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Abstract 
In this two-study research using latent profle analysis (LPA), we investigated intra-individual combinations of conscien-
tiousness, autonomy, self-regulation, and extraversion. Based on these combinations, we designed profles and explored 
telecommuting preferences and job outcomes of employees during the COVID-19 pandemic. In Study 1, we recruited 199 
participants (77 females, ages ranging from 18 to 65). Results of this study revealed three profles. One profle scored high 
on all of the variables and displayed preferences for working on-site more than the other profles. Additionally, this profle 
showed higher work engagement, job satisfaction, and perceived productivity than the other two profles. To validate these 
fndings, we conducted a second study with a sample of 492 participants (169 females; age ranged from 18 to 65). The 
results yielded fve profles, one scoring high on all of the variables. Similar to Study 1, this profle exhibited higher work 
engagement, job satisfaction, and perceived productivity than the other four profles. Individuals in this profle preferred to 
work on-site compared to individuals in other profles. Our fndings add to the research demonstrating the importance of 
personality characteristics for telecommuting preferences and work-related outcomes. 

Keywords Conscientiousness · Autonomy · Self-regulation · Extraversion · Telecommuting preferences · Latent profle 
analysis 

With the rapid advancements in telecommunication tech-
nology, more and more people use diverse alternatives of 
work. In a review paper, Spreitzer et al. (2017) reported 
that changes in the alternative work arrangements (i.e., the 
fexibility about where work takes place), has taken a sharp 
increase in the last 10 years, with many companies going 
completely virtual. For example, Katz and Krueger (2016) 
showed that between 2005 and 2015, workers in alterna-
tive work arrangements increased from 10.1% to 15.8%. The 
Global Workplace Analytics (2019, as cited in Molla, 2019) 
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predicted that over 70% of the workforce will be working 
remotely (at least fve days per month) in the next fve years. 
Despite the implications yielded by various crises, according 
to Spreitzer et al. (2017), in addition to the innovations in 
technology, a frm’s fexibility and workers’ preferences are 
two of the main determinants of these new forms of work. 
They report that, in these new work arrangements, telecom-
muting (defned as the “remote work that uses computer 
technology to work from home or another location away 
from the ofce”, p. 478), is one important factor, especially 
infuencing the preferences of workers in the new and glo-
balized economy. Such preferences have been also confrmed 
by research revealing that over 50% of contract workers pre-
fer independent work due to the freedom and fexibility it 
provides (Lincoln & Raftery, 2011). Telecommuting pro-
vides workers with more freedom and fexibility, ofering 
many benefts, such as for work-family (Allen et al., 2013). 
These forms of work gain support by social theories, such as 
the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which indicates that 
features such as fexibility raise workers’ feelings of obliga-
tion towards their company, which in turn may enhance their 
work performance. 
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Telecommuting as a new form of work is reported to 
increase steadily and has been the subject of a growing 
body of research (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Lee, 2021; 
Raghuram et al., 2019; Spreitzer et al., 2017). Neverthe-
less, researching its state and implications during unusual 
contexts, such as COVID-19, is of special interest and sig-
nifcance. The United Nations (2020) and the World Health 
Organization (2020) report that COVID-19 has had a tre-
mendous impact on people’s lives, including workplaces. 
There is already evidence that various organizational and 
individual factors could mitigate negative efects of COVID-
19 on workplace experiences. Current research has shown 
that factors such as the quality of communication between 
members of an organization, as well as the individuals’ 
personal resources (i.e., psychological safety) play a role 
in one’s telecommuting experiences during the pandemic 
(e.g., Lee, 2021). Similarly, others have reported that factors 
such as one’s motivation (Mahmoud et al., 2020) or gender 
(Feng & Savani, 2020) are important factors that predict an 
employee’s telecommuting tendencies and preferences. In 
line with these fndings, our current research extends the 
current literature by investigating the relationship of moti-
vational and personality characteristics and employees’ tel-
ecommuting preferences in the context of COVID-19. 

As opposed to the regular modes of work, telecommut-
ing varies substantially from how employees perform their 
usual work, with diferent settings and usually from home 
(Allen et al., 2015). Findings suggest that telecommuting 
can yield both benefts and harms, for both employees and 
organizations (Barsness et al., 2005; Fonner & Rolof, 2010; 
Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Raghuram et al., 2019). 

In a meta-analysis, Gajendran and Harr ison 
(2007)  emphasized the lack of a theoretical framework 
for telecommuting consequences and benefts. Neverthe-
less, they reported that most research highlights three main 
conceptual themes in telecommuting literature, which are, 
broadly speaking, about the “psychological process or inter-
vening mechanisms through which telecommuting has its 
efects” (p. 1525). These themes comprise (a) psychological 
control or perceived autonomy (i.e., employees’ perceived 
control over their work task; (b) telecommuting’s efects 
on the work-family interface (where empirical fndings are 
reported as inconclusive); and (c) telecommuting’s potential 
for relational impoverishment at work (i.e., due to a weak-
ening of the relationships among various stakeholders in 
organizations). The good news is that these themes have 
been empirically tested; the “bad” news is that no conclusive 
evidence has been provided so far. Gajendran and Harri-
son (2007) reported that despite the challenges and nega-
tive infuences, “telecommuting is mainly a good thing” (p. 
1535). They posited that telecommuting is associated with 
increased perceptions of autonomy and lower work-family 
confict. The frst position (i.e., perceptions of autonomy) 
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is relatively well established, with research reporting that 
telecommuting ofers a good sense of autonomy due to an 
expressed feeling of freedom and discretion, as well as due 
to the opportunity to spatially and psychologically distance 
interactions between supervisors and employees (Dubrin, 
1991; Raghuram et al., 2001; Shamir & Salomon, 1985). On 
the one hand, the availability of information and communi-
cation technologies might make it difcult for employees 
to psychologically detach (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985) as 
well as work longer hours than usual when telecommuting 
(Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007). On the other hand, the 
fexibility that telecommuting yields, can also provide room 
for productivity and healthy work. For instance, employees 
can practice more segmentation at home and utilize the ben-
efts of reducing commuting hours for family-related activi-
ties, which will enhance family boundaries and thus mitigate 
the negative efects of telecommuting (Greenhaus & Beutell, 
1985). Finally, based on social presence theory (Short et al., 
1976) and richness theory (Daft & Lengel, 1986), research-
ers have reported adverse efects of telecommuting in terms 
of the relationship among members of an organization (Har-
rison et al., 2000; Higa et al., 2000; Workman et al., 2003). 
The quality of relationships among members of an organiza-
tion is afected mainly by alterations in the frequency and 
quality of interactions. When the frequency of interaction is 
reduced because of telecommuting, the quality of relation-
ships among members becomes impaired, which in turn, 
might afect work-related outcomes. Similarly, McCloskey 
and Igbaria (2003) argued that employees who telecommute 
might perceive their supervisors as questioning their com-
mitment. In addition, they also reported that managers might 
also fear the loss of control over their subordinates. These 
personal perceptions about the quality of the relationships 
between leaders and members in organizations is yet another 
example of the efects of telecommuting on the work-rela-
tionships and -outcomes. 

Furthermore, telecommuting implications on work 
engagement, productivity, and job satisfaction have also 
been a target of research, with an increased interest over 
the past few years (Galanti et al., 2021; Ojo et al., 2021; 
Rudolph & Baltes, 2017; Sonnentag et al., 2008). For 
instance, Sonnentag et al. (2008) reported that one’s abil-
ity to psychologically detach or “switch of” from work 
during their out-of-work activities is a signifcant factor 
for employees’ engagement. As posited by early research 
(e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), telecommuting chal-
lenges employees’ regular working hours (i.e., working 
longer hours), which in turn can hinder their ability to 
detach from work. Similarly, under the Job Demands-
Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti et al., 2001), previ-
ous research has noted the many efects of working condi-
tions on employees’ productivity. Because telecommuting 
requires that employees adapt to new forms of working 



1 3

8682 

conditions (e.g., less social contact), it also implies direct 
efects on their productivity. For example, alluding to 
remote work as an important job demand, Galanti et al. 
(2021) reported that a lack of social interactions, dif-
culty to reconcile between the private and work environ-
ment, as well as difculties of arranging work activities at 
home, are only some of the challenges that working from 
home yields for employees’ job productivity. Moreover, 
although a large number of studies have been conducted in 
relation to telecommuting implications on employees’ job 
satisfaction, its efects are rather ambiguous. One stream 
of research has reported the positive efects of working 
from home on job satisfaction by letting employees adjust 
their work tasks (Baltes et al., 1999) or meet non-work, 
family responsibilities (Riley & McCloskey, 1997). The 
other stream posits that these positive benefts may be out-
weighed by the lack of social interaction and increased 
isolation due to telecommuting (Cooper & Kurland, 2002; 
Golden & Veiga, 2005; Shapiro et al., 2002). For instance, 
the lack of interactions afects employees’ relationships 
with their coworkers or supervisors, which in turn might 
infuence their job satisfaction. 

Previous research has reported that employee personality 
variables can play a major role in mitigating the negative 
efects of telecommuting, as well as on employees’ job-
related outcomes, such as productivity, work engagement, 
and job satisfaction (Blickle et al., 2015; Göllner et al., 2017; 
Smith et al., 2015). For example, among the Big Five per-
sonality traits, conscientiousness is reported as the best pre-
dictor of job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Other 
research has posited that conscientiousness can indeed be 
improved, through such home-activities as homework (Göll-
ner et al., 2017). Furthermore, self-regulation strategies have 
been shown to be very important for one’s persistence at 
work (e.g., Latham & Locke, 2007). Similarly, extraversion 
has been reported to be one of the most consistent personal-
ity predictors of leadership (e.g., Blickle et al., 2015), with 
these individuals preferring a fexible work environment 
(Clark et al., 2012). Moreover, the satisfying the need for 
autonomy has been reported to be important for job per-
formance by increasing motivation, interest, engagement, 
and job satisfaction (Huyghebaert-Zouaghi et al., 2020; 
Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008). In line with these fndings, 
we examined the intra-individual (i.e., within-person) com-
binations of conscientiousness, need for autonomy (hence-
forth as autonomy), self-regulation, and extraversion. In 
our research, we refer to these variables as CASE. Utilizing 
CASE, we conducted person-centered Latent Profle Analy-
sis (LPA), aiming to create certain employee profles and 
then investigate their telecommuting preferences (Spreitzer 
et al., 2017). In addition, we employed work engagement, 
job satisfaction, and perceived productivity as important 
work-related outcomes. 
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To report on conscientiousness and extraversion, we draw 
on Big Five theory and research (e.g., Clark et al., 2012; 
Haines et al., 2002; McCrae & Costa, 2003), while for self-
regulation and need for autonomy we drew on various moti-
vational theories and models, such as the Self-Determination 
Theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2000) and Beal et al.’s (2005) 
model of self-regulation. A number of papers have reported 
on the benefts that Big Five features may play for employee 
job performance, as well as their telecommuting preferences 
(e.g., Clark et al., 2012; Haddon & Lewis, 1994). Based on 
previous research and theory reporting on the benefts of the 
Big Five for telecommuting, we selected only conscientious-
ness and extraversion. For example, the organizational ft 
theory (Judge & Cable, 1997; Ryan & Kristof-Brown, 2003) 
postulated that “individuals seek out situations that are con-
gruent with their personalities, and empirical research sup-
ports this basic tenet of interactional psychology” (Judge & 
Cable, 1997, p. 364). A study by Clark et al. (2012) stated 
that extraverts could utilize benefts that telecommuting 
yields and “design ofsite environments that allow them to 
spend more time with family and friends” (p. 33). Similarly, 
conscientiousness has been reported as another predictor of 
job performance, and characteristics of individuals high 
in conscientiousness (e.g., responsible, organized, self-
disciplined; McCrae & Costa, 2003) have been linked with 
employees’ positive telecommuting attitudes because they 
might facilitate enacting work routines and be able to act 
independently on their work tasks (Haddon & Lewis, 1994; 
Haines et al., 2002). Thus, we expect that conscientiousness 
and extraversion might facilitate one’s transition from an 
ofce environment to telecommuting situations. Further-
more, drawing on the SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000) we assume 
that the need for autonomy can be an important factor for 
employees’ behavioral regulation during telecommuting. 
According to SDT, autonomy (e.g., a strong desire to be 
one’s self agent; Deci & Vansteenkiste, 2004) plays a major 
role in one’s behavior regulation. Linking to their goals 
and values, autonomous individuals can experience and 
express a high level of regulation in challenging contexts, 
especially when there is an environment that “allows the 
person to feel competent, related, and autonomous” (Ryan 
& Deci, 2000, p. 74). Thus, we expect that employees with 
a high level of autonomy will show a greater preference for 
telecommuting, which will ultimately improve their work 
performance. Finally, based on Beal et al.’s (2005) model of 
self-regulation and previous empirical research, we predict 
that self-regulation will be another crucial personality fac-
tor to facilitate employee telecommuting, increasing their 
preferences towards working of-site. According to Beal 
et al.’s (2005) model, self-regulation at work is afected by 
three forces: regulatory resource, task attentional pull, and 
of-task attentional demands. The authors indicate that any 
strain from the environment is likely to have an impact on 
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regulatory processes. Similarly, of-task attentional demands 
can also drain one’s resources by taking resources away from 
the main task. Thus, individuals need to have a high level 
of self-regulation skills in order to successfully manage 
demanding environments. However, this is where the task 
attentional pull can help individuals with their demanding 
environments. Beal and colleagues argue that task atten-
tional pull can facilitate one’s functioning in demanding 
environments by helping individuals to focus on relevant and 
focal tasks, which will preserve their resources and mitigate 
the negative efects of strains coming from the environment. 
This way, we assume that self-regulation will play a positive 
role in employees’ telecommuting preferences. 

With this research, we contribute to the literature and 
practice in several ways. Theoretically, drawing on moti-
vational and personality research and theory, we provide 
further support to pertinent theories concerning the impli-
cations of our chosen constructs for telecommuting and 
job-related outcomes. Practically, our research provides 
manifold ramifcations for both, individuals and organiza-
tions, at large. For example, by predicting preferences for 
working from home or working on-site based on the per-
sonality and motivational characteristics of employees, we 
provide information that companies can utilize to leverage 
and maximize the efciency of their workforce. Using CASE 
variables, our profle analysis reveals the “type” of employee 
that would be most suited for telecommuting, especially in 
times of crisis and pandemics, such as COVID-19. In addi-
tion to telecommuting, our research contributes by investi-
gating the relationships between the profles revealed and 
important work-related outcomes (namely, work engage-
ment, job satisfaction, and perceived productivity). Thus, 
by combining the “best” types of profle(s), predicting their 
telecommuting preferences, and correlating the type with 
work-related outcomes, we provide data to both individuals 
and organizations at large on the relevant implications. On 
the one hand, individuals (i.e., employees) can learn about 
the personality- and motivational-characteristics that could 
predict telecommuting preferences, as well as better job 
performance. On the other hand, organizations can use this 
information to prepare their workforces to excel in times of 
crisis (i.e., such as COVID-19). 

Latent Profle Analysis 

Latent profle analysis is a probabilistic mixture modeling 
technique, used to identify a set of discrete latent classes of 
individuals by looking at their individual responses to a set 
of indicators (Tein et al., 2013). Thus, the main aim is to 
“identify types, or groups, of people that have diferent con-
fgural profles of personal and/or environmental attributes” 
(Spurk et al., 2020, p. 2). Studies have reported that, when 
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compared to traditional cluster analyses, probability-based 
mixture modeling is exceptionally efective for detecting 
latent taxonomies (e.g., Peel and McLachlan, 2000). Using 
a set of indicators, various numbers of profles (constel-
lations) are identifed and, based on research aim, can be 
linked to various antecedents and outcomes. As a person-
centered approach, LPA ofers a robust and holistic approach 
for investigating the interaction of the diferent motivational 
and personality factors (Morin & Wang, 2016). Gabriel et al. 
(2015) reported that, as opposed to variable-approaches 
(predicting outcomes separately and across people), the 
“person-centered approaches allow researchers to under-
stand how variables operate conjointly and within people to 
shape outcomes” (p. 865). Thus, diferences in profles that 
result from a person-centered approach can vary across vari-
ous profle indicators (i.e., ft indices), both quantitatively 
(i.e., level) and qualitatively (i.e., shape), facilitating the 
identifcation of the distinct profles of employees (Gabriel 
et al., 2015; Spurk et al., 2020). These variances provide 
powerful ways to gauge profles’ absolute and relative stand-
ing on the respective profle indictors (Gabriel et al., 2015; 
Charzyńska, 2020; Chawla et al., 2020). 

The Present Research 

Using the person-centered approach, in this two-study 
research we combined conscientiousness, autonomy, self-
regulation, and extraversion (abbreviated at CASE), to iden-
tify “X” number of profles. CASE variables were selected 
based on previous research (i.e., theoretically meaningful 
fndings for profle correlates) and their implications for 
various work-related outcomes (Morin et al., 2011). With 
an exploratory approach, identifying the number of profles 
was determined solely on the LPA criteria, using a set of 
variables (i.e., LPA indicators). Accounting for previous 
research fndings, reporting on the signifcance of each of the 
CASE constructs for employees, we expected these variables 
to yield robust profles. These profles were then investigated 
for their telecommuting preferences and examined in terms 
of their correlations with work engagement, job satisfaction, 
and perceived productivity. We expected that at least one 
profle would score high on all CASE variables. Similarly, 
we predicted that individuals in this profle would be will-
ing to telecommute more than other profles. In addition, we 
expected that this profle would be positively correlated with 
work engagement, job satisfaction, and perceived produc-
tivity. Furthermore, we estimated an indirect efect of pro-
fles on job satisfaction, and perceived productivity through 
work engagement. This hypothesis is in line with previous 
research reporting on benefts of work engagement for job 
satisfaction, and perceived productivity (Jurek & Besta, 
2019; Kašpárková et al., 2018). 
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Our research is pre-registered and can be found on the 
Open Science Framework (OSF). To access the pre-regis-
trations, please follow these links (Study 1: https://osf.io/ 
3a25w/ and Study 2: https://osf.io/q4732/). 

Study 1 

Methods 

Participants 

We relied on previous research when determining sample 
size (Bouckenooghe and Raja, 2019) and collected data 
from 245 participants. Among the participants, 15 did not 
have a full-time job and 24 flled out only demographic vari-
ables. Therefore, they were excluded from further analyses. 
Furthermore, we excluded 7 outliers, who reported only 
extremely high or low on means of variables used to com-
pute latent profles. The fnal study was composed of 199 
respondents (77 females). Age ranged from 18 to 65, with 
60% of the participants being at the age ranges between 25 
to 34. In addition, 51.26% of participants reported having 
a masters’ degree followed by 24.12% reporting having a 
university degree. Moreover, 61.81% of respondents were 
married and 34.67% single. Most of the participants reported 
having no children (41.71%), one child (29.65%), or two 
children (25.13%). Finally, respondents were living alone 
(30.65%), with parents/siblings (35.18%), or in a shared fat 
(31.66%). 

Measures 

Self-Regulation Self-regulation was measured using the 
self-regulation subscale of the short version of the Volitional 
Components Inventory by Kuhl and Fuhrmann (2004). The 
subscale includes 12 items and participants are asked to 
rate the extent to which each item applies to them using a 
4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 4 
(Completely). A sample item is “I feel that most of the time I 
really want to do the things I do”. Cronbach’s alpha was .87. 

Conscientiousness and Extraversion Conscientiousness and 
extraversion were measured using 10-item version of the Big 
Five Inventory (Rammstedt & John, 2007), using 2 items for 
each. Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which 
each item describes their personality on a 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly 
agree). Sample items for conscientiousness and extraversion 
are “… does a thorough job” and “… is outgoing, sociable” 
respectively. The scale showed good psychometric proper-
ties (Rammstedt & John, 2007). 

Current Psychology (2023) 42:8680–8695 

Need for Autonomy Need for autonomy was measured using 
seven items from Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction 
Short Scale (BNSG-S; Johnston & Finney, 2010). Partici-
pants were asked to indicate how true or untrue each item 
is for them using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 
1 (Not at all true) to 7 (Very true). A sample item is “I feel 
like I am free to decide for myself how to live my life”. 
Cronbach’s alpha was .67. 

Job Satisfaction The Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS; Spec-
tor, 1997) was used to measure job satisfaction. Participants 
were asked to indicate how satisfed they feel about diferent 
aspects of their job based on 13 items. These items target 
diferent aspects like salary, the chance of promotion, recog-
nition, and working environment, which are likely to exert 
an infuence on an individual’s levels of job satisfaction. A 
sample item is “I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the 
work I do”. Participants are asked to indicate to what extent 
they agree or disagree with each item on a scale from 1 
(Disagree very much) to 6 (Agree very much). Cronbach’s 
alpha was .83. 

Work Engagement Work engagement was measured using 
the 18-item Job Engagement Scale (JES; Rich et al., 2010). 
Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they 
agree or disagree with each item using a 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly 
agree). A sample item includes “I work with intensity on my 
job”. Cronbach’s alpha was .92. 

Perceived Productivity Perceived productivity was meas-
ured using a question we generated. Participants were asked 
to indicate the extent to which they felt productive or unpro-
ductive when thinking about their work for the past week 
using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Completely 
unproductive) to 7 (Completely productive). 

Telecommuting Preference Telecommuting preference was 
measured using a question we generated. Participants were 
asked for their preference of working from home (1) or on-
site (0), everything else being equal (i.e., salary, benefts, 
position, etc.). 

Statistical Analyses 

Latent Profle Analyses Using standardized mean values 
from variables and maximum likelihood estimator (MLR), 
a latent profle analysis with the tidyLPA R package (Rosen-
berg et al., 2018) was carried out to identify the best profle 
solution, freely estimating one to eight profles in terms of 
means and variances. The optimal number of profles was 
chosen based on the statistical adequacy of the solution, as 
well as ft indices (Nylund et al., 2007). Akaike Information 
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Criterion (AIC), the Bayesian information criterion (BIC), 
the sample-adjusted BIC (ABIC), and the Bootstrap Likeli-
hood Ratio Test (BLRT) were used to decide the fnal profle 
solutions. Lower values on the AIC, BIC, and ABIC suggest 
better-ftting solutions (Ram & Grimm, 2009), with signif-
cant BLRT values. 

Logistic Regression Logistic regression was run to predict 
the telecommuting preferences of individuals based on their 
profle membership. In this analysis, telecommuting prefer-
ence (0 = work on-site; 1 = work from home) was used as 
an outcome variable, profles as predictors and the telecom-
mutability of job, marital status, number of children, gender, 
education completed, and living status as control variables. 

Mediation Analyses Two mediation analyses were run to test 
the hypotheses that work engagement mediates the relation-
ship between profles, job satisfaction, and perceived pro-
ductivity. In these analyses, profles were used as predic-
tors, work engagement as a mediator, and job satisfaction 
and perceived productivity as outcome variables. To test 
the proposed mediation hypotheses, we used Preacher and 
Hayes' (2008) bootstrapping approach with a total of 5000 
resamples and 95% confdence intervals. In these analyses, 
we set profle 1 as the reference category. The analyses were 
conducted using SPSS PROCESS tool (Hayes, 2020). 

Results 

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in 
Table 1 in supplementary materials. 

Number of Profles (Pre-Registered, Confrmatory) 

A three-profle solution was decided based on ft indices 
(see Table 1). As shown in Fig. 1, profle 1 (26.13%) dis-
played high scores on conscientiousness and autonomy, and 
medium-high on extraversion and self-regulation. Profle 2 
(11.06%) showed medium-high on conscientiousness and 
autonomy, low on extraversion, and medium-low on self-
regulation. Profle 3 (62.81%) demonstrated medium-low 
scores on self-regulation, conscientiousness, autonomy, and 
extraversion. 

Furthermore, we investigated the correlates of profles 
and compared the profles based on job telecommutability, 
perceived productivity, job satisfaction, and work engage-
ment. Pairwise comparisons did not yield any signifcant 
diference between profles in terms of job telecommutabil-
ity. For more information, see Table 2 in the supplementary 
materials. 

Logistic Regression (Pre-Registered, Confrmatory) 

The results of logistic regression showed that compared to 
individuals in profle 1 (high conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert, self-regulated), individuals in 
both profle 2 (medium-high conscientious, autonomous, 
and low extravert and medium-low self-regulated) and pro-
fle 3 (medium-low self-regulated, conscientious, autono-
mous, extravert) reported higher telecommuting prefer-
ences, b = 1.85, Wald χ2(1) = 7.03, p < .01, OR = 6.34 (95% 
CI [5.66, 7.11]) and b = 2.12, Wald χ2(1) = 18.80, p < .001, 
OR = 8.35 (95% CI [7.89, 8.83]). Complete results are pro-
vided in Table 3 in the supplementary materials. 

Table 1 Fit indices and number # of Profles LL AIC BIC SABIC BLRT(p) Entropy 
of profles for Study 1 and 
Study 2 Study 1 

1 −839.86 
2 −817.01 
3 −790.12 
4 −788.69 
Study 2 
1 −2151.44 
2 −2109.71 
3 −2068.22 
4 −2034.91 
5 −2010.02 
6 −1967.40 
7 −1967.71 

1707.72 1753.82 1709.47 – 1.00 
1672.03 1734.60 1674.41 0.01 0.86 
1628.23 1707.27 1631.24 0.01 0.90 
1635.38 1730.88 1639.01 0.75 0.73 

4330.88 4389.66 4345.22 – 1.00 
4257.42 4337.19 4276.88 0.01 0.79 
4184.44 4285.20 4209.03 0.01 0.87 
4127.81 4249.57 4157.52 0.01 0.86 
4088.04 4230.79 4122.87 0.01 0.69 
4012.80 4176.54 4052.76 0.01 0.88 
4023.43 4208.16 4068.50 0.99 0.80 

Notes:  Bold font indicates selected models. Study 1, n= 199; Study 2, n= 492. LL = log likelihood; 
AIC=Akaike information criteria; BIC =Bayesian information criteria; SABIC =sample-size adjusted 
BIC; BLRT = bootstrapped log-likelihood ratio test 

https://�1967.71
https://�1967.40
https://�2010.02
https://�2034.91
https://�2068.22
https://�2109.71
https://�2151.44
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Fig. 1 Characteristics of profles 
(Study 1). Indicators are stand-
ardized with a mean of 0 and 
standard deviation of 1. Error 
bars represent standard errors. 
Profle 1: high conscientious 
and autonomous, and medium-
high extravert and self-regu-
lated; Profle 2: medium-high 
conscientious and autonomous, 
and low extravert and medium-
low self-regulated; Profle 3: 
medium-low self-regulated, 
conscientious, autonomous, 
extravert 

Mediation Analyses (Pre-Registered, Confrmatory) 

The results demonstrated a signifcant relative total and indi-
rect efect (through work engagement) of profle 2 (medium-
high conscientious, autonomous, and low extravert, and 
medium-low self-regulated vs. profle 1, high conscientious, 
autonomous, and medium-high extravert, self-regulated), 
profle 3 (medium-low self-regulated, conscientious, auton-
omous, extravert vs. profle 1, high conscientious, autono-
mous, and medium-high extravert, self-regulated) on job 
satisfaction. Moreover, a signifcant relative total efect of 
profle 2 (medium-high conscientious, autonomous, and low 
extravert and medium-low self-regulated vs. profle 1, high 
conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high extravert, 
self-regulated) but not of profle 3 (medium-low self-reg-
ulated, conscientious, autonomous, extravert vs. profle 1, 
high conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high extra-
vert, self-regulated) and signifcant relative indirect efects 
(through work engagement) of profle 2 (medium-high con-
scientious, autonomous, and low extravert and medium-low 
self-regulated vs. profle 1, high conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert, self-regulated) and profle 3 
(medium-low self-regulated, conscientious, autonomous, 
extravert vs. profle 1, high conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert, self-regulated) on perceived produc-
tivity were reported. For more details, see Table 2. 

Study 2 

To validate the fndings of our Study 1, we conducted Study 
2. Our rationale was based on recent calls reporting larger 
samples resulting in higher accuracy when identifying the 

appropriate number of latent profles (Spurk et al., 2020). 
In their review research, Spurk et al. (2020) reported that “a 
minimum sample size of about 500 should lead to enough 
accuracy in identifying a correct number of latent profles” 
(p. 6). Thus, to validate our Study 1, we collected data in a 
second term using Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) and 
targeted a sample of over 500 participants. MTurk has been 
widely used in organizational research, reported to yield 
high-quality data, comparable to data collected in-person 
(Aguinis et al., 2021; Bennett et al., 2016; Buhrmester et al., 
2011). 

Methods 

Participants 

In this study, we collected data from 539 participants. 
Among these participants, 23 did not have a full-time job, 
6 filled out only demographic variables and thus were 
excluded from further analyses. Moreover, we excluded 19 
outliers, who reported only high or low means of variables 
used to compute latent profles. The fnal study consisted 
of 492 respondents (167 females). Age ranged from 18 to 
65, with more than 60% of the participants being at the age 
ranges between 25 to 34. Additionally, 35.37% of partici-
pants had a masters’ degree, followed by 31.10% with a uni-
versity degree. Furthermore, 62.60% of respondents were 
married and 31.50% single. In addition, most of the partici-
pants had no children (34.96%), one child (34.96%), or two 
children (22.97%). The majority lived alone (36.38%), with 
parents/siblings (40.85%), or in a shared fat (21.34%). 

Measures and statistical analyses were the same as 
in the Study 1. Cronbach’s alpha for self-regulation 
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Table 2 Relative direct, indirect Paths Work Engagement Job satisfaction Perceived Productivity 
and total efects of profles (and 
work engagement) on work Individual paths 
engagement, job satisfaction Profle 2 (vs. Profle 1) a=−0.33* c’ = −0.46** c’ = −0.86*and perceived productivity 

Profle 3 (vs. Profle 1) a = −0.37** c’ =−0.60** c’ = 0.05 
Work Engagement b= 0.34** b = 0.92** 
Relative indirect efect 
Profle 2 (vs. Profle 1) ab = −0.11, SE = 0.06, ab =−0.31, SE = 0.15, 

95% CI [−0.25, −0.01] 95% CI [−0.62, −0.02] 
Profle 3 (vs. Profle 1) ab = −0.12, SE = 0.04, ab =−0.34, SE = 0.09, 

95% CI [−0.21, −0.05] 95% CI [−0.52, −0.16] 
Relative total efect 
Profle 2 (vs. Profle 1) c= −0.57**, SE =0.16, c = −1.17, SE= 0.31, 

95% CI [−0.89, −0.26] 95% CI [−1.78, −0.56] 
Profle 3 (vs. Profle 1) c= −0.72, SE = 0.10, c = −0.29, SE= 0.20, 

95% CI [−0.93, −0.52] 95% CI [−0.69, 0.10] 

CI = Confdence Interval. a indicates the path from predictors to mediator, b indicates the path from media-
tor to outcome variable, c’ indicates the direct efect of predictor on outcome variable after controlling for 
the efect of mediator, ab indicates the indirect efect of predictor on outcome variable through mediator 
and c indicates the direct efect of predictor on outcome variable. Profle 1: high conscientiousness and 
autonomy, and medium-high extraversion and self-regulation; Profle  2: medium-high conscientiousness 
and autonomy, and low extraversion and medium-low self-regulation; Profle 3: medium-low self-regula-
tion, conscientiousness, autonomy, extraversion. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .001 

(α = .87), autonomy (α = .64), work engagement (α = .93), Number of Profles (Pre-Registered, Confrmatory) 
and job satisfaction (α = .80) were relatively similar to 
Study 1. Based on the ft indices presented in Table 1, a six-profle 

solution was optimal. However, as the lowest profle included 
less than 25 cases, we retained a solution with 5 profles 

Results (Spurk et al., 2020), As shown in Fig. 2, profle 1 (38.42%) 
scored medium-low on conscientiousness and autonomy, and 

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in medium-low on extraversion and self-regulation. Profle 2 
Table 4 in supplementary materials. (14.84%) scored high on extraversion, conscientiousness, 

and autonomy and medium-high on self-regulation. Profle 3 
(12.60%) scored high on conscientiousness and autonomy, 

Fig. 2 Characteristics of 
profles (Study 2). Indicators 
are standardized with a mean 
of 0 and standard deviation of 
1. Error bars represent standard 
errors. Profle 1: medium-low 
conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert, self-reg-
ulated; Profle 2: high extravert, 
conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high self-regulated; 
Profle 3: high conscientious, 
autonomous, medium-high 
self-regulated, and low extra-
vert; Profle 4: medium-high 
conscientious, and medium-
low self-regulated, autono-
mous, extravert; Profle 5: low 
conscientious, medium-low 
self-regulated, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert 
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medium-high on self-regulation, and low on extraversion. 
Profle 4 (21.34%) scored medium-high on conscientious-
ness, and medium-low on self-regulation, autonomy and 
extraversion. Finally, profle 5 (12.80%) scored low on con-
scientiousness, medium-low self-regulation and autonomy 
and medium-high extraversion. 

Furthermore, we investigated the correlates of profles 
and compared the profles based on telecommutability of 
jobs, perceived productivity, job satisfaction and work 
engagement. Pairwise comparisons yielded a signifcant 
diference between profles in terms of job telecommut-
ability. Specifcally, individuals in profle 1 (medium-low 
conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high extravert, 
self-regulated) rated their jobs to be signifcantly more tel-
ecommutable than those in profles 3 (high conscientious, 
autonomous, medium-high self-regulated, and low extra-
vert), 4 (medium-high conscientious, and medium-low self-
regulated, autonomous, extravert) and 5 (low conscientious, 
medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, and medium-high 
extravert). For more details, see Table 5 in the supplemen-
tary materials. 

Logistic Regression (Pre-Registered, Confrmatory) 

To examine diferences in profle membership, in terms of 
telecommuting preferences, we computed a logistic regres-
sion. Profle 2 (high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high self-regulated) was chosen as the reference 
category. The results showed that compared to individuals 
in profle 2 (high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high self-regulated), individuals in both profle 1 
(medium-low conscientious, autonomous, and medium-
high extravert, self-regulated; b = 1.18, Wald χ2(1) = 6.00, 
p < .05, OR = 3.26 (95% CI [3.00, 3.54]) and profle 5 (low 
conscientious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert; b= 1.44, Wald χ2(1)=9.20, p<.01, 
OR = 4.21 (95% CI [3.42, 5.17]), reported higher telecom-
muting preferences. However, individuals in profle 3 (high 
conscientious, autonomous, medium-high self-regulated, 
and low extravert) and profle 4 (medium-high conscientious, 
and medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, extravert) did 
not report higher telecommuting preferences compared to 
profle 2 (high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high self-regulated) b = 0.59, Wald χ2(1) = 1.80, 
p > .05, OR = 1.81 (95% CI [1.67, 1.96]), and b = 0.57, 
Wald χ2(1) = 2.20, p > .05, OR = 1.76 (95% CI [1.74, 1.79]) 
respectively. Complete results are provided in Table 6 in the 
supplementary materials. 

Mediation Analyses (Pre-Registered, Confrmatory) 

For the mediation analyses, we followed the same proce-
dure as in Study 1. We set the profle 2 (high extravert, 
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conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high self-regu-
lated) as the reference category. The analyses demonstrated 
a signifcant relative total and indirect efect of profle 1 
(medium-low conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high 
extravert, self-regulated; vs. profle 2, high extravert, con-
scientious, autonomous, and medium-high self-regulated), 
profile 4 (medium-high conscientious, and medium-low 
self-regulated, autonomous, extravert; vs. profle 2, high 
extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high 
self-regulated) and profle 5 (low conscientious, medium-
low self-regulated, autonomous, and medium-high extra-
vert vs. profle 2, high extravert, conscientious, autono-
mous, and medium-high self-regulated) on job satisfaction. 
Moreover, the analyses showed a signifcant relative total 
efect of profle 1 (medium-low conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert, self-regulated; vs. profle 2, 
high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and medium-
high self-regulated), profle 4 (medium-high conscientious, 
and medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, extravert; 
vs. profle 2, high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high self-regulated) and profle 5 (low con-
scientious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert vs. profle 2, high extravert, con-
scientious, autonomous, and medium-high self-regulated) 
on perceived productivity and a signifcant relative indirect 
efect of profle 1 (medium-low conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert, self-regulated vs. profle 2, high 
extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high 
self-regulated), profle 3 (high conscientious, autonomous, 
medium-high self-regulated, and low extravert; vs. profle 2, 
high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and medium-
high self-regulated), profle 4 (medium-high conscientious, 
and medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, extravert vs. 
profle 2, high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high self-regulated) and profle 5 (low conscien-
tious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, and medium-
high extravert vs. profle 2, high extravert, conscientious, 
autonomous, and medium-high self-regulated) on perceived 
productivity. Results are summarized in Table 3. 

General Discussion 

With this two-study research, we aimed at investigating 
the preferences of employees for telecommuting. By col-
lecting data during the frst wave of COVID-19, we add to 
the wealth of research during the crisis. To investigate tel-
ecommuting preferences, we used various motivational (i.e., 
autonomy and self-regulation) and personality (i.e., consci-
entiousness and extraversion) constructs to create employee 
profles. Furthermore, we examined work-related correlates 
of profles, namely work engagement, job satisfaction, and 
perceived productivity. 

https://�2(1)=9.20
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Table 3 Relative direct, indirect Paths Work Engagement Job satisfaction Perceived Productivity 
and total efects of profles (and 
work engagement) on work Individual paths 
engagement, job satisfaction Profle 1 (vs. Profle 2) and perceived productivity 

Profle 3 (vs. Profle 2) 
Profle 4 (vs. Profle 2) 
Profle 5 (vs. Profle 2) 
Work Engagement 
Relative indirect efect 
Profle 1 (vs. Profle 2) 

Profle 3 (vs. Profle 2) 

Profle 4 (vs. Profle 2) 

Profle 5 (vs. Profle 2) 

Relative total efect 
Profle 1 (vs. Profle 2) 

Profle 3 (vs. Profle 2) 

Profle 4 (vs. Profle 2) 

Profle 5 (vs. Profle 2) 

a= −0.22* 
a = −0.10 
a = −0.42** 
a = −0.73** 

c’ = −0.73** c’ = 0.35* 
c’ = 0.14 c’ = −0.01 
c’ = −0.62** c’ = −0.05 
c’= −0.47** c’ =−0.23 
b = 0.32** b= 0.78** 

ab = −0.07, SE = 0.03, ab = −0.17, SE = 0.06, 
95% CI [−0.13, −0.02] 95% CI [−0.30, −0.06] 
ab = −0.03, SE = 0.03, ab = −0.08, SE = 0.08, 
95% CI [−0.10, 0.03] 95% CI [−0.24, −0.07] 
ab = −0.14, SE = 0.04, ab = −0.33, SE = 0.08, 
95% CI [−0.22, −0.07] 95% CI [−0.49, −0.19] 
ab = −0.23, SE = 0.06, ab = −0.57, SE = 0.11, 
95% CI [−0.35, −0.14] 95% CI [−0.80, −0.37] 

c = −0.80**, SE = 0.09, c = 0.18, SE = 0.18, 
95% CI [−0.97, −0.62] 95% CI [−0.08, 0.45] 
c = 0.11, SE = 0.11, c = −0.08, SE = 0.17, 
95% CI [−0.10, 0.33] 95% CI [−0.41, 0.25] 
c = −0.76**, SE = 0.10, c = −0.38*, SE = 0.15, 
95% CI [−0.95, −0.57] 95% CI [−0.67, −0.09] 
c = −0.71**, SE = 0.11, c = −0.80**, SE = 0.17, 
95% CI [−0.92, −0.49] 95% CI [−1.13, −0.47] 

CI = Confdence Interval. a indicates the path from predictors to mediator, b indicates the path from media-
tor to outcome variable, c’ indicates the direct efect of predictor on outcome variable after controlling for 
the efect of mediator, ab indicates the indirect efect of predictor on outcome variable through mediator 
and c indicates the direct efect of predictor on outcome variable. Profle  1: medium-low conscientious, 
autonomous, and medium-high extravert, self-regulated; Profle 2: high extravert, conscientious, autono-
mous, and medium-high self-regulated; Profle 3: high conscientious, autonomous, medium-high self-reg-
ulated and low extravert; Profle  4: medium-high conscientious and medium-low self-regulated, autono-
mous, extravert; Profle 5: low conscientious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, and medium-high 
extravert. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .001 

In Study 1, our fndings revealed three profles. One pro-
fle scored high on all four CASE variables. Contrary to our 
expectations, profle 1 (high conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert, self-regulated) showed lower tele-
commuting preferences, compared to profle 2 (medium-high 
conscientious, autonomous, and low extravert and medium-
low self-regulated) and 3 (medium-low self-regulated, con-
scientious, autonomous, extravert). However, in line with 
our expectations, profle 1 (high conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert, self-regulated) reported high 
work engagement, job satisfaction, and perceived produc-
tivity, compared to other profles. This fnding is in line with 
previous research demonstrating the positive relationships 
between CASE variables and work engagement, job satis-
faction, and perceived productivity (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 
1991; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008). Furthermore, media-
tion analyses revealed a signifcant relative indirect efect of 
profle 2 (medium-high conscientious, autonomous, and low 
extravert and medium-low self-regulated vs. profle 1, high 

conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high extravert, 
self-regulated) and profle 3 (medium-low self-regulated, 
conscientious, autonomous, extravert vs. profle 1, high 
conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high extravert, 
self-regulated) on both job satisfaction and perceived pro-
ductivity through work engagement (see Table 2). Account-
ing for previous research and given the scores of profle 2 
(medium-high conscientious, autonomous, and low extravert 
and medium-low self-regulated) and profle 3 (medium-low 
self-regulated, conscientious, autonomous, extravert) on all 
four CASE constructs, these results were expected (Barsness 
et al., 2005; Blickle et al., 2015). 

In Study 2, which we used as a validation of the Study 1 
fndings, results revealed two more profles. Three profles 
were relatively similar to Study 1 in terms of their values 
in the CASE variables. Similar to Study 1, profle 2 (high 
extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high self-
regulated) demonstrated lower telecommuting preferences 
than profle 1 (medium-low conscientious, autonomous, and 
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medium-high extravert, self-regulated) and profle 5 (low 
conscientious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert), but not diferent from pro-
fle 3 (high conscientious, autonomous, medium-high self-
regulated, and low extravert) and profle 4 (medium-high 
conscientious, and medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, 
extravert). Furthermore, similar to the fndings in Study 1, 
profle 2 (high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high self-regulated) reported higher work engage-
ment, job satisfaction, and perceived productivity, compared 
to profle 1 (medium-low conscientious, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert, self-regulated), profle 4 (medium-
high conscientious, and medium-low self-regulated, 
autonomous, extravert), and profle 5 (low conscientious, 
medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, and medium-
high extravert). Analogous to Study 1, mediation analyses 
revealed a signifcant relative indirect efect of profle 1 
(medium-low conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high 
extravert, self-regulated vs. profle 2), profle 4 (medium-
high conscientious, and medium-low self-regulated, autono-
mous, extravert vs. profle 2, high extravert, conscientious, 
autonomous, and medium-high self-regulated) and profle 5 
(low conscientious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert vs. profle 2, high extravert, con-
scientious, autonomous, and medium-high self-regulated) 
on both job satisfaction and perceived productivity through 
work engagement. However, profle 3 (high conscientious, 
autonomous, medium-high self-regulated, and low extravert) 
and profle 2 (high extravert, conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high self-regulated) did not difer on job satis-
faction but was signifcantly related to perceived productiv-
ity through work engagement. See Table 3 for more details. 
Similar to the fndings in Study 1, the results of Study 2 are 
also in line with previous research showing the benefts of 
individuals who score high on CASE variables in relation to 
work engagement, job satisfaction, and perceived productiv-
ity (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Morgeson & Humphrey, 
2008). 

Overall, our fndings might imply that individuals who 
vary among CASE variables (high and low) might indeed 
beneft from a telecommuting context. In line with previ-
ous research (Chang et al., 2020; Leslie et al., 2012), this 
might also reveal implications with employees’ work-related 
outcomes, such as work engagement or job satisfaction. 
Because telecommuting is reported to challenge employ-
ees’ regular work schedules, providing employees (i.e., 
those scoring high and low in CASE variables) with ways 
of enhancing their personality and motivational traits, might 
indeed be benefcial in improving their work engagement 
and productivity, as well as job satisfaction. According to 
the JD-R-model (Demerouti et al., 2001), a balance between 
job demands and resources, is an efective way to mitigate 
the negative infuences of various work-related strains. Thus, 
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it might be important for organizations to reduce demands 
yielded by telecommuting through the provision of a sup-
portive environment, such as through continuous feedback 
(Timms et al., 2015) or facilitating the transition between 
an ofce and home environment (Galanti et al., 2021). For 
example, because extraverts are more sociable and talkative 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992), it might be important that organi-
zations provide more feedback to this type of employee, 
which would lessen the negative efects of isolation brought 
by telecommuting. However, this might not be the case for 
autonomous employees, due to their preferences for more 
independent and less supervised work conditions (Konradt 
et al., 2003). However, for individuals who scored high on 
all CASE variables, telecommuting might not be a “frst-
choice” preference. Nevertheless, the fact that these profles 
(both for Study 1 and 2) reported higher work engagement, 
job satisfaction, and perceived productivity, might signify 
that, when they are faced with difcult choices at work (such 
as telecommuting), they might produce better work results, 
benefcial for both, individuals and organizations, at large. 
Our fndings are in line with previous research reporting 
that CASE variables, such as job autonomy (e.g., Konradt 
et al., 2003) and conscientiousness (e.g., Haines et al., 2002) 
are associated with positive telecommuting attitudes. Thus, 
in accordance with the organizational ft theory (Judge & 
Cable, 1997; Ryan & Kristof-Brown, 2003), our fndings 
imply that organizations might support employees’ adap-
tation to new environments (i.e., working from home) by 
providing support based on the “type” of the motivational 
and personality traits. For instance, accounting that consci-
entious employees are more organized and self-disciplined 
(McCrae & Costa, 2003), our fndings signify that this type 
(scoring high on both studies) might indeed prefer fewer 
interactions and more autonomy for better work-related out-
comes, such as work engagement and job productivity, as 
well as job satisfaction. Hence, for such personality types, 
this form of communication and interaction might yield 
better outcomes in a telecommuting environment. Similar 
implications can be drawn with individuals with a high level 
of self-regulation (Beal et al., 2005) and job autonomy (Ryan 
& Deci, 2000). According to the Beal et al.’ (2005) model 
of self-regulation, balancing between task and off-task 
demands, might yield benefts for employees with high self-
regulatory mechanisms. Therefore, since individuals who 
scored high on this trait, also reported higher work engage-
ment, job productivity, and job satisfaction in our research, 
might be of crucial importance that organizations pay atten-
tion to the demands placed on these types of employees by 
reducing the load of “unnecessary” tasks and focus on the 
provision of tasks and support (i.e., feedback) that would 
facilitate their growth in a telecommuting environment. 

To our knowledge, our research is the frst of its kind to 
study telecommuting preferences by using CASE variables, 
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through latent profle analysis, especially during a pandemic 
context. Previous studies have mainly used variable-centered 
approaches. We, however, used a person-centered approach, 
which is reported to provide a stronger and more in-depth 
approach for investigating the interaction of the diferent 
motivational and personality factors (Morin & Wang, 2016), 
“allowing researchers to understand how variables operate 
conjointly and within people to shape outcomes” (Gabriel 
et al., 2015, p. 865). Furthermore, similar to our study, there 
is a large body of research currently reporting on the impli-
cations that various motivational and psychological con-
structs have on telecommuting preferences and work-related 
outcomes. For example, current studies reported that factors 
such as work motivation (e.g., Mahmoud et al., 2020) or per-
ceived organizational support and psychological safety (e.g., 
Lee, 2021) and similar variables are also important to con-
sider for employees’ telecommuting preferences and work 
outcomes. Nevertheless, these studies have mostly employed 
a variable-centered approach. Our research adds to that by 
investigating work-related outcomes by person-centered 
approaches using other motivational and personality factors. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications, Limitations, 
and Future Research 

Implications of our fndings are manifold. Theoretically, 
our fndings reveal that accounting for the importance of 
the CASE variables for telecommuting preferences in this 
research, theories such as Big Five (Allport & Odbert, 1936) 
or Self-Determination (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985), might 
consider the importance of variations in scores among 
individuals. For example, SDT has long reported on the 
importance of autonomy as a crucial factor for one’s need 
to feel competent and related to others. Thus, the related-
ness facet might interfere with employees’ performance in 
a telecommuting context, which in turn will infuence their 
preferences and attitudes towards this form of work (Deci 
& Vansteenkiste, 2004). Nevertheless, this was not fully the 
case with our fndings. Although telecommuting preferences 
did vary among profles, there was a diferent result with 
work-related outcomes. For instance, in Study 2, the logis-
tic regression analysis revealed that profle 1 (medium-low 
conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high extravert, 
self-regulated) and profle 5 (low conscientious, medium-
low self-regulated, autonomous, and medium-high extravert) 
demonstrated the highest preferences towards telecommut-
ing preferences. As shown, both of these profles scored 
medium-low in the key facet of the SDT, namely autonomy. 
Alluding to SDT claims (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & 
Deci, 2000), one would expect a diferent result, because 
fndings from the SDT have asserted that high autonomous 
individuals might beneft from this feature in challenging 
environments. Thus, we expected that individuals reporting 
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low autonomy would show a lower tendency on their tel-
ecommuting preferences. However, one crucial claim of 
the SDT is that individuals might beneft from challenging 
environments only when they ofer room for individuals to 
feel “competent, related, and autonomous” (Ryan & Deci, 
2000, p. 74). Therefore, it might be that individuals in these 
profles reported high telecommuting preferences because 
of their supportive environment. This claim is in line with 
current research fndings. For example, Lee (2021) reported 
that, among others, one’s perceived organizational support 
(i.e., organizations care for employees’ well-being and con-
tributions) plays an important role for employees’ psycho-
logical safety and well-being during a health crisis. These 
fndings indicate that, similar to SDT claims, a supportive 
climate in organizations, can be benefcial for employees’ 
telecommuting preferences. In these similar assertions might 
the interpretation of our further fndings, where, contrary 
to profles above, profle 2 (high extravert, conscientious, 
autonomous, and medium-high self-regulated) and profle 3 
(high conscientious, autonomous, medium-high self-regu-
lated, and low extravert), in Study 2, showed low prefer-
ences towards telecommuting. In other words, employees’ 
level of autonomy might be insignifcant in relations to 
employees’ telecommuting preferences (as well as benefts), 
if organizations provide no support. Thus, our fndings add 
to the important claims that theories such as the SDT assert 
and the importance that a supportive environment might 
play for employees’ functioning in a health crisis and chal-
lenging environments such as COVID-19. Nevertheless, as 
our results revealed, these telecommuting preferences do 
not necessarily translate into better work-related outcomes, 
where profle 1 (medium-low conscientious, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert, self-regulated) and 5 (low con-
scientious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, and 
medium-high extravert), despite their high preferences for 
working from home, reported lower work-engagement, job 
satisfaction, and perceived productivity when doing so. 

Practically, our findings offer many implications. On 
the one hand, our findings imply that individuals do 
not need to score high on all four CASE variables for 
a “best” type of employee profile, which would predict 
their preferences towards telecommuting. For instance, 
in our Study 2, profile 2 (high extravert, conscientious, 
autonomous, and medium-high self-regulated), showed 
lower telecommuting preferences, compared to profile 1 
(medium-low conscientious, autonomous, and medium-
high extravert, self-regulated) and profile 5 (low con-
scientious, medium-low self-regulated, autonomous, 
and medium-high extravert). Because in profile 2 (high 
extravert, conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high 
self-regulated) individuals reported to be high on extra-
version, this might be one factor interfering with their 
telecommuting preferences. These results are also in 
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line with previous research, theories, and findings. For 
example, extraverts are sociable and talkative (Barrick 
& Mount, 1991), and prefer an environment with social 
interactions, and therefore might suffer from crisis and 
environment with reduced social interactions. Previous 
research has shown that, although these individuals can 
benefit from telecommuting, here also, the environment 
plays a significant role. (e.g., Clark et al., 2012). Accord-
ing to Clark and colleagues, for extraverts to benefit 
from telecommuting, the environment should be enough 
stimulating and offer the possibility for interaction with 
their relatives. Therefore, our results might imply that 
individuals in this profile might have “suffered” from a 
poor environment, which in turn could have influenced 
their attitudes towards telecommuting. Thus, individuals 
should also consider the importance of these variations 
in the light of positive factors facilitating their work (i.e., 
telecommuting preferences) during challenging times 
such as COVID-19. On the other hand, our findings also 
draw implications for companies at large. Given the chal-
lenges that companies faced with their workforces during 
COVID-19, our findings might suggest that for compa-
nies to adapt to such situations (i.e., through telecom-
muting), they do not necessarily need to have the “ideal” 
employee (i.e., low in some features and high on others) 
or train them to be one. In contrast, our findings revealed 
that telecommuting can be both beneficial and a possible 
hindrance. For employees scoring high on all four CASE 
variables, telecommuting might be a hindrance. However, 
for the same individuals, it improves work-related out-
comes. Furthermore, for employees scoring low on CASE 
variables, telecommuting might be beneficial. However, 
this does not guarantee the quality of their work perfor-
mance, as revealed by our findings. Thus, organizations 
must act as facilitators during challenging times, such 
as health crises, and provide flexibility to their employ-
ees during their adjustments. While organizations might 
assume that employees high on autonomy (i.e., profile 2 
in our Study 2, high extravert, conscientious, autono-
mous, and medium-high self-regulated) can adapt to 
changes and fit to new environments (such as moving 
from an on-site environment to an off-site setting), this 
might not always be the case. As our study revealed, this 
profile (which scored high on autonomy) showed low 
preferences towards telecommuting. However, although 
this kind of transition might be difficult for these kinds of 
profiles, they might benefit in relation to work-outcomes 
(where this profile expressed high work engagement, 
job satisfaction, and perceived productivity). Therefore, 
organizations should be supportive and provide room for 
flexibility, based on employee needs and other relevant 
motivational- and personality-characteristic. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Our study has some limitations. First and foremost, our 
fndings are purely correlational. Therefore, results cannot 
be interpreted as causal claims. Future longitudinal studies 
might add to the validation of this research. Secondly, data 
collection occurred during COVID-19,therefore this setting 
of our research needs to be accounted for whenever our fnd-
ings are to be generalized. Future research (i.e., longitudinal 
research) might look at the implications that various contexts 
(i.e., during- and post-pandemic crisis) might yield for both 
LPA, as well as the currently used correlates (i.e., telecom-
muting preferences and work-related outcomes). Finally, we 
adhered to the recommendations of previous research when 
deciding on the sample of our Study 2 (e.g., Spurk et al., 
2020). Thus, to further confrm and strengthen our fndings, 
future research should employ a similarly large sample size. 
Similarly, future research should consider employing further 
variables in testing out conjectures. For example, it would be 
important to consider whether a supportive environment (as 
reported by SDT and other research) would have an impact 
on the telecommuting preferences of profle 2 (high extra-
vert, conscientious, autonomous, and medium-high self-
regulated) and profle 3 (high conscientious, autonomous, 
medium-high self-regulated, and low extravert) in our Study 
2. 

Conclusion 

In this two-study research, we adopted an intra-individual, 
person-centered approach, and investigated the telecommut-
ing preferences of employees during COVID-19. In both of 
our studies, fndings revealed a diferent number of profles 
(3 profles in Study 1; 5 profles in Study 2). Furthermore, 
telecommuting preferences of employees varied across pro-
fles. Specifcally, profles that scored high on all CASE vari-
ables, reported low telecommuting preferences, compared 
to profles that scored low. However, these profles reported 
higher work-related outcomes, compared to profles that var-
ied in their scores (i.e., high and low). Our research provides 
insights into the ramifcations that various personality and 
motivational traits of employees play for their telecommut-
ing preferences and work outcomes. 

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02496-8. 

Author’s Contributions All three authors (Cafer Bakaç, Jetmir Zyberaj,
and James C. Barela) contributed to the study conception and design.
Material preparation and data collection were performed by Cafer
Bakaç. Data analysis was performed by Cafer Bakaç and Jetmir
Zyberaj. The frst draft of the manuscript was written by Cafer Bakaç 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02496-8


1 3

Current Psychology (2023) 42:8680–8695 8693 

and Jetmir Zyberaj and all authors commented on previous versions of
the manuscript. All authors read and approved the fnal manuscript. 

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt 
DEAL. This research did not receive any specifc grant from funding
agencies in the public, commercial, or not-for-proft sectors. 

Data Availability All materials and data are publicly accessible at
https://osf.io/3a25w/ (for Study 1) and https://osf.io/q4732/ (for Study 
2). 

Code Availability Codes for data analyses are publicly accessible at 
https://osf.io/3a25w/ (for Study 1) and https://osf.io/q4732/ (for Study 
2). 

Declarations 

Conflict of Interest The authors declare that no confict of interest have 
been identifed at the time of publication. 

Ethical Approval This study was conducted in accordance with the
1964 Declaration of Helsinki and its later addenda as well as with the 
ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research commit-
tee. 

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all individual 
participants included in the studies. 

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. 

References 

Aguinis, H., Villamor, I., & Ramani, R. S. (2021). MTurk research:
Review and recommendations. Journal of Management, 47(4),
823–837. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320969787

Allen, T. D., Golden, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. (2015). How efective
is telecommuting? Assessing the status of our scientifc fndings.
Psychological Science in the Public Interest: A Journal of the 
American Psychological Society, 16(2), 40–68. https://doi.org/10. 
1177/1529100615593273

Allen, T. D., Johnson, R. C., Kiburz, K. M., & Shockley, K. M. (2013).
Work–family confict and fexible work arrangements: Decon-
structing flexibility. Personnel Psychology, 66(2), 345–376. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12012

Allport, G. W., & Odbert, H. S. (1936). Trait-names: A psycho-lexical 
study. Psychological Monographs, 47(1), 1–171. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/h0093360

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big fve personality
dimensions and job performance: A meta-analysis. Personnel 

Psychology, 44(1), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570. 
1991.tb00688.x 

Barsness, Z. I., Diekmann, K. A., & Seidel, M.-D. L. (2005). Moti-
vation and opportunity: The role of remote work, demographic
dissimilarity, and social network centrality in impression manage-
ment. Academy of Management Journal, 48(3), 401–419. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.17407906

Baltes, B. B., Briggs, T. E., Huf, J. W., Wright, J. A., & Neuman,
G. A. (1999). Flexible and compressed workweek schedules: A 
meta-analysis of their efects on work-related criteria. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 84(4), 496–513. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
0021-9010.84.4.496 

Beal, D. J., Weiss, H. M., Barros, E., & MacDermid, S. M. (2005). An
episodic process model of afective infuences on performance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 1054–1068. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1054

Bennett, A. A., Gabriel, A. S., Calderwood, C., Dahling, J. J., &
Trougakos, J. P. (2016). Better together? Examining profles of
employee recovery experiences. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 101(12), 1635–1654. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000157 

Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. Wiley.
Boswell, W. R., & Olson-Buchanan, J. B. (2007). The use of com-

munication technologies after hours: The role of work attitudes
and work-life confict. Journal of Management, 33(4), 592–610.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307302552

Bouckenooghe, D., Clercq, D. de, & Raja, U. (2019). A person-cen-
tered, latent profle analysis of psychological capital. Australian 
Journal of Management, 44(1), 91–108. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
031289621877515. 

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s
mechanical Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality
data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3–5. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980

Blickle, G., Meurs, J. A., Wihler, A., Ewen, C., Merkl, R., & Miss-
feld, T. (2015). Extraversion and job performance: How con-
text relevance and bandwidth specifcity create a non-linear,
positive, and asymptotic relationship. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 87, 80–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.12.009

Charzyńska, E. (2020). It does matter who we are grateful to: A
latent profle analysis. Current Psychology, 39(1), 1–12. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00361-3

Chang, Y., Chien, C.-R., & Shen, L.-F. (2020). Telecommuting
during the coronavirus pandemic: Future time orientation as a
mediator between proactive coping and perceived work produc-
tivity in two cultural samples. Personality and Individual Dif-
ferences, 110508. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110508

Chawla, N., MacGowan, R. L., Gabriel, A. S., & Podsakof, N. 
P. (2020). Unplugging or staying connected? Examining the 
nature, antecedents, and consequences of profles of daily recov-
ery experiences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(1), 19–39.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000423

Cooper, C. D., & Kurland, N. B. (2002). Telecommuting, profes-
sional isolation, and employee development in public and pri-
vate organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(4),
511–532. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.145

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). The fve-factor model of per-
sonality and its relevance to personality disorders. Journal of 
Personality Disorders, 6(4), 343–359. https://doi.org/10.1521/ 
pedi.1992.6.4.343

Clark, L., Karau, S., & Michalisin, M. D. (2012). Telecommuting
attitudes and the 'Big Five' personality dimensions. Journal of 
Management Policy and Practice, 13, 31–46. 

Daft, R. L., & Lengel, R. H. (1986). Organizational information
requirements, media richness and structural design. Management 
Science, 32(5), 554–571. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.32.5.554 

https://osf.io/3a25w/
https://osf.io/q4732/
https://osf.io/3a25w/
https://osf.io/q4732/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320969787
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100615593273
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100615593273
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12012
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093360
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093360
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.17407906
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.17407906
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.496
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.496
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1054
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1054
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000157
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307302552
https://doi.org/10.1177/031289621877515
https://doi.org/10.1177/031289621877515
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00361-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00361-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110508
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000423
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.145
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi.1992.6.4.343
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi.1992.6.4.343
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.32.5.554


1 3

8694 Current Psychology (2023) 42:8680–8695 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-deter-
mination in human behavior. Plenum. 

Deci, E. L., & Vansteenkiste, M. (2004). Self-determination theory
and basic need satisfaction: Understanding human development in
positive psychology. Ricerche di Psicologia, 27(1), 23–40.

Dubrin, A. J. (1991). Comparison of the job satisfaction and productiv-
ity of telecommuters versus in-house employees: A research note
on work in progress. Psychological Reports, 68(3), 1223–1234.
https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.68.4.1223-1234

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. 
(2001). The job demands-resources model of burnout. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499–512. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
0021-9010.86.3.499 

Feng, Z., & Savani, K. (2020). Covid-19 created a gender gap in
perceived work productivity and job satisfaction: Implications
for dual-career parents working from home. Gender in Manage-
ment: An International Journal, 35(7/8), 719–736. https://doi.
org/10.1108/GM-07-2020-0202

Fonner, K. L., & Rolof, M. E. (2010). Why teleworkers are more
satisfed with their jobs than are ofce-based workers: When
less contact is benefcial. Journal of Applied Communication 
Research, 38(4), 336–361. https://doi.org/10.1080/00909882. 
2010.513998 

Gabriel, A. S., Daniels, M. A., Diefendorf, J. M., & Greguras, G. J.
(2015). Emotional labor actors: A latent profle analysis of emo-
tional labor strategies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(3),
863–879. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037408

Gajendran, R. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad,
and the unknown about telecommuting: Meta-analysis of psy-
chological mediators and individual consequences. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 92(6), 1524–1541. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
0021-9010.92.6.1524 

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources and confict
between work and family roles. The Academy of Management 
Review, 10(1), 76–88. https://doi.org/10.2307/258214

Galanti, T., Guidetti, G., Mazzei, E., Zappalà, S., & Toscano, F. (2021).
Work from home during the covid-19 outbreak: The impact on
employees' remote work productivity, engagement, and stress.
Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 63(7),
e426–e432. https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000002236

Golden, T. D., & Veiga, J. F. (2005). The impact of extent of tele-
commuting on job satisfaction: Resolving inconsistent fndings.
Journal of Management, 31(2), 301–318. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0149206304271768 

Göllner, R., Damian, R. I., Rose, N., Spengler, M., Trautwein, U., 
Nagengast, B., & Roberts, B. W. (2017). Is doing your home-
work associated with becoming more conscientious? Journal of 
Research in Personality, 71, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp. 
2017.08.007 

Harrison, D. A., Johns, G., & Martocchio, J. J. (2000). Changes in tech-
nology, teamwork, and diversity: New directions for a new century
of absenteeism research. In G. Ferris (Ed.), Research in personnel 
and human resources management (pp. 43–91). JAI Press.

Haddon, L., & Lewis, A. (1994). The experience of teleworking: An
annotated review. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 5(1), 193–223. https://doi.org/10.1080/0958519940 
0000010 

Hayes, A. F. (2020, June 10). PROCESS: A versatile computational 
tool for observed variable mediation, moderation, and conditional 
process modeling [white paper]. Afhayes. http://www.afhayes. 
com/public/process2012.pdf

Haines III, V. Y., St-Onge, S., & Archambault, M. (2002). Environmen-
tal and person antecedents of telecommuting outcomes. Journal of 
Organizational and End User Computing, 14(3), 32–50. https://
doi.org/10.4018/joeuc.2002070103 

Higa, K., Sheng, O. R. L., Shin, B., & Figueredo, A. J. (2000). Under-
standing relationships among teleworkers' e-mail usage, e-mail
richness perceptions, and e-mail productivity perceptions under
a software engineering environment. IEEE Transactions on Engi-
neering Management, 47(2), 163–173. https://doi.org/10.1109/17. 
846784 

Huyghebaert-Zouaghi, T., Morin, A. J.S., Forest, J., Fouquereau, E.,
& Gillet, N. (2020). A longitudinal examination of nurses’ need
satisfaction profles: A latent transition analysis. Current psy-
chology. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s12144-020-00972-1. 

Johnston, M. M., & Finney, S. J. (2010). Measuring basic needs satis-
faction: Evaluating previous research and conducting new psycho-
metric evaluations of the basic needs satisfaction in general scale. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 35(4), 280–296. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.04.003

Jurek, P., & Besta, T. (2019). Employees’ self-expansion as a mediator
between perceived work conditions and work engagement and
productive behaviors. Current Psychology, 1–10. https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/s12144-019-00241-w

Judge, T. A., & Cable, D. M. (1997). Applicant personality, organiza-
tional culture, and organization attraction. Personnel Psychology, 
50(2), 359–394. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1997.tb009 
12.x 

Katz, L. F., & Krueger, A. B. (2016). The rise and nature of alternative 
work arrangements in the United States, 1995-2015. . 

Kašpárková, L., Vaculík, M., Procházka, J., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2018). 
Why resilient workers perform better: The roles of job satisfaction
and work engagement. Journal of Workplace Behavioral Health, 
33(1), 43–62. https://doi.org/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719

Konradt, U., Filip, R., & Hofmann, S. (2003). Flow experience and
positive afect during hypermedia learning. British Journal of 
Educational Technology, 34(3), 309–327. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
1467-8535.00329 

Kuhl, J., & Fuhrmann, A. (2004). Selbststeuerungs-Inventar: SSI-K3 
(Kurzversion). Universität Osnabrück. 

Latham, G. P., & Locke, E. A. (2007). New developments in and direc-
tions for goal-setting research. European Psychologist, 12(4),
290–300. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.12.4.290

Lee, H. (2021). Changes in workplace practices during the COVID-
19 pandemic: The roles of emotion, psychological safety and
organisation support. Journal of Organizational Efectiveness: 
People and Performance, 8(1), 97–128. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
JOEPP-06-2020-0104 

Leslie, L. M., Manchester, C. F., Park, T.-Y., & Mehng, S. A. (2012).
Flexible work practices: A source of career premiums or penal-
ties? Academy of Management Journal, 55(6), 1407–1428. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0651

Lincoln, J., & Raftery, M. (2011). Free agents: How knowledge work-
ers are redefning the workplace. Rep., Kelly Serv., Inc. http://
fwlstagingbucket.s3-website-ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.com/
assets/multimediams/media/kelly-ocg-free-agents-howknowled
ge-workers-are-redefning-the-workplace.pdf

Mahmoud, A. B., Fuxman, L., Mohr, I., Reisel, W. D., & Grigoriou,
N. (2020). “We aren't your reincarnation!” workplace motivation
across X, Y and Z generations. International Journal of Man-
power, 42(1), 193–209. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-09-2019-0448

McCloskey, D. W., & Igbaria, M. (2003). Does "out of sight" mean "out
of mind"? An empirical investigation of the career advancement
prospects of telecommuters. Information Resources Management 
Journal, 16(2), 19–34. https://doi.org/10.4018/irmj.2003040102

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (2003). Personality in adulthood: A fve-
factor theory perspective (2nd ed.). Guildford Press. 

Molla, R. (2019, October 9). How remote work is quietly remaking our 
lives.https://www.vox.com/recode/2019/10/9/20885699/remote-
work-from-anywhere-change-coworking-ofce-real-estate 

https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.68.4.1223-1234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1108/GM-07-2020-0202
https://doi.org/10.1108/GM-07-2020-0202
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909882.2010.513998
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909882.2010.513998
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037408
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1524
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1524
https://doi.org/10.2307/258214
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000002236
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206304271768
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206304271768
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585199400000010
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585199400000010
http://www.afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf
http://www.afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4018/joeuc.2002070103
https://doi.org/10.4018/joeuc.2002070103
https://doi.org/10.1109/17.846784
https://doi.org/10.1109/17.846784
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00972-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00972-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00241-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00241-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1997.tb00912.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1997.tb00912.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8535.00329
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8535.00329
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.12.4.290
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-06-2020-0104
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-06-2020-0104
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0651
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0651
http://fwlstagingbucket.s3-website-ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.com/assets/multimediams/media/kelly-ocg-free-agents-howknowledge-workers-are-redefining-the-workplace.pdf
http://fwlstagingbucket.s3-website-ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.com/assets/multimediams/media/kelly-ocg-free-agents-howknowledge-workers-are-redefining-the-workplace.pdf
http://fwlstagingbucket.s3-website-ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.com/assets/multimediams/media/kelly-ocg-free-agents-howknowledge-workers-are-redefining-the-workplace.pdf
http://fwlstagingbucket.s3-website-ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.com/assets/multimediams/media/kelly-ocg-free-agents-howknowledge-workers-are-redefining-the-workplace.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-09-2019-0448
https://doi.org/10.4018/irmj.2003040102
https://www.vox.com/recode/2019/10/9/20885699/remote-work-from-anywhere-change-coworking-office-real-estate
https://www.vox.com/recode/2019/10/9/20885699/remote-work-from-anywhere-change-coworking-office-real-estate


1 3

Current Psychology (2023) 42:8680–8695 8695 

Morgeson, F. P., & Humphrey, S. E. (2008). Job and team design:
Toward a more integrative conceptualization of work design. In J. 
J. Martocchio (Ed.), Research in personnel and human resources 
management (pp. 39–91). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Morin, A. J. S., Morizot, J., Boudrias, J.-S., & Madore, I. (2011). A
multifoci person-centered perspective on workplace afective
commitment: A latent profle/factor mixture analysis. Organiza-
tional Research Methods, 14(1), 58–90. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1094428109356476 

Morin, A. J. S., & Wang, J. C. K. (2016). A gentle introduction to
mixture modeling using physical ftness data. In N. Ntoumanis &
N. Myers (Eds.), An introduction to intermediate and advanced 
statistical analyses for sport and exercise scientists (pp. 183–210). 
Wiley.

Nylund, K. L., Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2007). Deciding on
the number of classes in latent class analysis and growth mixture
modeling: A Monte Carlo simulation study. Structural Equation 
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14(4), 535–569. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396

Ojo, A. O., Fawehinmi, O., & Yusliza, M. Y. (2021). Examining the
predictors of resilience and work engagement during the covid-
19 pandemic. Sustainability, 13(5), 2902. https://doi.org/10.3390/ 
su13052902 

Peel, D., & McLachlan, G. J. (2000). Statistics and Computing, 10(4),
339–348. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008981510081

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling
strategies for assessing and comparing indirect efects in multi-
ple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40, 879–891. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879

Raghuram, S., Garud, R., Wiesenfeld, B., & Gupta, V. (2001). Factors 
contributing to virtual work adjustment. Journal of Management, 
27(3), 383–405. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(01)00097-6 

Ram, N., & Grimm, K. J. (2009). Methods and measures: Growth 
mixture modeling: A method for identifying diferences in longi-
tudinal change among unobserved groups. International Journal 
of Behavioral Development, 33(6), 565–576. https://doi.org/10. 
1177/0165025409343765

Rammstedt, B., & John, O. P. (2007). Measuring personality in one
minute or less: A 10-item short version of the big fve inventory
in English and German. Journal of Research in Personality, 41(1),
203–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.02.001

Rich, B. L., LePine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job engagement:
Antecedents and efects on job performance. Academy of Man-
agement Journal, 53(3), 617–635. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ. 
2010.51468988 

Riley, F., & McCloskey, D. W. (1997). Telecommuting as a response
to helping people balance work and family. In S. Parasuraman, &
J. H. Greenhaus (Eds.), Integrating work and family: Challenges 
and choices for a changing world (pp. 133–142). Quorum.

Rosenberg, J., Beymer, P., Anderson, D., van Lissa, C.J., & Schmidt, J.
(2018). tidyLPA: An R package to easily carry out latent profle
analysis (lpa) using open-source or commercial software. Journal
of Open Source Software, 3(30), 978. https://doi.org/10.21105/ 
joss.00978. 

Rudolph, C. W., & Baltes, B. B. (2017). Age and health jointly moder-
ate the infuence of fexible work arrangements on work engage-
ment: Evidence from two empirical studies. Journal of Occupa-
tional Health Psychology, 22(1), 40–58. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
a0040147 

Ryan, A. M., & Kristof-Brown, A. (2003). Focusing on personality in
person-organization ft research: Unaddressed issues. In M. R.
Barrick & A. M. Ryan (Eds.), Personality and work: Reconsider-
ing the role of personality in organizations (pp. 262–288). Wiley. 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the
facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-
being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68–78. https://doi.org/10. 
1037/0003-066X.55.1.68

Smith, S. A., Patmos, A., & Pitts, M. J. (2015). Communication and
teleworking: A study of communication channel satisfaction, per-
sonality, and job satisfaction for teleworking employees. Interna-
tional Journal of Business Communication, 55(1), 44–68. https://
doi.org/10.1177/2329488415589101

Spector, P. E. (1997). Job satisfaction: Application, assessment, causes, 
and consequences (Vol. 3). Sage.

Spreitzer, G. M., Cameron, L., & Garrett, L. (2017). Alternative work
arrangements: Two images of the new world of work. Annual 
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 
Behavior, 4(1), 473–499. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgps 
ych-032516-113332

Spurk, D., Hirschi, A., Wang, M., Valero, D., & Kaufeld, S. (2020).
Latent profle analysis: A review and “how to” guide of its appli-
cation within vocational behavior research. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 120, 103445. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445

Sonnentag, S., Mojza, E. J., Binnewies, C., & Scholl, A. (2008). Being 
engaged at work and detached at home: A week-level study on
work engagement, psychological detachment, and afect. Work 
& Stress, 22(3), 257–276. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267837080 
2379440 

Shamir, B., & Salomon, I. (1985). Work-at-home and the quality of
working life. Academy of Management Review, 10(3), 455–464.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4278957

Shapiro, D. L., Furst, S. A., Spreitzer, G. M., & von Glinow, M. A. 
(2002). Transnational teams in the electronic age: Are team iden-
tity and high performance at risk? Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 23(4), 455–467. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.149

Short, J. A., Williams, E., & Christie, B. (1976). The social psychology 
of telecommunications. Wiley.

Tein, J.-Y., Coxe, S., & Cham, H. (2013). Statistical power to detect
the correct number of classes in latent profle analysis. Structural 
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 20(4), 640–657.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.824781

Timms, C., Brough, P., O'Driscoll, M., Kalliath, T., Siu, O. L., Sit,
C., & Lo, D. (2015). Flexible work arrangements, work engage-
ment, turnover intentions and psychological health. Asia Pacifc 
Journal of Human Resources, 53(1), 83–103. https://doi.org/10. 
1111/1744-7941.12030

United Nations. (2020, December 13). The UN Ofce for disarmament 
afairs remains active and committed: How the covid-19 pandemic 
is afecting the work of disarmament. UN. https://www.un.org/
disarmament/howthe-covid-19-pandemic-is-afectingthe-work-
of-disarmament/

Workman, M., Kahnweiler, W., & Bommer, W. (2003). The efects of
cognitive style and media richness on commitment to telework and
virtual teams. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 63(2), 199–219.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00041-1

World Health Organization. (2020, November 13). Coronavirus disease 
(COVID-19) pandemic. WHO. https://www.who.int/emergencies/
diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019 

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional afliations. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109356476
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109356476
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052902
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052902
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008981510081
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(01)00097-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025409343765
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025409343765
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.51468988
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.51468988
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00978
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00978
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0040147
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0040147
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488415589101
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488415589101
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113332
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370802379440
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370802379440
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4278957
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.149
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.824781
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12030
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12030
https://www.un.org/disarmament/howthe-covid-19-pandemic-is-affectingthe-work-of-disarmament/
https://www.un.org/disarmament/howthe-covid-19-pandemic-is-affectingthe-work-of-disarmament/
https://www.un.org/disarmament/howthe-covid-19-pandemic-is-affectingthe-work-of-disarmament/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00041-1
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019

	Predicting employee telecommuting preferences and job outcomes amid COVID-19 pandemic: a latent profile analysis
	Abstract
	Latent Profile Analysis
	The Present Research
	Study 1
	Methods
	Participants
	Measures
	Statistical Analyses

	Results
	Number of Profiles (Pre-Registered, Confirmatory)
	Logistic Regression (Pre-Registered, Confirmatory)
	Mediation Analyses (Pre-Registered, Confirmatory)


	Study 2
	Methods
	Participants

	Results
	Number of Profiles (Pre-Registered, Confirmatory)
	Logistic Regression (Pre-Registered, Confirmatory)
	Mediation Analyses (Pre-Registered, Confirmatory)


	General Discussion
	Theoretical and Practical Implications, Limitations, and Future Research

	Limitations and Future Research
	Conclusion
	Anchor 25
	References




