure that teleworking's prevalence grows without harm to the employees. Furthermore, you would contribute to the completion of my PhD thesis.

[bookmark: _Toc151411290][bookmark: _Toc151411459][bookmark: _Toc151420305][bookmark: _Toc153627983][bookmark: _Toc153628093]Outline data collection and confidentiality
All the information collected about you and other participants will be kept strictly confidential. Data generated by the study will be retained in accordance with the University's Code of Practice and General Data Protection Regulation. At no point will the questionnaires provided ask you for any identifiable information, such as names, dates of birth or addresses. Instead, as a way of identification, you will create a unique username made up of the first three letters of your street name and the last three digits of your phone number. For example: If your street name is Ford Street and the last three digits of your mobile number are 456 then your code would be “for456”. The anonymised data will be kept in electronic form for a period of 10 years after the completion of a research project and stored in a specialist data centre. 

You will be given a chance to share your email address should they wish to take part in a prize draw. Only the researcher and her supervisors will have access to the email addresses. The data with identifiable information will be kept securely in a double-lock system in electronic form (i.e., a password-protected folder on a password-protected computer). Two months after data collection, the winners will be selected at random. The winners will be notified by email within one week of the draw being made. If a winner does not respond or rejects the prize, then the prize will be forfeited, and another winner will be selected. After ten winners have obtained the prizes, all email addresses will be destroyed.

[bookmark: _Toc151411291][bookmark: _Toc151411460][bookmark: _Toc151420306][bookmark: _Toc153627984][bookmark: _Toc153628094]What will happen to the results of the research study? 
Data collected during this study will be analysed and used as part of a PhD Psychology thesis. The study is to be published in one of the scientific journals. If you are interested in reading about the results of the study, please contact the researcher using the contact details below, and she will notify you once these are available.

[bookmark: _Toc151411292][bookmark: _Toc151411461][bookmark: _Toc151420307][bookmark: _Toc153627985][bookmark: _Toc153628095] Who is organising and funding the research?
The study is being conducted by Kateryna Chiiachenko, a student in the Division of Psychology in the School of Applied Sciences at London South Bank University. The study is funded by London South Bank University.

[bookmark: _Toc151411293][bookmark: _Toc151411462][bookmark: _Toc151420308][bookmark: _Toc153627986][bookmark: _Toc153628096]Who has reviewed the study?

This study has been reviewed by the London South Bank University Division of Psychology Research Ethics Committee. You are entitled to expect the highest level of integrity from our researchers during the course of their research.

[bookmark: _Toc151411294][bookmark: _Toc151411463][bookmark: _Toc151420309][bookmark: _Toc153627987][bookmark: _Toc153628097]Who to contact for further information.

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact the researcher or her supervisors:

Kateryna Chiiachenko (researcher): chiiack2@lsbu.ac.uk 
Prof. Patrick Callaghan (supervisor): callagp3@lsbu.ac.uk 
Dr Alex Marchant (supervisor): alex.marchant@lsbu.ac.uk
Dr Jaimee Mallion (supervisor): mallionj@lsbu.ac.uk

If you have any concerns about the way in which the study has been conducted, please contact the School of Applied Sciences Ethics Chair at sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk

[bookmark: _Toc151411295][bookmark: _Toc151411464][bookmark: _Toc151420310][bookmark: _Toc153627988][bookmark: _Toc153628098]Thank you!
Thank you for taking the time to read the information sheet. 

Researcher: Kateryna Chiiachenko
Date: 21/04/2023
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Research Project Consent Form
Full title of Project: Factors that predict preference for teleworking (i.e., teleworking): Validity and reliability study.
Ethics approval registration Number: ETH2223-0079
Name: Kateryna Chiiachenko
Researcher Position: PhD Psychology full-time student
Contact details of Researcher: chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk 

	Taking part (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet and/or the researcher has explained the above study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions.
	☐	☐
	I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw as explained in the information sheet, without providing a reason.
	☐	☐
	I agree to take part in the above study.
	☐	☐
	
	
	

	Use of my information (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	I agree for the data I provide to be stored (after it has been anonymised) in a specialist data centre and I understand it may be used for future research.
	☐	☐



	
Name of Participant

	
________
Date
	
________
Signature

	
Kateryna Chiiachenko
Name of Researcher

	
________
Date
	
________
Signature 




Project contact details for further information:
Supervisors
Prof. Patrick Callaghan: callagp3@lsbu.ac.uk 
Dr Alex Marchant: alex.marchant@lsbu.ac.uk
Dr Jaimee Mallion: mallionj@lsbu.ac.uk

For any concerns regarding this study please contact sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk 
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[bookmark: _Toc151411296][bookmark: _Toc151411465][bookmark: _Toc151420311][bookmark: _Toc153627989][bookmark: _Toc153628099]Debriefing Sheet

Factors that predict preference for teleworking (i.e., teleworking): Validity and reliability study

Thank you for your participation!
The purpose of this study was to appraise the validity and reliability of the questionnaire measuring aspects that predict preference for teleworking. The obtained data will be statistically tested to establish the validity and reliability of the questionnaire. The results are planned to provide practitioners with a reliable tool to measure factors influencing teleworking preference. This, in turn, will hopefully allow making sure that teleworking's prevalence grows without harm to the employees. 
Please feel free to ask any questions. You can also email me at chiiachk@lsbu.ac.uk if you have any further questions. I can assure you that your data will be treated in the strictest of confidence. This study has been reviewed and approved by the Psychology Department ethics committee at London South Bank University.

For any concerns regarding this study, please contact sasethics@lsbu.ac.uk
Please keep this part of the sheet for reference. 
In case engaging in this study has upset or distressed you in any way, you can find additional support via the NHS Mental Health Foundation:
https://www.nhs.uk/oneyou/every-mind-matters/ 

Alternatively, visit NHS webpage with resources on working with stress:
https://www.nhs.uk/every-mind-matters/mental-health-issues/stress/
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Assuming there are no work-related constraints, how much would you prefer to telework?
Not at all
Mild preference
Moderate preference
Strong preference
Extreme preference


 The following statements are about your experience of teleworking (i.e., teleworking) compared to office working. Please choose the statement that best reflects your degree of agreement or disagreement. 


	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. When teleworking, my day is less structured
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. I am used to teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding for me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. I have to rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. I prefer teleworking because I am more efficient
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. When teleworking, I have more control over the way I do my work
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. When teleworking, I feel like my company does not need me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to stay at home in unpleasant weather
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. I prefer not travelling to work because it saves my energy
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. When teleworking, I feel isolated from colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. There are set days I have to work in the office, but otherwise I am free to choose whether to telework or not
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Teleworking allows me to structure daily chores around work tasks
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. When teleworking, I feel less personally connected to colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. When teleworking, I feel that my manager does not trust me to do my job well
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. When teleworking, I overwork
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. I lack the boundary between home and work domains created by my commute
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. When teleworking, I schedule more meetings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Teleworking allows me to avoid distractions from colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I prefer teleworking because of saving money buying lunch
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. I prefer teleworking because of the ability to work from different locations
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. When teleworking, I take too many breaks
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Teleworking makes me feel always on duty
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. I am more efficient in online meetings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. When teleworking, I receive less support with computer issues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. The ability to manage dependents care (child or adult) when teleworking is an advantage for me
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. Teleworking makes me more productive
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I lead a more sedentary lifestyle
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. The inability to read a person’s body language impacts negatively my virtual communication experience
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. There are understandable reasons why my employer makes me telework
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. When teleworking, I have Internet connection issues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. I do not receive assistance with household chores when teleworking (e.g., by a spouse or paid worker)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Teleworking is a new normal for me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Teleworking reduces my opportunity to learn from colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. When teleworking, I receive less financial support from the employer
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Please select "Strongly Disagree" to show you pay attention to this question
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I prefer teleworking because I can spend more quality time with my family
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Saving time from not travelling to work is an advantage for me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Teleworking slowed down my career progression
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Not having to dress professionally makes me prefer teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. My work-based learning is impacted negatively by teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. I can widen my skill set because of the time freed by teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. My equipment is not suitable for teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. I prefer teleworking because I can avoid unwanted work-related interactions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. I prefer virtual communication to face-to-face communication
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. I am reluctant to ask colleagues questions because of being unsure how busy they are
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I find it more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I feel guilty because of not being productive enough
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. When teleworking, I feel less like a part of organisation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. When teleworking, I miss important work-related information
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. I prefer collaborative conversations done face-to-face rather than online
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. I have a set routine when teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. I use commute time as an opportunity for self-care (e.g., reading a book)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. I find it beneficial to move from one virtual meeting to another without changing locations
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. When teleworking, I lack informal conversations with colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I prefer teleworking because of saving money buying new clothes for the office
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, I feel like I am my own boss
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. When teleworking, I feel less connection with colleagues
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Teleworking opportunities are equally distributed in my workplace
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. My manager provides less feedback when I am teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. When teleworking, I feel left out
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. I prefer teleworking because it reduces travel emissions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. It is more difficult to express worries to my colleagues when teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. I do not have enough living space to perform teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Household members distract me when teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I can engage in more leisure activities because of the time freed by teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. When teleworking, spending less time interacting with colleagues is a disadvantage for me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. I find it easier to prepare for the workday when teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. My employer requires I work in the office for a number of days per week, but I get to choose when those days are
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Acquiring new skills when teleworking helps my career progression
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. When teleworking, having more time to reply to work-related queries is an advantage for me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. While teleworking, avoiding uncomfortable pauses in communicating is an advantage for me
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. It's easy to adapt to teleworking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to sleep longer in the morning
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. When teleworking, I tend to transfer negative work-related emotions onto household members
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. When teleworking, I have more independence from my manager
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. When teleworking, conversations with colleagues tend to be more work-focused
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. When teleworking, it is easier to balance work and home demands
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Ability to avoid traffic when teleworking is an advantage for me
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. My employer gives me complete freedom to choose when I telework
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Teleworking allows me to finish work earlier
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. When teleworking, I feel that my colleagues do not trust me to do my job well
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	Intended Variables
	Items

	Benefits of teleworking 

	1.1 Improved productivity and efficiency

	Improved productivity was ascribed to the desire to finish work earlier
	1.I am more productive when teleworking
2. I can finish work earlier when teleworking


	Most individuals attributed their productivity to reduced distractions 
	1.I have fewer distractions at home compared to the office
2.I have more distractions at home compared to the office


	Unnecessary processes could be skipped when teleworking
	1.I can skip dressing up for office when teleworking
2.Teleworking is easier in terms of preparation for the workday 
3.I am more efficient in my job when teleworking


	Ability to switch between online meetings easily
	1.I find online meetings more efficient than face-to-face meetings
2.I appreciate the ability to flow from one virtual meeting to another without having to change my physical location.


	Overworking risk 
	1.I tend to work past conventional working hours
2.I have more meetings scheduled when teleworking compared to office working
3. I tend to get carried away and work overtime
4.I am more likely to do after-hours calls and meetings when teleworking

	1.2 More opportunities online 

	More opportunities for acquiring new skills
	1. I have time for acquiring new skills thanks to teleworking
2. I am doing more online courses thanks to teleworking
3. My skill set has grown since teleworking

	Virtual communication was preferred to face-to-face
	1. Virtual communication helps me to avoid awkward social situations
2. I can avoid uncomfortable pauses when communicating via text or email with colleagues
3. I like to speak with people using virtual means (e.g., audio, video)
4. I like the ability to take time before replying to work-related queries when teleworking

	New skills enhancing career growth
	1. Teleworking has been good for my career 
2. Acquiring new skills when teleworking helped my career progression

	1.3 Increased flexibility 
	1. Teleworking gives me more independence
2. Teleworking allows for more flexibility

	Ability to structure own agendas around teleworking
	1. I can structure my own agendas around teleworking

	Better work-life balance
	1.Teleworking improved my work-life balance
2. Teleworking is good for my work-life balance

	Reduced travel
	1. Ability to skip travelling to work saves my energy
2. I appreciate the ability to avoid traffic when teleworking

	Saved time
	1. I appreciate saving time from not travelling to work
2. I have more time to pursue personal interests when teleworking

	Saved money 
	1.Saving money on transport when teleworking is an advantage for me
2. Saving money for buying lunch at work when teleworking is an advantage for me
3. Saving money from buying new clothes for office is an advantage for me

	Ability to sleep longer
	1. I like the ability to sleep longer in the morning when teleworking 

	Stay at home in unpleasant weather
	1. I like the ability to stay at home in unpleasant weather when teleworking

	Ability to change location
	1. I appreciate the ability to work from anywhere in the world thanks to teleworking

	Ability to provide care for a family member
	1. I appreciate the ability to handle dependent (child or adult) care when teleworking

	Drawbacks of teleworking

	2.1 Unmet support needs

	Lack of technological support
	1. I do not receive enough support with technological complications when teleworking
2. I often have internet connection issues when teleworking

	Lack of emotional support
	1. It is more difficult to express my worries to co-workers when teleworking

	Lack of financial support
	1. My employer does not cover additional costs brought by teleworking

	Additional expenses 
	1. Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding
2. I lease a larger place to accommodate my teleworking needs
3. I lost fringe benefits that were previously covered by employer (e.g., free hot drinks, sports facilities, parking)

	2.2 Communication challenges

	Difficulty asking questions 
	1. Reluctant to ask questions when teleworking due to not seeing how busy my co-workers are
2. It is more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking

	Difficulty bonding with colleagues
	1. I spend less time interacting with colleagues when teleworking
2. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking
3. It is difficult to build friendships with co-workers when teleworking
4. There is a lack of informal conversations with co-workers when teleworking





	Missing important information
	1. I tend to miss important information when teleworking

	Inconvenient virtual meetings
	1. Virtual meetings are inconvenient
2. Collaborative conversations are better done face-to-face than online
3. Inability to read person’s body language affects virtual communication significantly

	Preferable to communicate with people in office
	1. Prefer the professional interaction found at conventional workplace
2. Prefer the social interaction found at conventional workplace 


	Feeling lonely
	1. I tend to feel lonely when teleworking

	Feeling isolated
	1. I am kept in the loop regarding company social events/functions
2. I am part of the company network
3. I feel isolated when teleworking
4. I feel less connection with colleagues when teleworking


	Losing opportunity for observational learning 
	1. Losing an opportunity for observational learning when teleworking is a disadvantage for me
2. My professional learning gets impacted negatively by teleworking


	2.3 Blurred Boundaries

	
	1. I never do work on my personal time 
2. I often deal with work-related issues away from work
4. When I am working, I focus completely on work-related issues
5. I often schedule personal activities (e.g., exercise or reading) during ‘‘business hours’’ 
6. I rarely deal with personal matters when I am working
7. I often do personal errands on ‘‘work time’’ 


	Inability to disconnect from work
	1. I feel “always on” when teleworking
2. I have a feeling of working around the clock when teleworking
3. My employer expects me to always be online when teleworking
4. I find it difficult to disconnect from work when teleworking


	Transferring negative emotions to family members
	1. I transfer negative work-related emotions onto household members when teleworking

	Sustainability
	1. I appreciate the ability to help the environment by reducing travel emissions when teleworking

	Benefit of commute 
	1. I use commute time as a self-care (e.g., to read a book)
2. Commute trip is useful transition between home and work 


	Adapting to teleworking

	3.1 effects of adaptation process 

	The need to be adapted to like an arrangement
	1. I am adapted to teleworking
2. I have a set routine when teleworking
3. I am used to teleworking
4. Teleworking routine became normal to me

	Resting too much
	1. I get lazier when I am not being watched by the manager
2. I tend to slack off as the manager is not physically present with me
3. I do not work as much when teleworking compared to office working

	Lack of discipline to maintain a day structure
	1. I tend to miss meals due to the lack of day structure when teleworking
2. Sometimes, I take longer breaks than I should when teleworking
3. I do not have a set time schedule to my working day when teleworking
4. I do not have enough self-control to have an appropriate day structure when teleworking


	Sedentary lifestyle
	1. I walk significantly less when teleworking compared to office working
2. I tend to spend most of my day at the desk when teleworking
3. I am not very physically active when teleworking
4. My lifestyle became more sedentary due to teleworking

	Importance of voluntariness

	Voluntariness/choice
	1. My employer gives me a choice whether to telework or not
2. I am forced to perform teleworking
3. I can stop teleworking and come back to the office anytime I like
4. I have a choice when to work from home and when to come in to the office
5. I have to perform teleworking even when I do not feel like it
6. Performing teleworking was my choice

	Justification for a forced arrangement
	1. There are understandable reasons for my forced teleworking arrangement
2. My employer justifies my forced teleworking arrangement

	Whether most of the colleagues are in the same circumstances 
	1. Most of my co-workers are allowed the same extent of teleworking and office working as I am
2. Fairness is maintained while executing rules and policies in my organisation 


	From Meta-aggregation

	Less stress due to decreased commute
	1. Teleworking reduces stress of travelling to work

	Work-home conflict
	1. Teleworking increases work-home conflict
2. I have difficulty concentrating on work because I am preoccupied
with domestic matters when teleworking
3. I am irritable at home because I am constantly thinking about work

	More quality time with family
	1. Ability to spend more quality time with my family is an advantage of teleworking

	Teleworking allows avoiding unwanted interactions
	1. I like the ability to avoid unwanted interactions when teleworking

	Feeling of guilt 
	1. Feeling guilty when resting because of not knowing how long one should work when teleworking
2. Feeling guilty because of fear not being productive enough when teleworking 
3. Feeling guilty because of not dedicating enough time for family when teleworking
4. Feeling guilty for taking a sick leave as employer does not see how unwell I am when teleworking

	More work-focused conversations
	1. Conversations with colleagues became more work-focused when teleworking

	Reduced feeling of belongingness 
	1. In my work unit I have many common themes with my co-workers 
2. I have a sense of belonging with my colleagues
3. I feel like a part of my organisation

	Reduced feeling of trust between colleagues
	1. I feel my co-workers trust me to do my job well even when I am teleworking
2. I feel that my co-workers are truthful in their dealings with me
3. I believe that my co-workers give me all the information to assist me at work 


	Difficult to get detailed feedback from supervisors
	1. I do not get as detailed feedback from my supervisor when teleworking compared to office working

	Reduced perceived career growth
	1. Concerned about opportunities for visibility and career advancement
2. Teleworking affects my career growth negatively
3. My career progression slowed down due to teleworking
4.I worry I get overlooked for promotion due to not being physically present at the office


	Insufficient living space
	1. Home environment not suited to telecommuting 
2. I do not have a separate room dedicated for teleworking
3. I do not have enough living space to perform teleworking comfortably

	Assistance with household chores
	1. I receive help with my household chores (from a family member/housemate/cleaner)
2. If I need help to do household chores, I will receive it (e.g., from a family member/housemate/cleaner)
3. My cohabitants are not helpful with household duties
4. I can only rely on myself when it comes to household duties


	Equipment adapted to teleworking 
	1. My work equipment is not adapted for teleworking
2. My work equipment needs upgrading
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	Intended Variables
	 Items 

	Benefits of teleworking

	1.1 Improved productivity and efficiency

	Improved productivity 
	1. Teleworking makes me more productive 
2. Teleworking allows me to finish work earlier 

	Most individuals attributed their productivity to reduced distractions 
	1. Teleworking allows me to avoid distractions from colleagues
2. Household members distract me when teleworking

	Unnecessary processes can b skipped when teleworking
	1. I prefer teleworking because I do not have to spend much time dressing professionally
2. I find it easier to prepare for the workday when teleworking 
3. I prefer teleworking because I am more efficient 

	Ability to switch between online meetings easily
	1. I am more efficient in online meetings 
2. I find it beneficial to move from one virtual meeting to another without changing locations 

	Overworking risk 
	1. When teleworking, I overwork
2. When teleworking, I schedule more meetings 

	1.2 More opportunities online 

	More opportunities for acquiring new skills
	1. I can engage in more leisure activities because of the time freed by teleworking
2. I can widen my skill set because of the time freed by teleworking

	Virtual communication was preferred to face-to-face
	1. When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me 
2. While teleworking, avoiding uncomfortable pauses in communicating is an advantage for me
3. I prefer virtual communication to face-to-face communication
4. When teleworking, having more time to reply to work-related queries is an advantage for me

	New skills enhancing career growth
	1. Acquiring new skills when teleworking helps my career progression

	1.3 Increased flexibility 

	Ability to structure own agendas around working
	1. Teleworking allows me to structure daily chores around work tasks

	Better work-life balance
	1.When teleworking, it is easier to balance work and home demands

	Less travel
	1. I prefer not travelling to work because it saves my energy
2. Ability to avoid traffic when teleworking is an advantage for me

	Saved time
	1. Saving time from not travelling to work is an advantage for me
2. Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests 

	Saved money 
	1. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs
2. I prefer teleworking because of saving money buying lunch
3. I prefer teleworking because of saving money buying new clothes for the office 

	Ability to sleep longer
	1.I prefer teleworking because it allows me to sleep longer in the morning 

	Ability to stay at home in unpleasant weather
	1.I prefer teleworking because it allows me to stay at home in unpleasant weather 

	Ability to change location
	1.I prefer teleworking because of the ability to work from different locations 

	Ability to provide care for a family member
	1. The ability to manage dependents care (child or adult) when teleworking is an advantage for me

	Drawbacks of teleworking

	2.1 Unmet support needs

	Lack of technological support
	1. When teleworking, I receive less support with computer issues 
2. When teleworking, I have Internet connection issues 

	More difficult share personal problems with colleagues
	1.It is more difficult to express worries to my colleagues when teleworking

	Lack of financial support
	1. When teleworking, I receive less financial support from the employer 

	Additional costs 
	1.Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding for me
2. I have to rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs 
3.Because to teleworking, I lost fringe benefits that were previously covered by employer

	2.2 Communication challenges

	Difficulty asking questions 
	1. I am reluctant to ask colleagues questions because of being unsure how busy they are 
2. I find it more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking

	Difficulty bonding with colleagues
	1.When teleworking, spending less time interacting with colleagues is a disadvantage for me 
2. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking
3. When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues 
4. When teleworking, I lack informal conversations with colleagues 

	Missing important information
	1. When teleworking, I miss important work-related information 

	Inconvenient virtual meetings
	1. I prefer collaborative conversations done face-to-face rather than online
2. The inability to read a person’s body language impacts negatively my virtual communication experience

	Feeling left out and not needed
	1. When teleworking, I feel left out
2. When teleworking, I feel like my company does not need me 

	Feeling isolated
	1. When teleworking, I feel isolated from colleagues 
2. When teleworking, I feel less connection with colleagues

	Losing opportunity for observational learning 
	1.Teleworking reduces my opportunity to learn from colleagues
2. My work-based learning is impacted negatively by teleworking

	2.3 Difficulty disengaging from work

	Inability to disconnect from work
	1. Teleworking makes me feel always on duty

	Transferring negative emotions to family members
	1.When teleworking, I tend to transfer negative work-related emotions onto household members 

	Sustainability
	1.I prefer teleworking because it reduces travel emissions

	Benefit of commute 
	1. I use commute time as an opportunity for self-care (e.g., reading a book) 
2. I prefer teleworking because of a boundary between home and work domains created by commute

	Adapting to teleworking

	3.1 Effects of adaptation process 

	The need to be adapted to like an arrangement
	1. I have a set routine when teleworking
2. I am used to teleworking
3. Teleworking is a new normal for me 

	Having too much rest
	1. Teleworking makes me lazy

	Lack of discipline for a day structure
	1. When teleworking, my day is less structured 

	Sedentary lifestyle
	1. When teleworking, I lead a more sedentary lifestyle

	Importance of voluntariness

	Voluntariness/choice
	1. My employer gives me complete freedom to choose when I telework
2. My employer requires I work in the office for a number of days per week, but I get to choose when those days are
3. There are set days I have to work in the office, but otherwise I am free to choose whether to telework or not

	Justification for a forced arrangement
	1. There are understandable reasons why my employer makes me telework

	Whether most of the colleagues are in the same circumstances 
	1. Teleworking opportunities are equally distributed in my workplace

	From Meta-aggregation

	Less stress due to decreased commute
	1. When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress 

	More quality time with family
	1. I prefer teleworking because I can spend more quality time with my family 

	Teleworking allows avoiding unwanted interactions
	1. I prefer teleworking because I can avoid unwanted work-related interactions 

	Guilt 
	1. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting 
2. When teleworking, I feel guilty because of not being productive enough 
3. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family 
4. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave

	More work-focused conversations
	1. When teleworking, conversations with colleagues tend to be more work-focused 

	Reduced feeling of belongingness 
	1. When teleworking, I feel less personally connected to colleagues
2. When teleworking, I feel like a part of organisation 

	Reduced feeling of trust
	1. When teleworking, my colleagues do not trust me to do my job well 
2. When teleworking, my manager does not trust me to do my job well 

	Difficulty to get detailed feedback from supervisors
	1. My manager provides less detailed feedback when I am teleworking

	Reduced perceived career growth
	1. Teleworking slowed down my career progression 

	Insufficient living space
	1.I do not have enough living space to perform teleworking

	Assistance with household chores 
	1.I do not receive assistance with household chores when teleworking (e.g., by a spouse or paid worker)

	Equipment adapted to teleworking 
	1.My equipment is not suitable for teleworking 














[bookmark: _Toc154029852]Appendix 21. The Final Version of the TPP scale
Directions for Administering the Scale
The following statements are about your experience of teleworking (i.e., teleworking) compared to office working. Please choose the statement that best reflects your degree of agreement or disagreement. Please use the following likert scale for responding to the items:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Slightly Disagree
	Slightly Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree



	Factor
	Items 

	Benefits of teleworking
	

	
	1. I prefer teleworking because of saving money on travelling costs

	
	2. I prefer teleworking because it allows me to stay at home in unpleasant weather

	
	3. I prefer not travelling to work because it saves my energy

	
	4. Teleworking allows me to structure daily chores around work tasks

	
	5. Teleworking gives me more time to pursue personal interests

	
	6. When teleworking, reduced commute time lowers my stress

	
	7. Teleworking makes me more productive

	
	8. Saving time from not travelling to work is an advantage for me

	
	9. Not having to dress professionally makes me prefer teleworking

	
	10. I can widen my skill set because of the time freed by teleworking

	
	11. Ability to avoid traffic when teleworking is an advantage for me

	
	12. When teleworking, avoiding awkward social situations is an advantage for me

	Challenges of teleworking
	

	
	13. When teleworking, I find it difficult to build friendships with colleagues

	
	14. My work-based learning is impacted negatively by teleworking

	
	15. I find it more time-consuming to ask questions when teleworking

	
	16. When teleworking, I feel less like a part of organisation

	
	17. When teleworking, I miss important work-related information

	
	18. My work-related friendships deteriorated due to teleworking

	
	19. When teleworking, I feel less connection with colleagues

	
	20. My manager provides less feedback when I am teleworking

	
	21. When teleworking, I feel left out

	
	22. It is more difficult to express worries to my colleagues when teleworking

	Work and financial insecurity
	

	
	23. Additional expenses brought by teleworking are financially demanding for me

	
	24. I have to rent a larger space to accommodate my teleworking needs

	
	25. When teleworking, I feel that my manager does not trust me to do my job well

	Feeling of guilt
	

	
	26. When teleworking, I feel guilty for taking sick leave

	
	27. When teleworking, I feel guilty when resting

	
	28. When teleworking, I feel guilty for not dedicating enough time to my family



Scoring information: Each factor score is determined by finding the average of the items contributing to that factor. Higher scores on the factor “Benefits of teleworking” (items 1-12) indicate an increased likelihood of a person preferring teleworking. Higher scores on the factors “Challenges of teleworking”, “Working and financial insecurity”, and “Feeling of guilt” (items 13-28), indicate an increased likelihood of a person not preferring teleworking. 
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Complete the survey for a chance to win one out of five £50 Amazon
vouchers!

Are you an employee who has worked remotely at least once a week? | would
like to hear about your experiences!

| am running a survey study to validate the questionnaire measuring factors
that predict preference for teleworking (i.e., remote work). It is hoped that
this questionnaire will be used to inform and improve policies for remote
employees.

| am looking for UK office employees who either were teleworking during the
last two years or who are currently teleworking.

The study includes an online survey, which will take approximately 15
minutes. Your participation will be confidential.

At the end of the survey, you will have an opportunity to include your email in
the prize draw.

For further information and to participate, please follow the
link: https://rb.gy/6a8em

Alternatively, you can contact me via email at chiiack2@Isbu.ac.uk

#remotework #survey #prizedraw
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Are you an office employee who has worked remotely at least once a

week? | would like to hear about your experiences!

| am running an interview study exploring experiences of teleworking (i.e.,
remote work with the use of information and communication technology)
in office workers. It is hoped that this research will be used to improve

policies for remote employees.

| am looking for UK office employees who either were teleworking during

the last year or who are currently teleworking (at least once a week).

The study includes an informal one-to-one virtual/online interview, which
will take approximately 60 minutes. Your participation will be confidential.

For further information and to register your interest to participate, please
follow the link: https://Inkd.in/e84BxdQX

Alternatively, you can contact me via direct messages or email
at chiiachk@Isbu.ac.uk
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