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Abstract: Remote work has been of interest to managers since the implementation of new information
and communication technologies (ICTs). During the initial period, it was treated as an employee’s
privilege or even a luxury and as such it was not a popular practice. The COVID-19 pandemic and
the intervening period have changed attitudes toward remote work, as it became a necessity for
many organisations. However, in connection with its use, many new, previously unknown problems
have arisen, such as: the organisation of remote work, the supervision and monitoring of work
performance, and employee support. The present research was conducted using a standardised
questionnaire computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI) method in May–June 2021 on a popula-
tion of 248 enterprises, divided into micro, small, medium-sized and large entities. The research data
were collected during the COVID-19 pandemic which, on the one hand, provided an exceptional
opportunity to fill in the theoretical gaps that were existing in this field; however, on the other hand,
it could be burdened with certain flaws due to the context of the pandemic. An enterprise’s attitude
to remote work has a positive influence on the efficiency of the remote work, the control of the remote
work and the remote work support, with the strongest impact exerted on the last of the factors
mentioned. A better attitude to remote work influences, to the largest degree, an enterprise’s support
for performing work from remote locations outside of corporate offices. Among the enterprises that
were surveyed, the following were most frequently indicated as elements of such support: additional
office equipment provided to an employee, remote work training, and the installation of additional
computer programs. Financial support was declared by about 11% of the enterprises and it usually
took the form of a remote work allowance or funds to cover the costs of purchasing equipment or
paying for the Internet.

Keywords: remote work; effectiveness of remote work; support for remote work; remote work control

1. Introduction

Since the implementation of new ICTs, remote work has been of interest to managers.
This kind of work is sometimes described as work from home, work from anywhere (WFA),
telecommuting, virtual work, mobile work or flexible work [1–5]. Remote work (RW) is
defined as “ . . . a flexible working arrangement that allows an employee to work from
a remote location outside of corporate offices or production facilities, without having
personal contact with his/her co-workers but with an ability to communicate with them by
means of information and communication technologies” [6]. Researchers argue that flexible
work arrangements, including remote work, will continue into the future despite having
many disadvantages [5]. Remote work is beneficial to employees and can have positive
and negative effects on an individual level [7]. Research on remote work is particularly
relevant to the COVID-19 pandemic, which has highlighted the importance of such work
as an organisational concept and practice [8]. Briefly speaking, remote work “concerns any
intellectual work carried out outside the normal place of work, whose effects are sent to the
employer using information and communication technologies” [9]. Several studies have
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been published which show increases in employee productivity [10] and organisational
economic performance [11] due to remote work. One can also find studies that found a
decrease in employee productivity due to RW and stopped offering this option to their
employees [12,13].

In the initial period, remote work was treated as an employee’s privilege or even a lux-
ury [14]. Flexibility is no longer merely an additional asset but it is now also a competitive
tool which organisations can use, for instance, to accomplish certain recruitment objectives
or to gain a competitive edge [15–17].

In 2020, 12% of the EU employees who were aged 20–64 usually worked from home
and in the past decade this percentage was at a steady level of about 5–6% [18,19]. Therefore,
this type of work was not a popular practice [20,21]. Nonetheless, in response to the
pandemic crisis and an unstable environment, one of the decisions was to universally
switch to working from home [22].

In Poland, the percentage of people usually working from home in 2020 exhibited a
nearly two-fold increase in relation to 2019 (4.6% vs. 8.9%) [23]. The COVID-19 pandemic
and the subsequent period changed the attitude to remote work, which became a necessity
for many organisations [24–27]. This arrangement is currently used by many enterprises,
also with the aim of ensuring a proper work-life balance for their employees [28–31],
improving the organisation’s performance and reducing employee absenteeism [32,33].
The decision that was made by mid-level managers to adopt remote work as a form of
employment was dictated furthermore by their convictions about the efficiency of the work
that is performed by their employees and about information security measures having
become more reliable [34].

Regarding remote work, many new, previously unknown problems have been faced by
employers, such as: the organisation of the remote work, the supervision and monitoring of
work performance, work efficiency, and employee support [35–38], as well as the intention
to continue working remotely once the COVID-19 pandemic is over.

The aim of this paper is to analyse the influence of certain factors that were selected by
the authors on the efficiency of remote work. The authors have assumed that the efficiency
of performing work from home is the principal factor that is conditioning an assessment
of remote work by enterprises. Another element to which special attention is paid is the
intention to continue remote work in the future. This is related to assessing the efficiency
of the work that is performed outside of the corporate office, but it can also be influenced
by other factors. Based on the research results, the authors want to analyse the inclination
of enterprises to continue remote work once the pandemic is over.

2. Supervision and Monitoring of Remote Work

Remote work performance has triggered the need to conduct ongoing monitor-
ing [37,39] and to search for new measures of remote work efficiency. In the early 1980s,
managers indicated trust and respect as the necessary attributes in their relationships with
remote workers; they also pointed to the need for certain standards [40]. They, therefore,
began searching for systems to support work monitoring, with a particular focus on per-
formance monitoring [41]. However, it turned out that additional monitoring would be
detrimental to remote workers [42] and could be replaced by information sharing and
new forms of contact in order to obtain the expected results. Research has shown that the
situational leadership model, which has been in use since the late 1960s in the United States,
plays a major role here. It forms an appropriate tool which leaders can use to effectively
influence their employees outside of the workplace with a view to improving their work
performance [43]. However, as also revealed by research results, not every leadership
style ensures the attainment of top performance levels, either among remote employees or
among remote managers [44–46].

The monitoring of remote work is not always effective. Employees may deliberately
delay responding to forms of monitoring or perform activities that are completely unrelated
to their work [47]. To counteract such situations, employers make use of various forms
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of supervision, as labour laws do not expressly define its limits [46–48]. The exercise of
supervision is supported by numerous applications and systems that are intended for
employee monitoring. The tools for remote work supervision can include the employee’s
filling in timesheets, adding notes and comments in files or generating reports to sum up
their obtained results. There are also systems that can be used for detecting the lack of
activity of a given user on a computer or recording time spent on social networking sites,
as well as software tracking a user’s location during work [49].

During the pandemic, traditional mechanisms of direct supervision are being exercised
through digital platforms (ActivTrak, InterGuard, Veriato 360, Teramind, WorkSmart, Work
Examiner and Sneek) that became popular, along with e-mails or phone calls, but these
proved to be ineffective [49]. Inspection and supervision by managers are constantly taking
on new forms. New procedures are being introduced and employees are required to
produce written reports showing the extent of the work that they have performed during
the day [50]. In addition, business intelligence and data analytics tools are often used to
further monitor employees’ work [49]. However, technologies for employee monitoring
frequently require the installation of remote-control software, which can be a threat to
employees and even perceived as “flexploitation” [51,52].

The positive influence of an assessment of work efficiency on reducing the scope of
work supervision was confirmed by Wang et. al. These authors, in their research conclu-
sions, did not explicitly demonstrate the desirable effect of additional monitoring on the
efficiency of remote work [37]. Monitoring should be supported by motivating communica-
tion that is exchanged between managers and subordinated employees [53], along with
the use of customised flexible work arrangements [54]. This will enable achieving both the
work-life balance of the employee and better organisational performance [55,56].

3. Efficiency of Remote Work

Scientific literature demonstrates a need to establish measures for assessing work
efficiency. Authors analyse work efficiency as viewed from an employer’s perspective. In
this context, benefits in the form of reduced labour costs and outlay which will be incurred
when providing remote work should be considered. Savings are achieved due to there
being no need to commute to work, the so-called office policy [57], the elimination of
unproductive meetings [58], less sick leave and breaks [59] or, generally speaking, due to
the lower costs of arranging the workplace [60–62]. This clearly suggests that the work
efficiency measures are perceived in financial terms. However, consulting firms, in their
reports, approach the efficiency assessment issue from a different angle [63,64]. It has been
revealed that only one in five such companies in Poland has declared that its efficiency
assessment was based on objective measures, such as key performance indicators (KPIs),
and compared them to the results that were achieved before the pandemic [65]. Most
companies, in turn, base their assessments on the opinions that are expressed by managers
or employees, while one in three companies do not currently monitor the efficiency of their
remote work. This stems from the shortage of appropriate tools and from insufficient home
office equipment [66]. The growing inclination to supervise and monitor employees may
trigger the need to grant consent to such supervision on the part of the employee [67].

The results of the questionnaire surveys that were conducted by D.P. Marasigan
revealed a significant relationship between the efficiency of working from home and
employee performance [57]. The author proved that employee performance during remote
working was high but varied by gender and educational level.

Research results have been confirmed in practice—more specifically, in the reports of
consultancy firms. Those that take into consideration the employer’s perspective indicate
that remote work contributes to reducing enterprise costs and to improving employee
performance. The latter, however, decreases with the increase in the number of working
hours and work intensity [68].

The efficiency of the remote work depends on the managers’ ability to effectively
engage and motivate their employees [69–71] and to influence changes in their work
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patterns [72]. This requires both a substantial shift in the organisational culture towards
outcome management and the establishment of relationships that are based on trust [73].
Regarding remote working in research, it has been found that increasing the usage of flexible
work arrangements can improve productivity and creativity [74]. Increased productivity
has resulted from the increased number of meetings that are held online and from the use
of technologies of remote employee monitoring [75]. The recorded increase has frequently
reached several percent [76,77]. The growth can be attributed to both the better use of
working time (e.g., shorter breaks) and higher work efficiency [76]. Nonetheless, as revealed
by research, the lack of adequate support for remote work has eventually resulted in the
decreased efficiency of remote work [73,74,77,78].

To sum up, the research that has been conducted to date, which has not taken the
pandemic period into consideration, is mostly positive about remote work, indicating not
only increased work efficiency but also more effective working time, increased autonomy
and employee independence [74,79]. However, more recent findings have revealed that the
challenges that are related to remote work during the pandemic have a negative impact on
the work efficiency as well as on the well-being of employees [37]. In consequence, some
non-financial or financial support from an employer appears essential.

4. Remote Work Support

Organisations may offer financial support, additional office equipment, new software,
free services, training, consulting, or additional non-wage benefits to those who are car-
rying out remote work [63]. There can also be other types of support that can influence
work efficiency, such as social support, professional autonomy, monitoring of the workload,
and an individual factor—namely, self-discipline [37]. Research highlights that the em-
ployer support should offer more autonomy and greater independence to the employees,
which will increase their motivation to improve their work efficiency [80]. Moreover, the
decreased dependency on co-workers’ support results in increased motivation to act more
independently [57,81,82]. Furthermore, research shows that this type of support contributes
to increased efficiency, but this varies among employees and the positions in which they
work [83]. A remote worker should be more productive when working from home, but
this rule does not apply to all employees. Despite offering apparent freedom, employers
implement additional objectives and use certain tools to foster productive work ethics.
These include incentives for employees to self-evaluate and manage themselves with the
support of digital technologies and the promotion of gamification [25,82–86].

Workforce fragmentation and the occurrence of employment inequalities of a social
nature may constitute threats that may be faced by employers [69,84]. Organisations
strive to mitigate these threats, this an aim which is reflected in their remote monitoring,
management and supervision at the workplace. Such practices raise doubts regarding the
maintenance of privacy and ethics in the process of contact with employees, as well as
future security [87].

5. Intention to Continue Remote Work

The continuation of remote staff employment once the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic is over
appears to be a major issue in the context of remote work. Howe et al. draws attention to
the fact that the return to what used to be the pre-pandemic standard, i.e., working from
a corporate office instead of the home office, can have some negative consequences. It
can affect the morale of employees—those who prefer to work from home—resulting in
reduced productivity and higher staff turnover [66]. As revealed by research, remote work
can bring benefits to both parties, the employees and the employer. This work arrangement
is often more suited to the younger generation and meets their expectations regarding
work-life balance [88]. The benefits for the employer may result from, among other things,
the reduced need for office space and lower costs of work tools [66]. At the same time, a
number of disadvantages of flexible employment arrangements have been increasingly
highlighted in the recent years. Soga et al. indicate that these can be grouped into several
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general issues that are associated with health, socio-cultural, economic, spatial, technical
and political factors [89].

In practice, companies that are operating in the same industries take very different
approaches to remote work—from having all of their staff work from home, to having
all of their staff work from the office, through various “in between” options. Althof
et al. draw attention to the differing potentials of remote work depending on the type of
work that is being performed—highly skilled employees of the business services sector
have an increased potential to work remotely, more so than low-skilled employees of
the service industry [90]. Team management in a remote work arrangement is more
challenging when it comes to more complex and less clearly defined tasks, or to tasks that
are implemented under varying conditions or related to new ventures [91]. Manko believes
that the experience that is being gathered during the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic cannot be
used as a direct source for predicting the future of remote work [91]. Other researchers
indicate that, unless employees return to working from the office, managers will face some
difficulties with adapting to permanent remote work and some tasks in this formula will be
more challenging to perform, with large and resilient organisations coping the best [92]. At
the same time, Radziukiewicz claims that the performance of work outside of the workplace
will gradually become more common, with the hybrid model appearing the most likely
solution, implying that work that is performed from the corporate office and outside of it
will occur in specific cycles [93]. Research further indicates that this work arrangement is
typically expected by employees [94].

6. Research Model and Hypotheses

In light of the above, the authors have proposed the research model that is presented in
Figure 1. According to the authors, the factors that influence the efficiency of remote work
include the attitude to remote work, the level of remote work control and the level of remote
work support. An enterprise’s attitude to the remote work exerts an additional impact on
remote work control and on the level of remote work support. In turn, an assessment of the
efficiency of the remote work, similar to remote work control and the employer’s support,
will have an impact on the intention to continue remote work in the future.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The better the enterprise’s attitude to remote work, the higher the assessment
of its efficiency.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The better the enterprise’s attitude to remote work, the lower the level of
its control.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The better the enterprise’s attitude to remote work, the higher the level of
its support.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The higher the level of remote work control, the higher the assessment of
its efficiency.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). The higher the level of remote work support, the higher the assessment of
its efficiency.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). The higher the level of remote work control, the lower the intention to continue
such work.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). The higher the level of remote work support, the higher the intention to
continue such work.

Hypothesis 8 (H8). The higher the efficiency of remote work, the higher the intention to continue
such work.
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Figure 1. Research model.

7. Research Method

The research was conducted in May–June 2021 on Polish companies. Poland is a coun-
try that has been affected by SARS-CoV2, as have most European countries. A lockdown
in Poland limiting economic activity was in force in periods from 13 March 2020, from
24 October 2020, and from 21 March 2021. These have concerned many Polish enterprises.
Only in the second quarter of 2020, the decline in the GDP was 8% compared to the second
quarter of 2019 (Podsumowanie lockdown-u w Polsce, Związek Przedsiębiorców i Praco-
dawców, Warszawa styczeń 2021, https://zpp.net.pl/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/25.01.20
21-Business-Paper-Podsumowanie-lockdownu-w-Polsce.pdf, accessed on 11 March 2022).

The research method that was used was a standardised questionnaire and the data
were collected using CATI (computer assisted telephone interviewing). A 7-point Likert
scale was used to answer the questions in the questionnaire. A pre-test was conducted
with some employees in order to develop the readability of the questionnaire. Companies
that used remote working during the pandemic were purposefully selected for the research
sample. The respondents to the sample were the people with knowledge within the field of
the remote work of the employees in a given company. Larger companies were included in
the research sample in an over-representative manner, due to the fact that the data indicated
that the majority of Polish enterprises are one-person businesses that do not employ any
staff. Enterprises where only the owner works were excluded from the sample due to the
purpose of the study.

A total of 256 enterprises were examined, of which 248 questionnaires were accepted
for the analysis after verification. Enterprises with a differing number of employees were
purposefully selected for the sample. The estimated percentages of the various enterprise
sizes that are operating in Poland, as categorised by their number of employees, are [95]:

• from 1 to 9 employees—97%,
• 10–49 employees—2.2%,

https://zpp.net.pl/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/25.01.2021-Business-Paper-Podsumowanie-lockdownu-w-Polsce.pdf
https://zpp.net.pl/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/25.01.2021-Business-Paper-Podsumowanie-lockdownu-w-Polsce.pdf
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• 50–249 employees—0.7%,
• 250 or more employees—0.2%

The characteristics of the research sample are presented in Table 1. The largest percent-
age of the surveyed enterprises—29.8%—were those that were employing between 10 and
49 people.

Table 1. Characteristics of the research sample (N = 248).

Characteristic Numbers Percentages
Number of employees:

Up to 9 56 22.6
10–49 74 29.8

50–249 37 14.9
250 or more 81 32.6

Type of activity:
Production 72 29.0

Retail 74 29.8
Other 102 41.1

Annual turnover: *
Up to 224 thousand 112 45.2

From 224 to 22,000 thousand 78 31.5
From 22,000 to 111,000 thousand 27 10.9
From 111,000 to 222,000 thousand 20 8.1

Above 222,000 thousand 11 4.4
* In EUR.

8. Model Calculation

In order to estimate the model and perform the analysis, partial least squares–structural
equation modelling (PLS-SEM) was used. PLS-SEM allows one to analyse the relationships
between latent variables, in the case of small research samples, and the non-normal dis-
tribution of variables [96]. The Shapiro–Wilk test showed that, for each of the observed
variables, their distributions differ from the normal distribution. The data were analysed
using the Smart PLS 3.3.7 program.

The first step in the analysis was to check the reliability and validity of the mea-
surement. For this purpose, the values of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and composite
reliability (CR) were calculated. The reliability of the internal consistency is satisfied if the
indexes fall within the range of 0.7–0.95 [96]. The validity was assessed in two aspects:
the convergent validity and discriminant validity. The convergent validity was assessed
using the AVE (average variance extracted), the value of which should exceed 0.5. In the
next step, the differential validity was examined by comparing the square root of the AVE
with the appropriate correlation coefficients between latent variables in the model [97,98].
All of the variables in the model achieved the expected reliability and validity indicators
(Table 2).

To measure multicollinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) of all the constructs
was estimated. VIF values above 5 indicate strong collinearity among the indicators [99].
The calculated VIFs were below the threshold of 5. Using the PLS-SEM technique, we
tested the hypotheses with the bootstrapping procedure, including 5000 trials. In this way,
we were able to calculate the path coefficients, p values, and R2 values (Table 3).
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Table 2. Reliability and validity of the constructs.

Cronbach’s Alpha Composite
Reliability (CR)

Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) [1–5]

Attitude to remote
work (ARW) [1] 0.860 0.905 0.704 0.839

Remote work control
(RWC) [2] 0.920 0.940 0.759 0.495 0.871

Remote work support
(RWS) [3] 0.772 0.862 0.676 0.757 0.456 0.822

Efficiency of remote
work (ERW) [4] 0.904 0.933 0.777 0.660 0.496 0.486 0.882

The intention to
continue remote work
(ICRW) [5]

0.924 0.950 0.867 0.642 0.539 0.557 0.562 0.931

Table 3. Hypothesis testing, path coefficient, R values, p values.

Hypothesis Linkages Path Coefficients p-Values Hypothesis Testing

H1 ARW→ ERW 0.603 p < 0.001 Supported
H2 ARW→ RWC 0.495 p < 0.001 Supported
H3 ARW→ RWS 0.757 p < 0.001 Supported
H4 RWC→ ERW 0.229 p < 0.001 Supported
H5 RWS→ ERW −0.074 p < 0.377 Rejected
H6 RWC→ ICRW 0.262 p < 0.01 Supported
H7 RWS→ ICRW 0.297 p < 0.001 Supported
H7 ERW→ ICRW 0.288 p < 0.001 Supported

This study has formulated 8 hypotheses, out of which three belong to the effects of
three factors, the ARW on the ERW (H1), RWC (H2) and SRW (H3). The results show that,
out of the three impacts, the effect of the ARW on the RWS is the strongest, where the
path coefficient is 0.757, with a level of significance at p < 0.001. The effect of the ARW
on the ERW score is weaker, as the path coefficient is 0.603, with a level of significance
at p < 0.001. The ARW was the least affected by the RWC, as the path coefficient is 0.495,
with a level of significance at p < 0.001. The ERW was also influenced by the RWC, while
the influence of the RWS on the ERW is insignificant. The impact of the RWC level on the
ERW is weaker (the path coefficient is 0.229, with a level of significance at p < 0.001) than
that of the ARW on the ERW. The impacts of all of the analysed factors (ERW, RWC, and
RWS) on the ICRW are similar. The influence of the RWS on the ICRW is slightly stronger
than the other analysed factors—the path coefficient is 0.297, with a level of significance at
p < 0.001. The assessment of the ERW showed a weaker influence on the ICRW (the path
coefficient is 0.288, with a level of significance at p < 0.001), while the RWC has the weakest
influence on the ICRW among the analysed factors (the path coefficient is 0.262, with a
level of significance at p < 0.01).

R2 was calculated as part of the next step. R2 measures variance and the level of
explanation for endogenous latent variables. It is a measure of the predictive power of a
model [96]. The main factor that is explained in the model is the ERW. The R2 value for this
latent variable is 0.468, which is at the expected level. The model also explains the RWS
(R2-0.571) and ICRW (R2-0.462) well. A slightly weaker prediction power applies to the
RWC (0.242), which is also influenced by many other factors apart from those that were
included in the research model. The validated model is presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Model after validation.

9. Research Results

An enterprise’s positive attitude to remote work exerts a positive impact on the
efficiency of that remote work, the remote work control and the remote work support
(which confirms H1, H2, and H3). The biggest impact was observed with regards to the
remote work support. A better attitude to remote work influences, to the largest extent,
an enterprise’s support for performing work from remote locations outside of corporate
offices. Among the enterprises that were surveyed, the following were most frequently
indicated as elements of such support:

• Additional office equipment provided to the employee—31% of the enterprises;
• Remote work training—21% of the enterprises;
• Installation of additional computer programs—18% of the enterprises.

Financial support was declared by about 11% of the enterprises and it usually took
the form of a remote work allowance or funds to cover additional costs (e.g., the Internet or
equipment purchases).

In the relationships that are under analysis, and in the additional responses that were
provided, there is an element of surprise and a necessary reaction to the compulsory switch
to remote working. The attitude toward remote work, which was forced by the pandemic,
produced reactions in the form of support for its performance by employees, most often
working from home. A weaker relationship characterises the impact of the attitude to
remote work on the assessment of its effectiveness, while the weakest relationship was
found with the impact of the attitude to remote work on remote work control. Referring
to these relationships, it can be concluded that remote work tends to be perceived as a
temporary solution. Nearly 25% of the enterprises that were surveyed declared that they
do not measure the efficiency of their employees who are working from home and 10.5%
do not monitor these employees at all.

Remote work control exercises a positive impact on efficiency (which confirms H4),
contrary to remote work support whose impact on efficiency has not been observed (which
rejects H5). Therefore, the research conclusions that have been drawn, for instance by
Wang et al., that indicate the lack of influence of remote work control on efficiency have not
been confirmed in our research. It is most likely that an employer’s perspective influences
this relationship. Remote work control was usually exercised in the enterprises that were
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surveyed by way of teleconferences (19% of the enterprises) and to-do lists (16.1%). The
lack of the influence of remote work support on efficiency—which is contradictory to the
findings that were published by Mustajab D. et al.—most likely results from the fact that
such support is perceived in terms of additional expenses for remote work, which decreases
the efficiency from an employer’s perspective [77]. In turn, the benefits to which attention is
drawn in the paper by Howe et al. probably did not occur in such a short-term period [66].

The intention to continue remote work is influenced by an assessment of its efficiency,
the level of remote work support and the level of remote work control (which confirms
H6–H8). The influence of these factors on the intention to continue remote work is similar.
The most compelling impact of remote work support—and not of the assessment of its
efficiency—on the intention to continue remote work may come as a surprise. It can be
concluded that the greater the support that is provided for remote work by the enterprise,
the higher its expectations that this form of work could be continued in the future. Indeed,
52% of the enterprises that were surveyed declared their willingness to continue remote
work once the pandemic is over, but 61.3% of these claimed that its scope will be reduced.
The impact of efficiency on the intention to continue working remotely once the pandemic
is over, which turned out lower than the authors had expected, may indicate that some
enterprises perceive remote work as an exceptional period, after which “normality will
return”—this has most likely contributed to the obtained results.

Employers will be facing new challenges such as procrastination, ineffective commu-
nication, disruptions to working from home, and loneliness [37]. Ensuring job security and
developing protection mechanisms against new cyber threats will also be essential [87].

10. Conclusions

In this new situation, with remote work no longer constituting a discretionary option
but a more efficient (and economically interesting) alternative, it seems it is important to
prepare for its skilful implementation. Some suggestions and challenges for managers,
which they will need to tackle when implementing remote work into the management
system of their organisation in the future, are outlined below.

Analysing work efficiency has become a challenge for employers under the new
circumstances of remote work. This research shows that one-fourth of employers do
not carry out such analyses and many others are unable to identify measures to be used
to this end. The problem of measuring efficiency may be connected with the lack of
appropriate tools, which were not needed before. Employers should adopt outcome or
process indicators in order to verify the effects of the remote work [100]. Additionally,
they should redesign work performance in the areas of remote work, as it requires a
different arrangement of duties and tasks in order to increase efficiency [37,101,102]. The
need to tailor flexible forms of work to individual employees will also prove to be quite
challenging [103].

The extent of the support that is offered to remote workers creates a major challenge.
It is predicted that employers will have to take on a much wider range of responsibilities in
relation to this group of workers, from a wide array of training courses to provide support
in such fields as work psychology. Based on our findings, the vast majority of employers
(89%) do not provide their employees with additional financial support in connection with
their remote work. This may stem from the conviction that the savings that are generated
from there being no need to work from an office are greater than the additional expenses
that are associated with performing remote work. Managers should find new ways to
exercise their management using advanced information technologies, to communicate with
their family, to plan tasks, to strive for increased efficiency [104], to develop innovative
career paths, and to launch appropriate remote work support mechanisms [105,106].

Another challenge concerns the monitoring of the remote work, which entails a num-
ber of questions. Which tools should be used—those which monitor time and effort, or
those which help to assess an employee’s performance? Is trust in employees sufficient to
foster their better performance? Or will poor monitoring be a source of procrastination? Re-
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mote work creates new challenges for managers who need to cope with a different, probably
not yet well-recognised management pattern. It, therefore, requires new managerial skills
along with developing an outcome management style in an ICT environment. Managers
should shift the focus in employee management from monitoring performance to perfor-
mance management and place more emphasis on the work outcome rather than on the
input [106]. This will, in turn, require the development of new performance management
and assessment systems [25].

For those organisations which will opt for a hybrid work model, an additional chal-
lenge will be to shape the new organisational culture. They will need to strike a proper
balance between a “tight” and “loose” organisational culture, referred to as tight–loose
ambidexterity [107]. The new work model triggers the need to develop new internal proce-
dures in the enterprise, as remote work requires a different arrangement of duties and tasks
for the employees with whom there is no physical contact. As revealed by our research,
less than 40% of the enterprises that were surveyed have implemented new rules and
regulations concerning remote work.

11. Discussion

In summary, the experience that is being gathered during the pandemic period should
contribute to a greater popularity of remote work in the future [95]. This form of work and,
in particular, hybrid work are likely to become more widespread in organisations once
the pandemic crisis is over [107]. Research shows that an employee can save between 28
and 50 working days per year which are wasted on commuting and that there are savings
in office space [107,108]. However, this problem should be approached with caution, as
providing remote work support will require a substantial investment in new technologies,
mainly including IT tools (online whiteboards, software, high-class webcams, microphones,
security, etc.), and in specialised training sessions and courses. Companies have already
had to bear some of these expenses [109].

It can be expected that hybrid forms of telework will be widespread after the pandemic
period, as indicated by the results of a Eurofound online survey that was conducted in
July 2020. Over three-fourths of EU workers want to continue working from home at least
sometimes in the future once the COVID-19 crisis is over, while only a few, (13%), would
like to do so all the time. The majority, (78%), prefer a hybrid work model combining
telework and remote work [69]. Employers may face a problem in decreasing employee
commitment to work. Based on the research by Sull et al., one-fifth of human resource
specialists claim that leaders have some doubts regarding the overall challenge of switching
from office work to remote work and that the following issues have been highlighted:
maintaining employee commitment (17%), efficiency (7%) and communication (5%) [110].
Heyns has been right to note that remote work remains a less popular practice compared
to traditional forms of work, being dependent on the behavioural, cultural, and political
aspects of the socio-technological changes and the interactions between them [103,111].
Remote work entails a number of security risks, including cyber threats [85,87,112], as well
as a dissonance between the security and the privacy of employees [113]. Ensuring remote
work security is conditional on shaping the employees’ attitudes regarding their devotion
to the employer organisation and their commitment to the work [83,109,114,115].

The contribution of the present article concerns taking into account the perspective of
entrepreneurs regarding the problem of remote work and its effectiveness. The authors
revealed that the company’s attitude to remote work has the greatest impact on its support,
and then the assessment of its effectiveness. In turn, the level of remote work support and
the assessment of its effectiveness have the strongest impact on the intention to continue
remote work in the future. In the opinion of enterprises, the control of remote work has a
smaller impact on its effectiveness and the intention to continue. To the best of the authors’
knowledge, the problem of the impact of the indicated factors on remote work has not been
studied so far.
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12. Limitations

The presented results, according to the authors, exhibit certain limitations. One of
these is the pandemic period in which the survey was conducted. The survey sample
was composed of enterprises using remote work arrangements during the pandemic and
being forced to adapt to the limitations that were arising from such work. However, this
period of limitation was finite in time and did not urge entrepreneurs to look at remote
work from a different angle. For instance, the economies of scale, due to the reduced
rented office space, could not be observed during this period. Another limitation is the
selection of the survey sample in which large companies were overrepresented, which
usually have fewer constraints, e.g., financial constraints related to providing remote work
support. Therefore, this sample selection could have influenced the obtained results. A
further limitation, according to the authors, is the research model itself, which took into
consideration several basic elements influencing the use of remote work in enterprises. This
model did not include, for example, the level of data security in electronic systems, which
might be important for many enterprises. Most of the studies that have been conducted
to date that deal with the issue of remote work during the pandemic period have focused
on the remote employee’s perspective. Approaching the problem from an employer’s
perspective might produce clearly distinct results, so this requires further investigation.
Further research should concern the long-term impact of remote work on its effectiveness
and other aspects affecting remote work from the perspective of enterprises, e.g., the
perceived media richness.
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64. Carrotspot. Zaangażowanie w Czasie Pandemii. Wpływ COVID-19 i Zdalnego Trybu. 2020. Available online: https://carrotspot.
com/assets/reports/Raport-Zaangazowanie-w-czasie-pandemii.pdf (accessed on 23 February 2022).

65. Deloitte Insight. The Social Enterprise in a World Disrupted. Leading the Shift from Survive to Thrive. Deloitte Global Human
Capital Trends. 2021. Available online: https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/insights/us/articles/6935_2021-HC-Trends/
di_human-capital-trends.pdf (accessed on 15 January 2022).

66. Howe, D.C.; Chauhan, R.S.; Soderberg, A.T.; Buckley, M.R. Paradigm shifts caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Organ. Dyn.
2021, 50, 1–9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Lockwood, G.; Nath, V. The monitoring of tele-homeworkers in the UK: Legal and managerial implications. Int. J. Law Manag.
2021, 63, 396–416. [CrossRef]

68. Alghaithi, A.; Sartawi, K. Improving Remote Employees’, Organisational Productivity–Practical Guidelines for Identifying and
Managing Bottlenecks in Today’s World. J. Bus. Manag. 2020, 22, 63–74. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/107179190200800407
http://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v15n4p115
http://doi.org/10.1177/0950017018785616
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30886460
http://doi.org/10.33226/0032-6186.2020.5.4
https://harmonyteam.pl/raport-praca-zdalna/
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ef_publication/field_ef_document/ef20008en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/sites/jrcsh/files/jrc122591.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1108/09593840110411167
https://socialeurope.eu/telework-during-the-covid-19-crisis-new-reality-old-questions
https://socialeurope.eu/telework-during-the-covid-19-crisis-new-reality-old-questions
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2012.00191.x
http://doi.org/10.24818/EA/2021/58/654
http://doi.org/10.53378/345593
https://www.techrepublic.com/article/why-65-of-workers-would-be-more-productive-working-from-home-than-the-office/
https://www.techrepublic.com/article/why-65-of-workers-would-be-more-productive-working-from-home-than-the-office/
https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/253896
https://www.forbes.com/sites/ashleystahl/2018/11/27/why-you-should-let-your-employees-work-remotely/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/ashleystahl/2018/11/27/why-you-should-let-your-employees-work-remotely/
https://www.ey.com/pl_pl/workforce/raport-hr-organizacja-pracy-w-czasie-pandemii
https://carrotspot.com/assets/reports/Raport-Zaangazowanie-w-czasie-pandemii.pdf
https://carrotspot.com/assets/reports/Raport-Zaangazowanie-w-czasie-pandemii.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/insights/us/articles/6935_2021-HC-Trends/di_human-capital-trends.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/insights/us/articles/6935_2021-HC-Trends/di_human-capital-trends.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2020.100804
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33191959
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLMA-10-2020-0281
http://doi.org/10.9790/487X-2202046374


Sustainability 2022, 14, 4220 15 of 16

69. Lodovici, M.S. The Impact of Teleworking and Digital Work on Workers and Society. Study Requested by the EMPL Committee.
2021. Available online: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2021/662904/IPOL_STU(2021)662904_EN.
pdf (accessed on 22 January 2022).

70. Chatterjee, S.; Chaudhuri, R.; Vrontis, D. Does remote work flexibility enhance organization performance? Moderating role of
organization policy and top management support. J. Bus. Res. 2022, 139, 1501–1512. [CrossRef]

71. Kwon, M.; Jeon, S.H. Do Leadership Commitment and Performance-Oriented Culture Matter for Federal Teleworker Satisfaction
With Telework Programs? Rev. Public Pers. Adm. 2020, 40, 36–55. [CrossRef]

72. Birkinshaw, J.; Cohen, J.; Stach, P. Research: Knowledge Workers Are More Productive from Home. Harvard Business Review, 31
August 2020. Available online: https://hbr.org/2020/08/research-knowledge-workers-are-more-productive-from-home?ab=at_
art_art_1x1(accessed on 31 August 2020).

73. Asatiani, A.; Hämäläinen, J.; Penttinen, E.; Rossi, M. Constructing continuity across the organisational culture boundary in a
highly virtual work environment. Inf. Syst. J. 2021, 31, 62–93. [CrossRef]

74. Hunter, P. Remote working in research: An increasing usage of flexible work arrangements can improve productivity and
creativity. EMBO Rep. 2019, 20, e47435. [CrossRef]

75. Delfino, G.F.; van der Kolk, B. Remote working, management control changes and employee responses during the COVID-19
crisis. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2021, 34, 1376–1387. [CrossRef]

76. Bloom, N.; Liang, J.; Zhichun, J.R.; Ying, J. Does working from home work? Evidence from a chinese experiment. Q. J. Econ. 2015,
130, 165–218. [CrossRef]

77. Mustajab, D.; Bauw, A.; Rasyid, A.; Irawan, A.; Akbar, M.A.; Hamid, M.A. Working from Home Phenomenon as an Effort to
Prevent COVID-19 Attacks and Its Impacts on Work Productivity. Int. J. Appl. Bus. 2020, 4, 13–21. [CrossRef]

78. Sutarto, A.P.; Wardaningsih, S.; Putri, W.H. Work from home: Indonesian employees’ mental well-being and productivity during
the COVID-19 pandemic. Int. J. Workplace Health Manag. 2021, 14, 386–408. [CrossRef]

79. Klopries, T. Discussion of “Working from Home—What is the Effect on Employees” Effort? Schmalenbach Bus. Rev. 2018, 70, 57–62.
[CrossRef]

80. Beckmann, M.; Cornelissen, T.; Kräkel, M. Self-managed working time and employee effort: Theory and evidence. J. Econ. Behav.
Organ. 2017, 133, 285–302. [CrossRef]

81. Alton, L. Are Remote Workers More Productive Than In-Office Workers? Forbes, 7 March 2017. Available online:
https://www.forbes.com/sites/larryalton/2017/03/07/are-remote-workers-more-productive-than-in-office-workers/
?sh=4b05d52c31f6(accessed on 23 September 2021).

82. Till, C. Commercialising bodies: Action, subjectivity and the new corporate health ethic. In Quantified Lives and Vital Data; Lynch,
R., Farrington, C., Eds.; Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2018; pp. 229–249. [CrossRef]

83. Lee, C.; Lee, K. Factors Affecting Corporate Security Policy Effectiveness in Telecommuting. Secur. Commun. Netw. 2021, 2021,
1–13. [CrossRef]

84. Dowling, M. Enabling remote working: Protecting the network. Netw. Secur. 2012, 3, 18–20. [CrossRef]
85. Curran, K. Cyber security and the remote workforce. Comput. Fraud Secur. 2020, 6, 11–12. [CrossRef]
86. Borissova, D.; Dimitrova, Z.; Dimitrov, V. How to Support Teams to be Remote and Productive: Group Decision-Making for

Distance Collaboration Software Tools. Inf. Secur. 2020, 46, 36–52. [CrossRef]
87. Nurse, J.R.; Williams, N.; Collins, E.; Panteli, N.; Blythe, J.; Koppelman, B. Remote Working Pre-and Post-COVID-19: An Analysis

of New Threats and Risks to Security and Privacy. In International Conference on Human—Computer Interaction; Springer: Cham,
Switzerland, 2021; pp. 583–590. [CrossRef]

88. Klingner, D.E.; Nalbandian, J.; Llorens, J.J. Public Personnel Management: Contexts and Strategies, 7th ed.; Routledge: New York, NY,
USA, 2010.

89. Soga, L.R.; Laker, B.; Bolade-Ogunfodun, Y.; Mariani, M. Embrace Delegation as a Skill to Strengten Remote Teams. MIT Sloan
Management Review Logo, 19 October 2021. Available online: https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/embrace-delegation-as-a-skill-
to-strengthen-remote-teams/(accessed on 29 June 2021).

90. Althoff, L.; Eckert, F.; Ganapati, S.; Walsh, C. The geography of remote work. Reg. Sci. Urban Econ. 2022, in press. Available online:
http://www.nber.org/papers/w29181 (accessed on 2 February 2022).

91. Manko, B.A. Considerations in the use of work- from-home (wfh) for post-pandemic planning and management. Management
2021, 25, 118–140. [CrossRef]

92. Murphy, K.R. Life After COVID-19: What if We Never go Back to the Office? Ir. J. Manag. 2021, 1–8. [CrossRef]
93. Radziukiewicz, M. Remote work in Poland and perspectives thereof. Ecreg Stud. 2021, 14, 409–427. [CrossRef]
94. Diab-Bahman, R.; Al-Enzi, A. The impact of COVID-19 pandemic on conventional work settings. Int. J. Sociol. Soc. Policy 2020, 40,

909–927. [CrossRef]
95. Hern, A. COVID-19 could cause permanent shift towards home working. The Guardian, 13 March 2020. Available online: http://

www.miamidadetpo.org/library/2020-03-13-uk-covid19-could-cause-permanent-shift-towards-home-working.pdf(accessed on
13 March 2020).

96. Hair, J.R.; Risher, J.J.; Sarsted, M.; Ringle, C.M. When to use and how to report the result of PLS-SEM. Eur. Bus. Rev. 2019, 31, 2–24.
[CrossRef]

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2021/662904/IPOL_STU(2021)662904_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2021/662904/IPOL_STU(2021)662904_EN.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.10.069
http://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X18776049
https://hbr.org/2020/08/research-knowledge-workers-are-more-productive-from-home?ab=at_art_art_1x1
https://hbr.org/2020/08/research-knowledge-workers-are-more-productive-from-home?ab=at_art_art_1x1
http://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12293
http://doi.org/10.15252/embr.201847435
http://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2020-4657
http://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qju032
http://doi.org/10.20473/tijab.V4.I1.2020.13-21
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJWHM-08-2020-0152
http://doi.org/10.1007/s41464-018-0045-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2016.11.013
https://www.forbes.com/sites/larryalton/2017/03/07/are-remote-workers-more-productive-than-in-office-workers/?sh=4b05d52c31f6
https://www.forbes.com/sites/larryalton/2017/03/07/are-remote-workers-more-productive-than-in-office-workers/?sh=4b05d52c31f6
http://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-349-95235-9_10
http://doi.org/10.1155/2021/2634817
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1353-4858(12)70047-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1361-3723(20)30063-4
http://doi.org/10.11610/isij.4603
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-78645-8-74
https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/embrace-delegation-as-a-skill-to-strengthen-remote-teams/
https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/embrace-delegation-as-a-skill-to-strengthen-remote-teams/
http://www.nber.org/papers/w29181
http://doi.org/10.2478/manment-2019-0062
http://doi.org/10.2478/ijm-2021-0007
http://doi.org/10.2478/ers-2021-0029
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-07-2020-0262
http://www.miamidadetpo.org/library/2020-03-13-uk-covid19-could-cause-permanent-shift-towards-home-working.pdf
http://www.miamidadetpo.org/library/2020-03-13-uk-covid19-could-cause-permanent-shift-towards-home-working.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203


Sustainability 2022, 14, 4220 16 of 16

97. Fornell, C.; Larcker, D.F. Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error. J. Mark.
Res. 1981, 18, 39–50. [CrossRef]

98. Guyot, K.; Sawhill, I.V. Telecommuting Will Likely Continue Long after the Pandemic. 2020. Available online: https://www.brookings.
edu/blog/upfront/2020/04/06/telecommuting-will-likely-continue-long-after-the-pandemic (accessed on 12 January 2022).

99. Sarstedt, M.; Ringle, C.M.; Hair, J.F. Partial least squares structural equation modeling. In Handbook of Market Research;
Homburg, C., Klarmann, M., Vomberg, A., Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2017; Volume 26, pp. 1–40. [CrossRef]

100. Yang, L.; Holtz, D.; Jaffe, S.; Suri, S.; Sinha, S.; Weston, J.; Joyce, C.; Shah, N.; Sherman, K.; Hecht, B.; et al. The effects of remote
work on collaboration among information workers. Nat. Hum. Behav. 2022, 6, 43–54. [CrossRef]

101. Parker, S.K.; Grote, G. Automation, algorithms, and beyond: Why work design matters more than ever in a digital world. Appl.
Psychol. 2020. [CrossRef]

102. Carroll, N.; Conboy, K. Normalising the “new normal”: Changing tech-driven work practices under pandemic time pressure. Int.
J. Inf. Manag. 2020, 55, 102186. [CrossRef]

103. Perry, S.J.; Rubino, C.; Hunter, E.M. Stress in remote work: Two studies testing the demand-control-person model. Eur. J. Work
Organ. Psychol. 2018, 27, 577–593. [CrossRef]

104. Greer, T.W.; Payne, S.C. Overcoming telework challenges: Outcomes of successful telework strategies. Psychol. Manag. J. 2014, 17,
87–111. [CrossRef]

105. Baruch, Y. Teleworking: Benefits and pitfalls as perceived by professionals and managers. New Technol. Work. Employ. 2000, 15,
34–49. [CrossRef]

106. Parker, S.K.; Knight, C.; Keller, A. Remote Managers Are Having Trust Issues. 2020. Available online: https://netfamilybusiness.
com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Remote-Managers-Are-Having-Trust-Issues.pdf (accessed on 12 January 2022).

107. Gelfand, M. Rule Makers, Rule Breakers: Tight and Loose Cultures and the Secret Signals That Direct Our Lives; Scribner: New York, NY,
USA, 2019.

108. Sytch, M.; Greer, L.L. Is Your Organization Ready for Permanent WFH? Harvard Business Review, 18 August 2020. Available
online: http://hbr.org/2020/08/is-your-organization-ready-for-permanent-wfh?ab=at_articlepage_relatedarticles_horizontal_
slot1&registration=success(accessed on 17 January 2022).
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