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During the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, vocational counselors in Switzerland more frequently worked from home (WFH) and less frequently worked on-site. The aim of this study was to assess how WFH corresponds with indicators of job performance and occupational wellbeing. More specifically, the current questionnaire study analyzed the increase in WFH, self-reported productivity, distractibility in WFH, current job satisfaction, work-life balance in WFH, and feeling of loneliness. Findings showed that the increase in WFH in vocational counseling psychologists during the COVID-19 pandemic was associated with an increase in productivity and job satisfaction and with lower distractibility in WFH compared to work on-site. However, more frequent WFH was not significantly associated with improved work-life balance during the COVID-19 pandemic. Vocational counselors who shared the office on-site with many colleagues experienced higher feeling of loneliness during WFH. Vocational counselors regarded the condition of WFH as productive and satisfying while work-life balance did not improve. The discussion sheds light on the potential WFH-related increase of boundary management demands.
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INTRODUCTION

The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic changed the work of many employees (Galliker et al., 2021a), on top of persisting occupational change toward more flexible work places and work times, as well as shorter working hours (Kamerāde et al., 2019; Balderson et al., 2020).

The same applied to vocational counselors, whose work environment changed significantly. Working from home (WFH) increased largely (Galliker et al., 2021a). Before COVID-19, most vocational counseling happened in person. During the COVID-19 pandemic, online counseling was introduced, which can be used on-site as well as from home.

Even though WFH before COVID-19 was not very common in vocational counselors, WFH has a long history and can have different forms, depending on the employment status and permanent vs. occasional working from home. Recently, the International Labour Organization distinguished home-based workers, homeworkers, and teleworkers (International Labour Organization, 2021). Based on this scheme, vocational counselors can be classified as permanently employed teleworkers who work at home on an occasional basis (International Labour Organization, 2021). Thus, telework is characterized by an increased use of information and communication technologies by employees (ICTs; Aborg et al., 2002; Messenger and Gschwind, 2016; International Labour Organization, 2021).

While working conditions in office have been studied extensively, knowledge about the working conditions at home and their impact on the occupational health and productivity of an employee is limited. In their meta-analysis, Gajendran and Harrison (2007) reported positive associations between telecommuting and mental health (telecommuting must not, but is often done at home). Grant et al. (2013) conducted in-depth interviews with 11 experienced workers who did WFH. Workers reported positive as well as adverse impacts of WFH on wellbeing, with the latter due to overworking and a lack of time for recuperation. A review of 12 studies highlights the health risks that arise from musculoskeletal complaints when the workplace design is inadequate in WFH (Wütschert et al., in press). A recent longitudinal study, however, did not find an increase in musculoskeletal pain in Swiss office workers who worked from home full time after the COVID-19 pandemic outbreak, although ergonomic conditions were worse at home (Aegerter et al., 2021). Moreover, no decrease in presenteeism was observed (Aegerter et al., 2021). Another recent large longitudinal study from February 2020 to February 2021, which covered the COVID-19 and lockdown-related increase in WFH, also found an increase in indicators of health and wellbeing and a decrease in presenteeism (Galliker et al., 2021a). Hence, despite mixed effects of WFH on employee health, more consistent evidence exists on positive effects of WFH on job performance and job satisfaction (e.g., Kröll and Nüesch, 2019; Galliker et al., 2021a).

For instance, Bloom et al. (2015) randomly assigned call center employees to either a WFH group or an on-site work group for 9 months. WFH led to a 13% performance increase. This improvement came mainly from a 9% increase in the number of minutes they worked during their shifts (e.g., by taking fewer breaks) and 4% originated from working faster (more calls per minute, attributed to a quieter and more convenient working environment). In accordance with the rather consistent findings on improved performance in WFH, we expect more frequent WFH to be associated with higher self-reported productivity (H1).

Nevertheless, performance in WFH might depend on working conditions in WFH. Even when it can be expected that certain ergonomic working conditions are worse at home compared to on-site work, other ergonomic conditions, such as distractibility, were rarely addressed in WFH so far. Wegner et al. (2011) found that teleworkers showed higher vigilance and more distinct inner calm when they worked from home than when they worked in an office. Since inner calm and higher vigilance both overlap with lower distractibility, we expect lower distractibility to be a performance-related advantage of WFH. For most vocational counselors, we expect distractibility in WFH to be lower than during work on-site. Therefore, we expect more frequent WFH to be related to less distractibility at home compared to on-site work (H2).

Evidence for higher job satisfaction in WFH is rather consistent (e.g., Kröll and Nüesch, 2019). Bloom et al. (2015) found not only productivity but also job satisfaction to increase by WFH. In addition to higher productivity and lower distractibility in WFH, we expect more frequent WFH to correspond with higher job satisfaction (H3).

Various studies have shown that employees who have flexible work arrangements, including WFH, experience less work-family conflict and less family-work conflict (Hill et al., 2003; Byron, 2005; Kelly et al., 2008; Joyce et al., 2010; Solís, 2016). Conflicts between work and family life reflect a low work-family balance that is defined as “the extent to which an individual is equally engaged in—and equally satisfied with—his or her work role and family role” (Greenhaus et al., 2003, p. 513). Using a broader conceptual approach that does not only refer to family life as the major domain of life outside work (Guest, 2002), Grant et al. (2013) found that WFH made work life and non-work life more compatible and therefore improved work-non-work-life balance. Hence, more frequent WFH should be associated with a better work-life balance (H4).

There is evidence that commuting times may threaten work-life balance (Bai et al., 2021). As a positive consequence of WFH, commuting days per week decreased between February 2020 and February 2021 in Switzerland (Galliker et al., 2021a). In 2019, the average commuting time to work in Switzerland was 29.5 min one way (Bundesamt für Statistik [BFS], 2021). The duration of commuting is significantly associated with lower wellbeing next to many task demands, job resources, as well as private demands and resources (Elfering et al., 2020; Gerpott et al., 2021). During COVID-19 pandemic, longer commuting times may also be perceived as a higher risk of infection. Hence, more frequent WFH should be associated with a better work-life balance when (the thus saved) commuting time is longer (H5).

The study of loneliness at the workplace is a relatively new research field (Wright and Silard, 2021).

Wood et al. (2021) found that loneliness—besides the ability to detach from work—is the crucial factor in the changing level of wellbeing in WFH. In the experimental study of Bloom et al. (2015), 50% of WFH group participants wanted to switch back to on-site work. “Loneliness was the single biggest reason.” Bloom explained in an interview with The Guardian (Usborne, 2020). During the COVID-19 pandemic, physical isolation during work may have resulted in increased social isolation because of reduced work contacts and predominant virtual communication (Lengen et al., 2021). Therefore, WFH may be associated with feeling of isolation from colleagues when vocational counselors—before the COVID-19 pandemic—were used to sharing the office with one or more colleagues and now do WFH. Hence, the current study expects feeling of loneliness during WFH to correspond positively with the number of office coworkers before the COVID-19 pandemic (H6).


Hypotheses

The study hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1. Study hypotheses on working conditions during the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic and self-reported productivity, distractibility, and indicators of wellbeing.



Hypothesis 1: More frequent WFH is associated with a higher work productivity in WFH compared to work on-site.

Hypothesis 2: More frequent WFH corresponds to lower distractibility in WFH compared to work on-site.

Hypothesis 3: More frequent WFH is associated with higher job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4: More frequent WFH is associated with a better work-life balance during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Hypothesis 5: More frequent WFH is more strongly associated with better work-life balance during the COVID-19 pandemic when commuting time is longer.

Hypothesis 6: Vocational counselors who share the office on-site with many colleagues experience higher feeling of loneliness when they are working from home.





MATERIALS AND METHODS


Data Collection

The participants were recruited through various channels. The first author (AZ) contacted most of the organizations in German-speaking Switzerland directly, including the heads of the offices, with the invitation to her survey and request for forwarding. The same applied to the academic advising centers of the universities and universities of applied sciences in German-speaking Switzerland. The participants could indicate if they were interested in the survey results. A total of 266 vocational counselors were solicited. This resulted in a response rate of 89%. It is not known whether participants could complete the survey during working hours, except for one public career counseling center that explicitly allowed this. The survey took place from early November 2020 to early December 2020. The participants were primarily asked about their current work situation in November and December 2020. It is important to note that on October 18, 2020, the Swiss Federal Council increased protective measures against the then sharply rising infection rates. More specifically, it recommended to work from home whenever possible (Federal Council media release of October 18, 2020).

The duration of the survey was approximately 15 min. All data were collected completely anonymously. The study participants were informed of the content of the study and its voluntary participation. The study language was German. The study was approved by the ethics committee of the University of Bern, Switzerland (12.01.21, Ethics No. 2021-01-00001).



Sample Characteristics

The sample consisted of 238 vocational, academic, and career counselors from German-speaking Switzerland. The participants included career counselors from occupational rehabilitation offices, cantonal vocational counseling offices, academic career counseling offices at universities, and private career counseling. In addition, some participants worked in related fields, such as internal career counseling in large companies or in institutions for bridge offers. This was an accrual sample, as it was not stratified and randomly selected.

The majority of participants were females (68.9%), married (82.4%), had a university/technical college degree (95.8%), and worked at a public career guidance office (61.8%). Specifically, more public career counselors participated in the survey than rehabilitation career counselors (21.0%). It is important to note that there are more public than rehabilitation vocational counselors throughout Switzerland. Furthermore, the contact details of the public vocational guidance offices are freely available on the Internet and could be contacted directly. The participants worked an average of 75% and were 46.2 years old. They had an average of 10.6 years of professional experience and had been working for the same employer for 8.5 years. Compared to public career counselors, rehabilitation vocational counselors were slightly younger on average, had less professional experience (also the duration of employment was somewhat lower), and worked at least 50% (vs. 30% for the public counselors).

At the time of data collection, 69.3% of respondents worked from home. Before the COVID-19 pandemic, there were only 28.2% participants who reported to WFH. Equally, there were only a few respondents who solely worked from home. The majority worked at home up to 10 days per month (no WFH: 30.7%; half a day to 5 days/month: 41.3%; 6–10 days/month: 15.6%, more than 10 days/month: 12.4%). Furthermore, the majority (91.5%) of participants who did WFH stated that they had an undisturbed work environment at home. The reasons why participants did not work from home were assessed in an open question and coded by a blind rater. Most respondents reported that they preferred to meet clients in person (25 out of 73) or that clients preferred a personal contact (19 out of 73). Sixteen participants explained that their office on-site was better equipped than their office at home. Finally, 13 participants reported their supervisor wanted them to work on-site.



Measures


Predictor Variables

Working from home (WFH) was assessed by asking subjects whether they worked from home (“Do you work from home?”) with “Yes” and “No” as response options. If participants answered “no,” they were asked to explain why in an open question. Participants were then asked whether they had already worked at home before the first corona-related lockdown (March 2020–June 2020) and, if so, how many days per month on average. Furthermore, they were asked whether they were currently working at home and, if so, how many days per month on average. Thus, “currently” referred to the time of data collection in November/December 2020. The questions used were adapted from the WFH questions used by Galliker et al. (2021a).

Commuting time was assessed by asking participants the duration of one-way commute from home to work, where 1 = less than an hour, 2 = about 1 h, and 3 = between 1 and 2 h.

Coworker in the on-site office was assessed by asking participants with how many coworkers they shared the on-site office.



Outcome Variables

Some outcome measures asked participants to compare their current work situation with the situation before the corona-related lockdown (March–June 2020). They were explicitly not asked about WFH during the corona-induced lockdown, as many other factors would have influenced the results during this time (e.g., homeschooling of the children).

If not specified otherwise, response options were indicated on a five-point Likert response scale (1 = completely agree, 2 = disagree, 3 = undecided, 4 = agree, and 5 = completely agree).

Productivity addressed WFH productivity versus on-site productivity (“When working from home, I am more productive than on-site”). The item used was adapted from the WFH questionnaire developed by Aczel et al. (2021).

Distractibility was measured with the following item: “When working from home, I am less distracted than on-site.” The item was adapted from the WFH questionnaire developed by Aczel et al. (2021).

Work-life balance. The balance between work and non-work life was assessed by a single item adopted from Lonska et al. (2021): “Since the COVID-19 pandemic, work-life balance has improved.”

Loneliness during WFH was assessed with the following item: “Sometimes I feel lonely when working from home,” a question that was adopted from Golden et al. (2008).

Job satisfaction. The Kunin faces question (KFQ) was used to measure job satisfaction (Kunin, 1955). The KFQ is a single-item measure of overall satisfaction that focuses primarily on the affective component of job satisfaction compared with other scales (Elfering and Grebner, 2011; Elfering et al., 2016). The KFQ asked “How satisfied do you currently feel with your work?” This measure was assessed with seven smiley faces with written labels, ranging from a deep frown (1 = very unsatisfied) to a large smile (7 = very satisfied). Wanous et al. (1997) reported a good reliability and validity of the KFQ single-item measure of overall job satisfaction.



Control Variables

Age, gender, relationship status, leadership function, part-time work, number of children, and work demands were included as control variables in the regression analyses.

Age was included as a control variable because work and private demands that have an impact on work-life balance change with age (Rantanen et al., 2012). Furthermore, job satisfaction has been shown to be positively related to age (Spector, 1997).

Gender (i.e., 1 = female and 2 = male) was included as a control variable because gender differences in self-rated work productivity and job satisfaction during the lockdown may arise (Feng and Savani, 2020). Women are expected to spend more time on domestic work and childcare than their male counterparts when working from home.

Relationship status was included as a control variable because being in a relationship can alleviate stress or buffer the stressor-strain association (Grandey and Cropanzano, 1999). It was operationalized as “in a relationship” or “single.”

Leadership function (yes/no). Working from home with leadership function does afford new remote leadership behavior (Parker et al., 2020; De Bloom and Keller, 2021a,b; Schall and Chen, 2021).

Number of children living in the same household. During the COVID-19 pandemic, new demands emerged with having children who also had to adopt to circumstances like home schooling (Harth and Mitte, 2020).

Part-time work can reduce work-life conflict (Roeters and Craig, 2014). Part-time work of an employed person was assessed in percentages of a full-time work equivalent (e.g., 60% of 100%; in Switzerland, 100% corresponds to 42 h of working time per week).

Job demands were included as control variables as working from home can introduce alterations in job demands (Sardeshmukh et al., 2012). Job demands were assessed using the scales quantitative work stress (e.g., “I have too much work”) and qualitative work stress (e.g., “At this work, there are things that are too complicated”) of the “Short Questionnaire for Work Analysis” (Prümper et al., 1995). The respective scales contain two items each. Response options were indicated on a five-point Likert response scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.89 for quantitative work stress and 0.69 for qualitative work stress.



Statistical Analyses

We used IBM SPSS Statistics 23, Armonk, NY, New York for all analyses. For the multiple regression analysis, we calculated linear regression models using the enter method. The multiple linear regression consisted of two steps: step 1 included control variables and step 2 included predictor variables [days WFH (# days/month), commuting time, and days WFH × commuting time or number of coworkers in the office on-site]. When examining hypothesis 5 with the interaction term, the predictor variables were centered.

We used an alpha level of 0.05, and the tests were two-tailed.



RESULTS


Descriptive Results

The mean values of study variables are shown in Table 1. When asked whether productivity in WFH was higher than on-site, most respondents were undecided in this question. Slightly more respondents agreed than disagreed (12.2% completely disagreed, 18.5% disagreed, 31.5% were undecided, 29.4% agreed, and 8.4% completely agreed).


TABLE 1. Mean values and Pearson correlations between study variables.
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The pattern of answers is more pronounced with respect to WFH when respondents were asked whether distraction in WFH was lower than on-site. The majority of respondents agreed that distractibility in WFH is lower than on-site work (11.8% completely disagreed, 16.9% disagreed, 19.0% were undecided, 35.4% agreed, and 16.9% completely agreed).

The mean value of current job satisfaction (5.28) reflects more than 80% of respondents who report being satisfied, very satisfied, or extremely satisfied with their current work (0.4% extremely unsatisfied, 1.9% very unsatisfied, 3.4% unsatisfied, 13.9% undecided, 32.4% satisfied, 41.2% very satisfied, and 7.1% completely satisfied).

Regarding the work-life balance, the pattern is in favor of WFH. More than three-quarters of respondents agreed that since the COVID-19 pandemic outbreak, their work-life balance has improved (no respondent completely disagreed, 4.6% disagreed, 13.5% were undecided, 30.8% agreed, and 51.1% completely agreed). Loneliness in WFH was denied by most respondents. Only a quarter of participants agreed that they sometimes feel lonely when working from home (21.1% completely disagreed, 29.1% disagreed, 23.6% were undecided, 21.5% agreed, and 4.6% completely agreed).

Pearson correlations of study variables are shown in Table 1. The correlation between productivity and distractibility is very high (r = 0.78, p < 0.001). Both higher productivity in WFH and lower distractibility in WFH are positively related with more frequent WFH (productivity: r = 0.31, p < 0.001; distractibility: r = 0.25, p < 0.001) and quantitative work demands (productivity: r = 0.18, p < 0.01; distractibility: r = 0.14, p < 0.05). Higher productivity in WFH and lower distractibility in WFH also corresponded with longer commuting times (productivity: r = 0.14; p < 0.05; distractibility: r = 0.16, p < 0.05). Job satisfaction showed negative associations with quantitative work demands (r = −0.21, p < 0.01) and qualitative work demands (r = −0.21, p < 0.001) but no significant associations with frequency of WFH. The work-life balance also showed negative associations with quantitative (r = −0.22, p < 0.001) and qualitative work demands (r = −0.16, p < 0.05) but no associations with frequency of WFH. Higher qualitative work demands correspond to higher feeling of loneliness in WFH (r = 0.18, p < 0.01). Sharing the on-site office with more colleagues is associated with higher feeling of loneliness in WFH (r = 0.18, p < 0.01). More frequent WFH was also slightly associated with higher feeling of loneliness (r = 0.14, p < 0.05).



Hypotheses Testing

All hypotheses were examined with the multiple linear regression analysis. Informal examination of the data with histograms and scatterplots revealed no serious threats to underlying distributional assumptions of the residuals.

By testing the first hypothesis, a multiple regression was carried out to investigate whether WFH could significantly predict productivity above and beyond control variables. The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 14.1% of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of productivity [Table 2; F(9,224) = 4.094, p < 0.001]. WFH contributed significantly to the model (β = 0.267, p < 0.001, variation explained by WFH = 6.5%; ΔR2 = 0.065), corroborating hypothesis 1, which predicted that more frequent WFH was related to higher self-reported productivity in WFH compared to work on-site above and beyond control variables.


TABLE 2. Multiple linear regression analysis for work from home (WFH) predicting higher productivity in WFH compared to work on-site (H1).
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The second hypothesis examined whether more frequent WFH corresponds to lower distractibility in WFH compared to work on-site. Another multiple linear regression was calculated to predict distractibility based on WFH and control variables. A significant regression equation was found [Table 3; F(9,223) = 3.446, p < 0.001] with an R squared value of 0.122. The results of the multiple linear regression indicated that the model explained 12.2% of the variance of distractibility. Moreover, WFH was a significant predictor of distractibility (β = 0.185, p = 0.01; variation explained by WFH = 3.1%; ΔR2 = 0.031). In line with the second hypothesis, more frequent WFH predicted less distractibility in WFH compared to work.


TABLE 3. Multiple linear regression analysis for work from home (WFH) predicting less distractibility in WFH compared to work on-site (H2).
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The third hypothesis postulated more frequent WFH to be associated with higher job satisfaction. Table 4 shows the results of the corresponding multiple linear regression analysis where job satisfaction was predicted by WFH and control variables. The results of the regression illustrated that the multiple linear regression model explained 15.2% of the variance in job satisfaction as the dependent variable. The regression equation was found to be significant [Table 4; F(9,224) = 4.452, p < 0.001]. In compliance with hypothesis 3, WFH contributed significantly to the model (β = 0.215, p = 0.001; variation explained by WFH = 4.2%; ΔR2 = 0.042).


TABLE 4. Multiple linear regression analysis for work from home (WFH) predicting job satisfaction (H3).
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According to the fourth hypothesis, more frequent WFH is expected to significantly predict better work-life balance during the COVID-19 pandemic beyond control variables. Testing hypothesis 4 in a multiple repression analysis resulted in only 7.1% of the variance in work-life balance that could be explained by the regression equation [Table 5; F(9,223) = 1.907, p = 0.052]. WFH was not a significant predictor of work-life balance (β = 0.024, p = 0.726). Thus, hypothesis 4 was not supported.


TABLE 5. Multiple linear regression analysis for work from home (WFH) predicting improved work-life balance during COVID-19 pandemic (H4).
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The fifth hypothesis expected that more frequent WFH would be associated with better work-life balance during the COVID-19 pandemic when commuting time is longer. By testing the fifth hypothesis, a multiple linear regression was carried out that included control variables, WFH, commuting time and the interaction between WFH, and commuting time in a regression equation. Table 6 shows that the regression model explained only 7.7% of the variance in work-life balance as a dependent variable. The combination of independent variables in the regression equation did not achieve a significant prediction of work-life balance [Table 6; F(11,221) = 1.681, p = 0.079]. The interaction between WFH and commuting time did not significantly contribute to the regression model (β = −0.009, p = 0.894). Hence, hypothesis 5 was not confirmed.


TABLE 6. Multiple linear regression analysis for the interaction between work from home (WFH) and commuting time in predicting improved work-life balance during COVID-19 pandemic (H5).
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Finally, the sixth hypothesis postulated that vocational counselors, who shared the on-site office with many colleagues, should be more prone to feeling of loneliness in WFH. A test of the sixth hypothesis also relied on a multiple linear regression to examine whether the number of coworkers in the on-site office could significantly predict loneliness in WFH above and beyond control variables. The results of the multiple linear regression indicated that the regression model accounted for 8.9% of the variance in feeling of loneliness that were explained by the regression model [Table 7; F(9,223) = 2.416, p = 0.012]. In line with hypothesis 6, the number of coworkers in the on-site office contributed significantly to the multiple regression model (β = 0.145, p = 0.030; variation explained by coworkers in the on-site office = 2.0%; ΔR2 = 0.020).


TABLE 7. Multiple linear regression analysis for coworker in the office on-site predicting loneliness in WFH (H6).
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In summary, the results of regression analyses supported H1, H2, and H3: more frequent WFH was associated with higher self-reported productivity in WFH compared to work on-site (H1), lower distractibility during WFH compared to work on-site (H2), and higher job satisfaction (H3). Hypotheses 4 and 5, in contrast, were not confirmed: More frequent WFH was not associated with higher work-life balance (H4). Interestingly, the reduction in commuting times due to increased WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic was not found to be linked to a higher work-life balance (H5). However, the results confirmed hypothesis 6: a higher number of coworkers in the on-site office was related to higher feeling of loneliness during WFH (H6).



DISCUSSION

In this study, the results confirm that vocational counseling psychologists working from home (WFH) reported lower distractibility, higher productivity, and job satisfaction compared to working on-site. Furthermore, sharing on-site office with coworkers explains feeling of loneliness when working from home during COVID-19 confinement. Contrary to our expectations, WFH and reduction of commuting time do not explain work-life balance.


Working From Home, Productivity, Lower Distractibility, and Job Satisfaction

The current study found higher self-reported productivity in WFH compared to work on-site. A similar result was recently reported in a large Swiss population study that included two measurement points: the baseline questionnaire was collected in February 2020, before the COVID-19 pandemic started, followed by the second questionnaire 1 year later in February 2021 (Galliker et al., 2021a). In this longitudinal study, health-related productivity loss was measured by WPAI (absenteeism and presenteeism) and monthly income. WFH was a significant predictor of productivity, next to job stressors and resources (Galliker et al., 2021a). Future studies should also disentangle different aspects of work productivity that might differently change in WFH (e.g., innovation in WFH; Kniffin et al., 2021). Moreover, it would be interesting to analyze objective measurements of productivity, e.g., the number of clients or the number of counseling sessions.

The frequency of WFH was significantly associated with lower distractibility in WFH compared to work on-site as proposed by H2. A lower distractibility in WFH compared to working on-site may point to more privacy during WFH. A recent study on the role of privacy in WFH showed a significant indirect effect of the level of privacy in WFH via cognitive irritation, indicating a lack of detachment from work issues, resulting in sleeping problems (Wütschert et al., 2021). Hence, distractibility in WFH in relation to work on-site is not only closely linked to productivity but—as a proxy to privacy in WFH and work on-site—also to recovery from work. As a lesson learned from the COVID-19 pandemic, the study of WFH-specific work conditions, including detachment from work, becomes an important goal in work psychology (Rudolph et al., 2021). Furthermore, knowledge about how to best detach in WFH is still scarce. Not surprisingly, some practical strategies from the literature and popular press address privacy in WFH, e.g., having a separate office with a door (Rudolph et al., 2021).

More frequent WFH was associated with higher job satisfaction. The expected findings confirm the evidence from meta-analyses on WFH and important job outcomes, including job satisfaction (Gajendran and Harrison, 2007; Allen et al., 2015). It is important to note that there seems to be some evidence for a non-linear association between the frequency of WFH and job satisfaction, postulating a decreasing job satisfaction for those who nearly always work from home. In the current study, however, the frequency of WFH was only low to moderate with the majority of participants who worked only between 1 and 5 days per month at home. Hence, the linear relationship between the frequency of WFH and job satisfaction in the current study might partly reflect a range restriction in WFH.



Working From Home, the Commuting Time, and Work-Life Balance

Working from home is less restricted to normal office times than work on-site (Jostell and Hemlin, 2018). Therefore, WFH might promote online counseling at unusual work times (for instance, in the evening, after clients have finished their work). As a result, the worktime boundary between work and private life in WFH could gradually disappear. Thus, a potential dissolution of boundaries between work and personal life might result from WFH in vocational counselors. This might have a negative effect on work-life balance, which was originally found to be a positive consequence of WFH (Sinclair et al., 2020; Allen et al., 2021). Therefore, future studies should assess and test the usefulness of the so-called segmentation norms that protect from work-related technology use at home during non-work hours (Park et al., 2011).

Another preventive approach is to increase boundary control. Boundary control is a preventative measure against disappearing boundaries between work and private life in WFH. Boundary control is defined as the perception that an individual influences the transitions between work and family domains in WFH (e.g., the timing, frequency, and direction of transitions; Kossek and Lautsch, 2012). Future studies should test boundary control as a potential moderator of the association between frequency of WFH and work-life balance. The expectation would be that more frequent WFH is related to a better work-life balance but only when boundary control is sufficient. From the meta-analysis of Gajendran and Harrison (2007), researchers learned that WFH mostly includes a gain of autonomy in managing the interface between work and home (i.e., boundary control), but that gain may have been decreased in the latest decade by rising demands to be available 24/7 (Dettmers, 2017). Rudolph et al. (2021) claimed that research should focus on practical strategies to preserve role segmentation in WFH.

In the current study, commuting time and the amount of reduction in commuting times due to increased WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic were not significantly associated with work-life balance. One reason could be the range restriction in WFH: in the current study, the frequency of WFH was only low to moderate with the majority of participants working only between 1 and 5 days per month at home. Therefore, the reduction of commuting times due to increased WFH was not that essential for the majority of participants. Another reason might be that the role-segregating function of commuting might have outweighed the burden of time costs on private life. In WFH, an alternative “commute strategy,” such as walking around the block to mentally detach, should be evaluated (Rudolph et al., 2021). Clearly, the first major aim within boundary management is to ensure that WFH is not used as a form of childcare (Rudolph et al., 2021). Ideally, work design in WFH supports boundary management when employees proactively create conditions within work activities from home that foster enjoyment and challenge (Bakker and van Wingerden, 2021).



Working From Home, Working Conditions, and Loneliness

The experience of social connectedness was found to be a health-related work resource in WFH (Oakman et al., 2020). A recent study on work conditions, performance, and wellbeing in WFH identified loneliness as an important remote work challenge (Wang et al., 2021). In the current study, feeling of loneliness in WFH was prevalent in one out of four participants. Vocational counselors who shared the on-site office with many coworkers were likely to report stronger feeling of loneliness while working from home (H6). Significant negative association between loneliness and the sheer amount of face-to-face interactions was found in former studies (Jin and Park, 2010). Even the greater decrease in daily face-to-face contacts could therefore cause the stronger feeling of loneliness while working from home among those who share their on-site office with more colleagues. It could also be assumed that those who share their on-site office with multiple colleagues are more likely to have the opportunity to receive support from their coworkers. The lack of support from coworkers is strongly related to feeling of loneliness (Jones, 1981; Wright, 2005). Those who share their on-site office with colleagues may miss this support more when working from home. Perhaps, people who work on-site in an office without colleagues have already developed remote strategies for regularly getting support from colleagues and can apply these strategies when working at home.

Given that very few vocational counselors predominantly did WFH but still worked in their office during most working days, the current study might underestimate feeling of loneliness and its associations with WFH. Replication of the study is needed in a sample that comprises more employees who mainly work from home because “the greatest impact on feelings of isolation appears to be telecommuting frequency. If people do not telecommute a lot, they will not be isolated” (Cooper and Kurland, 2002, p. 512). Moreover, feeling of loneliness might be different in employees who choose themselves to WFH compared to others who were forced into WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic (Kniffin et al., 2021).

In any case, it seems important to note the double-edged nature of WFH: WFH can increase resources like autonomy (Wood et al., 2021) and reduce distractibility and ultimately increase productivity and wellbeing, but this can also come along with costs such as feeling of loneliness and blurring of boundaries between work and home. However, it seems important that practical measures to prevent loneliness and to help people detach from work should be given high priority when WFH is implemented.



LIMITATIONS

First, the main limitation arises from the cross-sectional data. Preferably, the WFH-related change in productivity is tested longitudinally. Moreover, changes in productivity and loneliness after frequent WFH may develop and change in time. So, even more than two measurement points are desirable. Second, bias from questionnaire responses as common source variance may have boosted correlations in this study (cf. Semmer et al., 2004). For instance, using client data on the helpfulness of vocational counseling as a productivity indicator could have helped prevent the common method variance (Semmer et al., 2004).

Third, we found that WFH was not related to a higher work–life balance. This finding may be due to a gender difference in total workload including work and private demands (Galliker et al., 2021b). At home, women are more likely to do WFH and may even increase their time spent on housework, increasing the work-life interference. The current study did not gather information about household work and other private demands and therefore could not test that potential gender-related effect. The post hoc regression analyses carried out separately for men and women showed that WFH was not associated with work-life balance in men and women. A test of the interaction between gender and WFH in association with work-life balance was not significant. Future studies on WFH should include household work and private demands.

Another important limitation refers to the unusual circumstances, in which the study took place. The COVID-19 pandemic entailed many restrictions regarding public and social life as well as working conditions. Shortly before the onset of data collection in October 2020, the Swiss Federal Council had increased protective measures against the then sharply rising infection rates. More specifically, it recommended to WFH whenever possible (Federal Council media release of October 18, 2020). Thus, it was not necessarily the own decision of an employee to work remotely. The question is therefore whether results can be generalized to non-pandemic working times. Finally, the study controlled work-related task stressors as predictors of productivity and other criterion variables, but did not assess work resources like social support (Chen et al., 2021) and individual factors that might contribute to successful work in WFH.

The study by Wang et al. (2021) showed that social support reduced feeling of loneliness only among workers who were high in self-discipline. It is assumed that occupational counseling psychologists may be relatively good in self-regulation skills like self-discipline, a hypothesis that should be investigated in future studies. Other individual characteristics related to better productivity in WFH might be future time orientation and proactivity (Chang et al., 2021). Given that very few vocational counselors predominantly did WFH but still worked in their office during most working days, the current study might underestimate feeling of loneliness and its associations with WFH.



CONCLUSION

The COVID-19 pandemic increased WFH in vocational counselors. More frequent WFH was linked to higher productivity, lower distractibility, and higher job satisfaction. Vocational counselors who shared the office on-site with many colleagues experienced higher feeling of loneliness during WFH. The connection between WFH and work-life balance seems to depend on boundary management. Occupational health prevention should strengthen resources for boundary management in WFH.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by Ethics committee of the University of Bern, Switzerland (12.01.2021, Ethics No. 2021-01-00001). The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

AcE, SG, and AZ: conceptualization. AZ: data collection. SG and AcE: methodology and writing—original draft preparation. AZ, SG, NJ, PLM, AnE, and AcE: review and editing. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.



REFERENCES

Aborg, C., Fernström, E., and Ericson, M. A. T. S. (2002). Telework Work Environment and Well-Being: A Longitudinal Study. Uppsala: Uppsala University, Department of Information Technology, Technical Report, 2002–2031.

Aczel, B., Kovacs, M., van der Lippe, T., and Szaszi, B. (2021). Researchers working from home: Benefits and challenges. PLoS One 16:e0249127. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0249127

Aegerter, A. M., Deforth, M., Johnston, V., Sjøgaard, G., Volken, T., Luomajoki, H., et al. (2021). No evidence for an effect of working from home on neck pain and neck disability among Swiss office workers: Short-term impact of COVID-19. Eur. Spine J. 30, 1699–1707. doi: 10.1007/s00586-021-06829-w

Allen, T. D., Golden, T. D., and Shockley, K. M. (2015). How effective is telecommuting? Assessing the status of our scientific findings. Psycholog. Sci. Public Interest 16, 40–68. doi: 10.1177/1529100615593273

Allen, T. D., Merlo, K., Lawrence, R. C., Slutsky, J., and Gray, C. E. (2021). Boundary Management and Work-Nonwork Balance While Working from Home. Appl. Psychol. 70, 60–84. doi: 10.1111/apps.12300

Bai, B., Gopalan, N., Beutell, N., and Ren, F. (2021). Impact of Absolute and Relative Commute Time on Work–Family Conflict: Work Schedule Control, Child Care Hours, and Life Satisfaction. J. Family Econ. Issues 2021, 1–15. doi: 10.1007/s10834-021-09752-w

Bakker, A. B., and van Wingerden, J. (2021). Rumination About COVID-19 and Employee Well-Being: The Role of Playful Work Design. Can. Psychol. Psycholog. Can. 62, 73–79. doi: 10.1037/cap0000262

Balderson, U., Burchell, B., Kamerāde, D., Wang, S., and Coutts, A. (2020). An exploration of the multiple motivations for spending less time at work. Time Soc. 30, 55–77. doi: 10.1177/0961463X20953945

Bloom, N., Liang, J., Roberts, J., and Ying, Z. J. (2015). Does Working from Home Work? Evidence from a Chinese Experiment. Q. J. Econ. 130, 165–218. doi: 10.1093/qje/qju032

Bundesamt für Statistik [BFS] (2021). Pendlermobilität. Retrived from https://www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/de/home/statistiken/mobilitaet-verkehr/personenverkehr/pendlermobilitaet.html

Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work–family conflict and its antecedents. J. Vocat. Behav. 67, 169–198. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009

Chang, Y., Chien, C., and Shen, L.-F. (2021). Telecommuting during the coronavirus pandemic: Future time orientation as a mediator between proactive coping and perceived work productivity in two cultural samples. Personal. Indiv. Diff. 171:110508. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2020.110508

Chen, J. W., Lu, L., and Cooper, C. L. (2021). The compensatory protective effects of social support at work in presenteeism during the coronavirus disease pandemic. Front. Psychol. 12:689. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.643437

Cooper, C. D., and Kurland, N. B. (2002). Telecommuting, professional isolation, and employee development in public and private organizations. J. Org. Behav. 23, 511–532. doi: 10.1002/job.145

De Bloom, J., and Keller, A. (2021a). Making Telework Work: The upsides, downsides and the way forward (Part 1). Available online at: https://www.rug.nl/hrm-ob/bloggen/making-telework-work-the-upsides-downsides-and-the-way-forward-part-1 (accessed date 12 May 2021).

De Bloom, J., and Keller, A. (2021b). Making Telework Work: The upsides, downsides and the way forward (Part 2). Available online at: https://www.rug.nl/hrm-ob/bloggen/making-telework-work-the-upsides-downsides-and-the-way-forward-part-2 (12 May 2021).

Dettmers, J. (2017). How extended work availability affects well-being: The mediating roles of psychological detachment and work-family-conflict. Work Stress 31, 24–41. doi: 10.1080/02678373.2017.1298164

Elfering, A., and Grebner, S. (2011). On intra- and interindividual differences in the meaning of smileys: Does this face show job satisfaction? Swiss J. Psychol. 70, 13–23. doi: 10.1024/1421-0185/a000034

Elfering, A., Igic, I., Kritzer, R., and Semmer, N. K. (2020). Commuting as a work-related demand: Effects on work-to-family conflict, affective commitment, and intention to quit. PsyCh J. 9, 562–577. doi: 10.1002/pchj.350

Elfering, A., Odoni, M., and Meier, L. L. (2016). Today’s work experience: Influence both on how I feel and how I think about my job? J. Work Org. Psychol. 32, 11–16. doi: 10.1016/j.rpto.2015.11.001

Feng, Z., and Savani, K. (2020). Covid-19 created a gender gap in perceived work productivity and job satisfaction: implications for dual-career parents working from home. Gend. Manag. Internat. J. 35, 719–736. doi: 10.3390/su13168791

Gajendran, R. S., and Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad, and the unknown about telecommuting: Meta-analysis of psychological mediators and individual consequences. J. Appl. Psychol. 92, 1524–1541. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1524

Galliker, S., Igic, I., Elfering, A., Semmer, N. K., Brunner, B., Thommen, C., et al. (2021a). Job-Stress-Index 2020/2021. Längsschnitterhebung von Kennzahlen zu psychischer Gesundheit und Stress bei Erwerbstätigen in der Schweiz vor und während der Covid-19-Pandemie [Job Stress Index 2020/2021. Longitudinal survey of key figures on mental health and stress among employed persons in Switzerland before and during the Covid 19 pandemic]. Kommentierter Tabellenband. Bern und Lausanne: Gesundheitsförderung Schweiz.

Galliker, S., Nyffenegger, D., Semmer, N. K., and Elfering, A. (2021b). Work demands, private demands, job satisfaction and health: A comparison between men and women in leading position. Zeitschrift für Arbeitswissenschaft 75, 29–45. doi: 10.1007/s41449-020-00203-0

Gerpott, F. H., Rivkin, W., and Unger, D. (2021). Stop and go, where is my flow? How and when daily aversive morning commutes are negatively related to employees’ motivational states and behavior at work. J. Appl. Psychol. 2021:899. doi: 10.1037/apl0000899

Golden, T. D., Veiga, J. F., and Dino, R. N. (2008). The impact of professional isolation on teleworker job performance and turnover intentions: Does time spent teleworking, interacting face-to-face, or having access to communication-enhancing technology matter? J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 1412–1421. doi: 10.1037/a0012722

Grandey, A. A., and Cropanzano, R. (1999). The Conservation of Resources Model Applied to Work–Family Conflict and Strain. J. Vocat. Behav. 54, 350–370. doi: 10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666

Grant, C. A., Wallace, L. M., and Spurgeon, P. C. (2013). An exploration of the psychological factors affecting remote e-worker’s job effectiveness, well-being and work-life balance. Employ. Relat. 5, 527–546. doi: 10.1108/ER-08-2012-0059

Greenhaus, J. H., Collins, K. M., and Shaw, J. D. (2003). The relation between work-family balance and quality of life. J. Vocat. Behav. 63, 510–531. doi: 10.1016/S0001-8791(02)00042-8

Guest, D. E. (2002). Perspectives on the study of work-life balance. Soc. Sci. Inform. 41, 255–279. doi: 10.1177/0539018402041002005

Harth, N. S., and Mitte, K. (2020). Managing Multiple Roles During the COVID-19 Lockdown: Not Men or Women, but Parents as the Emotional “Loser in the Crisis”. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 15, 1–17. doi: 10.32872/spb.4347

Hill, E. J., Ferris, M., and Märtinson, V. (2003). Does it matter where you work? A comparison of how three work venues (traditional office, virtual office, and home office) influence aspects of work and personal/family life. J. Vocat. Behav. 63, 220–241. doi: 10.1016/s0001-8791(03)00042-3

International Labour Organization I. L. O. (2021). Working from home: From invisibility to decent work. Geneva: ILO.

Jin, B., and Park, N. (2010). In-person contact begets calling and texting: Interpersonal motives for cell phone use, face-to-face interaction, and loneliness. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 13, 611–618. doi: 10.1089/cyber.2009.0314

Jones, W. H. (1981). Loneliness and social contact. J. Soc. Psychol. 113, 295–296. doi: 10.1080/00224545.1981.9924386

Jostell, D., and Hemlin, S. (2018). Afterhours teleworking and boundary management: Effects on work-family conflict. Work 60, 475–483. doi: 10.3233/WOR-182748

Joyce, K., Pabayo, R., Critchley, J. A., and Bambra, C. (2010). Flexible working conditions and their effects on employee health and wellbeing. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2:CD008009. doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD008009.pub2

Kamerāde, D., Wang, S., Burchell, B., Balderson, S. U., and Coutts, A. (2019). A shorter working week for everyone: How much paid work is needed for mental health and well-being? Soc. Sci. Med. 241:112353. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.06.006

Kelly, E. L., Kossek, E. E., Hammer, L. B., Durham, M., Bray, J., Chermack, K., et al. (2008). Getting There from Here: Research on the Effects of Work-Family Initiatives on Work-Family Conflict and Business Outcomes. Acad. Manag. Annals 2, 305–349. doi: 10.1080/19416520802211610

Kniffin, K. M., Narayanan, J., Anseel, F., Antonakis, J., Ashford, S. P., Bakker, A. B., et al. (2021). COVID-19 and the workplace: Implications, issues, and insights for future research and action. Am. Psychol. 76, 63–77. doi: 10.1037/amp0000716

Kossek, E. E., and Lautsch, B. A. (2012). Work–family boundary management styles in organizations: A cross-level model. Org. Psychol. Rev. 2, 152–171. doi: 10.1177/2041386611436264

Kröll, C., and Nüesch, S. (2019). The effects of flexible work practices on employee attitudes: evidence from a large-scale panel study in Germany. Internat. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 30, 1505–1525. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2017.1289548

Kunin, T. (1955). The construction of a new type of attitude measure. Person. Psychol. 8, 65–78. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.1955tb01189.x

Lengen, J. C., Kordsmeyer, A.-C., Rohwer, E., Harth, V., and Mache, S. (2021). Soziale Isolation im Homeoffice im Kontext der COVID-19-Pandemie [Social isolation among teleworkers in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic]. Zentralblatt für Arbeitsmedizin, Arbeitsschutz und Ergonomie 71, 63–68. doi: 10.1007/s40664-020-00410-w

Lonska, J., Mietule, I., Litavniece, L., Arbidane, I., Vanadzins, I., Matisane, L., et al. (2021). Work–life balance of the employed population during the emergency situation of COVID-19 in Latvia. Front. Psychol. 12:3398. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.682459

Messenger, J. C., and Gschwind, L. (2016). Three generations of Telework: New ICT s and the (R) evolution from Home Office to Virtual Office. New Technol. Work Employ. 31, 195–208. doi: 10.1111/ntwe.12073

Oakman, J., Kinsman, N., Stuckey, R., Graham, M., and Weale, V. (2020). A rapid review of mental and physical health effects of working at home: how do we optimise health? Bmc Public Health 20:1825. doi: 10.1186/s12889-020-09875-z

Park, Y., Fritz, C., and Jex, S. M. (2011). Relationships between work-home segmentation and psychological detachment from work: the role of communication technology use at home. J. Occupat. Health Psychol. 16, 457–467. doi: 10.1037/a0023594

Parker, S., Knight, C., and Keller, A. (2020). Remote managers having trust issues. Harv. Business Rev. 30:2020.

Prümper, J., Hartmannsgruber, K., and Frese, M. (1995). KFZA. Kurz-Fragebogen zur Arbeitsanalyse. Zeitschrift für Arbeits-und Organisationspsychologie 39, 125–131.

Rantanen, J., Kinnunen, U., Pulkkinen, L., and Kokko, K. (2012). Developmental trajectories of work-family conflict for Finnish workers in midlife. J. Occupat. Health Psychol. 17, 290–303. doi: 10.1037/a0028153

Roeters, A., and Craig, L. (2014). Part-time work, women’s work–life conflict, and job satisfaction: A cross-national comparison of Australia, the Netherlands, Germany, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. Internat. J. Comparat. Soc. 55, 185–203. doi: 10.1177/0020715214543541

Rudolph, C., Allan, B., Clark, M., Hertel, G., Hirschi, A., Kunze, F., et al. (2021). Pandemics: Implications for research and practice in industrial and organizational psychology. Industr. Org. Psychol. 14, 1–35. doi: 10.1017/iop.2020.48

Sardeshmukh, S. R., Sharma, D., and Golden, T. D. (2012). Impact of telework on exhaustion and job engagement: A job demands and job resources model. New Technol. Work Employ. 27, 193–207. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-005X.2012.00284.x

Schall, M. C., and Chen, P. (2021). Evidence-Based Strategies for Improving Occupational Safety and Health Among Teleworkers During and After the Coronavirus Pandemic. Hum. Fact. 2021:84583. doi: 10.1177/0018720820984583

Semmer, N. K., Grebner, S., and Elfering, A. (2004). “Beyond self-report: Using observational, physiological, and event-based measures in research on occupational stress,” in Emotional and Physiological Processes and Positive Intervention Strategies. Research in Occupational Stress and Well-being, Vol. 3, eds P. L. Perrewé and D. C. Ganster (Amsterdam: JAI), 205–263. doi: 10.1016/S1479-3555(03)03006-3

Sinclair, R. R., Allen, T., Barber, L., Bergman, M., Britt, T., Butler, A., et al. (2020). Occupational Health Science in the Time of COVID-19: Now more than Ever. Occupat. Health Sci. 2020, 1–22. doi: 10.1007/s41542-020-00064-3

Solís, M. S. (2016). Telework: conditions that have a positive and negative impact on the work-family conflict. Acad. Revista Latinoamericana de Administración 29, 435–449. doi: 10.1108/arla-10-2015-0289

Spector, P. E. (1997). Job satisfaction: Application, assessment, cause, and consequences. London: SAGE.

Usborne, S. (2020). End of the office: the quiet, grinding loneliness of working from home. Available online at: https://www.theguardian.com/money/2020/jul/14/end-of-the-office-the-quiet-grinding-loneliness-of-working-from-home (accessed date14 July 2020),

Wang, B., Liu, Y., Qian, J., and Parker, S. K. (2021). Achieving Effective Remote Working During the COVID-19 Pandemic: A Work Design Perspective. Appl. Psychol. 70, 16–59. doi: 10.1111/apps.12290

Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E., and Hudy, M. J. (1997). Overall job satisfaction: how good are single-item measures? J. Appl. Psychol. 82, 247–252. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.82.2.247

Wegner, R., Schröder, M., Poschadel, B., and Baur, X. (2011). Belastung und Beanspruchung durch alternierende Telearbeit [Stress and strain in alternating telework]. Zentralblatt für Arbeitsmedizin, Arbeitsschutz und Ergonomie 61, 14–20. doi: 10.1007/BF03344977

Wood, S. J., Michaelides, G., Inceoglu, I., Hurren, E. T., Daniels, K., and Niven, K. (2021). Homeworking, Well-Being and the COVID-19 Pandemic: A Diary Study. Internat. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 18:14. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18147575

Wright, S., and Silard, A. (2021). Unravelling the antecedents of loneliness in the workplace. Human Relat. 74, 1060–1081. doi: 10.1177/0018726720906013

Wright, S. L. (2005). Loneliness in the workplace. Unpublished PhD’s thesis. New Zealand: University of Canterbury.

Wütschert, M. S., Pereira, D., Schulze, H., and Elfering, A. (2021). Cognitive Irritation as Mediator of the Link between Perceived Privacy in Home Office and Sleep Complaints. Industr. Health 59, 308–317. doi: 10.2486/indhealth.2021-0119

Wütschert, M. S., Pereira, D., Suter, L., Schulze, H., and Elfering, A. (in press). Systematic Review of Working Conditions and Musculoskeletal Well-being in Home Office. Work.


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2021 Zürcher, Galliker, Jacobshagen, Lüscher Mathieu, Eller and Elfering. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Increased Working From Home in Vocational Counseling Psychologists During COVID-19: Associated Change in Productivity and Job Satisfaction



		INTRODUCTION



		Hypotheses







		MATERIALS AND METHODS



		Data Collection



		Sample Characteristics



		Measures



		Predictor Variables



		Outcome Variables







		Control Variables



		Statistical Analyses







		RESULTS



		Descriptive Results



		Hypotheses Testing







		DISCUSSION



		Working From Home, Productivity, Lower Distractibility, and Job Satisfaction



		Working From Home, the Commuting Time, and Work-Life Balance



		Working From Home, Working Conditions, and Loneliness







		LIMITATIONS



		CONCLUSION



		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-t007.jpg
Variable

Age (years)

Gender (1 = female, 2 = male)
Partnership (0 = no, 1 = yes)
Leadership (0 =no, 1 =yes)
Part-time work (%FTE)
Children

Qualitative work demands
Quantitative work demands
Coworker in org. office

Total R?

F(9,223) = 2.416

B

—0.005
0.038
—0.252
—0.488
0.003
0.005
0.173
0.004
0.102

SEB

0.008
0.175
0.209
0.244
0.007
0.085
0.094
0.091
0.047

—0.041
0.015

—0.082

—0.140"
0.036
0.005
0.137
0.004
0.145*
0.089"

—0.609
0.219
—1.206
—1.997
0.444
0.061
1.848
0.047
2.187

0.543
0.827
0.229
0.047
0.658
0.952
0.066
0.962
0.030
0.012

N = 233: *p < 0.05.





OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

Increased Working From Home
in Vocational Counseling
Psychologists During COVID-19:
Associated Change
in Productivity and Job
Satisfaction





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-t005.jpg
Variable

Age (years)

Gender (1 = female, 2 = male)
Partnership (0 = no, 1 = yes)
Leadership (0 =no, 1 =yes)
Part-time work (%FTE)
Children

Qualitative work demands
Quantitative work demands
WFH (# days/month)

Total R?

F(9,223) = 1.907

B

0.010
—0.074
0.113
—-0.125
0.005
—0.022
—0.072
—0.162
0.004

SEB

0.006
0.132
0.156
0.184
0.005
0.064
0.070
0.069
0.012

B

0.115
—0.039
0.050
—0.048
0.084
—0.026
—0.076
—-0.179*
0.024
0.071

t

1.705
—0.561
0.728
—0.683
1.041
—0.341
—1.031
—2.357
0.351

0.090
0.576
0.468
0.495
0.299
0.733
0.304
0.019
0.726
0.052

N =233; *p < 0.05.






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-t006.jpg
Variable

Age (years)

Gender (1 = female, 2 = male)
Partnership (0 = no, 1 = yes)
Leadership (0 =no, 1 =yes)
Part-time work (%FTE)
Children

Qualitative work demands
Quantitative work demands
WFH (# days/month)
commuting time

WFH x commuting time
Total R?

F(11,221) = 1.681

N = 233: *p < 0.05.

B

0.003
—0.025
0.022
—0.043
0.002
0.001
—0.019
—0.048
0.001
0.032
—0.001

SEB

0.002
0.037
0.043
0.051
0.001
0.018
0.019
0.019
0.003
0.025
0.006

B

0.122
—0.047
0.035
—0.060
0.110
0.004
—0.073
—0.190*
0.021
0.089
—0.009
0.077

t

1.803
—0.670
0.500
—0.842
1.321
0.054
—0.989
—2.477
0.308
1.302
—0.133

0.073
0.503
0.618
0.401
0.188
0.957
0.324
0.014
0.758
0.194
0.894
0.079






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-t003.jpg
Variable B SE B B t P

Age (years) —0.015 0.009 -0.117 —-1.785  0.076
Gender (1 =female, 2 =male) —-0.392 0.187 -0.143* -2.103  0.037
Partnership O =no, 1 =yes) —0.106 0.220 -0.032 —0.483  0.630
Leadership (0 =no, 1 = yes) 0.363 0.260  0.096 1.396 0.164
Part-time work (%FTE) 0.007 0.007  0.075 0.960  0.338
Children —0.047 0.091 -0.038 —0.520  0.603
Qualitative work demands 0.055  0.099 0.040 0.561 0.576
Quantitative work demands 0.061 0.097  0.046 0.632 0.528
WFH (# days/month) 0.049 0.017  0.185™ 2814  0.005
Total R? 0.122*** <0.001

F(9,223) = 3.446
N =233; 'p < 0.05, “p < 0.01,

“p < 0.007.






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-t004.jpg
Variable B SEB B t P
Age (years) 0.009 0.007  0.080 1248  0.213
Gender (1 = female, 2=male)  0.043 0.153  0.019 0.284  0.776
Partnership (O=no, 1=yes) —0.113 0.181 —0.041 —0.625  0.533
Leadership (0 =no, 1 = yes) 0.142 0213  0.045 0.667  0.505
Part-time work (%FTE) —0.003 0.006 —0.039  —-0.503 0.616
Children 0.217 0.075 0.211* 2916  0.004
Qualitative work demands —0.163 0.081 —0.142* —2019 0.045
Quantitative work demands ~~ —0.198  0.080 —0.180* —2.490 0.014
WFH (# days/month) 0.047 0014 0.215" 3.330  0.001
Total R? 0.152%** <0.001
F(9,224) = 4.452

N =234; "o < 0.05, *p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-t001.jpg
. Higher productivity in WFH
. Less distractibility in WFH

Higher loneliness in WFH
Better work-life balance in WFH
Job satisfaction

Qualitative work demands
Quantitative work demands
WFH (# days/month)
Coworker in org. office

. Commuting time

. Age (years)

. Gender (1 = female, 2 = male)
. Partnership (0 = no, 1 = yes)

. Leadership (0 = no, 1 = yes)

. Part-time work (%FTE)

. Children

M

3.03
3.29
2.59
4.28
5.28
2.09
3.06
4.02
1.07
1.41
46.23
1.31
0.82
0.13
75.18
0.82

SD

1.14
1.26
147
0.87
1.06
0.92
0.96
4.83
1.65
0.66
9.76
0.46
0.38
0.34
13.86
1.04

1 2 3 4
1
0.787 1
-0.16* -0.15" 1
0.01 0.09 —0.21* 1
0.09 0.01 —0.09 0.18"
0.04 0.08 0.18* -0.16"
0.18* 0.14* 0.09 -0.22*
0.31™* 025" 014" -0.04
0.23** 024~  0.18" -0.02
0.14* 0.16* -0.03 0.06
-0.15*  -0.18" -0.09 0.14*
0.16* 0.14* 0.01 0.02
—0.03 —0.09 —0.10 0.04
0.02 0.09 —0.17* -0.03
0.06 0.13" 0.06 0.02
0.02 —0.08 —-0.09 -0.06

N = 2838; %FTE = percentage of full-time equivalent. *p < 0.05, “p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.

1
_0.o1
—0.21™
0.11
0.03
0.06
0.08
0.01
0.04
0.10
—0.11
0.21*

6 7 8 9 10 11
.

045" 1

s o

017  014° 041" 1

007 012 013 001 1

005 -0.16" -0.15" -0.16" -002 1
011 004 -006 -005 004 011
001 -006 -005 001 009 008
-011 006 004 -006 -013 003
006  019” 015 012 -013 -0.11
-004 001 -008 -004 -006 -00f

12

1
0.07
0.09
0.25™*
0.10

13 14

1
0.08 1

—0.24"* 0.22"
0.277* 0.21™

15

1
_0.35"*

16

1





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-t002.jpg
Variable

Age (years)

Gender (1 = female, 2 = male)
Partnership (0 = no, 1 = yes)
Leadership (0 =no, 1 = yes)
Part-time work (%FTE)
Children

Qualitative work demands
Quantitative work demands
WFH (# days/month)

Total R?

F(9,224) = 4.094

—0.008
—0.384
0.034
—0.060
0.005
0.078
—0.059
0.146
0.063

N =234; "p < 0.05, *p < 0.001.

SE B

0.008
0.167
0.197
0.233
0.006
0.081
0.088
0.087
0.015

B t P
—0.066 -1.019  0.309
—0.154*  —2302  0.022

0.011 0170  0.865
-0.018 -0259  0.796
0.061 0786  0.433
0.070 0955  0.340
—0.048 -0675  0.500
0.122 1683  0.094
0.267** 4113 <0.001
0141 <0.001





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-750127-g001.jpg
Work Conditions

‘ Work from Home

‘ Commuting Time

Productivity
and Well-being
HA1
- Productivity
H2
Distractibiilty
H3
H5
H4

H6

Job Satisfaction

Work-Life Balance

Coworker in org. office

> Loneliness





