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Abstract: The COVID-19 pandemic imposed a large-scale adoption of teleworking in various fields,
accepted by many employers as the ideal solution to protect their employees against the risk of
contracting SARS-CoV-2. Working from home generated substantial savings for organisations and
also contributed to alleviating employee stress. In addition to the potential positive effects, telework
during COVID-19 favoured counterproductive behaviour, job insecurity, and intention to retire be-
cause of the negative outcomes generated by the growing conflict between personal life and working
from home and professional and social isolation. The purpose of this research is to define and analyse
a conceptual model capable of highlighting the way in which telework, job insecurity, and work–life
conflict led to professional isolation and turnover intention, and finally, to the counterproductive
behaviour of employees during the COVID-19 pandemic. This research was implemented using
employees in Romania, an emerging European economy severely affected by the recent pandemic.
The results have been analysed with the help of structural equations in SmartPLS, thus reflecting
a significant influence of teleworking on work–life conflict, professional isolation, intentions, and
insecurity during the pandemic. The insecurity of employees trained in teleworking contributes
significantly to enhancing work–life conflict and professional isolation.

Keywords: teleworking; work–life conflict; counterproductive work behaviour; professional isolation;
job insecurity; turnover intentions

1. Introduction

The end of 2019 brought an accelerated spread of the new SARS-CoV-2 virus in
China [1], which rapidly expanded in 2020 on a global scale generating a pandemic [2]. High
contagion and global spread of the virus engendered swift and radical decision making on
a government level, concerning mainly sanitary protection, isolation, the wearing of facial
masks, vaccination, and reduced meetings and social activities [3–5]. A total of 41.7 million
employees worked through teleworking during 2021, doubling the number of teleworkers
compared to 2019 [6]. As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, organisations were forced
to turn to teleworking without being prepared [7–9], and organisational support, better
supervision, and new practices in human resource management adapted to the new context
of the pandemic were required [10].

Before the COVID-19 pandemic, teleworking was adopted sporadically in certain
industries, such as IT (which by nature allowed remote virtual interactions [11]), educa-
tion [12], and partially in governance or retail, etc. [13–15]. Compared to office work or
in-person work, teleworking boasts benefits valued by employees, including no need to
commute, more leisure time, better time management, reduced commute costs [16,17],
but also challenges, such as professional isolation [18], work–life conflict [19,20], turnover
intentions [18,21,22], and even counterproductive work behaviours [8,9,23]. The recent
COVID-19 pandemic generated among employees increased job insecurity [24]. This was
especially the case in industries where economic activities were significantly reduced or
even completely stopped for a time (tourism, air travel, entertainment, cultural services,
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etc.) [25]. Due to the scarcity of research on the negative implications of teleworking and
the increased COVID-19 job insecurity, this research aims to evaluate the way in which
teleworking, job insecurity, and work–life conflict led to professional isolation, turnover
intentions, and counterproductive work behaviour during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Teleworking is often theorised as related to the resource drain, accommodation, and
conservation of resources theory [26–32]. The paper aims to explain and contribute to these
theories, especially regarding the conceptualisations of teleworking dimensions, which
exerted a negative influence on employee behaviour. The conceptual model delineated
in the literature is subsequently verified using collected data from Romanian employees
engaged in teleworking. Romania is an emerging market and was strongly affected by
the COVID-19 pandemic, at least in the first waves of its manifestation [33,34] wherein
countless citizens lost their lives due to distrust of authorities and/or the virus [35], but
also due to phenomena of massive disinformation and widespread fake news [36].

The paper is structured as follows: after delineating fundamental theories to under-
stand the phenomenon of teleworking, the negative effects brought about by teleworking
are presented, including job insecurity, work–life conflict, turnover intentions, professional
isolation, and counterproductive work behaviour. Finally, the conceptual model proposed
by the authors is highlighted. The second section outlines the research methodology,
the research context, and sample, along with the measurement models and analyses con-
ducted. The fourth part consists of the results from tested the hypotheses through SmartPLS
(SmartPLS GmbH, Oststeinbek, Germany) along with a subsequent discussion. The article
concludes by highlighting the theoretical and managerial implications and the limitations
and future directions of investigation.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Teleworking and Supporting Managerial Theories

Approaches regarding work undertaken outside the traditional office space are re-
ferred to as teleworking [16,37–39], remote work [18,39,40], work from home [41,42], or
online work [43]. Teleworking has been studied in terms of family life through the lens
of managerial theories and psychology. The resource drain theory, for example, is based
on the premise that an employee has limited resources of time, attention, and energy. For
this reason, these resources will be allocated to the extent in which they do not affect the
employee’s family relations or social activities [26].

Teleworking has also been approached from the standpoint of accommodation the-
ory [37,44,45], which is based on the premise that the employee will opt out of certain work
activities to better meet the needs of the family [46]. Based on this theory, we evaluate
the extent to which the pressure of both teleworking and family (as a result of increased
work–life conflict) influence employee volition [37] and the extent to which the need for
professional development, relational capacities, and autonomy is satisfied in teleworking
compared to office work [45].

From the point of the conservation of resource theory, employee well-being is dimin-
ished when faced with resource drain [27–32]. Work–life conflict can also be explained by
the theory of boundaries [47], which opines that if flexibility is a factor, then boundaries can
become fuzzy [48]. Teleworking itself presents a situation in which boundaries between
work and personal life are made flexible, becoming fuzzy. The various circumstances in
which in the employee stays at home interfere with the boundaries imposed by the work
schedule, leading to possible conflictual situations or to diminished work productivity [19].
Teleworking was also associated in previous research with an increase in workload and an
increase in responsibilities, as they included house duties alongside work tasks [49]. The
boundaries between work and family responsibilities become unclear [50]. Teleworkers
also have weakened boundaries regarding working hours, co-worker disturbances, and
interruptions, which each generate a negative impact on their well-being [51]. Approach-
ing telework from the perspective of the theory of boundaries highlights the impact of
work–life conflict and counterproductive work behaviours [52].
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2.2. Antecedents and the Effects of Telework in a Pandemic Context

The impact of teleworking on personal life has positive effects due to work–life balance
but is also less favourable as it exerts relative pressure on household chores. Oftentimes,
an employee working from home is forced to dedicate more time to tasks, thus finding
difficulty in focussing due to having to switch between household chores [53]. Lack of
balance between telework and private life had a significant negative influence on women’s
health during the COVID-19 pandemic [54]. The work–life conflict was greater in situations
when teachers were forced to telework as a result of COVID-19 quarantine when they had
not previously worked remotely [12]. Employees were not prepared for remote working,
encountering difficulties in managing the blurring line between personal life and work,
requiring more organisation and supervisors to support them [55]. The employee feels
domestic tension that decreases their ability to focus [37]. Supervisors have been found
to rarely understand the pressure of domestic life generated by family members, by poor
management of work, and domestic tasks, while having high expectations about work
productivity [56]. Therefore, we conclude that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic influences the conflict between
work and life.

Before the COVID-19 pandemic, resorting to short periods of teleworking reduced
turnover intention [57]. Teleworking for longer periods may generate dissatisfaction due to
the lack of interaction with co-workers and/or supervisors, lack of socialising, a change in
scenery, identifying personal development opportunities, etc. [16]. Moreover, extended tele-
working diminishes employee performance, favouring professional isolation and affecting
their turnover intentions [18,58]. Flexible work arrangements, such as teleworking, do not
necessarily reduce the intention to change. Only when employees feel they can benefit from
a flexible work arrangement can they make independent decisions about tasks and work
activities, thus diminishing turnover intentions. Otherwise, if forced to perform certain
tasks and feel that their liberties are fenced, along with their task management and/or
decision-making regarding work tasks, then their turnover intention to increases [31].
Therefore, we can conclude that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic influences the turnover inten-
tion.

Socioeconomic and sanitary crises favour societal imbalances with direct implications
on subsequent stability and job insecurity [59–61]. During the COVID-19 pandemic, to
allow task performance in safe and sanitary conditions, organisations of all kinds resorted
to teleworking to be able to continue work [62–64]. Teleworking involves distancing,
interrupting direct contact with co-workers and supervisors [65], thus causing stress,
insecurity, reduced performance and/or work productivity, reduced personal development
opportunities [66–69], and reduced job security [62]. In fact, unfavourable settings foster
employee fear of losing their job. As such crises impact the economy, reducing work
activity in certain business sectors led to some job loss [70]. In such contexts, job insecurity
increases and employees develop legitimate fears regarding their organisational belonging,
etc. [25,71,72]. Therefore, we assess that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Teleworking influences the insecurity of COVID-19 jobs.

Professional isolation of employees is a poorly researched topic in the literature, but
one that has direct implications on employee well-being. Isolation represents a great
organisational challenge for telework. Full- and part-time teleworking arrangements
have significant and positive implications on the professional isolation felt by employees
daily [38,57]. Isolation from co-workers and/or supervisors diminishes employee job
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performance [16,18], generating counterproductive behaviours [8,9] and affecting well-
being [11]. In teleworking, communication with co-workers decreases and the interaction
with supervisors is often limited only to essential aspects [73]. The lack of direct interac-
tions disconnects the employee from relevant information and/or rapid identification of
opportunities in professional development. The COVID-19 pandemic also contributed
to less face-to-face interaction between colleagues, leading to the need to develop other
interactions in order to supply the micro-breaks that help an employee relax [74]. The
COVID-19 pandemic context also increased the need of teleworking employees to have
constant communication with colleagues and supervisors, as this interaction significantly
influenced their well-being [51]. Although employees dedicated more time to tasks, this
context favours professional isolation [75]. Therefore, we assess that:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic influences professional isolation.

Work–life conflict is a teleworking constant; oftentimes, work-related activities mix
with domestic ones [76]. Regardless of gender, age, and marital status, employees with
children are less susceptible to teleworking than those without children. Single employees
and/or those without children are more prone to teleworking than married employees, and
men favour this activity more than women [19]. As the most important asset of family life,
children play a vital role in deciding on teleworking. This increases workplace conflicts,
family conflict, and work–life conflict, triggering frequent redivision and redistribution
of domestic chores among couples [19]. In managing conflicts from their personal lives
regarding work, employees may feel pressured; their volition may feel violated, and they
may feel isolated [77]. The lack of options to solve these challenges generated by work–life
conflict may often escalate these problems [78]. By hindering employees from sharing
their experiences with co-workers or supervisors regarding daily struggles to perform
and/or be productive and also undertake subsequent household chores, professional
isolation becomes an issue. Professional isolation is often marked by lack of professional
development, but also by diminished interest in development opportunities and pursuing
roles with greater responsibilities [30]. In extreme cases, a successful career is no longer
a desideratum for employees. Teleworking causes employees to feel isolated and less
trusting in the organisation to which they belong [79], resulting in further distancing from
it. Therefore, we evaluate the following relationship:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Work–life conflict generated professional isolation during the COVID-19
pandemic.

Work–life conflict exerts negative implications not only on employee well-being as
a predictor of burnout [80], but also on productivity [81], leading to counterproductive
work behaviours. Due to limited time, focus, and effort, the employee may not perform
work tasks properly [27,28]. Work–life conflict makes employees feel overwhelmed about
their life and their productivity plumets [82]. Work–life conflicts are often associated
with increased counterproductive work behaviours [83], thus contributing to decreased
organisational engagement [84]. In teleworking, the employee tends to dedicate time
to nonwork-related activities during work hours, which favours the dissolution of clear
boundaries regarding household and work tasks. Fuzzy boundaries may easily lead to
counterproductive work behaviours [52]. Teleworking generates deviant work behaviours,
and employees tend not to be aware of office rules, work ethics, and policies pertaining
to the workplace. Thus, they tend to compromise by flaunting rules or outright violating
them [82]. Of course, exhibiting counterproductive work behaviours depends on emo-
tional intelligence and employee self-discipline regarding the management of work–life
conflicts [28]. Therefore, we assess that:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Work–life conflict generated counterproductive work behaviours during the
COVID-19 pandemic.
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The recent COVID-19 pandemic amplified the intensity felt by employees about job
insecurity, especially in areas where restrictions were more severe [85]. Job insecurity
and work–life conflicts influence each other, and their impact is felt more prominently
among men [86] as they disturb employee work–life balance and task performance [29].
Stress generated by job insecurity can aggravate work–life conflicts. It leads to emotional
exhaustion, as employees try to solve work tasks or tackle them superficially [19], ultimately
reducing employee well-being [87,88] and their health [89]. Employees subjected to stress
during the pandemic were more prone to depression and anxiety [90]. Therefore, we opine
that:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). COVID-19 job insecurity worsened work–life conflict.

Job insecurity is a negative factor in performance; individuals who experience job
insecurity exhibit low levels of job satisfaction [8,9], and are thus prone to counterproduc-
tive work behaviours [91–93], social and/or professional isolation [25,71,72], or turnover
intentions [94]. The impact of job insecurity on professional isolation is poorly researched
in the pandemic context. Job insecurity engenders anxiety and social isolation among
employees [95]. Therefore, the following hypothesis states that:

Hypothesis 8 (H8). COVID-19 job insecurity influenced professional isolation.

Professional isolation is a negative outcome of employee activity in which they no
longer foster a sense of belonging to the organisation. Teleworking by nature causes the
employee to allocate more and more time to working remotely. The employee disconnects
from the community which reduces subsequent interactions with co-workers. The personal
and professional isolation experienced influences job performance, but also counterpro-
ductive work behaviours [18,25]. Control in teleworking is an issue marked by previous
research, which shows that trust between a remote employee and an organisation and
its supervisors is an important factor for ensuring productivity [96]. Decreased focus at
work based on the lack of interaction with supervisors and monitoring, distraction due to
unfettered access to social networks, along with limited interactions with co-workers may
contribute to counterproductive behaviours, such as tardiness, neglect of duties, or even
poor task performance [23,97,98]. Based on these arguments, we consider the following:

Hypothesis 9 (H9). Professional isolation influenced counterproductive work behaviour during
the COVID-19 pandemic.

The employee may intend to leave the organisation due to lack of identification with
the organisation’s brand or values or from job dissatisfaction, but also due to other op-
portunities for career growth [99]. Oftentimes, lacking or toxic leadership can exacerbate
turnover intentions, which may lead employees to exhibit unwanted or counterproductive
behaviour [100]. Turnover intentions are a detrimental factor favouring counterproduc-
tive behaviours [100,101]. Counterproductive work behaviours (deviant activities which
may affect the organisation, such as delaying tasks, superficiality, absenteeism, frequent
interference with co-workers, hostile behaviour, bullying, etc.) engender the most detri-
mental of outcomes, which may influence organisational productivity [83]. In teleworking,
counterproductive work behaviours may occur as a result of distractions due to unfettered
access to social media platforms, widespread activity in the digital environment, and due
to decreased interaction with co-workers [102–104]. However, such counterproductive
behaviours negatively impact organisational well-being and affect individual performance,
and may have boomerang effects on other employees [105]. Therefore, we assess that:

Hypothesis 10 (H10). Turnover intention influenced counterproductive work behaviour during
the COVID-19 pandemic.
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2.3. Research Model

Based on these arguments, the conceptual model presented in Figure 1 highlights
the links between work–life conflict [19,76], turnover intentions [18], job insecurity, and
professional isolation [8,18] in relation to teleworking. Counterproductive work behaviours
are amplified by the lack of constant interaction with supervisors [23,97,98], but also by
professional isolation and turnover intentions [101].
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Figure 1. Theoretical model: negative implications of teleworking, job insecurity, and work–life
conflict on employee behaviour. Source: own conceptualisation.

3. Research Methodology

Teleworking in the COVID-19 pandemic was generally employed by European organi-
sations. For instance, the number of employees working remotely in France and England
doubled in the spring of 2020 compared with the pre-pandemic period. Australia recorded
a 15% increase in teleworking in 2020, while Japan recorded an almost 28% increase. In
January and February 2020, teleworkers represented only 5% of the workforce in France,
Great Britain, the USA, Italy, Japan, and Sweden [106], since it was employed primarily in
the following industries: information and communication (more than 50%), professional,
scientific, or technical activities (more than 35%), electricity, gas, steam, and air conditioning
(more than 30%), education (over 30%), finance and insurance (more than (more than 20%),
and real estate (over 20%) [7]. The proportion of employees working remotely expanded
rapidly in educational services [15] and consulting [14], as these business sectors are well
suited for digital platforms [13]. In the European Union, teleworking rose by 20% in 2021
compared with 2019, and women were more frequently involved in such activities [6]. In
Romania, teleworking was quickly adopted in the COVID-19 pandemic context. Compared
with approximately 14,000 teleworking contracts as of 1 January 2020, after 3 months this
had increased to approximately 59,000 contracts, and by the end of 2020 the number had
risen to 435,000, largely in banking and IT [107]. Nine out of ten employees would prefer
teleworking and 60% of respondents would prefer at least a hybrid work arrangement,
according to a recent study [108]. Since 2022, Romanian public administration employees
are allowed to work remotely 5 days a month [109]. Another effect of COVID-19 and
teleworking burnout was the high intention to leave the current job. After the first year of
the pandemic, 29.9% of 1000 respondents in a Romanian study declared that in teleworking
they started to work earlier, and nearly 40% finished their workday later than in office. A
total of 58% of females and 45% of males declared that their stress level increased. Based
on burnout and higher levels of stress, the highest level of resignations was registered
in Romania in the summer of 2021, with over 40,000 resignations per month peaking in
September, which saw over 45,404 resignations [110].

To address the research question, ‘what are the negative implications of teleworking
on employee performance?’ and to investigate the links of the conceptual model (Figure 1),
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we used a quantitative survey in 2021 to examine Romanian employees who turned
to teleworking. The questionnaire was developed according to existing scales, using
a 5-point Likert scale (total disagreement/total agreement). It comprised of questions
regarding work–life conflict [111], teleworking [37], turnover intentions [112], professional
isolation [18], job insecurity [8,9], and counterproductive work behaviours [113]. From
more than 1500 questionnaires distributed, a total of 641 responses could be obtained.
Table 1 illustrates the sociodemographic characteristics of the respondents.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the respondents.

Demographics (n = 641) Frequency Relative Frequency %

Birth year
1950–1979 117 18.3%
1980–1994 155 24.2%
1995–2010 369 57.6%

Gender
Male 245 38.2%

Female 396 61.8%

Education level
High school diploma 150 23.4%

Bachelor and master’s degree 491 76.6%

Net monthly income

No income 50 7.8%
Up to 269 € 45 7.0%
269–636 € 271 42.3%

636–1272 € 217 33.9%
Over 1272 € 58 9.0%

Source: own results.

SmartPLS 3.0 [114] calculated the model using the model of the least square-based
structural equation and analysed the data in two steps. Firstly, the measurement model
was evaluated to determine the reliability and validity of the operational measurements,
and then the relationship between the latent structures was validated. To evaluate the
effectiveness and reliability of external models, confirmation factors were considered. The
results reveal that there is internal consistency of the model (Table 2) because all item
loads exceeded 0.7 [115]; Cronbach’s Alpha is higher than 0.7 [116], the average deviation
extracted value below 0.5 [117], and the composite reliability value above 0.7 [115].

Table 2. Scale reliability.

Construct Item Measurement Loading Cronbach’s
Alpha AVE CR

Work–Life Conflict
[111]

WLC1

My work during the COVID-19
pandemic affected my relationship

with my spouse/partner and/or with
my children.

0.819

0.811 0.726 0.888WLC2
My work during the COVID-19

pandemic influenced my level of
stress.

0.853

WLC3

My work during the COVID-19
pandemic affected my domestic

ability to balance my work
responsibilities.

0.883

Teleworking
[37]

TW1 I felt pressure from my employer to
use teleworking practises. 0.913

0.788 0.825 0.904
TW2 I felt pressure from my family to use

teleworking practises. 0.904

Turnover intention
[112] RI1

I intend to stay in my profession, but
to leave my current organisation at or

before the end of this year.
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
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Table 2. Cont.

Construct Item Measurement Loading Cronbach’s
Alpha AVE CR

Professional
Isolation

[18]

PI1 I felt lost in the learning opportunities
of others. 0.726

0.911 0.615 0.927

PI2 Teleworking made me feel lonely. 0.768
PI3 Telework kept me away from others. 0.844

PI4 I did not have direct contact with
other colleagues, face-to-face. 0.838

PI5 Working at home made me feel
isolated. 0.735

PI6 I missed my colleagues’ emotional
support. 0.865

PI7 I missed the informal interactions
with others. 0.766

PI8 I felt like I lost the opportunity to
learn from others. 0.715

COVID-19 Job
Insecurity

[8,9]

CJI1 I felt directly affected by my job. 0.870
0.725 0.783 0.879

CJI2 I felt insecure about my job. 0.900

Counterproductive
Behaviour

[113]

CWB1 I complained about things that were
not important at work. 0.780

0.839 0.607 0.885

CWB2 I made the problems bigger than the
ones they were working on. 0.758

CWB3
I focused on the negative aspect of the

working situation rather than the
positive aspect.

0.814

CWB4 I discussed the negative aspects of my
work with colleagues. 0.775

CWB5
I spoke to people outside the

organisation about the negative
aspects of my work.

0.768

Note: CJI: COVID-19 job insecurity; CWB: counterproductive work behaviour; PI: professional isolation; telework-
ing (TW); turnover intention (TI); work–life conflict (WLC). Factor loading > 0.7; Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.7; average
variance extracted (AVE) > 0.5; composite reliability (CR) > 0.7. Source: own results.

According to the Fornell–Larcker procedure [118], for each latent variable AVE’s value
is higher than the correlation coefficient between the competent and all distinct variables
(Table 3). Interitem collinearity with the variance inflation factor (VIF) was also tested and
the values ranged between 1.477–3.252 (<3.3) [119]. The highest VIF of the inner model
was 1.574 (WLC→PI), which indicates no multicollinearity. For hypothesis testing, the
bootstrap procedure was applied to assess the relationship between the latent variables.
Based on t statistics, the 10 hypothesizes were accepted (Table 4).

Table 3. Discriminant validity analyses.

Construct CJI CWB PI TW TI WLC

CJI 0.885
CWB 0.173 0.779

PI 0.422 0.229 0.784
TW 0.455 0.366 0.562 0.908
RI 0.110 0.373 0.124 0.178 1.000

WLC 0.498 0.304 0.479 0.531 0.150 0.852
Note: CJI: COVID-19 job insecurity; CWB: counterproductive work behaviour; PI: professional isolation; telework-
ing (TW); turnover intention (TI); work–life conflict (WLC). Source: own results.
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Table 4. Heterotrait–monotrait ratio (HTMT).

Construct CJI CWB PI TW TI WLC

CJI
CWB 0.222

PI 0.494 0.244
TW 0.598 0.452 0.640
RI 0.129 0.399 0.121 0.199

WLC 0.651 0.368 0.530 0.664 0.167
Note: CJI: COVID-19 job insecurity; CWB: counterproductive work behaviour; PI: professional isolation; telework-
ing (TW); turnover intention (TI); work–life conflict (WLC). Source: own results.

Recent research reveals the importance of testing the discriminant validity to deter-
mine the degree to which all constructs are indeed distinct. This is known as the HTMT
criterion [120]. Therefore, the discriminant validity is indicated by values of HTMT lower
than 0.8 [121], as presented in Table 4.

4. Results

The results of this model are shown in Figure 2. The model’s adjustment statistics
show that it is acceptable, and the square root average residual value (SRMR) reaches the
recommended threshold at 0.069 < 0.08.
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The results of the model are presented in Table 5. The result (β = 0.385; T-value =
10.601; p < 0.001) indicates a positive significant effect between teleworking and the conflict
between work and home during the COVID-19 pandemic; therefore, H1 can be accepted.
This influence is confirmed by the literature [19], which pinpoints the conflict between the
pressures of teleworking and domestic responsibilities [37]. The employee must manage
household duties that compete with the time and energy allotted for work [53]. H2 assumed
that teleworking influences the turnover intention. The results (β = 0.178; T-value = 4.647;
p < 0.001) illustrate that there is a positive influence on resignation intention; therefore,
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H2 can be supported. The literature does not prove the significance of the link between
teleworking and turnover intention [31], which highlights the originality of this research.

Table 5. Path coefficients of the structural equation model.

Paths Path
Coefficients

Standard
Deviation T-Value p-Value Hypotheses

TW→WLC 0.385 0.036 10.601 0.000 *** H1-Confirmed
TW→RI 0.178 0.038 4.674 0.000 *** H2-Confirmed
TW→CJI 0.455 0.036 12.724 0.000 *** H3-Confirmed
TW→PI 0.389 0.044 8.943 0.000 *** H4-Confirmed

WLC→PI 0.200 0.046 4.360 0.000 *** H5-Confirmed
WLC→CWB 0.213 0.043 4.909 0.000 *** H6-Confirmed
CJI→WLC 0.322 0.038 8.393 0.000 *** H7-Confirmed

CJI→PI 0.145 0.042 3.456 0.001 *** H8-Confirmed
PI→CWB 0.086 0.043 1.982 0.048 ** H9-Confirmed
TI→CWB 0.330 0.036 9.106 0.000 *** H10-Confirmed

Note: ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001; Note: CJI: COVID-19 job insecurity; CWB: counterproductive work behaviour; PI:
professional isolation; teleworking (TW); turnover intention (TI); work –life conflict (WLC).

According to the analysis (β = 0.455; T-value = 12.724; p < 0.001), teleworking had a
strong positive impact on job insecurity during the COVID-19 pandemic, meaning that
H3 can be accepted. The authors of [62] reached similar conclusions in the pandemic
context. The results of the analysis (β = 0.389; T-value = 8.943; p < 0.001) show that
teleworking has a strong positive impact on professional isolation, which means that H4
can be accepted. Employee isolation is a direct result of lack of interaction with supervisors
and/or co-workers [38], which is a frequent scenario in the pandemic context [73].

Work–life conflict during the COVID-19 pandemic has a weak but significant positive
influence on professional isolation (β = 0.200; T-value = 4.360; p < 0.001); thus, H5 can be
accepted. Although this relation has not been previously tested, it confirms assumptions in
the literature which assumed a direct and negative impact of work–life conflict on employee
well-being [30,78]. The results (β = 0.213; T-value = 4.909; p < 0.001) indicate that the conflict
influences counterproductive work behaviour; therefore, H6 is accepted, according to the
literature [28,82].

Job insecurity caused by COVID-19 exerts a strong and positive influence (β = 0.322;
T-value = 8.393; p < 0.001) on work–life conflict, meaning that if employees are stressed
because the pandemic could trigger job loss, they tend to feel pressured between work and
home responsibilities; therefore, H7 can be accepted. This relationship has not previously
been tested in pandemic situations, but the literature presumed the existence of a link
between job insecurity and increased work–life conflicts [29,86]. Job insecurity during
COVID-19 also generates professional isolation. Job insecurity during COVID-19 had a
significant and positive influence on professional isolation (β = 0.145; T-value = 3.456;
p < 0.010); therefore, H8 can be accepted. The literature [25,71,72] pointed out that job
insecurity is linked to employee isolation.

Professional isolation had a positive influence on counterproductive work behaviour
during the COVID-19 pandemic according to the results (β = 0.086; T-value = 1.982;
p < 0.048); thus, H9 can be supported. This relationship has yet to be thoroughly re-
searched in the literature; notwithstanding, teleworking is considered responsible for
reduced employee interaction with supervisors and/or co-workers, along with generating
counterproductive work behaviours [23,97,98]. Counterproductive work behaviour is also
positively influenced by turnover intentions (β = 0.330; T-value = 9.106; p < 0.001), so H10
is also validated, as highlighted in the literature [100,101].

5. Discussion

Teleworking constitutes an arrangement by which employees perform work-related
tasks remotely. The literature highlights the benefits and drawbacks of teleworking [16],
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but not the negative aspects concerning employee behaviour. Teleworking is associated
with increased work–life conflict, as the pressures of work contrast personal responsibilities.
The increase in conflict concerning personal life and work is thus explained through the
theories of resource drain and accommodation [19].

Before COVID-19, pressure from family members along with the necessity of task
performance within teleworking contributed to increased work–life conflicts [37]. The effect
of one day of teleworking on the work-to-home conflict is negative (β = −0.60; p < 0.01),
whereas the effect of one day of teleworking on the home-to-work conflict was positive
(β = 0.31; p < 0.01); the employee prefers to participate less in work-related tasks to instead
undertake domestic responsibilities. Our results (see H1) contradict Metselaar et al. [32],
who found that in the pre-pandemic context in the public sector in Portugal, there was
a positive link between teleworking and an increase in work–life balance. Our study is
also in line with the results of several COVID-19 pandemic-context studies. One study
concluded that teleworking generated strain for employees in the form of work–family
conflicts due to difficulty of detaching themselves from work at the end of the day. Personal
difficulties and remote working contributed to the feeling of professional disconnection
between teleworkers and their co-workers and their supervisors [50]. Another study found
that work–life conflict was generated because many employees were required to work
with children, teenagers, or young adults who were also working from home, generating a
difficult management of boundaries which increased conflict [103].

Teleworking contributed to the exacerbation of turnover intentions among employees;
the link between constructs is weak but positive and statistically significant. Confronted
with teleworking, employees who no longer identify themselves with the organisation and
who no longer benefit from the same career development opportunities decide to leave.
Our results (see H2) show that teleworking has a positive and strong impact on turnover
intentions, which is inconsistent with the literature regarding teleworking from before the
pandemic [57], but in accordance with more recent results. This emphasizes that there
is an intention to resign among employees working from home in the pandemic context,
especially when they no longer identify with the given tasks [31,122].

Teleworking contributes to COVID-19 job insecurity; the link between these dimen-
sions is strong, statistically significant, and positive. Although teleworking was adopted
as an alternative solution to in-person work or for the sanitary protection of the employ-
ees [63,123], this arrangement contributes to increased job insecurity, an aspect that has
been assumed by literature [62]. Adopting teleworking in the COVID-19 context favours
an increase in job insecurity (see H3) despite its apparent flexibility, meaning it is no longer
considered a positive factor contributing to employee job security.

Teleworking causes interactions with supervisors and/or co-workers to decrease [73],
which leads to professional isolation [38]. The existence of some positive influences between
working from home and the feeling of professional isolation felt daily by fully remote
employees (β = 0.423; T-value = 3.184; p < 0.01) was demonstrated, but also for those
working partially from home (β = 0.283; T-value = 2.364; p < 0.05) [38]. During the
COVID-19 pandemic, organisations that adopted teleworking provided a large variety
of technological tools for maintaining good communication, but this was not enough
to avoid professional isolation [50], social isolation, marginalisation, and other forms of
deterioration in the quality of relationships between co-workers and employees [124].
Therefore, professional isolation becomes a negative outcome of telework (see H4).

Work–life conflict generated by teleworking also contributes to increasing professional
isolation as our results prove (see H5). Even though the implication of work–life conflict
has not been previously tested, studies in the context of COVID-19 indicate several negative
implications of work–life conflict and a lack of boundaries, which increases the sense of
professional isolation felt by the employee [50]. Interruption and increased conflict with
family also have a negative impact on employee well-being [51].

The obtained result (see H6) shows that work–life conflict engenders counterproduc-
tive work behaviours, confirming that a lack of focus and distractions from tasks due to a
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focus on family members lead to counterproductive behaviours [52,82], such as delays in
task completion, performing them incorrectly, inefficient communication, etc. The litera-
ture [82] demonstrates a strong, direct, and positive link between work–life conflict and
counterproductive work behaviour (β = 0.563; T-value = 0.563; p < 0.001) among Pakistan’s
employees. Jiang et al. [28] show through polynomial regression that there is a direct and
significant link (β = 0.353; p < 0.001) between work–life conflict and counterproductive
behaviours.

The context of the COVID-19 pandemic [125,126] engendered higher levels of job
insecurity due to various business sectors becoming halted or restricted [98]. The results
(see H7) show that COVID-19 job insecurity leads to increased work–life conflicts. Similar
results were highlighted regarding the positive and significant link between job insecurity
and work–life conflict [29,86,87].

Job insecurity has negative implications on employee well-being. Unsure of their
future in the organisation, employees tend to feel professionally isolated. The link between
job insecurity and professional isolation is insufficiently studied in the literature, especially
during sanitary crises. The literature highlights the negative implications of job insecurity
and social isolation along with professional isolation among employees [25,71,72]. By
researching the behaviour of Indian employees working during the lockdown, the authors
of [72] prove that there is a positive and significant link (β = 0.242; p < 0.001) between job
insecurity and isolation caused by teleworking (see H8).

Professional isolation is associated with counterproductive work behaviours (see H9).
An employee who feels professionally isolated will have difficulty performing tasks on
time or performing them correctly, thus becoming less productive. Counterproductive
work behaviours constitute real challenges for organisations that often record delays in
project goal achievement or even difficulties in closing them [23].

Turnover intentions are associated with counterproductive work behaviours (see H10)
as the link between the constructs is positive and significant. Similar results were obtained
among Chinese employees who did not participate in teleworking [101]. In their case, the
link between the concepts was weak but statistically significant (β = 0.27; p < 0.01). In
pandemics, there is a more prominent link between these two constructs (β = 0.33; p < 0.001),
which has been confirmed by the literature [100]. The implications of turnover intentions on
counterproductive work behaviours have been scarcely researched in teleworking contexts,
especially during pandemics.

6. Conclusions

This research contributes to the theory of resource drain, accommodation, resource
conservation, social exchange, and self-determination applied to organisational behaviour
of employees in the context of teleworking. The paper expands the implications of telework-
ing as a flexible work arrangement on work outcomes, highlighting the negative effects
on both employee well-being and behaviour. This study emphasises the direct impact of
teleworking on employee well-being and employee behaviour, such as work–life conflict,
turnover intentions, COVID-19 job insecurity, and professional isolation. These negative
results have implications at the organisational level, especially in work–life conflict, thus
contributing to counterproductive work behaviours and professional isolation. Profes-
sional isolation and turnover intentions significantly contribute to an increased incidence
of counterproductive work behaviours.

Managerial implications reflect the way COVID-19-related teleworking has negative
consequences. This paper acts as a review of some negative implications of this work
situation. Work–life conflict, turnover intentions, COVID-19 job insecurity, and professional
isolation are directly influenced by teleworking. At the same time, these results influence
the increase in counterproductive work behaviour of employees.

Among the limitations of this research is the fact that negative implications of telework-
ing have been studied at a national level, namely Romania, which calls for an extension
of research to other emerging countries, along with comparisons between states that have
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been strongly affected by teleworking versus those in which teleworking was rather re-
duced in terms of adoption. Future research could compare the impact of teleworking
among employees from various business sectors because it is more suitable for education,
consulting, and IT. Teleworking would be an interesting topic for observation in the context
of ‘the new normal’ and to analyse this work arrangement in a stable socioeconomic and
sanitary setting. Future research could consider expanding the conceptual model by con-
sidering the influence of digital platforms and/or tools for work management, handling
team communication, and the implications of teleworking on the employee–supervisor
relationship.
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