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Abstract
This article investigates the experience of knowledge workers in New South Wales

(NSW), Australia, who worked from home during the COVID-19 pandemic to under-

stand their exposure to psychosocial hazards, specifically: workload and work pace;

the work-home interface and social isolation. We explored how the increased autonomy

afforded by working from home fitted with workers’ actual experience during the pan-

demic. Drawing on interviews with 33 NSW remote workers and 19 line-managers con-

ducted in early 2021, this article argues that the increased autonomy afforded to

employees by remote work is paradoxical. Many interviewees worked longer hours

and experienced work intensification, as well as an unwelcome blurring of the work

and home spheres. The phenomenon of greater work output was bound up in the

trust between workers and line management. Further, interviewees experienced a

sense of social isolation. The potential for work intensification, blurring, and social iso-

lation all featured in the working from home literature before COVID-19. This article

provides a novel application of the ‘autonomy paradox’ concept, by integrating it within
the framework of psychosocial workplace hazards.
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Introduction
Globally, from 2020, millions of knowledge workers were confronted with significant
changes to their work location and experience of work due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
During this period, knowledge workers, those workers whose contribution is knowledge-
based and yields intellectual output (Turriago-Hoyos et al., 2016), worked from home to
reduce the transmission of COVID-19. These work from home arrangements formed part
of Australia’s pandemic response alongside border closures, lockdowns, mask mandates,
quarantining, isolation, and vaccination.

In 2020, the change was abrupt and significant (O’Donnell et al., 2022) – even being
referred to as a ‘requisitioning’ of the home (Jenkins and Smith, 2021: 25) – leading to
calls for research into how it affects workers (Malhotra, 2021). The impact was experi-
enced differently depending on a range of factors including where you lived, where
you worked and the type of work that you did. For some knowledge workers, the
option to work from home shifted from being a flexible Human Resources work policy
to a mandatory work arrangement during lockdown periods (Franken et al., 2021). The
rapid shift left many workers and managers navigating work systems not suited to the
context of working from home during a pandemic (Bentley et al., 2023; Franken et al.,
2023). It also required adjusting management control systems, which refers to
‘the process by which managers assure that resources are obtained and used effectively
and efficiently in the accomplishment of the organisation’s objectives’
(Anthony, 1965: 17). The pandemic potentially caused additional vulnerability and
stressors, including anxiety about catching the virus and economic uncertainty.
Management’s control mechanisms varied, while workers experienced work differently
(Malhotra, 2021; Rudrum et al., 2022). For many, this new context changed the
nature and the extent to which workers were exposed to psychosocial hazards, some
of which were new to them, such as the blurring of work-home boundaries, and social
isolation (e.g. Bentley et al., 2016), which was exacerbated by the pandemic (Franken
et al., 2021).

The aim of this research was to understand the exposure to psychosocial hazards of
knowledge workers working from home, specifically: workload and workpace; the work-
home interface and social isolation. We explored how the increased autonomy afforded by
working from home fitted with workers’ actual experience during the pandemic. To do this,
we drew on interviews from the qualitative phase of our study ‘Flexible work and psycho-
logical safety: best practice to advance psychologically safe work from alternate locations’
which sought to develop new knowledge about how organisations may manage flexible
workers more effectively within a psychologically safe work environment.

Psychosocial hazards are anything in the design or management of work that
cause stress, which in turn can negatively impact both physical and mental health
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(Safe Work Australia, 2022). Psychosocial factors that impact on work and employees
include job design and the social, organisational, and management contexts of work that
have the potential to impact worker health and wellbeing (Cox and Griffiths, 2005). A
wide range of psychological and social hazards are included in most contemporary con-
ceptualisations of psychosocial risk, including hazards related to the work context (job
content), workload and workpace, scheduling of work, work environment and equip-
ment, job control, organisational culture, interpersonal relationships (including bully-
ing and other forms of ill-treatment), work role, career development and work-life
balance (Leka et al., 2010) (see Table 1).

Psychological safety at work has been an emerging issue in recent years. The focus on
psychological safety at work has intensified since 2020 mainly due to the impacts of
safety hazards associated with working from home on the mental health of workers
because of COVID-19 lockdowns (Bentley et al., 2023). This new context in which
many knowledge workers are working from home has highlighted a need to redesign
work and work systems to provide psychologically safe workplaces (Bentley et al.,
2021, 2023) which have been shown to foster organisational learning and create

Table 1. Psychosocial hazards.

Hazard Description

1 Job content Lack of variety or short work cycles, fragmented or

meaningless work, under use of skills, high uncertainty,

continuous exposure to people through work.

2 Workload and work pace Work overload or underload, machine pacing, high levels of

time pressure, continually subject to deadlines.

3 Work schedule Shift working, nightshifts, inflexible work schedules,

unpredictable hours, long or unsociable hours.

4 Control Low participation in decision making, lack of control over
workload, pacing, etc.

5 Environment and equipment Inadequate equipment availability, suitability or maintenance;

poor environmental conditions such as lack of space, poor

lighting, excessive equipment noise.

6 Organisational culture and

function

Poor communication, low levels of support for problem

solving and personal development, lack of definition of, or

agreement on, organisational objectives.

7 Interpersonal
relationships at work

Social or physical isolation, poor relationships with
superiors, interpersonal conflict, lack of social support,

bullying, harassment.

8 Role in organisation Role ambiguity, role conflict, and responsibility for people.

9 Career development Career stagnation and uncertainty, under promotion or over

promotion, poor pay, job insecurity, low social value to

work.

10 Home-work interface Conflicting demands of work and home, low support at

home, dual career problems

Source: Leka et al. (2010). Emphasis added by authors.
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meaningful work (Shafaei and Nejati, 2023). In this context, it stands to reason that
industrial relations systems must also rise to the challenge of providing work environ-
ments conducive to safety as well as productivity. Safework Australia (2022) states that
psychosocial risks include anything that can cause psychological harm, that is, harm to
a worker’s mental health. In this study, we subscribe to Bentley et al.’s (2023: 1)
description of psychological safety at work being a ‘state whereby employees psycho-
logical health is considered within a broader framework of occupational health and
safety’.

Several research studies reported that working from home increases the likelihood
of social isolation, work-family conflict, and stress caused from increased workload,
amongst other risks, which increase a worker’s risk of psychological injury (Bentley
et al., 2016; Donnelly and Johns, 2020; Green et al., 2020). These risks, as well as
concepts such as ‘forced flexibility’ in the working from home context (Franken
et al., 2021) have been identified during the COVID-19 pandemic (McAllister
et al., 2022).

The ‘autonomy paradox’ (Eurofound, 2020a: 1; Huws et al., 1996: 84) can be con-
ceived as being central to understanding these hazards for knowledge workers during
the pandemic. The autonomy paradox is a concept whereby ‘…employees who experi-
ence a high degree of autonomy often intensify their work practices and find it difficult
to disconnect from work’ (Metselaar et al., 2022: 16). Having a high level of control over
how you do your work – that is, a degree of autonomy – is a psychosocial factor condu-
cive to wellbeing. By contrast, a lack of control at work is a psychosocial hazard (see
Hazard 4 in Table 1). Part of knowledge workers’ autonomy is a degree of discretion
around when and where they conduct their work. The paradox is that this very autonomy,
which should aid wellbeing, in some cases led to work overload and work-life conflict
(Hazards 2 and 10 in Table 1). We explore this paradox in the Findings section.
Finally, the nature of working from home, especially during the COVID-19 period,
could lead to social isolation (Hazard 10 in Table 1).

Several studies found that when working from home during COVID-19, many
knowledge workers reported working longer hours, and work encroaching on family
time (Bentley et al., 2023; Franken et al., 2021; Kokshagina and Schneider, 2023).
While technology supported the rapid transition to working from home during the pan-
demic, it also supported work practices detrimental to worker wellbeing (e.g. zoom
fatigue, burnout) (Franken et al., 2021; Kokshagina and Schneider, 2023) making the
role of technology paradoxical in the working from home debate. According to
Kokshagina and Schneider (2023: 134), knowledge workers experience the autonomy
paradox where ‘digital technologies provide us with the flexibility to work from any-
where while limiting our independence through expectations of constant availability’.
Autonomy has positive connotations and is an important facet of meaningful work
(Martela et al., 2021). However, it could also have negative impacts. For example,
the same digital technologies that made remote work possible, are associated with
reports of knowledge workers experiencing psychosocial hazards such as high work-
load, fast work pace and work-home conflict (Franken et al., 2021; Kokshagina and
Schneider, 2023).
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This article provides a novel application of the ‘autonomy paradox’ concept, by inte-
grating it within the framework of psychosocial workplace hazards. We draw on the
industrial relations discipline’s sensitivity to power relations in the workplace and
broader society, and management strategy for securing workers’ output (Hyman 1975:
12, 18), to investigate a number of well-recognised psychosocial hazards applicable to
knowledge workers working from home around workload and work pace, the home-work
interface, and interpersonal relationships (specifically social isolation).

Literature analysis of the ‘autonomy paradox’ of working from
home and its consequences
The literature on working from home, also referred to as remote work or telework, is vast
and rapidly expanding, in line with the prevalence of the practice itself for knowledge
workers. Research on remote working conducted prior to the pandemic (e.g. Kelliher
and Anderson, 2010; Ross et al., 2017; Vicente-Herrero et al., 2018) offers valuable
insights and contains many similar themes. However, research contextualised to
remote working since the COVID-19 pandemic is needed. Relevant literature exists
across numerous disciplines including human resource management (e.g. Carnevale
and Hatak, 2020; Johnson et al., 2020), industrial relations (e.g. Behrens et al., 2022;
Sarkar, 2022; Williamson and Pearce, 2022), ergonomics and human factors (Bentley
et al., 2016; Nielsen et al., 2019), sociology (Reissner et al., 2021) and other disciplines.
Outside the industrial relations discipline, the literature is largely silent on how industrial
relations shape remote work. An exception is the field of sociology, where labour process
theory approaches (e.g. Cook et al., 2022) situate remote work in a broader societal
context.

Industrial relations as a discipline examines institutions regulating work and the rules
governing work, managerial control at a workplace level, and how the broader social
context impacts workers. Research in this discipline on the effect of COVID-19 on
workers’ rights has highlighted the role of industrial relations institutions. Behrens and
Pekarek (2022) found that German workers covered by union-negotiated collective
agreements felt less worried about losing their jobs, and that the ability to work remotely
was more likely where workers are represented by a works council (shop-floor bodies
elected by workers which consult with management). Dayaram and Burgess (2021)
underlined the issues of work intensification and ‘work signalling’ (doing extra work
due to a perceived need to be more visible), calling for the amendment of regulatory fra-
meworks and for ‘right to disconnect’ legislation, as well as the application of penalty
rates for excessive hours as appropriate. Williamson and Pearce (2022) examine
changes to Australia’s industrial award system with respect to flexible hours while
working from home. Sarkar (2022) draws attention to how working from home can nega-
tively affect trade unionism, because a shared physical workspace aids union organising
by facilitating communication and interpersonal connection. Williamson et al. (2022, 38)
found that more managers allowed workers to work from home in mid-2020, when
‘Australia transitioned out of the initial pandemic lockdown’, than in 2018. The
authors draw attention to contexts broader than the individual workplace.
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Trust and the ‘autonomy paradox’

The term autonomy refers to employees’ control over work times, work location, work
tasks and scheduling (e.g. Leonardi et al., 2010; Mazmanian, 2013). Autonomy is an
important element of working from home because it provides employees with the oppor-
tunity to make decisions about different work tasks. The higher autonomy that allows
employees to work from anywhere at any time can lead to dynamic working, but it
can also result in prolonged working hours (Sandmeier et al., 2022).

The research suggests that remote workers increase effort in exchange for the ability to
work from home (Kelliher and Anderson, 2010; Palumbo, 2020); referred to as the
‘autonomy paradox’ of remote work (Eurofound, 2020a: 1). The first known use of the
term occurred in 1996, when Huws and colleagues (1996: 84) studied freelance transla-
tors working from home. Similarly, remote work during the pandemic came with expec-
tations of a continued income, protection from the virus and more control over time (de
Klerk et al., 2021), yet for some workers also brought about increased hours, and work-
life conflict, and anxieties around job loss or reduced hours (Eddleston and Mulki, 2017).

Some managers utilise invasive surveillance technology to measure keystrokes and
take screenshots of employees’ computers (Hern, 2020) with sales increasing during
the pandemic (Dayaram and Burgess, 2021). Such intrusive surveillance brings risks to
workers’ health and safety (Scherer, 2021). These practices also led to resistance and sub-
version from workers; witness, for example, the phenomenon of ‘mouse jigglers’, which
make it appear as if your mouse is moving when you are actually away from the computer
(Ogden, 2024: 8). This renders management’s attempt to measure productivity futile.
Rather than employing such potentially counterproductive methods (Smith, 2015: 4),
management can instead allow relative autonomy (Friedman, 1977) of their employees,
appealing to ‘professional values, creativity, career, goodwill or trust’ (Smith, 2015: 4) to
elicit labour effort. Indeed, the autonomy paradox concept has also been applied to
knowledge workers in general, and professionals using their mobile phones for work
emails (see Table 2).

Working from home potentially further increases the level of autonomy experienced
by knowledge workers, validating, and extending Smith’s (2015) analysis.

Workers’ experience of working from home is informed by pre-existing work cultures
(Fana et al., 2022) including, for many, high workloads. Work intensification can occur
for knowledge workers working from home where workload is high and the work culture
is competitive (Eurofound, 2020:1) and was observed during the pandemic (Adisa et al.,
2022; Watermeyer et al., 2021). Working from home depends heavily on a trusting rela-
tionship between a worker and their supervisor. In an office environment, trust is often
built on ‘visibility and presence’. Therefore, in a working from home environment, a
worker will feel under significant pressure to visibly ‘demonstrate their heightened com-
mitment’ to the work team, if they feel this trust is threatened (Sewell and Taskin, 2015:
1521). However, if several trust-related factors of quality management and support
systems, training, and formal and informal communication channels are implemented
appropriately, they can increase trusting relationship between employees and managers
(Kähkönen, 2023).
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Table 2. Different uses of the ‘autonomy paradox’ concept.

Authors Work context Quote

Promise and/

or positive side

Reality and/or

negative side

Kokshagina

and

Schneider

(2023: 134)

‘The digital

white-collar

workplace’

before and

during

COVID-19

‘[D]igital technologies

provide

…[knowledge

workers] with the

flexibility to work

from anywhere

while limiting our

independence

through

expectations of

constant availability’

Increased

autonomy –

location

Expectations

about constant

availability

Eurofound

(2020: 1).

Working from

home in

general

The increased

autonomy afforded

by working from

home can ‘lead to an

intensification of

work when

combined with

heavy workloads and

work cultures

dominated by

competition,

self-management or

mechanisms to

enforce

performance’

Increased

autonomy

Work

intensification.

Pérez-Zapata

et al. (2016:

29)

Knowledge

workers

‘Knowledge workers

with very high levels

of autonomy

overwork, burn out

and harm their

health, but refer to

their activities as

‘self-chosen’ – this is

the autonomy

paradox’.

Have

autonomy

and ‘choose’

to work

hard

This leads to

harmful effects

on health.

Mazmanian

et al. (2013,

1338)

Professionals

using mobile

devices for

email

‘[e]ven as these

professionals view

the mobile email

devices as enhancing

their individual

Increased

autonomy –

location and

time

More work and

increased

availability –

work

(continued)
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Productivity

Onuoha et al. (2014) defined employee productivity as the effective use of people and
material resources to achieve organisational goals. According to Ma and Ye (2019),
employee productivity is regarded as the degree to which an employee is efficient.
From this lens, productivity can be conceptualised as a continuous reduction of inputs
to maximise gain and enhance efficiency (Kordowicz, 2021).

Table 2. Continued

Authors Work context Quote

Promise and/

or positive side

Reality and/or

negative side

autonomy by

allowing them to

work anywhere/

anytime, we observe

them becoming

caught in a collective

spiral of escalating

engagement where

they end up working

everywhere/all the

time’.

everywhere, all

the time.

Huws et al.

(1996)

Freelance

translators

working

from home

‘it appears to offer

more autonomy and

control …. [But]

self-employed

teleworkers find that

they have little or no

control over the

flow of work and …

their working times

are externally

driven… Periods

without

work…[cause]

anxiety about where

the next job might

come from.

[T]he work is always

present, and many

teleworkers … end

up working

exceptionally long

hours…’

Increased

autonomy;

control over

times

worked;

better

quality life;

more able

to spend

time with

family.

Lack of meaningful

autonomy;

little/no control

over workflow;

anxiety re

getting enough

work; long

hours;

work-family

conflict.
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The disciplining of the self may explain the high degree of productivity found in
studies of remote work supported by evidence in the literature of greater productivity,
or at least the maintenance of productivity, while working from home. Patanjali and
Bhatta’s (2022) study of IT workers suggested that productivity increased overall
while working from home during the pandemic. The authors found positive relationships
between shared values and pride in the organisation and increased productivity.
Similarly, feeling that they had an opportunity to develop professionally, and being well-
equipped (e.g. access to technology) helped employees’ productivity. Finally, and
perhaps most interestingly, perceived ‘autonomy and empowerment’ were correlated
with productivity (Patanjali and Bhatta, 2022).

Bloom et al.’s study (2015) remains the only study of which we are aware, either
before or during the pandemic, which measures productivity using a control group.
The authors found that those working from home for a travel agency worked more
minutes each shift and made more calls per minute compared to those who worked
from the office over a one-year time-period (Bloom et al., 2015). A quantitative study
by Liu and colleagues (2021) during COVID-19, also on workers in China, found that
work from home improved ‘job performance through job crafting…’ Participants
worked from home for an average of 3.36 days per week.

The grey literature such as government and union reports examining the experience of
Australian workers during the pandemic align with this. Thirty per cent of the 6000
Australian public servants surveyed (roughly one-quarter of whom were managers)
reported working longer hours (Colley and Williamson, 2020: 12), as did 40 per cent
of those responding to the Australian peak union body’s survey of working from home
across multiple industries (ACTU, 2022). Some 90 per cent of the managers surveyed
by Colley and Williamson felt that productivity was the same or higher than before the
pandemic (Colley and Williamson, 2020: 1). The NSW Innovation and Productivity
Council’s (2020: 1, 16) more granular data demonstrates how the working from home
phenomenon can play out. The 1500 remote workers surveyed in 2020 save, on
average, 77 min a day on their commute. Of this, 49 min was spent on ‘personal and
family needs’, 19 min on ‘caring and domestic tasks’, and 13 min on work activity
(NSW Innovation and Productivity Council, 2020: 16). The Council estimates this
results in a 13 per cent increase in productivity (ibid: 1, 16).

However, a significant study of over 10,000 workers at an information technology
company in India (Gibbs et al., 2023) during the pandemic problematises these findings.
The study is based on recorded start and finish times, and times spent working with
various pieces of software, as well as outputs based on the employer’s performance
metrics. That is, it is not self-reported. Unlike Bloom’s study, it is based on workers in
complex jobs (similar to the workers in our study), rather than call centre workers carry-
ing out more mundane tasks. Gibbs and colleagues find that while average working hours
increased, output slightly declined. There was a significant decrease in output per hour
(the usual measure of productivity), estimated by the authors at between 8% and 19%.
Based on their results, this was attributable to working from home, and not the pandemic
more generally. A large-scale quantitative study of nine 259 establishments, 869 teams
and 11,011 employees across 9 countries in Europe (van der Lippe and Lippényi,
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2020) also found decreased performance. This study, conducted before the pandemic,
found that both individual performance and team performance was worse when
working from home.

Overall, both before and during the pandemic, the literature on productivity while
working from home has mixed findings. We would suggest that context (country, indus-
try and context, how output is measured, and who is reporting productivity) is highly sig-
nificant here. The literature shows the possibility of both work extensification (working
longer hours) and work intensification (working harder during working hours) associated
with working from home.

Increased productivity can also be linked to burnout, defined as a condition involving
emotional exhaustion, depersonalisation, and declining workplace accomplishment from
prolonged exposure to demanding work situations (Shanafelt et al., 2003). Chong et al.
(2020), for instance, show that the resource loss caused by a shock to the telework
employees’ cognitive processing due to the COVID-19 crisis resulted in end-of-day emo-
tional exhaustion which subsequently led to their next-day work withdrawal behaviours.
A growing body of research suggests the presence of increased burnout during the pan-
demic resulting from increased work demands (Taylor and Frechette, 2022) or home
related matters (Hayes et al., 2021). Women may be experiencing burnout at multiple
levels, and often had increased responsibilities at work and home during the pandemic
(Aldossari and Chaudhry, 2021).

The home-work interface and social isolation

Workers who work from home risk ‘blurring’ personal and professional lives
(Vicente-Herrero et al., 2018), known as work-life conflict. The literature here has
mixed findings. Several studies find that increased conflict between roles at work and
home and that ‘[w]orking from home can reduce the typical cognitive, emotional and
physical restorative effects of being at home’ (Johnson et al., 2020: 410). Some studies
demonstrate that flexible work arrangements are worse for work-life balance than trad-
itional modes of working (Bjärntoft et al., 2020; Higgins et al., 2014). Others,
however, find that flexible work helps family members with care responsibilities, or
associates flexibility with positive mental health outcomes (Johnson et al., 2020: 410).
Research undertaken regarding working from home during lockdowns, when workers
were working from home all week (and often looking after children) suggests a blurring
of work and home boundaries (Adisa et al., 2022; Keightley et al., 2023). The work-life
boundaries were even more blurred for parents and carers because they had to balance
their work and life commitments including home schooling and managing partners’
working schedules (Graham et al., 2021). A survey of the advantages and disadvantages
of COVID-19 lockdowns revealed that for workers with children under the age of 12,
increased domestic and caring responsibilities were the biggest disadvantage, while for
workers without children under the age of 12 lack of social contact was the main disad-
vantage. Moreover, for workers without children, average levels of work-life conflict
decreased, while workers with young children did not experience the same decrease in
work-life conflict (Schieman et al., 2021).
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Social isolation can be defined as ‘the inadequate quality and quantity of social relations
with other people at the different levels where human interaction takes place (individual,
group, community and the larger social environment)’ (Zavaleta et al., 2014: 5). This
was associated with working from home before the pandemic (Belanger et al., 2013;
Bolisani et al., 2020; Williamson et al., 2020). A 2016 quantitative New Zealand study
found significant levels of social isolation for ‘teleworkers’ (ie. those working from
home), but that this isolation could be reduced by organisational support (Bentley et al.,
2016: 213). Social isolation was also cited as a negative aspect of working from home in
studies on the experience of workers during the pandemic (Franken et al., 2021; Jogulu
et al., 2023), suggesting a level of continuity in issues associated with remote work.
Watermeyer et al. (2021) found that many of the UK academics working from home
during lockdowns reported social isolation and loneliness. Spilker and Breaugh (2021)
found that having a choice whether to work remotely and the length of the
supervisor-telecommuter relationship were negatively associated with feelings of isolation.
Workers can also experience professional isolation which is associated with employees’
work exhaustion and general affective well-being (Hu and Subramony, 2022). Feelings
of social isolation potentially impact stress, mental health, and sleep (Johnson et al.,
2020). While there is evidence of an increase in domestic violence during COVID, a
large quantitative Canadian study suggested that working from home was not ‘related to
Canadians’ concerns regarding the impact of COVID-19 on family stress and domestic vio-
lence’ (Beland et al., 2021) . Rather, it was an the inability to meet financial obligations due
to COVID-19 significantly (positively) related to (societal and individual) concerns regard-
ing COVID-19’s impacts on family stress and domestic violence (Beland et al., 2021).

Method
This qualitative study was conducted in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic restric-
tions where person-to-person interactions were limited, including in work-related scen-
arios. This context made flexible and remote working arrangements more widespread
than ever before in the study location of New South Wales (NSW), Australia and neces-
sitated that the interviews were conducted online. When the interviews commenced many
knowledge workers had several months experience of remote working during the
COVID-19 pandemic.

Sample recruitment

Ethics permission for the study was granted by the Edith Cowan University Human
Research Ethics Committee. Participants were recruited using two complementary
methods. The first method recruited participants by seeking expressions of interest,
through a partner organisation that provides Health and Social Care services across the
entire Australian state of NSW. Secondly, the research team supplemented this method
through snowball sampling by inviting potential participants from other industries who
were among the extended professional network of the researchers who in turn suggested
other possible participants.
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Interview questions

Prior to conducting the interview sessions, the research team developed interview ques-
tions to meet the aim and objectives of the study. The interview questions aimed to gather
information regarding individual’s flexible and remote working experience. Specifically,
participants were asked about the following key points:

• defining flexible and remote working arrangement,
• diversity and flexible and remote working arrangement,
• the things that worked well with flexible and remote working arrangement,
• the risks, hazards and safety issues involved with flexible and remote working

arrangement,
• engaging with work health and safety processes while working remotely,
• enablers of successful flexible and remote working arrangements at individual, work-

related and organisational level, and
• key barriers to flexible and remote working arrangement at individual, work-related

and organisational level.

The interview questions were reviewed by other researchers who were not involved in the
process of developing the questions to provide feedback on the readability, clarity, and
feasibility of the questions. Some minor amendments were made to the questions
based on the feedback received. The interview questions were then piloted. According
to van Teijlingen and Hundley (2001), it is highly recommended to try out interview
questions prior to the main study to ensure the practicalities of the main study with
regards to implementation and utility that include estimation of resources and time for
the main study.

As Kim (2010) highlights pilot testing the research instrument should be conducted in
an environment as close as, and follow the same procedure, as the actual interview
process. Therefore, the pilot testing of interview questions and process was conducted
with two knowledge workers who had remote working arrangements. Pilot testing was
beneficial in helping to further refine the questions for clarity, timing, and smoother
flow of conversation.

Interview process

Informal, semi-structured interviews using a question guide (i.e. preamble) were con-
ducted by members of the research team via Microsoft Teams between January and
March 2021. Interviewees for this project had experienced recent lockdowns due to
COVID-19, but were not in mandatory lockdown during the period in which the inter-
views were conducted.

Interviews lasted between 30 and 60 minutes, were audio recorded and transcribed by
an Australian third-party audio transcription specialist. The transcripts were de-identified
by allocating each interviewee a code: W1, W2… for workers, and M1, M2… for
managers.
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Participants

A total of 52 interviews were conducted: 33 NSW-based remote knowledge workers
and 19 line-managers who managed remote knowledge workers, from both the
public and private sectors. The sample is aligned with recommendations regarding
the required sample size, with Charmaz (2006) suggesting that 25 respondents provides
satisfactory information for small projects. In the same vein, Marshall et al. (2013) pro-
posed a range of 15 to 30 respondents would be sufficient to be involved in case
studies, and Ritchie et al. (2003) state that sample size for qualitative studies is
often around 50. In line with the recommendations from the literature, 52 interviews
are sufficient for the current study. Further, as is usual for qualitative studies data
should be collected until reaching the saturation point (Alam, 2021; Merriam, 2009).
Analysis of the data collected from 52 respondents in the study revealed a saturation
point for emergent themes.

Participants worked in multiple organisations in both the public and private sectors
across numerous industries (see Tables 2 and 3). The sample comprised approximately
equal numbers of men and women from across the age spectrum. However, we did not
collect detailed demographic information from participants on gender, age or other demo-
graphic variables. As this article is concerned with the experience of remote knowledge
workers, and the impact of remote work on these workers, interviews with the knowledge
workers themselves were drawn on most heavily (Table 4).

Data analysis

A qualitative thematic analysis (Quinlan et al., 2019: 340–1) was conducted manually in
two parts. First, a coding frame was created based on the dominant themes emerging in
the interviews, and a subsequent reading of a sample of transcripts to confirm the emer-
ging themes, together with key themes contained in the contemporary literature about
remote working, and the findings from a previous phase of the research project (Teo
et al., 2020). For the first level of coding, one researcher reviewed the transcripts and
extracted data for analysis using the coding frame headings: ‘Perceptions,’
‘Outcomes’, ‘Facilitators’ (of remote work), ‘Barriers’, ‘What’s working well’,
‘What’s Not Working Well’, ‘Engagement with Work Health and Safety’ and
‘Suggestions and ideas for improvements’. These were further divided into four levels:
the individual level, the work/job/task level, the team level and the organisational level
to create the Analysis Framework to guide data analysis (Figure 1). Next, a different
researcher conducted a thematic analysis to identify key themes for each of the headings.
The research team agreed on the final themes reported in this article.

Findings
Working from home, like all work, brings with it exposure to psychosocial hazards. This
research draws on the experience of 33 knowledge workers and 19 managers in different
industries to understand the exposure of remote workers to psychosocial hazards during
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COVID-19. Particularly, this study used the autonomy paradox framework to explore
workload and workpace, the home-work interface, and interpersonal relationships, in par-
ticular social isolation.

Workload and workpace

The subthemes associated with workload and workpace were: trust and work demands.
Many interviewees experienced an increase in workload. This came about largely
through employees ‘choosing’ to work longer hours when given the flexibility surrounding
their hours of work. Managers adopted a trusting approach to their line reports, who repaid
this trust by ensuring a high degree of output, even though they couldn’t be physically seen
by management. When trust was discussed, around 85 per cent (11 out of 13) of workers
interviewed felt trusted by their managers. This trust was linked to intense work:

Table 3. Remote knowledge workers interviewed including industry.

ID Industry ID Industry

W1 Manufacturing and Technology W18 Professional, scientific and Technical

services

W2 Health Care and Social Assistance W19a Health Care and Social Assistance

W3 IT and Communications W20 IT and Communications

W4 IT and Communications W21 Professional, scientific and Technical

services

W5 Construction and Property

Development

W22a Health Care and Social Assistance

W6 Professional, scientific and Technical

services (Legal)

W23 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

W7a Health Care and Social Assistance W24 IT and Communications

W8 Education and Training W25 NSW Government, Electricity, gas,

Water and Waste

W9 Health Care and Social Assistance –

Aged Care

W26 NSW Government, Electricity, gas,

Water and Waste

W10 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

W27 Government – Electricity, gas, Water

and Waste

W11 Government, Planning, Infrastructure

& Environment

W28 Professional, scientific and Technical

services

W12a Health Care and Social Assistance W29 Finance & Insurance services

W13 Professional, scientific and Technical

services (Environment)

W30 Commonwealth Government Services

W14a Health Care and Social Assistance W31 Health Care and Social Assistance

W15a Health Care and Social Assistance W32 Professional, scientific and Technical

services

W16a Health Care and Social Assistance W33 Finance & Insurance services

W17a Health Care and Social Assistance

aParticipants from partner organisation.
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My [line manager] seems to trust me implicitly. He knows I’mworking my butt off from home. I
work more than my required hours. I’ve got a lot of trust from my manager and the amount of
work I’m getting through elicits that trust. [Interviewee W14]

Table 4. Managers of remote knowledge workers interviewed including industry.

ID Industry ID Industry

M1 Manufacturing and Technology M11 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M2 NSW Government, Electricity, gas,

Water and Waste

M12 Government, Planning, Infrastructure &

Environment

M3 NSW Government, Electricity, gas,

Water and Waste

M13 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M4 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M14a Health Care and Social Assistance

M5 NSW Government, Electricity, gas,

Water and Waste

M15 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M6 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M16 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M7 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M17 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M8a Health Care and Social Assistance M18 NSW Government, Planning,

Infrastructure & Environment

M9a Health Care and Social Assistance M19 NSW Government, Electricity, gas,

Water and Waste

M10a Health Care and Social Assistance

aParticipants from partner organisation.

Figure 1. Analysis framework.
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Similarly, Interviewee W26 said they were ‘putting in high levels of discretionary effort’
working more hours and at ‘much more odd times’. They showed awareness that this may
be problematic for themselves, stating ‘I’m not necessarily sure that’s a good thing’ while
management benefit because ‘I’m delivering more…’ Only one person, Interviewee W5,
recounted a micromanagement approach where ‘[W]e weren’t able to do the normal work
that we were doing … we didn’t see it as a lack of trust then but it could very much well
have been… they created all this work for us to make sure that we were doing something’.

Though less common, some interviewees located the cause of increased workload in
managers’ decisions. Interviewee W21 perceived that management were deliberately
increasing workload. Initially, they said, management had a perspective of ‘you’re
working from home you have all this time, I’m going to make sure you work, so I’m
just going to load all this work on top of you’.

Broader societal and labour market factors could elicite ‘signalling’ behaviour, and
combine with management pressure to increase work. Interviewee W5 recounted that
everyone at his organisation started working from home during the pandemic, and for
the first six months there was a lot of pressure on the whole team to be highly productive:
‘we were all working really, really late hours …[and] took up a lot of new projects… to
show that we were busy’.

In addition to demands from their manager, the team put pressure on themselves. As con-
tractors worried about losing their jobs, they were trying to prove that they were working.

Another reason given for an increased workload related not so much to the autonomy
paradox but rather the nature of remote work requiring workers to contact colleagues
electronically. Workload was impacted by a lack of social support and connectivity
with team members. For example, not being able to have quick conversations with
people can increase the amount of work needing doing, while the amount of emailing
has increased while working in this mode.

Many participants perceived that productivitywas higherworking fromhome,mainly due
to a lack of interruptions and noise in an office. Approximately 94 per cent (15 out of the 16)
of workers who mentioned productivity in the interviews referred to an increase in product-
ivity. While this is positive for organisations, if this increased productivity comes as a result
of work intensification and/or increased hours, this can negatively impact workers’ mental
health and wellbeing. Measuring productivity poses challenges, with knowledge workers
‘…it’s a bit hard to track productivity … it’s more like a gut feel[ing]’, [Interviewee W23]
and productivity can vary from individual to individual. It should also be noted that produ-
cingmore output throughworking longer hours is not the same as an increase in productivity,
which is output per hour. It may be that inmany cases, while the employer is enjoying greater
output, this is not in fact due to the work becoming more productive.

Overall, employees appear grateful for the more hands-off management approach, and
repay this with hard work. A manager of remote workers recounts:

If it’s really hot in the afternoon and I know that [the worker had] worked reasonably early, [I would
say] “Go and have a swim, go and feel good.” “Oh, [manager’s name], can we do that?” I said,
“Yes, I’m giving you the permission to do that.” The next day, they’re up an hour earlier
because in their mind, they really, really appreciate that opportunity. [Interviewee W18]
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In a similar vein, another worker positively contrasts the ‘trusting’ approach to intensive
surveillance:

in an office, you have that panopticon approach where anyone can be looking over your
shoulder…[At home] you can be doing whatever you want, looking at whatever content you
have, and apart from some really hard-core organisations with logging on and logging off
and maybe screen monitoring…The easy way to go about that is having that trust…I am
going to be doing that work and I am going to be doing it because it is meaningful to me.
Not because someone is watching me and making me do that [Interviewee W9].

The employer still gains the required output, but does so through ‘consent’, rather than
more coercive approaches. By way of contrast, interviewee W5 describes the micro-
managing experienced, saying ‘That was a horrible period in our organisation and every-
one speaks about it now, ‘How do we do that, it was horrible’. It was so demotivating and
actually horrific.’ Such an approach can therefore be counterproductive from the view-
point of management strategy.

The autonomy afforded to employees led to longer working hours for some
(Sandmeier et al., 2022). Interviewees overworked, but articulated that they had
chosen to do so, echoing the finding of Perez-Zapata and colleagues (2016: 29) before
the pandemic. Feeling that managers trusted them was central here, with workers increas-
ing discretionary effort to repay that trust, or even perhaps to ensure a continued ability to
work from home (Palumbo, 2020). Some did more work to ensure that their work was
visible (Sewell and Taskin, 2015). The association between remote working during the
pandemic and longer working hours (Colley and Williamson, 2020; Dayaram and
Burgess, 2021) was borne out by a number of interviewees’ comments. COVID-19
added an extra layer of context, reflected here, for example, in the economic downturn
driving an extra workload for some. Working from home’s ‘autonomy paradox’ was
identified before the pandemic and continued in this changed environment, albeit with
its own specificities.

The home-work interface – a ‘double-edged sword’

The subthemes associated with the home-work interface were: boundary management
and family responsibilities. The inherent nature of working from home blurs the bound-
aries between work and personal life, making it difficult for some employees to disengage
from work. However, this arrangement also offers the potential to better balance work
and life responsibilities, something appreciated by some interviewees. These responsibil-
ities, such as caring for children, were significantly influenced by the context of the
pandemic.

With no barrier between the location of work and home, workers can have difficulty
unwinding. ‘… I find it very hard to switch on and off when I work from home. And I
start work earlier and I finish work later,’ Interviewee W17 disclosed. Some workers
(Interviewee W5; W7) felt that they did not have a ‘right to disconnect’ from work,
citing pressure to work ‘after hours’, including weekends, unpaid. Another interviewee
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(M13) was ‘getting calls at seven o’clock in the morning to eight o’clock at night. You’d
be checking in just before you went to bed, checking in, so that there was that sense that
you were never not at work.’ This suggests the work culture combined with the work
location to produce a sense of being ‘always on’. As Interviewee M2 suggests, ‘while
people don’t like commuting … it really places a barrier between work and home.
You actually get to change mental gear but, when you’re working from home, you
don’t have that switch from work to home.’ Without such a barrier, the restorative
nature of the home environment can be eroded (Johnson et al., 2020).

Despite long work hours and blurring, for some interviewees working from home
helped create a better work-life balance. Seven out of eight workers (88%) interviewed
who discussed work-life balance spoke positively about flexible work arrangements in
this regard. For them, work did not significantly impact family life in a negative way.
Workers reported that they enjoyed being able to do non-work activities – such as house-
work, running errands, and spending time with children – in times they were not previ-
ously able to. Interviewee W16 stated that ‘People have lives…I can chuck a load of
washing on, I can drag the bin out at lunchtime instead of waiting until it’s nighttime,
and just little things that you can do while you’re at home.’ Interviewee W4 was
happy to avoid a two-hour round-trip commute, explaining that ‘the time that I’m nor-
mally using to commute is that time that I can do what I say is my life admin.’
Another worker said ‘it works very well for me to be able to sit down and do an
hour’s work and then go for a little walk, or hang the washing out or something like
that and come back and then do another hour, or I don’t do anything and then I do
five hours on a Saturday’ [Interviewee W19].

Parental responsibilities could be a barrier to flexible work when children were at
home during the COVID-19 lockdown but a positive of flexible work under ‘normal’ cir-
cumstances. As one manager outlined

…a lot of people…in my team that did have to look after kids when they hadn’t previously …
found that really hard. So it’s not so much the working from home that was the challenge. It was
the kids being there and having to do childcare and home school as well.

So when a lot of those kids then went back to school, those people that are really enjoying the
work from home because it means it’s much easier for them to do drop-offs and pickups …
[Interviewee M1]

Another manager recounted similarly:

I was saying to people, “What’s one of the best things and worst things about 2020?”. And they
said, “Best thing was being able to spend more time with my children. The worst thing was
spending more time with my children.” [Interviewee M13]

Hence, the experience of working from home varies due to individual circumstances.
Exploring the home-work interface is important in understanding the working from

home experience. Issues surrounding this psychosocial factor were encapsulated by
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Interviewee W24, who referred to remote working as a ‘double-edged sword’. While the
time saved by the lack of commute could help people focus on their work and their own
wellbeing, ‘there are times where the workload can be quite intense and so the scale of
balance tips’. Work-life conflict also featured in the working from home literature
prior to the pandemic (e.g. Higgins et al., 2014; Vicente-Herrero et al., 2018).
Therefore, these issues, including the potential for positive outcomes from workers’ flexi-
bility, are not new. Yet here too the significance of the pandemic context is highlighted, in
particular by the differences parents experienced when they looked after children during
the workday, as during lockdowns.

Interpersonal relationships at work – social isolation

The subthemes associated with social isolation were: inclusion, social connections and
hybrid working. Workers felt isolation during the period they were working exclusively
from home. Interviewee W8 described feeling like their ‘four walls are kind of closing
in’, while Interviewee W20 commented that ‘It almost feels a bit like a jail… same
table, same computer, same walls’. Remote workers miss the social side of working
from the office. One described wanting ‘to come back to work a couple of days a
week, for the social interaction and the human connection not through a screen’.
Another managed feelings of isolation through talking to friends online but was
worried that too much screen time impacted them adversely psychologically.

A feeling of social isolation was not universal, however. One worker for whom
English is a second language [Interviewee W10] felt less isolated working from home.
In an office environment, they didn’t feel confident to ask colleagues to slow down
when speaking, whereas in the online world, discussion about being able to hear or under-
stand others was normalised. This highlights the varied nature of responses to working
from home, which can be related not only to personal preferences but also a worker’s lin-
guistic background, something to which researchers, organisations, policy makers and
unions should be attuned.

Social support received from both supervisors and co-workers can be used to counter
some of the isolation that occurs while working remotely. Organisations, managers and
employees tried to put in place measures to support each other socially, and collaborate
professionally, outside the office environment. To reduce the isolation experienced when
working from home, social support measures (ad hoc and experimental) were implemen-
ted. Interviewee W4’s organisation’s pre-existing ‘buddy programme’, where employees
can be paired up with co-workers living close by to meet up with, increased in popularity
since the onset of COVID-19. Another worker spoke positively of games nights and trivia
nights: ‘…there’d always be something funny that happens … it doesn’t need to be all
work, work, work’ [Interviewee W5]. This interviewee indicated that this social
support could have been improved, while acknowledging the limitations of the situation.

Collaboration between employees is a form of social support; professional collabor-
ation, and consequently professional isolation, cannot be separated entirely from social
interaction more generally. Many interviewees raised either incidental contact
(bumping into someone) or deliberate short encounters (asking a nearby colleague for
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help, bouncing an idea off them) as important features of work. Organisations have tried
to replicate this support through software such as Microsoft Teams. However, as
Interviewee W14 told us, ‘it’s not quite the same as being in the room with them’ and
‘sometimes it’s nice to have that one-on-one physical interaction’. A worker who per-
forms a lot of ‘admin and repetitive tasks’ reflected that the experience of talking to col-
leagues in the office to some degree offset the boredom of monotonous task ‘because
you’re speaking to everyone around you. You might not feel it as much, you’re all socia-
lising, so it’s not so much of a problem’ whereas at home ‘you really notice what’s some-
thing that you enjoy doing and what’s something that you don’t enjoy doing’
[Interviewee W11].

To a large extent social isolation was an unavoidable product of the lockdowns, and to
a lesser extent may be experienced when working from home generally. Hybrid working
arrangements, where work is done away from the office for part of the week, potentially
remove or reduce the risk of social isolation. As one worker stated:

I don’t think five days a week working from home is a particularly good idea long-term … we
need to look at trying to at least have two days a week minimum back in an office to really keep
that collegiality alive. [Interviewee W6]

IntervieweeW8 noted perceptively, ‘It’s such a balance isn’t it…I like the time I have that
is uninterrupted. But I also like that casual catch up’. Quantitative data from Australia and
Europe aligns with the view that many employees prefer a hybrid model of remote
working (Colley and Williamson, 2020; Eurofound, 2020b).

Interviewees reports of missing social and professional interactions and an increased
sense of monotony were difficult to address during lockdowns. However, when working
from home is optional, feelings of isolation can decrease (Spilker and Breaugh, 2021).
Both social (Johnson et al., 2020) and professional (Hu and Subramony, 2022) isolation
can negatively affect wellbeing. Recognising the dangers of social isolation and under-
standing individual differences support the idea of giving employees a choice regarding
the frequency of their remote work.

Discussion
The autonomy paradox is central to the nature of remote work in the current industrial
relations climate, demonstrating the continued validity and usefulness of the concept.
Workers’ increased autonomy shapes not only their own experience of work, but also
management’s strategy for gaining output. The odious nature of obtrusive surveillance
– likely used more on workers such as those in call centres, or administrative workers
– should not be cause to dismiss the hazard of work intensification caused by the auton-
omy paradox. Measuring performance by outputs from labour undertaken away from the
office rather than time spent at a desk (inputs) is a replacement form of control. In an era
of low worker voice, and given the individual nature of much knowledge work, psycho-
social hazards related to workload, work-life conflict and social isolation are likely to
remain significant.
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This study sought to examine the experience of knowledge workers when working
from home to understand more about how they experienced autonomy, and the exposure
to psychosocial hazards under work-from-home working arrangements. Psychosocial
hazards such as workload and workpace, the home-work interface and interpersonal rela-
tionships featured heavily in the pre-COVID-19 literature on working from home. This
research with workers across many and varied industries shows that while the pandemic
adds an extra contextual layer, these continued to be issues for knowledge workers
working from home.

In Leka et al.’s (2010) typology of psychosocial hazards, control is elaborated as ‘Low
participation in decision making, lack of control over workload, pacing, etc.’ In our study,
however, such a conceptualisation is complicated by the control workers had over the
hours of work and pacing of their work. The time of day the work was done was of
less significance than the fact that it was done. Many of the workers we interviewed
‘chose’ to work longer hours. This was linked to the trust many of our interviewees
felt from their managers, a trust engendered by the ability to exercise some agency
over their work times and to work without in-person supervision. Paradoxically, such
control meant more exposure to hazards under the category of workload and workpace,
such as ‘work overload’ and ‘high levels of time pressure’. The work intensification
experienced by our interviewees was instead undergone despite – and for some,
because of – their autonomy. Fear of losing their job impacted some: contractors
worked more intensely to prove themselves so that they could stay in their job.

The vast majority of interviewees offering reflections on productivity perceived that
their productivity had increased compared to before COVID-19. Yet as Qu and Yan
(2023: 202), write:

The boundary between working and leisure times becomes ambiguous when employees are
WFH [working from home]. Employees are usually pushed to work for longer hours and
face high job demand, which is harmful to work productivity and quality. Therefore, assessing
the influence of WFH on employees’ feeling of their work completion is vaguer and more com-
plicated compared with WFO [working from the office]…

As we note above, the work done per hour may not be more; total output may or may not
increase due to the increase in hours. (In the study conducted by Gibbs and colleagues
(2023) discussed in the literature analysis section, work output slightly declined
despite longer working hours).

There was a mixed picture with respect to work-life conflict and ‘blurring’. Numerous
interviewees enjoyed the increased flexibility of their working hours. Yet the risk of ‘blur-
ring’ the line between work and home makes it difficult for employees to switch off from
work. Workers experienced remote work differently according to their individual prefer-
ences, and well as by demographic. While this was not the main feature of the research,
some responses indicated this would be a useful area for future research.

Finally, we found evidence of social isolation, a facet of ‘interpersonal relationships at
work’. Again, this matches the literature where there was continuity pre and during
COVID. Unsurprisingly, interviewees found such isolation to be more pronounced
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when working from home five days per week, with a number expressing support for
hybrid work arrangements. Work teams found ways to mitigate against isolation
through informal catch ups and buddy systems.

Psychosocial workplace hazards are intimately connected to power dynamics at work,
and the broader industrial relations context. Where workers have a greater voice, they can
better mitigate psychosocial hazards. Yet working from home for these NSW-based
knowledge workers took place very much on management’s terms. Interviewees
seldom discussed collectively taking up work-from-home-related grievances or men-
tioned their union’s positions. Given Australia’s low levels of union density and
worker voice (Bray et al., 2021), this should not be surprising. Only 14 per cent of
Australian workers were union members at the time of the research (Australian Bureau
of Statistics, 2022). This density is not uniform, with pockets of very high density
such as among nurses and firefighters. Worker voice is further impacted by the
numbers of workplace union delegates, which has declined since the 1980s (Bramble,
2008: 242–3, 248). The unintended consequences of remote work needs to be considered
by unions, who have been campaigning for the right to work from home (Tham, 2022).
Further research could usefully focus on the impact of increasing rates of remote work on
trade union power (Sarkar, 2022).

Limitations
While the sample is small, and is not representative, saturation was achieved with the
last few transcripts being consistent with the others but not generating new ideas to
the study (Saunders et al., 2019). Also, we acknowledge the potential bias in interview-
based studies, where workers interested in the subject are more likely to volunteer to
participate.

Future research
Our research identified and explored issues across a range of industries; however, it
limited the ability to deep dive into the specifics of working from home in particular
industries. Future research conducting comparisons of two or three sectors may contrib-
ute to a deeper understanding of issues in particular industries, especially those with
larger proportions of remote workers. Building on the findings from this study, future
research could examine measures of autonomy in traditional office and work-from-
home environments, to elicit information about whether autonomy should be measured
differently during disruptive events such as the COVID-19 pandemic. There is also fruit-
ful potential for industrial relations research on return to office mandates, including resist-
ance to those mandates, and the positioning of trade unions.

Conclusion
This research contributes both to the industrial relations literature on working from home,
as well as conceptually the literature on the psychosocial work environment. We have
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focussed here on exploring workers’ experience of work, and management control, rather
than regulations, institutions and organisational policy (Behrens and Pekarek, 2022;
Dayaram and Burgess, 2021; Williamson and Pearce, 2022; Williamson et al., 2022)
as has other industrial relations research. We have problematised the categorisation of
an employee’s autonomy as positive in psychosocial work environment research.
Rather, it needs to be considered in relation to management strategy, the broader indus-
trial relations context, and other psychosocial hazards.

Issues related to working from home will not remain static. Working from home has
emerged as a continuing feature of much knowledge work. The numbers of people
working from home have expanded dramatically and are highly unlikely to return to pre-
pandemic levels, despite persistent return-to-office mandates. Many have now adopted
hybrid work – some days in the office, some at home – which may potentially reduce
the severity of these hazards. New workplace tensions are emerging across both public
and private sectors. In August 2024, NSW government agencies introduced formal
approval requirements for regular work-from-home arrangements, explicitly citing the
need to optimise office space utilisation (Skatsoon, 2024). Similarly, in September
2024, Tabcorp took a more stringent approach, directing 1500 workers across
Australia’s east coast to return to the office full-time (Glover, 2024). As these develop-
ments show, the industrial relations of working from home are certainly not going
away in the ‘post-COVID’ era.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to acknowledge the broader research team who worked on this project but
did not co-author the present article: Julie Ann Pooley, Ben Farr-Wharton, Maryam Omari, Amanda
Divine and Abilio de Almeida Neto. They also thank John Burgess and Tom Barratt for very useful
comments on this article in draft and an earlier version.

Declaration of conflicting interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship and/or
publication of this article.

Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship and/or
publication of this article: This work was supported by a grant from the Centre for Work, Health and
Safety, a government agency in New South Wales, Australia. This research was conducted as part
of Phase two of Bentley et al.’s study ‘Flexible work and psychological safety – Best practice to
advance psychologically safe solutions from alternate locations’ of this grant.

ORCID iD
Alexis Vassiley https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0305-2389
Azadeh Shafaei https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3329-6293
Mehran Nejati https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1199-8617
Leigh-ann Onnis https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8496-6616

378 Journal of Industrial Relations 67(2)

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0305-2389
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0305-2389
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3329-6293
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1199-8617
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8496-6616


References
Adisa TA, Antonacopoulou E, Beauregard TA, Dickmann M and Adekoya OD (2022) Exploring

the Impact of COVID-19 on Employees’ Boundary Management and Work–Life Balance.
British Journal of Management 33(4): 1694–1709.

Aizer A (2010) The gender wage gap and domestic violence. American Economic Review 100(4):
1847–1859.

Alam MK (2021) A systematic qualitative case study: Questions, data collection, NVivo analysis
and saturation. Qualitative Research in Organizations and Management: An International
Journal 16(1): 1–31.

Aldossari M and Chaudhry S (2021) Women and burnout in the context of a pandemic. Gender,
Work & Organization 28(2): 826–834.

Anthony RN (1965) Planning and control systems: a framework for analysis. Boston: Harvard
Business School.

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2022) Trade Union Membership. Available at: https://www.abs.
gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-working-conditions/trade-union-membership/aug-2020#key-
statistics (accessed 9 September 2022).

Behrens M and Pekarek A (2022) Delivering the goods? German industrial relations institutions
during the COVID-19 crisis. Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society.

Beland LP, Brodeur A, Haddad J, et al. (2021) Determinants of family stress and domestic violence:
Lessons from the COVID-19 outbreak. Canadian Public Policy 47(3): 439–459.

Bentley TA, Caponecchia C, Onnis L, et al. (2023) A systems model for the design of occupational
health and safety management systems inclusive of work-from-home arrangements. Applied
Ergonomics 109: 103966.

Bentley TA, Green N, Tappin DC, et al. (2021) State of science: The future of work – ergonomics
and human factors contributions to the field. Ergonomics 64(4): 427–439.

Bentley TA, Teo STT, McLeod L, et al. (2016) The role of organisational support in teleworker
wellbeing: A socio-technical systems approach. Applied Ergonomics 52: 207–215.

Bélanger F, Watson-ManheimMB and Swan BR (2012) A multi-level socio-technical systems tele-
commuting framework. Behaviour & Information Technology 32(12): 1257–1279.

Bjärntoft S Hallman, Mathiassen SE DM, et al. (2020) Occupational and individual determinants of
work-life balance among office workers with flexible work arrangements. International Journal
of Environmental Research and Public Health 17(4): art. no. 1418.

Bloom N, Liang J, Roberts J, et al. (2015) Does working from home work? Evidence from a
Chinese experiment. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 130(1): 165–218.

Bolisani E, Scarso E, Ipsen C, et al. (2020) Working from home during COVID-19 pandemic:
lessons learned and issues. Management & Marketing 15 (1): 458–476.

Bramble T (2008) Trade Unionism in Australia: A History from Flood to Ebb Tide. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Bray M, Macneil J and Spiess L (2021) Unions and collective bargaining in Australia in 2020.
Journal of Industrial Relations 63(3): 338–356.

Carnevale JB and Hatak I (2020) Employee adjustment and well-being in the era of COVID-19:
Implications for human resource management. Journal of Business Research 116: 183–187.

Charmaz KC (2006) Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through Qualitative
Analysis. London: Sage.

Chong S, Huang Y and Chang CD (2020) Supporting interdependent telework employees: A mod-
erated-mediation model linking daily COVID-19 task setbacks to next-day work withdrawal.
Journal Applied Psychology 105(12): 1408–1422.

Vassiley et al. 379

https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-working-conditions/trade-union-membership/aug-2020#key-statistics
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-working-conditions/trade-union-membership/aug-2020#key-statistics
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-working-conditions/trade-union-membership/aug-2020#key-statistics
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/labour/earnings-and-working-conditions/trade-union-membership/aug-2020#key-statistics


Colley L and Williamson S (2020) Working during the pandemic: from resistance to revolution?,
Working from home in the Australian public service, report no. 1. October. UNSW Canberra
Public Service Research Group and CQUniversity, Canberra, Australia. https://www.unsw.
adfa.edu.au/public-service-research-group/sites/cpsr/files/pdf/548493134. Working From
Home Report_Final (1).pdf (accessed 18 Jun 2024).

Commission for Occupational Safety and Health (2022) Psychosocial hazards in the workplace:
Code of practice, Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety. WA Government.
ISBN 978 1 920836 70 2 https://www.commerce.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/atoms/files/
221133_cp_psychosocialhazards_web.pdf (accessed 28 June 2023).

Cook H, Grugulis I and Brooks J (2022) The illusory nature of autonomy in hybrid working: before,
during and after Covid-19. In 40th International Labour Process Conference, Padua, Italy, 21-23
April 2022, pp. 68-9.

Cox T and Griffith A (2005) The nature and measurement of work-related stress: theory and prac-
tice. In: Wilson JR and Corlett N (eds) Evaluation of Human Work, 3rd ed. Abingdon, UK:
Routledge.

Dayaram K and Burgess J (2021) Regulatory challenges facing remote working in Australia. In:
Wheatley D, Hardill I and Buglass S (eds) Handbook of Research on Remote Work and
Worker Well-Being in the Post-COVID-19 Era. IGI Global, 202–219.

De Klerk JJ, Joubert M and Mosca HF (2021) Is working from home the new workplace panacea?
Lessons from the COVID-19 pandemic for the future world of work. SA Journal of Industrial
Psychology 47(1): 1–14.

Donnelly R and Johns J (2020) Recontextualising remote working and its HRM in the digital
economy: An integrated framework for theory and practice. The International Journal of
Human Resource Management 32(1): 84–105.

Eddleston KA and Mulki J (2017) Toward understanding remote workers’ management of work–
family boundaries: The complexity of workplace embeddedness. Group & Organization
Management 42(3): 346–387.

Eurofound. (2020a). Telework and ICT-based mobile work: Flexible working in the digital age
(New forms of employment series). Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/telework-and-ict-based-mobile-
work-flexible-working-in-the-digital-age

Eurofound. (2020b). Living, working and COVID-19 (COVID-19 series). Publications Office of the
European Union, Luxembourg. https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/
living-working-and-covid-19

Fana M, Massimo FS and Moro A (2022) Autonomy and control in mass remote working during
the COVID-19 pandemic. A cross-occupational comparison. Relations Industrielles / Industrial
Relations 77(3): 1–19.

Franken E, Bentley T, Shafaei A, et al. (2021) Forced flexibility and remote working: Opportunities
and challenges in the new normal. Journal of Management & Organization 27(6): 1131–1149.

Franken E, Plimmer G and Malinen S (2023) Growth-oriented management and employee out-
comes: Employee resilience as a mechanism for growth. Leadership and Organization
Development Journal 44(5): 627–642.

Friedman A (1977) Responsible autonomy versus direct control over the labor process. Capital and
Class 1(1): 43–57.

Gibbs M, Mengel F and Siemroth C (2023) Work from home and productivity: Evidence from per-
sonnel and analytics data on information technology professionals. Journal of Political
Economy Microeconomics 1(1): 7–41.

380 Journal of Industrial Relations 67(2)

https://www.unsw.adfa.edu.au/public-service-research-group/sites/cpsr/files/pdf/548493134
https://www.unsw.adfa.edu.au/public-service-research-group/sites/cpsr/files/pdf/548493134
https://www.unsw.adfa.edu.au/public-service-research-group/sites/cpsr/files/pdf/548493134
https://www.commerce.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/atoms/files/221133_cp_psychosocialhazards_web.pdf
https://www.commerce.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/atoms/files/221133_cp_psychosocialhazards_web.pdf
https://www.commerce.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/atoms/files/221133_cp_psychosocialhazards_web.pdf
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/telework-and-ict-based-mobile-work-flexible-working-in-the-digital-age
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/telework-and-ict-based-mobile-work-flexible-working-in-the-digital-age
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/living-working-and-covid-19
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/living-working-and-covid-19


Glover A (2024) Tabcorp follows Amazon and orders staff back to the office five days a week,
9News, 18 September. Available at https://www.9news.com.au/national/tabcorp-orders-staff-
to-return-to-office-five-days-a-week/4b423d7d-01a4-4db0-8f06-77fef2fc0103 (accessed 10
December 2024).

Graham M, Weale V, Lambert KA, et al. (2021) Working at home: The impacts of COVID 19 on
health, family-work-life conflict, gender, and parental responsibilities. Journal of Occupational
and Environmental Medicine 63(11): 938–943.

Green N, Tappin D and Bentley T (2020) Working From Home Before, During and After the
Covid-19 Pandemic: Implications for Workers and Organisations. New Zealand Journal of
Employment Relations 45(2): 5–16.

Hayes SW, Priestley JL, Moore BA, et al. (2021) Perceived stress, work-related burnout, and
working from home before and during COVID-19: An examination of workers in the United
States. Sage Open 11(4). https://doi.org/10.1177/215824402110581.

Hern A (2020) Shirking from home? Staff feel the heat as bosses ramp up remote surveillance. The
Guardian, 27 September. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/sep/27/
shirking-from-home-staff-feel-the-heat-as-bosses-ramp-up-remote-surveillance.

Higgins C, Duxbury L and Julien M (2014). The relationship between work arrangements and
work-family conflict. Work, 48 (1): 69–81.

Hu X and Subramony M (2022) Understanding the impact of COVID-19 pandemic on teleworkers’
experiences of perceived threat and professional isolation: The moderating role of friendship.
Stress and Health. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3146.

Huws U, Podro S and Gunnarson E, et al. (1996) Teleworking and Gender. Institute for
Employment Studies, Brighton, UK. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED400393.pdf

Hyman R (1975) Industrial Relations: A Marxist Introduction. London: Macmillan.
Jenkins F and Smith J (2021) Work-from-home during COVID-19: Accounting for

the care economy to build back better. The Economic and Labour Relations Review 32(1):
22–38.

Jogulu U, Green N, Franken E, et al. (2023). Work arrangement “yo-yo”: forced flexibility from the
office to home and back again. Personnel Review 53(5): 1224–1243.

Johnson A, Dey S, Nguyen H, et al. (2020) A review and agenda for examining how technology-
driven changes at work will impact workplace mental health and employee well-being.
Australian Journal of Management 45(3): 402–424.

Kelliher C and Anderson D (2010) Doing more with less? Flexible working practices and the
intensification of work. Human Relations 63(1): 83–106.

Kähkönen T (2023) Remote work during the COVID-19 pandemic: Identification of working life
impacts, employees’ data protection abilities and trust outcomes. Journal of Organizational
Change Management 36(3): 472–492.

Keightley S, Duncan M and Gardner B (2023) Working from home: Experiences of home-working,
health behavior and well-being during the 2020 UK COVID-19 lockdown. Journal of
Occupational and Environmental Medicine 65(4): 330–336.

Kim Y (2010) The pilot study in qualitative inquiry: Identifying issues and learning lessons for cul-
turally competent research. Qualitative Social Work 10(2): 190–206.

Kokshagina O and Schneider S (2023) The digital workplace: Navigating in a jungle of paradoxical
tensions. California Management Review 65(2): 129–155.

Kordowicz M (2021) The Problem with Productivity: Redefining Productivity and Meaning
Post-COVID-19. In: Handbook of Research on Remote Work and Worker Well-Being in the
Post-COVID-19 Era, pp.122–134. IGI Global.

Vassiley et al. 381

https://www.9news.com.au/national/tabcorp-orders-staff-to-return-to-office-five-days-a-week/4b423d7d-01a4-4db0-8f06-77fef2fc0103
https://www.9news.com.au/national/tabcorp-orders-staff-to-return-to-office-five-days-a-week/4b423d7d-01a4-4db0-8f06-77fef2fc0103
https://www.9news.com.au/national/tabcorp-orders-staff-to-return-to-office-five-days-a-week/4b423d7d-01a4-4db0-8f06-77fef2fc0103
https://doi.org/10.1177/215824402110581
https://doi.org/10.1177/215824402110581
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/sep/27/shirking-from-home-staff-feel-the-heat-as-bosses-ramp-up-remote-surveillance
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/sep/27/shirking-from-home-staff-feel-the-heat-as-bosses-ramp-up-remote-surveillance
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/sep/27/shirking-from-home-staff-feel-the-heat-as-bosses-ramp-up-remote-surveillance
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3146
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3146
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED400393.pdf


Koutsopoulos G and Perjons E (2023) Towards an approach for modeling organizational ignorance.
In: Proceedings of the 16th IFIP WG 8.1 Working Conference on the Practice of Enterprise
Modeling and the 13th Enterprise Design and Engineering Working Conference, November
28-December 1, 2023, Vienna, Austria.

Leonardi PM, Treem JW and Jackson MH (2010) The connectivity paradox: Using technology to
both decrease and increase perceptions of distance in distributed work arrangements. Journal of
Applied Communication Research 38(1): 85–105.

Liu L, Wan W and Fan Q (2021) How and when telework improves job performance during
COVID-19? Job crafting as mediator and performance goal orientation as moderator.
Psychology Research and Behavior Management 14: 2181–2195.

Ma L and Ye R (2019) Does daily commuting behavior matter to employee productivity? Journal
of Transport Geography 76: 130–141.

Malhotra A (2021) The postpandemic future of work. Journal of Management 47(5):
1091–1102.

Marshall B, Cardon P, Poddar A, et al. (2013) Does sample size matter in qualitative research? A
review of qualitative interviews in IS research. Journal of Computer Information Systems 54(1):
11–22.

Martela F, Gomez M, Unanue W, et al. (2021) What makes work meaningful? Longitudinal evi-
dence for the importance of autonomy and beneficence for meaningful work. Journal of
Vocational Behavior 131: 103631.

Mazmanian M (2013) Avoiding the trap of constant connectivity: When congruent frames allow for
heterogeneous practices. Academy of Management Journal 56(5): 1225–1250.

McAllister MJ, Costigan PA, Davies JP, et al. (2022) The effect of training and workstation adjust-
ability on teleworker discomfort during the COVID-19 pandemic. Applied Ergonomics 102:
103749.

Merriam SB (2009) Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Metselaar SA, den Dulk L and Vermeeren B (2022) Teleworking at different locations outside
the office: Consequences for perceived performance and the mediating role of autonomy
and work-life balance satisfaction. Review of Public Personnel Administration 43(3):
456–478.

Michel A (2011) Transcending socialization: A nine-year ethnography of the body’s role in organ-
izational control and knowledge workers’ transformation. Administrative Science Quarterly
56(3): 325–368.

Nielsen K, Daniels K, Nayani R, et al. (2019) Out of mind, out of sight? Leading distributed
workers to ensure health and safety. Work & Stress 33(2): 173–191.

NSW Innovation and Productivity Council (2020) NSWRemote Working Insights: Our experience
during COVID-19 and what it means for the future of work, Council Research Paper. Sydney,
Australia.

O’Donnell M, Williamson S and Johnson M (2022) Introduction to the themed collection: Public
sector employment relations in turbulent times. The Economic and Labour Relations Review
33(1): 12–17.

Ogden M (2024) Package wars and mouse movers: On the media escalation of remote-work during
the COVID-19 global pandemic. Culture, Theory and Critique: 1–11.

Onuoha UD, Samuel TD and Ojo AI (2014) Gender and job satisfaction: A study of library staff in
private university libraries in ogun state, Nigeria. Journal of New Media and Mass
Communication, 1(1), 12–19.

382 Journal of Industrial Relations 67(2)



Patanjali S and Bhatta NMK (2022) Work from Home During the Pandemic: The Impact of
Organizational Factors on the Productivity of Employees in the IT Industry. Vision. DOI: 10.
1177/09722629221074137.

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(6/7): 771–790.

Pérez-Zapata O, Pascual AS, Álvarez-Hernández G and Collado CC (2016). Knowledge work
intensification and self-management: the autonomy paradox. Work Organisation, Labour &
Globalisation 10(2): 27–49.

Qu J. and Yan J. (2023), Working from home vs working from office in terms of job performance
during the COVID-19 pandemic crisis: evidence from China. Asia Pacific Journal of Human
Resources 61: 196–231.

Quinlan C, Babin B, Carr J, et al. (2019) Business Research Methods, 2nd ed. Hampshire: Cengage
Learning.

Reissner SC, Izak M and Hislop D (2021) Configurations of boundary management practices
among knowledge workers. Work, Employment and Society 35(2): 296–315.

Ritchie J, Lewis J and Elam G (2003) Designing and selecting samples. In: Ritchie J and Lewis J
(eds) Qualitative Research Practice. A Guide for Social Science Students and Researchers.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 77–108.

Ross P, Ressia S and Sander E (2017) Work in the 21st Century: How do I Log On? Bingley:
Emerald Publishing.

Rudrum S, Rondinelli E, Carlson J, et al. (2022) When work came home: Formation of feeling rules
in the context of a pandemic. Emotion, Space and Society 42: 100861.

SafeWork Australia (2022) Model Code of Practice: Managing Psychosocial Hazards at Work. https://
www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/doc/model-code-practice-managing-psychosocial-hazards-work.

Sandmeier A, Baeriswyl S, Krause A, et al. (2022) Work until you drop: Effects of work overload,
prolonging working hours, and autonomy need satisfaction on exhaustion in teachers. Teaching
and Teacher Education 118: 103843.

Sarkar S (2022) Work from home & remote work–Panacea to all ills of unionization? Indian
Journal of Industrial Relations 58(1): 1.

Saunders M, Lewis P and Thornbill A (2019) Research methods for business students, 8th edn.
Pearson.

Scherer M (2021) Warning: Bossware May Be Hazardous to Your Health. The Center for
Democracy & Technology. Accessed from: https://cdt.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-
07-29-Warning-Bossware-May-Be-Hazardous-To-Your-Health-Final.pdf.

Schieman S, Badawy PJB, Milkie MA, et al. (2021) Work-life conflict during the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Socius 7: 2378023120982856.

Sewell G and Taskin L (2015) Out of Sight, Out of Mind in a New World of Work? Autonomy,
Control, and Spatiotemporal Scaling in Telework. Organization Studies 36(11): 1507–1529.

Shafaei A and Nejati M (2023) Creating meaningful work for employees: The role of inclusive
leadership. Human Resource Development Quarterly 35(2): 189–211. In press.

Shanafelt TD, Sloan JA and Habermann TM (2003) The well-being of physicians. The American
Journal of Medicine 114(6): 513–519.

Skatsoon J (2024) NSW public servants ordered back to the office. Government News, 6 August.
Available at: https://www.governmentnews.com.au/nsw-public-servants-ordered-back-to-the-
office/ (accessed 10 December 2024).

Smith C (2015) Continuity and change in labor process analysis forty years after Labor and
Monopoly Capital. Labor Studies Journal 40(3): 222–242.

Vassiley et al. 383

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/09722629221074137
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/09722629221074137
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/doc/model-code-practice-managing-psychosocial-hazards-work
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/doc/model-code-practice-managing-psychosocial-hazards-work
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/doc/model-code-practice-managing-psychosocial-hazards-work
https://cdt.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-07-29-Warning-Bossware-May-Be-Hazardous-To-Your-Health-Final.pdf
https://cdt.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-07-29-Warning-Bossware-May-Be-Hazardous-To-Your-Health-Final.pdf
https://cdt.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-07-29-Warning-Bossware-May-Be-Hazardous-To-Your-Health-Final.pdf
https://www.governmentnews.com.au/nsw-public-servants-ordered-back-to-the-office/
https://www.governmentnews.com.au/nsw-public-servants-ordered-back-to-the-office/
https://www.governmentnews.com.au/nsw-public-servants-ordered-back-to-the-office/


Spilker MA and Breaugh JA (2021) Potential ways to predict and manage telecommuters’ feelings
of professional isolation. Journal of Vocational Behavior 131: 103646.

Taylor DG and Frechette M (2022) The impact of workload, productivity, and social support on
burnout among marketing faculty during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Marketing
Education 44(2): 134–148.

Teo S, Bentley T, Nguyen D, et al. (2020) Flexible work and psychological safety – Best practice to
advance psychologically safe work from alternate locations: A report on findings from a survey
of New South Wales employees (Phase 1). Centre for WHS, NSW (unpublished).

Tham JC (2022) Few Australians have the right to work from home, even after COVID. Here’s how
that could change. The Conversation. Available at https://theconversation.com/few-australians-
have-the-right-to-work-from-home-even-after-covid-heres-how-that-could-change-187696
(accessed 1 December 2022).

Turriago-Hoyos A, Thoene U and Arjoon S (2016) Knowledge workers and virtues in peter druck-
er’s management theory. Sage Open 6(1): 2158244016639631.

Van der Lippe T and Lippényi Z (2020) Co-workers working from home and individual and team
performance. New Technology Work and Employment 35(1): 60–79.

van Teijlingen ER and Hundley V (2001) The importance of pilot studies. Social Research Update:
1360–7898. Winter, ISSN.

Vicente-Herrero M, Torres Alberich JI, Torres Vicente A, et al. (2018) Telework and occupational
health: Medical-legal and labor aspects. Revista CES Derecho 9(2): 287–297.

Watermeyer R, Shankar K, Crick T, et al. (2021) ‘Pandemia’: A reckoning of UK universities’ cor-
porate response to COVID-19 and its academic fallout. British Journal of Sociology of
Education 42(5–6): 651–666.

Williamson S, Colley L and Foley M (2022) Public servants working from home: Exploring man-
agers’ changing allowance decisions in a COVID-19 context. The Economic and Labour
Relations Review 33(1): 37–55.

Williamson S, Colley L and Hanna-Osborne S (2020) Will working from home become the ‘new
normal’ in the public sector? Australian Journal of Public Administration 79(4): 601–
607.Williamson S and Pearce A (2022) COVID-normal workplaces: Should working from
home be a ‘collective flexibility’? Journal of Industrial Relations: 00221856221094894.

Leka S and Jain A andWorld Health Organization (2010)Health impact of psychosocial hazards at
work: an overview. World Health Organization.

Zavaleta D, Samuel K andMills C (2014) Social isolation: a conceptual and measurement proposal.
Working Paper: 67. Oxford Poverty & Human Development Initiative (OPHI), Oxford.

Biographical notes
Alexis Vassiley is a Lecturer in the School of Business and Law at Edith Cowan University.
Alexis’s research across industrial relations, labour history and work, health and safety is united
by the notion of decent work. It comprises two main research tracks: Wellbeing at work, focussing
on workplace psychosocial hazards and union renewal, historically and today. Alexis serves on the
Editorial Board of Labour History as Associate Editor.

Azadeh Shafaei is a Senior Lecturer at the School of Business and Law. Azadeh has been actively
involved in several research projects funded by internal and external bodies including UNESCO the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Azadeh has collaborated with
several scholars from Australia and overseas on joint research projects focusing on inclusive lead-
ership, well-being, organisational behaviour, work meaningfulness, green human resource

384 Journal of Industrial Relations 67(2)

https://theconversation.com/few-australians-have-the-right-to-work-from-home-even-after-covid-heres-how-that-could-change-187696
https://theconversation.com/few-australians-have-the-right-to-work-from-home-even-after-covid-heres-how-that-could-change-187696
https://theconversation.com/few-australians-have-the-right-to-work-from-home-even-after-covid-heres-how-that-could-change-187696


management and flexible work arrangements. Azadeh has contributed to several industry funded
projects and published her research findings in reputable international journals.

Mehran Nejati is a Associate Professor at ECU School of Business and Law, and a core member of
the ECU Centre for People, Place and Planet. Mehran formerly held the position of the MBA
Director at ECU School of Business and Law in 2017, and the Director of PRME (Principles for
Responsible Management Education) and Sustainability at ECU School of Business and Law
(2019–2022). Prior to joining Edith Cowan University, Dr Mehran Nejati was the Program
Manager for Research and Consultancy and a Senior Lecturer at Graduate School of Business,
University of Science Malaysia (USM). He serves as the editorial board member of several inter-
national academic journals. Mehran’s key research areas are: Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR); Business Sustainability and Responsible Management; Ethical Leadership; Green Human
Resource Management.

Leigh-ann Onnis is a Senior Lecturer in management with the College of Business, Law and
Governance at James Cook University. Leigh-ann has a research focus on human resource manage-
ment, workforce sustainability and wellbeing at work.

Tim Bentley is the Mining Work Health and Safety Professorial Chair and Director of the Mental
Awareness, Respect and Safety (MARS) Centre, which is an ECU Industry Collaboration Centre
for the Mining Sector. He has led many major government-funded research projects in the fields
of psychosocial risk, workplace ill-treatment, employee health, safety and wellbeing, and his
research has been supported by over $5.5 M of external funding. Tim’s published research is exten-
sive and has received considerable scholarly and public attention. Further, his research on psycho-
social risk and workplace ill-treatment has had high impact on government and industry
stakeholders, contributing to national policy in New Zealand and best practice guidelines/industry
practice in both New Zealand and Australia. Most recently, Tim has acted as Chief Investigator and
co-led multiple projects funded by the NSW and WA Governments, along with many industry-
funded projects. Tim’s key research areas are: Psychosocial risks; Occupational health; Safety
and wellbeing; and Human factors issues in work.

Vassiley et al. 385


	 Introduction
	 Literature analysis of the ‘autonomy paradox’ of working from home and its consequences
	 Trust and the ‘autonomy paradox’
	 Productivity
	 The home-work interface and social isolation

	 Method
	 Sample recruitment
	 Interview questions
	 Interview process
	 Participants
	 Data analysis

	 Findings
	 Workload and workpace
	 The home-work interface – a ‘double-edged sword’
	 Interpersonal relationships at work – social isolation

	 Discussion
	 Limitations
	 Future research
	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


