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A B S T R A C T   

This review discusses the challenges associated with the sustainability of remote workplaces, 
which have become more prevalent due to the growing trend of work digitalization and the 
pandemic-induced push to remote work. These challenges are highlighted in literature across 
various disciplines, including information systems, but these discourses have remained isolated 
from each other. In this review, we consolidated and synthesized research on remote work from 
the perspective of individual workers by reviewing 187 articles published between 1999 and 
2020 in recognized academic journals from fields including information systems, organizational 
studies, economics, human resources, sociology, and psychology. We identified five key themes 
that concern opportunities and challenges to sustainable remote workplaces: (1) key character-
istics, (2) work-life boundaries; (3) health and well-being; (4) social interaction, and (5) lead-
ership. Building on our findings we created a framework that recognizes two interrelated 
categories of factors influencing remote workplace sustainability – rigid base characteristics and 
contextual remote workplace variables – that together shape the trajectory of remote workplace 
sustainability in the long term. The framework also identifies the potential role of information 
systems in modulating the impact of the base characteristics to build continuities that encourage 
more sustainable remote workplaces. The paper concludes by offering a research agenda for in-
formation systems for sustainable remote workplaces based on the three IS theoretical frames: 
inclusion, dignity, and boundary objects.   

Introduction 

The increasing digitalization powers the shift toward a workplace focused on how and what work is done, rather than when and 
where it is done (Dittes et al., 2019). Workers are increasingly expecting to be treated as autonomous and competent, and working in 
an environment that respects their well-being (Meske and Junglas, 2021). Yet, there is a dark side to this shift, where digitalization 
leads to technostress, overload, and negative health behaviors, which pose a major challenge to hybrid and remote workplaces (Marsh 
et al., 2022). Restrictions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic accelerated these changes by bringing remote work into the 
mainstream (O’Leary et al., 2020). In the US and the EU, a significant share of knowledge workers already had some experience 
working remotely before the pandemic (Gallup, 2017; Milasi et al., 2020). However, the restrictions pushed many more to work 
remotely almost overnight, more than doubling the share of the remote workforce in certain regions (Eurostat, 2021; Milasi et al., 
2020). This switch to remote work further highlighted challenges related to the effective organization and management of remote 
workplaces, which have been raised in earlier studies (O’Leary et al., 2020; Watson-Manheim, 2019). 

* Corresponding author. 
E-mail addresses: aleksandre.asatiani@ait.gu.se (A. Asatiani), livia.norstrom@hv.se (L. Norström).  

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect 

Journal of Strategic Information Systems 

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/jsis 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2023.101789    

mailto:aleksandre.asatiani@ait.gu.se
mailto:livia.norstrom@hv.se
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/09638687
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/jsis
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2023.101789
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2023.101789
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jsis.2023.101789&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2023.101789
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Journal of Strategic Information Systems 32 (2023) 101789

2

Findings related to remote work can often be contradictory, highlighting the paradoxical nature of the phenomenon (Boell et al., 
2016; Cañibano, 2019; Dubé and Robey, 2009). For example, the temporal and spatial flexibility provided by remote work ar-
rangements, often presented as a benefit, could obscure significant downsides (Whittle and Mueller, 2009). On the one hand, control 
over time and place of work allows workers to better combine their home and work responsibilities (Asatiani and Penttinen, 2019; 
Powell and Craig, 2015; Pyöriä, 2003). And on the other hand, flexibility leads workers to burnout and disengagement from their 
families, as workers respond to work pressures by working extra hours or embedding work into their free-time activities (Eddleston and 
Mulki, 2017; Jaakson and Kallaste, 2010). Technology-mediated communication, which is heavily present in remote work, could 
gradually lead to professional isolation, a sense of being monitored, and technostress caused by the constant inflow of information 
(Jackson et al., 2006; Sewell and Taskin, 2015; Vaziri et al., 2020; Whittle and Mueller, 2009). We lack established practices as well as 
an in-depth understanding of creating complex yet sustainable remote workplaces (O Connor et al., 2022), where remote workers can 
work productively over long periods without undermining their well-being. Moreover, we lack a holistic perspective on how infor-
mation systems (IS) contribute to shaping sustainable remote workplaces (Marsh et al., 2022). This is despite the dominant role which 
IS plays in enabling remote work. Motivated by these developments in the remote work practice as well as the apparent research gaps, 
we ask the following research questions: 

RQ1: What are the challenges and opportunities for sustainable remote workplaces? 
RQ2: How can information systems research contribute to promoting more sustainable remote workplaces? 
To answer these questions, we conduct an interdisciplinary review of remote work from the perspective of sustainable remote 

workplaces. Our review covers 187 articles, published in high-ranking journals between 1999 and 2020, in the fields including IS, 
organizational studies, economics, human resources, sociology, and psychology. While we draw on literature from various fields, our 
key audiences for the outcomes of the review are IS scholars. We intentionally excluded the literature published during the height of 
the pandemic-induced remote work. In due time, there will be reflections and lessons learned from practicing remote work amid the 
force majeure of the pandemic. However, in this study, we intentionally focus on remote workplace research before the big shift caused 
by the pandemic. 

Background 

To position our review, we first need to establish core concepts of sustainable workplaces and the roles of IS in building sus-
tainability. There are many existing definitions for remote work and related terms such as virtual work, telework, and distributed work. 
Our purpose here is not to provide a new definition, but rather to clarify what we mean by remote work. We simply define remote work 
as work performed regularly outside of the main work site, such as an office. In this study, we predominantly focus on knowledge work, 
which relies on information technology, and where the main remote site is home. At the end of the section, we define a sustainable 
remote workplace to ground our subsequent discussion. 

Sustainable workplaces 

Work design literature often cites the three pillars of sustainability: economic (e.g., productivity, work process design), social (e.g., 
job satisfaction, peer and leader-subordinate relationships), and ecological (e.g., carbon emissions and noise reduction) (Ehnert et al., 
2016; Zink, 2014). In this review, we specifically focus on the economic and social aspects of remote workplace sustainability. The 
focus on economic and social aspects is in line with an existing conceptualization of sustainable work (Kira et al., 2010; Kira and 
Eijnatten, 2008). 

The systems science tradition, particularly in the 1960s, saw technology as something to be controlled, and workers as “human 
machines” who perform work logically and sequentially based on pre-made instructions (Bansler, 1989). This view of humans, 
technology, and work led to easily interchangeable jobs, and jobs came to be experienced by many workers as meaningless and boring. 
The whole workplace was thought of as a system, as regular and predictable as clockwork, that could be effectively controlled and 
managed (Parker et al., 2017). The systems science theoretical tradition had a clear corporate interest and was concerned with 
rationalization, efficiency, and control. Issues related to the workers’ well-being and quality of life were ignored and there were few 
discussions on the role of informal communication, conflicts, or human relations at work (Richards, 2022). 

Triggered by the growing complexity of post-industrial work, there is a growing discussion of more sustainable workplaces with a 
clearer worker focus (Kira et al., 2010; Kira and van Eijnatten, 2010). As job activities have become more diverse, information- 
intensive, and unpredictable a higher level of autonomy, responsibility, and uncertainty is put on individual worker’s shoulders. 
Sustainable work research argues that worker well-being is closely tied to productivity (Kira et al., 2010; Richards, 2022). Therefore, 
creating sustainable workplaces would result in win–win outcomes for all parties. This requires engagement and collaborative effort 
from both employers and workers (Zhang and Parker, 2019). It has been argued that a key to creating sustainable workplaces lies in 
work design that promotes cultivation of workers’ personal resources, which allows workers to maintain both productivity and well- 
being (Kelly and Moen, 2020; Kira et al., 2010; Richards, 2022; Stebbines and Shani, 2009). A sustainable workplace is about artic-
ulating and shaping workers’ activities while considering and adjusting the sociotechnical reality in which these workers operate 
(Grant and Parker, 2009; Parker et al., 2017). 

In this way, a sustainable workplace promotes the development of personal resources and worker-centric work practices that enable 
sustainable work ability (Kira et al., 2010; Richards, 2022). Sustainable work ability means that workers are able to carry out their 
tasks in the long term, while maintaining their productivity and well-being, even as workers progress through different stages of their 
life (e.g. aging, having children) (Parker et al., 2017; Weichel et al., 2009). An individual’s sustainable work ability is 
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multidimensional, incorporating psychological, physical, and environmental factors, as well as associated resources (Kira et al., 2010). 
Therefore, designing a sustainable workplace is a complex task that requires taking responsibility and coordinating a range of factors 
by various stakeholders including workers, managers, organizations, developers, policymakers, and labor organizations. Remote work 
further contributes to these challenges. It adds complexity to the workplace by pushing workers to work across temporal and spatial 
boundaries and to engage with a growing number of information systems. Furthermore, it shifts additional responsibilities for 
maintaining social interaction, planning work, and creating a sustainable physical work environment for the individual worker. 

The role of IS in leveraging sustainability 

There has been a growing interest in sustainability within IS research. Much of this research focuses on environmental sustain-
ability, with less attention being paid to economic and social sides of the concept (Dao et al., 2011; Schoormann and Kutzner, 2020). 
Yet, it has been recognized that IS could play an important role in leveraging social and economic sustainability in general (Dao et al., 
2011; Dietz et al., 2022; Pan and Zhang, 2020; Schoormann et al., 2022) and specifically in the context of workplace design (Kelly and 
Moen, 2020). 

Previous research suggests that to build and develop sustainability capabilities organizations need to integrate IS with organiza-
tional processes (Dao et al., 2011; Watson et al., 2010). Such integration allows one to leverage IS affordances such as information 
democratization, data-driven decision-making, delocalization of work, work automation, and business transformation (Dao et al., 
2011; Schoormann et al., 2022; Seidel et al., 2018, 2013). Schoormann and Kutzner (2020) offer a more structured taxonomy con-
sisting of six distinct roles of IS in leveraging social sustainability, which we find applicable to the discussion on sustainable remote 
workplaces. According to the taxonomy, the six roles of IS are: (1) access enabler, (2) sharer, (3) connector, (4) safeguard, (5) process 
innovator, and (6) incfluder. First, as an access enabler, IS provides easy access to various services that enhance sustainability, 
including education, welfare, and health. Second, in the role of the sharer, IS provides information and data that informs about issues 
of sustainability, ways of tackling said issues, and improving compliance. Third, as a connector, IS connects relevant stakeholders and 
promotes collaboration around sustainability issues. Fourth, IS as a safeguard can evaluate and enforce measures to ensure, for 
example, workplace health and safety, and prevent negative events. Fifth, IS can enable process innovation, by providing capabilities 
that help organizations to make processes more efficient and embed incentives for sustainable practices within these processes. Finally, 
as an includer, IS can foster greater social inclusion, by, for example, allowing individuals with disabilities to perform work they would 
have been unable to do before. 

Thus, integrating IS with work processes, could in principle, lead to a more sustainable remote workplace, provided one leverages 
the IS to that end. However, as with other IS affordances (Anderson and Robey, 2017), one needs to have the right organizational 
context and abilities to enact the positive roles of IS for sustainability. This also matches the emerging views that advocate for proactive 
sustainability strategies in organizations that promote tangible sustainability outcomes (United Nations, 2015; Wijethilake, 2017) . 
Thus, in the context of IS for a sustainable remote workplace, IS should not only enable affordances for sustainability but also make 
sure that workers receive sustainable outcomes. 

Defining a sustainable remote workplace 

Given the centrality of IS in enabling remote work, remote workplace sustainability should integrate an IS perspective. At the same 
time, it has been argued that a purely technological approach to remote work is insufficient, and one should view remote work ar-
rangements in the context of both technology and organizational practice (Mora et al., 2021). We approach this review with this view 
in mind. To help us conceptualize and tackle the challenges of sustainable remote workplaces, we propose a definition for the concept 
as a foundation: 

A sustainable remote workplace consistently promotes workers’ physical and mental well-being, through the appropriate work design, 
information systems, and social and physical work environments that enable a diverse group of workers to carry out productive work 
remotely over long periods of time. 

We use this definition to guide the direction for the literature review, and development of the future research agenda. 

Method 

Literature search and selection 

We adopted a structured literature search process. We started the process by identifying search keywords. To identify the initial set 
of keywords, we examined recent literature reviews on remote work (Gibbs et al., 2017; O’Leary et al., 2020). We tested these key-
words, by using them to search through the Scopus database and reviewing the top results. Through this process, we identified 
additional keywords that occurred frequently in the top results. Our goal was to select keywords that captured as much research on 
remote work as possible. The final set of keywords included: remote work, telecommuting, virtual work, virtual team, virtual organization, 
virtual collaboration, virtual discontinuities, distributed team, distributed work, distributed collaboration, global team, distance work, online 
work, and online collaboration. 

To ensure the quality and relevance of the literature sample we developed three criteria for article search and selection (see 
Table 1). First, we limited our search to peer-reviewed journal articles published in academic journals rated as 3, 4, and 4* in the 
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Chartered Association of Business Schools (CABS) Academic Journal Guide (AJG) 2018.1 The final sample of the journals can be found 
in Appendix A. We excluded output from conference proceedings and book chapters. A similar article selection approach has been used 
in the recent reviews published in well-established outlets, including the Journal of Strategic Information Systems (Gambal et al., 
2022; Nevo and Kotlarsky, 2020; Newell, 2015). In addition to relying on the AJG, we performed a basic quality check of each article in 
the final sample independently. 

Second, we checked the article content for relevance. To fulfill objectives and answer the research questions we outlined at the 
beginning, we focused on research that studied remote work from the perspective of individual workers, predominantly working from 
home. While we did not outright exclude articles that also included working arrangements from alternative locations (e.g., temporary 
accommodation, vehicles, cafés), the number of such articles in our sample is small. We included some team-, leadership-, and 
organization-focused studies, provided they focused on aspects relevant to sustainable remote work from an individual’s perspective 
(e.g., how work sustainability of an individual is affected by leadership actions or team structures). We excluded studies that mainly 
focused on organizational processes, HR policies, and team performance, provided these did not concern workplace sustainability. This 
means that we deliberately deemphasized organizational, leadership, and team perspectives to maintain the focus of the review. 

Our review sample includes only empirical studies. We excluded editorials, literature reviews, debate articles, studies based on 
student samples, and studies based on laboratory experiments that did not impact the regular working patterns of participants. While 
such articles are excluded from the main analysis, we still relied on them for background information, definitions, and 
conceptualizations. 

Third, we limited our search to articles published between 1999 and 2020. We excluded articles that appeared in 2020 as early 
access articles but were scheduled for publication in 2021. Academics have examined remote work since at least the 1970s (Nilles, 
1975). Yet, we wanted to focus on the research that was more immediately relevant to the present moment. Thus, we focused on 
articles that appeared after the internet and advanced computer-mediated communication and collaboration tools started to become 
common at work. We picked 1999 as a starting point for two reasons. First, the year was marked by the publication of several seminal 
papers on remote work (e.g., Ahuja and Carley, 1999; Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1999). Second, the number of publications related to 
remote work start to grow sharply starting in 1999. Thus, most of the research on remote work has been published within the period 
included in this review. 

After testing and identifying the final set of keywords and establishing the article selection criteria, we proceeded with the search. 
We searched the Scopus database. Scopus indexes almost all publications included in AJG and offers advanced search features. In cases 
where a specific journal archive was not available in Scopus, we used the search engine of the journal to perform the search. We used 
the keywords, publication dates, and journal ISSN or title as a search string (see Appendix B for Boolean code used as a search string). 
We performed the search for each journal on our list (see Appendix A). The initial search yielded 5125 hits in total. Next, we proceeded 
to filter articles that met our content and quality criteria. We scanned titles and abstracts and removed articles that fell outside of our 
criteria. At this stage, we mostly removed articles that were clearly not relevant, and/or not empirical. After this stage, we were left 
with 754 articles. 

Next, we scanned the full texts of the remaining articles. Here we examined the relevance and quality of the articles more closely. At 
this stage we mostly removed articles that lacked relevance, did not study individual remote workers, or collected data from students 
or in laboratory settings. We also removed duplicates and articles published outside of the 1999–2020 period. At the end of this stage, 
we were left with 284 articles. 

We identified the final sample of articles for the review by carefully reading 284 articles. At this stage, we removed any remaining 
articles that did not fulfill the criteria. Our final sample consists of 187 articles, which serve as input for our analysis (see Appendix D 
for the complete list of included articles). Table 2 presents the summary of the filtering stages. 

Analysis 

We conducted a four-stage analysis of the final sample of articles. First, two senior researchers and a research assistant read through 
all articles, identifying and recording key concepts, core theories (when available), methods, and the context for each study. At this 
stage, we also followed the suggestions of Wolfswinkel et al. (2013) and highlighted the portions of the articles for further analysis in 
the later stages. 

During the second stage, the two researchers independently read the highlighted areas, coding each article accordingly and making 
extensive notes on each article. At this stage, we coded openly, so codes emerged from the article text. During the third stage, the two 
researchers compared the codes and independently grouped them into higher-level themes. We then compared and discussed the 
themes, proceeding with the generation of a set of seven themes: key characteristics; work-life boundaries; health and well-being; social 
interaction; leadership; structuring; and gender. 

In the fourth stage, we went back to the original articles and read articles under each theme separately, together with the notes, key 
concepts, core theories, and methodological approaches recoded during the first two stages of the analysis. We then synthesized the 
findings from each theme. At this stage, we decided to reduce the number of themes from seven to five. This decision was made because 
of the conceptual overlap between themes. As a result of this, we removed structuring and gender. Structuring was absorbed into 
leadership and work-life boundaries, and gender was absorbed into work-life boundaries and health and well-being. The findings from the 

1 For more information about the CABS Academic Journal Guide 2018 please refer to: https://web.archive.org/web/20200511193453/https:// 
charteredabs.org/academic-journal-guide-2018. 
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remaining five themes are presented in the next section. Appendix C shows an example coding table for one of the themes. 

Findings 

Based on our analysis we identified five remote work research areas that concern sustainable remote workplaces. We start with 
reporting on key characteristics of remote work environments, and remote work jobs, followed by personal characteristics of remote 
workers. These characteristics serve as facets of remote work that define the sustainability of a remote workplace. We summarize each 
of the five themes by highlighting key theories and concepts discussed in the literature and identifying the major opportunity and 
challenge to remote workplace sustainability emerging from the theme. 

Key characteristics relevant to a sustainable remote workplace 

Despite the advancement of technology, working life in transition, and widespread beliefs in more flexible work arrangements, 
remote work as an optional way of performing work has expanded only slowly in the past decades (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). As 
with all extensive changes, the shift from centralized offices to distributed workplaces where employees, managers, and customers 
cooperate remotely involves a complexity of interacting characteristics at the human, social, environmental, and organizational levels. 
In what follows we discuss the three groups of characteristics that we found in our sample: environmental-, job-, and personal 
characteristics. 

Environmental characteristics 
Remote work means working physically separately from one’s office and colleagues, both employees and managers, either on a full- 

time or, more commonly, part-time basis. Occasionally, remote work is practiced in satellite offices, but the most common place for 
remote work is at home (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). Remote work is mainly a big-city phenomenon and is unusual in remote areas. 
The explanation for this may be that organizations offering remote work to their employees are mostly oriented toward research and 
development or knowledge-intensive services, that is, the types of businesses that are predominantly located in larger cities (Vil-
helmson and Thulin, 2016). 

Connected, portable, and interactive information and communications technology, broadband, internet, email, and social plat-
forms are all important technologies that facilitate remote work (see Wijayanayake and Higa, 1999 for early work on this). The 
availability of technology is an important aspect for individual workers to choose remote work (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). 
However, the role of technology in the adoption of remote work on a general level should not be overestimated. Already with the rise of 
the internet in the 1980s and, later, the development of personal computers and internet-based applications in the 1990s and 2000s, 
research and practice expected a major increase in remote work. As discussed above, this major development did not happen until we 
were struck by a global pandemic, which indicates that technology is not a driver per se for remote work adoption. Rather, technology 
is an important environmental characteristic that facilitates knowledge sharing and socialization and that interacts with other factors, 
such as personal and job characteristics, discussed below. 

Table 1 
Article selection criteria.  

Criteria Description 

1. Article quality We included only peer-reviewed articles published in academic journals rated 3, 4, and 4* in the CABS Academic Journal Guide 2018.  

We read each article in the final sample to assess the quality of the work case by case. We evaluated whether data and analysis included in the 
article appeared to be adequate in relation to the claims made in the article. We also checked the overall coherence of each article in the final 
sample. 

2. Article content We included articles that focus on remote work from the perspective of individual workers. We included some team- and organization-focused 
studies if they covered individual worker aspects.  

We included only empirical papers that studied remote workers. We excluded editorials, literature reviews, debate articles studies based on 
student samples, and studies based on laboratory experiments that did not impact the regular working patterns of participants. 

3. Publication 
date 

We included articles that were published between 1999 and 2020. Articles that were published in early access in 2020 to be included in issues 
published in 2021 (or later) were excluded.  

Table 2 
Article filtering stages summary.  

Stage Description Articles 

1. Search We performed an initial search in the Scopus database. We used predefined keywords to search through each journal. If a 
journal was not available on Scopus, we performed a similar search using the journal’s search engine. 

5125 

2. Review: titles and 
abstracts 

We reviewed the titles and abstracts of each of the articles found in Stage 1. We excluded articles that did not meet 
predefined criteria. We also removed duplicates. 

754 

3. Review: full text We reviewed the full texts of the remaining articles to assess whether they met the predefined criteria. 284 
4. Final sample We read each article in-depth to determine relevance and quality. 187  
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A perceived benefit of remote work is to have the freedom to connect whenever one wants to (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). 
Connectedness, however, should not be seen as a remote work driver per se because it can also be a problem when one wants to be 
undisturbed and constant connectedness can lead to workaholism (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). On the other hand, a lack of 
connectedness can lead to feelings of isolation. To mitigate the risks related to these paradoxes and support sustainable work, the 
identity of a worker working remotely should not be that of a remote worker, and that remote work should never be arranged as a full- 
time practice but rather as a set-up in which working from home is alternated with work from the office (Illegems et al., 2001). 

Job characteristics 
Job characteristics have also been mentioned in our sample as influential factors in remote work (Boell et al., 2016; O’Neill et al., 

2009). Depending on the job, workers may experience remote work differently (Whittle and Mueller, 2009). Job characteristics are 
related to the trust relations between employees and managers, managers’ interest in supporting remote work, and a suitable remote 
working environment, including technology (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). For workers to perform at their best in remote work 
settings, organizations need to meet their needs through a supportive culture and suitable control mechanisms (Krumm et al., 2016). 
To enable the autonomy of workers, organizations need to establish a mutually trusting relationship between employees and man-
agers. In remote work, managers need to apply different methods for controlling and assessing performance, and employees need to 
focus their visibility and communication on productivity (i.e., what has been done) rather than performance (i.e., how things have been 
done). This challenges employees’ communication skills (Guimaraes and Dallow, 1999; O’Neill et al., 2009). Organizations that offer 
remote work training programs for remote workers experience fewer challenges with remote work as training develops a broad 
spectrum of skills so that workers become more flexible and autonomous (Pérez et al., 2002). Training also increases workers’ 
cognitive flexibility to adapt to remote work demands (Workman et al., 2003), reduces workers’ opposition to new technology and 
changes, and increases managers’ trust in employees (Pérez et al., 2002). Organizations with remote work training programs are also 
more sensitive to employees’ difficulties in integrating with these organizations’ traditional structures. Furthermore, control of em-
ployees’ work performance is less important for these organizations (Pérez et al., 2002). 

Jobs that can be done remotely typically involve digital technology that frees employees from being co-located with others and 
enables them to work independently without having to sacrifice the benefits of collaboration with others (Raghuram et al., 2001). 
Remote work, therefore, requires that workers have the knowledge and skills to take advantage of technology in their work (Guimaraes 
and Dallow, 1999; Krumm et al., 2016; Thompson-Hayes et al., 2009). Technology skills are related to managing a dynamic of different 
digital technologiese and purposefully switching between face-to-face interaction and online communication (Thompson-Hayes et al., 
2009). It further involves time management to organize work- and home-related obligations and abilities to communicate and 
collaborate to maintain regular contact with colleagues, managers, and customers (Guimaraes and Dallow, 1999; Krumm et al., 2016). 
Contextual, personal, and social aspects influence which digital technology remote workers choose for different tasks (Wijayanayake 
and Higa, 1999). Also, media richness of digital technology has been suggested to determine the choice of technology. However, 
Wijayanayake and Higa (1999) showed that email-oriented remote workers efficiently use lean (less rich) technology such as email 
even for complex tasks such as discussions. Both formal and informal communication skills have been shown to be important in remote 
work, especially to avoid the sense of isolation (Bélanger, 1999). 

Personal characteristics 
In the absence of supervision by managers and a working flow that face-to-face collaboration with colleagues may enable, remote 

working requires self-efficacy and independence. Personal autonomy has therefore been suggested by several scholars to be the most 
critical personal characteristic in remote work (Bélanger, 1999; Krumm et al., 2016; O’Neill et al., 2009; Vilhelmson and Thulin, 
2016). Workers need to independently be able to solve problems, keep focus, even in traditional non-work settings, and manage time 
scheduling involving keeping deadlines and, at the same time, meeting both work and family obligations (Bélanger, 1999; Vilhelmson 
and Thulin, 2016). Independence in remote work is described by Raghuram et al. (2001) as the confidence and ability to complete 
work allocated from the office. Workers who are used to being involved in designing work tasks may have easier success with remote 
work than those without experience because these jobs may require greater time control, greater cognitive demands, more re-
sponsibilities, and less interaction with others (Pérez et al., 2002). Also, remote workers that have a central role in communication and 
knowledge coordination, within their working teams, seem to perform better (Ahuja et al., 2003). 

On the other side, there is an impending risk that remote workers may experience the feeling of being invisible to the organization 
and, in that way, miss out on feedback related to promotion openings and other career opportunities (Guimaraes and Dallow, 1999). 
The lack of visibility also risks creating a feeling of isolation from co-workers and friends (O’Neill et al., 2009; Bélanger, 1999). An 
important personal characteristic of remote workers is, therefore, the ability to work alone for extended periods of time and not need to 
be social all the time (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). 

Remote workers mainly represent a group of workers with high professional status, income, and education; they are middle-aged 
and often male (Gupta et al., 2000; Pyöriä, 2003; Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). While one study showed that women and men did not 
differ in their attitudes to remote work (Lim and Teo, 2000), another study showed that women favor remote work more than men 
(Iscan and Naktiyok, 2005). The latter study is interesting from a gender equity perspective, as technology-intensive work arrange-
ments, which remote working requires, traditionally favor men. However, on the other hand, women may favor remote work more 
because they generally have more household responsibilities and perceive remote work as a strategy to manage work-life balance 
(Iscan and Naktiyok, 2005). This in turn can increase women’s burden related to household responsibilities (de Ruijter and van der 
Lippe, 2007; Hilbrecht et al., 2013), leading to a net negative effect. 

Individual remote workers have different motivations for remote work (Lim and Teo, 2000). One major personal driver is the ability 
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to manage work-life balance; here, families with children are overrepresented and the fastest-growing group of remote workers 
(Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). Other motivations include flexibility and control over one’s own time schedule, reduced commute 
time, fewer interruptions, and lower costs because of lower expenses for travel, lunch, and business clothing (Bélanger, 1999; Pérez 
et al., 2002). However, although the motivation to work remotely is to have more flexibility and save time to better balance work and 
family obligations, remote workers perceive themselves as spending more time working than non-remote workers do. In fact, remote 
workers self-estimate themselves as working 10% more than non-remote workers do (O’Neill et al., 2009). Related to this, Peters et al. 
(2004) showed that remote workers do not perceive time-saving and travel cost-saving as benefits more often than other workers do. 
The same study also showed that remote workers disagree that remote work saves time, and they do not support the argument that 
remote work offers a flexible work schedule more often than other workers do. Yet, workers who have preferences for remote work but 
do not practice remote work support this argument far more than remote workers do. Hence, there is a general perception among 
workers who are not working remotely that remote work saves time and costs because of more flexible schedules and reduced 
commuting. This perception is generally not shared by remote workers themselves (Peters et al., 2004). 

While one study showed no significant correlation between attitudes to remote work and organizational commitment or support 
from supervisors and colleagues (Lim and Teo, 2000), another study showed that attitudes toward remote work are influenced by 
friends, family, and colleagues who practice remote work (Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). Individuals do not choose remote work for 
several reasons: an inappropriate home office environment, a lack of appropriate equipment at home, the feeling of being more 
productive at the office, and the need to share information and socialize with colleagues (Bélanger, 1999). Commitment to remote 
work is also related to certain combinations of individual workers’ cognitive styles and media-richness of the technology used 
(Workman et al., 2003). For example, flexibility in technological functionality (e.g., the camera can be switched on or off in vide o 
meetings) helps workers to choose the level of interaction in relation to their own personal characteristics and the task at hand. 

O’Neill et al. (2009) showed that individuals with a high need for autonomy and independence and with less preference for su-
pervision performed better in remote work settings. Moreover, workers with a high need for autonomy maintained intrinsic work 
motivation, even during periods of demanding work, when working remotely (Van Yperen et al., 2016). Workers who manage in-
dependence can better reap the benefits of the flexibility of remote work, whereas less independent workers tend to experience time 
pressure, a lack of control, and a decline in personal productivity (Raghuram et al., 2001). More thorough discussions of the risks in 
remote work and worker-manager relations are provided below in the subsections on Remote workers’ health and well-being and 
Leadership and sustainable remote work. Understanding remote workers’ personal characteristics have shown to be important in remote 
work policy use (Shockley and Allen, 2010) and for organizations to take the right decisions in recruitment procedures and in pro-
moting and training employees (Krumm et al., 2016; Wang and Haggerty, 2011). 

Summary 

A sustainable remote workplace cannot be seen as a one-size-fits-all arrangement, but rather a combination of different, and 
sometimes paradoxical characteristics that workers, managers, and organizations must carefully consider. In our review, we identified 
three characteristics: (environmental-, job-, and personal characteristics) that interact with and set the stage for these paradoxes and 
that challenge sustainable remote workplace and IS research on work and organization. Studies in our sample applied theories of 
paradoxes and innovation diffusion, as well as concepts and models that describe work and environmental structures, and personal 
competencies and cognitive styles (see Table 3 for details). 

First, a fundamental environmental characteristic of remote work is the availability of digital artifacts and connectivity which is a 
prerequisite for remote work even though this is not a driver per se to transition from co-located work to remote work (Vilhelmson and 
Thulin, 2016). Challenges to sustainable remote work related to the work environment are to balance the constant connectedness that 
these artifacts can enable and the social isolation when work does not automatically entail social meetings (Illegems et al., 2001). 
Second, challenges related to job characteristics involve crafting a supporting and trustful culture (Krumm et al., 2016) involving 
suitable control mechanisms and mutual trust relationships between workers and managers (Guimaraes and Dallow, 1999; O’Neill 
et al., 2009). It is also about balancing collaboration and autonomous work, and managing formal and informal communication 
(Bélanger, 1999). Third, a personal characteristic that is especially critical to remote work is autonomy (Bélanger, 1999; Krumm et al., 
2016; O’Neill et al., 2009; Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). A challenge for a sustainable remote workplace is to support and train 
workers’ capability to be autonomous yet cultivate a culture of collaboration and socialization to share knowledge, mitigate isolation, 
and secure workers’ health and well-being. 

Work-life boundaries 

Work-life boundaries are a common way to conceptualize and measure remote work in research (Chudoba et al., 2005; O’Leary 
et al., 2020; Watson-Manheim, 2019). Such boundaries serve as demarcation lines for domain-specific behavior at home and work 
(Cousins and Robey, 2015; Hecht and Allen, 2009; Hislop et al., 2015; Kossek et al., 2006; Sullivan and Lewis, 2001). Two obvious 
boundaries that remote workers have to traverse are space and time (Schmidtke and Cummings, 2017). However, researchers have also 
studied boundaries, such as culture, work practices, work organization, and technology (Asatiani and Penttinen, 2019; Chudoba et al., 
2005; Dixon and Panteli, 2010; Goggins and Mascaro, 2013). While these boundaries also exist in co-located settings (Nippert-Eng, 
1996), remote workers experience the traversal of these boundaries in different ways. The differences can manifest as the blurring of a 
boundary, leading to behavioral spillover between two domains (Hecht and Allen, 2009; Hill et al., 2003; Tietze, 2002), or increased 
difficulties traversing one or more boundaries (Asatiani and Penttinen, 2019; Chudoba et al., 2005). All these lead to work-life conflict 
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(WLC). To avoid this conflict, and to build and maintain a sustainable remote workplace, it is crucial to manage these boundaries and 
develop appropriate coping strategies (Asatiani and Penttinen, 2019; Cousins and Robey, 2015; Dixon and Panteli, 2010; Fonner and 
Stache, 2012; Hecht and Allen, 2009; Hyman et al., 2005; Tietze, 2002). 

Building on the notion of boundaries, Watson-Manheim et al. (2002) introduced the concept of remote work discontinuities. They 
argued that boundaries are too static to analyze remote work and that the impact of a boundary on a remote worker is context- 
dependent. Instead, the scholars proposed looking at the effects of traversing the boundaries when one transitions from the domain 
of home to the domain of work and back. The negative effects that lead to the discontinuance of the normal work process are called 
discontinuities (Watson-Manheim et al., 2012, 2002). While boundaries are static, discontinuities are not, meaning that organizations 
and remote workers, and their employers could do something to alleviate them, contributing towards a sustainable remote workplace. 

Work-life balance and work-life conflict 
Work-life balance (WLB) and related concepts are major features of research on remote work. WLB is typically defined as a 

functioning balance between a worker’s temporal, emotional, and behavioral demands at home and work, with minimum role conflict 
(Felstead and Henseke, 2017; Maruyama et al., 2009; Sarker et al., 2010). WLC is the absence of such a balance (Masuda et al., 2012; 
Sarker et al., 2010). It is a result of behavioral spillovers between the work and life domains, leading to incongruence between one’s 
professional and personal roles (e.g., manager and mother; accountant and husband). Studies that specifically focus on the family life 
of workers also refer to WLC as work–family conflict (WFC) (Masuda et al., 2012; Shockley and Allen, 2007). In this paper, we use WLC 
as a more inclusive term for both WLC and WFC. WLB and WLC are not issues specific to remote work. However, they are especially 
prominent in the remote work context, as the boundaries between the work and life domains blur, increasing the chance of spillovers 
(Hecht and Allen, 2009). 

There are two types of conflict: time-based and strain-based (Lapierre et al., 2016; Peters and van der Lippe, 2007; Sarker et al., 
2010). Time-based conflict arises when the time devoted to work tasks prevents one from meeting obligations and responsibilities in 
non-work roles. Strain-based conflict, on the other hand, arises when strain from work-related demands spills over into one’s personal 
life and affects one’s interactions in a non-work context. In remote work, time-based conflict often emerges when remote workers need 
to choose whether to allocate any given time slot to work or life/family responsibilities. Some studies have argued that such an 
approach to time can lead to the “professionalization” or “Taylorization”2 of personal life, in which non-work time is reconceptualized 
into time slots, specialized tasks, and deliverables, which, in turn, results in increased stress (Lapierre et al., 2016; Tietze and Musson, 
2005). The strain-based conflict stems from a worker’s inability to fully disengage from work, resulting in stress that impacts their non- 
work activities and interactions. 

Spillovers can also occur in the other direction, in which family interferes with work, leading to the same two types of conflicts. It 
has been argued that family-to-work conflicts are less likely because when reorganizing for remote work, workers tend to minimize 
conflicts at the expense of the family (Hecht and Allen, 2009; Shockley and Allen, 2007). However, it is less clear whether the low 
likelihood of such a conflict is sustainable. A weak boundary between work and life at home could eventually lead to family-to-work 
spillovers and conflict (Hecht and Allen, 2009). The conflict could emerge after a prolonged remote work period (Golden et al., 2006), 
as structures and boundaries set up during reorganizing start to weaken over time. In addition, family composition (e.g., the number 
and ages of children) and home responsibilities also contribute to the likelihood of family-to-work conflict (Shockley and Allen, 2007; 
ten Brummelhuis et al., 2010). Therefore, family-to-work conflict can often become gendered, as childcare and home responsibilities 

Table 3 
Summary of sub-themes and challenges related to characteristics of remote work.  

Sub-themes Environmental characteristics Job characteristics Personal characteristics 

Description The availability of digital tools and reliable 
internet connection is essential for remote 
work but not necessarily a driving force 
behind the shift from on-site to remote work 
environments. 

Remote work-compatible jobs typically 
utilize digital technology that allows 
employees to work independently while still 
retaining the advantages of collaboration 
with others, without the need for physical 
proximity. 

Due to less direct management and face-to- 
face collaboration with coworkers, 
autonomy has been identified as the most 
essential personal characteristic for 
successful remote work. 

Core theories/ 
concepts 

Innovation diffusion theory (Vilhelmson and 
Thulin, 2016) 
Remote work paradoxes (Boell et al., 2016) 
Remote work characteristics and structures ( 
Ahuja and Carley, 1999; Krumm et al., 2016; 
Workman et al., 2003) 

Knowledge, skills, abilities, and other 
characteristics (KSAO) competency model ( 
Krumm et al., 2016) 
Technological determinism, Futurism/ 
Utopianism (Kamerade and Burchell, 2004; 
Pyöriä, 2003) 
Computer-mediated communication (CMC); 
Information richness theory (Belanger and 
Allport, 2008; Thompson-Hayes et al., 2009) 

Work-life conflict/balance (de Ruijter and 
van der Lippe, 2007; Hilbrecht et al., 2013) 
Cognitive styles theory (Workman et al., 
2003) 
Job Demand-Control theory (Van Yperen 
et al., 2016) 
Job Demand-Resource theory (Van Yperen 
et al., 2016)  

Opportunity Remote work applies to a wide variety of environmental, job, and personal contexts, allowing a diverse group of workers to engage in productive 
work. 

Challenge The interplay between environmental- job- and personal characteristics makes creating a sustainable remote workplace for all challenging.  

2 Taylorization here refers to Fredrick Taylor’s scientific management principles that advocated for breaking down production into simple and 
repetitive specialized tasks to increase production efficiency. 
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tend to disproportionally fall on women (Eddleston and Mulki, 2017; Hilbrecht et al., 2013; Tietze, 2002), leading to a diminished 
ability to adjust family boundary (Matthews and Barnes-Farrell, 2010). Although remote work can change the perception of father-
hood, the traditional gender roles in childcare may stand in the way of equal distribution of child-rearing tasks (Bryant, 2000; Halford, 
2006; Hilbrecht et al., 2013; Marsh and Musson, 2008; Sullivan and Smithson, 2007). This means that functioning structures for 
remote work can collapse as remote workers’ context changes. Therefore, designing these structures for sustainability, or their regular 
reinforcement is important for a sustainable remote workplace. 

Studies have discussed other factors that moderate the likelihood of WLC. Masuda et al. (2012) found that the relationship between 
remote work and WLC is moderated by culture, with managers in Asia experiencing more strain-based WLC than their counterparts in 
English-speaking and South American countries do. Other studies suggest that autonomy and perceived job control enhance one’s 
ability to reduce WLC (Golden et al., 2006; Kossek et al., 2006). Kossek et al. (2006) also found that perceived job control leads to 
higher overall well-being. Planning behavior that aims to achieve effective time use when performing tasks has also been established as 
a strong moderator of the relationship between remote work and the WLC (Azar et al., 2018). According to the study, a higher level of 
planning behavior is associated with less WLC, as workers plan their working time better, thus reducing time- and strain-based 
conflicts. 

Work-life conflict mitigation 
The existence of WLC necessitates remote workers to adopt mitigation strategies. Such mitigation strategies could serve as a 

foundation for creating sustainable remote workplaces from the perspective of WLB, or at least as a way to mend a dysfunctional 
workplace. Here, we draw attention to two theoretical lenses used to analyze such strategies: the segmentation–integration continuum 
and continuities. Studies focusing on mitigation strategies from the individual’s point of view often build on the Nippert-Eng (1996) 
segmentation–integration continuum (Cousins and Robey, 2015; Eddleston and Mulki, 2017; Hislop et al., 2015). Segmentation im-
plies a complete separation of the work and life domains, with a clear, unchangeable boundary between the two. Segmentation reduces 
the chances of WLC by completely separating the two domains and thus preventing spillovers. Integration, on the other hand, indicates 
a full combination of the work and life domains, in which the activities in these two domains are indistinguishable from the worker’s 
perspective. According to the segmentation–integration continuum view, workers can be placed between the two extremes based on 
how they deal with WLC. 

The effectiveness and sustainability of either segmentation or integration also appear to be context dependent. For example, Vaziri 
et al. (2020) suggest that, during the switch to the predominantly remote work mode caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, workers with 
a high preference for segmentation were more likely to experience negative transitions. This could be explained by the diminished 
ability to segment the work and life domains because of an involuntary switch to extensive remote work, possibly also affecting other 
members of the household. Worker self-efficacy has also been positively associated with both the effectiveness of mitigation strategies 
and work outcomes (Asatiani and Penttinen, 2019; Raghuram et al., 2003; Staples et al., 1999). 

Effective mitigation strategies appear to emerge from the effective negotiation of work–home dynamics with household members, as 
well as from the spatial, temporal, and technological affordances available to the worker (Baines and Gelder, 2003; Nansen et al., 2010; 
Richardson and Mckenna, 2014; Waizenegger et al., 2020). Furthermore, the success of mitigating strategies depends on the support 
for WLB from the leadership. For example, supervisors’ encouragement of remote workers to maintain boundaries and WLB during 
crunch times results in less WLC (Lautsch et al., 2009). However, studies have found that leadership support needs to be personalized, 
problem-focused, and fair to have a positive impact on WLC (Lapierre and Allen, 2006; Lautsch et al., 2009; Rofcanin et al., 2017), 
especially for workers with families (ten Brummelhuis and van der Lippe, 2010). Broader leadership support of remote work also leads 
to reduced WLC for mothers after childbirth, helping them maintain their jobs and making it easy for them to go back to work (Chung 
and van der Horst, 2018). 

Another approach to conflict mitigation is derived from the remote work discontinuity theory (Watson-Manheim et al., 2012). This 
approach suggests that organizations and individuals can construct continuities to mitigate the negative effects of traversing 
boundaries, called discontinuities (Asatiani and Penttinen, 2019; Dixon and Panteli, 2010). This approach advocates for a more 
nuanced analysis of each individual boundary (space, time, culture, work practices, organization, and technology) and its disconti-
nuities in the given context, and involves constructing targeted solutions at the organizational, team, or individual level. As discon-
tinuities will vary from context to context, so will continuities. For example, Asatiani and Penttinen (2019) found that two 
organizations with different degrees of remote work intensity used a varied mix of rigid and flexible structures at different boundaries 
to help their workers cope with the life-to-work transition when working remotely. 

Summary 
Literature on work-life boundaries in remote work highlights the properties of flexible boundaries in remote work, as well as 

challenges of controlling spillovers between work and life domains when working from home. There are two sub-themes to the main theme 
‘Work-life boundaries’: one discussing work-life balance/conflict view of remote work, and the other focusing on work-life conflict 
mitigation strategies. The literature draws on theoretical areas of boundaries, discontinuities, and behavioral spillovers, as well as job 
control and autonomy. There is a duality brought by changing boundaries in the remote work setting. On the one hand, the workers 
have a greater opportunity to adjust work to their needs. On the other hand, keeping the balance between work and life activities 
becomes a challenge, especially if work pressure increases. Managing may be related to job-, environmental- (e.g., work conditions at 
home), and personal characteristics (e.g., gender), as well as cultural norms. However, technology also has an impact in introducing or 
exacerbating these issues. For instance, work-related technology enables constant connectedness and availability while facilitating 
blurred boundaries because the same devices and IS are often used for both work and home purposes (Cousins and Robey, 2015; Hislop 
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et al., 2015). Table 4 provides a concise summary of the theme. 

Remote worker health and well-being 

The relationship between remote work and worker health and well-being has been a recurring subject of study, especially in the 
fields of work and organizational psychology, applied psychology, occupational health, management, and human resources. Research 
in this area focuses broadly on two aspects: (1) the impacts of working remotely on physical health, mental health, and overall well- 
being (Butler et al., 2009; Kröll and Nüesch, 2019; Mann et al., 2000); and (2) the interplay between workers’ relationship to a job (e. 
g., job satisfaction, supervisor/peer support, work engagement, and work policies) and their health and well-being (Golden, 2007; 
Golden et al., 2008; Redman et al., 2009; Rudolph and Baltes, 2017). 

Remote worker physical health 
Evidence regarding the impacts of remote work on physical health is inconclusive in the reviewed literature. Butler et al. (2009) 

found that workers using flexible work arrangements self-report better health. However, a more recent study of German organizations 
with flexible work practices found only weak, statistically non-significant effects on perceived health (Kröll and Nüesch, 2019). Butler 
et al. (2009) found no significant effect on healthcare visits in the worker group. Moreover, remote workers have marginally more 
healthcare visits, at least in the short term, compared with their in-office counterparts. Mann and Holdsworth (2003) also suggested 
that, compared with their in-office counterparts, remote workers, especially female workers, may experience slightly more physical ill 
health, which is associated with the emotional stress caused by work. 

Overall, in the literature we analyzed, there is weak evidence that remote work affects workers’ physical health in the short and 
medium terms. Instead, studies offer evidence that remote work encourages positive health behaviors, such as increased exercise, 
improved sleep hygiene, and reduced smoking and alcohol consumption (Butler et al., 2009; Moen et al., 2013). However, these studies 
assume increased autonomy and worker control over work, improved WLB, and more spare time. As discussed above in the section on 
work–life boundaries, such assumptions cannot be taken for granted. Thus, these findings may not be generalizable to most remote 
work environments. There is also a potential for negative health behaviors, such as working when sick (Mann et al., 2000) and the 
tendency to overwork (Nätti et al., 2011; Redman et al., 2009). 

Remote worker mental health and well-being 
There are more studies and evidence of the impacts of remote work on mental health. Findings regarding the specific impacts of and 

emotional responses to remote work are rather heterogeneous and sometimes contradictory, suggesting that the context of the 
workplace matters. Remote work creates conditions that could both reduce and increase mental well-being in workers (Anderson et al., 
2015; Baruch, 2000; Butler et al., 2009; Delanoeije and Verbruggen, 2020; Mann and Holdsworth, 2003; Perry et al., 2018). The perks 
of remote work – including reduced commute (Butler et al., 2009; Delanoeije and Verbruggen, 2020), avoidance of office politics and 
other distractions (Mann et al., 2000; Redman et al., 2009), control over one’s work and schedule, and greater autonomy (Kelliher and 
Anderson, 2008; Perry et al., 2018; ter Hoeven and van Zoonen, 2015) – lead to stress reduction and overall positive perceptions of 
well-being and job and life satisfaction. Several studies draw on the conservation of resources theory to analyze the effects of working 
from home. Based on these studies, home is associated with restoration, where remote workers could better conserve and restore their 
resources, leading to reduced work exhaustion and stress, and an improved emotional state (Biron and van Veldhoven, 2016; Golden, 
2006a; Hartig et al., 2007; Kröll and Nüesch, 2019). In settings where workers work at home for only a part of the week, positive 
affective well-being has been found to be significantly higher on days when workers work remotely (Anderson et al., 2015). On the 
days they work from home, part-time remote workers also report positive self-leading behavior, including higher self-goal setting, self- 
reward, visualization of successful performance, and, ultimately, greater satisfaction with their job (Müller and Niessen, 2019). 

At the same time, remote work could often lead to personal and professional isolation (Bartel et al., 2012; Mann and Holdsworth, 
2003; Redman et al., 2009; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012), which could trigger negative emotions that lead to increased stress. Early 
studies concluded that remote workers experience feelings of loneliness, worry, guilt, fear of missing out, and inability to demonstrate 
their positive qualities, induced by reduced interactions with colleagues and supervisors and a lack of emotional and professional 
support (Barsness et al., 2005; Felstead et al., 2003; Mann et al., 2000; Mann and Holdsworth, 2003). Professional isolation leads to 
concerns about and dissatisfaction with career prospects among remote workers because of reduced visibility and a perceived lack of 

Table 4 
Summary of sub-themes and challenges related to work-life boundaries.  

Sub-themes Work-life balance/conflict Work-life conflict mitigation 

Description Remote workers control activities of work and life domains 
which tend to spillover with the weakened WLB, leading to 
conflict. 

Remote workers cope with WLC by applying strategies to either delineate 
the two work domains or integrate behaviors from the two domains. 

Core theories/ 
concepts 

Behavioral spillovers (Sarker et al., 2010) 
Time/Strain-based conflict model (Lapierre et al., 2016) 
Job control and autonomy (Azar et al., 2018; Kossek et al., 
2006) 

Work-life segregation-integration (Eddleston and Mulki, 2017) 
Organizational discontinuity theory (Watson-Manheim et al., 2012) 

Opportunity Negotiating between work and life domains allow for productive work across boundaries and in diverse contexts. 
Challenge Managing behavioral spillovers between work and life domains, without undermining productivity and well-being in diverse contexts.  
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managerial support for career development (Giannikis and Mihail, 2011; Golden and Fromen, 2011; Igbaria and Guimaraes, 1999; 
Kelliher and Anderson, 2008; Redman et al., 2009). Such isolation could also put pressure on workers to more actively engage in 
supervisor impression management, in an effort to gain greater visibility (Barsness et al., 2005). The findings of a recent study (Golden 
and Eddleston, 2020) suggest that, while remote working per se does not impact career progression, a lack of frequent face-to-face 
interaction with managers can impair one’s career progression and salary growth. This is coherent with studies based on the data 
from the early days of remote work (Konrad and Yang, 2012). To mitigate this, workers may be pushed toward certain behaviors that 
signal their commitment, which can, in time, turn into a feeling of unappreciated sacrifice (Cristea and Leonardi, 2019). In certain 
contexts, this could increase the risk of overwork or working in unhealthy conditions, resulting in increased strain and ultimately 
burnout (Jaakson and Kallaste, 2010; Mann et al., 2000; Redman et al., 2009). 

Whether a remote work environment is dominated by either positive or negative triggers, affecting one’s mental health appears to 
be conditional on the work environment and personal characteristics (Gibson et al., 2011; Hartig et al., 2007; Perry et al., 2018). As 
discussed earlier, positive conditions – such as greater autonomy and control over work, leading to psychological empowerment, and 
reduced WLC, resulting in decreased stress – are inherent properties of remote work. Perry et al (2018) found that lower autonomy in 
remote work could lead to greater strain. This effect is more severe for workers with low emotional stability and more likely to manifest 
with prolonged periods of remote work. This finding corresponds to those of other studies that have observed a higher likelihood of 
negative effects manifesting over longer periods of predominantly or exclusively remote work (Anderson et al., 2015; Golden et al., 
2006). In such an environment, technology that exposes workers to work-related information during after-hours (e.g., work chat app) 
can further exacerbate emotional exhaustion and lead to increased strain (Xie et al., 2018). Gender is another factor here. Research 
suggests that the restorative qualities of working from home are significantly lower for women than men (Hartig et al., 2007; Powell 
and Craig, 2015). A possible explanation for this is the inability of women to opt for segregation strategies to cope with WLC. 

The nature of the work and work arrangements also moderates the relationship between remote work and well-being. Increased 
work exhaustion and stress related to remote work are connected with job interdependence and the quality and quantity of inter-
personal and external interaction (Windeler et al., 2017). A recent study argued that workers with high job interdependence have an 
especially difficult time switching to remote work arrangements during the first wave of COVID-19 restrictions (Chong et al., 2020). At 
the same time, job interdependence can create opportunities for social and professional interaction, increasing the feeling of 
belongingness for some (Davenport and Daellenbach, 2011). Therefore, arrangements need to consider individual needs. There is 
evidence that well-being depends on whether remote work arrangements are structured as employer or employee-centered 
(Avgoustaki and Bessa, 2019; Neirotti et al., 2019). Employer-centered arrangements, which are often centered on efficiency, are 
not necessarily perceived as acts of goodwill on the employer side, leading to worse WLB and reduced work effort from the workers’ 
side (Avgoustaki and Bessa, 2019; Hornung et al., 2008). Employer-centered arrangements also do not have positive effects on job 
satisfaction, similar to employee-centered arrangements (Neirotti et al., 2019). 

The state of mental health and well-being has knock-on effects on workers’ perceptions of the workplace, their peers, and su-
pervisors. Workers who draw positive emotions from remote work arrangements tend to have a higher job and life satisfaction, lower 
turnover intentions (De Menezes and Kelliher, 2017; Kröll and Nüesch, 2019; Wheatley, 2012), higher job performance (Delanoeije 
and Verbruggen, 2020), and greater satisfaction with supervisors (Igbaria and Guimaraes, 1999). Such workers are also more engaged 
with their work (Delanoeije and Verbruggen, 2020; Rudolph and Baltes, 2017) and are more willing to share their tacit and explicit 
knowledge (Chumg et al., 2014). There is some evidence that the mere availability of flexible work arrangements may have positive 
effects on worker attitudes toward their job, even if they do not use them (Chen and Fulmer, 2018; Morganson et al., 2010). However, 
these relationships are not always linear. In an attempt to explain inconsistent findings on the relationship between remote work and 
job satisfaction, Golden and Veiga (2005) found that the extent of remote work and job satisfaction have a curvilinear relationship, in 
which job satisfaction appears to plateau and eventually fall with a greater extent of remote work. This finding fits well with the 
observed negative effects of prolonged remote work on stress, well-being, and productivity as discussed above (Anderson et al., 2015; 
Perry et al., 2018; Spieler et al., 2017). 

In conclusion, there is no linear relationship between remote work and health and well-being. From this perspective, the 

Table 5 
Summary of sub-themes and challenges related to health and well-being.  

Sub-themes Physical health Mental health and well-being 

Description Remote workers risk working in sub-optimal conditions when 
working away from their regular workplace (such as an office). 
Remote workers also have more flexibility to engage in positive 
physical health behavior. However, the long-term impact of remote 
work on physical health is unclear. 

Remote work has both potential positive and negative impacts on 
workers’ mental health and well-being, depending on the context 
and key characteristics. 

Core theories/ 
concepts 

Work-related stress (Butler et al., 2009) 
Perceived health (Kröll and Nüesch, 2019) 
Health behavior (Moen et al., 2013) 

Conservation resource theory (Biron and van Veldhoven, 2016; 
Golden, 2006a) 
Affective well-being (Anderson et al., 2015) 
Isolation (Bartel et al., 2012) 
Job demand-control (Perry et al., 2018) 
Job demand-resource (Sardeshmukh et al., 2012) 

Opportunity Temporal and geographical flexibility affords workers to spend more time on their well-being and to avoid negative well-being features of 
collocated work. 

Challenge Encouraging workers to adopt positive health and well-being behaviors instead of negative ones while working remotely.  
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sustainability of a remote workplace depends on supportiveness of the work environment and the personal characteristics of a worker. 
These factors play an important role in workers’ ability to harness the positive effects of remote work on health and well-being and to 
avoid negative ones. On the other hand, health, and well-being impact how workers perceive their work, their colleagues, and their 
superiors. Reduced health and well-being will negatively affect workers’ performance and engagement, which could lead to a 
downward spiral of worsening well-being. This will ultimately result in an unsustainable remote workplace. 

Summary 
It appears that the relationship between remote work and health and well-being is complex (see Table 5 for the summary). While 

remote work features provide workers an opportunity to improve their health and well-being, the same features can also undermine 
their condition. Depending on the context, the remote workplace can encourage either positive or negative health and well-being 
behaviors. Thus, the challenge is to encourage positive health and well-being behaviors while working remotely. The main factors 
contributing to the effect of remote work on health and well-being appear to be worker autonomy, control over one’s schedule (Butler 
et al., 2009; Moen et al., 2013), level of social and professional isolation (Bartel et al., 2012; Redman et al., 2009; Sardeshmukh et al., 
2012), and extent of prolonged and uninterrupted remote work (Anderson et al., 2015; Golden and Veiga, 2005). 

Social interaction in remote work 

Social interaction is central to all groups and group processes, and as most knowledge work tends to be increasingly collaborative, 
the need to understand and facilitate social interaction is of great interest to remote workers (Kotlarsky and Oshri, 2005; Yakovleva 
et al., 2010). Technology is a key enabler of such interaction, allowing workers to communicate, and form bonds and shared orga-
nizational identity (Thompson-Hayes et al., 2009; Wiesenfeld et al., 1999). Broadly, research on social interaction in remote work 
covers the (re)organization of social relationships and team dynamics when workers are separated by spatial, temporal, and other 
boundaries. More specifically, research on social interaction with a focus on individual workers involves research on socialization, 
including the adoption of norms and identity (Ahuja and Galvin, 2003; Hinds and Cramton, 2014; Koppman and Gupta, 2014; Vayre 
and Pignault, 2014), trust relationships, emergence of trust and trust behaviors (Breuer et al., 2020; Golden and Raghuram, 2010; 
Hinds and Mortensen, 2005; Nandhakumar and Baskerville, 2006; Pinjani and Palvia, 2013; Webster and Wong, 2008), social ties and 
knowledge sharing (Belanger and Allport, 2008; Chumg et al., 2016; Hao et al., 2019; Kotlarsky and Oshri, 2005; van der Meulen et al., 
2019), and virtual team dynamics (Goodman and Wilson, 2000; Montoya et al., 2009; Pauleen, 2003; Pauleen and Yoong, 2001; Sosa 
et al., 2002). 

Socialization in a work context refers to “the process by which an individual acquires the attitudes, behavior, and knowledge 
needed to participate in the organization” (Van Maanen and Schein, 1979, p.3). Through socialization processes, workers develop 
important tacit information about norms, values, and behaviors that are necessary for identity creation and cohesion, performance, 
and productivity (Ahuja and Galvin, 2003). In collocated work arrangements, socialization mainly occurs through observation of co- 
workers and participation in social activities face-to-face. In remote work, the environment for socialization is not as clearly defined, 
and the richness of information being communicated is reduced when face-to-face meetings are replaced with virtual interactions 
(Oshri et al., 2007). Therefore, remote work arrangements complicate socialization processes, and remote workers need to find new 
ways to understand norms and behaviors to develop identity and cohesion (Ahuja and Galvin, 2003). Hinds and Cramton (2014) 
suggested that the social relationships between remote workers especially transform when they spend time together face-to-face over a 
longer period. They argued that face-to-face meetings are pivotal for remote workers to develop so-called situated coworker famil-
iarity, that is, a more complex understanding of coworkers in relation to themselves and the work. The concept should not be seen as 
static but rather as a continuum with decontextualized surface familiarity on the one end and situated deep familiarity on the other 
(Hinds & Cramton, 2014). 

Trust 
Trust between coworkers is critical for successful collaboration and performance, and it plays out differently in remote work 

settings than in collocated work settings (Yakovleva et al., 2010). A recurring understanding of trust in the remote work literature is 
based on Mayer and colleagues’ definition of trust, which states that trust is the “willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another 
party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712). 
Most research on trust between coworkers in remote work has focused on short-term trust relationships, in which workers work 
together for a maximum of several months (Nandhakumar and Baskerville, 2006). Collaboration between workers in short-term re-
lationships relies on previous successful interactions and the impersonal, more abstract trust relations embedded in the organizational 
culture. It can be through hierarchical systems (e.g., a tacit rule that juniors do not disagree with seniors) and through structures and 
behaviors in relation to meetings and the sharing of documents (Nandhakumar and Baskerville, 2006). Therefore, in short-term remote 
worker relationships, impersonal trust, in contrast to deep personal trust, is sufficient (Nandhakumar and Baskerville, 2006). However, 
personal trust is necessary to maintain trust over time. In Nandhakumar and Baskerville’s study of permanent, continuous virtual 
teams, workers show a lack of emotional bonds and start actively searching for personalized trust relationships by participating in 
backstage activities to exchange shared feelings and emotions. It has also been shown that remote workers trust each other more and 
are more innovative if they had pre-existing deep personal trust from working in a collocated setting (Lai and Burchell, 2008; Tzabbar 
and Vestal, 2015). 

Mortensen and Neeley (2012) distinguish between two types of knowledge about co-workers that enhance trust in remote work: 
direct knowledge and reflected knowledge. Direct knowledge refers to knowledge about co-workers’ personal characteristics, 
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relationships, and behavioral norms. This knowledge enhances feelings of closeness to co-workers. Reflected knowledge on the other 
hand refers to information about personal characteristics, relationships, and behavioral norms in the own workplace, gained through 
the lens of remote co-workers, a type of knowledge that promotes feelings of being understood (Mortensen and Neeley, 2012). The 
feeling of being understood seems to be specifically important in remote work as remote workers face more interpersonal, commu-
nication, and task-related conflicts than their collocated counterparts do (Brooks et al., 2020; Hinds and Mortensen, 2005). Hinds and 
Mortensen (2005) study showed that spontaneous communication between remote workers in these teams plays an important role in 
building a shared identity and culture. While shared identity was shown to moderate interpersonal conflicts, a shared context 
moderated task conflict. 

Trust in co-workers seems to be stronger in collocated and virtual teams than in hybrid teams (Webster and Wong, 2008). High trust 
is a result of clearly defined roles of workers in the team, which, in turn, facilitates judgment of who knows what. Thus, trust is higher 
in all types of teams in which workers’ roles are clearly defined, whereas it is relatively lower in hybrid teams (Webster and Wong, 
2008). Bosch-Sijtsema (2007), suggesting that trust in remote teams is undermined by the difficulty of aligning diverse expectations 
across individuals with no or little face-to-face interaction. All these encourage remote and hybrid teams to form in-group/out-group 
biases that are stronger than existing role categories (Webster and Wong, 2008). 

Remote workers seem to be better at harnessing trust relationships when they receive good technical support. Also, remote workers 
with already high trust are not so dependent on digital tools. Moreover, face-to-face interaction is not so important when trust is 
already there, but it is very important for remote workers with low trust (Golden and Raghuram, 2010). 

Knowledge sharing 
Distribution of information and knowledge to and between individual workers is important for organizations to stay relevant and 

spur innovation and for workers to learn and develop in a sustainable remote workplace. In research and practice, this process is 
referred to as knowledge sharing (Belanger and Allport, 2008; Hao et al., 2019). We found three critical aspects of knowledge sharing 
in remote work environments: temporal and spatial separation; lack of shared understanding of coworkers and tasks; and heightened 
importance of team dynamics. 

First, the temporal and spatial separation of coworkers in remote work influences aspects of knowledge sharing (Im et al., 2005; van 
der Meulen et al., 2019). Spatial separation (e.g., geographical distance) reduces the frequency of knowledge sharing, whereas 
temporal separation (e.g., time difference) decreases awareness of knowledge sharing. The level of knowledge sharing in remote work 
also seems to depend on individual workers’ personal characteristics. Hao et al. (2019) for example showed that highly conscientious 
workers are more willing to share knowledge than less conscientious workers. 

Second, the constraints posed by remote work are addressed and facilitated, typically in a context where there is a lack of shared 
cognitive frames and shared knowledge (Koppman and Gupta, 2014). According to Belanger & Allport (2008), it is not uncommon for 
workers to have insufficient knowledge sets, which can have devastating consequences on efficiency, flexibility, learning, and un-
derstanding, as well as, ultimately, on sustainable workplaces. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) differentiated between two types of 
knowledge that can be shared: tacit and explicit. Tacit knowledge is specific to the situation and the individual worker, and is not 
documented. Explicit knowledge is more general knowledge that can be written down as rules, procedures, and manuals. Collaborative 
technology plays an important role in tacit and explicit knowledge sharing (Ahuja and Carley, 1999; Belanger and Allport, 2008). It 
enables workers to better use explicit knowledge through improved storage and access to shared information, which, in turn, increases 
their feelings of effectiveness and productivity. The increased use of explicit knowledge reduces tacit knowledge flow and changes the 
focus of tacit knowledge toward specific person-to-person expertise communication (Belanger and Allport, 2008). 

Third, positive team dynamics are key to enhancing remote workers’ knowledge sharing. Crossing inter- and intracultural 
boundaries is common in remote work, but may hinder social interaction as well as increase complexity for the organization and the 
time spent managing teams of remote workers (Pauleen and Yoong, 2001). However, on the other hand, differences between workers 
are also the main purpose for setting up remote teams, i.e., to leverage organizational, functional, and cultural differences (O’Hara- 
Devereaux and Johansen, 1994). Managing differences between individual workers and thus team dynamics in remote teams is 
therefore the key to the performance and innovation of these teams (Pauleen and Yoong, 2001). For team dynamics to work, 

Table 6 
Summary of sub-themes and challenges related to social interaction.  

Sub-themes Trust Knowledge sharing 

Description Confidence in one’s colleagues is vital for mental health and 
productivity of remote workers, and it manifests differently in 
remote work environments than in co-located work environments. 

Temporal and spatial separation, absence of a common 
understanding, and, team dynamics are critical dimensions for 
effective exchange of information and knowledge between remote 
workers. 

Core theories/ 
concepts 

Trust (Breuer et al., 2020; Golden and Raghuram, 2010; 
Nandhakumar and Baskerville, 2006) 
Theory of socialization (Ahuja and Galvin, 2003; Oshri et al., 2007) 
Media richness theory (Montoya et al., 2009) 

Knowledge sharing (Koppman and Gupta, 2014; Webster and Wong, 
2008) 
Nonaka-Takeuchi model of knowledge creation (Ahuja and Carley, 
1999; Belanger and Allport, 2008) 
Interpersonal conflict, task conflict (Hinds and Mortensen, 2005) 
Team learning (Tzabbar and Vestal, 2015) 

Opportunity Effectively sharing knowledge and create necessary trust levels to work productively together with distributed peers. 
Challenge Organizing social interaction to enhance trust and knowledge sharing among remote workers in the long term and under changing conditions.  
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collegiality is important, and the team must have a shared organizational culture that is exemplified by institution-based trust re-
lationships and anticipation of future association (Pauleen and Yoong, 2001). Pauleen (2003) showed the manifold benefits for 
workers, teams, and organizations, both from an immediate and a long-term perspective, when virtual team leaders first build personal 
relationships with individual workers before focusing on task-related issues. Sosa et al. (2002) showed that workers’ communication 
frequency increases with the importance of the message and with strong organizational bonds, and decreases with geographical 
distance. Team member communication frequency does however not decrease with language differences. Furthermore, the use of 
communication technology to establish and expand social networks among remote colleagues helps to create bonds, and combat 
depersonalization and conflicts (Suh et al., 2011). 

Summary 
Social interaction between co-workers in remote work is necessary for building trust and creating productive team dynamics and 

knowledge sharing (Table 6). The use of information systems in remote work allows one to instantly share knowledge and reach many, 
geographically and temporally, distributed peers. Remote work can therefore leverage inter- and intracultural boundaries that often 
exist in remote work (Pauleen and Yoong, 2001). Remote working practices, in principle, enable workers to gain trust and collaborate 
productively in the short-to-medium term (Pauleen, 2003). Yet, our analysis also reveals challenges. One is to balance face-to-face 
communication and online communication (Oshri et al., 2007) in relation to the temporality of remote work (Hinds & Cramton, 
2014) and in relation to already existing trust relationships between co-workers (Webster and Wong, 2008). Hence, working remotely 
challenges social interaction between co-workers (Ahuja and Galvin, 2003). A second challenge is to understand how the use of various 
digital tools can affect tacit and explicit knowledge-sharing dynamics (Ahuja and Carley, 1999; Belanger and Allport, 2008). Finally, 
social interaction for trust and knowledge sharing is especially challenged when remote work is conducted over a longer period of time 
(Nandhakumar and Baskerville, 2006). 

Leadership and sustainable remote work 

Leadership plays an important role in the success of remote work initiatives and the building of sustainable remote workplaces. Two 
theoretical frames stand out in the discussion of the role of leadership: leader–member exchange (LMX) theory and control. 

Leader-member exchange (LMX) 
LMX is a theory that analyzes the impact of leadership on members, teams, and organizations through the quality of interpersonal 

relationships between leaders and subordinates (members) (Gajendran and Joshi, 2012). The theory posits that leaders possess ma-
terial and non-material resources that can be exchanged with or withheld from a subordinate and vice versa (Golden and Veiga, 2008). 
It has been argued that a high quality of LMX has a positive impact on work outcomes, worker job satisfaction, performance, perception 
of justice, and level of commitment (Golden, 2006b; Golden and Veiga, 2008; Kurland and Egan, 1999). In such LMX, leaders, and 
subordinates have a healthy and mutually supportive relationship in which the required resources are freely exchanged to achieve the 
objectives of the job. 

The literature in our sample included studies that explicitly used LMX theory as a foundation (Gajendran et al., 2015; Golden and 
Veiga, 2008), as well as studies that discussed the resources leaders used to manage remote workers (Panteli et al., 2019; Virick et al., 
2010). The findings also confirm the positive effects of high-quality of LMX in remote work settings. Studies argue that these positive 
effects are strengthened by the normativity of remote work in organizations (Gajendran et al., 2015; Golden and Eddleston, 2020; 
Martínez-Sánchez et al., 2007), frequent leader–subordinate communication, a high degree of dispersion (Gajendran and Joshi, 2012), 
and extensive time spent working remotely (Golden and Veiga, 2008). At the same time, it has been suggested that the moderating 
effect of the extent of remote work on job satisfaction may be curvilinear (Golden, 2006b; Virick et al., 2010), meaning that workers are 
most satisfied when they experience a high quality of LMX in combination with a moderate extent of remote work. This again brings to 
the fore the issue of sustainability of positive structures and practices in prolonged remote work settings. 

Leaders can utilize several material and non-material resources to create a sustainable remote workplace. The key material resource 
is monetary compensation, particularly in the early stages (Panteli et al., 2019). Fair compensation that covers possible overtime work 
helps keep workers committed. From non-material resources, leadership’s overall positive attitude toward remote work is important 
(Clear and Dickson, 2005; Lauring and Jonasson, 2018; Lembrechts et al., 2018), especially when it comes to direct superiors. Direct 
superior support has a significant influence on whether workers utilize remote working opportunities (de Sivatte and Guadamillas, 
2013). It has been argued that often leadership falls victim to normative and mimetic pressures to view remote work as an exceptional 
arrangement that is reserved for special cases and deserving workers with proven track records (Brewer, 2000; Illegems and Verbeke, 
2004; Kelly and Kalev, 2006; Peters and Heusinkveld, 2010). Such attitudes have also been on display during the early stages of the 
COVID-19 pandemic (Parker et al., 2020). In settings where remote work is allowed, managers may be negatively biased toward teams 
with remote team members (van der Lippe and Lippényi, 2020). Managers may also interpret workers opting for remote work as an 
indication of a lower commitment to work (Leslie et al., 2012). Such negative or reserved attitudes toward remote work could result in 
a lower quality of LMX, as leaders are less willing to provide the necessary support to remote workers and invest in the sustainability of 
remote work practice. For example, as discussed in the subsections on key characteristics, work–life boundaries, and health and well- 
being above, job autonomy is essential for the positive aspects of remote work (e.g., lower stress, flexibility) to materialize. Workers 
also feel respected and have a more positive outlook on their leaders when they are allowed to work remotely on their terms (Koivisto 
and Rice, 2016). Therefore, leaders need to be willing to believe in the idea of remote work and grant autonomy to remote workers 
(Clear and Dickson, 2005; Lembrechts et al., 2018; Panteli et al., 2019). Workers can also influence managerial attitudes toward 
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remote work through upwards influence tactics such as rational persuasion, ingratiation, and self-promotion. However, the success of 
this approach hinges upon mutual recognition and respect between a worker and a manager (Clarke et al., 2019). Successful use of such 
tactics also may not necessarily trigger a systematic change at the organizational or even team level. 

A key non-material resource is social support from leadership (Collins et al., 2016; Panteli et al., 2019; Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). 
Remote workers can be socially and professionally isolated from their workplace (Illegems and Verbeke, 2004; Mann and Holdsworth, 
2003; Redman et al., 2009; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012), which can lead to increasingly transactional interactions with work (Tietze and 
Nadin, 2011). Furthermore, a perceived lack of feedback and professional input from remote managers breeds negative attitudes 
toward the workplace (Golden and Fromen, 2011). On the other hand, enhancing online social ties within an organization can 
positively impact job performance (Neufeld and Fang, 2005; Zhang and Venkatesh, 2013), and prevent counterproductive behavior 
such as cyberslacking (Holland et al., 2016; O’Neill et al., 2014b, 2014a). Moreover, family-supportive supervisor behavior further 
improves work engagement and performance (Rofcanin et al., 2017). To facilitate this, leaders need to provide social support, which 
includes increased communication, praise, acknowledgment, and feedback (Lautsch et al., 2009; Mulki and Jaramillo, 2011; Panteli 
et al., 2019; Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). Such support needs to be personalized and problem-focused (Lapierre and Allen, 2006; Lautsch 
et al., 2009). Here leadership also needs to take into consideration the possibility of greater cultural diversity, which may necessitate 
cultural adaptation (Cramton and Hinds, 2014). 

All these, require greater emotional involvement from the leader, who needs to take into consideration both the work and home 
factors of remote workers, as the two are intertwined (Collins et al., 2016). Some researchers also refer to inspirational leadership, in 
which leaders adopt a transformational leadership style characterized by charismatic influence, individualized consideration, use of 
motivational language, and a focus on the morale and intellectual stimulation of workers (Joshi et al., 2009; Lauring and Jonasson, 
2018; Madlock, 2013). The inspirational leadership style aligns well with the requirements of individualized social support and active 
worker engagement, which are deemed necessary for a high-quality LMX. 

Control 
The traditional approach to surveillance and control of subordinates that relies on visibility and physical presence is unfit for 

remote workplaces (Felstead et al., 2003). Studies using a control frame examine the mechanisms that leadership uses to control 
remote workers and the responses of workers to such control mechanisms. Research predominantly studies two groups of control 
mechanisms. Different studies have labeled the two groups differently, but conceptually, they have overlapping meanings: formal and 
informal (Dimitrova, 2003; Fogarty et al., 2011; Persson et al., 2012), direct and indirect (Halford, 2005; Jackson et al., 2006), and 
technocratic and socio-ideological (Sewell and Taskin, 2015). Formal, direct, and technocratic control mechanisms (hereafter formal) 
refer to the formalized mechanisms imposed by leadership through explicit work policies, IT-based control tools, direct monitoring, 
formal reporting, and auditing processes. Such mechanisms could be used to emulate the visibility of a physical office (Chandra et al., 
2020). Informal, indirect, and socio-ideological mechanisms (hereafter informal) include indirect means of influence, such as loose 
service-level agreements, unspecified work schedules, peer pressure, informal interaction with management, overlapping constraints 
and responsibilities, and worker interdependency. Multiple studies have found that, while formal and informal control mechanisms 
work in tandem, informal mechanisms tend to be dominant (Dimitrova, 2003; Jackson et al., 2006; Persson et al., 2012; Sewell and 
Taskin, 2015). At the same time, mechanisms such as technology-based control and direct monitoring have a minimal role on their own 
(Dimitrova, 2003; Fogarty et al., 2011; Jarrahi et al., 2017). Enforcing formal mechanisms through information systems could 
furthermore have negative impacts on worker innovativeness and perceptions of IT usefulness (Chandra et al., 2020). 

As a result of the dominance of informal control mechanisms, remote work can prove to be more restrictive to worker autonomy 
than what existing formal control mechanisms may suggest (Dimitrova, 2003). In discussing this phenomenon, some authors invoked 
Foucault’s concept of the panopticon (Brocklehurst, 2001; Jackson et al., 2006), which pushes individuals to self-control because of the 
perceived pressure from an invisible overseer. In this case, a panopticon consists of informal controls from peers and leaders. For 
example, studying workers in an IT department who switched to remote work, Sewell and Taskin (2015) observed that those workers 
who would freely roam around the office during the workday were now chained to their computers at home, because they felt they 
need to be constantly available to not miss any incoming message or request. 

In more trust-based work environments with greater job autonomy, fewer routine tasks, and in-office colleagues, remote workers 
seem to face a dilemma regarding whether to embrace formal control mechanisms (Fogarty et al., 2011). Sewell and Taskin (2015) 

Table 7 
Summary of sub-themes and challenges related to leadership.  

Sub-themes LMX Control 

Description Relationships between leaders and subordinates can vary in quality 
based on the context and actions of leaders. Relationship quality 
impacts how material and non-material resources are distributed 
throughout the organization. Remote work can contribute to both 
the increase and decrease in LMX quality. 

Leadership possesses formal and informal mechanisms to control 
remote workers. While formal control mechanisms can appear strict, 
informal control mechanisms tend to have a bigger practical impact 
on workers. Control is necessary yet if mismanaged it could have 
significant negative effects on sustainability. 

Core theories/ 
concepts 

Leader-membership exchange theory (Gajendran and Joshi, 2012) 
Social exchange theory (Golden and Fromen, 2011) 
Social identity theory (Clarke et al., 2019; Koivisto and Rice, 2016) 

Control theory (Fogarty et al., 2011; Persson et al., 2012) 
Theory of power (Brocklehurst, 2001; Jackson et al., 2006) 
Signaling theory (Golden and Eddleston, 2020) 

Opportunity High-quality LMX in remote work enables a more productive workplace, efficient resource distribution, and a more informal control regime. 
Challenge Cultivating high-quality LMX with effective underlying control mechanisms without undermining the sustainability of remote work.  
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observed that, in such environments, workers may be inclined to support formal control mechanisms, even if they see them as a 
necessary evil. An advantage of formal control mechanisms is a more clearly defined work schedule and responsibilities. Such clarity 
can help establish fairness between remote and in-office workers. It can also help remote workers draw a stronger boundary between 
work and life. 

Summary 
Remote work can negatively impact leader-subordinate relationships, leading to poor LMX quality, and dysfunctional approaches 

to managerial control (see Table 7 for the summary). All these increase the likelihood of reduced productivity and well-being. The key 
challenge here is to cultivate high-quality LMX suited to sustainable remote work. Literature discusses three major issues contributing to 
such development. First, remote work tries pre-existing perceptions of remote work and remote workers, as well as institutional 
structures (Kelly and Kalev, 2006; Peters and Heusinkveld, 2010). Second, remote work also provokes a management style that relies 
on visibility, physical presence, and perceived direct control over subordinates (Felstead et al., 2003). Finally, remote work un-
dermines personal and professional relationships between leaders and subordinates through isolation and increasingly transactional 
interactions (Golden and Fromen, 2011; Tietze and Nadin, 2011). 

Discussion 

In this review, we set out to uncover the challenges and opportunities of remote workplace sustainability and ways in which in-
formation systems could facilitate more sustainable remote workplaces. Based on our findings we propose a framework for a sus-
tainable remote workplace (see Figure 1). In our framework, we take a novel approach to remote workplace sustainability, by focusing 
on the core characteristics and variables that shape remote workplaces, rather than the properties of remote working itself. We argue 
that the properties of remote work, such as flexibility, do not tell one much about a specific workplace. These properties only become a 
challenge or an opportunity for sustainable work through interaction with the workplace context, which is shaped by a range of factors. 

In our framework, the workplace’s greater context is shaped by base characteristics encompassing personal, work environment, and 
job characteristics. These characteristics represent a foundational context and set a trajectory for remote workplace sustainability for 
each worker – the trajectory that becomes clearer over a longer period of working remotely. In practice, the outcome of the 
constellation of the base characteristics is the levels of worker autonomy (does a worker have control over their work?), self-efficacy (Is 
worker capable of carrying out work remotely?), and access to resources (does a worker have material and non-material means to carry 
out work?). While not immutable, these base characteristics are slow and hard to change (e.g., established gender roles in childcare, 
work experience, or ingrained cultural practices at the workplace). 

The basic characteristics collectively influence workers’ ability to leverage what we refer to as the four variables of sustainable 
remote work to their advantage. These variables are work-life balance, health behavior, social interaction, and exchange with lead-
ership. When leveraged to workers’ advantage, these variables allow workers to engage in productive work without compromising 
well-being. Otherwise, the variables may have the opposite effect on workers’ productivity and well-being. This ability to leverage the 
variables is determined by the base characteristics. The more autonomy, self-efficacy, and resources the workers have, the more they 
can control their work and stay productive away from their collocated workplaces. In practice, this may mean that remote workers 
have control over their schedule (better WLB) or that they have greater negotiating power with leadership (higher quality LMX). 

The four variables are more malleable than the base characteristics. For example, upon the transition from collocated to remote 
work, a worker may start in a state of work-life conflict, due to not having well-developed remote work routines; however, given the 
base characteristics that enable high levels of autonomy, self-efficacy and access to resources, this conflict will evolve into a balance. 

Fig. 1. Framework for remote workplace sustainability.  
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Yet, the base characteristics bind workers’ ability to freely change the variables, thus creating path dependence. At the same time, 
positive and negative feedback loops may contribute to a gradual evolution of the base characteristics. For example, high-quality 
exchange with leadership would result in continuous support of the professional development of a worker. This support in the long 
run would translate into improved professional skills of the worker, thus changing the worker’s personal characteristics in a way that 
results in higher autonomy and self-efficacy. Therefore, the interaction between the base characteristics and the variables has the 
potential to create virtuous and vicious cycles, thus strengthening the initial trajectory. 

The common theme across these four variables is their non-uniform impact on remote workplace sustainability. We argue that the 
influence of the base characteristics is responsible for the inconsistent findings on how the four variables play out in the remote work 
setting. The influence of the base characteristics thins the lines between work-life balance and conflict, positive and negative health 
behavior, social connectedness and isolation, greater engagement with leadership, and overbearing control. As the base characteristics 
shape the sustainability trajectory, different variables can be affected differently. This means that the confluence of variables could 
influence worker productivity and well-being simultaneously in positive and negative ways. For example, remote workers with high 
levels of self-efficacy and resource access may be deeply embedded with their team, achieving high levels of social interaction and 
professional support, yet they may experience negative health behavior and WLC due to high interdependence with their teams. This 
would result in higher productivity in the short- and medium-term (positive impact), but declining well-being in the long-term 
(negative impact). These positive and negative impacts represent opportunities and challenges to remote workplace sustainability. 
Thus, workers and managers should strive to actualize opportunities and minimize challenges. However, it is unclear how to influence 
the balance between the positive and the negative, amid the base characteristics setting the trajectory for remote workplace sus-
tainability over longer periods of work. 

Information systems are a tacit component of remote work sustainability, which underlies remote working, yet is often taken for 
granted in the research. Remote workers and their employers rely on information systems to structure and manage remote work, which 
suggests their importance in remote workplace sustainability. Given the properties of the base characteristics and sustainability 
variables, we suggest that to address the challenges of remote work one needs to modulate the influence of the base characteristics on 
the variables of remote workplace sustainability. Changing how the base characteristics influence workers’ ability to leverage the 
variables could help break the vicious cycle undermining remote workplace sustainability and actualize the positive influence of 
variables on productivity and well-being. Sub-optimal personal, environmental, or job characteristics in essence create work dis-
continuities – a situation where remote workers’ work is disrupted due to issues crossing boundaries between life and work domains 
(Watson-Manheim et al., 2012). The research suggests that continuities need to be created to remedy these disruptions (Asatiani and 
Penttinen, 2019; Watson-Manheim, 2019), and IS artifacts are capable of serving as a continuity (Asatiani et al., 2021; Cimperman, 
2023). In this context, the base characteristics create a foundation for work disruption, thus undermining sustainable remote work. As 
the base characteristics are hard to change, creating continuities between them and the variables would be most fruitful for creating a 
sustainable remote workplace. If we could modulate the impact of the base characteristics, we could more easily tweak the variables to 
cultivate opportunities for a more sustainable remote workplace. Information systems play a critical role in building such continuities. 
By enacting the sustainability roles of IS (Schoormann and Kutzner, 2020), we could build more inclusive remote workplaces that 
compensate for the lacking base characteristics. Physical offices provide an even playing field, if an imperfect one, offering everyone 
more or less equal access to various resources and an established infrastructure for interdependent work. Thus, an office serves as an 
equalizer. Bringing work home removes these support structures, bringing to the fore invisible inequalities. As remote workplaces 
heavily depend on IS, it is only logical to assume that these IS should fill the shoes of physical offices in evening out the contexts of 

Fig. 2. Towards IS for sustainable remote workplaces.  
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different workers. Unfortunately, our review reveals that the role of IS in ensuring a sustainable remote workplace is understudied and 
often taken for granted. In the next section, we offer a future research agenda to address this lack of understanding. 

Explicating the role of IS in remote work sustainability: Research agenda 

Information systems have the potential to positively contribute to sustainability by enabling access to resources, connecting 
workers, and safeguarding their well-being, among other things (Schoormann and Kutzner, 2020). Yet, the evidence from remote work 
research shows that the mere availability of IS and its capabilities are insufficient to promote sustainable remote workplaces. More-
over, IS could exacerbate remote work challenges, amplifying the negative impact. 

The current research on sustainability posits that we require needs-focused, proactive action to reach sustainability goals, beyond 
the mere creation of conditions and capabilities that allow for sustainable outcomes (United Nations, 2015; Wijethilake, 2017). 
Reflecting on this view, we argue that IS should, through design and use, actively contribute to the shaping of a sustainable workplace. 
IS design and use should enact capabilities that allow IS to play a positive role in sustainability (Schoormann and Kutzner, 2020). The 
purpose of this enactment should be to actualize remote work sustainability opportunities (positive influences) while minimizing the 
challenges (negative influences). It is important to note that due to the dualistic nature of opportunities and challenges, it is impossible 
to eliminate the challenges completely. For example, allowing for temporal flexibility necessarily precludes the possibility of both a 
better work-life balance and work-life conflict. However, we argue that achieving a positive balance in actualizing remote work 
opportunities will ultimately result in more sustainable workplaces. 

Currently, we lack the understanding of how to enact IS in workplace sustainability, to counteract discontinuities emerging from 
the base characteristics of remote workplaces. To tackle this, we need IS for sustainable remote workplaces. This is an opportunity for 
IS research to contribute (see Figure 2). In this section, we propose three emergent and established IS theoretical frames that deal with 
the duality of IS impact on individuals, organizations, and society: IS for social inclusion; dignity; and boundary objects. The three 
theoretical frames were selected for their explicit recognition of the dual impact of information systems on organizational processes 
and systems users, and their explicit focus on social sustainability. At the end of the section, we propose a definition of the IS for 
sustainable remote work, based on the proposed research agenda. 

Inclusion 
Our review highlighted the increasing diversity of workers, the jobs they perform, and the environments they work in the remote 

work context (Bélanger, 1999; Krumm et al., 2016; O’Neill et al., 2009; Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016). While similar trends could be 
observed at traditional workplaces, weak spatial and temporal boundaries increase the variability of these factors, introducing greater 
complexity. Remote workers are removed from a co-located workplace, which tends to serve as a certain equalizer. Personal, pro-
fessional, and environmental factors play an important role in how workers experience prolonged remote work (Boell et al., 2016). 
While there are efforts to make workplaces more inclusive through novel managerial approaches (e.g., Moen et al., 2013), research on 
the inclusive design of IS that power remote work process requires further examination. 

It has been noted that IS design and the way they are used can have a significant positive impact on inclusion, making it easier and 
safer for diverse groups of people to participate in technology-mediated spaces (Olbrich et al., 2015). IS could serve the functions of 
includer and process innovator (Schoormann and Kutzner, 2020), allowing remote workers with diverse personal, environmental, and 
job contexts to work sustainably, adjusting work processes to their needs. Yet, the positive impact of IS on inclusion is not guaranteed. 
Curto-Millet and Cañibano (2023) find that inclusion and exclusion are not inversely related but can co-occur. They argue that IS 
designed for social inclusion will introduce both inclusion and exclusion to different groups, suggesting that IS research needs to 
account for this paradoxical tension. Drawing on paradox response categories (Putnam et al., 2016), Curto-Millet and Cañibano (2023) 
propose a design framework for inclusive IS. Information systems that mediate significant parts of the remote work process could, 
through design, accommodate the needs of diverse worker groups (e.g., enhancing asynchronicity of work), thus contributing to in-
clusion and actualizing sustainability opportunities. Inclusive IS would help alleviate the negative impacts of the base characteristics 
on worker autonomy, self-efficacy, and access to resources. However, it is unclear whether such inclusive design decisions may 
simultaneously exclude other worker groups, thus actualizing the challenges. As a consequence, merely taking a worker-centric 
perspective on workplace and IS designs (Neirotti et al., 2019; Parker et al., 2017; Richards, 2022), may prove to be insufficient for 
creating a sustainable remote workplace. 

We suggest that future research could use a lens of IS-based inclusion in studying the contribution of IS in creating a sustainable 
remote workplace. As a starting point, researchers could draw on the paradoxical tensions of IS-based social inclusion (Curto-Millet 
and Cañibano, 2023) and the paradoxical effects of remote work on the sustainable work ability of diverse worker groups (Boell et al., 
2016). To inspire future research, we offer the following proposition: Information systems designed with the awareness inclusion/exclusion 
paradox, that allow its users to make conscious and informed choices regarding making systems more inclusive/exclusive of specific groups, will 
contribute to shaping a more sustainable remote workplace for a wider group of remote workers. 

Dignity 
Blurring of boundaries and work-life conflict appear to be a major challenge to remote work sustainability. Research suggests that 

boundaries between work and life evolve as conditions in workers’ work and home environment change (Shockley and Allen, 2007; 
Watson-Manheim et al., 2012), giving way for discontinuities to emerge. Even well-structured remote work arrangements tend to fail 
with prolonged periods of remote work (Golden et al., 2006), unless the worker operates in a context of favorable base characteristics 
that allow these structures to be constantly maintained and adjusted. Resulting spillovers between work and life domains lead to the 
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perceived loss of autonomy, disengagement, stress, and negative health and well-being behaviors (Cristea and Leonardi, 2019; Jaakson 
and Kallaste, 2010; Perry et al., 2018). 

Information systems, designed to enhance connectivity, often undermine boundaries, and encourage integration of work and life 
domains, as the same systems are used for both work and personal applications. Merging of personal and professional schedules 
(Lapierre et al., 2016; Tietze and Musson, 2005), and the inability to avoid an inflow of work-related information outside of working 
hours (Hislop et al., 2015) are two clear examples. We argue that one way to design and study IS that promotes sustainable remote 
workplaces, is to approach the issue from the point of view of human dignity. Human dignity is getting increasing attention in the IS 
discourse amid growing concerns about privacy, information overload, behavioral nudging, and automated decision-making (Leidner 
and Tona, 2021; Mason, 2021; Zuboff, 2019). These negative facets of technology are conceptualized as affronts to human dignity that 
undermine sustainability (Leidner and Tona, 2021). 

We find the CARE theory proposed by Leidner and Tona (2021) highly relevant as a theoretical lens for further research. The 
authors conceptualize four personal data digitalization encounters – i.e., knowing-self, showing-self, knowing-others, and showing others – 
that provide claims and affronts to dignity for users and even non-users of an IS. This duality of claims and affronts provides yet another 
conundrum to be resolved in IS design and use. Knowing-self and others provide claims to dignity in the form of greater autonomy, 
through greater knowledge, regarding decisions about the self and giving access to resources that may help improve one’s life (Leidner 
and Tona, 2021). In the context of remote work, this could manifest as greater awareness of one’s well-being and productivity, pre-
senting workers with information about themselves, their peers, and a healthy norm, thus preventing workers from overworking, 
feeling isolated, incompetent, or left behind by their remote peers and superiors. IS could serve here as a safeguard (Schoormann and 
Kutzner, 2020) and nudge workers to the effect of knowing-self and others to encourage positive well-being behavior. On the other hand, 
the two encounters could be a source of affront to one’s dignity in two different ways: manifested as constrained autonomy, through 
control and surveillance; and manifested as objectification and devaluation, through being perceived by others as one’s data traces, 
rather than a human being. Such affronts map well to the sustainability challenges experienced by remote workers, pertaining to 
relationships with leadership, health and well-being, and work-life conflict. 

Showing-self and others provide claims to dignity by allowing one to express oneself and be recognized by others based on one’s 
humanity and merit (Leidner and Tona, 2021). In this positive scenario, IS would serve as a sharer (Schoormann and Kutzner, 2020), 
making remote workers more visible and recognized, removing the pressure from workers to engage in signaling behavior, cultivating 
trust and knowledge-sharing behavior, and minimizing social and professional isolation. Showing-self and others also provide affronts to 
dignity, by making one invisible, unequal, and humiliated as well as exposing one to greater possibilities of coercion and restricted 
autonomy (Leidner and Tona, 2021). This again corresponds to the sustainability challenges of remote work, manifested as worker 
disengagement, isolation, lack of trust, and low-quality relationships with leadership and peers. 

As we can see, the dignity lens unveils the paradoxical, dualistic impact of IS, which could either promote or undermine human 
dignity and sustainability (Leidner and Tona, 2021). This yet again highlights the importance of proactive, outcome-focused sus-
tainability action, which needs to be embedded into IS design. Taking claims and affronts view on IS in remote work could prove to be 
useful in determining how IS can actualize sustainability opportunities while minimizing challenges. Based on this discussion, we offer 
the following proposition for future research: Information systems designed with and for human dignity, focused on materializing claims and 
preventing affronts to dignity, will contribute to remote workplace sustainability by helping to safeguard the well-being of remote workers 
through respecting their boundaries, and supporting leadership in cultivating sustainable remote work and control practices. 

Boundary objects 
Workers’ ability to cultivate personal resources plays an important role in creating workplaces (Kelly and Moen, 2020; Kira et al., 

2010; Stebbines and Shani, 2009). Such resources give workers means and time to productively perform tasks while maintaining their 
well-being. A major factor in play that has a negative impact on personal resources is social and professional isolation, which leads to 
workers feeling disconnected from the support network at the workplace (Bartel et al., 2012; Collins et al., 2016; Sardeshmukh et al., 
2012). Leaders on the other hand, are to provide additional material (e.g., monetary compensation, better remote work tools) and non- 
material (e.g., social support) resources that further grow workers’ personal resources and advance workplace sustainability (Golden 
and Veiga, 2008). The productive coordination of these resources at the remote workplace remains a challenge. The need for such 
resources may be less visible to leaders and peers in the remote work context. On the other hand, affected workers may be disinclined 
to reach out to others, due to a lack of trust, an unsupportive job structure, or the absence of effective knowledge-sharing tools and 
practices (Ahuja and Carley, 1999; Belanger and Allport, 2008; Webster and Wong, 2008). 

IS research has a rich tradition of studying boundary objects, which enhances knowledge transfer, shared understanding, and 
coordination in organizations (Doolin and McLeod, 2012). IS could also serve as a connector, sharer, and includer to enhance sus-
tainability (Schoormann and Kutzner, 2020). Such capabilities could help minimize remote work sustainability challenges and 
actualize opportunities, pertaining to resource coordination, isolation, trust, and leader-subordinate relationships. However, it has 
been pointed out, that the impact of boundary objects is not inherently positive, and rigid objects may deprive people of resources, and 
introduce conflict (Barrett and Oborn, 2010; Levina et al., 2006). In the remote work context, boundary objects’ efficacy can change 
over time, resulting in fluctuation between positive and negative impacts on workers relying on these objects (Barrett and Oborn, 
2010; Marheineke et al., 2016). Yet, we lack a firm understanding of the mechanisms behind the change (Marheineke et al., 2016). 

Once again, we observe the duality of the IS impact. It is important to consider that to view IS artifact as a boundary object, one 
needs to consider both the properties of the artifact and how it is used (Barrett and Oborn, 2010; Doolin and McLeod, 2012). This 
would suggest that to promote a sustainable remote workplace, one needs to consider both sustainability-oriented IS design and use. 
We propose the following: To actualize sustainability opportunities, information systems artifacts, used in remote work, should serve as 
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boundary objects that efficiently and effectively connect individual workers to required material and non-material resources to ensure the 
productivity and well-being of workers engaged in prolonged remote work. 

Definition of IS for sustainable remote workplaces 
In the Background section of this article, we offered a definition of a sustainable remote workplace drawing on sustainable 

development, sustainable IS, and sustainable work literature. The definition names information systems as one of the key promoters of 
sustainable remote workplaces, due to the role of IS in facilitating remote work. Based on our findings and the outlined research 
agenda, we define such information systems that promote sustainable remote workplaces. For this definition, we yet again rely on 
sustainable work objectives and sustainable IS capabilities, but we combine them with the notions drawn from the theories that inform 
our research agenda. The resulting definition is as follows: 

Information systems for sustainable remote workplaces are boundary objects designed for and with human dignity and conscious 
consideration for their design’s inclusion and exclusion impacts. Such information systems enact positive IS roles for sustainability to 
serve as continuities and curb negative trajectories of work sustainability emerging from personal, environmental, and job characteristics 
that form a context in which remote workers operate. These systems ensure a diverse group of workers can carry out productive work 
remotely over long periods while maintaining their physical and mental well-being. 

The purpose of this definition is to provide a starting point for future research on work-sustainability-oriented IS, and sustainable 
remote workplaces in IS discipline. We also hope that this definition can help to build the bridge between IS and non-IS research on 
remote work, opening the path for more cross-disciplinary studies. 

Limitations 

As with most of the research, ours is not without limitations. Our review has a limited scope. Even though we have used broad and 
inclusive search terms, and we strived to cover multiple research areas, we had to employ strict inclusion criteria. We were selective 
with publications that excluded conference proceedings and some journals focused on more emergent research, which may not be at 
the top of journal rankings. Our sample also excluded most of the publications in fields such as computer science and human–computer 
interaction. Moreover, we did not include studies that took primarily country-, organization-, or team-level perspectives. We recognize 
that this is a limitation, and we made decisions on inclusion criteria consciously, to ensure the viability and insightfulness of this study. 
Still, we believe that this study can serve as a stepping-stone for researchers who want to cover the other areas of remote work research 
and build on and expand the concept of a sustainable remote workplace. 

Conclusion 

Our review contributes to the research on IS sustainability in a remote workplace context. First, we synthesize an interdisciplinary 
body of literature to identify prescient challenges to remote workplace sustainability and situated in relation to IS. This broader 
perspective opens new avenues for IS researchers to contribute to the questions in the remote work domain that have received less 
attention in IS discourse. Second, we offer a framework for sustainable remote workplaces. The novelty of the framework lies in unique 
focus away from the remote work affordances and to the characteristics and variables that shape the remote workplace. We also 
separate the rigid base characteristics that determine the trajectory for the remote workplace sustainability, and flexible variables that 
contribute, or undermine it, depending on the workers ability to access resources, have control over the work process, and competently 
perform their tasks. Third, we offer the future research agenda to study and theorize on IS for sustainable remote workplaces. Our 
agenda is forward-looking, taking a more proactive stance on sustainability, and focusing on aspects beyond green IS, which are well- 
represented in literature. We propose three lenses that ground future research firmly in IS discipline: inclusion, dignity and boundary 
objects. Finally, we provide definitions of sustainable remote workplaces and IS for sustainable remote workplaces, which propose the 
boundaries for the new research area and give future researchers language to integrate such sustainability-focused research into 
greater IS discourse. 
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# Journal name Research area based on AJG Rank Initial hits 

1 Enterprise and Society Economic history 3 6 
2 American Economic Review Economics 4* 0 
3 Quarterly Journal of Economics Economics 4* 1 
4 Review of Economic Studies Economics 4* 0 
5 Journal of Economic Perspectives Economics 4 2 
6 Journal of International Economics Economics 4 0 
7 Journal of Labor Economics Economics 4 3 
8 RAND Journal of Economics Economics 4 0 
9 Labour Economics Economics 3 0 
10 Entrepreneurship, Theory and Practice Entrepreneurship 4 11 
11 Journal of Business Venturing Entrepreneurship 4 10 
12 Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal Entrepreneurship 4 4 
13 Academy of Management Journal Ethics and CSR 4* 64 
14 Academy of Management Review Ethics and CSR 4* 43 
15 Administrative Science Quarterly Ethics and CSR 4* 16 
16 Journal of Management Ethics and CSR 4* 102 
17 Academy of Management Annals Ethics and CSR 4 46 
18 British Journal of Management Ethics and CSR 4 23 
19 Business Ethics Quarterly Ethics and CSR 4 2 
20 Journal of Management Studies Ethics and CSR 4 33 
21 California Management Review Ethics and CSR 3 11 
22 European Management Review Ethics and CSR 3 15 
23 Gender, Work and Organization Ethics and CSR 3 17 
24 Harvard Business Review Ethics and CSR 3 5 
25 International Journal of Management Reviews Ethics and CSR 3 29 
26 Journal of Business Ethics Ethics and CSR 3 60 
27 Journal of Business Research Ethics and CSR 3 92 
28 Journal of Management Inquiry Ethics and CSR 3 16 
29 MIT Sloan Management Review Ethics and CSR 3 9 
30 British Journal of Industrial Relations HR 4 3 
31 Human Resource Management (USA) HR 4 52 
32 Human Resource Management Journal (UK) HR 4 14 
33 Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society HR 4 0 
34 Work, Employment and Society HR 4 11 
35 Economic and Industrial Democracy HR 3 5 
36 European Journal of Industrial Relations HR 3 2 
37 Human Resource Management Review HR 3 59 
38 Industrial and Labor Relations Review HR 3 1 
39 Industrial Law Journal HR 3 0 
40 Industrial Relations Journal HR 3 0 
41 International Journal of Human Resource Management HR 3 121 
42 New Technology, Work and Employment HR 3 88 
43 Work and Occupations HR 3 9 
44 Information Systems Research Information Management 4* 103 
45 MIS Quarterly Information Management 4* 155 
46 Journal of Management Information Systems Information Management 4 116 
47 Journal of the Association of Information Systems Information Management 4 91 
48 Computers in Human Behavior Information Management 3 298 
49 Decision Support Systems Information Management 3 126 
50 European Journal of Information Systems Information Management 3 102 
51 Expert Systems with Applications Information Management 3 99 
52 Government Information Quarterly Information Management 3 28 
53 Information and Management Information Management 3 150 
54 Information and Organization Information Management 3 60 
55 Information Society Information Management 3 20 
56 Information Systems Frontiers Information Management 3 70 
57 Information Systems Journal Information Management 3 99 
58 Information Technology and People Information Management 3 86 
59 International Journal of Electronic Commerce Information Management 3 30 
60 International Journal of Human-Computer Studies Information Management 3 68 
61 Journal of Computer Mediated Communication Information Management 3 60 
62 Journal of Information Technology Information Management 3 71 
63 Journal of Strategic Information Systems Information Management 3 57 
64 Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology Information Management 3 49 
65 Research Policy Innovation 4* 50 
66 Journal of Product Innovation Management Innovation 4 51 
67 R and D Management Innovation 3 32 
68 Technovation Innovation 3 41 
69 Journal of Operations Management Operations management 4* 28 
70 International Journal of Operations and Production Management Operations management 4 67 

(continued on next page) 
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(continued ) 

# Journal name Research area based on AJG Rank Initial hits 

71 Production and Operations Management Operations management 4 24 
72 Computers in Industry Operations management 3 69 
73 IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management Operations management 3 57 
74 International Journal of Production Economics Operations management 3 89 
75 International Journal of Production Research Operations management 3 135 
76 Journal of Scheduling Operations management 3 0 
77 Journal of Supply Chain Management Operations management 3 8 
78 Manufacturing and Service Operations Management Operations management 3 2 
79 Production Planning and Control Operations management 3 74 
80 Supply Chain Management: An International Journal Operations management 3 28 
81 Management Science Operations research & Management science 4* 25 
82 Operations Research Operations research & Management science 4* 0 
83 European Journal of Operational Research Operations research & Management science 4 34 
84 IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation Operations research & Management science 4 1 
85 Annals of Operations Research Operations research & Management science 3 18 
86 Computers and Operations Research Operations research & Management science 3 6 
87 Decision Sciences Operations research & Management science 3 38 
88 INFORMS Journal on Computing Operations research & Management science 3 1 
89 Journal of the Operational Research Society Operations research & Management science 3 8 
90 Omega: The International Journal of Management Science Operations research & Management science 3 11 
91 OR Spectrum Operations research & Management science 3 0 
92 Organization Science Organizational studies 4* 117 
93 Human Relations Organizational studies 4 77 
94 Leadership Quarterly Organizational studies 4 92 
95 Organization Studies Organizational studies 4 58 
96 Organizational Research Methods Organizational studies 4 25 
97 Group and Organization Management Organizational studies 3 74 
98 Organization Organizational studies 3 12 
99 Research in Organizational Behavior Organizational studies 3 16 
100 Research in the Sociology of Organizations Organizational studies 3 8 
101 Psychological Science Psychology 4* 1 
102 Annual Review of Psychology Psychology 4 7 
103 Current Directions in Psychological Science Psychology 4 2 
104 Journal of Experimental Psychology - Applied Psychology 4 0 
105 Journal of Experimental Social Psychology Psychology 4 4 
106 Journal of Personality and Social Psychology Psychology 4 2 
107 Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin Psychology 4 5 
108 Psychological Bulletin Psychology 4 3 
109 Psychological Review Psychology 4 0 
110 British Journal of Psychology Psychology 3 2 
111 British Journal of Social Psychology Psychology 3 2 
112 European Journal of Social Psychology Psychology 3 4 
113 Journal of Behavioral Decision Making Psychology 3 0 
114 Journal of Conflict Resolution Psychology 3 0 
115 Journal of Cross Cultural Psychology Psychology 3 6 
116 Judgement and Decision Making Psychology 3 1 
117 Personality and Individual Differences Psychology 3 5 
118 Psychological Research Psychology 3 0 
119 Psychology of Women Quarterly Psychology 3 1 
120 Psychometrika Psychology 3 0 
121 Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology Psychology 3 0 
122 Journal of Applied Psychology Work psychology 4* 113 
123 Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology Work psychology 4 35 
124 Journal of Occupational Health Psychology Work psychology 4 18 
125 Journal of Organizational Behavior Work psychology 4 83 
126 Journal of Vocational Behavior Work psychology 4 49 
127 Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes Work psychology 4 32 
128 Personnel Psychology Work psychology 4 27 
129 Accident Analysis and Prevention Work psychology 3 10 
130 Applied Psychology: An International Review Work psychology 3 27 
131 Ergonomics Work psychology 3 23 
132 European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology Work psychology 3 46 
133 Human Factors: Journal of Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Work psychology 3 28 
134 Human Performance Work psychology 3 13 
135 International Journal of Rehabilitation Research Work psychology 3 0 
136 Journal of Managerial Psychology Work psychology 3 59 
137 Journal of School Psychology Work psychology 3 1 
138 Occupational and Environmental Medicine Work psychology 3 2 
139 Scandinavian Journal of Work Environment and Health Work psychology 3 1 
140 Work and Stress Work psychology 3 6 
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(continued ) 

# Journal name Research area based on AJG Rank Initial hits 

141 American Journal of Sociology Social sciences 4* 4 
142 American Sociological Review Social sciences 4* 2 
143 Annual Review of Sociology Social sciences 4* 7 
144 Social Science and Medicine Social sciences 4 6 
145 Sociology Social sciences 4 3 
146 Sociology of Health and Illness Social sciences 4 1 
147 British Journal of Sociology Social sciences 3 1 
148 Economy and Society Social sciences 3 4 
149 European Sociological Review Social sciences 3 3 
150 Global Networks - A Journal of Transnational Affairs Social sciences 3 0 
151 Industrial and Corporate Change Social sciences 3 13 
152 Journal of European Social Policy Social sciences 3 0 
153 Journal of Social Policy Social sciences 3 3 
154 Review of International Political Economy Social sciences 3 1 
155 Social Forces Social sciences 3 3 
156 Socio-Economic Review Social sciences 3 1 
157 Sociological Review Social sciences 3 9 
158 Technological Forecasting and Social Change Social sciences 3 73 
159 Theory Culture and Society Social sciences 3 3 
160 World Development Social sciences 3 2 
161 Strategic Management Journal Strategy 4* 30 
162 Global Strategy Journal Strategy 3 6 
163 Long Range Planning Strategy 3 25 
164 Strategic Organization Strategy 3 8 
Total hits 5125   

Appendix B. – Boolean code used to search Scopus database 

ALL(“Remote work” OR “Telecommuting” OR “Virtual work” OR “Virtual team*” OR “Virtual organization*” OR “Virtual collabo-
ration” OR “Virtual discontinuities” OR “Distributed team*” OR “Distributed work” OR “Distributed collaboration” OR “Global team*” OR 
“Distance work” OR “Online work” OR “online collaboration”) AND PUBYEAR AFT 1998 AND PUBYEAR BEF 2021 AND ISSN()3 

Appendix C. – Example coding table  

Open Codes Categories Theme 

Work-family conflict; family interference with work; work interference with family; work satisfaction; ego 
depletion; involuntary telework; telework intensity; conflict-enrichment profiles; Goal conflict; 
telecommuting and a compressed work week (CWW); Value percept theory; Withdrawal theory; Social 
exchange theory (SET); homeworking; psychological contract; paid work vs recreational labour; time 
use patterns, Multi-tasking; organizational commitment; turnover intentions; work – home 
interference (WHI); Time-based WHI; Strain-based WHI; work-family issues; ’“ideal worker norms”; 
Work-to-home spillover; Home-to-work spillover; 

Work-life conflict Work-life 
boundaries 

Work-life balance and Institutional theory; Work-family effectiveness; Work family balance; Work-family 
interface; Work-home interface; ROWE - Results Only Work Environment; Work-family relationship; 
family supporting supervisor behavior; arousal and restoration processes; 

Work-life balance 

boundary management strategy; work venue; boundary management; boundary strength at home (BSH) 
and boundary strength at work (BSW); Clark’s (2000) work–family border theory; Temporal/spacial 
map of household; Public - private boundary (home- work spaces); work location; 

Remote work boundaries 

coping strategies; costs of coping; Self-leadership; self-efficacy; Work design; Time scheduling; Emotions; 
psychological job control; Affordance theory; coping; technostress; Connectedness; autonomy; 

Coping with challenges to 
work-life balance 

Flexibility; flexitime; flexiplace; Flexible work arrangements (FWAs), enrichment theory; co-workers’ 
utilization of FWA; flexibility work arrangements; Access to flexibility; flexible work scheduling (FWS); 
Organizational flexibility (optimistic and pessimistic perspectives); Flexibility model; exploitation 
model; Time fragmentation; employee flexibility; Flexible production; 

Flexibility in remote work 

Labor participation; Fatherhood; identities as workers and as parents; breadwinner discourses; workplace; 
Feminist theory; Stigmatization theory; Stigmatization; stereotype activation theory; flexibility- 
willingness; Marital satisfaction; Gender equality; work-family culture; Overtime, domestic labour; 
labour market flexibility, gender contracts; intensive motherhood, leisure, involuntary telework; role 
transitions; housework; Industrial production; household production; Culture theory; Division of 
domestic responsibility; household/domestic outsourcing; unpaid work; Home-centred society; 
helping behavior; singles; social support; 

Gender perspective on remote 
work   

3 Alternatively, we used SRCTITLE() instead of ISSN(), where ISSN was unavailable or incorrect. 
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Appendix D. – Full list of articles included in the review  

# Authors Year Journal Title 

1 Ahuja, M.K., Carley, K.M. 1999 Organization Science Network Structure in Virtual Organizations 
2 Ahuja, M.K., Galletta, D.F., Carley, K.M. 2003 Management Science Individual Centrality and Performance in Virtual R&D 

Groups: An Empirical Study 
3 Ahuja, M.K., Galvin, J.E 2003 Journal of Management Socialization in virtual groups 
4 Anderson, A.J., Kaplan, S.A., Vega, R.P. 2015 European Journal of Work 

and Organizational 
Psychology 

The impact of telework on emotional experience: When, 
and for whom, does telework improve daily affective well- 
being? 

5 Asatiani, A., Penttinen, E. 2019 Information Systems 
Journal 

Constructing continuities in virtual work environments: A 
multiple case study of two firms with differing degrees of 
virtuality 

6 Avgoustaki, A., Bessa, I. 2019 Human Resource 
Management 

Examining the link between flexible working arrangement 
bundles and employee work effort 

7 Azar, S., Khan, A., Van Eerde, W. 2018 Journal of Business 
Research 

Modelling linkages between flexible work arrangements’ 
use and organizational outcomes 

8 Baines, S., Gelder, U. 2003 New Technology, Work 
and Employment 

What is family friendly about the workplace in the home? 
The case of self-employed parents and their children 

9 Barsness, Z. I., Diekmann, K. A., & Seidel, M. D. L. 2005 Academy of Management 
Journal 

Motivation and opportunity: The role of remote work, 
demographic dissimilarity, and social network centrality 
in impression management 

10 Bartel, C.A., Wrzesniewski, A., Wiesenfeld, B.M. 2012 Organization Science Knowing Where You Stand: Physical Isolation, Perceived 
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