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Abstract: Even though research has been showing that telework, under regular circumstances,
could benefit the integration of work and family life, mandatory telework during the COVID-19
lockdown brought additional challenges, with potential to create conflicts between work and family
spheres. Using regression analysis, this study examined the contribution of demographic and job-
related variables to the prediction of work–family conflict among a sample of 213 workers who were
involved in mandatory telework during the first lockdown due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The
results revealed that role overload, after-hours work-related technology use, and low job autonomy
accounted for the prediction of work–family conflict. Support from the supervisors and coworkers
did not have an impact in easing the perception of work–family conflict but presented a moderation
effect between after-hours work-related technology use and work–family conflict. Implications of
the study for management practices related to telework, limitations of the study, and directions for
future research are discussed.

Keywords: telework; work–family conflict; COVID-19

1. Introduction

Telework is not a new working mode. Since Jack Nilles introduced the concept of
“telecommuting” in the 1970s, this flexible working mode has begun to gain increasing
popularity as an alternative to the traditional working style (Ruiller et al. 2019; Santana and
Cobo 2020; Yu et al. 2019). The concept of telework can be understood as performing work
in a remote location or far from its central offices or production facilities, where workers
can communicate with coworkers through communication and information technologies
(Gupta et al. 1995; Bentley et al. 2016) or ICT-mobile work, using technologies such as
smartphones, tablets, laptops, and desktop computers (Messenger et al. 2017). This type of
work can take place in a variety of settings, such as satellite offices, tele centers, professional
workspaces, public spaces, and, often, workers’ homes (Donnelly and Proctor-Thomson
2015). While in some countries, teleworking is widespread, it has not been traditionally
used in Portugal. In 2019, only 6.5% of Portuguese workers were working from home
(Eurostat 2019).

The COVID-19 pandemic was declared by the World Health Organization (World
Health Organization WHO) on 11 March 2020, and on 13 March 2020, the Portuguese
government declared a state of alert, which forced the closure of schools and businesses to
contain the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus. In Portugal, like in other European countries,
from March 2020, due to the pandemic situation of COVID-19, the government made
teleworking mandatory, and there has been a large-scale teleworking experiment since
then in many countries (Howe et al. 2020; ILO 2021). Since virtual work has become
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crucial for the survival of organizations (Howe et al. 2020), organizations have had to
develop conditions and make a swift transition to allow individuals to work from home
when practicable (using communication platforms such as Zoom, Adobe Connect, and MS
Teams), independently of their previous teleworking experience (Biron et al. 2021). The
previously gathered knowledge about teleworking was mainly derived from a context
in which teleworking was only used sporadically or rarely and was only used by some,
but not all or most, employees inside a company. The unusual circumstances of forced
telework in the COVID-19 lockdown caused a shift in the working context. Under normal
circumstances, teleworking has shown benefits for its users, allowing a better balance
between work and family (Vilhelmson and Thulin 2016), although some studies have also
identified some negative impacts on work–life balance (Felstead and Henseke 2017). In
fact, researchers within the Portuguese context have consistently found that, under normal
circumstances, the management of work and family roles is difficult, with Portuguese
workers often reporting high levels of work–family conflict (Matias et al. 2012; Perista
et al. 2016). During the COVID 19 pandemic, the boundaries between work and personal
life brought additional challenges, potentially generating conflict between professional
and personal life, providing a new context for expanding our knowledge in this field.
With this work we analyze potential factors, namely those related to the work context, to
understand how job-related variables can predict workers’ perception of work and family
during mandatory telework. We review the current research to establish a theoretical
framework, incorporating job-related factors that might have an influence on teleworkers’
performance during the COVID-19 lockdown and may generate a work–family conflict. We
focus on job-related factors, such as role overload, job autonomy, after-hours work-related
technology use, and supervisor support from coworkers and supervisors. To explore
deeper the potential buffer effects of work-related forms of support, such as supervisor and
coworker support, we also considered the moderation effects of supervisor and coworker
support on the relation between after-hours work-related technology use and work–family
conflict.

2. Theoretical Background

Work–life balance and its relation to telework was an issue specifically addressed in a
recent Eurofound study (Vargas-Llave and Weber 2020). According to that study, Portugal is
one of the countries in which telework has been promoted to support conciliation between
work and family or personal life without dealing with any of the associated negative
consequences. In Portugal, before the outbreak of COVID 19, there was a specific legislation
(governed by the Portuguese Employment Code, i.e., a special type of employment contract
that must be agreed in writing by the employer and the employee) on the use of telework
that established “that telework can be used as one of the measures to improve work–life
balance” (European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 2021, p. 12). Although there
was an increase in teleworkers since 2009, prior to the pandemic, “very few collective
agreements deal with telework” (European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 2021,
p. 14). After COVID-19, teleworking became compulsory and applied with no need for
a written agreement; (i) for employees whose personal situation allowed them to do so
and (ii) whose roles were compatible with remote working. Thus, the implications of these
forms of working need more research in the Portuguese context.

The effects of teleworking on personal and professional life balance are somehow
contradictory and paradoxical (Boell et al. 2016; Messenger 2019; Piszczek 2017). Telework
has been investigated in the literature as a flexible work modality with potential benefits
for workers to manage work–family needs (Gajendran and Harrison 2007), and in this
sense, as a means of lessening work–family conflict (Madsen 2003). However, there are
several discrepancies in the studies (e.g., Allen et al. 2013; Gajendran and Harrison 2007),
and as Allen et al. (2015) denote, there are moderators that influence the link between
teleworking and work–family conflict.
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Generally, telework is a work option that allows flexibility in the place and on the
schedule where the work is performed. While most investigations come from contexts in
which workers are somehow able to decide to use this modality, the mandatory teleworking
during the Covid lockdown forced workers to work from home (Anderson and Kelliher
2020). Research by Gonçalves et al. (2021) pinpoints that the economic crisis that Portugal
went through a decade ago might account for the explanation of why Portuguese companies
were somehow ready to make adaptations when facing a new crisis, with teleworking being
a notable response to the pandemic situation (Gonçalves et al. 2021) Thus, while workers
had to quickly adapt to new circumstances at work, often without a management and
regulatory structure concerning how telework could be accomplished (ILO 2021), the lack of
organizational support during this work transition could influence their work–life wellness
(Como et al. 2021). Teleworkers, particularly those with children or other dependents at
home, had to combine their professional commitments with their personal life during
the pandemic outbreak. In fact, as pointed out by Kreiner (2006), individuals may have
experienced tensions related to the demands associated with both professional and family
roles, and to cope with the demands related to each role, in a satisfactory manner, they
might have needed to manage the role boundaries actively. The loss of boundaries between
work and family roles might have accounted for the perception of work–family conflict.
Moreover, in their daily lives, to complete family support activities, many workers required
additional time to complete their work tasks, whether by starting work early or working
late (ILO 2021). A recent study by Tavares et al. (2021) confirmed that Portuguese workers
during mandatory telework felt overworked in high percentages. Therefore, it is likely
that the teleworkers sensed that they were exposed to a greater amount of work, as well as
that they had to work beyond the hours that were usually defined by their working hours,
increasing their experiences of work–family conflict. In fact, research done in Portugal
during the pre-pandemic period by Andrade and Matias (2021) showed that the use of ICT
during off-job time for work purposes increased the perception of technology use in family
conflict. While teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic, the dual stressors of work
and family make the work–family conflict more evident since blurring of role boundaries
will likely occur more often.

1. Work–family conflict

The integration of work and family roles has shown that demands and problems in
one life domain often spillover into the other, often creating inter-role conflicts. Hence,
inter-role conflict between work and family domains occurs when “role pressures from
the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect” (Greenhaus and
Beutell 1985, p. 77). Work–family conflict is a type of inter-role conflict that arises when
the demands and responsibilities of work and family interfere with each other (Byron
2005). According to Grzywacz and Marks (2000), work–family conflict involves two distinct
sources: time pressure when work demands spillover into family life (work interference
with family) or when family life spills over into work (family interference with work). In a
meta-analysis that examined the negative consequences of work–family conflict, Amstad
et al. (2011) found work-related outcomes (e.g., low levels of job satisfaction, burnout,
intention to turnover, and increased absenteeism levels), family-related outcomes (e.g., low
levels of marital and family satisfaction), and health-related outcomes (e.g., depression,
anxiety, and psychological strain). Allen et al. (2000) and a review by Bellavia and Frone
(2005) found that work–family conflict is one the most important and commonly found
work-related stressors.

2. Job-related factors and role overload

Research on telework has shown that those who work from home tend to work
longer hours than when working at the company’s premises (Felstead and Henseke 2017).
According to Felstead and Henseke (2017), remote workers seem to be willing to work
longer and longer due to enthusiasm for work and job satisfaction, which brings benefits
to the organization, but has negative impacts on work–life balance. This pressure felt by
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employees to do more work provokes a sense of not being able to finish what they must do.
Duxbury and Halinski (2014) analyzed the relationship between hours of telework and role
overload, suggesting that the total hours of work per week have a positive association with
work role overload. Role overload was defined by Bacharach et al. (1990) as the perception
of an individual when he or she cannot complete the tasks assigned to him or her in the
professional domain due to time constraints, generating a conflict between the demands
of time and the organization regarding the amount of work to be done. This concept is
distinct from role conflict, which, in turn, refers to incompatible role requirements within
the role (Bacharach et al. 1990). Since role overload is generally thought to induce strain
(Karasek 1979), in line with several studies (e.g., Frone et al. 1997; Parasuraman et al. 1996),
role overload is expected to have an impact on the conflict between work and family.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Role Overload increases perceived work–family conflict.

3. After-hours work-related technology use

Previous studies suggest that telework can lead to an extension of working hours
and more work at night and during weekends (ILO 2021; Messenger 2019). The abrupt
imposition of COVID-19-related telework and the inexperience of most organizations in
the management of this type of work led to many teleworkers being exposed to longer
working hours (ILO 2021). Studies suggest that the use of technology (e.g., use of electronic
e-mail communication, use of smartphones, laptops) intensifies work (e.g., Fender 2010;
Piszczek 2017), also due to its use after working hours. The concept of after-hours electronic
communications expectations was defined by Fender (2010), referring to the degree to
which an employee perceives the organization to require him or her to be available to
undertake technology-based work outside of normal working hours and locations. Piszczek
(2017) expanded on Fender’s (2010) definition of cell and smart phone technology to include
a broader kind of electronic communication. While Jostell and Hemlin (2018) found that
after-hours teleworking is not as troublesome in terms of work–family conflict as some
prior studies have suggested, the imposition of this work modality, such as during the
lockdown, can have a detrimental impact on this relationship. Therefore, it is reasonable to
predict that workers who have no experience with telework will perceive an increase in
after-hours work-related technology use, which will have repercussions for work–family
conflict.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). After-hours work-related technology use increases perceived work–family
conflict.

4. Job Autonomy

Autonomy at work, according to Hackman and Oldham (1975), refers to the degree
to which a job provides the worker with the freedom and independence of being able
to program and determine the procedures to be performed. In this sense, a worker feels
that he or she can make his or her own decisions about daily work activities and decide
on the pace and working methods (De Witte et al. 2007). This perception of control that
the worker has over his or her work influences work planning, work speed, and goal
setting (Chung 2017). A higher level of autonomy at work can reduce the conflict between
family work, as suggested by studies conducted in salaried workers (Voydanoff 2004) and
teleworkers (Goldstein 2003). This reduction in the conflict between family work may be
because employees believe that they have the necessary competence and capabilities to
achieve their job performance (Saragih 2011). Thompson and Prottas (2006) found that low
job autonomy significantly related to job stress, turnover intention, and work and family
conflict. From this point of view, the present study formulates the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Job autonomy decreases perceived work–family conflict.

5. Work-related support: supervisor support and coworkers’ support
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Kossek et al. (2011) identified two types of supervisor support: the instrumental
support, where supervisors give tangible assistance to increase workers’ performance
and well-being, and emotional support, translated into expressions of concern about the
worker’s well-being. Concerning the relation between supervisor support and work–family
conflicts, some authors found that supervisors can have behaviors that ease or help to solve
workers’ work–family conflicts (Kossek et al. 2016) or attitudes, such as understanding the
workers’ needs towards work–family integration, acting in ways that improve this relation
(Thomas and Ganster 1995). Coworkers’ support has been found to decrease individuals’
negative feelings about work (Baker et al. 1996), reduce stress at work, and decrease
physiological strain and depression (Ladd and Henry 2000). However, because teleworkers
do not share the same workspace, they may feel isolated at work as a result of less contact
and communication with their coworkers (Greer and Payne 2014) and lose out on the most
common social interactions with coworkers (Morganson et al. 2010). They must, on the
other hand, invest in the cooperation because they may not be present when the entire team
has to get together to exchange ideas and solve problems (Pérez Pérez et al. 2004). Despite
substantial research focusing on the importance of positive interpersonal relationships
for individuals’ functioning and psychological well-being, research aiming to analyze
the impacts of coworkers’ support on work–family conflict remain sparse and report
inconsistent findings. While some studies have reported significant negative correlations
between coworker support and work–family conflict (Bernard and Phillips 2007), others
have reported weak or even null correlations with work–family conflict (Frone et al. 1997;
Reifman et al. 1991). As pointed out by Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran (2009), the
effects of coworker support in reducing work–family conflict have primarily centered
on emotional support that is created by positive relationships. However, quite often,
instrumental assistance given by coworkers (e.g., covering for job duties when a family
member needs assistance, swapping work schedules) can be important to ease work–family
conflict (Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran 2009). As such, we formulated the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Work-related supervisor support decreases perceived work–family conflict.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Work-related support from coworkers decreases perceived work–family conflict.

6. After-hours work-related technology use and work–family conflict: supervisor and
coworker support as moderators

Drawing from research that relates the use of ICT for work purposes during off-job
time and work-non work tensions due to this use, individual differences are reported by
the studies (Andrade and Matias 2021; Duxbury et al. 1996; Derks et al. 2016). In fact,
requests to answer calls or accomplish work tasks during off-job time can lead individuals
to struggle to have control over their work and family roles, for some creating work–family
conflict (Andrade and Matias 2021; Chen et al. 2009). Fender (2010) claims that off-job
communications using ICT creates in the individuals the perception that the organizations
require from them to respond to communications or to perform work-related tasks during
off-job time, often when individuals are in their family sphere. As Piszczek (2017) points
out, the norms for the use of technology develop informally at the organization level and
this can influence individual behavior during off-job time. Moreover, these norms can be
enacted through supervisors and coworkers (Fenner and Renn 2010; Piszczek 2017). In
some cases, this happens because individuals perceive that they must fulfill organizational
expectations of availability during off-job time, but this message could become reinforced
if they received these calls from supervisors or coworkers.

Thus, we expect that after-hours work-related technology use can impact work–family
conflict differently via work–family social support (supervisor support and coworkers’
support).
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Hypothesis 6 (H6). Supervisor support will moderate the relationship between after-hours work-
related technology use and work–family conflict.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Coworker support will moderate the relationship between after-hours work-
related technology use and work–family conflict.

3. Method
3.1. Data Collection and Sample

The data for this study were collected as a part of a larger project examining the effects
of mandatory telework during the first COVID-19 lockdown. The sample consisted of
212 participants that met inclusion criteria: working full-time in the private or public sector.
Google forms was used to collect survey responses and participants were informed about
the goals of the research project, and both confidentiality and anonymity was assured.
Most respondents in our sample were female (71.7%), aged between 18 and 64 years
old (Mage = 37.35, SD = 11.68), 69.3% had a university degree, 29.7% completed high
school/vocational training, 0.9% had elementary education, and 52.8% were parents. They
worked in public institutions (42.5%), private institutions (45.3%), and were self-employed
(12.3%).

3.2. Measures

Work–Family Conflict: The construct was measured using 3 items capturing the
time experienced by study participants adapted from Matthews et al. (2011). Sample
items included “Due to my work responsibilities, I’m not able to spend the time with my
family that I would like”. Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with each item
(1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). The internal consistency for work–family
conflict was α = 0.93 (three items).

Role Overload: This construct was measured by using 3 items from the scale developed
by Bacharach et al. (1990). A sample item was “I do not have time to finish my work”.
Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with each item (1 = strongly disagree and
5 = strongly agree). Internal consistency was α = 0.87.

Job Autonomy: This construct was measured using 5 items adapted from Rosenthal
et al. (1996). A sample item was “I feel that I can plan my work”. Respondents were asked
to agree or disagree with each item (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). Internal
consistency was α = 0.89.

After-hours work-related technology use: This construct was measured using an
adapted version of the scale of Piszczek (2017). A sample item was “I had to answer calls
from work after my work hours”. Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with each
item (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). Internal consistency was α = 0.89.

Work–Family Social Support: This construct was measured by 6 items adapted from
Boyar et al. (2003) measuring work-related support from the supervisor and the coworkers.
A sample item for work-related support from the supervisor was “My supervisor is un-
derstanding or sympathetic on the job” and a sample item for work-related support from
the coworkers was “My coworkers help me to figure out how to solve work problems”.
Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with each item (1 = strongly disagree and
5 = strongly agree). Internal consistency for each scale was, respectively, α = 0.91 and
α = 0.89.

3.3. Data Analysis Procedure

The statistics software SPSS 25 was used to perform descriptive data analysis, Pearson
correlations were tested to detect relationships between the variables, and Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient was calculated to verify the scales’ reliability in the whole sample. Pearson
correlation coefficients were calculated to examine linear association between study vari-
ables. As a first step, correlations between the demographic and the outcome variable were
calculated. As a second step, correlations between predictor variables and the outcome



Adm. Sci. 2021, 11, 103 7 of 14

variable, work–family conflict, were calculated. As a third step, all variables that were
considered job-related factors were regressed onto work–family conflict.

The hypothesized model for moderation analysis was done with the Macro PROCESS
(Hayes 2013; Preacher and Hayes 2008).

4. Results

Correlations between the demographic and the outcome variable were calculated.
Neither age, gender, nor having children were significantly correlated with work–family
conflict. After, as a second step, correlations between predictors variables and the outcome
variable, work–family conflict, were calculated (Table 1).

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations.

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Work–family conflict 4.43 1.32 -
2. Role overload 4.00 1.15 0.36 ** -
3. Job autonomy 2.13 1.85 0.48 ** 0.31 * -
4. After-hours technology use 4.07 0.76 0.46 ** 0.39 ** 0.42 ** -
5. Supervisor support 3.11 0.79 −0.39 * −0.27 0.24 −0.17 -
6. Coworkers’ support 3.14 1.34 −0.32 * −0.24 0.25 −0.28 0.32 * -

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

In the regression model, all variables that were considered job-related factors were
regressed onto work–family conflict, controlling for age and having children, while job-
related factors accounted for significant variance in work–family conflict (∆R2 = 0.39,
F5,34 = 8.97, p < 0.001; Table 2). Specifically, role overload (β = 0.45, p < 0.001), job autonomy
(β = −0.37, p < 0.001), and after-hours work-related technology use (β = 0.42, p < 0.001) were
significantly associated with work–family conflict. No other variables were significantly
related to work–family conflict (Table 2).

Table 2. Predictors of work–family conflict.

Predictors R2 B SE t p

Step 1 0.08
Age −0.18 0.13 −1.45 0.23
Having Children 0.32 0.15 −1.12 0.17
Step 2 0.37
Role overload 0.45 0.23 0.24 <0.001
Job autonomy −0.37 1.21 −0.27 <0.001
After-hours tech use 0.42 1.33 1.34 <0.001
Supervisor support −0.23 0.35 0.75 0.32
Coworkers support −0.24 0.26 0.48 0.21

Note. Bold font indicates significant finding.

The testing of the moderation model using the Process macro revealed that supervisor
support has a main effect on work–family conflict (Tables 3 and 4). Additionally, after-hours
work-related technology use has a main effect on work–family conflict (i.e., after-hours
work-related technology use is linked positively with work–family conflict). No interaction
effect between after-hours work-related technology use and supervisor support was found.
The model explained around 28% of variance (R = 0.52; R2 = 0.28; p < 0.001). Moreover,
coworker support has a main effect on work–family conflict. No interaction effect between
after-hours work-related technology use and coworker support was found. The model
explained around 17% of variance (R = 0.32; R2 = 0.17; p < 0.001) (Figures 1 and 2).
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Table 3. Moderation Model results for supervisor support.

B SE T Lower Bound CI Upper Bound CI

After-hours work-related technology use * 0.42 0.13 10.30 −0.04 0.37
Supervisor support −0.28 0.12 −10.40 −0.33 −0.06

After-hours work-related technology use *
supervisor support −0.09 0.17 −0.59 −0.29 0.30

Gender 0.11 0.16 10.26 −0.16 0.31
Having Children 0.12 0.18 10.12 −0.19 0.32

Notes. CI = confidence interval; SE = standard error. Bolded text indicates a significant effect; estimates are significant if the CI does not
contain zero. * moderation.

Table 4. Moderation Model results for coworker support.

B SE T Lower Bound CI Upper Bound CI

After-hours work-related technology use * 0.42 0.13 10.30 −0.04 0.37
Coworker support −0.24 0.15 −10.34 −0.36 −0.07

After-hours work-related technology use *
supervisor support −0.07 0.15 −0.49 −0.22 0.28

Gender 0.11 0.16 10.26 −0.16 0.31
Having Children 0.12 0.18 10.12 −0.19 0.32

Notes. CI = confidence interval; SE = standard error. Bolded text indicates a significant effect; estimates are significant if the CI does not
contain zero. * moderation.
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5. Discussion

Drawing on research about telework, the present study aimed to expand our knowl-
edge about the implications of job-related factors associated with telework on the percep-
tions of work–family conflict, under the unique circumstances of mandatory telework in
the COVID-19 lockdown. As anticipated, the test of a model allowed us to identify role
overload, after-hours work-related technology use, and low job autonomy as predictors
of work–family conflict. Our findings indicate that, in line with previous research, when
workers have too many work-related demands, they might experience strain, and this can
increase their perception of work–family conflict (Voydanoff 2004). Even though previous



Adm. Sci. 2021, 11, 103 9 of 14

studies also identified this relation, this finding is particularly relevant since the transition
to teleworking, due to the COVID-19 lockdown, seemed to have accounted for this per-
ception of role overload. Our model also predicted the role of after-hours work-related
technology use in work–family conflict. Much like recent research examining the use of
ICT during off-job time for work purposes, our findings call to attention the fact that some
individuals, during telework, might struggle to have control over their work and family
roles with potential to create work–family conflict (Chen et al. 2009; Andrade and Matias
2021). Another important predictor of work–family conflict was low job autonomy. The
perception of control that the worker has over his or her work influences work planning,
work speed, and goal setting, as pointed out by Chung (2017). Moreover, since studies have
shown that a high level of autonomy at work can reduce the conflict between family and
work (Goldstein 2003; Voydanoff 2004), this is an important dimension to be considered
when work is shifted to telework. While support from the supervisors and from coworkers
did not predict the work–family conflict, they proved to have a moderating effect on
after-hours work-related technology use and work–family conflict. These results suggest
that while after-hours work-related technology use is related with work–family conflict,
supervisors and coworkers can have an important role in easing this perception. In this
way, this study calls for more precise alignment not only related to tasks and autonomy
levels (e.g., better control of work planning, work speed, and goal setting), which could be
improved by organizations and managers, but also to the importance of work-related forms
of support in moderating the effects of work factors that can create strain and work–family
conflict. Our findings are in line with research about organizational support practices that
showed a positive impact on these practices of workers’ perceptions of control over their
work, as well as family issues (Allen et al. 2015; Thomas and Ganster 1995).

6. Conclusions

Due to the pandemic situation of COVID-19, teleworking became mandatory in March
2020 in Portugal. As such, many companies and public institutions had to move their
workforce, when possible, to telework. Thus, employees had to adapt quickly to this
new form of work and, in the case of workers with children, they also had to adjust
to working from home and dealing with other family tasks, such as helping children
with remote school tasks and classes, often feeling that work and family roles conflicted
(Tavares et al. 2021). This unprecedented situation of mandatory telework caused by
the COVID-19 pandemic forced quick adjustments of both organizations and employees,
questioning some of the negative and positive aspects that have been found in literature
about teleworking under normal circumstances. In line with research by Hammer et al.
(2005), one of the main explanations for why telework does not help reduce work–life
conflict is related to the loss of boundaries between work and family domains, with an
increase in family responsibility that can amplify the conflict between these two roles.
This was the scenario for many workers during the lockdown. In this sense, the present
study aimed to better understand how job-related variables predict work–family conflict
among a sample of workers who were involved in mandatory telework during the first
lockdown due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The results of the regression reveal that job-
related factors, such as role overload, after-hours work-related technology use, and low job
autonomy, accounted for the prediction of work–family conflict. Support from supervisors
and coworkers did not have an impact on easing the perception of work–family conflict
but presented a moderation effect between after-hours work-related technology use and
work–family conflict.

Overall, the current study contributes to the debate about the job-related factors
that, during mandatory teleworking due to the pandemic COVID-19, were related to
work–family conflict. As some companies might adopt teleworking practices in the post-
COVID-19 era, it is important to rethink strategies that can create work-remote settings
without harming the work and family relationships of their employees. Our research
is also in line with a study carried out in Portugal about people management during
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the COVID-19 pandemic, which found that, among other dimensions, work–life balance
should be considered a priority since telework has the potential to be a form of work in the
post-pandemic work settings used more often (Gonçalves et al. 2021).

The present study indicates that mandatory telework, in contrast with optional tele-
work, can be problematic for employees. For policy makers, it is important to note that the
way telework is organized should be addressed in the future. As a result of downscaling,
working at the office can be financially interesting for employers; therefore, they might
retain telework to some extent, which can be detrimental to employees. Moreover, the
implications of the study for management practices related to telework, limitations of the
study, and directions for future research are presented in the following sections.

6.1. Practical Implication for Organizations and Managers

This study has several practical implications for organizations and managers in the
management of people. While most organizations and managers were forced to make the
transition to telework and use different technologies during the COVID-19 crisis, current
research indicates that this will become a more common trend in the future of work (e.g.,
Gonçalves et al. 2021; Santana and Cobo 2020). Therefore, it is critical to develop effective
people management strategies to maintain the essential balance between teleworker well-
being and productivity (Golden and Gajendran 2019). Concerning job-related factors,
organizations and managers can develop management strategies to ensure that teleworkers
can plan their work, so that they know what activities to prioritize, which tasks to complete,
and which deadlines to meet, preventing teleworkers from experiencing work overload.
Additionally, organizations and people managers can support their workers by setting
clear expectations regarding outputs, defining realistic objectives (Masuda et al. 2017),
managing the remote team with a results-oriented strateg and offering flexibility to manage
work schedules. The adoption of appropriate platforms that facilitate cooperation and
knowledge sharing can help optimize the performance of individuals and teams (van
der Lippe and Lippényi 2020), avoiding unnecessary coworker or superviso’ disruptions
and allowing everyone to access the information at the time they need it. The use of
these platforms can not only reduce the impact of after-hours work-related technology
use and provide teleworkers with better control over work–family boundaries (Piszczek
2017), but also give them a sense of more control and autonomy over aspects of their
job responsibilities (Chung 2017), which will have repercussions on their well-being and
productivity. Furthermore, for organizations that intend to offer telework in the future,
people managers need to focus their efforts on organizational culture and support for the
teleworking modality to be effective (Allen et al. 2015). The existence of a mutual agreement
between workers and organizations for this type of work and the support of supervisors
seeking to meet the individual needs of each employee (de Vries et al. 2019) is important
to create a culture of trust between supervisors and workers (Allen et al. 2015; Golden
and Gajendran 2019; Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran 2009). Indeed, according to some
studies, the lack of confidence can lead to excessive surveillance and monitoring efforts
because of supervisors conducting not only an invasion of privacy in teleworkers’ homes,
as well as a greater effort on their part to work extensive hours, as they feel pressured to do
so (Bathini and Kandathil 2020), which should be a practice to avoid. Another strategy to be
highlighted in the management of people in the telework modality is to ensure teleworkers’
involvement, so that they can work together as a team and communicate, contributing to
the maintenance of organizational cohesion, increasing coworker feelings of support, and
lessening feelings of social isolation. We believe that these actions, especially those related
to the development of feelings of belonging, and strategies of support workers might
minimize the work–family conflict and contribute to a better balance between productivity
and organizational well-being.
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6.2. Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study is not without limitations. Most notably, data was collected at the same time
and from a single source, thus it is possible that a common method bias could skew some
of the results (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Future research can address this concern by testing a
model at two or more timepoints, with validation from other rating sources, if possible. It
is also important to test possible mediators between job-related factors, such as those that
were selected for this study, and their potential impact on work–family conflict, considering
potential effects on the three types of work-conflict: behavior, time, and strain. Even though,
in the present study, the model was tested with and without control variables, such as
gender and having children, generating the same pattern of results, future studies with
more gender-balanced and diverse samples (e.g., having preschool children or teenagers)
and from a wide range of educational backgrounds and professions working in both the
public and private sectors can provide a more comprehensive overview of the results.
Furthermore, this study does not allow the comparison between the pre-pandemic and
pandemic situation and uses a non-representative sample. Future studies are needed
with both representative samples and using longitudinal panel data to further explore the
relations between telework and work–life balance.
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