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AbstrAct
Background: This paper provides a brief, evidence-based reflection on two experiences with remote working, 
“old-normal” remote working and mandatory work-from-home during the COVID-19 pandemic. From the per-
spective of applied psychology in work and organizations, we used self-report instruments to assess variations in 
work-family conflict and enrichment, frequency of information and communication technologies (ICT) use, and 
recovery in two longitudinal studies. Methods: The first study involved 148 individuals from the technical- 
administrative staff of a large Italian University during an experimentation of remote working (one day per week) 
in 2019. The second study, conducted during the first lockdown in 2020, involved 144 individuals (convenience sam-
ple,  heterogeneous by profession). All participants completed a self-report online questionnaire two times six months 
apart. Results: The two studies are not directly comparable, but they provide a dynamic idea of the effects of the two 
types of work arrangements. In Study 1, an experimental remote working condition (one day per week), participants 
reported decreased work-family conflict and improved recovery experiences. Study 2 noted a slight deterioration 
in work-family enrichment in the emergency remote working condition. Conclusions: These findings showed the 
usefulness of monitoring specific indicators related to the work-life interface using validated instruments and in a 
longitudinal perspective to assess each experience. We briefly discuss these aspects to inform future organizational deci-
sions and actions for the “new normal”.

1. IntroductIon

During the COVID-19 pandemic, emergency 
remote working ensured continuity of work, reduc-
ing the risk of contagion, and was seen by some as 
a global experiment in remote working [1]. Indeed, 
the experience has been impressive, and many or-
ganizations, for example, in the public sector [2], 
which had previously resisted adopting remote 
working, have had to embrace it. In Italy, accord-
ing to the Smart Working Observatory of the 

Polytechnic of Milan, 570,000 people (3.6% of 
the working population) worked remotely before 
the COVID-19 pandemic. On 09 March, the Ital-
ian government announced the first national partial 
lockdown. At the end of April, the Italian Ministry 
of Labor and Social Policy reported 1,827,792 re-
mote workers, 8% of the workforce. The 68% of the 
public administration staff worked remotely during 
the first lockdown. Considering the large number 
of people involved in remote work during an emer-
gency, many studies have been conducted on this 
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form of work over the past three years. However, es-
sential differences between emergency and standard 
remote work should be considered.

In this brief research report, we present key find-
ings from two two-wave studies, one conducted 
before the pandemic (in a state condition where 
people could have chosen to work remotely) and 
the other one carried out during the first lockdown 
(in a mandatory work from home condition) [3]. 
Based on these findings, we emphasize the need 
to longitudinally observe specific indicators of the 
work-home interface to assess the effects of specific 
work arrangements in different contexts on a case-
by-case basis.

Applying a psychological perspective, we focused 
on the work-to-family interface [4-6], referring to 
the Work-Home Resources Model (W-HR) [7], 
according to which the work-home interface can be 
described as a series of processes.

Each process proceeds from demands and re-
sources in the work (or home) sphere, through 
changes in personal resources, to outcomes in the 
home (or work) sphere. Work-family conflict is 
a process in which demands in the work sphere 
deplete personal resources in the family sphere. 
Work-family enrichment is a process of resource 
accumulation: both domains can increase personal 
resources, improving home and family outcomes.

For both studies, data were collected through 
self-report instruments measuring work-family 
conflict and enrichment, recovery experiences, and 
frequency of information and communication tech-
nologies (ICT) used to observe differences in these 
dimensions between the two waves after remote 
working. The first study involved some technical-
administrative employees of the University of Turin 
who participated in a “smart working experimenta-
tion” (maximum one day per week) in 2019. The sec-
ond study included a heterogeneous and convenient 
sample of remote workers during the first lockdown 
(2020).

Although we know that the two studies are not 
directly comparable because they deal with dif-
ferent populations, we will discuss the variations 
of the variables over time and observe the differ-
ences between an experimental situation under 
non-emergency conditions and the first pandemic 

period. The discussion will allow us to outline some 
considerations for the future of organizations and 
remote working and, by describing the questionnaire 
used for monitoring, provide concrete guidance for 
future projects evaluating work arrangements.

1.1. Remote Working and the  
Work-Family Interface

Since the first introduction of remote working in 
the 1970s, the benefits have been and continue to 
be recognized [3, 8-10]. Reported benefits include: 
improving the quality of work by increasing concen-
tration; promoting job satisfaction and well-being 
through better time management; promoting the 
experience of a balance between paid work and 
the rest of life; promoting inclusion and diversity 
management; offering work solutions that are also 
suitable for people with disabilities; protecting or-
ganizational continuity in a pandemic situation; 
reducing the commuting time between home and 
work; reducing costs; and reducing environmental 
impact [10, 11]. Some studies have confirmed that 
flexible work arrangements, such as remote work, 
can reduce stress levels by allowing greater control 
over one’s time and work tasks [12]. A positive rela-
tionship has also been found between remote work-
ing and performance and job satisfaction [11, 13]. 
However, some risks of remote working have also 
been pointed out. For example, lower satisfaction 
due to social isolation [13] and negative conse-
quences for pay, learning, and career development. 
In addition, the lack of physical boundaries has 
been shown to lead to a blurring of psychological 
and temporal boundaries between work and home, 
resulting in an excessive dedication to work [14]. 
These consequences may be related to national 
and organizational cultural factors associated with  
a strong appreciation of presence in the work-
place  [15]. Some systematic reviews of papers 
published in PubMed/Medline identified several 
problematic consequences of massive mandatory re-
mote working, such as blurring of boundaries, anxi-
ety, depression, stress, technostress, workaholism, 
fatigue, and lower satisfaction [9, 16, 17].

Since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the 
scientific community of Work and Organizational 
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Psychology has worked to establish a research and 
intervention agenda [1]. Among the many areas of 
study highlighted in this agenda, the work-family 
interface and remote working are critical. The heavy 
use of ICT should also be considered, as well as 
problems related to a lack of recovery (with the im-
possibility of leaving the house and the closure of 
the main care facilities) [18].

The two two-wave studies presented in this paper 
were conducted using the same questionnaire but 
under two very different remote working conditions: 
(i) the first was voluntary, and the second (ii) was 
mandatory and in an emergency. In the question-
naire, we investigated specific dimensions related to 
the W-HR model [7]. In particular, we considered 
work-family conflict and enrichment, the use of 
ICT for work purposes [19], and the recovery pro-
cess [20], as described below.

1.1.1. Work-Family Conflict and Enrichment

Based on role theories, according to which each 
role requires the person to invest energy and time, 
work-family conflict (WFC) is defined as a type of 
inter-role conflict in which the demands of work and 
family are mutually incompatible [21]. The study of 
conflict is fundamental to assessing work-related 
stress in Italy, as numerous adverse effects on emo-
tional exhaustion and burnout [22], job satisfaction, 
and life satisfaction [23] have been identified.

A growing number of studies also looked at the 
positive side of the work-family interface, namely 
work-family enrichment (WFE) [5]. Enrichment 
is a process in which one role improves the quality 
of the other: “Work-to-family enrichment occurs 
when work experiences improve the quality of fam-
ily life” [24] (p. 73). WFE is essential for employees 
and organizations and has been positively associated 
with work-, family-, and health-related outcomes 
(e.g. [25, 26]).

Although work-life balance is one of the goals 
of remote working, studies conducted before the 
health emergency have not confirmed the expected 
positive effects. Remote working often leads to in-
creased interference between family and work, an 
issue that could cause a deterioration in concentra-
tion [10, 11, 27]. During the COVID-19 lockdown, 

people experienced the simultaneity of work and 
family roles, as it was impossible to separate the two 
domains physically. With schools and childcare fa-
cilities closed, parents had to work and perform care 
responsibilities simultaneously, including support-
ing homeschooling during the working day. This 
led to increased work and family demands and a 
deterioration of the work-family interface, as several 
works in Italy and abroad have shown (e.g. [28]). 
During the pandemic, using a person-centered ap-
proach, Huyghebaert-Zouaghi et al. [29] observed 
moderately stable levels of profiles related to the 
work-home interface [7] in a sample of workers 
from the United States and the United Kingdom, 
some of whom worked remotely. The longitudinal 
study, with two waves over three months between 
2020 and 2021, also allowed them to observe that 
people faced more challenging and hindering de-
mands when working remotely. Although there 
was no national lockdown in the two countries, the 
period over which the study was conducted does 
not allow for a distinction between emergency and 
non-emergency remote working.

Why does remote working not always improve 
the relationship between work and family? The 
main explanations relate to the loss of boundaries 
between the two spheres of life [30] and to the fact 
that working from home may lead to an indefinite 
extension of working hours on the one hand and 
increase family responsibilities assumed by the in-
dividual on the other [31]. These aspects have been 
exacerbated during the lockdown [28].

A systematic review by Vitória et al. [17] showed 
that the pandemic had a complex impact on WFC, 
exacerbated by some aspects (the “imposed” remote 
work) and attenuated by other variables (such as 
support both at work and at home); as for WFE, 
variations were rare, as also shown by the study of 
Chambel et al. [14], which, however, also did not 
find variations concerning WFC.

1.1.2 Frequency of Technology Use for Work Purposes

In the two studies presented in this paper, we ob-
served how job demands related to technology use 
changed during remote working. Although ICT fa-
cilitated and accelerated various work processes and 
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Turin participated in the experimentation of re-
mote working for one day per week for six months. 
No more than 25% of the employees in each de-
partment participated. Participation was voluntary. 
In the case of excessive applications, a ranking was 
established based on some criteria (e.g., home-work 
distance). Participants completed a self-report ques-
tionnaire at the beginning of the experimentation 
in April 2019 for two weeks (Time 1 - T1) and 
after six months in October 2019 for two weeks 
(Time 2 - T2). The research project was conducted 
and supervised by a team of female researchers 
who created the questionnaire, collected the data 
through the LimeSurvey platform, and returned the 
results to participants after T2 through a summary 
of the findings. The second study was conducted at 
the beginning of the pandemic using a self-report 
questionnaire via the Google Forms platform in two 
separate waves: from 6 to 20 April 2020, during the 
first lockdown (Time 3 - T3), and after six months 
from 5 to 19 October (Time 4 - T4). Participation 
in the study was completely voluntary.

Both studies followed the Declaration of  Helsinki:  
they did not involve any treatment or other proce-
dures that might affect the psychological or social 
well-being of the participants. In both cases, par-
ticipation in the study was voluntary in exchange for 
informed consent; anonymous data collection and 
data confidentiality were ensured according to Reg-
ulation GDPR 2016/679. An alphanumeric code al-
lowed the assignment of participants to T1 and T2. 
As for the first study, the whole procedure was car-
ried out with the support of the Uniform Guarantee 
Committee and approved by the union tables; study 
2 obtained the approval of the  Bioethics Committee 
of the University of Turin (Document No. 150561, 
03 April, 2020).

2.2. Participants

In the first study, a total of 148 individuals (8.4% 
of the total technical-administrative staff of the 
University of Turin) completed the two question-
naires (response rate = 79%; respondents at T1 were 
187), 62.8% of whom were women; the mean age 
was 45.46 years (SD=6.97). Of the respondents, 
73% practiced care activities for children or parents.

expanded the available information, it also exposed 
workers to specific work-related stress risks [8, 19]. 
This adverse process was also found among remote 
workers during the COVID-19 outbreak [32, 33]. 
In addition, the importance of creating conditions 
that allow people to disconnect from technology 
and recover has been widely emphasized, given that 
the request to complete additional work tasks us-
ing technology during rest time has been associated 
with WFC and a lack of recovery [8, 19].

1.1.3 Recovery Experiences

Recovery is the other element that the two studies 
conducted sought to investigate. Recovery is when the 
individual functional systems that have been stressed 
during a stressful experience, such as work, return to 
their pre-stress levels [34]. During recovery, personal 
resources are restored, or new ones are generated. 
The recovery process can be explained by the effort- 
recovery model [35] and the Conservation of Re-
source theory (COR) [36]. The former assumes that 
the functional systems activated during work should 
no longer be strained to return to restraint levels for the 
recovery process to be effective. The COR theory [36] 
states that individuals try to defend and maintain their 
resources to protect themselves from stress. Based on 
these premises, Sonnentag and Fritz [34] identified 
four recovery experiences: detachment from work, re-
laxation, mastery (including engaging in stimulating 
activities outside of work), and control over leisure. In 
addition to positive effects on well-being (e.g., [20]) 
and performance (e.g., [37]), recovery may moderate 
the relationship between WFC, psychological strain, 
and life satisfaction [38]. The lack of adequate recov-
ery can lead to significant health problems in the me-
dium and long term [20, 35]. Resources are central 
in the W-HR model [7], and recovery as a process of 
maintaining or creating new personal resources can be 
a compelling element in this positive dynamic.

2. Methods

2.1 Procedure

The first study was conducted in 2019 when the 
technical-administrative staff of the University of 
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measures used and in previous work using the same 
scales. No cutoff values for these measures are re-
ported in the international or national literature.

2.4. Data Analysis

The software IBM SPSS Statistics version 28 has 
been used to perform analysis. First, the normality 
of the scale items was checked using a z-score ob-
tained by dividing the values for skew and kurto-
sis by their standard errors. Consistent with Kim’s 
recommendations [42], the normality assumption is 
confirmed based on the sample size of the studies 
(50 < n < 300) when the z-score is less than |3.29|. 
The preliminary analysis confirmed the normality of 
the items except for three of the six items in the fre-
quency of technology use scale, which was excluded.

Because of the high number of dropouts between 
the two survey waves, an independent-sample t-test 
was conducted to rule out significant differences be-
tween the final sample and the larger sample (which 
consisted only of participants in the first wave). 
Then, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated. 
Finally, paired-sample t-tests were conducted to 
detect significant differences in the four observed 
variables (WFC, WFE, FTU, and recovery experi-
ences) between each study’s first and second waves.

3. results

3.1 Preliminary Analysis

In both studies, to assess possible differences be-
tween the final sample and the larger sample that 
had participated only in the first wave, t-tests were 
conducted for all four variables. No statistically sig-
nificant differences were found for any variables, 
as shown in Table 1. In addition, a χ2 test showed 
that gender distribution did not vary between the 
two waves in either study (Study 1, χ2=.44, p=.510; 
Study 2, χ2=.92, p=.821).

3.2 Assessment of Significant Differences in the 
Four Variables Between the Two Waves

Table 2 summarizes the variables considered 
and the differences found, shown graphically in 

In the second study, 144 individuals participated 
in the T3 and T4 surveys, working an average of 
4 days per week. 68.1% of the sample was female, 
and the average age was 48.83 (SD=9.91). While 
in the first study, the participants were employed in 
the same organization and invited to participate in 
the survey, in the second study, the sample was a het-
erogeneous and convenience one, with participants 
from different sectors who were more difficult to 
reach remotely. This explains the lower response rate 
between T3 and T4, which is 21% (there were 670 
participants in T3). While the number of dropouts 
is high, it is common in online surveys, especially 
when participants participate voluntarily and do not 
receive incentives [39]. In the sample, 41.7% worked 
in the private sector and 58.3% in the public sector. 
The occupational profiles were: white collar (56.3%), 
middle manager (25.7%), top manager (15.3%), and 
missing (2.8%). 71% of respondents reported caring 
for children or parents.

2.3. Measures

Work-family conflict (WFC) was assessed with 
the 5-item Italian version [4] of the measure devel-
oped by Netemeyer et al. [6] using a 5-point fre-
quency scale from 1 “Never” to 5 “Always”.

Work-family enrichment (WFE) was assessed 
with three items [5] using a 5-point agreement scale 
from 1 “Not at all agree” to 5 “Completely agree”.

Frequency of technology use (FTU) was meas-
ured through 3 items [40] using a 5-point frequency 
scale from 1 “Never” to 5 “Always”.

Recovery experiences were measured through 12 
items (3 for each of the four recovery strategies, de-
tachment, relaxation, mastery, and control; Likert scale 
from 1 “Not at all agree” to 5 “Completely agree”) of 
Sonnentag and Fritz’s [34] short scale (already used 
in Italian studies, e.g. [41]). An overall score of recov-
ery experiences has been used in the two studies.

In addition, the questionnaire asked for informa-
tion on gender, age, whether participants were in-
volved in child or parental care activities, and, only 
in the second study, the number of remote working 
days per week, occupational sector, and profile.

For each construct, the average response score 
was calculated as indicated in the sources of the 
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during the pandemic [7, 29], some interesting re-
sults emerged. In particular, Study 1 showed that the 
introduction of a planned, agreed, and prepared re-
mote working regime under normal conditions [43] 
enabled a reduction in WFC and an increase in 
recovery experiences: this is consistent with other 
studies describing the positive effects of a fully cho-
sen work-from-home arrangement [9, 17].

In the first study, experimental remote working 
appeared to be associated with a reduction in WFC 
despite a perceived increase in the use of ICT for 
work purposes, likely offset by greater autonomy in 
managing work and personal time. On the other 
hand, WFE remained stable, in line with a general 
lower fluctuation of this variable [17]. When remote 
working was part-time (in this case, only one day 
per week), positive changes could be observed in 
some indicators considered, even in the face of an 

Figures 1 and 2. Study 1, conducted before the 2019 
pandemic, showed significant differences between 
T1 and T2. In particular, the results showed that 
WFC decreased between T1 (M=2.71, SD=0.87) 
and T2 (M=2.60, SD=0.86) [t (147)=2.13, p=.035] 
and recovery experiences increased between T1 
(M=3.19, SD=0.78) and T2 (M=3.34, SD=0.76)  
[t (147)=-3.27, p=.001]. In study 2, conducted at the 
beginning of the pandemic COVID-19, the only 
difference concerned WFE, which decreased signif-
icantly from T3 (M=3.27, SD=1.04) to T4 (M=3.01, 
SD=1.00) [t (147)=3.35, p=.001].

4. dIscussIon

Although these two studies are not directly 
comparable and considering the relative stability 
of dimensions related to the work-home interface 

Table 1. Means and standard deviations of all variables measured at the first wave and t-test results to compare sample at 
T1 with sample at T2 and sample at T3 with sample at T4.

Variable

M+SD
Study 1-T1
Sample T1

M+SD 
Study 1-T1  
Sample T2 t-test(331 df )

M+SD
Study 2-T3
Sample T3

M+SD
Study 2-T3  
Sample T4 t-test(812 df )

WFC 2.73±0.88 2.71±0.87   0.12, p=.902 2.42±0.89 2.32±0.83 1.16, p=.245
WFE 2.77±1.03 2.80±1.03 -0.27, p=.790 3.33±0.98 3.27±1.04 0.69, p=.489
FTU 3.14±1.31 3.15±1.36 -0.58, p=.954 2.82±1.21 2.60±1.24 1.97, p=.054
Recovery 3.19±0.81 3.19±0.78 -0.09, p=.932 3.34±0.80 3.33±0.83 0.17, p=.867

All measures have a 5-point Likert scale. Study 1, T1 N=187, T2 N=148; Study 2, T3 N=670, T4 N=144.
WFC (work-family conflict); WFE (work-family enrichment); FTU (frequency of technology use).

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha values of all variables, and t-test results.

Variable
 M+/-SD & α

Study 1-T1
 M+/-SD & α

Study 1-T2 t-test(147 df )

 M+/-SD & α
Study 2-T3

 M+/-SD & α
Study 2-T4 t-test(143 df )

WFC 2.71±0.87
α=.88

2.60±0.86
α=.90

2.13, p=.035 2.32±0.83
α=.89

2.33±0.92
α=.92

-0.17, p=.867

WFE 2.80±1.03
α=.87

2.86±1.07
α=.83

-1.01, p=.315 3.27±1.04
α=.87

3.01±1.00
α=.88

3.35, p=.001

FTU 3.15±1.36
α=.94

3.29±1.32
α=.95

-1.78, p=.077 2.60±1.24
α=.91

2.61±1.24
α=.91

-0.18, p=.859

Recovery 3.19±0.78
α=.90

3.34±0.76
α=.90

-3.27, p=.001 3.33±0.83
α=.91

3.23±0.86
α=.92

1.59,  =.114

All measures have a 5-point Likert scale. Study 1 N=148; Study 2 N=144.
WFC (work-family conflict); WFE (work-family enrichment); FTU (frequency of technology use).
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with the assumption that part-time remote working 
does not disturb the work-family interface [11].

In the second study, we observed a different 
trend in the variables: WFE decreased to a statisti-
cally significant extent, while WFC and the other 
variables remained stable. A stable level of WFC, 
but only in the work-to-family direction, was also 
found in the German study by Reimann et al. [44]. 
Other studies, such as the work mentioned above 

intensification of digital use. It is also important to 
emphasize that in the case of the experimentation, 
the workgroups in which the participants worked 
were prepared in advance for the new working 
mode, and the rest of life did not present any new 
critical aspects. Recovery experiences also improved, 
suggesting that workers involved had no problems 
disconnecting and finding ways to regain their per-
sonal resources. Overall, these results are consistent 

Figure 1. Variable Means of Study 1. WFC (work-family conflict); WFE (work-family enrichment); FTU (frequency of 
technology use).

Figure 2. Means of all variables of Study 2. WFC (work-family conflict); WFE (work-family enrichment); FTU (frequency 
of technology use).
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5. conclusIons And IMplIcAtIons

Although some research, including longitudinal 
studies, has addressed the work-home interface is-
sue during the pandemic (e.g., [45]), to our knowl-
edge, this is the only paper that presents two studies 
that used the same measures in remote work emer-
gencies and remote work non-emergencies in a spe-
cific national context, providing an opportunity to 
monitor the different experiences of remote work-
ing experiences. While this brief research report has 
the limitations noted above, it is intended to stimu-
late thinking about monitoring and evaluating the 
impact of remote working on the work-to-family 
interface and to provide important insights to or-
ganizations engaged in evaluating and defining the 
next work arrangements.

According to the findings, it is essential that or-
ganizations carefully evaluate the choices to be made 
in the coming months by referring to previous experi-
ences and monitoring the transition period. Moreover, 
the experience of the pandemic should be considered 
as a learning ground to assess training needs, criti-
cal issues encountered, and groups that need special 
attention due to less well-functioning relationships 
between leaders and followers, lack of autonomy, lack 
of clarity about goals, tasks, or roles [9, 17].

Referring to the few systematic data available 
during the pandemic, e.g., those of the technical-
administrative staff of Italian universities [2], it ap-
pears that training was mainly brief and sometimes 
improvised, and in most cases related to the tech-
nologies and applications used for security and legal 
aspects, but less focused on the effective develop-
ment of digital skills. An important training need is 
related to the support of work dynamics, organiza-
tional elements, and psychological dimensions that 
remote working requires.

This is a broad panorama for which it is important 
to make investments and find new ways of conceiv-
ing training to improve the quality of working life. 
These investments, consistent with the funding lines 
recently established by the government (Transition 
4.0, Law 234/2021), among others, are necessary 
both for the “new normal” and for creating con-
tingency plans. Promoting digitalization does not 
mean working only on technological infrastructure, 

by Chambel et al. [14], have not found statistically 
significant changes for WFC or WFE in a sample 
of bank employees: This suggests the importance 
of conducting targeted monitoring to capture the 
specifics of different realities. Interestingly, the fre-
quency of ICT use was not excessively high over the 
period considered. It had probably already reached 
the highest level in the first survey (“absorbing” the 
change in the way of working that occurred imme-
diately, in the very first weeks) in a sample that was 
not so stressed in this respect.

4.1 Limitations

This contribution has many limitations, starting 
with the fact that the two studies presented refer 
to two different populations: therefore, the results 
are not systematically comparable. Furthermore, 
the mean values of the variables measured at the 
first wave show substantial differences between 
the two samples, which limits the possibilities for 
comparison. Indeed, Study 2 participants appeared 
to experience a more favorable working condi-
tions regarding life balance (lower WFC, higher 
WFE, lower FTU). In addition, the sample in the 
first study represents almost the entire population 
involved in remote working before the pandemic, 
while the sample in the second study is one of con-
venience, which limits the generalizability of the 
results. Another important limitation of the study 
is that conflict and enrichment in the family-to-
work direction were not measured. In addition, 
the size of the two samples does not allow us to 
capture differences concerning many variables that 
might be associated with the work-family interface, 
such as gender, age, living arrangements, caregiv-
ing responsibilities, presence, and the number of 
young children, family structure, socioeconomic 
level, presence of mental health problems, fear of 
the pandemic. Moreover, regarding the results of 
the second study, we did not consider the differ-
ent employment sectors and types. Finally, there is 
no evidence in these two studies of perceptions of 
work quality or productivity, either in the form of 
self-report, supervisor assessment, or objective data. 
Moreover, an analytical reflection on the measures 
used could support future studies.
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AppendIx
suppleMentAl MAterIAl A

Work-Family Conflict

Thinking about the balance between work and the rest of life, how often do you find yourself in the following situ-
ations on a scale of 1 - Never to 5 - Always?

 - The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life.
 - The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill family responsibilities.
 - Things I want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my job puts on me.
 - My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfill family duties.
 - Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for family activities.

Work-Family Enrichment

Thinking about the intertwining of your work and family life, we ask you to express your degree of agreement with 
the following statements using the scale from 1 - Not at all agree to 5 - Strongly agree.

 - At work I develop new skills, and this helps me to be a better family member.
 - At work I feel positive emotions, and this helps me to be a better family member.
 - At work I feel a sense of accomplishment, and this helps me to be a better family member.

Recovery

Thinking about what usually happens when you finish work, please indicate how much you agree with the follow-
ing statements using the scale from 1 - Not at all agree to 5 - Completely agree.

During time after work

 - ... I forget about work.
 - ... I don’t think about work at all.
 - ... I distance myself from my work.
 - ... I do relax things.
 - ... I use the time to relax.
 - ... I take time for leisure.
 - ... I seek out intellectual challenges.
 - ... I do things that challenge me.
 - ... I do something to broaden my horizons.
 - ... I decide my own schedule.
 - ... I determine for myself how I will spend my time.
 - ... I take care of things the way that I want them done.
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Frequency of Technology Use

Below are six questions regarding the frequency with which you are contacted outside your working hours. We ask 
you to answer using the scale from 1 - Never to 5 - Always.

How often do you...

 - ...receive business emails after working hours?
 - ...receive work emails on weekends and/or days off?
 - ...receive work emails during holidays?


