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Summary
In this thesis we look at why teleworking failed to become the norm in the Netherlands and if so,
what can be done about it. In the process we investigate what teleworking means to the employee,
employer and the government, examining various advantages and disadvantages by drawing from
the literature and by using questionnaires. Important aspects of the thesis are various Dutch and
European rules and regulations (both written laws and case law) as they apply to teleworking as well
as the Bring Your Own Device phenomenon. We examine BYOD both for its own merits but also as a
measure of the maturity of the employees’ personal IT systems and knowledge about those systems.
In the case of BYOD, in addition to using questionnaires, we also apply the Unified theory of
acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT2) model.
From the questionnaires we discover that teleworking is very much present in the Netherlands
however we also see that it is largely unofficial (clandestine). We discover a couple of statistically
significant relations when it comes to teleworking, for example age and marital status as well as
some personal traits as teleworkers seem to be able to deal better with lack of communication from
colleagues and customers and less feedback from the supervisor. Some of the statistically significant
advantages to teleworking seem to be higher productivity and efficiency, less stress, reduction of
sick-leave and spending more time with the family/friends.
Overall the population seems fairly happy with the teleworking as is, however the clandestine status
has its drawbacks, which might be hampering further flourishment of the phenomenon in full. The
clandestine status might, for one, make it hard to build upon it as a dependable and present
phenomenon. This might make it hard to e.g. realize cost savings for the employer. The employer
doesn’t seem to mind this clandestine status as such, possibly because it gives the employer more
control over when to allow it and when not to. However this might be the cause of the fact that nonteleworkers desire to telework but can’t and teleworkers want to telework more but can’t do so
either, possibly creating inequality on the labor market. The clandestine status does mean that
neither the employee nor the employer seem to take laws and regulations into account.
When it comes to laws, it is largely Health and Safety that puts great cost and legal and
administrative responsibility on the employer as well as limiting the employee’s right to the privacy
of the home. At the same time, not adhering to these laws doesn’t seem to cause any major issues.
Additionally, we discuss the Dutch “right to telework” – law, the EU laws regarding teleworking
abroad as well as the newly adopted EU regulation 2016/679, most of which doesn’t really help
and/or change the current situation much, at least in Netherlands.
As far as BYOD goes, we see a similar pattern both regarding the clandestine as well as legal status.
We discover that things like fun as well as the use of own device being an automatism are
statistically significant for the uptake of BYOD. We also see a statistically significant influence with
regards to privacy concerns as those who worry about such issues tend not to partake in BYOD.
However the future of BYOD might be a bit bleak as we found that employees would be fine with
using the employer’s technology if only the right technology was offered.
We conclude by suggesting that governmental action is needed to take teleworking to the next step.
In particular we advise removing the applicability of Health and Safety to the teleworking situation,
lobbying to change the EU tax laws regarding teleworking, introducing tax incentives for the
employer and the employee to promote teleworking and lastly, giving the employee the true right to
telework as well as the responsibility for the home workplace environment.
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Samenvatting
Waarom is telewerken geen gangbare werkvorm geworden in Nederland en kan er iets aan gedaan
worden om dat te bevorderen – dat is eigenlijk de hoofdthema van deze proefschrift. We kijken naar
de voor- en nadelen van telewerken voor de werkgever, de werknemer en de overheid waarbij we
zowel gebuikt maken van literatuuronderzoek als enquêtes om een complete beeld d’r van te
krijgen. Een belangrijk aspect is ook de ter zake doende wet- en regelgeving zowel op nationaal als
op Europees niveau. Hierbij kijken we niet allen naar de geschreven wetten maar ook naar de
jurisprudentie hierover. We betrekken hierbij ook de Bring Your Own Device fenomeen, zowel als
een fenomeen op zich als ook als een maatstaaf van de volwassenheid van de IT systemen van de
werknemer en hun kennis hierover. Voor BYOD passen we, naast de enquêtes, ook de UTAUT2
(Unified theory of acceptance) model toe.
De enquêtes doen ons beseffen dat telewerken eigenlijk een wijdverspreid fenomeen is in
Nederland maar dat het grotendeels gaat om informeel (clandistien) telewerken. We ontdekken ook
een aantal statistisch significante relaties zoals leeftijd en burgerlijke staat maar ook een aantal
persoonlijkheidskenmerken. Telewerkers blijken beter om te kunnen gaan met minder contact met
collega’s en klanten en ook minder feedback van de leidinggevende. Een aantal van de statistisch
significante voordelen van telewerken zijn, volgens de respondenten, hoger productiviteit, minder
stress, verminderd ziekteverzuim en meer tijd voor vrienden en familie.
Ons populatie lijkt redelijk tevreden met het telewerken. De clandestiene status heeft echter ook
zijn nadelen die mogelijk in de weg staan van verdere groei van telewerken. Zo is het lastig om echt
op telewerken te rekenen als een fenomeen zolang het clandestien is, wat wellicht kostenbesparing
voor de werkgever bemoeilijkt. De werkgever vindt overigens de clandestiene status wellicht niet
per se vervelend, mogelijk omdat hierdoor de werkgever beter de controle in eigen hand houdt.
Echter dit is potentieel de reden waarom veel mensen die willen telewerken dat niet mogen en de
gene die wel telewerken, het niet mogen uitbreiden waardoor er mogelijkerwijs een ongelijkheid op
de arbeidsmarkt ontstaat. Het clandistien houden van telewerken betekent wel dan noch de
werknemers noch de werkgevers zich in praktijk hoeven te houden aan de wet- en regelgeving.
Wat wet- en regelgeving betreft zien we dat voornamelijk de ARBO wetgeving veel financiële,
administratieve en wettelijke lasten meebrengt voor de werkgever. Tevens beperkt het de privacy
van de werknemer thuis. Tegelijkertijd zien we dat het zich niet houden aan deze wetgeving weinig
negatieve consequenties heeft.
Tevens bespreken we de “recht op telewerken” – wet, de EU wetgeving m.b.t. telewerken in het
buitenland en de recent aangenomen EU regulation 2016/679. De meeste hiervan lijkt weinig toe te
voegen in de Nederlandse situatie.
Wat BYOD betreft zien we vergelijkbare resultaten als het op de clandestiene en wettelijke status
aankomt. Zaken als “fun” en “automatisme” zijn statistisch significant voor het meedoen met BYOD
terwijl zorgen omtrent privacy juist mensen ontmoedigen om deel te nemen. De toekomst van BYOD
is echter mogelijk onzeker omdat werknemers bereid zouden zijn de IT middelen van de werkgever
te gebruiken, mits ze “juist” zijn.
We sluiten af met het advies voor de overheid om actie te ondernemen. Hierbij stellen we voor om
ARBO wetgeving voor telewerken af te schaffen, te lobbyen voor wijziging van EU belastingregels
m.b.t. telewerken, positieve en negatieve prikkels te creëren voor de werkgever en werknemer om
telewerken aan te moedigen en om de werknemer een “echt” recht op telewerken te geven,
gekoppeld aan zelfverantwoordelijkheid voor de thuis werkplek.
9

Chapter 1 Introduction
1.1 What are we doing here?
Working at one of those giant open-plan offices, I looked up from my computer screen one day,
looked around at all the other faces gazing in a computer screen and thought to myself: what are we
doing here? Mind you, the emphasis was on the word “here”, not the word “doing”. I mean, we all
woke up this morning – probably no more than a few feet away from a perfectly good computer got dressed, drove for miles, probably spent an exorbitant amount of time in a traffic jam, just to get
to a different (and at least in my case inferior) computer and sit behind it. That is admittedly, a little
nuts. Weren’t we supposed to be teleworking by now? I know people sometimes say that it is
difficult to make predictions, especially about the future, but still, I expected a little more than this. I
mean, we’re not talking about jet-packs and flying cars. It’s just typing on a different chair.
Late 90’s and early 2000’s seemed to be a hotbed of teleworking activity in the Netherlands – all of it
amply covered by the media. The advantages of teleworking seemed to be numerous: higher
productivity, increased employee motivation, better work-life balance, lower cost for the employer,
less traffic congestion, better for the environment. Of course, the downsides were recognized as
well. In short, these were related to IT shortcomings (e.g. availability of high speed internet, laptops,
access to data etc.) as well as organizational/management issues and social isolation issues. But the
overall message in the media seemed to be: we need to solve some issues but then we’ll get there.
(Smit, 1996) (Janzing, 1996) (Weegink, 1997) (van den Berg, 1998)
The government was also quick to look into the teleworking trend. For example, in 1996 17
members of the Dutch parliament (Tweede Kamer) got all the necessary equipment to experiment
working from home, logging in to the parliamentary systems etc (kst20633). Somewhat expectantly,
the major issues of the day had to do with technology.
Many other governmental agencies experimented with teleworking as well: Ministry of Transport,
Public Works and Water Management, Ministry of Economic Affairs, Informatie Beheergroep
(Telewerken, 1996) (Loode, 1996) (Leeuwarder Courant, 1997). Government also made several
attempts to get the scientific point of view with regards to telework. In 1995 the Verkeerskundig
Studiecentrum (Traffic Study Center) of the University of Groningen was asked to look into the
societal acceptance of teleworking as a solution to congestion issues (Spittje, 1995). Questionnaire
responses of 963 car drivers in the Amsterdam and Groningen region were analyzed in the course of
the research. The respondents saw teleworking as a valid solution for the congestion problem in
general. The research also shows that the longer the commute of a respondent, the more likely she
is to express the desire to telework.
In 2004 TNO (the Netherlands Organization for applied scientific research) was asked by various
government agencies to look at whether telework can improve the accessibility of the Amsterdam
area (Martens & Snelder, 2004). They too concluded that telework is an attainable and effective way
to improve accessibility. Additionally, they once again recognized the positive effects teleworking
has: higher employee motivation, higher productivity and lower overhead. They also recognized
some downsides (e.g. work – family conflict) but once again, the overall conclusion seemed to be:
teleworking is good for the employee, good for the employer and good for the society. Yes, some
issues need to be tackled but it’s all not beyond our capabilities (Heres, et al., 2004).
In 2007, in a rapport summarizing the current state of affairs, The Netherlands Institute for
Transport Policy Analysis (KiM) came to similar conclusions.
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So…to come back to my original question: what are we doing here? If teleworking is good for all the
parties involved, if everyone benefits, why aren’t we doing it? Figure 1 tells us that the official
numbers even today (2016) seem fairly low, let alone in the late 2000’s, when I first started thinking
about this. After all the media and research attention, investments and campaigns, the Dutch
teleworking seems to struggle around the 20% mark. To me, for a country like the Netherlands –
wealthy, with good infrastructure and a strong economy with a large services sector – this just
seemed very disappointing. And puzzling… Why has teleworking failed to become the norm in the
Netherlands?

Figure 1: Teleworking in the Netherlands. Source (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2016)

Was it the employer? Was the employer somehow blocking this? Was it the employee? Is the
employee simply not able to telework? Maybe it was the government. Maybe they are somehow,
intentionally or unintentionally, impeding the growth of teleworking. They do seem to be weakening
their resolve and support of teleworking.
This line of thinking set me on a path that lead to this thesis. I decided to find answers to these very
questions.
Figure 2 gives us an overview of the approach used in the thesis. As already mentioned, the overall
research question we want to have answered is: why has teleworking failed to become the norm in
the Netherlands? In order to answer this question, we will analyze the role played by the three main
protagonists of the teleworking story: the employer, the employee and the government. In our
journey to find the “means, motive and opportunity” in this particular whodunit 1, we will look at
what teleworking meant to each of the participants. We will try to ascertain what it is they are
1
Wikipedia defines a whodunit as: “a complex, plot-driven variety of the detective story in which the audience
is given the opportunity to engage in the same process of deduction as the protagonist throughout the
investigation of a crime. The reader or viewer is provided with the clues from which the identity of the
perpetrator may be deduced before the story provides the revelation itself at its climax. The investigation is
usually conducted by an eccentric, amateur, or semi-professional detective.”
Perhaps an apt definition of this whole endeavor.
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hoping to gain and whether or not it is attainable to begin with. How do they feel about
teleworking? Are there negative consequences that makes one of them wince when we mention
teleworking? Questionnaires containing these and similar questions will be used to paint a broader
picture about teleworking as the employers and employees see it.
We will also look at the rules and regulations that apply to teleworking. These are important, not
only because they are the “rules of the game” that employers and employees have to adhere to.
They are also major instruments of the government and hence revealing of the actual government
stance on teleworking. It’s where the rubber meets the road as far as government is concerned. Part
of the study of the laws and regulations will also include an examination of the case law. This will
allow us to both see the implementation of the laws in practice as well as discover any possible
conflicts that take place between the three parties.
Next we will examine whether the employee has the means necessary to perform teleworking. We
will take a little detour here in order to investigate the concept of Bring Your Own Device in which
the employee uses own IT resources for work purposes. BYOD doesn’t just give us an insight into the
IT capabilities of the employee. It, as a phenomenon, is in a way similar to teleworking. Both
phenomena derive a lot of their might from the increasing IT capabilities of the employee, both from
the point of view of the technology as such as well as the understanding of best use of said
technology. Both phenomena are merging the personal and the professional world of the employee:
teleworking brings work to home and BYOD, in a way, brings home to work. Both phenomena have a
certain “grassroots” quality to them, which in part explains the title of the thesis. They both try to
change the nature, organization and definition of work but then bottom-up.
We will examine BYOD in a similar fashion as we do teleworking: by using questionnaires to look at
the views of the employer and employee. As far as BYOD goes, the government is neither a
proponent nor an opponent. Rules and regulations will still be examined because certain aspect, in
particular privacy and health and safety issues, might still be of importance.
However, we will also use this opportunity to test the applicability of the Unified Theory of
Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT2). We will cover UTAUT2 extensively in Chapter 6 so
suffice to say that it is a model that tries to predict use of IT by looking at performance expectancy,
effort expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions, hedonic motivation, price value and
habbit. UTAUT2 is actually a further development of the original UTAUT model. While the original
UTAUT model looked at IT use in business context, UTAUT2 looks at the consumer context by
including e.g. the price aspect of IT. As such, it seemed plausible that the model would offer some
insights into the reasoning behind BYOD as well as give us a different way to probe at BYOD. As
UTAUT2 has to my knowledge never been applied in the BYOD context, it gives us a new way to
examine the subject and perhaps give us new insights or a new methodology for dealing with the
matter. As such it was an exciting little avenue I just couldn’t resist perusing.
Lastly, once we get a full look at the entire situation, we will try to formulate what, if anything,
should and could be done to improve the teleworking prevalence in the Netherlands.
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Figure 2: Research questions

B. Can something be done to
improve the teleworking
prevalence in the Netherlands?

A. What role did the employer, the
employee and the government
play?
Wat are the employees IT capabilities?

III.

How do employers and employees perceive BYOD?

What laws, rules and regulations apply?

UTAUT2 as explanation for the use of
consumer technology in the workplace

i.

ii.

iii.

Bring Your Own Device: use of consumer technology in the workplace

What laws, rules and regulations apply?

What does teleworking mean to each of the participants?

II.

I.

1. Why has teleworking failed to become the norm in the Netherlands?
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1.2 Research context
Of course, sociological phenomena don’t exist in a vacuum. Many other issues work with or against
them, shape them and affect them in some way. The following sections touch upon some of these
general issues that might help us frame the research better.

1.2.1 Increased complexity of the personal information systems
Both teleworking and Bring Your Own Device couldn’t really have occurred on any serious scale if the
underlying technology hadn’t taken off and, perhaps more importantly, become accessible to and
adopted by the consumers.
Richard Baskerville, the Editor-in-Chief of European Journal of Information Systems published an
editorial in 2011 (Baskerville, 2011) examining the Individual Information Systems as a possible (and
underdeveloped) research area. In it he notes how the individual technology has evolved from a
standalone PC, to a networked PC, to a network of PC and a laptop, to a network of PCs, laptops,
printers, smartphones, etc. Lately, we’ve also seen the advent of even more devices (e.g. the
almighty iPad) into that arena.
Baskerville points out that similar developments in the corporate world have been extensively
studied in the past including the broader social-technological developments that accompanied this.
However, the research interest according to him never quite continued this evolution to the level of
an individual. While at the same time Baskerville points to the fact that the individual user may have
an IT environment with similar complexity as companies in the past. To illustrate this, Baskerville
describes an “average” professional today (the example given was based on 2011 situation and was
updated and expanded here). The fictional Jane Doe may have a work PC, a laptop, a tablet and a
smartphone. Additionally she may have other laptops and tablets in the home network used by
other family members. She has two internet providers providing internet access (one for work and
one for home). She manages a LAN consisting of a DSL modem, Ethernet router, a firewall and a
wireless access point. A printer, a scanner and a fax machine are also connected to the network and
managed by her.
She has dozens of software packages on her computer but largely depends on a few of them. Office
productivity tools used for word processing, spreadsheets, presentations are her bread and butter.
Frequently she utilizes additional dictionary packages both offline and online as a service. Email and
diary/calendar are used extensively by her and synced to all her devices so that she can use them
any-time any-where. Her presence and availability is linked to the diary and made available to her
colleagues and on all of her devices in order to facilitate collaboration. All her devices offer
collaboration, in particular VoIP services in order to communicate online while away from the office.
Jane is participating in various cloud services offered by her employer (publications, reference
resources, access to customer data, online collaboration tools). Additionally, Jane partakes in
personal cloud services including shared folder drop sites, discussion groups and social networking
sites. These services are used for both personal and professional goals.
For her own personal use, Jane uses online banking to manage various bank and credit card
accounts. She uses a separate package to manage her shares/stocks investment portfolio. When it’s
time to do the taxes, Jane uses a software package and integrates information from both her
personal, work and government cloud to integrate all the necessary information. She submits her
taxes via internet.
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When Jane travels, both personally and professionally, she does her planning and hotel booking
online. She uses both her social network as well as general review sites to make an informed
decision. Most of her shopping is done online as well.
Jane’s family has gained access to a web based television provider that offers on demand content on
all her networked devices. Recently, she has also purchased a smart TV enabling internet and casual
gaming.
For both personal and professional use, her tablet and her smartphone are the devices she uses
when she is on the go. Most of the aforementioned applications (both for entertainment and
professional use) have an app version that enable her to access them when she is on the move.
Baskerville summarizes Jane Doe’s information system architecture in Figure 3. And though the
example is fictional, more and more people are facing a similar situation.

Personal communications, email, VoIP, social
networking
Individually provided service cloud
Retail purchasing web-access for goods,
services, and travel

Employer provided service cloud

Employee work systems

Personal finance systems: Account/transaction
manager, investment portfolio manager, tax
preparation software,

Personal work systems

Entertainment systems: video on demand,
games

Individually provided service cloud

retail finance and employer web-access
Office productivity systems: Word processing,
spreadsheets, calendaring/diary
Employer provided service cloud
Work-related communications systems: email,
VoIP, virtual meeting spaces, social networking

Network systems: Service providers; dedicated modems,
firewalls
access points, print/scan/fax servers
Computing systems: Desktops, laptops, smartphones, tablets

Figure 3: Jane Doe’s individual information system architecture. Adapted from (Baskerville, 2011)

Apparently, individuals have started to acquire a very complex IT environment. This is the case when
it comes to hardware but also when it comes to the advent of services in the personal arena.
This complex IT environment could be seen as the fertile ground that in a way gave birth to the
teleworking and the BYOD phenomena, both in terms of opportunity as such as well as giving
consumers a knowhow on how to do it. It also took the IT systems out of the “intimidating”
seriousness of the working environment where only a few trained professionals knew how to
15

maintain it and where you, as a worker, just had to accept the IT solutions given to you. All of a
sudden, the worker could initiate a serious and informed debate on what the best IT resources and
configurations are to perform labor. And since labor became increasingly dependent on and hence
inseparable from IT, this discussion could, at least hypothetically, be extended to the organization of
labor itself.

1.2.2 The balance between work, life and caregiving
Work-life balance is a common theme in social research. We will focus more on the Dutch situation
here as it is also a hot topic in the Dutch politics which adds the caregiving (childcare, elderly care,
volunteer work) dimension to it. In 2015 the Dutch Minister of Social Affairs and Employment even
requested that The Social and Economic Council of the Netherlands (SER) looks into this issue
(Asscher, 2015).
Asscher sets the stage by saying that 64.6% of the women and 75% of the men were employed in
2014. In his opinion, various demographic changes could (in addition to the “standard” child caring
issues) lead to an increasing need for elderly care, in particular care for people in their own
environment as people feel the need to stay independent as long as possible. He adds to that that
increased pressure on the employees to take responsibility for their own employability (e.g. lifelong
learning) throughout their life as well as delay their retirement (issues related to the discussion
under 1.2.4 ). He also mentions the helpful technological advancements that allow people to be
more efficient making their jobs less time/place dependent which could perhaps help them meet the
afore mentioned challenges. This of course, ties in neatly with the teleworking and BYOD trends this
thesis deals with.
Many questions need to be answered according to Asscher but overall it comes down to: what social
changes do we see and how should we as a society deal with them?
The afore mentioned societal issues were also discussed in greater detail by a joint collaboration
between The Netherlands Institute for Social Research and Utrecht University in a special issue of
journal called “Tijdschrift voor Arbeidsvraagstukken (2015, issue nr. 4)” (Sociaal en Cultureel
Planbureau, 2016). For example, the issue tells us that employees who engage in caregiving (e.g.
elderly care) have a higher level of sick leave and that it’s the higher educated that have less free
time as well as men with young children. They also point out the importance of support by the
employer of the employee who is providing care to a family member. They found that even though
employees have the option to, under certain conditions, request time off to care for a family
member, they oftentimes don’t (dare) to do so. As far as caregiving as such is concerned, the Dutch
society would seem to feel less pressure to offer it as the family ties seem to be less strong than in
some other countries while the Dutch do have a good health care system. On the other hand, it
seems that child care is something that the Dutch would prefer to do themselves (instead of
outsourcing it to a day care center). This seems somewhat contradictory to the government policy,
according to the journal, as the government seems to encourage daycare while pushing the citizens
to do more caregiving to other family members. Last but not least, the journal points out not all
people have the same access to various arrangements that make combining care and work easier:
lower educated and freelancers seem to find it more difficult to do so (e.g. due to lack of money for
daycare or lack of flexibility regarding work location and work schedule).
It is also worth noting that feeling busy and being busy may be two different things, as professor
Tanja van der Lippe (Utrecht University) said in an interview for SER (Kusiak, 2014). She points out
how the Dutch spend less time on work and care than some other European countries while at the
same time the Dutch take more vacation than other nations. She says that there is also a trend in
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which women spend less time on household chores and hire help instead. However, the Dutch also
try to “maximize” the quality time, making that feel like “busy time” as well. According to her it’s
also a question of a cultural habit to claim to be busy all the time.
Of course, even the feeling of pressure to combine various work and care tasks could possibly
influence work arrangements like teleworking, let alone actual pressure.

1.2.3 Views on privacy
Both teleworking and BYOD bring our personal and our professional lives in closer contact with each
other. Hence one’s views on privacy could affect either of the two phenomena.
With the advent of internet, e-mail, social networking and online collaboration, we are, as a society,
sharing a great deal of our personal information with a great number of people. At the same time,
this shared information has turned out to have great economic benefit to companies like Facebook
and Google who use this information for advertising purposes. In the past few years and especially
since the Snowden disclosures we have seen that governments are interested in personal online
information as well. So apparently our data has great value. How do we feel about sharing it and
what influences our decisions to do so? A review published by Science Magazine (Acquisti, et al.,
2015) offers us an overview of many different aspects which they group into three themes:
uncertainty (people don’t know how what it means and how they feel about it), context dependency
(we might feel differently about privacy in different situations) and malleability (others may try to
influence how we feel about privacy). This review will be our general guide trough the world of
privacy. When needed, we will also use other sources as well as comment on possible consequences
a certain aspect might have in the employer – employee context.
First of all, when it comes to uncertainty, people may simply not know who has their information
and what it is used for. According to the review, when people have some insight into the use of
information, people do seem to prefer higher privacy, at least in the context of an experiment in
which people were asked to purchase batteries or a sex toy online. Interestingly, (Kang, et al., 2015)
have found that pure technical knowledge of what happens with data online doesn’t influence their
tendency towards privacy as such.
This would seem to indicate that being open about the use of people’s information would still the
privacy concerns – or at least make people willing to choose the more privacy protective option, as
the experiment showed. A small caveat is that sometimes people don’t seem to be thinking about
privacy as such until someone reminds them of it. The review points to an experiment in which
people were less willing to answer incriminating questions after being assured of confidentiality and
privacy.
World of privacy also contains a paradox, aptly named “privacy paradox”. Privacy paradox has to do
with an observed difference between peoples stated views on privacy (e.g. being pro privacy
protection) and their observed actions (e.g. being willing to answer increasingly sensitive questions
in order to obtain a discount) 2. One possible (partial) explanation is that, while people might have a
general view on privacy, they actually make decisions on a case-by-case basis in which they weigh
the costs and benefits of each situation. This choice doesn’t always appear to be “rational” as people
might e.g. choose immediate gratification over long term cost.

2
(Kang, et al., 2015) mention that sometimes the privacy paradox also seems to go the other way: people who
claim not be concerned about privacy end up being the ones who read the privacy statement of a website.
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Looking at privacy from a point of view of social interaction, the review points that humans generally
exhibit their social tendencies by sharing information and that progressively sharing information
with others is a sign of intimacy (which in turn requires a baseline privacy level to begin with). The
desires for social interaction, recognition/fame or conversely fear of unimportance are hence
competing with our desires for privacy.
Privacy is often context dependent as well as being changeable over time and influenced by culture
and behavior of others (if others reveal information about themselves, we are more likely to do it
ourselves) . One very important (contextual) factor is institutional trust (confidence that user data
won’t be misused after submitting it) which has been linked to privacy concerns and information
disclosure– see e.g. also (Kehr, et al., 2015), (Phelan, et al., 2016). In an employer-employee context,
this trust might be an important factor. Also, the review points out that presence of government
regulation has been found to increase trust.
As far as teleworking & BYOD is concerned there is another interesting aspect to privacy: the
introduction of surveillance. The review tells us that introducing surveillance can trigger a sense of
privacy as well as negatively affect worker productivity and produce discomfort. However, it would
seem that people can get used to that and, after a while, start acting “normally” again. Not all
monitoring has negative consequences though. Monitoring can also induce people to behave in a
more “socially acceptable” way.
Influencing the way people feel about privacy can produce some major payoff to the companies
profiting from the information disclosure. However, this could also be interesting to employers who
e.g. try to promote BYOD and teleworking to the more privacy conscious employees. Default settings
for privacy and default opt-in/opt-out privacy settings have proven effective in this sense as many
users tend to stick with the default setting, whatever they may be. Another, somewhat paradoxical,
way to make users at ease with information sharing seems to be to give them control over what is
shared. It would seem that sometimes this leads to more information being shared instead of less.
(Bansal, et al., 2016) showed that personality traits could also be influencing privacy concerns and
information sharing. In particular, they found that extroversion (being talkative, bold, assertive,
sociable and demonstrative) and agreeableness (a trait expressing social conformity, for example by
being warm, kind, cooperative, trusting, generous, flexible, considerate, and agreeable) both lessen
privacy concern as well as increase trust.
In a working paper, (Teubner & Flath) looked at privacy in terms of perceived reach (how many
contacts are reached) and social relevance (how interesting the information is to the receiving party,
i.e. how likely they are to talk about it, act on it, spread it etc.). They believe that there is an inverse
U shaped relation to be found, indicating that sharing information is most acceptable in small groups
and large groups. This relationship is in their view mediated by the social relevance which decreases
as the group becomes larger. That is to say: sharing information to a small (intimate) group of people
is fine as they are your close friends and there’s really only a few of them. Sharing information with a
very large group of people may be relatively acceptable as well as they don’t really care about you or
your information. It’s the group in between we are most concerned about: relatively large group
who do know us but are not really our friends and hence might use the information “against us”.
As a concluding remark, it is worth noting that the afore mentioned review summarizes the findings
by suggesting that informing (e.g. privacy policies are not only rarely read but also often worded in a
way that half of a sample population couldn’t understand) and empowering users may not be
enough to protect their privacy and that possibly general policies are necessary.
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1.2.4 Changing nature of the employment relationship
According to Statistics Netherlands (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek) (Centraal Bureau voor de
Statistiek, 2013) the number of employees with a flexible employment relationship has risen from 12
percent in 2001 to 16 percent in 2012, largely due to increase in employees with a temporary
contract while awaiting a permanent one or due to employees hired trough a temp agency. In the
same period, the number of freelancers increased from 7 percent to 10 percent.
This trend is something that is also welcomed and encouraged by the Dutch government. In 2012
the Dutch government presented their vision on the future of their labor force (public servants) in a
document called "Strategic Labor Force Policy 2020" ("Strategisch personeelsbeleid Rijk 2020
(Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2012)"). In it they recognize problems of
an aging workforce and less influx of new employees that have been brought up by a tendency to
shrink the public service workforce and an overall aging of the population. However, they believe
that by 2020 they will need an additional 15.000 employees to perform the governmental tasks
(currently the size of the workforce - including hired non-government personnel - is about 1.7% of
the Dutch population according to the document: 119.000 employees + “less than” 1 billion euro
worth of external personnel). This problem made them re-think their approach, looking at it not so
much in terms of permanent and temporary staff (historically, Dutch labor was contractually fairly
well protected 3 and a government job in particular was seen as "for life") but more in terms of the
necessary labor capacity to perform the task. With this is mind, the government seems to look more
towards hiring external consultants, temp agency workforce and freelancers (a form of labor that
gained popularity in the Netherlands in the recent decades). As far as its own workforce is
concerned, future employments conditions will consist of some basic conditions applicable to all
employee supplemented with a personal customization budget (it would be interesting to see
whether some of the budget will go towards baring a part of the cost of the custom IT environment /
Bring your own device/services). The finances to cover this personal customization budget will be
coming from abolishing certain general employment conditions that hold true for large (sub)groups
of employees.
Another sign of encouragement of the flexible employment relationship can be seen in the amount
of severance pay allotted to an employee. The general formula that the Dutch court system used is
A*B*C, where A stands for (weighted) years of employment, B stands for the reward (usually in
terms of gross monthly salary) and C for correction factor. The correction factor can be 0 or higher
depending on who’s to blame for the termination, generally it is less than 1 if the employee is to
blame or more than 1 if employer is to blame. However, since 2009 the formula has been changed
so that it gives smaller result for younger employees – making it cheaper and hence easier to fire
them. The way this has been done is that the A factor used to be 1 for every year of employment up
till the age of 40, 1.5 for ages 40 trough 50 and 2 for all the years of employment over 55. Since 2009
all the years of employment up to the age of 35 only count for 0.5. The years of employment for the
ages 35-45 count for 1, between ages 45 and 55 count for 1.5 and over 55 count for two.
In 2015 the severance pay has been decreased further to approximately 1/3 of a monthly salary for
the first 10 years of labor relationship with the employee and ½ for the subsequent years. The
maximum has been set to €76.000 or an annual salary for those who earn more than €76.000 a year
(Rijksoverheid, 2016). Efforts by the employer to limit unemployment (e.g. paying for an education)
could be subtracted from the severance pay.

3

This will likely change as well as the legal status of the government personnel is increasingly being changed to
match the status of a private sector employee (Eerste Kamer der Staten Generaal, 2016)
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Occasionally, the idea of making it easier to fire employees makes its way into the Dutch political
public discours. E.g. in the past, the employer usually needs to obtain permission – either from a
judge or the Dutch agency in charge of the employment benefits (UWV). Since 2015 the role of the
judicial system has been diminished: UWV deals with the dismissal on economic grounds and the
judge only comes into play in case of some sort of a conflict situation (Rijksoverheid, 2016).
All in all, we not only see that an increasing number of individuals are in a more flexible/freelance
employment relationship (van Echtelt, et al., 2016) but also a political and legal encouragement to
do so.
All this might influence phenomena like teleworking and BYOD, for example by creating less of a
psychological bond with the employer. For example, the employees might (psychologically) start
seeing themselves mora as a “one man company” that temporarily cooperates with an employer.
This in turn could result in less willingness to conform to the employer’s way of work (both
technologically as well as with regards to the organization of the work) as well as giving higher
priority to own life and personal goals.

1.3 Research methods
The major methods applied here were literature (& case law) review and questionnaires. Let’s take a
moment to look at the applicability of the methods in general as well as say a word or two about the
way they’ve been employed here.

1.3.1 Questionnaires
Questionnaires are a popular research method in particular for research done in the business
community. Even more so when one is interested in descriptive and explanatory research (Saunders,
et al., 2004).
Self-completion questionnaires in general suffer from low response rates. In order to mitigate that
problem somewhat, the population was approached directly (via e-mail) and subsequent reminders
were sent whenever possible.
Another possible problem one might face with questionnaires, and in particular online
questionnaires, is whether or not they will reach the intended population. After all, studying the
attitudes of homeless people by using online questionnaires might not be the most appropriate
method. In this case, however, the subject matter itself dictated the availability of IT resources to
the population. Therefore we were fairly sure that the intended population could indeed be reached
with online questionnaires.
(Dillman, et al., 2014) tell us there are four cornerstones of quality surveys
1. Coverage Error
Coverage error warns us about sample population not being representative enough of the
desired population.
In our survey we try to limit the effect of this error by spreading it to as many individuals and
different companies (both commercial as well as public sector) as possible. This is done both
by direct mailing as well as asking each participant to spread it within their professional
network. This allows us not just to draw conclusions about views within a company but also
be able to say something about population in the Netherlands (surveys are in Dutch) at
large.
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2. Sampling error
This is the inherent error that occurs when one samples the population instead of using the
entire population.
Strictly speaking, there is not much we can do about this type of error as we will never be
able to get the entire population to participate. However, we of course strive to make the
population as large as possible in order to minimize this error.
3. Nonresponse error
This type of error has to do with the fact that, for some reason, the people who don’t
respond to the survey represent a different (sub) population than those who do respond.
4. Measurement error
When the response of the sample population doesn’t match the actual (accurate) answers,
this type of error could occur.
In order to minimize both the nonresponse error as well as measurement error, anonymity
was promised to respondents in order to allow them to express themselves freely. The fact
that this research was not directly affiliated with /sponsored by an employer or organization
also helps minimize the error as the results are only used in research context.
Additionally, during preliminary piloting of the questionnaire, the respondents’ feedback
was used to increase anonymity further by for example, making some questions nonmandatory or by accepting any (free text) answer given. This was in particular the case when
asking people for their job title (non-mandatory) and company name (accept any answer
given).
One aspect of nonresponse error could pop up in a sense that perhaps only people with
strong opinions on the subject matter will respond. This is not completely avoidable, but
hopefully it is diminished somewhat by the fact that the way the questionnaire was spread
(through professional networks rather than as a “general” publicly offered survey) the
respondents were likely to fill out the questionnaire simply because it came through
someone they know and trust.
In another attempt to minimize the measurement error, we made use of help screens which
provided additional information about a question, we provided the “neutral” option of
none/no opinion as one of the answers and last but not least, the majority of the questions
had a free text field which allowed for remarks to be made about the answers or questions.
The writing style was kept as informal as possible in order to make the questionnaire easier
to understand.
Finally, in doing any sort of research one also has to take into account the practical limitations of the
research endeavor in terms of time, money and other available resources. Being a part time PhD
candidate and with a fulltime day job, the online questionnaire method allowed the most efficient
approach to studying the phenomena both in terms of data gathering as well as data analysis.

1.3.2 Literature & case law review
Paradoxically, I feel the need to start this section by talking about the method I didn’t use during my
research. This because a number of people in my surroundings have been somewhat surprised that I
didn’t use the method that has gained some fair traction in the resent years: the systematic
literature review. My goal here is not to resolve the debate of “to SLR or not to SLR” but merely to
give justification for my personal choice of research method.
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Systematic Literature Review (SLR) stems from a problem medical sciences were facing in the 1990’s.
In short, they wanted to have an efficient, reliable and unbiased method of telling them what works
and what doesn’t in medical trials. The method basically consist of beforehand clearly and concisely
defining what it is you want to know, trying to find the all available empirical sources possible
(including unpublished sources to avoid positive bias), defining clear inclusion and exclusion criteria
to be applied to those sources and then assessing, analyzing and summarizing the results. Each step
in this process should be extensively/appropriately documented. The definition of inclusion and
exclusion criteria beforehand would hopefully allow for high degree of repeatability as any
independent researcher applying the criteria when answering the same question should come to the
same overall conclusion. Analogous procedure has been proposed in other fields, for example in
software engineering (Kitchenham, Procedures for Performing Systematic Reviews , 2004) as well as
Information Science (e.g. (Oates, 2011)).
While the method is undoubtedly very useful as such, both the method itself and the reasoning
behind it are not without its criticasters. For example, (Boell & Cecez Kecmanovic, 2015) believe that
applying SLR to IS can be damaging to the process of criticality, in-depth analysis, imagination and
creativity – all often needed during research. They also question the claims of objectivity, rigor and
replicability of SLR when applied to IS as bias always finds its way back into the process (see also
(Kitchenham, et al., 2011)). (Healy, 2012) even goes so far as to question the evidence based
medicine itself, which was the foundation for the SLR to begin with.
There haven’t been many studies comparing the SLR’s to more traditional methods but there
doesn’t seem to be a clear winner one way or the other (see e.g. (Jalali & Wohlin, 2012),
(Greenhalgh & Peacock, 2005)). As such, I feel free to present my view on the subject and the
reasons for making certain choices.
As I see it, SLR seems to have many good qualities. Above all though, it seems to be particularly good
in answering a single concrete and empirically measurable question. This is of great value when e.g.
deciding whether treatment is good or bad or should we do X or Y in this specific case. The SLR is
very good in providing arguments for such a choice, even if it does come at a possible cost of greater
effort (SLR has been known to produce large amounts of material to review (Skoglund & Runeson,
2009)) and greater expense of (human) resources as strictly speaking SLR requires three or more
researchers reviewing the literature in order to have a tie-breaker regarding the inclusion/exclusion
criteria for any particular article.
However I do feel that in a lot of cases, a researcher can’t properly satisfy the prerequisites of SLR. In
particular, it isn’t always 100% clear what that exact question is nor is it always clear what the search
protocol should be. In my opinion, the clarity comes from engaging the literature, analyzing it, and
thinking about it. This to me isn’t a bad thing, it’s a process that generates inspiration and originality.
And inspiration for research doesn’t necessarily need to be scientifically validated, just the end result
does.
Furthermore, SLR tends to favor empirical evidence while to me it feels that the inspiration is often
found in anecdotal evidence. Such little nuggets are few and far between but looking for them is to
me an intricate and fun part of science. After all, if we all followed the same steps, we would all end
up at the same place. A little meandering, following hunches, backtracking and shortcut-taking might
get you lost at time but every so often, it might just bring you to a new place.
So as such, I followed a more traditional, narrative approach to literature reviews. Starting with a
few terms matching my overall research questions, I conducted online database searches (mostly
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Google Scholar), read books and talked to experts and practitioners. Naturally I used forward and
backward snowballing and/or refined my search terms to find more literature once I got my hands
on an interesting article. A major benefit of this more traditional, narrative approach that it also
allowed me to provide a better summery of the overall topics (as opposed to zooming in to a
particular question).
When it came to reviewing the case law, the approach was a little stricter as there are generally very
few opportunities to perform snowballing. However, reading a particular ruling did sometimes lead
to ideas for new search terms as one sees the way judges refer to certain things. Unfortunately, this
also implied that judges were free to choose their own wordings so a lot of the search terms were
fairly broad in order not to miss any important rulings. In the end this meant that a few hundred
rulings had to be examined one by one. Daunting as this may seem at first, one could generally quite
quickly determine what the ruling is about and decide whether to include it or exclude it in the end
results. This was usually done by quickly identifying the context of the search term in the ruling itself
(e.g. does this ruling just mention teleworking in passing or does it actually pertain to teleworking?).

1.4 Outline of the thesis
So what will our scientific journey look like? What can the reader expect?
We will start off with looking at teleworking in all its glory in Chapter 2. We will see what sort of
advantages it offers to the employer, employee and society as a whole. We will also take a look at
the most prudent laws that apply to teleworking in the Netherlands.
As we prepare for the field research on teleworking, Chapter 3 will give a bit more detail on how the
research is setup, what tools have been used, etc.
Chapter 4 will be the meaty part of our teleworking investigation. This is where the results of the
teleworking questionnaires will be presented as well as some of the direct conclusions we could
draw from those questionnaires.
Chapter 5 takes us into the realm of the Bring Your Own Device phenomenon. What’s the history
behind it? What can be said about it theoretically? There will also be a substantial discussion of the
applicable laws, in particular the recently adopted EU Regulation 2016/679.
Chapter 6 will tell us a bit more about the research setup relating to the BYOD. This is also the
section that will give further explanation regarding UTAUT2.
Next we will once again dive into the research results, this time regarding BYOD. While Chapter 7 will
tell us what the employers and employees think about BYOD, Chapter 8 will present the UTAUT2
results in the BYOD context.
Chapter 9 will examine the case law as it relates to both teleworking and BYOD. We will try to find
out what sort of issues cause legal troubles and what sort of tendencies are there when it comes to
the final rulings.
Chapter 10 brings it all together in an effort to answer our research questions. We examine what we
have learnt about all the protagonists in our (scientific) whodunit and see if we can solve our
“crime”. Perhaps none of them are to blame. Perhaps all are. All I can say is that this time the butler
probably didn’t do it.
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Chapter 2 Teleworking
2.1 Teleworking or telecommuting which one is it?
Set against the backdrop of the oil crisis of the 1970's Nilles (Mears, 2007) coined the term
telecommuting to describe the work arrangement by which the daily commute to work is replaced
by telecommunications. The key to his definition of telecommuting is the travelling from home to
work and back (i.e. the commute).
Telework, a term also coined by Nilles (Mears, 2007) though closely related, is somewhat broader. It
doesn’t focus on the replacement of the commute as such but more on doing IT based work outside
of the traditional workplace. A simple yet useful definition is given by (Konradt, 2000):
“A form of work organization in which the work is partially or completely done outside the
conventional company workplace with the aid of information and telecommunication services”
As such, the term telework is more interesting for the purpose of this study. However, from a legal
point of view, the term needs a temporal dimension. After all, if teleworking is a work arrangement
then one could expect, for example, that work related health and safety regulations would apply to
it. But if an employee has at some point in the past year spent five minutes checking her email from
home, should her home work space be obliged to comply with the health and safety regulations?
What about if she was checking her email for three hours a day, every day? And what about the
situation when an employee spends 2 days teleworking and then never teleworks again? Clearly
there is a temporal aspect of teleworking that needs to be taken into account.
In 2002 The Framework Agreement on Telework (European social partners ETUC, UNICE, UEAPME
and CEEP, 2006) was signed by a number of social partners in the European Union. This is a nonlegally binding document that is meant to help the member states implement teleworking within
their own country (in Netherlands the agreement has been embraced by the Stichting van de
Arbeid 4 (Stichting van de Arbeid, 2009)). The Framework Agreement on Telework defines telework
as:
“a form of organising and/or performing work, using information technology, where work, which
could also be performed at the employers’ premises, is carried out away from those premises on a
regular basis”.
The aforementioned temporal conundrum was hence somewhat resolved by the use of the term "on
a regular basis".
Figure 1 shows us that telework in the Netherlands has been on the rise in the recent years, both in
its availability as well as in terms of participation. Though it seems to plateau at just under 30% of
the working population, it’s obvious that there’s something to this teleworking phenomenon. Let’s
look at some of the reasons for its popularity as well as some reasons that may be hampering its
growth.

4

Stichting van de arbeid is an organization in the Netherlands consisting of representatives from both the labor
unions (FNV, CNV and MHP) as well as representatives from the employer unions (VNO-NCW, MKB, LTO)
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2.2 Why telework?
Since teleworking is a work arrangement between an employer and an employee, both of those
parties have something to gain as well as something to lose if they engage in telework. As such, we
will consider the benefits and drawbacks for each of them separately. Some aspects (e.g.
performance) could arguably be seen as an advantage (or disadvantage) to either of them. In the
context of our research, assigning it to one or the other doesn’t really change the nature of the
discussion.

2.2.1 Employee benefits
2.2.1.1 Reduced (job related) travelling time.
It goes without saying that teleworking reduces (job related) travelling time.

2.2.1.2 Virtual raise
The concept of "virtual raise" (Raiborn & Butler, 2009) (HR Focus, 2002) is related to the fact that a
person that is teleworking will have fewer expenditures when it comes to dry cleaning, gasoline,
wardrobe enhancements and car maintenance .
Naturally, these savings will be offset by the personal expenditures made at home. Some of these
expenditures would, if employee was to work at the central office, be paid by the employer (e.g.
electricity, heating, furniture). Later on, the section on legal implications of teleworking we will look
at this aspect.
Interestingly, the aspect of virtual raise could cause an employee to telework unofficially rather than
officially. Consider for example an employee who gets compensated by her employer with regards to
the travelling expenses of her daily commute. If that employee was to go "on the record" concerning
the fact that she works from home one day a week, she might lose a part of that compensation. If on
the other hand she was in position (e.g. due to a benevolent disposition of her manager or her own
status in the organization) to telework and not report it, she would end up with a higher virtual raise.
Such aspects make it hard to make definitive statements about the total number of teleworkers
within an organization or within a country.

2.2.1.3 Better work-life balance / better quality of life
Teleworking has the potential to help employees balance the demands of their carrier, their family
life and their social life, especially in today's world of two income households (Tremblay, 2003)
(Raghuram & Wiesenfeld, 2004) (Peters, et al., 2004). Working from home allows a person to e.g.
combine household chores or care for the children with work. Though (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007)
conclude that overall, telework reduces the conflict between family and work, all that glitters is not
gold.
The work-life balance aspect has frequently been called into question - or at least its advantages
have been curbed by other factors. First of all, there are temporal issues. Jobs that require the
teleworking employee to work the exact same hours as her office based colleagues and/or jobs that
require a lot of "live" contact (e.g. via telephone or videoconferencing) make it difficult to combine
the work with household chores. Additionally, some research (Standen & Daniels, 1999) (Hartig, et
al., 2007) has shown that by increasing the permeability of work and family boundaries one also
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increases the conflict between the work environment and the family environment. The underlying
causes of the conflict vary. These can be both psychological (stress from one arena spills over into
the other, less chance to detach yourself from work and hence less chance to restore ones’ energy
levels) as well as spatial/environmental (noise and other distractions at home).
In some cases a teleworker might developing a workaholic attitude towards work because of its
constant availability and accessibility or due to the fact that she feels "privileged" because of her
teleworking status and now feels obliged to show that the "trust" put in her was not misplaced.
One study (Huws, et al., 1996) even notes that a potentially dangerous situation could arise when a
teleworker combines work with care for the children. If the nature of work was to require a high
level of concentration or does not tolerate any background noise (e.g. phone contact with clients),
the teleworker might be inclined to seclude him- or her- self to a room where he or she would no
longer be disturbed by the noise the children made. This however, could be fairly dangerous: if an
emergency situation was to arise, the teleworker might not be alarmed in time to do something
about it.
Overall though, the strategies and considerations offered to minimize the work <-> family intrusion
boil down to setting of boundaries (in terms of space as well as time) towards both family as well as
work expectations and maximizing the organization of the activities. Of course, whether or not a
person is able to do this will vary from one individual to the next. Some people are simply better at it
than others and some people have more opportunity for it than others (depending e.g. on
understanding and support from other family members, size of their homes and their overall
financial status)
Two other possible mediators related to the work-family conflict are the intensity of teleworking (i.e.
how often does a person telework) and experience (how long someone has been teleworking)
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Interestingly, they found that although high intensity teleworking may
have other detrimental effects (more about this later), it would seem that the more a person
teleworks, the less work-family conflict there is. Similarly, and somewhat less surprising, the more
experience one has with teleworking, the less work-family conflict there is. The study suggests that
this might be due to a learning curve associated with how to telework most effectively and minimize
the detrimental effects/conflicts.
Some of the work-family issues even have potential legal consequences. We’ve already mentioned
one such instance: workaholic attitude and hence possible unpaid labor. Second legal hazard comes
from getting family members involved in work activities (e.g. by providing IT support) or having
access to work related information since intentional damages done to work equipment or spreading
of confidential information could be grounds for dismissal.
As we said, the aspect of better work - life balance requires the teleworker to be able to, to a large
extent, determine what he does and when he does it. In that sense, it is closely related to the next
aspect: autonomy.

2.2.1.4 Autonomy
Many scholars have found that (perceived) autonomy is of great importance to the teleworkers
(Huws, et al., 1996) or conversely that teleworking increases the perceived autonomy (Gajendran &
Harrison, 2007), (Verkleij, 2012). This autonomy can be expressed as the ability of the teleworker to
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determine the scheduling and execution of her tasks but also as the ability of the worker to exercise
control over all the supplementary things like dress code, breaks, lighting, music etc.
While autonomy might be a pleasant phenomenon in and of itself, its value is often seen by scholars
in the role it plays as a mediator for other aspects, in particular job satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham,
1975) (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007) (Raiborn & Butler, 2009) and to some extent also somewhat
related aspects like (supervisor rated) performance, (lower) turnover intent and (less) role stress
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). At the same time though (Verkleij, 2012) in his research points out
that although autonomy is increased by teleworking and job satisfaction is increased by autonomy,
the overall effect (i.e. teleworking increasing job satisfaction) might not be present due to other,
negative impacts of teleworking.
However, as implied earlier, if we were to view the home workplace of the teleworker as an
extension (or replacement) of the office workplace then similar rules and laws should apply. One of
these rules could be that the manager should be allowed to monitor the performance of the
teleworker or that the employer should have the legal right to enter the premises of the teleworker
in order to check the compliance with the health and safety regulations. This not only limits the
(perceived) autonomy – and hence negates some important beneficial aspects of teleworking
including e.g. work-family balance – but also has (legal) implications for the privacy of the teleworker
and the sanctity of the home. More on this in the legal section.
2.2.1.5 Higher job satisfaction
As we already discussed, if all mentioned benefits were both true and realized, then one would
expect a better job satisfaction amongst the teleworking population.

2.2.1.6 Better health
If the claims about better job satisfaction and better quality of life were true, one would expect
there to be fewer stress and stress related illnesses (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Stress could
normally be caused by both the commute itself, the lack of autonomy at the workplace as well as a
worse work-life balance.
Looking at health in a broader context, teleworking has the potential to provide both positive and
negative health incentives (Allen, et al., 2015). On one hand, there is a danger that the teleworking
environment (ergonomics, lighting, rest breaks etc.) are worse than at the office. Plus, commute also
involves movement so without it, a teleworker potentially gets even less physical exercise. On the
other, the commute also has detrimental health effects. By saving time (i.e. eliminating the
commute), a teleworker potentially has more time to do (proper) exercise. And last but not least,
teleworking might lead to healthier dietary choices as a teleworker might have more access to
healthier food instead of e.g. snacks from a vending machine.
In her research, (Steward, 2000) finds indication that teleworkers feel both healthier as well as take
fewer sick-leave days. The same research also point to the fact that this is also relate to the fact that
teleworkers might be defining “sick” differently, i.e. only if one is pretty much bed-ridden does one
see herself as too sick to work.
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2.2.1.7 Larger job market
By and large, employment opportunities tend to be, geographically speaking, concentrated around
the larger urban areas. If teleworking was to become common place, an individual employee would
be able to tap into a larger employer pool (Allen, et al., 2015) (Raiborn & Butler, 2009) (Moon, 2007),
possibly even abroad. Conversely, being able to telework allows an employee to move to a
geographical environment she finds more pleasant (e.g. moving to a rural community (Jackson & van
der Wielen, 2002))
This aspect has certain legal implications e.g. in the case of differing tax laws applying in different
areas. We will cover these in the legal section.

2.2.2 Employee drawbacks
A number of drawbacks have already been mentioned (workaholism and space/noise management
issues, lack of rapid technical support, possible negative tax incentives and – not mentioned earlier
but rather self-evident – no access to information that is only available in hard copy form). However
some important drawbacks have only been marginally touched on.

2.2.2.1 Social isolation
The lack of collegial visits, lunches, “water cooler talks” and general face time could potentially
socially isolate the teleworker. As a consequence, the teleworker could be less privy to certain
contextual information or have less of a network within the organization. All this could lead to
severe consequences both on personal level (loneliness, anxiety) as well as professional (lower job
performance, less opportunity to learn, worse manager relations) - especially high intensity
teleworking (Golden, et al., 2008) (Kurland & Cooper, 2002)
Similar to the aspect of autonomy, while social isolation is likely to be an undesirable thing, its
effects get even bigger when considering the bigger picture. For example, as a result of the social
isolation, the teleworkers career could suffer, as we shall see next.

2.2.2.2 Negative career consequences
Considering that the traditional physical supervision by a manager is largely limited, a manager
might opt to evaluate his employees on the basis of targets and output (Kurland & Cooper, 2002).
This could lead to a situation in which targets were not met due to circumstances unknown (i.e.
unseen) by the manager. In such a case, an employee receiving a bad performance evaluation due to
unmet targets might feel that the hard work that was put in went completely unnoticed.
There has been some investigation in the effect of teleworking on salary and career advancement.
The results seem somewhat mixed and could be influenced by other aspects (e.g. if only privileged,
senior and well connected employees were allowed to telework in the first place, they might
experience less negative consequences in this regard than others). In their meta-analytic research,
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007) found that overall, teleworking doesn’t harm the supervisor
relationship. They do propose that this might not be painting the true picture as perhaps only people
with an already well established relationship with their supervisor might be allowed to telework in
the first place. Another reason could be that teleworkers work extra hard in order to “earn the trust”
to keep teleworking and/or that they work extra hard to keep the relationship strong (e.g. by
frequently updating the supervisor on the status of their work). The meta-analysis even goes on to
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say that overall perceived career perspectives are even improved in the case of female teleworkers.
The suggested reason being that teleworking is more accepted in case of women (i.e. the workplace
might have more understanding for their situation and family responsibilities).
While (Kurland & Cooper, 2002) definitely point to detrimental aspects in the manager-employee
relationship, (Allen, et al., 2015) seem to side with the earlier mentioned meta-analysis saying that
overall, there really isn’t any clear evidence of negative repercussions of teleworking, at least when
it comes to e.g. salary level.
It would seem that the mention of negative career consequences seem to occur more often in
earlier literature so perhaps teleworking has become more socially acceptable as a whole and hence
has less negative career consequences now than it did in the past. It would also seem that
moderation when it comes to teleworking could help limit the negative consequences as face-toface interactions matter (Golden, et al., 2008). Also, it is conceivable that once employers start
realizing the benefits teleworking brings them, they might start to encourage it and hence the
negative career consequences could be mitigated.

2.2.3 Employer benefits
When it comes to the employer, a number of benefits 5 have been identified by the literature:

2.2.3.1 Increased productivity
Increase in efficiency & productivity (i.e. better performance) is a merit of teleworking that is
claimed often by researchers ( (Jackson & van der Wielen, 2002), (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007)
(Sparrow, 2000)) .This claim is usually based on the fact that by getting away from the distractions of
the office the teleworkers can be a lot more productive. Additionally, there are some benefits to be
gained from the ability of the worker to choose the optimal time, space and setting to work in –
something she might not always be able to do in the office. In their meta-analysis, (Gajendran &
Harrison, 2007) did indeed find some indication for increased performance, in particular as
measured by the supervisor (though not so much in case of self-evaluation).
The productivity is also related to other aspects - for example, the amount of "self-sufficiency" an
employee has. After all, if an employee needs help in any way, it will be more difficult to get it. A
related aspect is the interdependence of the task performed (i.e. does the completion of the task
require input from others). (Turetken, et al., 2011) looked at these and other aspects that relate to
the increase in productivity (defining it as quantity of output) and performance (the quality of
output) while telecommuting. In particular, they looked at the role played by technology (richness of
the media used), by the characteristics of the individual teleworker (tenure, work experience,
communication skills) and by the characteristics of the task/work (measurability, variety,
interdependence) on productivity and performance of teleworking (as well as satisfaction with
teleworking). According to their research, teleworking productivity is positively affected by richer
technological media, teleworkers with larger amount of work experience and tasks with low task
interdependence.

5

Some of the benefits, e.g. increased productivity could arguably also be considered employee benefits.
However that doesn’t fundamentally change the discussion of the benefits.
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That makes this aspect of teleworking particularly sensitive to the technological (IT) and procedural
(e.g. autonomous work processes) possibilities offered to the employee by the employer.

2.2.3.2 Attract and retain the top talent (larger talent pool)
We’ve already looked at this aspect from the employee’s point of view (see section on Larger job
market). Arguments made there largely hold true for the employer as well. However, looking at it
from the employer’s point of view, it could also be seen as a cost saving measure, outsourcing the
work to areas (or countries) with lower wages. Using telecommuting a company could basically
increase the labor supply and while decreasing the price of that same labor.
When it comes to the talent already available within the company, offering them better work-life
balance trough teleworking might be beneficial to the employee loyalty to the firm.

2.2.3.3 Direct cost savings
While telework has the potential to increase the company’s bottom line in many ways, the most
direct and the most often cited way to do so is to lower real estate and utility cost. With fewer
people on premises at any given time, this would seem almost self-evident. However, reality can be
a little murkier. For one thing, real estate contracts are usually long term commitments so a
company isn’t always able to scale the office & parking space easily and quickly. Similar issues could
occur if a company owns its real estate: parts of it can’t always be sold off or rented out. But over
time contracts could indeed be adjusted, real estate sold or rented out, a move could be made to a
smaller office space, etc.
There is surprisingly little to be found about actual real-estate savings in the scientific literature.
However, there is some evidence to support the contention of real-estate savings. In their annual
report to congress, United States Office Of Personnel Management indeed recognizes that a number
of their agencies has made real-estate savings: 6 agencies in 2011, 13 agencies in 2012 and 7 in 2013
(United States Office Of Personnel Management, 2014). (van der Meulen, 2014) found that about
30% of Dutch companies realized a saving on real estate.
Savings on utilities can be somewhat tricky as well. Things like heating and air-conditioning probably
wouldn’t be affected if an employee is teleworking (provided there are other people in the office, of
course). However, there is no doubt that utilities (energy) savings are existent and real, at least as far
as the employer is concerned (Nakanishi, 2015) (Sun Microsystems, Inc., 2009) (United States Office
Of Personnel Management, 2014)
Granted, the energy savings have a flip side: the energy expenditures by the teleworker in his home.
We will look further into this issue when we look at government benefits/drawbacks.

2.2.3.4 Less sick leave
The sick leave aspect is an interesting one. Hypothetically, this would not necessarily only relate to
the stress-related illnesses stated earlier or less employee to employee transmitting of diseases. In
certain cases, an employee that would normally call in sick might decide to telework instead
(Steward, 2000), for example if she was genuinely feeling under the weather but believed that
certain things could not be put off. From a legal/financial point of view, the case in which the
employee does call in sick but still decides to telework a part of the day is even more interesting.
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This might imply that, when an employee calls in sick, his teleworking privileges should be
temporarily revoked (unless teleworking is part of the employee’s reintegration into the workforce).
In 2012, The Netherlands Institute for Social Research (SCP) a joint effort with Statistics Netherlands
(CBS) and the Netherlands Organization for applied scientific research (TNO) looked at the influence
of telework and sick leave (Versantvoort & van Echtelt, 2012). They concluded that teleworkers have
1.1% less sick leave. The difference became even greater when they zoomed in on the disabled
population: teleworking people suffering from a disability have 2% less sick leave than their nonteleworking counterparts. The same report tells us that people with disability who telework, work on
average 2.6 hours per week more than the non-teleworkers suffering from a disability.
Lastly, it is worth pointing out that in case of contagious diseases, isolating a sick employee by
allowing her to telework results in possible prevention of many additional sick employees.

2.2.3.5 Business continuity
In times of extreme circumstances (e.g. a terrorist attack, a natural disaster or a pandemic) the
business continuity is likely to suffer. Teleworking could be one of the measurements taken to
ensure business continuity under such conditions (United States Office Of Personnel Management,
2014) (Sato, 2013). (Chen & Nath, 2008) however do point out that most companies were not
prepared to take on large numbers of teleworkers in case of a pandemic or a terrorist attack.

2.2.4 Employer drawbacks
2.2.4.1 Loss of control
Traditionally management and supervision of employees was usually based on physical presence of
both parties. The ability of the manager to see his subordinates in action gave him a feeling of
control over the process. Consciously or subconsciously, the rewards and punishments a manager
dealt out were often related to subordinates presence at the office and their ability to display the
aura of diligence.
In a teleworking scenario the physical control is largely gone. Though this could be replaced by some
form of virtual monitoring it is questionable whether this is a) the most desirable and productive
path to pursue and b) legally allowed considering the aspect of privacy of teleworkers home
environment.
Instead, a managers best bet would probably be to focus on the results his subordinates produce.
The quality and timeliness of such results are two possible measurements a manager could use in
order to evaluate the performance of his employees. However, special care needs to be employed
not to give the employee being evaluated the feeling of “unfair” evaluation mentioned earlier.
(Kurland & Cooper, 2002) looked into the issues with management of teleworking and found some
evidence for many of these concerns. Though they feel that control over the teleworkers as such
isn’t the major problem (by finding the right mix of behavior, output and clan strategies. The latter
refers to the aspects that relate to strengthening team synergies), they do point to difficulties
regarding informal learning, mentoring and a deeper understanding of how the teleworker is feeling.
All this might lead to detrimental effect regarding the teleworkers career development. A
moderation might once again prove the answer as they found that the more a person teleworks, the
more severe the problems.
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An interesting view on the aspect of teleworking and management was taken by (Golden & Fromen,
2011). Their paper looked at what happens when the manager is the teleworker. Looking at
feedback, clarity, empowerment, professional development, workload, job satisfaction, turnover
intentions and work climate they concluded that having a teleworking manager does give some
reason for concern. Negative effects were noted for feedback, empowerment, professional
development, workload, job satisfaction and turnover intention. However, if the employees were
teleworkers themselves, the overall experience was comparable and occasionally even slightly better
than when the manager didn’t telework.
Of course, one could try to maximize the control aspect by introducing technological monitoring
means as a replacement for the traditional on-site supervision. In recent years this notion does not
appear much in the literature but some earlier papers did consider this possibility (Fairweather,
1999). In order to satisfy scientific curiosity and fill that slight gap in literature, we will also try to gain
insight into views and opinions of the Dutch labor force regarding this issue.
(Sewell & Taskin, 2015) propose that teleworking paradoxically (and possibly detrimentally to the
certain teleworking advantages) offers more classical technocratic control to the organization. Their
study found that even employees who were normally accustomed to a certain degree of autonomy
were “voluntarily” giving up that autonomy in order to make themselves “visible” while teleworking.
They were likely to formalize their teleworking agreement even more than necessary, work strict
(even extended) hours in order to “compensate” for their absence, ask permission for dealing with
family obligations (e.g. lunch), use IT systems to indicate their presence to other co-workers and
exhort extra effort to show that they were indeed working.

2.2.4.2 Less knowledge sharing, innovation and creativity
This is yet another issue that isn’t always clear-cut. (Lee, et al., 2007) found evidence that generally
speaking, there is less knowledge accessibility with teleworking than with centralized work. There
were some exceptions though. In their study they also measured how tacit knowledge is (on a scale
of 7 or 8 levels). It turned out that in case of least tacit (hence most concrete, explicit) and most tacit
knowledge, there is little difference between telework and central work. In all other cases,
centralized work arrangements offered better access to knowledge. The reasons for this could be
that the least tacit (most explicit) knowledge can be provided easily regardless of the geographical
location. Conversely, the most tacit might be that hard to codify that conveying it isn’t influenced by
the geographical location (presumably because it’s difficult to convey either way).
(Coenena & Kok, 2014) are of the opinion that teleworking has a generally positive effect on
knowledge sharing and new product development as long as various rich communication channels
are offered and they are supplemented with of face-to-face contact, especially in the early stages of
the process. This is fairly in line with (Golden & Raghuram, 2010). They too caution that trust,
interpersonal bond and organizational commitment are important when it comes to knowledge
sharing among teleworkers with technology support, face-to-face contact and electronic tool use
being valuable moderators, especially in situations when some of the afore mentioned aspect are
low.
Regardless, Yahoo, Apple and Google - some of the world’s biggest IT companies - are shunning
teleworking and encouraging and/or demanding physical activity in the name of creativity, team
building, collaboration, communication and so on (Swisher, 2013) (Wasserman, 2014). So
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apparently, at least some of the companies draw the conclusion that teleworking negatively affect
their ability to be creative and share knowledge.

2.2.4.3 Potential difficulties with data security
With the increase in digitization of our society, came the increase in cyber-crime. By allowing the
teleworkers to use and access information over the internet and telecommunication lines (or use
digital information stored on a digital portable medium), the company inevitably introduces a
potential security risk that would not have occurred if information was only available on employers
premises. The protection of this digital information on-the-go is a complex and costly process that
involves both digital and analog procedures, tools, rules and regulations. Some of these rules and
regulations could also be imposed by a national law (e.g. highly confidential information used by the
police or public prosecutor, or e.g. patient medical data).
Additionally, possible private use of the provided teleworking equipment could further complicate
the matter by introducing viruses, malware and the like into the equation.
The issue of data security is recognized and often addressed as such (United States Office Of
Personnel Management, 2014) (Turetken, et al., 2011) however it does remain a source of worry
(United States Office Of Personnel Management, 2014) or even a reason to abstain from teleworking
all together (Allen, et al., 2015)

2.2.4.4 Equipment acquisition and maintenance costs
Naturally, all the infrastructure necessary to provide for secure teleworking comes at a cost. Often
today’s teleworking road warrior requires multiple devices to be able to do his work in all different
situations (laptop, desktop, mobile phone, landline, smartphone). Compared to the traditional “on
site” employee, a teleworker will likely cost more in terms of direct technological cost, especially if
office based equipment is provided as well, in addition to the teleworking equipment necessary. Of
course, for an employer these direct costs could at least to an extent be offset by savings on real
estate, utilities, higher productivity, etc. None the less, we see that often the employers try to pass
this direct cost of teleworking – either entirely or partially – to the teleworker (United States Office
Of Personnel Management, 2014).

2.2.4.5 Morale issues among non-teleworking employees
It is possible that the relationships between teleworking and non-teleworking employees starts to
deteriorate due to a decrease in (physical) contact. The nature of contact could also potentially
change from more casual and informal to a task oriented one, possibly affecting trust relationships
between colleagues. The lack of physical contact could also lead to less appreciation for the work
both teleworking and non-teleworking colleagues do or the circumstances they are in. The nonteleworking employees could also start to exhibit resentment towards their teleworking colleagues
feeling that they (the non-teleworkers) are the ones who put in all the work.
(Golden T. , 2007) investigated this issue and found that indeed teleworker prevalence was
negatively associated with satisfaction with co-workers, especially in jobs with little autonomy. Once
again, the time spent teleworking was of influence: the more teleworking took place, the worse the
co-worker relationship. The negative effect on co-worker satisfaction could however be elevated by
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face-to-face contact. As a final warning, the paper also points out that as a consequence of lower coworker relationship, higher turnover could be expected.
2.2.4.6 Potential legal concerns
Legal ramifications of teleworking will be discussed in detail later on. However, it is clear that
obeying the legal requirements (e.g. health and safety and issues regarding data protection) requires
an extra effort and hence cost to be made on the part of employer (HR Focus, 2002). Furthermore,
an employer might face a different tax regime with regards to the teleworking employee – if
teleworking took place over (inter)national borders. Last but not least, the current introduction of
the Dutch “right to telework” law, forces employers to be real vigilant of who requested telework
when and reply to all the requests in writing.

2.2.4.7 Less employee loyalty – higher turnover
We’ve already touched on a number of potential issues regarding the isolation of workers (less trust,
less knowledge sharing etc). However, being away from company also has impact on the overall
commitment to the company: either in terms of adhering to the company policy and/or in terms of
turnover intention.
A study (Dambrin, 2004) amongst a teleworking sales population of a company has indicated that,
due to a decreasing contact with the company and an increasing contact with the clients, some sales
representatives tended to be more concerned with the clients well-being and their own personal
targets than what their managers wanted from them. This aspect was fueled further by the fact that
the performance evaluation of the sales representatives was largely based on pre-fixed sales targets.
This meant that the sales representatives’ financial well-being was increasingly intertwined with the
customers and not the company’s well-being.
The study has its limitations though – as also admitted by the author. Sales people in general have a
very outward looking job. A job that is usually judged, almost exclusively, by hard numbers. So it is
hard to see how much of this attitude is due to telework and how much due to the nature of sales
business.
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007) did a meta-analysis regarding the turnover as it is affected by
telework. According to their research, turnover is actually lower due to telework. (United States
Office Of Personnel Management, 2014) (Golden, et al., 2008) also point to lower turnover as one of
benefits of telework.
Still, the feeling that telework, at least in some cases, does increase turnover intention is supported
by (Golden & Fromen, 2011). They show that having a teleworking manager increases the turnover
intention. However, this only seems to be the case if the subordinates aren’t teleworkers
themselves.
Overall though, it does seem that the negative effects of telework on loyalty/turnover are only
present in very specific circumstances and that otherwise turnover is in fact lower.
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2.2.5 Government benefits
Government, in this context also to be seen as a proxy for the society as a whole, may also have
something to gain and possibly something to lose by introducing teleworking 6.

2.2.5.1 Reduce traffic jams
As we telecommuting is another term for telework, it stands to reason to expect that introduction of
telework will lead to less traffic congestion. This view is supported by (van Lier, et al., 2012) as well
as (Laria, 2012) – both of whom have also taken into account the additional travelling a teleworker
might be doing while working from home (e.g. personal trips). The Dutch green party also believes
that up to 20% traffic jam reduction is possible if one in three employees were to work from home
on a regular basis at least one or two days a week according to (Groen Links, 2009).
(United States Office Of Personnel Management, 2014) offers a more nuanced view by stating that
while traffic congestion can be reduced by teleworking, the effect will only be seen once a critical
mass in participation and frequency of teleworking has been achieved.

2.2.5.2 Protect environment
As far as environment goes, teleworking has been found to have overall positive (i.e. “greener”)
effect – that is, even after taking into account the effects at teleworkers’ home – on both pollution,
CO2 emotions, energy use (incl oil) (Nakanishi, 2015) (Green, 2010) (Kitou & Horvath, External air
pollution costs of telework, 2008) (Kitou & Horvath, 2006).
The Dutch Green Party (Groen Links, 2009) also chimes in on this issue stating a saving of 0,6
Megaton of CO2
It is worth noting however that not all research is viewing teleworking as beneficial to the
environment. (Pengyu & Mason, 2014) find in their research pretty much exactly the opposite. Using
1 day trip diary logs they look at data from 2001 and 2009 and find that teleworkers drive more
(both work related and non-work related) and hence emit higher amount of greenhouse gases.
Though this study is possibly limited in its application due to the choice of the data set, it does show
how the estimates regarding environmental impact can sometimes be tricky to make. Teleworking,
will undoubtedly change more than simply the location of work. It may hence affect our behavior –
both personal and work related – in other ways as well and possibly some of those will be
detrimental for the environment.

2.2.6 Government drawbacks
2.2.6.1 Loss of tax income
Fuel is generally taxed by governments and the Dutch government is no exception. As a matter of
fact, the Dutch government has some of the highest fuel taxes in Europe (Peters T. , 2014). As Figure
4 shows, the price per liter of fuel consists of somewhere between 40 and 65 percent out of various
forms of taxes

6
Some of the benefits/drawbacks which were already classified as belonging to employee/employer could
arguably also be viewed as important to the society as a whole (e.g. less sick-leave, re-integration of disabled
into the workforce).
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Figure 4: Fuel price structure. Source: (United Consumers, 2016)

If indeed teleworking results in less driving as some research suggests, then the government could
potentially lose some of its tax income.
Furthermore, if the telework occurs abroad, this could also have impact on the income tax for the
Dutch government. More about that in the section on legal issues.

2.2.7 Legal considerations in the Netherlands
Teleworking has several legal implications. Depending on one’s point of view, they could be
considered advantageous or disadvantageous for pretty much all parties involved. Either way, the
legal consequential could potentially shape teleworking as a whole. As such, we will consider them
separately from the employee/employer/government sections.
As one of the countries that ratified ILO 177 7 (International Labour Organization, 2016), Netherlands
generally affords homeworkers similar rights as it does on-site workers. In this section we will focus
on telework peculiarities in the Dutch legal system and not so much on the general laws that apply
to all workers and hence teleworkers as well.
The legal issues regarding telework have gathered some intention from the government 8. Two
initiatives have brought change in the legal implications for telework: an initiative to make
teleworking a legal right (Groen Links, 2009) and a report instigated by the government to
investigate the labor law surrounding telework – to be more precise, the broader world of “Het

7

ILO 177 does not cover telework in its entirety per se as it explicitly states that it doesn’t cover
people who “occasionally performing their work as employees at home, rather than at their usual
workplaces”. However, the Dutch law generally does in principle apply to teleworkers as well (Knegt,
et al., 2011).
8
It is worth noting that telework has – in one way or the other – been and continues to be addressed
by the collective bargaining agreements as well
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nieuwe werken” (Knegt, et al., 2011). Both of these initiatives resulted in changes in the laws
regarding telework (Stb. 2015-246) (Stb. 2012-270).

2.2.7.1 “Right to telework”
As (Knegt, et al., 2011) point out, the legal ramifications of being an employee of a company implies
a subordinate relationship between the employee and the employer. As such, the employer is also
mandated to choose the working conditions of the employee. This also implies that the employer is
responsible for the wellbeing of the employee under those working conditions. Taken together, this
means that an employee can’t choose his own working location (e.g. telework) 9.
This was something that was supposed to change under the law (or to be more precise,
amendments to the law 10) introduced by the Groen Links and CDA parties. Though the media
headlines sometimes emphasized the “right” to telework, this law doesn’t put things quite that
strongly, in particular not in its final form as it has been effectuated January 1st 2016 .
First of all, the law is not absolute. It only applies to employers with 10 or more employees and the
law could (with regards to the change of work location/hours) be overruled by a collective
bargaining agreement or a similar arrangement between the workers representatives and the
employer. It also only applies to employees who have been employed by the given employer for at
least 26 weeks.
Secondly, what the law actually regulates is that an employee may request a change in her average
weekly working hours, work location or daily working hours 11. This request needs to take place 2
months prior to the effectuation of the change and can subsequently occur on a yearly basis. The
employer should honor the request unless there are compelling business reasons not to. Employer
could also request changes to the request if there are reasonable grounds to do so. The response of
the employer (either positive or negative) should be supplied to the employee in writing.
Reasons to decline the request (as far as average working hours and daily working hours) include,
but are not limited to, severe issues regarding:
x reallocating the hours the employee no longer wishes to work
x scheduling
x security
x financial or organizational problems
The reasons to decline the request to change the working location, i.e. teleworking, have not been
specified as such. This means that employer is freer when it comes to the rejection of this aspect.
According to the law initiators themselves, this includes rejecting it on the grounds of it not being
the common practice within the firm (Voortman & Van Hijum, 2015).
The employer is also allowed to reevaluate his decision after it has been effectuated if some of the
above mentioned issues subsequently occur.
9

Interestingly, this would imply that an employer could mandate telework up to a point, that is to say,
as long as the employee doesn’t have legitimate grounds to refuse such an option. This is in contrast
with the European Framework Agreement on telework which states it is voluntary unless already
agreed upon in the initial contract.
10
Stb. 2015-245
11 These working hours still need to occur within the standard office hours, i.e. not on Sunday
(Tweede Kamer, 2013)
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A failure on the part of the employer to respond to the employees request at least a month before
the requested change should take place, results in an automatic honoring of the request.
So in a nutshell, the law gives employee the right to request teleworking and the employer needs to
responds to this in writing. Though this law doesn’t guarantee teleworking, it does make it more
open for discussion. It no longer allows an employer to forbid teleworking by fiat beforehand. It also
allows for discussion regarding the actual daily working hours which in turn could alleviate some of
the issues surrounding the work-family conflict. Whether all this is or should be the intent of laws in
general and whether it was worth the effort of +/- 5 years of political debate is possibly
questionable. Nevertheless, it does on the whole appear to encourage teleworking somewhat.
However, the law does allow a lot of leeway, in particular in declining the telework, if the employer
doesn’t want to introduce it. If the employer simply refuses on the grounds of it not being a common
practice, the law offers next to nothing by way of support for the employee as there are no
specifications for the valid reasons to decline the change of work location.
So no, there is definitely no right to telework in the Netherlands. But the ramifications of the
phenomenon, and by proxy the phenomenon itself, are at least recognized by the law. Still,
considering the administrative burden it introduces for the employer and the extremely limited
benefits it offers to the employee as far as teleworking is concerned, it is somewhat questionable
whether it was worth the trouble.

2.2.7.2 Health and safety
A number of Dutch laws and directives address the health and safety issues (Ministerie van Sociale
Zaken en Werkgelegenheid, 2016). There is the Arbowet (general provisions for places of work), the
Arbobesluit (mandatory rules for both employers and employees for the sake of minimizing work
hazards with sometimes sector specific rules) and the Arboregeling (mandatory specific rules e.g.
regarding work equipment). Implementation of some aspects of the regulations is intentionally
undefined giving the employers and the employees to agree on how best to satisfy them (e.g. how
to bring the noise pollution down to the allowed level) (werkgroep Het Nieuwe Werken en
Arbeidsomstandigheden, 2010).
In principle, all workers are covered by these laws and regulations 12. Of course, exceptions exist.
Telework has been exempt from some of the rules and regulations (e.g. chapter 3 of the Arbobesluit
which regulates, amongst other things, emergency exits, general state of the building, electric wiring
etc). Some still apply however, though the degree to which it applies and the way of application
changes in case of teleworking (werkgroep Het Nieuwe Werken en Arbeidsomstandigheden, 2010).
Article 3 of the Arbowet states that an employee is responsible for the health and safety of
employee. The location of the work includes any location where work is done so it covers telework
as well. However, while the on-site working environment can be checked and determined by the
employer, this is not the case when teleworking. This is not just due to the practical aspects of such
arrangement but also legally: an employee does not have to allow the employer access to her
house 13 (Rijksoverheid, 2016).

12
Strictly speaking, the use of IT (“beeldschermwerk”) falls under the regulations if a person does it for
more than 2 hours. For the purpose of this discussion we will consider this to be the case.
13 Article 24 of the Arbowet allows government inspectors to enter the living quarters of an employee
for inspection without permission of the employee.
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To overcome these barriers, while the responsibility of the employer remains the same overall,
teleworking shifts the responsibility for the implementation to the employee. In this sense, the
employer needs to perform a risk assessment (e.g. by asking the employee to fill out a set form), to
instruct the employee on various aspects of health and safety, ergonomics, work and rest times etc.
It is than up to the employee to make sure she adheres to these rules.
While the Arbobesluit gives the employer less obligations when it comes to teleworking outside the
home location (e.g. an internet coffee) it does expect more stringency when telework is performed
at home. Art. 1.47 and 1.48 mandate the employer to provide the appropriate (ergonomically
correct) workplace and lighting.
If the employee cannot or refuses to adhere to the legal obligations, something that e.g. the risk
analysis could point out, the employer should not allow teleworking to take place. This means that
the employer can’t simply have an employee sign a waiver, releasing the employer of all obligations
(Kristel, 2014).
So even with teleworking, employer remains overall responsible, in particular when it comes to
providing the right information, following the necessary procedures (risk inventory), offering
necessary equipment (in case of home work) and keeping abreast of the status of all those things
(e.g. during performance evaluations) . Employee is responsible to follow the procedures and in
particular, the responsibility increases if she chooses to telework outside of the home environment.
Both of them should engage in open and honest assessment of the entire teleworking situation.
If an employer fails to do enough to ensure the employees are able to work safely (e.g. provide
correct home work environment, inform the employee about the dangers and regulations, check the
health and safety risks etc), the employer remains liable – both in the sense of getting a fine from
the health and safety inspection as well as in civil court (7:658 BW) (Knegt, et al., 2011).
An employee who wishes to take legal action against the employer based on 7:658 BW needs to
prove that a) she suffered damages b) damages were a result of the work activities (Knegt, et al.,
2011).
In 2006 the court of appeals Amsterdam ruled that the employer is responsible for the well-being of
a teleworking employee (JAR 2007/65, court of appeals Amsterdam July 9th 2006
ECLI:NL:GHAMS:2006:AZ5431). In this case, the employee claimed to have suffered Repetitive
Strain Injury (RSI) due to the activities she had to do while working for the employer. The employee
worked 2 days a week at home, performing mostly computer based activities. In particular, the
ruling mentions the legal responsibility of the employer as far as providing ergonomically correct
workplace (furniture) regardless whether the work was performed at home or at the office. At the
same time, the ruling mentions the responsibility the employer has with relation to informing the
employee about the dangers of performing computer based work. The ruling mostly refers to article
7:658 of the Dutch Civil Code (Burgelijk Wetboek).
On the other hand, non-work related accidents at home while teleworking are generally not the
employers’ responsibility and the legal precedents emphasize the importance of employees
knowledge and responsibility (Knegt, et al., 2011).

2.2.7.3 Working hours
It is the employer’s responsibility to adhere to the law regarding working hours (Arbeidstijdenwet).
For example, the employer needs to make sure that the employees don’t work too long – either
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continuously or in total. In case of teleworking, a similar principle has to be followed as is prescribed
in the section on health and safety regulations. This means that the employer needs to instruct the
employee regarding the correct adherence to the working hours principles (maximum total hours
worked, minimum brake time, free time/days, overtime, etc). However, the responsibility of keeping
track of this can be passed on to the teleworker. The employer needs to have this information
available and be able to provide it to the authorities upon request.
Furthermore, (Knegt, et al., 2011) point out that a number of cases have shown that the employer is
also responsible to ensure that the employees don’t do too much overtime. The employer should
take initiative in engaging his employees to make sure it doesn’t happen. This is also confirmed in
the JAR 2011/41 court case.
Additionally, it is worth pointing out that the Dutch law has certain regulations that take effect which
could be of special interest in case the teleworker is in charge of keeping track of her own hours.
First of all, even if no official contract is given by the employer, if a person does paid labor (weekly or
at least 20 hours a month) for 3 consecutive months, than the law assumes a labor contracts exists
(BW 7:610a).
Also, if a labor contract exists for longer than 3 months than the average of those 3 months is
assumed to be the contractual amount of hours. This could hence means that the employee can
claim to have a contract for a higher number of hours if she for example clocks structural overtime
while teleworking (BW 7:610b)
This gives an extra incentive to the employer to keep good track of the hours reported by the
employees.

2.2.7.4 Teleworking and taxes
As far as required by (health and safety) law, the employer is allowed to provide the teleworker with
tax free table, chair and lighting (van Oirschot Van Aerle, Chantal; Kawka, Marcel, 2016). In addition,
various means of communications could be exempt from taxes if they are necessary for work. This is
the case if:
-

according to the employer, the resource is necessary for the job
the costs are paid by the employer and not the employee
the employee returns the provided resource (or pays the equivalent value back) when it is
no longer necessary for the fulfillment of the labor

(Belastingdienst, 2016)
As far as the tax law is concerned, means of communication includes desktops, laptops, tablets,
mobile phones, smartphones, simcards, dongles, internet and phone subscriptions and software,
organizers, printers or navigation systems.
Furthermore, as a general rule (i.e. not limited to teleworking), the employer is allowed to spend
1.2% of the total annual salary on the employee without paying taxes over this amount. Amounts
above that are seen as salary unless otherwise exempt by the tax law and as such, taxes need to be
paid over it.
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2.2.7.5 Telework abroad
An interesting case of teleworking is one when the teleworker performs the activity abroad. BDO
accountants (van Beers, 2016) studied this particular situation in relation to the tax laws and
regulations that apply in such case. The example they discuss is one in which a Belgian employee is
employed by a Dutch company. According to the study, there are a few options to consider here.
1) Fulltime work, performed in the Netherlands
In this case the Belgian employee will have to pay the full Dutch tax related to social security
legislation. The Belgian employee will then report the net salary on the tax form in Belgium
and will still have to pay the local municipality tax in Belgium. As far as income tax goes, the
Dutch code applies.
2) Telework (<25%) performed in Belgium
If telework is limited to one day a week the Dutch tax regarding the social security legislation
still applies in full. However, the Dutch government isn’t allow to levy income tax for the
work done on Belgium soil. This part of the income (in the example of 1 day a week telework
that would be 20%) would have to fall under the Belgium income tax law.
Though this case could be beneficial for the teleworker (depending on the local income tax),
it does mean a loss of income for the Dutch government.
3) Telework (>25%) performed in Belgium
In this case, the income split would still apply, where the Belgium teleworker would pay
Dutch income tax for the income incurred on Dutch soil and Belgium income tax for the
income incurred on the Belgium soil. However, the situation regarding the social security
legislation would change.
In contrast to the income tax, the social security tax can’t be “split” between the countries
according to the Regulation (EC) No 883/2004. In this case, the social security laws of
Belgium would apply for the entire income.
As a side note, BDO points out that in this case, the Dutch company would have to register
with the Belgium government and start a separate salary administration in order to pay the
Belgium taxes. This seems somewhat cumbersome and it would probably deter companies
from providing such arrangements, possibly missing out on the increased labor market. This
is particularly unfortunate for the companies located in the border areas of a nation since
those could easily attain a competitive advantage by employing abroad.
Furthermore, BDO analysis points out that there could be other legal implication as the (in this case)
Belgium labor law could have mandatory components regarding working hours, national holidays,
minimum wage, end-of-year bonus, mandatory inflation correction, severance pay and termination
clauses. Additionally, there could also be specific (Belgium) teleworking laws that apply in this case.
All in all, it seems that teleworking abroad seems to be hampered by legal and tax related
regulations.

2.2.7.6 Privacy of the home
As mentioned earlier, under the Dutch law, the civil servant in charge of inspecting the compliance
to the Dutch Health and Safety at work Act is explicitly given permission to enter a home even if the
occupant of the home does not give him a permission to enter. At the same time, under the Dutch
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law, the employer does not have the right to enter the home of a teleworker against his will. Of
course, the employer could (and should) discuss this with the employee and/or the workers
representatives beforehand. With the employee’s permission, the employer is allowed to inspect the
home. The employee may also request an inspection if she so desires and the employer is obliged to
perform the inspection (e.g. in case of health and safety issues).
What about virtual supervisions? According to the European Framework Agreement on Telework
(European social partners ETUC, UNICE, UEAPME and CEEP, 2006), in needs to be appropriate to the
objective and in accordance with the Directive 90/270 (which regulates health & safety issues).
(Knegt, et al., 2011) also point out that the employee (and the workers council) needs to be aware of
any qualitative or quantitative control mechanisms employed.

2.2.7.7 Zoning laws
The Dutch zoning laws seem to generally allow teleworking in a residential area. Dutch State Council
(Raad van State) ruled in 2002 (case number 200104569/1) that teleworking should not be seen as a
nonresidential activity. The possibility of teleworking is according to the Dutch State Council inherent
to the nature of residential activities and is therefore allowed on all residential ground.

2.3 Summary of literature findings
Table 1 puts all the literature findings together for us. What is obvious even at first glance is that
there’s quite a bit of benefits and, curiously enough, even more drawbacks. However, as the
literature also points out, pretty much all drawbacks are moderated by….well,…moderation. That is
to say, the drawbacks only really start to present a problem if people telework majority of the time
(the “sweet spot” might be somewhere around 15 hours per week or so (Golden & Veiga, 2005) for a
standard workweek). Once we take that into account, the only drawbacks we have really are the
potential legal (and tax) concerns and consequences for the employees and employers as well as the
equipment acquisition and maintenance, and data security.

Employer

Employee

Benefits
Increase productivity & revenue
Attract and retain the top talent (larger talent pool,
lower training cost)
Lower costs (facilities/real estate/parking/less sick
leave)
Business continuity
Lower turnover
Reduce traveling time
Virtual raise (reduce cost)
Better work-life balance
Increased autonomy
Higher job satisfaction
Better health
Larger employer pool

Government Reduce traffic congestion
Protect environment

Drawbacks
Loss of control
Less knowledge sharing, innovation
Potential difficulties with data security
Equipment acquisition and maintenance costs
Morale issues among non-teleworking
employees
Potential legal concerns
Time management/workaholism
Work/family boundaries
Space/noise management issues
Social isolation
Lack of rapid technical support
Potential unintended tax consequences
No access to hard copy only information
Less access to “casual knowledge”
“Unfair” evaluation/career stagnation
Loss of tax income

Table 1 : Benefits and drawbacks of teleworking according to literature
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While moderation seems to be the easiest, cheapest and most straight forward way to mitigate the
drawbacks, the literature also suggests that investing in company culture, management style and
means of online communication/collaboration will also help alleviate a lot of the problems.
So this seems promising. But it just makes me even more puzzled by the failure of teleworking to
becoming the norm in the Netherlands. It’s time to reach out to some employees and employers and
see if they can shed any light.
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Chapter 3 Teleworking research setup
A lot has been written over the years about teleworking. But how does all that theory hold up in
practice? What does it actually mean to telework in the Netherlands? Theory mentions various
advantages and disadvantages of teleworking but do they hold true in practice? Is there a difference
of opinion between employers and employees when it comes to teleworking? And last but not least,
what the employers and employees think the role of the government (i.e. laws, regulations and
directives) should be?
This means that the research setup will have both deductive (testing theoretical assumptions about
advantages and disadvantages of teleworking) as well as inductive (trying to get an insight into the
world of teleworking in practice) aspects. In order to obtain as broad and general view as possible, it
is important to get input of many different people on the subject. Considering the practicality of
such an endeavor, a questionnaire was chosen as the most appropriate strategy. Using online
questionnaires allows swift spreading, convenient response and efficient and reliable data collection
and subsequent analysis. (Gosling, 2004) has also shown us that online surveys are at least as good
as the traditional paper&pencil surveys. Limesurvey (Version 1.90 Build 9029) allows for various
question types to be asked enabling the questionnaire methodology to be used to both explore,
describe and explain the teleworking phenomenon in the Netherlands.
Of course, the questionnaire methodology has its limitations, in particular when it comes to the
interpretation of the question by the respondents as well as limiting the answer possibilities to fixed
answers. In order to mitigate that somewhat, help/informational/explanatory text will be given as
much as possible. Most of the presented answers will have a free form “remark” field next to them
allowing the respondents to provide additional information or context for their answer. Last but not
least, we will occasionally employ open questions, giving the respondents even more freedom with
regards to their answer.
In the end, we chose to develop 2 separate questionnaires (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 2),
allowing for different questions to be asked to employers and employees. In order to obtain the
broad overview, some 50 questions (including sub questions) were created. To limit the required
effort on the side of the respondents, whenever possible, questions presented to the respondents
were limited to the relevant questions only. That is to say, using answers given to previous
questions, the questions that aren’t relevant any more were hidden from view of that particular
respondent.
When presenting respondents with multiple choice answers, we tried to use a similar Likert scale for
similar questions. However, we felt free to deviate from the scale if we felt the question demanded
it. We felt it was more important to ask the right questions in an understandable way as well as
present “logical” answers than force a standardization across question at all cost.
Questions posed concerned both characteristics, opinions and behavior of the respondents (and/or
their environment). For easier navigation and overview, we tried to group similar questions
together.
The analysis will largely be based on descriptive statistics. This allows general tendencies to be
discovered as well as allow for discussion of free form questions. Considering the extensive nature of
the questionnaire and pure voluntary aspects of the respondents (no enticements were offered to
the participants), the amount of the response will be somewhat limited. This limits the chance of
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statistical significance to be found. Nevertheless, statistical methods will be employed, in particular
the Mann-Whitney test (to measure the null-hypothesis against the alternative hypothesis and
hence prove or disprove statistical significance). The choice of Mann-Whitney test is based on the
fact that we will be dealing with ordinal and the compared groups are independent. If significance is
discovered, Goodman and Kruskal’s Gamma is used to measure the strength of the relationship.
Limesurvey offers rudimentary analysis as part of the package. However, that will not be sufficient to
answer all the questions we would like to ask the data. In order to go a step further, we used
Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS Statistics 23.
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Chapter 4 Teleworking research results
4.1 Teleworking in the Netherlands
A survey
Teleworking presents drawbacks and advantages (Table 1) to employers as well as employees. In
order to gain insight into the perspectives of employees and employers on teleworking, two surveys
were devised, one for each of the targeted groups. The questions in both surveys were intentionally
very similar with variations only in the aspects of teleworking concerning only one of the two
parties.
The target population was active in the commercial and public service sectors in the Netherlands
during late 2012 and early 2013 (though a small "test run" of the survey was held in late 2009 and
early 2010). Out of 26 employers who started the survey, 19 have completed it. With regards to the
employees, 107 have completed the survey out of 122 who started it. The results presented in the
survey are based on the completed surveys only. Though the inherent pyramid structure of most
organizations implies an employers to employees ratio that favors the employees, the sample
population of employers is still too small to draw major conclusions about employers in general.
Therefore, the lion share of the results will present the view of the employees while only
occasionally contrasting their views with those of the employers. Also, due to the snowball nature of
online spreading of the questionnaire, it is worth noting that not all of the employer respondents are
indeed the managers of all of the employee respondents. That is to say, many employees and many
employers from various companies have filled in the questionnaire.

4.2 The population
Figures 5 and 6 show the overall characteristics of the examined populations. Amongst other things,
we see that the participants largely worked in the public service sector (one person hasn't filled in
the company name), that there were slightly more men than women and that employers have a
slightly higher educational level overall. Additionally, the majority of the sample population is in a
relationship, either living together or married.
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Figure 5: Overall characteristics of the employee population
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Figure 6: Overall characteristics of the employer population
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Figure 7: Overall characteristics of the employee teleworkers population (N=67)
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Figure 7 shows the same information but then only for the teleworking members of the population.
If we compare it with the population as a whole ( Figure 5) we see that the teleworkers represent a
good cross section of the whole population with a slight bias towards older employees and women
who seem to be teleworking more. Age is even statistically significant (Mann – Whitney P=0.04͕ɶс0,421 – see appendix for details) in relation to teleworking.
Age is statistically significant in relation to teleworking that is to say,
older employees telework more
One possible reason suggested by literature is that teleworking is sometimes seen as a privilege that
more senior, "proven" and/or valuable employees are given (Steward, 2000) (Chen & Nath, 2008)
(Sparrow, 2000) (Tremblay, 2003).
Another possible cause for the age difference between teleworking and non-teleworking population
could be sought in younger people having fewer dependents in their household, i.e. less members in
their household that depend on their care (e.g. children). This is indeed partially supported by Figure
8 which shows that a large portion of people who have dependents in their household is
represented by the 40 to 49 age group while the age group 20 to 29 clearly have less responsibilities
vis-a-vis dependents.
Both (Tremblay, 2003) an (Peters, et al., 2004) support the notion of teleworking population being
generally older as well as generally having children (in particular young children). However, (Peters,
et al., 2004) are also quick to point out that having more children actually decreases the likelihood of
teleworking.
We also find that the marital status is found to be statistically significant in relation to teleworking
(Pearson Chi – Square P = 0.04, ʄсϬ͘ϭ͕ see appendix for details) – with married people teleworking
more. This could tie in with some of the arguments posed earlier: older people are more likely to be
married than younger people and married people are likely to need to take care of children. As
we’ve seen in Chapter 2, work-family balance is an important advantage for the employees when it
comes to teleworking.
Marital status is statistically significant in relation to teleworking.
The generals stance of literature regarding gender is that gender either doesn’t play a major role
(Peters, et al., 2004) or that men should actually be teleworking more - at least when it comes to
non-full time teleworkers (Tremblay, 2003) - so our finding here is slightly at odds with general
expectation. Since it’s not a statistically significant difference, we will consider it an anomaly.

50

120%
100%
25%

21%

80%
60%

50 or older
28%

40%

40 to 49
30 to 39

40%

20 to 29

29%
20%

36%
18%

0%
NO dependants

2%
Dependants

Figure 8: Dependents in the household vs. age of the population

4.3 Do we telework?
When looking at the percentage of population that engages in teleworking, a distinction has been
made between people that have made official arrangements to telework and the people that engage
in teleworking but have not made any official arrangements to do so. This was done because of the
belief of the researcher that there is a large population of "clandestine teleworkers".
There could be a number of reasons for those people not to engage in official teleworking. Some
companies e.g. don't allow teleworking to take place. However, this view may not necessarily be
endorsed by the employees. If one's work activities make teleworking possible (e.g. due to their
frequent absence from the office) or if the managers turn a blind eye to it, there is no reason for
these people not to telework. Additionally, teleworking might be a casual and occasional occurrence
(i.e. they only telework when it's convenient) and the employees and/or managers might feel that an
official arrangement would be too bureaucratic.
An official teleworking arrangement may also carry certain costs with it, e.g. when the employee
receives a compensation for the commute. If the person was to officially register a teleworking day,
then the monthly commute compensation might be diminished while unofficial teleworking doesn't
carry such penalty.
Overall, the data shows (Figure 9) that indeed the clandestine teleworking is more than double the
number of official teleworkers. This is a somewhat troubling result for a number of reasons. As
stated earlier, teleworking brings certain benefits to the employer like cost reduction and efficiency
increase. In order to maximize those benefits an employer would profit from optimizing the work
processes towards remote working employees. This is however difficult to achieve and/or difficult to
make a business case for if a large number of employers population is teleworking unofficially. For
one thing, how do you even begin talking about maximizing teleworking benefits (e.g. moving to a
smaller building, having less workstations available, accessing larger talent pool) if officially nobody
is teleworking?
Though the data seems to suggest that the employers are aware that their employees are engaging
in clandestine teleworking (63% state it explicitly in the survey), the higher company management
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might not be aware of the overall number of such occurrences. Hence, it becomes more difficult for
the employer to maximize their benefits.
In the Netherlands, there are more than twice as many unofficial (clandestine) teleworkers than
official teleworkers. This is something the employers seem well aware of.
Although this situation can be profitable for the employees (e.g. in the case of commute
compensation) it isn't without its drawbacks for the employees either. They might not receive all the
available/best means to telework (e.g. IT resources). A large number of complaints about
teleworking (Figure 14) have to do with the IT resources and one has to wonder if that number
wouldn't be smaller if both the employers and the employees officially embrace teleworking.
Additionally, problems might arise if an employee incurs an injury on the workplace.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, in 2006 the Amsterdam court ruled that the employer is responsible for
the well-being of a teleworking employee. We also saw that the employer has explicit legal
responsibility towards the employee, even when teleworking, particularly when it comes to mapping
all the risks involved, informing the employee about these risk and keeping track of the risks. The
employer is also responsible for keeping track of the hours the employee (tele)works. If the telework
occurs in the home environment, than the employer is also held responsible for the workplace
adhering to the appropriate health and safety regulations. All these risks cannot be “passed on” to
the employee even if the employee is willing to sign a contract which agrees to this. All in all, it
would appear that the employers are willingly forgoing their legal responsibility.
This means that if the teleworking is not officially arranged between the employer and employee
(and hence the employer could claim ignorance of the fact), the responsibility for the injury incurred
might be shifted more toward the employee with possibly negative outcome regarding work related
injuries.
With regard to the teleworking data presented in Figure 9 it is also worth noting that 75% of the
non-teleworkers would like to telework. This presents a clear signal that teleworking is something
that should not be ignored by the employers and that they might as well try maximize some of their
own benefits as well. As we can see in Figure 13, this holds true for both commercial and public
service employees.
Figure 10 shows that within the employer population, the situation is similar - if not worse - when
we look at the number of official and clandestine teleworkers. Of course, some managers might
simply be forced to telework because they oversee work on more than one location. However, as
we’ve mentioned earlier - see Chapter 2 -, some studies also drew a link between teleworking and
the overall status within the company (e.g. due to specialized knowledge or hierarchical status).
These results, combined with results from figures 5 and 6 would also point towards the significance
of the advantage the employers have in this regard. If we were to assume that specialized
knowledge is related to educational level, we can on the basis of Figure 12 tentatively conclude that
it is their hierarchical status that plays the most important part in allowing them to telework. This
last point in particular makes the clandestine teleworking more easily available to them - Quis
custodiet ipsos custodes?
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Figure 9: Teleworking within the employee population
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Figure 10: Teleworking within the employer population
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Figure 11: influence of years of experience on telework
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Related to the previous discussion, the number of years one is active in the current position might
hence influence their tendency to telework. If we look at Figure 11 representing the number of years
the employees work in the current position, we indeed see an indication of this. In particular, we can
see that overall, people with more experience in the current position tend to telework more.
Perhaps more interestingly, with more than 10 years experience show a great increase in unofficial
teleworking. This would coincide with the literature that shows that teleworking is sometimes used a
form of a "perk" for senior employees. However, this doesn't seem to be related to their educational
level per se as Figure 12 shows.

Influence of educational level on teleworking
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Figure 12: influence of educational level on teleworking
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Figure 13: Teleworking distribution amongst commercial and public service employees

The good news however, is that if we zoom in on the teleworking population in Figure 14, we see
that they are overall content with the teleworking arrangement. Most of the complaints the
participants left in the comments have to do with the IT related issues (in particular public service
employees complained about it. This possibly explains the larger dissatisfaction with teleworking
compared to the commercial sector). This is hence definitely an area where employers might be able
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to improve the situation. Still, as mentioned earlier, one has to wonder whether the large number of
clandestine teleworking has a great influence on this. On one hand because (possibly high) IT
investments for the employer usually need to be warranted by a business case and if the business
case only takes into account the official teleworking, then the investment prospect is likely to be
negative. On the other, if an employee partakes in clandestine teleworking, he or she is likely not to
receive the optimal IT support from the employer simply because certain IT resources may only be
allocated to official teleworkers. Hence employees are in danger of working with a subpar solution.
Figure 15 supports this point of view.
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Figure 14: Satisfaction with the teleworking arrangement (commercial vs public service employees)
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Figure 15: Satisfaction with the teleworking arrangement (official vs clandestine teleworking)

Though overall fairly satisfied with teleworking, IT related issues are a source of gripe for the
teleworkers.

4.4 Population self assessment
As we’ve seen in Chapter 2, a number of literature sources - and coincidently 94% of the employer
population - feel that a successful teleworker needs to have certain personality traits like self55

discipline, self-sufficiency, ability deal with isolation etc. Part of the questionnaire was hence
designed to perform a self-assessment of the population. The result of that employee selfassessment can be seen in Figure 16. Though self-assessment is bound to produce at least a
somewhat biased result, it is nonetheless interesting to contrast Figure 16 with Figure 17 showing
the results for the teleworkers only. In particular, teleworkers score higher in relation to
1. self-discipline (Mann-Whitney p<0.04, Gamma 0.433),
2. social matters:
a. frequency of contact (with colleagues, customers (Mann-Whitney p<0.01, Gamma
0.434)
b. feedback from supervisor (Mann-Whitney p<0.001, Gamma 0.688)) 14.
This would imply that if a company decides to maximize their benefits by making teleworking the
prevalent mode of work, it would possibly also profit from adjusting their hiring policy and
assessment to pay extra attention to the ability of the new employees do deal with social isolation.

When it comes to personal character traits in relation to teleworking,
x self-discipline,
x being able to deal with less frequent contact with colleagues and customers,
x being able to deal with less feedback from supervisor
are statistically significant.
If successful teleworking is an important goal for a company, these are traits a company could
test for during hiring assessment process.

14

See appendix for details regarding the calculations
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Figure 16: Employee population self assessment
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Figure 17: Employee population self assessment - teleworkers only
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For all the benefits that teleworking offers, according to the data (see Figure 18), it doesn't seem to
improve job satisfaction. This is somewhat surprising because literature generally shows that selfdetermination positively influences job satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). And our population
acknowledges that teleworking offers more self-determination and flexibility.
A possible reason for the lack of this in the data might be because teleworking - be it official or
clandestine - is so prevalent that it already exerted its influence on job satisfaction. Or conversely,
that the drawbacks that teleworking has for employees (e.g. working more hours, having less true
"rest" in between work periods, time and strain work home interference – see also (Peters & van der
Lippe, 2007), (Hartig, et al., 2007)) offset to an extent the job satisfaction increase. Whatever the
underlying cause, this finding corresponds neatly to the finding by (Verkleij, 2012) which states that
teleworking has no significant influence on job satisfaction (despite its apparent influence on
autonomy (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007) and autonomy’s influence on job satisfaction (Hackman &
Oldham, 1975)).

Teleworking doesn’t increase job satisfaction

Figure 18: Relation between teleworking and job satisfaction

Somewhat surprisingly, the teleworking frequency is not influenced by the means of communication
one prevalently uses on the workplace. It was generally believed that teleworking goes hand in hand
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with less frequent face to face communication. However, if we look closely at Figure 19, we see that
our communication on the workplace has already largely been digitized. Hence, both teleworkers
and non-teleworkers have the same predisposition to telework, at least with regards to the
communication type.

Figure 19: Relation between communication type and frequency of teleworking

Perhaps even more unexpected was the finding that the interdependence between co-workers
represented in Figure 20 and Figure 21 also doesn't seem to differ greatly between teleworkers and
non-teleworkers. But if we take into account the results presented in Figure 23, we see that the
large majority of teleworkers is teleworking one day a week or less. This low frequency could explain
both the finding with regards to communication type as well as with regard to the interdependence:
there are still plenty of days left in the week for people to meet face - to - face and compensate the
time spent teleworking. Hence those two variables don't have a big influence on teleworking.

Figure 20: How dependent is one on his co-workers
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Figure 21: How dependent are others on the employee in question

As noted earlier, whether or not one has dependents at home does influence the likelihood of
teleworking (Figure 22). This at least seems to confirm that better life-family balance is an advantage
that employees gain from teleworking.
Overall, if we look at Figure 23 and Figure 24 we can see that the trend seems to be that those who
telework would like to telework more and those who don't would like to start - at least for a day.
This on its own would suggest that, at least as far as employees are concerned, the benefits
outweigh the drawbacks. This has also been directly confirmed by 90% of the employee population.
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Figure 22: Influence of dependents on teleworking

61

Figure 23: Current teleworking frequency

Figure 24: Desired teleworking frequency

4.5 Typical teleworking day
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Figure 25: Typical teleworking day

With flexibility being one of the greatest benefits to the employees it is not surprising to see that
they adjust their working hours to meet the needs of both personal and work obligations. At first
glance, this sentiment is also shared by the employers. 95% of the employers acknowledge that
combining personal and work obligations is part of teleworking. Furthermore, a full 100% of the
employers say that their employees are allowed to work flexible hours. What, however, is surprising
is the contradiction that 69% of the employers expect that the employees are always available
during office hours. Clearly, permanent job availability and taking care of personal obligations cannot
go together. This is yet another possible area that needs to be addressed if teleworking is to be
wholeheartedly embraced on a larger scale.

A strange teleworking paradox:
While mangers understand that teleworking is often combined with personal obligations and
while they allow for flexible hours to be kept while teleworking, the majority of managers still
expects the teleworker to always be available during office hours.
With regard to the working hours of the employees, there is however an interesting difference when
it comes to gender which possibly once again harks back to the gender roles from the days of yore:
only 10% of women would commit themselves to the office hours while 83% would adopt a more
flexible arrangement. The numbers for men differ quite a bit: 25% vs. 65% when it comes to office
hours vs. flexible hours.
We also see a difference between commercial and public service employees: 22% of commercial
employees would keep office hours, 63% flexible hours and 13% largely outside office hours. Public
servants on the other hand would prefer flexible hours 76% of the time, office hours in 18% of the
time and only 3% largely outside office hours. Perhaps the commercial sector sees teleworking as
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something you do after you're done working in the office while public sector sees it as something
you do instead of working in the office.

Figure 26: Preferred teleworking location

4.6 Teleworking environment
The preferred teleworking location is the home environment. When asked whether teleworking
requires a dedicated room in their household, 59% of the employees disagree. 63% of the employers
also don't recognize the necessity for a separate room. This is possibly unfortunate since family
distraction while teleworking and the undesired intrusion of work into family life (both often cited by
employees as a drawback of teleworking) could both be mitigated, at least to a degree, by having a
dedicated room (as suggested by (Hartig, et al., 2007)). Furthermore, if the teleworking location
doesn't satisfy the Health and Safety laws, the employee will possibly physically suffer. Employers
are even legally obliged to make sure that the working area of the teleworker follows the Health and
Safety code. Hence, under the law as it stands, this issue needs to be addressed explicitly in
teleworking arrangements, because the negative consequences (i.e. work related injuries, legal
penalties) could outweigh the advantages of teleworking for both parties.
Our work is nowadays largely computer based and our telework is likely to be even more so. 71% of
the employees indeed recognize that to be successful at teleworking one needs to be knowledgeable
about it. However only 49% of the employees believe that a teleworker should be able to solve IT
problems by himself. Luckily, 63% of employers are aware of this issue too and feel that the IT
support needs to be extended in order to accommodate teleworking. The question remains, what of
the 37% of the employers that don't recognize this issue? Access to digital work is paramount to
teleworking and if all participants agree that teleworking entails flexible hours, shouldn't IT support
also automatically be extended? This, without question, comes at a cost to the employers. Hence,
any company that seriously tries to make teleworking work for them should take both this necessity
and this cost into account.

4.7 Organization of telework
Another of the adaptations necessary to accommodate teleworking and one that is almost
unanimously recognized (98% of employees and 90% of employers) is the need to come to an
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agreement on the subjects of quality, quantity and deadlines regarding work. 98% of the employees
also believe they can deal well with such an arrangement.
Achieving such an arrangement is by no means easy: some jobs don't lend themselves to such a
definition, some employees are not used to it etc. Additionally, it may be difficult to define suitable
and acceptable targets. This is a particularly touchy subject because one of the drawbacks
recognized by some of our participants is the fear that teleworking might negatively influence career
development because of the relative anonymity of the teleworker.
Additionally, when asked about supervision of employees as well as enforcement of company rules
and policies, employees and in particular employers emphasized the trust and using the produced
and agreed upon results as a measuring device.
Last but not least, data shows that about half of the commercial and 67% of the public server
employers say that their company hasn't adjusted work processes to optimally benefit from
teleworking. Though detrimental for both, this situation is once again particularly hurting the
teleworking advantages for the employers.
The lack of proper readiness for teleworking is further exemplified by Figure 27 where we look at
what information has been provided / received with relation to teleworking. The most information
exchanged was regarding security related matters. But even that was the case approximately 50% of
the time. Health and Safety, a legally binding issue with possibly great consequences for all parties,
was only addressed about 22% of the times.
Of course, once again, these numbers might differ greatly if both employees and employers would
agree to take teleworking out of the clandestine environment and deal with it openly and fully.
None the less, building on the previous finding that the employers are aware of teleworking we
could tentatively conclude that employers are running the risk of being fully liable for not meeting
the requirements set out in the legal section of Chapter 2.
By not informing the teleworkers about the dangers associated with teleworking and by not
providing the necessary information and monitoring the teleworking according to the legal
requirements, the employers are running the risk of being fully legally liable for any
teleworking problems that may occur.
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Figure 27: Received/provided information wrt teleworking

4.8 Teleworking: cost and equipment
One thing employers do offer to the employees is a company laptop/PC. Many teleworkers also
report being provided a smartphone for e-mail access. This goes somewhat against the recent trend
of "bring your own device" but possibly offers employers more control over the access to the
company data (security of which was emphasized by Figure 27). It remains to be seen whether this
trend will shift more towards simply providing access to company network and leaving it up to the
teleworkers to connect any way they want (currently Figure 28 suggests that approximately 30% of
the teleworkers follow the "bring your own device" trend). If so, this could possibly reduce the cost
of teleworking to the employer.
In about 20% of the cases, the company also (co-)finances the phone and/or internet cost. Other
costs (like electricity, heat and furnishing) are by and large financed by the teleworker (even though
58% of the employers indicated that all teleworking cost should be paid for by the employer). If
however teleworking starts becoming the norm, it is questionable whether this division of cost is a
fair one, particularly if companies start demanding teleworking in order to maximize their own
benefits.
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Figure 28: facilities offered/received wrt teleworking
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This somewhat lopsided division of cost might be the reason why we see in Figure 29 that a large
majority of teleworkers doesn't believe that telework increases their discretionary income. This flies
somewhat in the face of some findings in the literature that pointed to things like savings on clothing
that a teleworker might profit from (“virtual raise” from Chapter 2).

4.9 The advantages and drawbacks of teleworking
Despite the expected improvement in life-family matters for teleworkers only 59% believes that they
will be able to spend more time with family and friends (Mann-Whitney p<0.05͕ɶс--0.331 – see
appendix for details). Possible reason for this could be that when teleworkers assert that they prefer
to work flexible hours in order to combine personal and work obligations, they will do just that:
combine obligations and not necessarily pleasantries. On the other hand, the reason for this could
also be that the respondents don’t feel comfortable expressing that they will spend more time with
friends and family in what could essentially be seen as “company time”.
66% of teleworkers believe that telework is less stressful than office work (Mann-Whitney p<0.05͕ɶ
= -0.263). This could once again point to the fact that although many respondents stated that there
are fewer work distractions, merging work and personal life and obligations brings stress in and of
itself.
The questionnaire also contained an open (free form text) question asking the participants to cite
some of the advantages and drawbacks themselves. One of the uses of this question was that it
helped us double-check that there weren’t some high-scoring (dis)advantages that the questionnaire
and the literature looked over. Luckily, this was not the case. Some of the high scoring answers in
the open question (posed to both employees and employers) asking for teleworking advantages are
flexibility, commute reduction, self-determination and overall life-family balance. Some respondents
also see teleworking as a way to relieve pressure off the work-day by e.g. checking e-mail in their
own time and being able to work all the time (instead of just during office hours). This form of
gratuitous labor is a possible important advantage of teleworking for the employers though it is not
mentioned by the employers and seems hence to go unquantified.
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Figure 29: Perceived employee advantages of teleworking

The teleworkers seem also to be fairly aware of some of the drawbacks from teleworking. In
particular they cite less contact (especially with colleagues), less team/company spirit, the difficulty
that arises from the fading of the boundaries between work and personal life, lack of casual work
information, working overtime and the feeling that not being seen in the company could have a
negative impact on their career. A respondent also recognized that digital communication has its
drawback and that it might actually induce conflict in the work place.
Still, 90% of the respondents believe that advantages outweigh the disadvantages (a few of the
respondents didn't see any disadvantages with regards to teleworking).
On the employer side of things, we see that both the employees (82%, Mann – Whitney p<0.05͕ɶс0.676) and the employers (100%) believe that teleworkers will be more efficient and productive.
Other employer benefits recognized by both parties were a reduction in sick leave (Mann-Whitney
p<0.05͕ɶс-0.575 for employees confirming, in part e.g. (Steward, 2000)) and benefits with regards
to re-introduction of disabled people and/or people who were (temporarily) unfit for work, into the
workforce. When it comes to the cost reduction, the employers seem to be split (48% agree, 42%
disagree). More detailed overview of these outcomes can be seen in Figure 30.
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Figure 30: Perceived employer benefits of teleworking
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The advantages/disadvantages of teleworking given by the employers in an open question by and
large overlap those given by the employees. And employers too believe that advantages outweigh
the disadvantages (89%). Some of them do express certain caution in their comments regarding the
type of person and the type of work and frequency of teleworking which in a way confirms the
earlier stated belief that companies should explicitly work on those factors if they want to maximize
their own benefits.

Figure 31: Teleworking and job applications

Considering that both parties recognize the importance of teleworking and clearly see the
advantages being bigger than disadvantages, it was worth investigating how big of an effect
teleworking has when either attracting work force (benefit for employers) and selecting a job
(benefit for employees). Figure 31 shows us that companies generally don't use teleworking in their
job ads. On the other hand, about half of the employees consider geographical location an
important factor when deciding whether to apply for a job vacancy. Taking into account that the
employees see less travel time as a big advantage of telework according to the data, it would seem
that the employers are missing out on a big part of the talent pool. With the predicted shortage of
skilled labor in the future, telework is possibly something employees should seriously consider in
that regard. However, none of the employers listed enlarged talent pool as an advantage so it would
seem it is not genuinely recognized as an advantage of telework.
Additionally, (Thompson, et al., 2004) show that organizational family support – of which
teleworking could be a possible form – seems to reduce job turnover. This is something that
employers might be interested in and hence, support teleworking (amongst other family support
measures) as a means to achieve higher employee loyalty.
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Statistically significant teleworking advantages according to the employees are:
x Higher productivity and efficiency
x Less stress
x Reduction of sick-leave
x Spending more time with friends and family

4.10 Legal and policy regulation of teleworking
When it comes to the legal and policy regulation of teleworking, it would appear that the
respondents have taken a somewhat anti-governmental stance. A small majority of employees
(Figure 32) as well as a large majority of employers (Figure 33) feel that that teleworking shouldn't be
a right. Nonetheless, 45% of the employees does believe it should be a right – which is still a
substantial amount of people.
Furthermore, according to the data presented in figures 34 and 35, the majority feels that telework
should always be voluntary and should not be imposed even if e.g. serving public and/or employers
interest. However, this feeling is much more prevalent amongst the employers than the employees.
For example, 33% of the employees seem to feel that benefits of teleworking to the society or the
employer could be so important that it should be mandated.
Similarly, Health and Safety shouldn't apply to telework according to Figure 36 and Figure 37
(interestingly, 85% of the employers do believe that the responsibilities for the well-being of the
employee are the same regardless of teleworking). This sentiment too is expressed more by the
employers than the employees. Other implicit dangers of teleworking (e.g. dangers resulting from
combining child care with work) should also not be regulated according to 70% of the respondents.
The overall point is made explicit in Figure 38: only about 10% of the respondents feel that
government should be involved in teleworking.

Figure 32: Should telework be a right according to the employees
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Figure 33: Should telework be a right according to the employers

Figure 34: Should telework be voluntary according to the employees
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Figure 35:Should telework be voluntary according to the employers

Figure 36: Should Health and Safety apply to telework according to employees
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Figure 37: Should Health and Safety apply to telework according to employers

Figure 38: Which stakeholders should be involved in teleworking agreements

Company rules and regulations on the other hand, are accepted by the employees. Only 32% of
employers believe that teleworkers are more likely to deviate from company policies and
regulations. This is largely confirmed by the employees where 81% feel obliged to follow company
rules while teleworking.
Enforcement of such rules however is a difficult subject. Most employees believe it shouldn't or can't
be enforced and/or that one should rely on trust (approximately 50%). In as far as there can be
certain enforcement, it is up to the employers to do so. Employers don't really have a clear answer
to this question either. A follow up question regarding the acceptable (by employees) and desired
(by employers) forms of supervision of teleworkers yielded the results in Figure 39. Though the
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teleworkers somewhat unexpectedly stated that both virtual (i.e. monitoring computer activities,
camera supervision) and to a lesser extent physical (visits) supervision is acceptable, employers have
no desire to do so. By and large, the comment section of the answer was used to state that trust and
output are basis for supervision.

Figure 39: Acceptable/desired forms of teleworking supervision

4.11 Overall conclusions regarding teleworking
When it comes to teleworking, the first thing worth noting is that it’s a phenomenon that is very
much in vogue within the Dutch working population with over 60% already taking part and 75% of
the non-teleworking population who would like to take part given the opportunity. Our study hence
shows that the actual teleworking participation is approximately three times larger than the official
national statistics (presented in Figure 1 ) indicate and that it is a phenomenon that has to be taken
seriously, both now and in the future. This is accentuated further by the fact that while currently
most people telework one day or less, they would generally like to increase it to about 2 to 3 days a
week.
The reason behind the discrepancy between the official numbers and our findings seems to be the
remarkably overwhelming clandestine nature of it. Our results show that about 20% teleworks
officially and this more or less corresponds to the official national statistics. However a further 43%
does it unofficially. What’s even more, the employers seem perfectly aware of this. This is not only
remarkable in and of itself but it also casts a shadow on many other aspects (and possible
grievances) of the phenomenon. One has to wonder whether such conditions don’t harm the
chances of valuable improvements – for example investments in IT technology that would require a
valid business case and which are currently one of the major practical gripes teleworkers have or
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optimize the work processes which 63% of the employers haven’t done. The clandestine nature of
telework might be hurting both parties, but it might sting the employers even more as it might stand
in the way of achieving valuable (cost saving) goals. As far as legal aspects go, both parties are
possibly on thin ice, depending on who the judge believes: employees might be held accountable for
doing something they aren’t allowed to do and/or employers might be held liable for not properly
informing the employees about all the necessary aspects – something that our study shows they
indeed don’t do. Later on we will explore some case law that will shed some light on this.
Regardless however, the teleworkers seem to be fairly happy with the current arrangement.
Comparing our findings to the findings from the literature (Table 1) we see that the employees are
largely aware of the general costs and benefits of teleworking. They also feel that teleworking is
overall a good thing and majority of their annoyance comes from poor IT resources - a relatively
simple (but costly?) thing to solve.
This positive view is also shared by the employers. None of the employers currently dealing with
teleworking have any plans to cancel it. However, as mentioned earlier the employers are possibly
missing out on some of important advantages of teleworking (e.g. lowering cost and attracting
talented workers from further away). Also, none of the measures to optimize the work
situation/processes to increase their own (and their employees) benefits and diminish the
drawbacks are undertaken either.
Supervision of teleworking is a difficult subject matter both with regard to rules and regulation as
well as work performed. Both parties recognize that the only practical solution is trust while
checking the output. However, determining the output for a given task and optimizing work
processes to allow for telework is a challenging exercise that doesn't seem to have been undertaken
by the employers.
Humorous contradictions have come to light with regards to employee availability: they can work
flexible hours but employers want them to be available during office hours. This is yet another
subject matter than, at its very least, should be brought to the attention of both parties else a
negative sentiment may arise.
Teleworkers and non-teleworkers seem to possess different personal characteristics in order to deal
with the isolation and self-reliance that telework requires. A word of caution for all HRM
departments looking to hire people in a teleworking company.
Zooming in on that teleworking population, we found that they tend to be self-disciplined and able
to deal with social isolation (both from supervisor as well as customers and colleagues). It also seems
(though at 0.08 just short of statistical significance) they tend to be able to compartmentalize better
between the demands of family and work. We also found that marital status is significant in relation
to teleworking with married people teleworking more.
Remarkably, though it is a phenomenon employees apparently want, it does not improve job
satisfaction, possibly because of the detrimental aspects of teleworking.
Employers don't necessarily see the cost efficiency that telework could bring. There are undoubtedly
good reasons for this. Still, this issue would probably benefit from a certain amount of economy of
scale which would make it easier to reduce organizational cost (despite the teleworking investment).
However, as long as clandestine telework is the prevalent mode of telework, those economies of
scale are unlikely to occur.
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What we have found out about the costs of teleworking is that the employer provides all the
necessary IT hardware. Other costs are paid by the employee. This includes both related IT costs
(internet, printer and the like) as well as utilities and also the cost of home office furnishing which
could, even by law, be considered to fall under the employer’s responsibility as far as health and
safety goes.
Despite this possibly unfair division of cost, people are teleworking so apparently there are major
advantages to teleworking. The most important of those seem to be spending time with family and
friends, less stress, higher efficiency and productivity, less sick-leave and easier re-integration of the
medically unfit for work.
Though an overwhelming majority of employees either teleworking or having a desire to do so, a
small majority of the teleworkers feels that teleworking shouldn’t be a right and should always
remain a voluntary option. However, there is a substantial minority that feels otherwise. Even the
government should, as far as they are concerned, not get involved in regulating telework.
Teleworking is something that, according to them, employers and employees are perfectly capable
of handling themselves.
So there we have it. Teleworking is an extremely large labor phenomenon in Netherlands that has
occurred sort of organically, without any pre-set plan or, it being clandestine in practice, regulations.
Maybe it was exactly the lack of these regulations and plans that made teleworking the success it
clearly is. As we’ve seen in Error! Reference source not found., apart from possibly work-family
conflict, maximizing teleworking advantages and minimizing disadvantages is best done by applying
moderation to telework. Moderation both in terms of the magnitude of it (how much) as well as the
timing (when). Leaving it unregulated allowed the employees and employers to experiment with it,
applying it as lubricant, whenever it was necessary to make things run smoother both in the work
environment as well as the home environment. However, by now we seem to have figured out that
it’s something we like and want to keep so keeping it clandestine may now be inhibiting further
development of the phenomenon. For one thing, how come 75% of the non-teleworkers want to
telework but don’t do so? Is it, as literature suggest, indeed (still) a privilege, granted as and when
the employer feels like it?
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Chapter 5 Bring Your Own Device
5.1 IT and the employee
5.1.1 History
Historically, the use of computer and technology was work based. Due to their cost (and
sometimes size) the best computer technology was to be found at the workplace. Gradually, the
computer technology was being adopted by private persons too.
Since the late 80's the adoption of PC use in the Netherlands was also very much stimulated
(subsidized either directly or indirectly through tax benefits) by various so called "PC Privé"
(Private PC) projects. Government institutions and commercial organizations wanted their
employees to gain computer knowledge and expertise in their home environment too - which, of
course, also benefited the employers in the long run (savings in training costs and training time because it was done outside working hours and offering interesting possibilities with regards to
teleworking and flexible work arrangements). This meant that the employees should somehow
gain access to similar (software and hardware) computer equipment as they use in their
workplace. Hence, hundreds of thousands of PC's were distributed to (or later bought directly
by) the employees in the Netherlands in between the late 80's and 2004 when the various
Private PC projects were finally abandoned by the government (Veraart, 2008).
Partly because of the afore mentioned Private PC projects, the IT environment converged
technologically to similar devices (PC) and similar software (largely Microsoft based) for both
private and company use. The devices were not portable so the personal IT devices never
physically intruded the employer’s domain. The integration of occasional work done on home
equipment in the work environment was relatively easy and manageable: either simple file
transfer where a company virus software would suffice or in some cases limited and managed
network connections.
As time went by however, the technology started to diverge to different (often portable) devices
(smartphones, tablets, laptops), different operating systems (Android, OS X, BlackBerry) and
different online services (Dropbox, Facebook, Twitter, various Google services). The workplace
acceptance of these new technologies was hampered by concerns regarding support, security,
interoperability, (legacy) core business software systems, contractual agreements with suppliers
of business technology and overall cost. While the employer focused increasingly on
standardization and consolidation, the employees, unhindered by these concerns, embraced the
technological innovation as such. The emerging choices with regards to technology resulted in
personal preference and with it, the creation of a "custom technological environment" for
private use. This custom technological environment (including the online services) permeated
our everyday life even more when the social media entered our lives. The technology was no
longer a tool to get the job done but an integral part of (personal) life. And with the plethora of
choices each employee was able to further improve the custom technological environment so
that it fitted perfectly her individual desires and needs, including for example, own views
regarding personal efficiency.

5.1.2 Consumeration of IT
Going to work felt more and more as a step down: both in terms of technology and efficiency.
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So why not simply use your own custom technological environment to work on? After all, The
interaction and compatibility between the technical and social systems determine the
effectiveness of a work system according to (Chen & Nath, 2008). Or as a paper by Logicalis
(Logicalis, 2012) puts it: “Ever since the CEO and CFO started sending iMessages to each other on
their iPhones and showing up at board meetings with iPads in their briefcases instead of laptops,
the department’s secure lock on corporate technology and corporate data was busted.” Enter
the Bring Your Own Device trend.

5.2 Bring your own device
Despite the word "device" in its name, for the purpose of this study we will define BYOD in terms
of all hardware, software and (online) services an employee might wish to use in the work
environment.
BYOD is both the reverse of and analogue to the trends from the past. It is analogue in the sense
that in the past, the devices and software used at home are also the preferred devices and
software that people want to work with. However, the trend is somewhat reversed to the trend
of the past: where in the past it was the corporate environment that introduced the IT
ecosystems to the home environment in the first place (which in turn then strengthened the
corporate IT choice) , this time the technology push is coming directly from the consumer
electronics. As such, it is also opposing the choices made in the corporate IT environment.
Relatively few academic studies have been done regarding this phenomenon (Niehaves, et al.,
2012). However, commercial studies indicate that between 24% (Betts, 2012) and 36% (Rains,
2012) of the companies have a BYOD policy. Cisco (Cisco, 2012) goes even so far as to say that
85% of Dutch employees uses a personal device for work purposes. Another study (Aruba
Networks, 2011) indicates that in the hospital world that number comes to 85% if we also
include the organizations that allow just internet access for personal devices. An annual
worldwide study by Accenture (Accenture, 2012) looking into preferences for consumer
technologies and services has found that on average 41% of consumers worldwide use their
tablet both personally and professionally.
So why has the BYOD trend been adopted? The literature states a number of advantages with
regards to BYOD both for the employees and the employers.

5.2.1 Employees
The employee advantages largely revolve around giving greater freedom to the employees to
work with the IT tools they like the best, increase in work motivation since the tools they use fit
their needs the best and the ease of adoption because they already know how the tools work.
(Peek, 2012) also found BYOD to have a positive impact on creativity, independence and
portability (ie carrying fewer devices).
The disadvantages mentioned the most often have to do with stress from work being always
present, the increase in workload resulting from the previous issue, the cost that employees
have to bear, possible privacy related issues (due to company access to personal data) and issues
regarding limitations in use due to company policies. Additionally, using your own device could
result in compatibility issues with regards to the company environment.
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With regards to the cost (Rains, 2012) found that 76% of the tablets, 75% of the laptops and 43%
of the cellphones/smartphones within the BYOD are self-funded. Only around 5% of the BYOD
employees are fully reimbursed by the company. Partial reimbursement occurs in around 11.9%
of the cases for the purchased tablets, 43% of the smartphone purchases and 13.1% of the
laptop purchases. Stedehouder (Stedehouder, 2012) warns that the reimbursement/stipend is
regarded as income by the Dutch revenue service if it exceeds 1.4% of the annual income. The
Dutch “Werkkostenregeling” states that above that, 80% taxes are owed. Excluded from this
(null tax value) are standard PC on the workplace, mobile phone/smartphone if used for more
than 10% for work needs and a computer (or equivalent) that an employee can use elsewhere,
provided it's used for 90% for business.
The werkkostenregeling is calculated annually and based on either the invoice or market value.
As a side note, the Dutch government differentiates devices according to screen size. A device of
7 inches or less is considered a communication device and hence invokes the “more than 10%
business use = null tax value” rule. If a device has a screen larger than 7 inches, it is considered a
computer which then requires it to be used for more than 90% for business in order to have the
null tax value.
As we saw in Chapter 2, this information is somewhat outdated. The current werkkostenregeling
is even more stringent in the sense that it only allows for tax free “means of communication”
purchases if they are necessary for the job, paid by the employer and returned to the employer
once they are no longer necessary for the fulfillment of labor. The employer is now also only
allowed to spend 1.2 (instead of 1.4) percent of the annual income on the employee.
Aside from Stedehouder, there is little mention of these tax disadvantages by other BYOD
articles.

5.2.2 Employer
From the point of view of the employers, the advantages mentioned fall in the categories of
employee satisfaction, speed of adoption (and hence less training, employee resistance etc),
employee availability (an employee is unlikely to be separated from the personal device even
during private time), image (both to attract new “hip” employees as well as tech-savvy
customers, this finding is also supported by (Willis, 2013)) and of course, cost savings with
relation to IT support if devices are unsupported (according to (Rains, 2012), about a third of
employers who’ve introduced BYOD offer full support while over 40% requires the employee to
contact the vendor) and employee cost sharing.
The disadvantages are fairly numerous too, including such aspects as security issues, support
complexity, loss of control, performance concerns, compatibility/interoperability issues, issues
regarding software licensing on personal devices, legal issues and overall cost to the
organization.
Technically, the disadvantages could be mitigated by employing measures on network level
(controlling traffic and access), data level (building custom apps and controlling access and data
classification), management of the device itself (remote wiping, etc) or management of the
applications (creating custom apps and app stores that adhere to security concerns).
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5.2.2.1 Financial cost and return on investment
(Rains, 2012) found that the biggest drives for the introduction of BYOD according to their
respondents is employee demand and employee satisfaction. But does it actually pay for a
company to go the BYOD way? As far as the cost and the return on investment goes, Nucleus
Research (Nucleus Research , 2013) had some interesting points to make. In their paper they
look into 6 areas that according to them the companies should consider: device cost, voice and
data cost, help desk cost, mobile developer cost, enterprise mobility management software and
the productivity obtained through personally-owned devices.
Naturally, the device cost will provide an advantage for the company (somewhere between $4
and $25 per device per month). However, the voice and data cost will probably be higher, partly
because the company bargaining power would’ve been higher with the phone provider (and
hence lower cost). Additionally, the company will bear extra cost in the administrative
reimbursement process that goes with the employee cost declarations. The cost of the help desk
support will vary depending weather the company will perform the support itself (which is
relatively expensive for a variety of devices) or outsources the support to a third party. In the
latter case however, there are additional compliance and security issues, with third parties
gaining access to corporate information and data.
Mobile developer cost is all about creating mobile apps for corporate applications. This is an
advisable option in order to fully profit from the productivity and flexibility that BYOD offers.
According to Nucleus the cost of a mobile developer should be estimated at $150k annually. Of
course, a thing to remember is that in today’s mobile environment, it is often necessary to
develop various native apps (Android/iOS/Windows/BlackBerry etc).
Enterprise mobility management software helps to deal with many security, compliance, device
and content management issues that result from allowing private devices to access and
(possibly) store corporate information. As an example of the necessity of the mobility
management software, Nucleus cites a case that forced a health care provider in the United
States to settle with the US Department of Health and services for $1.5 million based on
potential violations of HIPAA due to a loss of one laptop with personally identifiable information.
Nucleus warns that when it comes to calculating the productivity benefits (according to a survey
by Intel (Intel IT Center, 2012) 64% of IT managers either agree or strongly agree that the BYOD
will increase productivity), it is important to calculate the productivity of BYOD over using
corporate technology, not BYOD productivity over not having any mobility devices at all.
Although skeptical, they acknowledge that Intel claims they save 57 minutes annually (Shah,
2013) which Nucleus translates to approximately 700 million dollars.
Overall, the feeling Nucleus leaves us with is a largely negative one, with regards to the financial
cost of BYOD. (Willis, 2013) advises to “tweak” the BYOD policies to increase cost savings, e.g. by
not reimbursing or subsidizing the device, by being cautious with allowing workers travelling
abroad into the BYOD program, by involving the HR and legal departments to minimize tax
drawbacks or by adjusting the reimbursements so that the workers are encouraged to choose a
more corporate and IT support friendly device or platform.

5.2.3 Legal Issues
Stedehouder (2012) looked into the legal issues regarding the BYOD, in particular as it plays out
in the Netherlands. First, he looks into the issues regarding the privacy or personal data.
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Privacy of personal data in the Netherland is largely regulated by a governing body called College
Bescherming Persoonsgegevens (CPB). The European privacy directive requires every member
state to have a monitoring governing body with regards to the privacy regulations. The dutch
Wet bescherming persoongegevens (law protecting personal data) is based on this directive. The
CPB monitors the implementation of this and other laws regulating protection of personal data.
Naturally, these laws come into play when it comes to BYOD. In particular, all processing of
personal data needs to be reported unless exempt under other regulations (e.g. IT
systems/network administration is exempt). Name & address, date of birth, phone number,
other communications data (e-mail, LinkedIn account) may be recorded but only to the extent
that is necessary to perform communication. Personal data needs to be deleted either at the
request of the parties involved or a year after the relationship between the organization and the
individual is dissolved. (i.e. also in case of BYOD). Works council (in Dutch ondernemingsraad
(OR)) needs to assess the regulations regarding the privacy of employees (e.g. if the employee
has to supply specification of phone conversations to determine compensations).
Information that can be used to geographically track a person needs to be destroyed within 24
hours (ARTICLE 29 Data Protection Working Party sees geolocation data as personal data 15). An
employee who is being tracked needs to have the option to disable tracking outside of office
hours. CPB mandates the use of technology and organizational processes in order to protect the
personal data from loss and unlawful processing (article 13 of the Wet Bescherming
Persoongegevens).
European Union has taken an interest in Consumerization of IT / BYOD, in particular in relation
to the protection of (personal) data. Currently, the EU is operating within the 95/46/EC directive
(full title is: Directive 95/46/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 October
1995 on the protection of individuals with regard to the processing of personal data and on the
free movement of such data) which was passed into law in 1995. To further address
technological (social networking) and social (globalization) advancements, the EU has released a
new proposal for regulation in 2012 and, after many amendments, finally adopted it as
Regulation (EU) 2016/679 in April 2016. It entered into force on 24 May 2016 and it shall apply
from 25 May 2018. It being a regulation, it means it is automatically legal in all EU countries (i.e.
it doesn’t have to be translated into local law). However, it does leave a fair bit of leeway for the
member states to come up with exceptions to the directive (van der Steur, 2016).
Some of the ways to “circumvent” the privacy protection are to be found in Article 6 which
allows governments to produce local laws that dictate when, how, how long and for what
purpose personal data can be handled. Combined with paragraph (40), it means that the need
for a consent by the person is not necessary if the local government has a law that allows it.
Article 23 gives a whole list of circumstances under which a local government could adopt laws
that limit the protection given by the regulation. When it comes to handling data for the
purpose of scientific, historical and statistical goals, Article 89 e.g. lists ways to “circumvent” the
need for consent to be given.
Be that as it may, some of the important aspects as far as BYOD is concerned include (European
Parliament, 2015) (European Comission, 2016):
x

15

clear and affirmative consent

881/11/EN WP 185

83

x

x

x

x

x

x
x

x

x

Though we’ve already mentioned some ways to circumvent the need for consent with
local laws, strictly speaking, explicit (i.e. silent consent is not possible) consent by the
person is needed. Consent is never assumed. A person needs to perform an action (e.g.
tick a box) in order to give consent. It should also be possible to withdraw consent.
right to be forgotten
It should be possible, under certain circumstances, for a person to have all their personal
information removed from the systems that contain them. This could e.g. occur if there
is no legal need to hold the data or data was acquired without consent.
single set of rules valid across the EU
Strictly speaking, all this regulation goes in effect in all EU countries. Of course, local law
could still limit the effect the regulation has. However, each country should have a
Supervisory Authority which shall monitor the implementation of this regulation. A
person could put forward a complaint to this authority even in case of cross-border
disputes. As far as companies go, they can address the authority in the country of their
main establishment.
the right to know when your data has been hacked
A person (as well as the appropriate authority) is supposed to be informed if their data
has been hacked (if feasible within 72 hours). There are exceptions to this rule too,
namely if it is deemed unlikely that the hacking of data will endanger the person or in
case informing the person would endanger a police investigation.
A company should have a data protection officer
This should be a person with expert knowledge related to privacy protection and should
help monitor the data handling. However, only companies whose core business is data
protection are required to have one. It explicitly doesn’t apply to private sector
companies that process personal data as an ancillary activity
A company should perform impact assessments
These assessments should examine the risks, the type of data, the purpose etc.
However, it would appear that these assessments are only mandated if “taking into
account the nature, scope, context and purposes of the processing, is likely to result in a
high risk to the rights and freedoms of natural persons”
People will have easier access to their own data and be able to transfer personal data
from one service provider to another more easily (right to data portability).
The position of independent national data protection authorities (Supervisory
Authorities) will be strengthened so they can better enforce the EU rules at home. They
will be empowered to fine companies that violate EU data protection rules. This can lead
to penalties of up to 4% of the global annual turnover of a company.
the regulation applies abroad as well
If a company offers goods and services to the subjects who are in the European Union,
the processing of data should adhere to these rules even if the actual processing occurs
outside of the border of the EU.
Data protection by design and by default
Ideally, data protection should be considered when developing, designing, selecting or
using a system (e.g. minimal data processing, pseudonymisation,). Also, data should not
be shared by default with “an indefinite number of natural persons”.
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In this context it is important to note that the EU defines personal data (which is hence covered by
the regulation) as follows (section 26):
“…any information concerning an identified or identifiable natural person. Personal data which have
undergone pseudonymisation, which could be attributed to a natural person by the use of additional
information should be considered to be information on an identifiable natural person. To determine
whether a natural person is identifiable, account should be taken of all the means reasonably likely
to be used, such as singling out, either by the controller or by another person to identify the natural
person directly or indirectly. To ascertain whether means are reasonably likely to be used to identify
the natural person, account should be taken of all objective factors, such as the costs of and the
amount of time required for identification, taking into consideration the available technology at the
time of the processing and technological developments.”
With regards to BYOD this regulation will both alleviate and aggravate the issues regarding the
introduction of BYOD. In particular, it will clarify certain issues with regards to the data ownership
and portability and also with regards to cloud storage (even abroad). However, the fact that EU
considers the personal protection data a right (article 8 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union) is also further strengthened with this regulation (though the regulation stipulates
it’s not an absolute right). This means that companies introducing BYOD have to be extra careful in
how they handle personal data stored on a BYOD device. Not only with regards to deleting the
personal data from company storage but also with regards to various “remote wiping” strategies of
the BYOD device: these regulations seem to imply that a company is not allowed to wipe personal
data from a user device when wiping company data. At least not without explicit consent. Deletion
of personal data (without consent) would also possibly touch on other rights of the EU, e.g. freedom
of expression (Article 11), right to property and protection of intellectual property (Article 17(2)) etc.
Interestingly, an important change relating to the consent has occurred if we compare the adopted
regulation to its earlier (final) proposal 16. The (final) proposal tried to make sure that a consent could
not be forced due to an imbalance of power – as it could be the case with employers and employees.
Sections 33 and 34 of the proposal stated that “… consent does not provide a valid legal ground
where the individual has no genuine and free choice and is subsequently not able to refuse or
withdraw consent without detriment” and also that “Consent should not provide a valid legal ground
for the processing of personal data, where there is a clear imbalance between the data subject and
the controller. This is especially the case where the data subject is in a situation of dependence from
the controller, among others, where personal data are processed by the employer of employees'
personal data in the employment context”.
Those provisions, ensuring the balance of power, in particular in the employment context, have been
discarded in the regulation as it has been adopted. Article 88 does allow member states to set laws
regarding processing of personal data in employment context.
The regulation also clearly influences the cloud services and it may solve some of the issues that e.g.
de Nederlandsche Bank (DNB, the central bank of the Netherlands) has with the cloud services.
According to Stedehouder, the DNB requires companies to ask themselves where the data is
physically stored, who has access to it, how it can be controlled (audited), how can one be sure that
the service provider handles the data according to our wishes and how data can be retrieved when
the contract is with the party is terminated. DNB sees cloud services as a form of outsourcing and
hence believes that the company itself remains responsible for all legal, stability, reliability,
16
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compliance, integrity, availability, retrieval and eventual removal issues. Additionally, DNB needs to
be able to perform its duties regardless of the service. Since DNB believes that it is hard to check
whether or not a company adheres to these rules and regulations, the DNB is somewhat dismissive
of use of cloud services.
The Article 29 Working party mentioned earlier, is an independent European advisory body on data
protection and privacy. Its tasks are described in Article 30 of Directive 95/46/EC and Article 15 of
Directive 2002/58/EC. In 2012 they came with an Opinion on Cloud Computing 17which made several
recommendations, all of which are based on data protection laws as they were valid at that point
and not the aforementioned regulation. They recognize that a wide scale use of cloud computing
introduces a number of risks, mainly the lack of control over personal data and unclarity regarding
the who, the where and the how of data processing. Vendor lock in, foreign law enforcements
access (requests) directly to the cloud provider and chain processing involving multiple (behind the
scenes) vendors are some of the risks the fall under these categories. The Working Party strongly
warns that the selection process should be careful, fully assessing the risks and that the cloud
services provider should be selected that guarantees compliance with EU data protection legislation.
As an illustration of the legal concerns, Microsoft admitted in 2011 (Whittaker, 2011) that as a
company with US based headquarters, it falls under all the laws of the United States, including the
Patriot Act, and that it cannot guarantee that the customers would be informed about it. This was
also confirmed by (Hoboken, et al., 2012) in their analysis of the application of US laws with regards
to Dutch cloud computer users.
At least in theory, this regulation would require that cloud storage, regardless of the physical
location of the data, falls under the EU law. Furthermore, the portability clause would help ensure
that data can be moved from one company to the other. The “right to be forgotten” would allow for
a company to demand the deletion of its data when it’s held by a third party

5.2.3.1 Nen 3140
With regards to creating a safe working environment, the Dutch law also references NEN
(NEderlands Norm, i.e. Dutch Norm). This norm regulates work with electrical equipment, which
naturally includes BYOD devices. Among other things, the devices need to be periodically inspected
for proper functioning. Devices also need to be registered and listed. Since both of these
requirements could be problematic with BYOD, it creates the opportunity for lawsuits against
companies for not adhering to these standards.

5.2.4 Health and safety issues
BYOD and teleworking are closely related. Hence, many issues that teleworking faces, also need to
be addressed by BYOD policies. In particular, the Dutch laws regarding health and safety are
represented in de Arbowet (the law describing how to tailor the health and safety policy called
Arbobeleid), het Arbobesluit (that looks further into specific situations), de Arboregeling (specifies
further various clauses of the Arbobesluit) and Arbocatalogus (stating specific methods for a
company to adhere to all the rules.
Generally speaking, the employers remains responsible for the wellbeing of the employee regardless
of the work location. However, as of July 1st 2012, the employer responsibility is somewhat limited.
17

01037/12/EN WP 196

86

From that date, the employee has more responsibility for a safe and healthy work environment. The
employer retains the obligation to inform the employee with regards to safety risks. The employer
needs to perform a risk assessment and evaluation of the teleworking situation. In case of
mandatory telework, the employer needs to provide a healthy workplace including a chair, table and
lighting. In case of computer work, the workplace at home needs to adhere to the same
requirements as a workplace at the office. Continuous computer work (work using a screen) cannot
exceed two hours (alternating then with either other types of work or a brake). Additionally
Arbeidsomstandighedenregeling (chapter 5) states that:
-

Screen and keyboard may not be attached to one another. In case of laptop work, one or the
other needs to be separately provided.
Chair and table need to be adjustable in height and need to adhere to the applicable NEN
standards.
The screen need to be a) good quality b) with adjustable height c) non-reflective
Workplace lighting needs to be sufficient and providing contrast between the screen and the
environment
It needs to be possible to use additionally aids like a document holder and user friendly
software
If an employee requires reading glasses while working in front of a screen, then the
employee is entitled to restitution of the cost of "computer reading glasses"

Interestingly, as far as BYOD is concerned, this also means that if an employee brings a laptop to
work then he needs to be provided with either a separate keyboard or a separate screen.

5.2.5 BYOD Strategies
When it comes to dealing with BYOD, the literature, somewhat expectantly, presents us with
variations on the theme of minimizing the disadvantages and maximizing the advantages stated
earlier.
(Harris, et al., 2011) recognize three general ways that companies deal with BYOD: Anarchy,
Authority and Adoption. In the Anarchy model, the management allows external devices and
applications to enter the enterprise without restrictions. According to their own research, this is the
case in 36% of the companies. In particular this seems to be the case at some universities, start-up
companies and loose venture partnerships. The proponents of this strategy believe that it promotes
entrepreneurship and innovation and reduces IT expenses. Of course, this strategy doesn’t address
many other issues regarding security, compatibility etc.
Authority presents the diametrically opposite view. Companies which have adopted this policy
represent 37% of the organizations studied by Harris et al. These companies try to focus on cost
saving, simplified maintenance and easier security measures by trying to achieve standardization.
Standardization could range from a single vendor/device/tools allowed to a limited choice of such
devices. It is usually the more regulated industries like government, finances and healthcare that are
likely to adopt such an approach.
27% of the companies from the study choose a middle ground represented by the Adoption
strategy. Such companies recognize the use of consumer technology and are adopting it by
broadening and enticing choice with regard to allowed devices, advocating uptake and providing
rules and guidelines (e.g. by deciding the rules with regards to different roles within the company).
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Rather than focusing on specific IT tools which may or may not be allowed, some companies look at
technical requirements instead, for example in terms of encryption, password protection and
remote locking. Such a focus on requirements offers at least a partial answer to the issue of
standardization. Historically, the recent decades have seen an emphasis on the standardization
within the corporate environment. This offered, among other things, certain advantages with
regards to simplifying IT support and lowering overall IT cost throughout, bulk purchase advantages
and the interoperability cost and maintenance cost as well as future upgrade costs.
The focus on overall (technical) requirements also leads to acceptable use policies that employees
need to adhere to (e.g. “always use strong password encryption” or “allow your device to be
remotely monitored and if need be, wiped”) but which, as stated elsewhere, may have questionable
legal standing depending on the countries the company operates in. Much is expected in this regard
from compartmentalization that devices in the future may support. This compartmentalization
would allow for a clear division between personal and corporate data and hence possibly mitigate
some of the legal issues.
The Adoption strategy could also be executed gradually with the company expending the allowable
IT tools as they get more comfortable with the concept and look for the added business value with
each step. This step-by-step approach could also apply to the way a company goes about
(co)financing the BYOD, possibly also looking at different roles within the company. However, the
gradual approach does require quite a lot from a company. For one, consumer IT evolves very
quickly and the list of “allowed” IT tools is in danger of becoming obsolete pretty quickly if not
regularly updated. This problem is not to be taken lightly. Even in the traditional corporate
environment with full control over a standardized IT environment, we see e.g. that in 2013,
according to Microsoft (van Hoek, 2013), 40% of the companies in the Netherlands still use Windows
XP, a system that is to be out of support by April 8th 2014. In 2014, thousands of PC’s of the local
municipalities in the Netherlands are still using the system (van Hoek, 2014).
Variations of the Adoption strategy are advocated by most other literature as well. For example,
Stedehouder recognizes several building blocks of a successful BYOD strategy: a compliance
framework (e.g. to deal with laws and regulations), the human resource department (e.g. with
relation to terms of use, finance and training), the end users (to determine the wishes and drives of
the end users as well as address IT knowledge and risk awareness), the question of data
(classification, risk analysis), the IT issues (access, support), plus looking into other stakeholders
involved (who decides, who’s involved, who benefits, who suffers and who monitors).

5.3 Some other considerations…
Well, first of all, it is worth noting that (Rains, 2012) found that overall satisfaction was decent
among the BYOD users (on a 10 point scale the respondents gave a 6.87 satisfaction rating in case of
tablets, 6.92 for the smartphones and 6.76 for the laptops. Full funding of the device by the
employee had a slightly negative effect on the satisfaction as did the lack of IT support).
But isn’t BYOD a hype that will pass as soon as company IT speeds up the technological acceptance:
i.e. do you need to use your own iPad if the company gives you an iPad? For example, Phil
Asmundson, VP Deloitte USA, believes that indeed BYOD will be short lived (Gruman, 2012). Or as
Gruman states it in the same article: “… the issue is not who owns the device but whether it does the
job in a way that satisfies everyone”. This could be exemplified even further if cloud and
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virtualization technologies continue to improve and permeate our lives. If everything becomes a
“service” you can approach from any device, do you still care about the device?

5.3.1 Personal Information Systems as underlying cause of BYOD?
Gruman and Asmundson may have a point. The drivers for BYOD seem to be largely based in
dissatisfaction of employees with the current state of corporate IT as compared to the personal IT at
employees disposal. However, they may be an underlying issue here that is not addressed in any of
the literature. And this issue is related to the Custom Technological Environment (CTE) mentioned
earlier.
Integration of all the hardware and software is starting to become a challenge for the
consumers/workers. This has not gone unnoticed by the commercial IT service providers, neither has
the fact that offering a solution for this integration problem increases customer satisfaction and
ultimately customer loyalty. If a customer has many services that just simply work together, they
tend to stick with those services instead of moving to the comparable competitor’s services.
Companies like Google, Apple and Microsoft are working hard to have users commit to their IT
ecosystem with many services being integrated under a single umbrella and being accessed with a
single ID. Facebook e.g. is increasingly encouraging app makers to use the Facebook’s authorization
system when developing apps regardless of the underlying operating system (Android, iOS, Windows
Mobile) and regardless of the nature of the app (i.e. even apps that are not directly related to social
networking). Google is aggressively pushing the use of Google+ (Google’s approach to social
networking) across all of its services including YouTube, Gmail, Google Maps, Android, Google Play,
Google Music, Google Voice, Google Wallet, Google Local and more. As an incentive to use Google+,
more and more features of various Google services previously offered to all Google registered users
(e.g. geo location services previously by Google Latitude or app reviews in Google Play store) are
only accessible if the user possesses Google+.
Committing to an eco-system both monetarily (e.g. by purchases made in Apples App Store, Google
Play store, iTunes etc) and in usage is becoming a neigh irreversible decision. Decisions about future
purchases of devices and use of services are strongly linked to these past decisions. Switching to a
different eco-system introduces private individuals to the issues that were previously occurring
largely in the corporate domain: migration, continuity, interoperability, legacy systems/services and
financial cost.
So on one hand we see that users have discovered new devices and services that satisfy their needs
better than the “old” corporate ones. But additionally, users are increasingly committed to the
technical eco-system which may not work well with the corporate eco system.

5.3.2 Personal branding
Ever since Dale Carnegie’s landmark book “How to win friends and influence people”, eager
professionals have been busying themselves with various methods of self-help and selfimprovement. One of the methods of self-improvement has been coined in 1997 under the term
“personal branding”. In it, people are encouraged to view, package and market themselves, their
carriers, their knowledge, their style as a brand. The idea is that your surrounding should associate
certain assets, values, attitude, knowledge etc with you much the same way that brands like Apple
or Coca Cola conjure up certain images in the consumers. The emphasis of personal branding seems
to be slightly more on the “packaging” instead of on the product (i.e. individuals themselves). This is
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a slight difference with many other self-help methods available. The phenomenon of personal
branding is the subject of the essay by (Lair, et al., 2005) that looks at the questions of (a) How has
the personal branding movement positioned itself as a sociocultural institution? (b) What are the
principal rhetorical strategies and appeals of the personal branding movement? (c) What are the
cultural biases and constraints of personal branding, particularly regarding gender, race, class, and
age—both for the individual self and for the larger society? and (d) What are the ethical implications
and limitations of personal branding? This essay, supplemented with a few other sources will act as a
main guideline for this section.
Lair et al trace personal branding back to the early nineties when the ever increasing number of
messages in the corporate communication climate demands increasingly innovative communication
strategies for organizations to stand out due to globalization, competition and new information
technologies. The markets/customers base/audience became broader (i.e. worldwide in some cases)
and at the same time specialized. As a response, the brand became an important factor in
communicating to the said audience. At the same time, branding got expanded to the world of
services. In the late 20th and early 21st century, we also see the advent of a phenomenon of “concept
stores” which specialize in cross selling within a certain lifestyle theme and shopping experience.
(Wikipedia, 2013) (Spits Nieuws, 2013)Increasingly branding was about “identities that are able to
stand out and break through the clutter”.
Personal branding can be seen as a continuation of this historical development, coupled of course
with increased individualism and consumerism. Celebrities and politicians were quick to catch on.
The rest of the people followed.
The changes in the employment relationship as illustrated in the previous section mean that life time
job security is increasingly a thing of the past. Standing out in today’s employment market is left
largely to the individual. Workers are often encouraged to “take responsibility” for their
employment and exhibit entrepreneurial qualities even while employed. Increased specialization
encourages a worker even further to define her own identity through her carrier which is conversely
to be seen as more than “just a job” but rather the expression of the individuals’ abilities and
passions.
Lair et al recognize several justifications given for the phenomenon of personal branding: Selfcommodification (e.g. “be” your work), Conveying inevitability (only way to survive today’s economic
market), American mythos (individual initiative and strong work ethic are the way to success),
Disidentifying with cynicism (don’t complain about the problem, be part of the solution)
Criticisms of the personal branding are plentiful and easily given (see Lair et al). However, whether
or not personal branding is a viable social work strategy is not the issue here. From a technological
perspective it does play a role. Some of the biggest technological companies want to associate
themselves with a certain life-style, or a brand, if you will. It is a way for those companies to sell their
products and eventually their entire eco-system. For example, Apple has used this approach to
associate itself with the “cool” and the “creative”. From 2006 to 2009 Apple famously ran the “Get a
Mac” (Wikipedia, 2013) campaign that featured a somewhat uninteresting and formal person
(representing the PC) and a laid back, modern individual that represented the Mac.
Hence, personal branding could influence the sort of technology one chooses to use. Earlier we
mentioned tendencies IT conglomerates have nowadays, to try to achieve vendor lock in for the
consumers by offering a set of services and devices that work together better than they work with
competitor’s services and devices. That could imply that personal branding trend influences the
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personal IT environment. Which in turn could have implication for the preferred technological
solutions employees have in term of BYOD.
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Chapter 6 Bring Your Own Device research setup
6.1 Introduction
The research setup for BYOD builds on the questionnaire method covered in Chapter 3. The setup of
the questions is similar, tying in and confirming some of the results mentioned earlier. The purpose
of the questionnaire is, much like with the teleworking questionnaire, to obtain a general
understanding of what the participants of BYOD (both the employers and the employees – a
separate questionnaire was developed for each group) think about BYOD. At the same time, the
questionnaire is used to confirm or refute the advantages and disadvantages of BYOD as stated by
various literature (see also Chapter 5).

6.2 User Acceptance of Information Technology (UTAUT) 2
Additionally, as BYOD is clearly about users preferring one type of technology over another, in our
trying to understand the underlying causes of this preference, the BYOD questionnaire was given an
extra dimension by including the UTAUT2 (Venkatesh, et al., 2012) methodology.
User Acceptance of Information Technology – UTAUT for short – (Venkatesh, et al., 2003) is a model
trying to unify various other models 18 explaining the how and the why of user acceptance and use of
information technology. As such, it is a useful tool, giving a broad spectrum of possible causes of
technology use and acceptance. The model is based on performance and effort expectancy, social
influence and facilitating conditions as constructs and gender, age, experience and voluntariness of
use as moderators with behavioral intention and use behavior as outcomes. However, this model
was developed with a business environment in mind, i.e. what makes an employee want to use a
system provided by the employer. It hence lacked some important constructs driving the use and
acceptance in case of consumer (private) individuals – one of the obvious ones being the financial
aspect, for example. This led to the development of UTAUT2 (see Figure 40), the model used as part
of the BYOD questionnaire.
As we can see in this figure, UTAUT2 retained many of the same constructs as UTAUT itself. From top
to bottom we once again see Performance Expectancy (degree to which individual believes that use
of the system will help attain gains in performance), Effort Expectancy (how easy is it to use the
system), Social Influence (do people whose opinion you value believe you should use the system)
and Facilitating Conditions (is there an organizational and technical infrastructure that supports use
of the system) as constructs. Gender, Age and Experience were also retained as moderators.

18

Models “unified” by UTAUT are: Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM), Motivational Model (MM), Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), Combined TAM and TPB (C-TAMTPB), Model of PC Utilization (MPCU), Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT), Social Cognitive Theory (SCT),
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Performance
Expectancy

Effort
Expectancy
Age, Gender
Age, Gender, Experience
Social
Influence

Facilitating
Conditions

Age, Gender, Experience

Age, Gender, Experience

Behavioral
Intention

Experience

Use
Behaviour

Age, Gender, Experience
Hedonic
motivation

Age, Gender
Age, Gender, Experience

Price Value
Age, Experience

Habit

Age, Gender, Experience

Figure 40: UTAUT2 Research Model. The red labels are moderators

However, a natural moderator to omit when it came to looking at the consumer context is
Voluntariness of Use. This because consumers don’t have a mandate as such to use a certain piece of
technology, i.e. the use is more or less “voluntary” by definition.
The constructs that have been added in UTAUT2 are Hedonic Motivation (fun/pleasure derived from
using a form or technology), Price Value (is the use of the technology “worth the money” to the
consumer – i.e. is the perceived benefit greater than the cost of the use) and habit (behavior
performed more or less “automatically”). Table 2 gives the overview of variables and moderators of
UTAUT2 according to (Venkatesh, et al., 2012)
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Dependent
Variables

Independent
Variables

Behavioral
intention
Behavioral
intention

Performance
expectancy
Effort
Expectancy

Behavioral
intention

Social
influence

Age, Gender
Experience

Behavioral
intention

Facilitating
conditions

Age, Gender
Experience

Use behavior

Facilitating
conditions

Age,
Experience

Behavioral
intention

Hedonic
motivation

Age, Gender,
Experience

Behavioral
intention

Price Value

Gender, Age

Behavioral
intention

Habit

Age, Gender,
Experience

Use behavior

Habit

Age, Gender,
Experience

Use behavior

Behavior
intention

Experience

Moderators
Age, Gender
Age, Gender,
Experience

Explanation
Effect stronger for men
and younger consumers
Effect stronger for
women, older
consumers, and those
with limited experience
Effect stronger for
women, older workers,
and with limited
experience
Effect stronger for
older women with less
experience
Effect stronger for
older consumers with
increasing experience
Effect stronger for
younger men with less
experience with
technology
Effect stronger for
women, in particular
older women
Effect stronger for
older men with lots of
experience with
technology
Effect stronger for
older men with lots of
experience with
technology
Effect stronger for
users with less
experience

Table 2: UTAUT2 variables, moderators and their relationships
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The UTAUT2 methodology was incorporated into the questionnaire in the following way (only
questions pertaining to UTAUT2 are displayed here, for a full overview of the questionnaire
questions see appendix):
UTAT2 Survey Items19
Moderators (dropped - see discussion of BYOD UTAUT2 results)
-

Gender: What is your gender?
Age: How old are you?
Experience:
o How would you describe your IT skill level?
o How long have you been using IT in your personal life?

Performance Expectancy
PE1.
PE2.

I can be more efficient with my own IT resources than with the company's
My own IT resources make me more productive

Effort Expectancy
EE1.
EE2.

Own IT resources are a better fit for my way of working
My own IT resources are easier to use and understand

Social Influence
SI1.
SI2.

Colleagues and / or managers encourage BYOD
It is popular among my friends / acquaintances / customers / colleagues to use own
resources for work purposes

Facilitating Conditions
FC1. My own IT resources don't interact well with the employers IT resources (e.g. network
issues, file compatibility issues etc)
FC2. BYOD reduces what I can or am allowed to do with my IT resources (e.g. because the
employee disables certain actions or forbids them)
FC3. I'm worried about security issues when working on my own IT resources

Hedonic Motivation
HM1. BYOD makes it more difficult to separate work and personal life which results in more
stress
HM2. BYOD increases the work pressure
Price Value
PV1.

My own IT resources provide a better value for the money

19
A number of other questions were dropped from UTAUT2 analysis, either because they proved impractical or
because the loading were too low
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Habit
H1.

Using my own IT resources comes naturally to me. Using my employers IT resources takes
conscious effort

Behavioral Intention (dropped – see discussion of BYOD UTAUT2 results)
Use Behavior
U1.

Do you use your personal IT resources for work purposes (BYOD)?

So overall, the questionnaires will serve multiple purposes. Primarily, they will be able to give us an
insight into the world of BYOD as perceived by its participants, as well as give us the opportunity to
verify some of the finding from the literature regarding the advantages and disadvantages of BYOD.
Additionally, we will be able to see whether UTAUT2 is a good predictor for the BYOD phenomenon.
All this and more in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 7 (Bring Your Own Device research results)
7.1 The population
The surveys were held both in the commercial and in the public sector in 2015 in the Netherlands.
With only completed surveys being taken into account, N=37 for employees and N=9 for employers.
Since the questionnaires were spread online and independently, it is not necessarily the case that
the employers and employees belong to the same company. Since the population is fairly small, we
will refrain from drawing very detailed conclusions. For example, though it is sometimes interesting
to compare the BYOD and non-BYOD population, we will not do this for the employer population as
that would perhaps make the sub-groups too small for meaningful conclusions to be drawn.
Figure 41 and Figure 42 give us the general population characteristics. We see that there is an
overpopulation of males and that the population is fairly highly educated. We wanted to confirm
one of the key finding of the previous questionnaire regarding clandestine teleworking. Therefore
this questionnaire contained the same question, asking the participants whether they teleworked
and whether this was done officially or unofficially. As we can see, some 3 years after the initial
questionnaire, the situations hasn’t improved: a large majority or the population teleworks and
pretty much all of them do it unofficially. This shows that the same issues we spotted three years ago
still haven’t been addressed.

Clandestine teleworking still persists in the Netherlands.

As we can see, the population also has a fairly high IT skill level, both based on self-reporting (Figure
41) and based on opinion of employers about employees (Figure 42).
Figure 43 gives us the same type of data but then only of the BYOD population. The similarity
between the two is somewhat surprising since one might expect that e.g. younger people or early
adopters would’ve been in the majority when it comes to BYOD. It seems however that the BYOD
population is a fair cross section of the general population.
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Figure 41: General characteristics of the employee population
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Figure 42: General characteristics of the employer population
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Figure 43: General characteristics of the BYOD population (employees only)
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Figure 44:General characteristics of the NON-BYOD population (employees only)
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There are a couple of interesting tidbits when we compare the BYOD population to the non-BYOD
population. For example, we see that IT skill level as such is not an influence on the BYOD (MannWhitney p<0.43).
Additionally, it is somewhat confusing that the IT adoption level doesn’t seem to be a big influence
on the whether or not a person partakes in BYOD. Especially when we consider the somewhat
related concept of “fun to use”. This hedonic motivation seems to be an important influence on
whether or not person partakes in BYOD.

Figure 45: "Fun" and IT use

Convenience (i.e. carrying fewer devices around) seems to be something that BYOD participants
value as well. Looking at the statistical significance however, we find that as determinant of the
BYOD participation, only the influence of “fun” (i.e. one’s own device is more fun to use), is
statistically significant (if we use a one-tailed hypothesis, assuming that the advantages will produce
a positive influence on the BYOD uptake) as well as productivity (Mann – Whitney, one tailed, p<0.04
and p<0.02 respectively. See appendix for more details).

Practical aspects like fun and convenience seem to be appreciated by the BYOD
participants.
As predictors of BYOD behavior, fun and productivity are statistically significant.
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Figure 46: Advantages of BYOD according to the BYOD participants
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We also looked at two other factors in relation to BYOD: the aspect of “automatism” (i.e.
performance of actions without much conscious thought), depicted in Figure 47 and influence of
one’s peers depicted in figures 48 and 49.

Figure 47: Automatism and BYOD

Figure 48: Popularity of BYOD amongst one's peers
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Figure 49: Explicit encouragement of BYOD

First of all, we see that the automatism aspect is a major influence on whether or not a person
partakes in BYOD (Mann – Whitney 1-tailed significance P=0.04͕ɶсϬ͘ϰϲϱ): people for whom the use
of their own device has become an automatism are much more likely to want to use those devices in
work surroundings as well.

Automatism is a significant influence on BYOD participation.

When we compare the two questions relating to social pressure, it seems that popularity of BYOD
amongst one’s friends is the winner here: BYOD participants seem to have a lot of friends/
colleagues that also partake in BYOD.
At the same time, Figure 49 shows us that BYOD doesn’t really get actively encouraged by colleagues
and management nor does manager encouragement have a big influence on BYOD participation.
This could be related to the clandestine nature of BYOD – that is to say, since BYOD is clandestine,
it’s not likely to be something that’s encouraged on a large scale.

7.2 BYOD: employee participation
BYOD seems to follow a similar pattern as teleworking does, when it comes to the way it’s been
arranged in practice. When asked about the status of teleworking, our respondents overwhelmingly
answered that yes they do, however very few of the participants does it officially (see Figure 50).
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Figure 50: Do you partake in BYOD

This remains a surprising finding, though there are possibly quite a few advantages for people to
partake in “clandestine BYOD”. In particular, from the employee’s point of view, you could avoid the
disadvantage of giving up (some of) the control over your (use of your) device. Possibly, the
employer might e.g. enforce a security policy that some might see as inconvenient (mandatory
passwords, limitations of app installations, limitations regarding the administrative rights etc.).
Additionally, the employer might want to exercise control over the data itself which might reach as
far as remote wiping the whole device if deemed necessary. These notions seem to be true if we
look at the responses: 69% of the BYOD employees doesn’t believe that their usage of the device
should be limited by the employer, 89% of them expressed their disagreement with allowing the
employer to wipe the device remotely and possibly delete personal data as well and 65% believe
that the employer shouldn’t be allowed the same level of virtual supervision of BYOD devices as they
have on company owned devices (see Figure 61).
BYOD participation is substantial (70%) and largely clandestine (92%).
Of course, unofficial BYOD has downsides for the employee as well: the employees bear all the cost
of BYOD, access to company data and network might be (unnecessarily) difficult or limited
(surprisingly this is not really a big issue in practice as Figure 51 shows).
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Figure 51: Access to company data by the BYOD participants

The clandestine status of BYOD has another disadvantage and that is the fact that in case of personal
injury resulting from use of BYOD, the employer could have a possibility to deny the employee the
benefits which would normally result from the Health and Safety regulations. After all, the employee
used unsanctioned tools in a (possibly) unsanctioned manner while the employer provided
alternative (and mandatory) tools. Survey data shows that 50% of the BYOD employees believe that
Health and Safety should apply in case of BYOD. However, the clandestine status possibly denies
them that option.
Figure 52 shows that BYOD participants don’t really see any major down sides to BYOD. Of course,
this could be due to the fact that the BYOD is clandestine. This leads us to suggest that by keeping
BYOD clandestine, the employees achieve the advantages now, while all the downsides of
clandestine BYOD are a worry for later. The one slight exception to this seems to be the cost of the
BYOD: 46% feels that BYOD introduces additional cost to the employee. Of course, if BYOD wasn’t
clandestine, this is one disadvantages that could be addressed.

Keeping BYOD clandestine might actually be perceived as advantageous by the employees.
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Figure 52: What BYOD participants think about BYOD disadvantages
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7.3 BYOD: devices and services used
So what sort of technology are we talking about when we talk about BYOD? What is it that
employees want to use that apparently isn’t offered by the employer? Figure 53 offers some insight
into exactly that conundrum.
The clear winner seem to be hardware devices: (smart)phones and tablets/laptops/pc’s. This is
somewhat surprising since – contrary to some of the other things mentioned in Figure 53 – most
employers offer those devices in some form or another. The biggest aspect of BYOD hence doesn’t
seem to be a new groundbreaking device/service but simply other versions of devices generally
offered by the employers already. What’s even more, when we look at Figure 54, we see that that is
also the least controversial aspect of BYOD – as all employers agree the use of those devices is
allowed.
Hardware devices (smartphone/tablet/laptop/pc) are the most frequently used BYOD technology
We also see the least popular of the BYOD technologies are social networks and e-mail services. The
relative low popularity of use of own e-mail services for BYOD can be explained by the fact that,
generally speaking, there’s not that much difference between corporate and personal e-mail services
and hence there is little to be gained by using personal e-mail services.
However, the low use of social networking in the BYOD context is a bit unexpected. After all, social
networking is commonplace in personal use while at the same time, it is rarely offered by employers.
This could however be an indication that social networking indeed has limited use in the business
environment and that employers rightfully don’t offer it to the employees to begin with.

Social networks are relatively unpopular as a BYOD technology, possibly indicating their limited
use in business context.

Overall, if we compare what BYOD participants are allowed to use (Figure 54) and what they actually
are using (Figure 53), we see there’s actually quite a bit of agreement between employers and
employees. Our research also shows that 50% of BYOD employees were free to choose their own IT
resources.
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Figure 53: Which personal IT resources BYOD employees use
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Figure 54: Which IT resources are BYOD employees allowed to use
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7.4 BYOD: the employers’ perspective
So what about the employers? What do they have to say about BYOD has been organized? Our
survey shows that 56% of the employers are aware that their employees unofficially partake in
BYOD.

Figure 55: BYOD participation according to the employers

This, of course, is surprising as well because clandestine BYOD brings many disadvantages to the
employer, in particular when it comes to security and control.
Looking at Figure 56 it would seem that from the employers’ point of view, one of the main
advantages of BYOD is that it, in one way or the other, makes the employees happy (e.g. all
employers agree that BYOD increases work satisfaction, 89% believes that it will increase the user
acceptance of necessary IT resources, 66% believe it will have a positive effect on companies image).
Additionally, it increases the employee availability.

From employers’ point of view, one of the main advantages of BYOD is that employees want it
and it makes them happy
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Figure 56: What employers think about the advantages of BYOD
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As far as actual advantages for the company’s bottom line, the employers believe that it will increase
employees’ efficiency (55%) and productivity (67%). As we can see from the percentages, employers
don’t see this as big of an advantage as various aspects of employee satisfaction.
Looking at this we could say that, whether or not BYOD is official, many of the advantages will be
attained either way – as far as employers are concerned.
Allowing BYOD to continue in a clandestine fashion also decreases some of the disadvantages of
BYOD as employers see them (Figure 57). For example, 66% of the employers believe BYOD makes IT
support more difficult to organize. 56% believe it introduces additional cost for the company. 77%
believes BYOD introduces legal issues for the company when it comes to e.g. issues of privacy and
software licensing. None of these disadvantages are a problem if BYOD continues in a clandestine
fashion. Add to this the aforementioned aspect of Health and Safety regulations and we start to get
some indication of a possible reason how BYOD could be allowed to occur in a clandestine fashion.
Of course, there is a matter of a security. If BYOD is clandestine, the company is in no way making
sure appropriate security measures are taken. 86% of the employers acknowledge that BYOD makes
it more difficult to adhere to company’s security policy.
However, analogous to the employees, keeping BYOD clandestine, allows employers to achieve most
of the advantages while minimizing disadvantages without doing anything now. Security of course
remains an issue but as long as no serious breach occurs, that is theoretically a problem for later.
One major issue is being ignored here, though: the legal aspect of it. With clandestine BYOD taking
place, the employers are bound to capture, store and possibly even damage and disclose employees’
personal information. Not having obtained a disclosure, they are in direct violation of EU regulation
2016/679 which clearly states that a conscious consent needs to be given, i.e. consent is never
assumed. Of course, this will only be an actual problem when and if it is actually enforced/checked
in practice.

Keeping BYOD clandestine might be perceived as advantageous by the employers.
However, the clandestine status puts them at risk regarding the legality of handling personal data
without expressed consent.
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Figure 57: Employers opinion about the disadvantages of BYOD
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7.5 The non-BYOD respondents
Comparing BYOD and non-BYOD population 20 answers to the questions regarding the disadvantages
of BYOD (Figure 52 vs. Figure 58), is tricky. Whether or not somebody sees something as a
disadvantage and to which degree one sees it as a disadvantage, is largely a matter of opinion. Plus,
or should I say because of that, the fact that non-BYOD participants see something as a disadvantage
is probably precisely the reason they aren’t participating in BYOD in the first place. Especially in its
current clandestine form.
It is hence not much surprise to see that the non-BYOD respondents regard the disadvantages as
quite severe, pretty much across the board. In particular we see that non-BYOD participants seem to
see the breach of privacy as a large disadvantage of BYOD. We also see large differences between
the two groups when it comes to their concern about security issues and about giving up control of
their device.
Comparing these two groups gives us an insight into possible ways to maximize BYOD uptake, if an
employer ever decides to introduce BYOD as an official company policy.

Top 3 employee concerns to address in order to maximize BYOD uptake amongst non-BYOD
enthusiasts:
- Privacy -> Employer should find a way to keep the employee data private at all times
- Security issues -> Both technologically as well as procedurally/legally the security of
data should be covered
- Limiting control over device -> Ideally, the users should still be able to do what they
want to do, at least with regards to personal use
21

20
As non-BYOD we defined the participants that both answered that they don’t currently partake in BYOD and
that they aren’t interesting in doing
21
Tied for third place was the worry about interoperability of own device with employers IT resources. Since
this seems like an obvious concern when introducing BYOD, the aspect regarding control over own device was
given priority
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Figure 58: BYOD disadvantages according to non-BYOD population
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We need to realize however that generally speaking, the discussion regarding disadvantages is
possibly influenced by the clandestine nature of BYOD. This because the current BYOD participants
might suffer more disadvantages if e.g. the employer was to take control over their devices as part
of an official BYOD program. Similarly, it could be that e.g. the issue of interoperability which nonBYOD population is concerned with is a bit of a chicken-and-the-egg situation. By this I mean that
maybe only people whose devices interact well can partake in BYOD to begin with (considering the
clandestine status of BYOD) and hence to them, this isn’t really an issue. However, officially
introducing BYOD could both improve and deteriorate this situation (e.g. by tightening the security
measures).
Looking at this whole picture from a statistical point of view, we see indeed that many more
disadvantages of BYOD have a statistically significant influence on the uptake of BYOD.
For a one tailed hypothesis, the breach of privacy, loss of control over own IT resources,
interoperability problems and concern about IT security are all statistically significant (MannWhitney, 1 tailed, p<0.02, p<0.03, p<0.003 respectively).

Breach of privacy, loss of control over own IT resources, interoperability problems and concern
about IT security seem to be statistically significant reasons not to partake in BYOD

Table 3 further shows that these correlations are fairly strong suggesting that these disadvantages
seem to be a big influence on employees not partaking in BYOD.
BYOD Disadvantage
BYOD introduces a potential breach of my privacy (e.g. because the employers has access to your
personal data or can delete personal data)
BYOD reduces what I can or am allowed to do with my IT resources (e.g. because the employee disables
certain actions or forbids them)
My own IT resources dont interact well with the employers IT resources (e.g. network issues, file
compatibility issues etc) * Do you use own IT resources for work
I'm worried about security issues when working on my own IT resources

Gamma
Value
.674

.569

.617

.671

Table 3: Correlation of BYOD disadvantages and BYOD uptake as measured by Goodman and Kruskal's gamma 22. Only
statistically significant disadvantages were included in the table.

7.6 Cost of the BYOD
The actual financial cost of the BYOD is an aspect we touched on a number of times until now. As
we’ve already seen, by keeping BYOD clandestine, the employers are profiting by placing this cost
22
(Goktas & O, 2011) suggest that Goodman and Kruskal's gamma is more accurate for relatively small cross
tables and relatively small sample sizes than e.g. Spearman’s rho. It is worth mentioning that though BYOD
participation isn’t an ordinal variable, the use of Goodman and Kruskal's gamma is allowed as it is a
dichotomous variable (Frankfort–Nachmias & Leon-Guerrero, 2011)
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firmly on the employees shoulders. However, we’ve also seen that the BYOD participants don’t seem
to have as big of a problem with this as one might think – probably since it doesn’t really add to the
investment they already made in their own IT resources.
One of the questions in the questionnaire asked the respondents to fill in what they thought would
be a fair division of cost between employer and employee in case of BYOD. The respondents had to
fill in what they felt was a fair division of purchasing/subscription cost, business use cost and
personal use cost. The results are presented in Figure 59.
Comparing the employees (BYOD and non-BYOD combined) and employers’ answers, we see a big
discrepancy in the division of cost. The fact that there is a discrepancy is not all that surprising.
However, the magnitude of that discrepancy is: e.g. employers expect employees to bear 38% of the
business use cost while employees are prepared to bear 8%. This preference by the employers is
especially striking when we consider that they are only prepared to pay 13% of personal use. On the
whole, it would then seem that the employers are expecting to pass on a sizable part of business use
cost on to the employees while not participating in the payment of the personal use. This might be a
tough pill to swallow.
On the other hand, the employees expect the employers to bear 68% of purchasing/subscription
cost while the employers are only prepared to pay for 41%.
Another way of looking at cost is by adding the three types (purchasing/subscription, business use,
personal use) together to a maximum of 300%. Looking at the way the employees and employers
divide the cost we see they divide it in similar portion, just allot those portions in a diametrically
different way. Employees feel that the division should be 115% for employees and 185% for
employers while the employers feel that 184% for employees and 116% for employers is a fairer
division. Even though the BYOD employees are prepared to bear a slightly higher cost (122% for
employees – 178% employers), it’s still pretty far from what employers expect.
If BYOD is to become official, this gap needs to be carefully addressed. If the goal of a company is to
maximize the BYOD uptake, it is worth noting that the non BYOD participants are prepared to pay
even less than the current BYOD population. So in order to turn this group into believers as well, the
issue becomes even more obvious. If we zoom in on the BYOD vs non BYOD population, we see that
in particular the purchasing cost is a big difference (37% vs 22%). Clearly, the non BYOD participants
feel even stronger that the employer needs to pay quite a substantial amount of the purchasing cost.
Summing up the total cost, the non BYOD population feels that employee – employer cost division
should be 101% vs 199%

119

Figure 59: How should BYOD cost be divided
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When it comes to the division of BYOD cost, it might be hard to make official arrangements
for BYOD as employers’ and employees’ expectations are very far apart. In particular,
another tip to maximize official uptake within the non BYOD population would be to pay
special attention to the purchasing cost.
An aspect related to cost is how often the device/services should be renewed/replaced by new
devices and services. At the same time, this question hints at the feeling of ownership over the
device/service.

Figure 60: How often should IT resources be allowed to change

What’s interesting about results presented in Figure 60 is that when we combine it with previous
results regarding the cost division, we see an indication of a slight contradiction: BYOD employees
expect the employer to pay the majority of the cost but at the same time expect to be the one who
determines when that cost should be made.

7.7 Organizing BYOD IT support and regulations
A number of the questions we asked our respondents touch on various issues regarding the IT
support. Figure 61 summarizes the employees’ perspective on IT support.
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Figure 61: BYOD and IT support - the BYOD employees perspective
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According to our data by and large (78%), the BYOD employees are fine doing their own IT support.
61% feel that the employer shouldn’t limit the use of their device. This makes sense, both from the
point of view of doing own IT support, as well as from the point of view of realizing some of the main
motivators for BYOD in the first place (increased productivity, fun).

BYOD participants are OK with doing their own IT support.

The employers’ answers to similar questions (Figure 62) show some inconsistencies though. On one
hand, the employers overwhelmingly agree (89%) that BYOD employers should do their own IT
support. This makes sense. After all it is a potential cost saving measure for the employers.
However, a majority of the employers (77%) feel that the employers should be allowed to limit the
use of the BYOD resource. This is not only contradictory to the wishes and expectations of the
employees but also complicating the notion of employees doing their own IT support as well as
making it difficult to satisfy the afore mentioned drives to partake in BYOD.

Employers’ desire to limit the use of BYOD devices is potentially detrimental and undesirable. In
particular if employers expect employees to do their own IT support.

When it comes to issues of separation of business and personal data, employees and employers are
in unison. Both employees (50% of the BYOD respondents and 91% of non-BYOD respondents) and
employers (89%) agree that personal and work data should be completely separate. Additionally,
they both agree (90% of the employees and 66% of the employers) that the employer shouldn’t be
able to delete all data from a BYOD device if that meant personal data would get lost too.

Work and personal data should be kept completely separate, in case of BYOD.

One aspect the employers and employees don’t agree on, is the degree of virtual supervision the
employer should be allowed to perform on the BYOD devices. 66% of the employers feel that virtual
supervision of BYOD devices should be the same as is the case with employer owned devices.
However, 65% of the employees disagree with this. When setting up BYOD, employers and
employees should probably engage in a dialog in order to discover what level of IT supervision
employers feel is needed and what level the employees find acceptable.
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Figure 62: BYOD and IT support - the employers perspective
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When setting up BYOD, employees seem to expect a high degree of privacy. As such, IT setup
should:
1. Keep personal and professional data separate
2. Make sure not to effect personal data with business procedures (e.g. remote wiping)
3. Limit virtual supervision of BYOD devices.

On the regulatory side of BYOD Figure 63 tells us what information was provided by the employers /
received by the employees. As we can see, by and large, no information was provided. This, of
course, makes sense from the point of view of BYOD’s clandestine status. However, as we’ve seen,
there are various aspects to BYOD, from technological to legal and from issues regarding privacy to
the issues of costs. On some of these issues, employers and employees have very opposing points of
view. It is a pity to see that none of these things get addressed. As long as no problems occur,
nobody will notice this lack. However, when issues start popping up (loss of data, breach of security,
breach of privacy etc.), both parties will have no underlying document to point to and we will need
to rely on general laws and regulations, which may or may not cover the specific intentions of the
parties involved.

Figure 63: Information provided regarding BYOD (multiple answers were allowed)

One of those general rules that both the employers (78%) and employees (59%) feel that should
apply to BYOD is Health and Safety regulations. This sort of makes sense, after all BYOD is simply
about using a different technology at the workplace, but in the end it’s just that: technology being
used at a workplace. And generally speaking, use of technology at a workplace is one of the
traditional areas where Health and Safety regulations get applied.

125

7.8 BYOD: it’s about the technology
The data shows that both the employers and the employees overwhelmingly feel that when it comes
to BYOD, the advantages outweigh the disadvantages: 65% of employees and 89% of the employers
feel this way.
However one could wonder, is BYOD driven by a preference for a technology or by a preference for
ownership of that technology? In other words, if the employers offered the technology the
employees wanted, would BYOD still exist?

Would you still want to use your own IT resources even if the employer is
willing to buy the same resources himself?
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

36%

39%
25%

I'd still like to use my own IT In that case I'd use the
resources (you are the
employers resources (the
owner of the resources)
employer would be the
owner of the resources)

No preference

Figure 64: A look at the ownership as an aspect of BYOD

Looking at Figure 64 we see that for 64% of the employees who either partake in BYOD or would like
to do so, it’s not about the ownership but about the technology. This in a way predicts a way to
eliminate BYOD as phenomenon: if the employer offers the employees the opportunity to use any
technology they want, the majority of BYOD employees will no longer feel the need to Bring their
Own Device.
The results from Figure 65 suggest that this is attainable, at least theoretically, as far as employers
are concerned as some 63% of employers could see this a viable option. Additionally, as we’ve
already seen in Figure 53 and Figure 54, the employers seem to have little issues allowing some of
the mostly cited BYOD technologies
.
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Figure 65: A look at the ownership as an aspect of BYOD – employers’ perspective

Furthermore, we also see that on average, non-BYOD employees seem to be more satisfied with the
IT resources than the BYOD employees. When asked how happy they were with the IT resources
they use, the BYOD employees gave it a 7.7 on a scale from 1 to 10 while the non-BYOD employees
judged it to be 8.6. Similarly, we see that the employers are happier with the non-BYOD
arrangement (8.5) than with BYOD (7.6). So in the end, everybody might be better off if the
employer allowed more choice when it comes to the IT resources used and by doing so (largely)
eliminated BYOD.

BYOD could potentially be largely eliminated if employers offered employees a choice in use of
technology.
It would appear this could even be a desirable outcome, both from the point of view of
employees and the employers.

A final indication of relative low importance of BYOD as such can also be seen in Figure 66. In it we
examine what employers think about the importance of BYOD when it comes to filling job vacancies,
and juxtaposition it with the opinion of the employees who are participating in BYOD. Funnily
enough, employers give BYOD more credit than it deserves: 56% of employers believe that BYOD can
be used to increase the appeal of a job vacancy while only 35% of the employees say it’s an
important aspect when looking for a new job. And these are the employees who already are
positively inclined towards BYOD as they already partake in it!
Hence, it would appear, the final nail in the BYOD coffin is the fact that even current BYOD
participants wouldn’t really miss it if their job no longer offered it.
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Figure 66: BYOD & job applications

7.9 Overall conclusions regarding BYOD
The questionnaire gave us some interesting insights into the world of BYOD.
First of all, we discovered that important reasons for an employee to partake in BYOD are
productivity, fun as well as the use of own device being an automatism.
These aspects show how a relatively big phenomenon can have fairly “pedestrian” causes. From the
employers’ point of view, the major drive to allow BYOD seems to be that it makes the employees
happy.
Statistically speaking, it also seems that the disadvantages are every bit as important as advantages,
when it comes to BYOD participation. We saw that breach of privacy, loss of control over own IT
resources, interoperability problems and concern about IT security all seem to be statistically
significant reasons not to partake in BYOD.
Next we discovered that, BYOD participation is large and largely (65%) unofficial. This puts a distinct
spin on every advantage and disadvantage BYOD might bring to both employees and employers. In
particular, it allows all parties to minimize some of the practical disadvantages while still getting
most of the advantages. For example, BYOD participants get a free reign over their devices as the
employer doesn’t impose any restrictions on its use. On the downside, the security and privacy
aspects – the latter of which is mandated by the new EU law – don’t really get addressed. It also
means that facilitating conditions (which our UTAUT model found to be statistically significant) don’t
get dealt with as such, neither does the issue of cost division.
Employers are largely aware of the phenomenon as such and seem to view it as something that
increases work satisfaction and IT acceptance and gives off a positive company image. As users who
partake in BYOD seem to be OK with doing their own IT support, there doesn’t seem to be practical
issue for those who, rather by happenstance, happen to be able to do BYOD and who aren’t
bothered by security and privacy issues (which alongside loss of control over own IT resource and
interoperability problems have all been found to be statistically significant), to indeed partake in
BYOD.
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If we zoom in on what BYOD means in practice, we see that what we are primarily talking about is
simply a particular choice of every-day hardware devices (smartphone/tablet/laptop/pc) with online
storage services taking a somewhat distant second place as a BYOD choice. So not only are the major
BYOD drives somewhat “pedestrian” in practice, so is the actual nature of BYOD.
Perhaps one of the more eye-opening findings has been that, rather than being a phenomenon in
and of itself, BYOD leaves one with the feeling of being born sort of out of necessity. Only 36% of our
BYOD respondents would generally like to use their own devices, regardless of other circumstances.
The others seem to indicate that they would be fine without BYOD if only the employer would offer
the right kind of equipment. It would hence seem that it’s not about the ownership of the
technology but more about the right tool for the job. In that sense, maybe we can see BYOD as a sign
to the employers that they are not offering the right tool. Though perhaps not the wrong tool as
such, the consumerization of IT allowed employees to find a better tool, one better fit to their way
of working. Once you discover the existence of such a tool, it’s pretty hard to go back and work with
the old one. Especially when the new tool seems so readily available
All this perhaps makes BYOD a phenomenon that is easier to eradicate than implement properly.
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Chapter 8 UTAUT2 results
In order to test the applicability of UTAUT2 model to BYOD, Partial Least Squares was used which is
the same method that was used as used by (Venkatesh, et al., 2012). Partial Least Squares is a
regression method that uses the least squares principal. This basically means that it tries to find a
relationship between (latent) variables within the model. Those latent variables are represented (i.e.
measured) by manifest variables (also known as indicators). In our case, the indicators were results
from questions in the questionnaire. Indicators can be reflective (LV1 in Figure 67) or formative (LV2
in Figure 67). With formative indicators, the indicators fully define a variable and omitting an
indicator would change the latent variable itself (i.e. the indicators literally form the construct and a
change in the indicators changes the construct). In our research, the indicators are reflective which
means that the indicators are just representing some aspect of the latent variable (i.e. the indicators
are reflecting the construct).
As mentioned earlier, the method used for UTAUT analysis is Partial Least Squares (PLS). The precise
workings of PLS are beyond the scope of this thesis, however (Sanchez, 2013) – also the author of
the plspm package in R - has produced a helpful and understandable overview of PLS-PM that is
worth repeating. As such, it gives us a glimpse under the hood of SmartPLS and plspm software
packages, both of which were used to perform the actual calculations presented later on in this
chapter.
PLS-PM basically works by following these steps:
1) Get the weights and compute latent variable scores
1.0) Initiate outer weights (weights between indicators and latent variables) with
arbitrary values (e.g. starting with value of 1)
1.1) Compute the external approximation of latent variables by expressing the latent
ଵ = ܻଵ = ݓଵଵ ܺଵଵ + ݓଵଶ ܺଵଶ +
variable as a weighted sum of its indicators (e.g. ܸܮ
ݓଵଷ ܺଵଷ where  ݓstands for the outer weight and ܻ stands for the (outer) latent
variable score)
1.2) Express the latent variable as a weighted sum of its adjacent connected LV’s
(i.e. ܼ = σ՞ ݁ ܻ – where ܼ is the internal estimation of LVj and ݁ is the inner
weight. Actual calculation of ݁ can be done following three different schemes)
1.3) Update the outer weights based on what came out of 1.2)
The update calculation (regression analysis) depends on whether the indicator is
reflective or formative
1.4) Repeat step 1.1 to 1.3 until outer weights converge
Basically you keep calculating values based on the “outside” approximations,
use those valuations to calculate the “inside” approximations and keep
trying to make those two converge.

2) Estimate the path coefficients (inner model)
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2.1) Calculate the path coefficients by using ordinary least squares (least squares
ᇱ
ିଵ ᇱ

equation is ߚ
ఫప = ܤ = (ܻ ܻ ) ܻ ܻ )
3) Obtain the loadings of the outer model
3.1) Calculate the loading as correlation between latent variable and its indicators
(equation: ߣ
ఫ = ܿܺ(ݎ , ܻ ))

X11
X12

LV1
X31

X13
LV3

X33

X21
X22

X32

LV2

X23
Figure 67: Example PLS model (picture taken from (Sanchez, 2013))

Having covered the high level basics, lets’ see what BYOD and UTAUT2 have in common.

8.1 BYOD and UTAUT2
8.1.1 Deviations from the model
When doing the UTAUT2 research, (Venkatesh, et al., 2012) performed two sequential
questionnaires, four months apart. The first was intended to measure “behavior intention” and the
second to measure the actual use.
In the research presented here, we only looked at the actual use, skipping the intention as a
construct. This was both based on practical grounds as well as theoretical ones. In our case, the main
goal of the questionnaires was to get a very broad and meaningful insight into how respondents
view various aspects relating to BYOD. Whether or not UTAUT would be able to predict relationships
between latent variables was only of secondary concern. Therefore, the questionnaires used in this
study were much more elaborate than the ones used by Venkatesh et. al. and demanded relatively
large investment of time and effort on the side of the participants. This in turn made it much more
impractical to do a repeat study.
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Another aspect we needed to adjust in our calculations was the use of the moderators. Once again,
this had both practical and theoretical reasons. On the theoretical side of things, measuring
“experience” is tricky in this situation. It is generally operationalized as a passage of time from the
initial use of technology. For example, (Venkatesh, et al., 2003) operationalized it by simply creating
three distinct points in time (initial availability of the system, 1 month later and three months later).
In our case however, if we look at the use of personal IT systems, we didn’t have such moments in
time available. We did inquire about the overall experience with the use of personal IT systems but
this resulted in widely varying answers that were also highly related to the age of the respondent.
This in turn made us wonder about that relationship: is it fair to compare a 50 year old person’s IT
experience of 20 years with a 30 year old person’s experience of 15 years? Or a 20 year old persons
experience of 15 years? Is somebody that “grew up” with ubiquitous IT presence not more likely to
be more “experienced” with technology of today? IT technology is in that sense possibly different
than experience with other constructs because the technology itself changes over time. Does e.g.
experience using a telephone really translate to experience with a smartphone? Both can be
classified as telephones but in practice, the use of one barely resembles the use of the other. So in
that sense, what counts as experience?
On the practical side of things, (Venkatesh, et al., 2012) calculated the moderation by creating
moderator constructs of all the possible moderations. This resulted in 55 moderator constructs.
Unfortunately, PLS requires, at the very minimum, the number of observations to equal the number
of constructs. And in our case, we simply didn’t have enough respondents.
With these caveats in mind, the resulting BYOD model is presented in Figure 68. The yellow squares
are the indicators (questionnaire questions) and the blue circles are the latent variables.
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Figure 68: BYOD UTAUT2 model
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Constructs

Variables

Performance Expectancy
(PE)

R_MoreEfficient

R_MoreProductive
Effort Expectancy (EE)

R_BetterFit
R_EasierUnderstand

Social Influence (SI)

R_ColleguesManagerEncourage
R_PopularFriendsCollegues

Facilitating Conditions (FC)

R_ReducesAllowed

R_OwnDontInteractWell

R_WorrySecurity

Hedonic Motivation (HM)

R_DiffcultSeparateWorkPrivate

Prive Value (PV)

R_IncreaseWorkPressure
R_BetterValueMoney

Habit (H)

R_ComesNaturally

Use Behaviour (U)

R_UsesOwnIT

Questions
I can be more efficient with my
own IT resources than with the
company's
My own IT resources make me
more productive
Own IT resources are a better fit
for my way of working
My own IT resources are easier to
use and understand
Colleagues and / or managers
encourage BYOD
It is popular among my friends /
acquaintances / customers /
colleagues to use own resources
for work purposes
BYOD reduces what I can or am
allowed to do with my IT resources
(e.g. because the employee
disables certain actions or forbids
them)
My own IT resources don't interact
well with the employers IT
resources (e.g. network issues, file
compatibility issues etc)
I'm worried about security issues
when working on my own IT
resources
BYOD makes it more difficult to
separate work and personal life
which results in more stress
BYOD increases the work pressure
My own IT resources provide a
better value for the money
Using my own IT resources comes
naturally to me. Using my
employers IT resources takes
conscious effort
Do you use your personal IT
resources for work purposes
(BYOD)?

Table 4: Variables/questions used in the UTAUT2 calculations

8.1.2 Model evaluation and calculation results
The calculations were performed using SmartPLS V3.2.4 and the PLSPM package (version 0.4.7) in R.
There was no scientific reason to use both of them, it was more practical and educational/curiosity
aspects that at times made it convenient and interesting to look at both packages. Both SmartPLS
and PLSPM produced the same end results.
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In doing the evaluation we will follow the approaches illustrated by (Sanchez, 2013) as well as the
approach given by (Venkatesh, et al., 2012).
To evaluate our model, it is important to determine that the reflective indicators are well chosen.
For one thing, the indicators for a latent variable need to have a lot in common (i.e. be highly
correlated) with each other (after all, they are measuring the same latent variable). They also need
to have more in common with their “own” variable than with one of the other variables. To
determine this, we first look at a concept of unidimensionality. Unidimensionality is measured by a
number of things, all of which are presented in Table 5.
Cronbach alpha measures how well a block of indicators measure their construct. A value of 0.7 or
higher is considered acceptable. In our case we see we satisfy this condition (Social Influence is a bit
of a borderline case). Dillon-Goldstein’s rho also measures unidimensionality and has the same
minimum criteria of 0.7. We see that the model our results satisfy this as well. The eigenvalues (first
and second) should be interpreted together where the first eigenvalue should be (much) larger than
1 and second eigenvalue should be smaller than 1. In this respect too, our model is fairly satisfactory.

Construct
Perfromance
Expextancy
Effort Expextancy
Social Influence
Facilitating
conditions
Hedonic
Motivation
Price Value
Habit
Use Behaviour

Cronbach's
Alpha

DG.rho

Composite
Reliability

eig.1st

eig.2nd

0.779
0.828
0.655

0.88
0.918
0.744

0.897
0.918
0.847

1.637944
1.70643
1.486561

0.3620564
0.2935699
0.5134393

0.827

0.853

0.898

2.240358

0.595329

0.842
1
1
1

0.99
1
1
1

0.923
1
1
1

1.72726
1
1
1

0.2727397
0
0
0

Table 5: Unidimensionality measurements

Next we take a look at loadings and cross-loadings. Loadings express correlations between latent
variable and its indicators. Loadings greater than 0.7 are acceptable. This is because the square of
the loadings represent the amount of the variability explained by the variable. So in that sense, a
loading greater than 0.7 implies that more than 50% of the variability of an indicator is captured by
the variable (0.72 уϱϬйͿ͘ƐǁĞĐĂŶƐĞĞŝŶTable 6, our model seems fine as far as the loadings are
concerned.
Cross-loadings (also Table 6) check the loadings of an indicator on other latent variables than its own
variable. We are hence trying to see if a given indicator maybe correlates better with other variables
than the variable it was intended for. Basically, we are supposed to make sure that the loading of an
indicator (green value in the diagonal) is bigger than all its cross-loadings (other values in the same
column). Luckily, that too is the case with our model.
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R_ComesNaturally

R_UsesOwnIT

Habit (H)

Use Behaviour (U)

0.6773

0.4545

PrValue

Habbit

0.2459

0.5574

0.6595

-0.1542

-0.0439

0.4797

0.849

EffExp

0.0421

0.1881

0.4069

-0.1886

0.06

0.735

SocInfl

0.4969

-0.0401

-0.0387

0.3368

0.746

FacCond

0.2251

-0.0896

-0.1024

0.857

HedMot

0.2461

0.4454

1

PrValue

0.317

0.454

0.677

0.319

1

Habbit

0.246

0.557

0.660

-0.121

-0.158

0.001

0.098

-0.253

0.338

0.468

0.891

0.951

-0.1366

Age

0.042

0.188

0.407

-0.227

-0.145

0.165

0.051

-0.099

0.790

0.920

0.290

0.549

0.338

0.364

SocInfl

-0.1417

Gender

-0.0469

Exp.

0.497

-0.040

-0.039

0.315

0.314

Beh

0.225

-0.090

-0.102

0.890

0.960

0.309

0.271

0.848
0.952

0.297

-0.124

-0.190

-0.221

-0.090

-0.159

0.112

HedMot

0.784

0.009

0.080

-0.111

0.007

-0.128

-0.073

FacCond

Table 7: Correlations and AVE's. Diagonal values shows AVE’s, the off-diagonal shows the correlations between latent variables.

0.317

-0.0575

HedMot

Behaviour

0.383

-0.117

0.7863

EffExp

FacCond

0.813

PerfExp

SocInfl

PerfExp

Construct

Table 6: Loadings (diagonal and in green) and crossloading

R_BetterValueMoney

-0.102

R_IncreaseWorkPressure

-0.090
-0.024

R_WorrySecurity

R_DiffcultSeparateWorkPrivate

-0.116

R_OwnDontInteractWell

0.260
-0.100

R_PopularFriendsCollegues

R_ReducesAllowed

0.379

0.667

R_ColleguesManagerEncourage

R_EasierUnderstand

Prive Value (PV)

Hedonic Motivation (HM)

Facilitating Conditions (FC)

Social Influence (SI)

0.770

R_BetterFit

0.684

0.942

R_MoreProductive

Effort Expectancy (EE)

0.763

EffExp

0.859

R_MoreEfficient

Performance Expectancy (PE)

PerfExp

Questions

Construct

1

0.246

0.445

1.000

-0.153

-0.060

0.032

-0.098

-0.045

0.350

0.356

0.625

0.601

0.606

0.631

PrValue

0.319

1.000

0.445

-0.091

-0.079

0.044

0.004

-0.188

0.208

0.135

0.571

0.480

0.486

0.302

Habbit
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1.000

0.319

0.246

0.151

0.246

0.487

0.430

0.360

0.027

0.043

0.178

0.262

0.334

0.218

Behaviour

Table 7 shows the correlation between the latent variables and the Average Variance Extracted (the
amount of variance that a latent variable captures from its indicators in relation to the amount of
variance due to measurement error). AVE should be greater than 0.5, indicating that more than 50%
of the indicators’ variance is captured. As far as AVE’s are concerned, we are safe.
In order to have discriminant validity, the square of the correlations should be less than the AVE. In
our case, that is true.
UTAUT2
R2
Adj. R2
Performance expectancy
(PE)
Effort expectancy (EE)
Social influence (SI)
Facilitating conditions (FC)
Hedonic motivation (HM)
Price value (PV)
Habit (HT)

0.456
0.325

T Statistics
NA
NA

P Values
NA
NA

0.4133

1.483

0.139

-0.1434
-0.1298
0.5428
0.0447
0.0283
0.2487

0.488
0.563
3.317
0.265
0.125
1.291

0.626
0.574
0.001
0.791
0.9
0.197

Table 8: Effects of variables, T statistics and P values

Overall results of the model can be seen in Table 8. First we see an R2 (the amount of variance in the
endogenous latent variable explained by its independent latent variables) and adjusted R2 (R2
adjusted to take into account that adding variables always increases R2 even if they are not properly
correlated to the dependent variable) at 0.46 and 0.33 respectively. According to (Sanchez, 2013) an
R2 between 0.3 and 0.6 (sometimes defined as 0.2 to 0.5) is considered moderate. Values
below/above that are classified as low/high respectively. So overall, the model is on the lower end of
“OK”. However, we also see that only of the effects, Facilitating conditions, is statistically significant
at the 0.05 level. As we’ve seen earlier, these were represented by questions regarding
interoperability with employer’s IT resources, concerns about security and whether or not BYOD
reduces what employee can do with.

Influence of the facilitating conditions is statistically significant in relation to BYOD

All in all, that the application of UTAUT2 to our BYOD questionnaire was somewhat limited. There’s a
number of reasons why we might have failed in full successful application of UTAUT2. For one, our
sample size is relatively low. Generally speaking, the higher the sample size, the more chance one
has to discover a significant relation. As mentioned earlier, with a higher sample size, we would’ve
also been able to include the effect of the moderators which would’ve probably increased the
overall R2 and possibly also have increased the chance to find a statistically significant relation.
137

There’s also another problem with the model as we used it. The fact that two of our latent variables
(price value and habit) have only one indicator each is something that is really frowned upon in the
world of partial least squares. Having only one indicator was to a large extent a conscious (though in
hindsight unfortunate) decision. When designing the BYOD UTAUT2 questions, the questions used
by (Venkatesh, et al., 2012) were examined. In their questionnaire, each latent variable had a
number of questions associated with it. However, oftentimes questions seemed fairly similar. For
example, in case of habit, the users were presented with the following statements:
x
x
x
x

The use of mobile Internet has become a habit for me,
I am addicted to using mobile Internet,
I must use mobile Internet,
Using mobile Internet has become natural to me.

Since our questionnaire was much more extensive to begin with, with many more (non-UTAUT2
related) questions, it seemed unreasonable to have questions which ask basically the same thing,
time after time. It seemed like it might endanger the willingness of respondents to complete the
questionnaire by irritating them with repetitive questions.
In addition, the price-value aspect is something that was fairly tricky to come up with good questions
for. That has to do with the fact that in case of BYOD, the cost has already been made while the
Venkatesh study measured the willingness to pay the price for the use of technology. The problem
was also compounded because of the clandestine nature of BYOD. In that sense, the BYOD
respondents by and large weren’t presented with an a-priori choice of whether or not to pay the
cost to partake in BYOD. In that sense, since they already possessed the technology, they might as
well use it for BYOD as well. All that made it hard to come up with various questions relating to the
cost.
One last thing worth noting is that a couple of UTAUT2 constructs turn out to be fairly highly related
in the case of BYOD. Constructs in question are Performance Expectancy, Effort Expectancy and Price
Value. In the case of BYOD this however possibly makes sense. BYOD as such, frames the technology
and possibly the respondents’ mindset into the world of “work”. And in the world of “work”, things
that perform well, shouldn’t take a lot of effort (relatively speaking, since it’s being compared to the
effort it would take to use employer’s IT resources). Such things, are likely to have a good Price-Vale
since in that case, they offer better performance with less effort at (in case of BYOD) little additional
cost.
Despite the mixed success we’ve had in statistically confirming UTAUT2 in case of BYOD, UTAUT2
remains a conceptually interesting model for the use of IT. The fact that it tries to merry the hard
(e.g. performance, effort), and soft (e.g. habit and social influence) aspects surrounding the use of
technology help us realize that though IT technology started life as “just another tool”, studying its
use requires a broader frame of mind. For example, unlike a traditional tool like a hammer, IT
technology conjures up feelings and emotions and it’s subject to social fads and influences. These
aspects are both important for ex-post explanations of its use as well as ex-ante considerations
when designing new technology.
UTAUT2 explorations also introduced me to the PLS as a rather interesting and promising modelling
technique. Though it has its limitation, e.g. when it comes to calculating moderating effect and the
requirements it poses relating to the sample size, it is definitely a technique worth looking into
further. PLSPM package in R and in particular SmartPLS make the technique easily accessible even
for the researchers for whom statistical analysis isn’t a forte.
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Chapter 9 Case law in the Netherlands
Previous chapter have shown us the legal boundaries in under which teleworking and Bring Your
Own Device should operate. However, we’ve also seen that both phenomena are performed largely
clandestinely. The question we are trying to answer in this chapter is whether this creates a legal
chaos in practice.
Our questionnaire didn’t unearth any major legal conflicts as both employees and employers seem
fairly happy with the arrangements as they stand. But maybe there are major conflicts regarding
telework that haven’t come to light within the context of the questionnaire. In order to answer this
question, we examined the case law in the Netherlands and looked for signs of serious conflict as
those are bound to end up in court sooner or later.
We’ve looking into this by looking into the published rulings by the Dutch judicial system which can
be found at http://uitspraken.rechtspraak.nl/. Not all rulings get published but if they are published,
they are to be found there.

9.1 Teleworking – Conclusions regarding legal practice in the Netherlands
Perhaps mirroring our respondents’ views that government shouldn’t play a role in teleworking, we
see that cases dealing with teleworking seem to be few and far between. Looking at the published
rulings, we see 20 cases mentioning “telewerken” (telework) and 131 mentioning “thuiswerken”
(home based work). However, only a handful of those actually have teleworking issues at their core.
Out of the ones dealing with teleworking in particular, we see a couple of themes emerging. One of
the more prevalent themes is whether or not teleworking is allowed. Usually it’s a matter of an
employer for some reason (no longer) allowing teleworking to an employee. The rulings generally
state that teleworking is not an absolute right, in particular if e.g. teleworking isn’t general practice
(court of Groningen November 20th 2012 ECLI:NL:RBGRO:2012:BY8757, court of Amsterdam
December 17th 2010 ECLI:NL:RBAMS:2010:BP7659, court of Oost-Brabant November 16th 2015
ECLI:NL:RBOBR:2015:6561, Supreme Court October 30th 2015 ECLI:NL:HR:2015:3176). Though
these rulings were not based on the most recent law discussed in Chapter 2 they do follow the
stance this new law states, namely that telework isn’t to be considered a right in and of itself.

court of Haarlem March 17th 2010
ECLI:NL:RBHAA:2010:BL8963 shows us. In this instance, the employee had home work as an explicit
part of the contract with the employer. At a certain point in time, the employer claimed that there
was no more work available appropriate for home based work and offered the employee a new
arrangement in which she had to come to the office and work. The employee refused this. Employer
saw this as an official refusal to work and used this as one of the grounds to fire her and withdraw
salary. The judge ruled that, since the work contract explicitly states that work is to be done at home
and as this was a conscious choice by the employee based on her personal situation, offering work
on employer’s location was not a valid substitute. Therefore, refusal to come to work on location
was not to be seen as refusal to work. The fact that the employer was no longer possible to offer
home based work was employer’s fault.

There are exceptions to this, as for example ruling of the

It would seem then that, if teleworking is to be seen as an unalienable right, it needs to be agreed
upon as an explicit condition upon which the employer - employee relationship is based.
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Though a large majority of rulings show that employer is allowed to abolish teleworking unless
agreed upon as mentioned earlier, there is a hint of a possible exception to the rule. In ruling of the
court of Haarlem March 30th 2007 ECLI:NL:RBHAA:2007:BA2064, the judge felt that the employer
hasn’t demonstrated why it was necessary to abolish teleworking and hence allowed it to continue.
Well, if it isn’t allowed, one could always do it unofficially, right? Not quite. Rulings of the Central
Appeal Tribunal May 19th 2011 ECLI:NL:CRVB:2011:BQ7306 and December 16th 2010
ECLI:NL:CRVB:2010:BP7583 both state that teleworking without permissions can be seen as a
neglect of employee duty – an act that can have potentially severe consequences, even immediate
and unconditional dismissal (dependent perhaps on duration, as ruling ECLI:NL:CRVB:2010:BP7583
indicates). The judges do tend to take into consideration that the offending employee was aware of
the fact that telework (without permission) wasn’t allowed.
If, on the other hand, the judge believes that employee for whatever reason wasn’t aware of the
prohibition of telework, the ruling does tend to go the other way, as we can see in rulings of the
court of Maastricht April 15th 2009 ECLI:NL:RBMAA:2009 and court of appeals Arnhem-Leeuwarden
March 17th 2015 ECLI:NL:GHARL:2015:1908. Furthermore, ruling of the Central Appeal Tribunal
November 24th 2011 ECLI:NL:CRVB:2011:BU6892 tells us that if teleworking stops and teleworker
claims not to be able to reach the work location due to medical reasons, the teleworker can be
declared medically unfit for work.
As always, there are certain exceptions - see for example ruling of the court of appeals 'sHertogenbosch May 17th 2016 ECLI:NL:GHSHE:2016:1951. Here the judge ruled that refusal to show
up at office, even upon explicit instructions, isn’t grounds for immediate dismissal if the reason to
show up at the office isn’t clear. It is worth noting that this may have been a somewhat
extraordinary situation as the employee in question had a senior function which entailed certain
freedom of movement to begin with.
As a side note, an issue that might occur when teleworking, namely children using work equipment
without authorization, occurred in case ruled by the Central Appeals Tribunal March 12th 2009
ECLI:NL:CRVB:2009:BJ2297. The judge deemed this to be a neglect of duty on the part of the
employee.
On occasion, judges had to deal with the matter of teleworking abroad and the ramifications of that
vis-à-vis taxes and social security (e.g. court of appeals 's-Hertogenbosch October 16th 2014
ECLI:NL:GHSHE:2014:4282, Central Appeals Tribunal May 27th 2016 ECLI:NL:CRVB:2016:1963). This is
something we already discussed in Chapter 2 and the judges’ rulings tend to agree with the general
notion presented there.
Most of the other cases that mentioned telework in any meaningful way tend to show that telework
is seen as a (part of a) valid solution to certain problems. For example, usually as a consequence of
some sort of reorganization at the workplace, the employee’s daily commute might get extended.
Offering teleworking as part of compensation is generally viewed favorably by the court (Central
Appeals Tribunal September 20th 2012 ECLI:NL:CRVB:2012:BX8110, court of Amsterdam January 11th
2013 ECLI:NL:RBAMS:2013:BY9074). Another possible problem that telework might alleviate is
parent’s availability to take care of a child after a divorce. In ruling of the court of appeals ArnhemLeeuwarden November 22nd 2012 ECLI:NL:GHLEE:2012:BY7264 telework has been used in family
court to demonstrate that ability.
The only case to deal with a full blown telework issue (health and safety) was the one we already
discussed earlier (court of appeals Amsterdam July 9th 2006 ECLI:NL:GHAMS:2006:AZ5431).
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So the overall picture seems to be that there are no massive disputes regarding teleworking. As far
as case law goes, we see that teleworking is not a right (unless explicitly stated in the work contract),
clandestine teleworking is a neglect of employee duty (provided the employee knew teleworking
was prohibited) and so is allowing family members unauthorized access to a company laptop.
Teleworking is also a valid form of compensation of additional commute forced upon the employee
due to for example a reorganization. Health and Safety generally applies, in particular the
responsibility of the employer to inform and monitor (as much as possible).
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9.2 BYOD – Conclusions regarding legal practice in the Netherlands
Analogous to the teleworking approach, we searched the same database containing the legal cases
in the Netherlands. As far as BYOD goes, there are no (published) legal precedents that deal directly
with it as a main issue at hand (search terms BYOD, Bring Your Own Device). The phenomenon as
such is only mentioned once (see later on) though more as a side point than the main crux of the
case.
This could indicate that no (major) legal problems occurred in relation to it. However, since BYOD is
a fairly recent phenomenon, that conclusion is somewhat premature at the moment.
We extended our search further by using more general terms like own IT (eigen/ privé IT), own IT
resources (eigen/ privé IT middellen), own smartphone (eigen/ privé smartphone), own laptop
(eigen/ privé laptop), own email (eigen/privé e-mail/email). Doing so led us to some other cases that
touch on a couple of issues that in a way relate to the concerns one might face when dealing with
BYOD.
A number of court cases have dealt with the matter of sending company information to a private email account, e.g. court of Midden-Nederland August 26th 2015 ECLI:NL:RBMNE:2015:6179, court of
Rotterdam December 4th 2015 ECLI:NL:RBROT:2015:8887, the latter of which mentions BYOD being
allowed within the company. The issue at hand is usually that an employee is accused of disclosing
company information. The courts seem to be of the opinion that the act of sending company
information to a private e-mail account doesn’t constitute disclosure, not unless the information is
actually divulged to a third party. The act as such hence doesn’t give grounds for dismissal of the
employee – in particular if there are no company regulations that explicitly forbid the use of
personal e-mail account (van der Hoeven, 2015), (Indicator, 2015). Generally speaking, the courts
also take into account the amount of damage the employer actually suffers from a disclosure and
such damages are fairly non-existent if the information isn’t shared with a third party.
As a side-note, in ruling of court of Amsterdam November 18th 2009 ECLI:NL:RBAMS:2009:BL1072,
dealing with a similar issue, the employer (based in the Netherlands) even started a legal procedure
in the United States in order to gain access to e-mails through the e-mail provider in question
(Yahoo). In this case, the Dutch judge ruled that, since the labor contract clearly acknowledges the
applicability of the Dutch law, the legal proceedings in the United States need to be stopped and not
pursued any further.
However, a company is entitled to demand that all its documents are returned to it (e.g. upon
termination of the contract) (BTU-Advocaten, 2011). This includes the documents one might have in
one’s private e-mail box. What’s even more, a claim by the employee that all such information has
been deleted may have to be substantiated in some way as ruling of the court of Midden-Nederland
August 26th 2015 ECLI:NL:RBMNE:2015:6179 shows us. In this case, the judge held it against the
employee that he had not provided evidence (e.g. via screenshots before and after deletion) of
actually deleting the e-mails in question.
On a number of occasions – e.g. rulings of court of Midden-Nederland August 26th 2015
ECLI:NL:RBMNE:2015:6179 and court of Amsterdam May 12th 2015 ECLI:NL:RBAMS:2014:2751 – the
employer has even gone so far as to gain entry into the employees personal e-mail account and, in
the case of the latter, WhatsApp messages as well. This is generally considered by the court as
unlawful though whether or not this constituted damages that need to be compensated seems to be
considered on a case by case bases by looking at the actual (possible) damages that are to be
expected. For example, in case ECLI:NL:RBMNE:2015:6179 no damages were rewarded while in case
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ECLI:NL:RBAMS:2014:2751, € 7.500 were rewarded. In this last case, the judge deemed these
damages to be (more) severe since a) the employer used deception to get the hardware away from
the employee, b) both e-mail and WhatsApp was breached by the employer and c) the employer
used the information obtained from the employee’s mailbox to start a termination of contract of
another employee. However, in a subsequent procedure (court of Amsterdam January 6th 2015
ECLI:NL:RBAMS:2015:35), the judge overturned the € 7.500 fine as he found the employee
misconduct to warrant the use of personal e-mails by the employer.
The fact that login data was available (saved) on the employee’s laptop and that no actual hacking
took place didn’t make the act of reading personal information any more legal.
It is important to note however, that even though the employer may have unlawfully gained
information from personal data of the employee, according to Dutch law, the employer is allowed to
use this information in civil court (see for example ECLI:NL:RBAMS:2014:2751, (Terpstra, 2013)).
Another possible legal issue is remote wiping of devices as it is often mentioned when dealing with
BYOD. This is meant to be a security measure to ensure that company data is safe if a device is stolen
or misplaced. No court cases were found regarding this issue however (Engelfriet, 2013) gave his
own opinion on this. In his view, though the employer has the legal right to give instructions on how
work is performed and though IT instructions fall under that prerogative, the instructions generally
need to remain within reason. For example the instructions shouldn’t unnecessarily infringe on other
rights like the right to privacy (think e.g. daily frisk/strip searches).
In his opinion, remote wiping is probably only allowed with employees consent or in case of highly
sensitive company data that could cause massive damage to the company. Short of that, he doesn’t
find it within reason that a company should have the right to use such a drastic measurement “just
to be on the safe side”. As a humorous note, he mentions how we also didn’t have explosives placed
in employee’s briefcases so that we could blow those up when one of them got misplaced.
Overall, he might have a valid point. Though his article was written in 2013, his emphasis on consent
goes well with the recently adopted European regulation we mentioned earlier. Additionally, we see
that a judge does try to assess the severity of an action and not just the legality of that action (i.e.
the judges tend to consider actual damage that occurred or may be expected to occur). A further
hint that indeed wiping of personal data wouldn’t be allowed is that judges tend to frown upon
lumping together of personal and business data and then having the employers claim possession of
the lot.
Generally speaking, when personal data is mixed with company data, the judge orders the two to be
separated before handing over business data to the employer as for example ruling of court of 'sHertogenbosch March 12th 2012 ECLI:NL:RBSHE:2012:BV9148 illustrates.
Dealing with intermixed personal and business data has also been put before the court of appeals.
The court of appeal was asked to deal with a case in which an employee used his private laptop to
do company business on (court of appeals 's-Hertogenbosch November 2nd 2010
ECLI:NL:GHSHE:2010:BO3226). At a certain point in time, the company goes bankrupt and the
liquidator takes possession of the employee’s private laptop. As several of the banks involved
suspect foul play, a digital investigative company gets involved as well and eventually, uses the
information from the laptop, including the private information, to produce an investigative report.
The question before the court was weather the liquidator had the right to take the laptop. It’s
important to note that the liquidator has a legal obligation to take possession of the company’s
administration.
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The court decided that the liquidator had the right to obtain the business information (and not the
laptop) but that initial taking hold of the laptop and making a full backup was justified as at the time,
it was the only way for the liquidator to do his job. However, the court does believe that the
liquidator should’ve made sure to the most of his ability that the private files were protected. In this
case, the court believed the liquidator didn’t do his best as he passed the hard-disk copies to the
investigative company. In particular, the fact that the investigative company was hired by the banks
and hence the liquidator had no actual say over the company was something that the court took into
account.

Overall we see the importance of serious reasonable doubt in order to access and use private
employee data, upmost care to minimize the breach of privacy and the necessity for the employer to
prove damages if they are to be compensated. Whether or not there was an underlying agreement
with the employee is also something that is often taken into consideration and probably will become
even more of an issue considering the adopted EU regulation and its insistence on consent. Similarly,
we’ve seen that for an employee to claim damages due to a breach of privacy, those damages need
to be demonstrable and the employer actions need to be unreasonable and overreaching and not
just unlawful.
Though we haven’t been able to find actual BYOD cases, it is to be expected that this would be the
general reasoning judges will follow if a court is presented with a BYOD case.

9.3 Legal practice in the Netherlands: an overall reflection
For all the valuable things we’ve learnt from the case law, we should now take a moment and reflect
on the overall picture, in particular in relation to the two major legal initiatives that have to do with
teleworking and BYOD. The major initiatives we are talking about are the afore mentioned Dutch law
amendments that were supposed to facilitate teleworking as well as the EU Regulation that deals
with privacy of the data.
The feeling one is left with after examining the case law is that overall, neither teleworking nor BYOD
really produce major legal issues – despite their clandestine nature.
When it comes to the Dutch laws that regulate teleworking (both “right to telework” as well as the
health and safety laws), it would seem that teleworking participants (both employers and
employees) don’t adhere to them and – apart from that one case – their ignoring of the rules causes
no conflicts. Teleworking seems to be a flexible work arrangement that teleworkers adopt as they
see fit. As our questionnaire pointed out, they see no reason for government as such to get involved.
Of course having laws regarding health and safety for example, could be seen as a good thing for
those cases when things do go south. After all, people don’t generally murder each other on the
street but it’s still good that we have laws that regulate such activities.
In this case however, one has to wonder if the laws don’t do more harm than good. I mean that in
the sense that if we were to take teleworking out of clandestineness and adhere to all the rules, I
wonder if teleworking would still be as prevalent in the Netherlands as it is. If the employers were to
explicitly inform the employee about all the dangers, if the employees were to claim the finances for
proper chairs, tables and lighting at home, if the employer – or in extreme cases even the health and
safety civil servant – was to regularly check with the employee about the state of her home work
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environment, wouldn’t it just be easier for the employer to forbid it outright? Save himself the
hassle, bureaucracy, legal responsibility etc?
So what we have here seems to be a set of laws that, though extremely well intending, in practice
need to be sidestepped if the phenomenon was to exist in the first place.
Since sidestepping the laws doesn’t release the employers from their duties, for the sake of
teleworking, I’m glad to see that this didn’t lead to numerous legal action by the employees against
the employers.
As far as teleworking goes, it is worth reflecting once more on the Dutch “right to teleworking” law –
because it really isn’t. The only thing is guarantees is that one can request teleworking and that
employer may deny it on any grounds as long as it’s in writing. The adoption of this amendment is
not likely to influence the rulings one bit, one way or the other. So, though possibly written with the
best intentions, the time, money and energy could’ve possibly been spent on other ways to promote
teleworking (e.g. some tax incentives which would help solve one of the big teleworking grievances:
need for better IT resources).
Sadly, similar conclusions need to be drawn when we look at BYOD and the EU regulations – at least
when we compare it to the Dutch legal system in relation to BYOD goes. When it comes to privacy, it
is unlikely to change the way the Dutch judges already approached privacy issues. Of course, this is
possibly to great credit of the Dutch judges as apparently their views had some serious merit. Other
countries in the EU might profit greatly from the EU regulation but the effect on them is simply out
of scope of this thesis.
Analogous to teleworking, BYOD would likely not exist if the participants were forced to adhere to
the rules. This time though, there seem to be a bit more legal conflicts as, from time to time, both
employers and employees get concerned about protection of/access to their own information.
Though the number of cases are still fairly low, there seems to be something “brewing” under the
surface there, something that sooner or later has to be addressed and resolved. Possible solution
could come from technological advancements which allow for a better (which is often akin to easier)
separation of work and personal information. After all, unlike teleworking, BYOD seems to be about
technology, i.e. if employers offered better technology, the employees wouldn’t be using their own
devices.
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Chapter 10 Conclusions
So here we are, the metaphorical third act of our scientific whodunit. It is time now to look back at
the research as a whole and bring a certain resolution to the matter. In doing this, we will revisit our
research questions one by one and try to formulate an answer based on all what we’ve seen so far.

10.1 Why has teleworking failed to become the norm in the Netherlands
The most important aspect we discovered here is that teleworking as such hasn’t actually failed in
the Netherlands. Instead it has gone underground sort of speak, becoming clandestine and hence
generally invisible in most statistics. On one hand, this is something to rejoice since we do telework
and hence achieve at least some of the benefits. It also means that telework as such has been
accepted and that we have apparently found a good way to incorporate it into the everyday work.
All very admirable things. However, the clandestine status seems to also be detrimental to further
development of teleworking (as can be seen for example by the fact that 72% of the nonteleworking population would like to telework but somehow, can’t). With clandestine teleworking
we are also not achieving all the benefits. So on one hand teleworking is prevalent but on the other,
it has failed to become the norm in the Netherlands as everything is done “in secret”.
Let’s look at some of the other aspects in more detail and try to figure out “whodunit”.

10.1.1 What role did the employer, the employee and the government play?
We dealt with this conundrum by looking at the participants, the technology (BYOD) as well as the
laws and regulations – in a way representing the motives, means and opportunities, one might say.
As such, the question broke down into several sub questions.
10.1.1.1 What does teleworking mean to each of the participants?
Our story has three main “suspects”. On one hand we the employee. Employee has a lot to gain by
teleworking, as Table 1 shows us. Even with clandestine teleworking, many of these benefits are
achieved. Keeping it clandestine also allows the employee to attain some additional benefits like e.g.
not giving up the allotted daily travel expenses in case of teleworking, as those are generally a fixed
monthly amount. Keeping it clandestine perhaps made it an “easier sell” to the employer allowing
the employee to telework to begin with. However, it is hampering further desired growth of
teleworking, both in terms of frequency as well as intensity as our questionnaire shows that those
who telework would like to telework more and those who don’t would like to start. However they
can’t. And as Hamlet put it, there’s the rub.
Determining the location of work is the employers’ legal prerogative. Employee apparently isn’t in a
strong enough position to negotiate teleworking when desired. Of course some might, due to their
value to the company, salesmanship, good employer relationship or the fact that they have a
benevolent manager 23 but what of all the others? In a recent report by The Netherlands Institute for
Social Research (Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau (van Echtelt, et al., 2016)) we see for example that
higher educated people with good jobs and job security (i.e. those with permanent contracts) have
better access to teleworking, in particular older ( >55) men. This could mean that leaving the
teleworking to be “negotiated” by the those who are able, possibly introduces an unnecessary and
undesirable inequality amongst the employees giving lower educated and workers with temporary
contracts (an increasing group of employees, according to the same rapport) and perhaps also

23
As a somewhat humorous anecdote, I’d like to mention a case of a manager who, when asked by an employee
whether he could telework on Fridays, replied: “Teleworking is not allowed in this company. But on Fridays I
will not physically look for you. Do we understand each other?”
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women an unfair disadvantage as they may lack the leverage, the social network and power, the
know-how or might simply not be aware of the possibility as such.
The employer’s ability to grant or deny teleworking possibly also keeps teleworking as some sort of a
“perk”, a proverbial carrot that could be given to you but could also be taken away from you. In this
form it can hence never become a phenomenon one can build on and one can deploy as needed.
So the employee, by the apparent lack of strength to negotiate teleworking as desired, is partly to
blame for the clandestine situation.
Then we have the employer. Employer can gain certain things by teleworking as well, in particular
when it comes to cost savings, larger talent pool and productivity gains. At the same time, one could
conclude that there are no insurmountable employer drawbacks to teleworking as such since the
clandestine teleworking is tolerated. Keeping it clandestine allows the employer to attain the
productivity gain though it is possibly preventing him from attaining true cost saving. However the
clandestine nature allows a level of control over the employee, one which he’s apparently not willing
to give up. Additionally, it allows the employer to (at least try to) curtail all the pesky costs and
regulations that Health and Safety puts upon teleworking.
The employer hence deserves his fair share of blame when it comes to the clandestine nature of
teleworking.
Lastly, we have the government which, for the sake of our discussion, also acts as a proxy for the
society as a whole. The government can achieve some important benefits, in particular when it
comes to reducing (rush hour) traffic and the associated benefits to the environment. Rush hour
traffic issues are generally costly to have and potentially costly to solve – at least when it comes to
the obvious solutions of laying down more roads. Teleworking offers a relatively simple and low-cost
solution. Additionally, a serious introduction of teleworking also benefits the expectations the
government has regarding the balance between work, life and caregiving – an aspect we discussed in
section 1.2.2 .The Dutch government seems genuinely interested in the phenomenon and has tried
to make it happen. However, as we will see in our discussion of rules and regulation, they have
essentially failed at furthering the phenomenon and may have in fact contributed to its clandestine
nature.
10.1.1.2 What laws, rules and regulations apply?
As far as laws and rules go, we’ve seen in section 2.2.7 that there’s a gamut of applicable laws.
Health and Safety applies to teleworking, burdening the employer with the responsibility for the
workplace environment as well as keeping track of total hours worked by the employee. At the same
time we see that the employer really has no practical way to do this as he’s not allowed to enter
employee’s home. We’ve also seen that in practice, the employer almost never actually satisfies the
legal requirement of providing the workplace environment (furnishings and such).
Despite the fact that the employer can’t enter employees home, adherence to laws does limit the
right to sanctity of the employees home as government officials are allowed to demand entrance to
the home. This is, at least theoretically, a rather large infringement on basic citizen rights if it ever
starts being enforced fully.
However, considering the prevalence of teleworking, the clandestine nature of it, the lack of
complaints regarding it (both in case law as well as the questionnaire) it seems rather obvious that
not adhering to the letter of the law is not causing any issues. At the same time, adhering to it
doesn’t just bring about the infringement of privacy but also a cost to the employer.
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All in all, it doesn’t seem that these laws actually help or for that matter, even mean anything for the
teleworking phenomenon. The laws pretend as if nothing changed, as if the old workplace situation
persisted just at a different address. However, it is obvious that reality doesn’t really care about this
outdated perspective. Continuing down this path means ignoring reality and at its very least
reinforcing the clandestine nature of teleworking and complicating further growth of the
phenomenon. Actually enforcing the laws could possibly eradicate teleworking all together. One has
to wonder why, despite their very good and noble intentions, in the case of teleworking it is
beneficial to have these laws on the books.
Furthermore, we’ve discovered that European tax laws are inhibiting international teleworking. This
is not only indirectly obstructing the free movement of workers in the EU but also possibly causing
unnecessary economic problems related to shortage of labor, in particular in the border regions
where working abroad is an especially viable alternative. Though the current system may have sound
reasoning behind it, adhering to it is likely to create an administrative hassle for the employers, one
that is possibly better avoided if not absolutely necessary.
Lastly we have the Dutch law regulating the “right to telework”. This law, though well intentional,
really doesn’t mean anything in practice. It boils down to “you may ask to telework and can be
turned down on pretty much any grounds imaginable”. One could argue that it’s a “conversation
starter” at the workplace but a) is this really what we have laws for? and b) once the first few
employee’s get turned down, how likely is it that the employees will keep trying? This law, in its
current form, really has no need to exist. The situation prior to the law, as indicated by the case law,
and the situation after the law are not likely to be any different. So why do we have the law?
Mind you, the original ideas behind the law might still hold. It’s just that the current form is lacking
any meaningful impact whatsoever.
Overall we have a picture of a government that seems genuinely interested in teleworking, taking
initiatives to give it a place in the legal system but that somehow fails in implementation. It seems
stuck between the reluctance to let go of the old and wanting to satisfy the new while at the same
time trying to satisfy all parties involved. It’s admittedly not an easy spot to be in. It also isn’t easy to
predict the future so sometimes it’s indeed better not to rush things before one gets a better look at
the whole picture. But perhaps now would be a good time to take some quick, simple and decisive
action.
10.1.1.3 Wat are the employees IT capabilities?
While we’ve seen in the introduction that in the early days of teleworking technology used to be a
major issue, it clearly no longer is 24. For one thing, it would seem that 91.4% of the Dutch private
citizens had access to internet in 2015, 50.3% had a desktop, 72.2% had a laptop/netbook, 58.1%
had a tablet and 73% had a mobile phone or a smartphone (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek ,
2016).
In our investigation, we’ve gone a step further in assessing the private IT infrastructure by looking at
the Bring Your Own Device phenomenon. What have we learnt about that?

24

Our research did show IT related issues still being a grievance for teleworkers but this seems more like a case
of bad configuration / approach than the issues we’ve had in the early days of teleworking when the technology
was unavailable and/or very expensive. Back then, as early pilots showed, pretty much everything, from the
local computer and software, to the connection, to the network, to the back-office system had to be provided to
the employee in order to telework.
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10.1.1.3.1 How do employers and employees perceive BYOD?
Once again we looked at what the employers and employees think about it. And once again we
discovered a large clandestine presence. Another similarity to teleworking is that it does seem to
have increased productivity as one of its advantages. This because, as we’ve seen, the employees are
aware of availability of other IT tools out there and simply prefer (and work better with) their own
devices over the ones offered. In this sense it is important to note that our research shows that
BYOD isn’t about some new technology that the employer doesn’t offer (e.g. social media). It’s
simply about different versions of already offered hardware devices. Other important BYOD drivers
we’ve come across are fun as well as the use of own device being an automatism.
From the employers’ point of view, the major drive to allow BYOD seems to be that it makes the
employees happy and increases their availability.
Here too we see that both employees and employers are to blame for the clandestine status of
BYOD as they can attain the aforementioned advantages without having to “bother” themselves too
much with regulating it. The clandestine status hence allows the employee a free reign over their
devices while the employer can attain some cost savings both by having employees use their own IT
resources as well as by not investing heavily in the infrastructure in order to attain the security and
privacy (which has been found to be a significant influence on the BYOD uptake) that is perhaps
necessary.
As a phenomenon in and of itself, we’ve also discovered that, in contrast to teleworking, it seems to
be born out of necessity and is possibly temporary. If the employer was to offer “better” choice of
devices, the majority of the employees would be fine using the employer’s resources. Hence it is
quite possible that this phenomenon might be easily eradicated in the future, not only by possible
technological advances (e.g. cloud, SaaS i.e. a situation in which the device doesn’t really matter) but
also by employer offering other IT resources to begin with.
10.1.1.3.2 What laws, rules and regulations apply to BYOD?
When it comes to the legal side of things, many of the same Health and Safety rules apply. Of course,
the clandestine status means that the rules aren’t enforced as such.
Looking at the case law, we find that things might be a bit murky. Both employee and employer
remain owners of their own data and both parties need to make sure they don’t lose, delete, steal or
misuse it. The very handling of the data is covered by the newly introduced EU Regulation however,
in the case of the Dutch legal system, this is not likely to change things in practice as the Dutch
judges generally already approach the privacy issues in a similar fashion as the EU Regulation
dictates.
10.1.1.3.3 UTAUT2 as explanation for the use of consumer technology in the workplace
UTAUT2, for all its merits, has only been a partial success in our case. This undoubtedly has a lot to
do with a limited number of respondents to enter into the model as well as the fact that our
questionnaire was largely geared towards giving an overall insight into the phenomenon and not
enough towards UTAUT2 itself. Nonetheless, we’ve discovered that facilitating conditions are a
significant predictor of BYOD participation. However, the general applicability of UTAUT2 for BYOD
might remain questionable as we’ve discovered that a number of underlying constructs
(Performance Expectancy, Effort Expectancy and Price Value) seem to be highly related. This is
something that is possibly hard to avoid, at least in the realm of the BYOD.
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10.1.2 Overall…
So overall we see that, teleworking is alive and kicking in the Netherlands and a viable option for all
parties involved. Employers and employees have experimented with it, sort of a on a case by case
basis, and largely ignored the rules and regulations. Apparently, after years of experimenting, left to
their own devices, this seem to be the best situation employers and employees can come up with.
Which is fair enough. However, the possible initial root of the success might now be weighing it
down. It seems unlikely to truly take off and leave the clandestine, privileged status behind without
some decisive action. Luckily our research point towards what such action could be. Let’s take a look
at it.

10.2 Can something be done to improve the teleworking prevalence in the
Netherlands?
Some scholars in the past who sensed similar problems have advocated for changes at the
workplace like different management styles, leadership, output measurement etc. (see e.g. (Peters
& Batenburg, 2004)). These are valid and absolutely necessary steps to take.
However now, many years later, we see that little has changed. Apparently different incentives are
needed.
What we’re presenting here is a four-pronged approach that, as a package, might give the
teleworking that one final push.
More than 20 years ago (Spittje, 1995) already talked about some of these problems and concluded:
(translated from Dutch)
“Without structured actions/guidance by the government, teleworking as a means to reduce or
spread traffic intensity shall, like many other initiatives, have little or no effect (…)”
We will now offer a concrete example of a way in which the government can take action.
1) Remove the applicability of Health and Safety to the teleworking situation.
Keep only the requirement to inform the employee of proper way of working. A booklet
could be enough.
As mentioned earlier, the associated risk with teleworking is very small while the required
effort to enforce the Health and Safety law is large as well as its consequences e.g. for the
privacy of the home. Besides, the law is being ignored on large scale anyway without any
serious problems.
This move will relieve the employer of associated administrative burden as well as the
necessary cost and legal responsibility. It will make it more likely for an employer to go along
with actual (official) teleworking.
2) Lobby to change the EU tax laws regarding teleworking.
Currently, for an employee teleworking abroad (>25%), it’s unnecessarily cumbersome for
the employer to fulfill the legal administrative requirements.
This move will help employers gain access to a larger talent pool (and vice versa) and help
economic growth.
3) Introduce tax incentives for the employer and the employee to promote teleworking
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These could be, as (Spittje, 1995) mentioned, both positive (tax breaks) and negative (e.g.
mandating a reduction of the commute).
4) Give the employee the right to telework as well as the responsibility for the home
workplace
This would mean that the current teleworking law would have to be amended. At the same
time this undermines the legal right of the employer to determine the time and place of
work. These are valid points. So this law can’t go unbridled: some sort of modulation is
necessary. Precise definition of the modulation is beyond the scope of this research but
possible directions could be duration 25, job description and compelling
commercial/company interests as well as personal traits 26.
However, as the saying goes, with great power comes great responsibility. From this point
on the employee would also be legally responsible for the health and safety aspects of the
workplace situation. Once again, this really doesn’t change matters in practice, as currently
the employee is making one sided (home) workplace decisions as well. But now the
emphasis on one’s own responsibility is clear. People who don’t want to take the
responsibility, don’t have to telework. But we see that a large portion of the population is in
fact already assuming responsibility since clandestine teleworking flourishes.
As a complete package, this proposal for one acknowledges the reality of teleworking. At worst, it
doesn’t much worsen the current situation and at best it clears roadblocks for further development,
makes it easier to take teleworking into account when making plans about the future, both as an
employee as well as employer and the government. It offers the employers a chance to make
achieve actual cost and administrative savings as well as financial means (tax incentives) to better
introduce teleworking in the workplace both technologically (means of communication 27,
collaboration, data security) as well as organizationally (management style, work processes). In
addition, it makes it easier to hire scarce workforce abroad and it removes possible inequality that
currently seems to be present when it comes to teleworking. The package gives employee the
chance to telework if they want to and gives government a way to achieve their own goals regarding
traffic, environment and the balance between work, family and caregiving.

25
For example, 1 day/20% teleworking would mitigate most of the drawbacks while still offering a lot of
advantages
26
Our research shows e.g. the (statistical) importance of such aspects as self-discipline, being able to deal with
less contact with colleagues and customers and being able to deal with less feedback from the supervisor.
27
As a side-note, one of the often noted hurdles to teleworking is lack of social interaction. However, this
doesn’t really have to be an issue since current communication is largely digital anyway. Additionally, limiting
the teleworking intensity/frequency would further constrain this hurdle.
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Chapter 11 Epilogue
Having concluded the research I wanted to understand the historical and societal background of the
conclusions. Hence I decided to give our little whodunit an epilogue. In it we will discuss two things:
1) How the legal findings fit into the overall societal development or to be more precise, how
the (power) relationship between employers and employees developed over the years and
how it relates to the labor law. Rather than examine the changing nature of employers and
employees in detail (which undoubtedly merits a whole new thesis on its own), we will take
a bird’s eye view on what has been going on between those two factions over the last
century and see how that frames and possibly explains the situation teleworking is currently
facing in its form of being a privilege of sorts. We begin by looking at the change in the
power dynamics, followed by a look at the growing separation (both physically and
psychologically) between the employer and the employee. Finally, we will consider how
these changes are mirrored in the labor laws and how perhaps, we in some sense seem to
be coming full circle.
2) What is the reasoning behind laws that get passed but don’t seem to add anything new or
already exist but don’t get enforced (as is the case with laws regarding teleworking and
Health & Safety). To an average person, this is a peculiar phenomenon and in recent decades
often the source of critique on government(s) in general.

11.1 Tipping the scales
Traditionally, the employers have had a stronger position when negotiating the labor relationship.
This was particularly the case when an employer was dealing with an individual employee, as for
example was the case in the classic master servant relationship. Of course, even in those times, the
masters had to take the wellbeing of servants into account if for no other reason, than to make sure
they are able to acquire and retain servants in the future. None the less, we see that this relationship
strongly favored the employer. We see this relationship also codified in early labor laws that, on the
whole, emphasize obedience and repress organizing and unifying of employees 28.
This started to change in the Netherlands in the 19th and 20th centuries. The disproportionate
strength of the employer, the poor state of the working conditions, the proliferation of socialist and
communist ideas and political organization as well as the rise of the trade unions all led to a need for
another view on labor relations. All this was also heavily influenced by the overall movement
towards equality and general prosperity that occurred after WW1 29.
This was also the time of major upheaval of the labor force with Communism threatening to turn the
whole system on its head. Following in the footsteps of the Russian Revolution, the Dutch SDAP
party tried something similar in the Netherlands in 1918. Though the attempt failed quite swiftly, it
did once again show that something needed to change.
It is important to note that the need for change was also recognized by the employers, both as a way
to regain stability in the workplace as well as because they too were influenced by the ideals of the
time, things like equality, care for the weak (in some cases inspired by Christianity) and welfare

28

see e.g. Master and Servant Act in the UK
Examples include voting rights, women’s rights and child protection laws, the latter of which saw its onset in
1874 with the “Kinderwetje van Van Houten”. This law however, had many exception and was poorly enforced
so subsequent laws were passed in the beginning of the 20th century in order to offer the necessary protection to
children.
29
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capitalism/paternalism 30. Last but not least, the employers realized that Communism needed to be
kept at bay and perhaps the best way to do so wouldn’t be an all-out opposition but rather a “gentle
redirection” towards something more acceptable.
All this led to an increasing number of collective bargaining agreements being signed. In the 20’s
and 30’s the collective bargaining agreements got recognized by law which also made them legally
binding across the industry making it effectively impossible for the non-united employers and
employees to underbid it. The result was a shift in the power dynamics of the labor relationship
towards the employee. And that was just the beginning.
After the Second World War, the labor unions and the employers continued the dialogue. The labor
unions eventually acknowledged the role of the employers in running the company (as opposed to
the Communist ideal) but they also got themselves a permanent seat on the table of labor
negotiations e.g. by gaining representation in the newly formed Social and Economic Council of the
Netherlands (SER). On the micro level, this was also the beginning of the introduction of
participation councils within companies which could engage the employer on employee related
issues.
The government, oftentimes lead by parties inspired by socialist and/or Christian ideals, took further
action in protecting the employee by introducing various laws regarding protection from unfair
dismissal and the regulation of pension. The motives behind these actions weren’t always purely the
well-being of the working man though. The government also had a country to rebuild and an
economy to reboot. None the less, the employee profited from this. The employers profited as well,
by the way, since there was also a governmental control on the salary increase.
The 60’s and 70’s continued to influence the nature of authority both in the society as well as in
terms of labor relations. The employee was gaining influence and independence – largely at the cost
of the employer.
With the approach of the 80’s, the employers felt that enough was enough. For them it was
increasingly difficult to run a profitable business any more. By this time, the employers’ legal and
regulatory responsibility seemed to include all sort of aspects of employee as well as societal
wellbeing. (van Doorn, 2009) warned about this saying that (translated) “There can be great
difference of opinion on the subject but the fact is that many entrepreneurs feel that these
expectations, which have been solidified to laws and regulations and supported by sanctions, are
overstretching them (i.e. the employers), not just economically but ideologically and socially as
well”.
As the world wide economy hit some rocky ground, it was apparent that the balance of power may
have swung a bit too much towards the employee. Though this idea was initially resisted by the - by
that time very powerful - labor unions, eventually they too realized that in order to get the economy
growing and keep people employed, certain concessions needed to be made.
This concessive attitude of the Dutch labor unions – perhaps best exemplified by the 1982
Wassenaar Agreement in which wage demands were lowered in exchange for a smaller workweek
and more part time work – has often been viewed as one of the major contributors to the relatively
30
Noteworthy here are for example the initiatives taken by the Dutch industrialists Charles Theodorus Stork and
Anton Phillips both of whom took an extraordinary effort in providing their employers with good quality
housing and living conditions by building entire villages for their employees. Similarly, the Czech industrialist
7RPiã%DĢD, the founder of the Bata shoe company, built Batadorp for the Dutch employees of the company.
Analogous examples can be found internationally as well.
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quick economic recovery in the Netherlands at the time. In many other countries, the labor unions,
which were still very powerful, organized massive strikes and caused major disruption in the socioeconomic life of a nation. Relatively speaking, in the Netherlands this transitional period was
overcome with a lot less stress to the overall system.
Slowly, we were starting to see the dawn of the “deregulation” era which focused on easing the legal
pressure on the employers in various aspects – including the labor law.
At the same time we also see a diminishing strength of the labor unions (as well as leftist political
parties). Many possible reasons can be given for this. The most straightforward is the rise of
individualism in the society. People simply didn’t rally behind ideological institutions of any kind 31. In
case of labor unions, there is perhaps also less of a practical need to do so as most of the historical
pressing issues of the employees had been resolved. Additionally, the fact that labor unions became
such large institutions and have been willing to negotiate with and give concessions to the
employers may have also caused them to lose touch with their traditional supporters. These are just
a few of the reasons that might explain the decline of the membership and hence the influence of
the labor unions.
Throughout the 90’s and the 2000’s the power dynamic was looking for (and often finding) a new
equilibrium – oftentimes at the expense of the employee. At the same time, many of the old
institutional employee rights and laws 32 were reduced or weakened. Though this was possibly driven
by valid socio-economic factors, it did systematically limit the power of the employee.

11.2 The growing distance
With the government doing less and less and expecting the citizens to “take responsibility” for their
future as well as for others in the society 33 people started feeling that they had to “take care of
number one”. In a way, the rise of the internet and personal computer (as well as the rise of the
services economy) in the late 20th and early 21st century also gave them a way to do so. People
became able to “set up shop” at home and provide their services to an employer over the internet.
As we’ve discussed throughout the thesis, this also played an important role in the rise of
teleworking which could be seen as a first step towards employee independence from the employer
– at least in terms of space and time – and to a degree possibly supervision as well. In a way, the
teleworking employee was an early example of a “mini enterprise” (i.e. the employee) that provided
services for another enterprise (the employer).
At the same time, since the 80’s there was a general tendency in both business and government to
be more efficient, effective and focused on core tasks. For government this meant the privatization
of many agencies and for the private sector it meant outsourcing of many non-essential tasks. This
further emphasized the separation between an individual (be it as an employee or as a citizen) and
the private and public institutions/employers. It was all increasingly “strictly business”.
Taking these developments further and perhaps following in the footsteps of the teleworker who
claimed independence in terms of time and space, as the 21st century approached, we saw the
emergence of the freelancer who now also claims independence in terms of the labor contract.

31
As a recognition of this and in an attempt to give it direction, in 1995 president Kok (socialist PvDA party)
said (translated): “The shaking off of the ideological feathers is not only a problem for a party like ours, it is also
a liberating experience” - (Stichting Dr J.M. den Uyl-lezing, 2009)
32
E.g. pension, disability compensation, the unemployment provisions, retirement age, redundancy laws,
severance pay – see also chapter 1
33
see the discussion in chapter 1
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More recently Uber showed us another way of changing the nature of labor relations towards a
model of free collaboration and virtual organization.
The emergence of freelancing as a form of labor has been embraced by some employers as well, as it
provided a way to further limit the legal and financial responsibility for the employee. This didn’t just
occur in the IT based services sector but also for example in the cases of mail delivery, construction
or health care services.
Freelancing is a valid form of employment that can be very beneficial to both the employee, who
often gets a higher salary than a fulltime employee, as well as a company that has the possibility to
hire specialized individuals when needed. However there is an argument to be made that at least
some of the cases were solely motivated by the desire of the employers to deprive the workers of
their legal rights and protections under the law and/or the desire to avoid paying the social
contributions for the employee. Freelancers also have certain tax advantages compared to the
standard employees. Of course, this adds up to a net loss of government income. This loss of income
as well as a feeling of undermining the rights of workers has made the government take a fairly
skeptical stance towards such arrangements even in the cases when the arrangements have been
made with mutual agreement (even mutual agreements could be coerced by a sufficiently powerful
employer) 34.
The Dutch law allows a business relationship to be declared to be a standard employer-employee
relationship even if the underlying contract doesn’t state so (or in some cases doesn’t even exist). As
such, the government (from a fiscal perspective), as well as the legal system (from the legal
perspective), have been examining many of these freelance constructions and trying to come up
with a way to judge what is a true freelance relationship.
This is quite tricky. The traditional way has been to check for three things:
1) does an individual have to perform labor (and in particular, does the labor have to be
performed in person by the same individual)
2) does the individual get paid for the labor over and above the expenses made by the
individual
3) is there a subordinate relationship between the individual and the employer
If answers to all these questions are affirmative, the relationship is seen as traditional employment,
regardless of what the underlying contract says. Following this sort of thought, many freelance
contracts have been branded as employee relationship both in court (rechtspraak.nl, 2015) as well
as well as by the internal revenue department 35. Abroad, we’ve also seen a similar trend when it
comes to the question of the legal status of the Uber drivers 36 as the UK judge deemed them to be
workers and not freelancers (worker is a legal status somewhere between the Dutch categories of
freelancer and an employee).
The government keeps trying to figure out a way out of this conundrum but so far to no avail. A new
law was passed but it was followed shortly by an announcement that the internal revenue service
34
Freelancing arrangements seem to be a topic of some interest in the upcoming 2017 elections as well. The
parties left of the center seem to emphasize protection of both the freelancer as well as a standard employee by
introducing mandatory rules, laws and minimum tariffs, the parties right of the center prefer the emphasis to be
on the freedom of choice and independence from rules (and collective bargaining) - (zipconomy, 2016)
35
Recent numbers show that only 370 out of 4481 submitted freelance contracts have been approved by the
internal revenue department: (nos.nl, 2016)
36
Employment Tribunal Case No 2202551/2015 & others
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will not be enforcing it at least until January 1st 2018 (except in the most “malicious” cases)
(Belastingdienst, 2016).
Clearly, the freelance discussion is far from over in the Netherlands. What’s important for our train
of thought is that this is just the latest trend of shifting the balance of power towards the employer
again. What’s peculiar though is that at least some of the employees seem to be in favor of it too –
as for example can be seen by the fact that some of the biggest critics of the governmental stance
are the freelancers themselves. They seem to have forgotten that an employee only has true
negotiation power if she unites with others. As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter,
employers recognize this in full since some of the first labor laws were doing their best to prevent
the unification of employees in the workplace.

11.3 Going full circle
What we’ve seen so far is that since the beginning of the 20th century, under the influence of labor
unions and likeminded political parties, the balance of power had shifted from the employers to the
employees. The late 20th century provided a perhaps necessary correction back towards the
employers however with the onset of the 21st century this trends continues in full, this time spurred
on not just by the employers but by the employees themselves. The demise of the welfare state and
the rise of individualism provided the societal fuel while the prevalence of IT and internet gave the
means to further drive the independence of the worker.
Perhaps this development also explains the labor laws as we have them on the books. The labor laws
of the 20th century were generally compulsory and applicable to all. The more recent laws (e.g. laws
regulating working hours that came into effect in 2000) were no longer compulsory as the employer
could deny them under certain circumstances. Still, those circumstances were fairly strict and well
defined and required compelling reasons on the part of employer in order to negate them. Since
then however, the power of the employer has risen further so that by the time we start talking
about the laws regulating teleworking (2016), the denial conditions have been relaxed even more,
effectively relegating the laws to the realm of a privilege as the employer could negate them on
pretty much any grounds he can come up with. And as we’ve seen throughout the presented
research, this status of a privilege can hamper further development of a desired phenomenon, one
that can have important societal benefits.
So if on one hand we see teleworking and rise of personal IT (which is related to our BYOD
discussion) as an early precursor of modern information based freelancing and the changing nature
of employment relationship, perhaps now teleworking also shows us what the possible
consequences of such course can be: a legal status based more on privileges and less on rights. This
would give the employer – in charge of dolling out those privileges as he sees fit –more power than
he’s had since the first half of the 20th century. In such a world, certain employees (ones with the
necessary power, status and leverage) will be able to enjoy these privileges to the fullest. However –
if history is any guide in this – others are likely to have a hard time negotiating with their employer,
in particular if they keep refusing to unite and perform collective bargaining. This observation seems
to find some support in the recent report by The Netherlands Institute for Social Research we
mentioned in the previous chapter.
And then, perhaps, the history will repeat itself once more. It wouldn’t be the first time and likely it
won’t be the last.
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11.4 Laws – the optional kind
According to Descartes, "A state is better governed which has few laws, and those laws strictly
observed". However, as we’ve seen throughout the thesis, it sometimes seems like we have more
laws than we need (teleworking) as well as laws which aren’t really observed (Health&Safety
regarding teleworking).
In this section we will try to understand the reasons, if any, behind this. Basically, we will look at two
things: a) Why do we sometimes (seem to) have laws that don’t do much and b) Why do we
sometimes have laws that we don’t enforce. Much like our previous discussion, this too is a subject
that has been and undoubtedly will be discussed by many great scholars – most likely without
coming to a definitive answer. My goal here is not to come to some sort of ultimate conclusion but
merely to understand the reasoning behind it and hence, be able to place the laws we’ve examined
throughout the thesis in some sort of context.

11.4.1 Law – what is it good for?
To a layman, the purpose of laws is quite simple. They are supposed to guide the behavior of a
society by stating what is and what isn’t allowed. However, from the point of view of the legal theory
and sociology of law, there might be a bit more to it. For example, a law might be used to affirm a
certain social norm. A society (at least a vocal part of it) might feel a certain way towards something
and might feel the need to emphasize this “once and for all”. An illustration of this is the widely
discussed introduction of article 3:2a BW in 2013 which states that animals are not things (goods)
only to be swiftly followed by article 3:2b BW saying that all provisions that apply to things, also
apply to animals (within legally allowed boundaries). Two points of view could be taken here. One,
represented by (Altena-Davidsen & Verheul, 2013) as well as the politicians sponsoring the law 37, is
that this is a law that recognizes the intrinsic value of animals and distinguishes them from things.
They assert that there is a widespread societal belief that animals should be treated differently than
inanimate objects. Nobody really disputes that the actual end result will be negligible if any.
However, the value of the law is seen in codifying and emphasizing our respect for animals which in
turn, might make us deal with animal related issues in a more conscious manner – i.e. we might just
stop and think a bit more before we decide something on animals’ behalf. Lastly, if people feel that
animals aren’t things, what is the harm in aligning the law with the feeling of the people? Shouldn’t
the laws generally try to align themselves with how a nation feels?
Of course, there is a counterargument to be made. (Tuil & Dijkshoorn, 2010) state that this law
doesn’t add or change anything: animals aren’t objects but apparently, all the same provisions apply.
They point to the fact that animal rights have been codified in various articles (both in criminal law
and the Civil Code) as well that the general articles of the Civil Code already state that legal acts that
violate the public order, morality or a compelling law are void (artikel 3:40 BW). Furthermore, in
book 5 of the Civil Code, when dealing with business law (5:1 lid 2 BW), we see that one is always
limited by the written and unwritten laws and regulations of others when using property (which
includes animals). In conclusion, they feel that, not only does this new law not change anything, but
that adding it goes against the guiding principles of the Civil Code (which is to try to specify the
general rather than the specific) and makes it illegible. Overall they see this law as a perfect example
of a symbolic law.
“Symbolic law” has become a bit of a standard derogatory catchphrase in the Dutch media and
political discourse in the last few decades. Judging by the frequency of its use in the media, one

37
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might sometimes get the feeling that all the government ever does is pass symbolic laws. So what
exactly is a symbolic law?
Van Klink ( (Klink, 2014) tells us that a symbolic law is a law that has been made to act as symbol
within a society. In that sense, the law isn’t about just what it says but also about a deeper
secondary meaning that it represents – oftentimes some sort of social, spiritual or political value of
importance to the society. As such, these laws are oftentimes vague and difficult to enforce.
As Van Klink points out, symbolic laws can have three effects: affirmation of a social norm (held by a
group in the society), show of force by the government or they can attempt to solve a conflict
between two unevenly matched social groups in the society. The terms used to distinguish them are
respectively status-laws (status of a group is affirmed), illusion-laws (an illusion of action by the
government is created) and compromise-laws (interests of rivaling groups are reconciled by the
appearance of a compromise in order to deescalate a conflict). As such, he concludes, it is wrong to
see symbolic as a purely negative and useless thing. It has its use, it just isn’t the same as the use of a
conventional law.
Furthermore, he points out, the laws could also be aspirational (“communicational law”). In a way,
the government uses the laws to communicate a general (oftentimes idealistic) idea or fundamental
values and lets the population, scholars and legal professionals work out the details within this open
norm. The idealistic idea should, at least in principle, be supported by the society at large. However,
the every-day implications of that idea can be quite tricky and cause great differences of opinion so
the society gets to decide it on a case by case basis using the symbolic laws as a general guide. In
practice, this could also mean that the society gets to decide what the law means at any given time
in history (e.g. “equality” could be interpreted differently as time goes on).
So, though there are many, many disagreements and fundamental differences of opinion on the
subject (as Van Klink himself points out), there is at least some theoretical merit to symbolic laws.
It is also worth emphasizing that some forms of symbolic laws, e.g. the aforementioned illusion laws,
are often spurred on by the very people that frequently criticize the existence of symbolic laws: us,
the general public. The electorate historically seems to have a strong preference for simple, short
and resolute solutions to all their problems, regardless of the true underlying complexity of the
problem. We simply like it when someone says: this is the problem, this is the solution, it’s all taken
care of now so go back to bed 38. If, in an aftermath of a disaster, a crisis or a terrorist attack for
example, our leaders were to say that there’s really nothing they can do to prevent this in the future
and that it may take years if not decades to get to the bottom of it all, there would be an uproar of
tremendous proportions. We want the leaders to do something – anything, really. The fact that their
actions won’t actually solve the problem, doesn’t matter. What matters is that we feel that a
solution has been provided and things can go back to the way they were. So what do our leaders
understandably do? They offer symbolic laws. Or their opponents do and then they get elected to
office.
The flipside of this particular coin is that once the people realize that symbolic laws were only used
to pacify them, they might revolt or lose faith in the government and laws all together. This is
something that might take years to repair.
38
Coincidently, an infamous speech by the Dutch president in 1936 was almost literally based on these words.
As the international tensions grew, a number of Dutch conscription soldiers were kept in service longer than
anticipated but the president concluded his radio speech by saying that people can go back to sleep and that
there is nothing to worry about.
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All in all, this discussion shows that at least in theory, symbolic laws serve a purpose – though be it a
debatable one. While it won’t change everybody’s mind (it certainly hasn’t changed mine with
regards to the teleworking conclusions in the thesis), it does offer an insight into where the other
side is coming from.

11.4.2 To enforce or not to enforce….
At this point I would like to turn to the remaining question of this section: why do we sometimes
have laws that we don’t enforce (as is the case with the Health & Safety laws regarding
teleworking)? Of course, this discussion cannot occur without mentioning the Dutch coffee shops so
let’s get that out of the way first.
While the world generally perceives the Netherlands as a country that legalized soft drugs – it hasn’t.
Possession of drugs is illegal. However, in practice it basically boils down to this: the legal system
turns a blind eye to owning or buying (from coffee shops) small quantities of soft drugs. What you
definitely aren’t allowed to do is buy or sell large quantities. It doesn’t take a mathematical
wunderkind to figure out that anybody (i.e. coffee shops) who sells a lot of small quantities must’ve
at some point somehow acquired a large batch somewhere – which is illegal. The Dutch solution is
to, for all intents and purposes, ignore this. It is part of what is referred to as a policy of legal
tolerance. The reasoning behind this stance is that fighting it would require great resources while
producing limited results and pushing the soft drug trade further underground. By tolerating it, the
government can control it better with less resources.
Legal tolerance is to an extent, even codified in Dutch law – usually in some form of a discretionary
power of the enforcement officers. For example, in the criminal law, article 167 allows the Dutch
public prosecutor not to prosecute a crime. In general, governmental administrative enforcement
agency is allowed to decide not to act against certain crimes as well 39, for example due to policy
reasons. However, after a complaint from a citizen, the agency generally does have to take action
unless special circumstances occur. These circumstances seem to be strict (e.g. if the laws relating to
the act are expected to change) but none the less, they exist. In all these cases, the underlying
argument is related to capacity issues and hence priorities of enforcement.
Related to the issue of capacity is also the practicality, impact and the social acceptance of the
enforcement. In the aforementioned case law, the judges state that sometimes the reinforcement
can be so disproportionate to the gain, that it is justifiable to forgo it. This might also be the case
when it comes to Health and Safety and teleworking. It’s not just that the agencies don’t have the
capacity to enforce the rules (which they certainly don’t) but also the sheer organization of such an
endeavor as well as the invasion of privacy that goes along with it might just be way to
disproportional to the good it’s trying to do. If employees were to complain about Health & Safety
issues and demand enforcement, the agency would likely make an effort to enforce the rules – at
least in the cases where complaints were made. However, as we’ve seen, people generally don’t
seem to complain about this so nothing happens.
As far as enforcement of the law is concerned, what we’ve seen here shows us that indeed, there is
plenty of legal grounds for an enforcement agency not to enforce the law – even sometimes in cases
where an enforcement request was made by a party. Legally speaking though, a request by a citizen
should move an agency into action. As for why the Dutch legal system has this particular system of
legal tolerance or refusal of enforcement? Well, sometimes it’s a matter of conscious policy of better
39
Council of State June 4th 2014 ECLI:NL:RVS:2014:1982; Council of State July 28th 2010
ECLI:NL:RVS:2010:BN2614
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controlling an activity that would otherwise disappear into the anonymity of the illegality (e.g. drug
policy or the attitude towards illegal immigrants – at least in the past). However, even more often
it’s a matter of resources and, as is frequently the case with the symbolic law, practicality. It also
allows the government to, on one hand, give its citizens some leeway in their everyday lives and not
over criminalize the society. On the other hand though, if the government at any point feels the
need to crack down on something, all the legal grounds for such action are already present. Perhaps
one could say that in a way it’s the Dutch version of the “speak softly but carry a big stick” policy.
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Further research
Taking the liberty to interject a personal note at this point, I believe science to be one of the most
fascinating endeavors we have ever embarked on as a species. To me, it is about the journey as
much as it is about the end result. As every answer poses a new question, it is like a perpetual itch
that you compulsively need to scratch just one more time.
This research into the world of teleworking and Bring Your Own Device has inevitably left me with a
few itches I wish I had the opportunity, time and/or resources to scratch just a bit more. However, to
all good things must come an end and I will use this opportunity to jot down a few roads less
travelled that the next passerby might be interested in perusing.
To start with, it for the proposal to be put in practice, additional research is needed regarding the
possible modulating necessary in adopting the (actual) right to telework. As mentioned earlier,
interesting directions could be frequency, job description, personal traits, and compelling company
and commercial reason. Additionally, our proposal mentions the use of tax incentives, both positive
and negative. Some in-depth study is perhaps needed here as not to create perverse incentives and
get unintended consequences or even create an unworkable or impossible situations (e.g. if negative
incentives are based on goals which are too ambitious and hence unattainable).
Next, despite a few open questions in the questionnaires, this research was by and large
quantitative. As many of the aspects are dealing with the “human” side of IT, I always felt that a
qualitative approach could possibly provide certain insights missed out on by the quantitative
method. In the course of the research, in particular in relation to the BYOD, I became quite
interested in Grounded Theory. Originating in the 1960’s from the work of Glasser, Straus and their
colleagues, it fully came on the scientific scene in their landmark book THE DISCOVERY OF
GROUNDED THEORY: strategies for qualitative research (Glasser & Strauss, 1967 (reprinted 2006)) in
which they define the purpose of their book as “how the discovery of theory from data systematically obtained and analyzed in social research-can be furthered”. In particular, they
intended to juxtapose it to “…the theory generated by logical deduction from a priori assumptions”.
In general, it was their intention to present a scientifically sound way to generate a theory in
sociology. Since it opposes the a priori assumptions, the theory offers a way to research a relatively
unknown area of interest. This felt like a great fit for the world of BYOD as at the time it was a fairly
uninvestigated phenomenon.
An important aspect of the Grounded Theory approach is that it essentially encourages the
researchers to come up with their own and hence possibly new theories. This because the traditional
positivistic approach is founded on literature reviews and hypotheses based on preconceived
notions and theories that are then experimentally tested. Though this approach has its
unquestionable merits, a side effect could be that generally few new theories get formulated.
I especially became interested in the constructivist view of Grounded Theory. The constructivist view
takes the original notions of Grounded Theory like coding, sampling, memo writing and iterative
comparison and combines them with induction, postmodernism, subjective reality and relativism
while at the same time acknowledging the biased position of both the participant and the
researcher. This is more in line with the interpretivist way of doing science. According to this view
there isn’t one reality but multiple realities, all dependent on the meanings and interpretations of
the participants (including the researcher). The goal of interpretivist research is to understand and
interpret human behaviour rather than to coming up with a general theory that predicts causes and
effects (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988) . The most important aspect is understanding motives, meanings,
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reasons and other subjective experiences which are time and context bound (Hudson & Ozanne,
1988).
In her approach to the constructivist Grounded Theory, (Charmaz, 2014) emphasizes flexible
guidelines instead of methodological rules. She disagrees with the original Ground Theory notions of
emergence and theory discovery from the data. She believes that the researcher, the data, the
subject matter, the analysis and the emergent theory are all interconnected and constructed trough
involvement and interaction with ideas, people and methods. Hence, the resulting theory is not the
absolute truth but rather an interpretation.
Of course, the data collection for Grounded Theory would likely be based on interviews. I believe the
use of interviews could reveal new and interesting insights. Furthermore, it would also be interesting
to focus those interviews on different types of employees and in particular to zoom into the
freelancers – freelancing being a somewhat popular form of employment in the Netherlands in the
recent years. This is also due in part to the changing nature of the employment relationship we
mentioned in the chapter on BYOD. In a way the freelancers represent the possible “future
workforce” and hence conceivably have certain predictive power with relation to, for example,
BYOD in the future.

Moreover, though we looked into it a bit in our own quantitative research, aspects like the
aforementioned Personal Information Systems and Personal Branding are also interesting aspects to
look further into, in particular when we combine it with the freelancers as a target research group.
And if we achieve all that and indeed come up with a theory of our own using Grounded Theory,
then we could use PLS to test those theories further. PLS was a new methodology for me personally
and, though it has its limitation, it is definitely something that would be interesting to use more
extensively in the study of these phenomena. I was pleasantly surprised to see that PLSPM package
in R and in particular SmartPLS have really become accessible tools that allow interesting
experiments to be performed in coming up and testing explanatory models.
Perhaps somebody else might be interesting in taking up one of these batons and carrying them
further…
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206

207

208

209

210

211

212

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220

221

222

Appendix 4 (BYOD questionnaire – employers)
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Appendix 5 Statistical Teleworking Calculations:
a) Age in relation to teleworking
Mann-Whitney Test
Ranks
Teleworking participation
How old are you?

N

Mean Rank

Sum of Ranks

Teleworkers

67

60,33

4042,00

Non-teleworkers

40

43,40

1736,00

Total

107

Test Statisticsa
How old are
you?
Mann-Whitney U
Wilcoxon W

916,000
1736,000

Z

-2,849

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

,004

Exact Sig. (2-tailed)

,004

Exact Sig. (1-tailed)

,002

Point Probability

,000

a. Grouping Variable: Teleworking
participation

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic
Value
Ordinal by Ordinal Gamma
N of Valid Cases

-,421

Standardize

Approximate

Approximate

Exact

d Errora

Tb

Significance

Significance

,137

-2,900

,004

,004

107

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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b) Marital status in relation to teleworking

Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid
N
What is your marital status?

Percent
107

* Teleworking participation

Missing
N

Total

Percent

100,0%

0

N

0,0%

Percent
107

100,0%

What is your marital status? * Teleworking participation Crosstabulation
Count
Teleworking participation
Teleworkers
What is your marital status?

Non-teleworkers

Total

Married

43

17

60

Living together

12

16

28

Single

12

7

19

67

40

107

Total

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance Exact Sig.
Value

df

(2-sided)

(2-sided)

6,772a

2

,034

,037

Likelihood Ratio

6,666

2

,036

,041

Fisher's Exact Test

6,616

Pearson Chi-Square

Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases

1,898b

Exact Sig.

Point

(1-sided)

Probability

,037
1

,168

,196

,107

,040

107

a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7,10.
b. The standardized statistic is 1,378.

Directional Measures
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Approxim
Asymptotic
Standardized
Value
Nominal by

Lambda

Nominal

Symmetric

ate

Exact

Approximat Significan Significan

Errora

e Tb

ce

ce

,046

,059

,758

,448

,000

,000

.c

.c

,100

,125

,758

,448

,038

,030

,017d

,023

,063

,048

,035d

,037

What is your
marital status?
Dependent
Teleworking
participation
Dependent
Goodman

What is your

and

marital status?

Kruskal

Dependent

tau

Teleworking
participation
Dependent

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
c. Cannot be computed because the asymptotic standard error equals zero.
d. Based on chi-square approximation

c) Self assessment of the entire population - the Mann-Whitney Test statistics

Mann-Whitney Test
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I am good at dealing with less feedback and
supervision from my superior

I am good at organizing and planning my work
activities.

I am good at keeping the demands of my personal
and work situation separate

I can deal well with target based work
arrangements

I am good at solving problems on my own

I can cope well with unexpected situations

I can cope well with less frequent personal contact
with colleagues and customers

I am self disciplined wrt my work

Test Statisticsa

107

40

Total

67

Non-teleworkers
64,91

47,49

54,74

107

53,56

40

59,74

50,57

55,11

67

Teleworkers

Total

Teleworkers
Non-teleworkers

107

40

Non-teleworkers

Total

67

Teleworkers

107

40

Total

67

Non-teleworkers

53,34

54,04

107

53,98

40

57,78

51,75

63,00

48,63

59,66

50,62

Mean Rank

67

Teleworkers

Total

Teleworkers
Non-teleworkers

107

40

Non-teleworkers

Total

67

Teleworkers

107

40

Total

67

Non-teleworkers

107

Teleworkers

Total

40

Non-teleworkers

N
67

Ranks

Teleworking participation
Teleworkers

2596,50

3181,50

2189,50

3588,50

2389,50

3388,50

2204,50

3573,50

2161,50

3616,50

2311,00

3467,00

2520,00

3258,00

2386,50

3391,50

Sum of Ranks
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I can cope
well with
unexpecte
d situations
1189,000
3467,000
-1,176
,240
,242
,124
,016

I am good at
solving
problems on
my own
1338,500
3616,500
-,013
,989
1,000
,585
,189

I can deal
well with
target based
work
arrangement
s
1295,500
3573,500
-,452
,651
,619
,294
,031

I am good at
keeping the
demands of my
personal and
work situation
separate
1110,500
3388,500
-1,779
,075
,076
,039
,001
I am good at
organizing and
planning my
work activities.
1310,500
3588,500
-,238
,812
,813
,407
,017

I am good at
dealing with
less feedback
and supervision
from my
superior
903,500
3181,500
-3,720
,000
,000
,000
,000

N
100,0%
100,0%
100,0%

107
107

Percent
107

Valid

Case Processing Summary

Gamma

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

Ordinal by Ordinal
N of Valid Cases

Value
107

,433

N

0

0

0

Cases
Missing

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic
Standardized Errora
Approximate Tb
,189
1,924

I am self disciplined wrt my work * Teleworking participation

I am self disciplined wrt my work * Teleworking
participation
I can cope well with less frequent personal contact
with colleagues and customers * Teleworking
participation
I am good at dealing with less feedback and
supervision from my superior * Teleworking
participation

Crosstabs

Approximate
Significance
,054

0,0%

0,0%

0,0%

Percent

107

107

107

Total

100,0%

100,0%

100,0%

Percent

Exact Significance
,069

N

d) Goodman and Kruskal's gamma calculations for the statstically significant items in the population self assesment:

I can cope well
with less
frequent
personal
I am self
contact with
disciplined wrt
colleagues and
my work
customers
Mann-Whitney U
1113,500
980,000
Wilcoxon W
3391,500
3258,000
Z
-2,014
-2,633
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
,044
,008
Exact Sig. (2-tailed)
,038
,008
Exact Sig. (1-tailed)
,025
,004
Point Probability
,009
,000
a. Grouping Variable: Teleworking participation
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Gamma
107

,434

Approximate
Significance
,008
Exact Significance
,012

Gamma
107

,688

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic
Standardized Errora
Approximate Tb
,124
3,586

e) Possible advantages of teleworking - the Mann-Whitney Test statistics

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Ordinal by Ordinal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Approximate
Significance
,000

Exact Significance
,001

I am good at dealing with less feedback and supervision from my superior * Teleworking participation

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Ordinal by Ordinal
N of Valid Cases

Value

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic
Standardized Errora
Approximate Tb
,143
2,660

I can cope well with less frequent personal contact with colleagues and customers * Teleworking participation

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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Ranks
Teleworking participation
TW will reduce sick leave

Teleworkers
Non-teleworkers
Total

N

Mean Rank

Sum of Ranks

67

62,71

4201,50

40

39,41

1576,50

107

TW is less stressfull than

Teleworkers

67

57,97

3884,00

office work

Non-teleworkers

40

47,35

1894,00

67

56,93

3814,00

40

49,10

1964,00

Total

107

TW makes it easier to re-

Teleworkers

introduce disabled to the

Non-teleworkers

workforce

Total

TW will increase my

Teleworkers

67

54,33

3640,00

discretionary income

Non-teleworkers

40

53,45

2138,00

Total

107

107

TW requires a dedicated

Teleworkers

67

52,26

3501,50

office room

Non-teleworkers

40

56,91

2276,50

67

55,04

3687,50

40

52,26

2090,50

67

50,87

3408,50

40

59,24

2369,50

Total
Successful teleworker needs Teleworkers
to be able to work

Non-teleworkers

independently

Total

Successful teleworker needs Teleworkers

107

107

to be knowledgeable about

Non-teleworkers

the use of IT

Total

A successful teleworker

Teleworkers

67

50,05

3353,50

needs to be able to solve IT

Non-teleworkers

40

60,61

2424,50

problems by himself

Total

Introduction of telework

Teleworkers

67

53,51

3585,00

40

54,83

2193,00

67

63,17

4232,50

40

38,64

1545,50

requires a target based work Non-teleworkers

107

107

arrangement

Total

I expect that TW will make

Teleworkers

me more productive and

Non-teleworkers

efficient

Total

I expect I will have more

Teleworkers

67

59,19

3966,00

time to spend on my family

Non-teleworkers

40

45,30

1812,00

and friends due to TW

Total

107

107

107
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,000

,000

,000

,000

-4,003

1576,500

,000

,037

,073

,073

-1,790

1894,000

1074,000

work

sick leave

756,500

than office

reduce

,000

,095

,189

,189

-1,314

1964,000

1144,000

workforce

disabled to the

introduce

easier to re-

TW makes it

a. Grouping Variable: Teleworking participation

Probability

Point

tailed)

Exact Sig. (1-

tailed)

Exact Sig. (2-

(2-tailed)

Asymp. Sig.

Z

Wilcoxon W

Whitney U

Mann-

stressfull

TW will

TW is less

,002

,436

,871

,872

-,161

2138,000

1318,000

income

discretionary

increase my

TW will

,001

,215

,427

,425

-,797

3501,500

1223,500

room

office

dedicated

requires a

TW

,036

,249

,500

,517

-,649

2090,500

1270,500

needs to be

teleworker

A successful

ble about

,002

,077

,154

,152

-1,433

3408,500

1130,500

,000

,038

,076

,075

-1,782

3353,500

1075,500

by himself

IT problems

knowledgea able to solve

needs to be

teleworker

Successful

independently the use of IT

able to work

needs to be

teleworker

Successful

Test Statisticsa

,013

,426

,841

,807

-,245

3585,000

1307,000

t

arrangemen

work

target based

requires a

of telework

Introduction

,000

,000

,000

,000

-4,521

1545,500

725,500

and efficient

productive

more

make me

TW will

I expect that

,000

,010

,020

,021

-2,316

1812,000

992,000

due to TW

and friends

my family

spend on

more time to

will have

I expect I
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f)

Goodman and Kruskal's gamma calculations for the statstically significant items:

Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid
N
TW will reduce sick leave *
Teleworking participation

Missing

Percent

N

Total

Percent

N

Percent

107

100,0%

0

0,0%

107

100,0%

107

100,0%

0

0,0%

107

100,0%

107

100,0%

0

0,0%

107

100,0%

107

100,0%

0

0,0%

107

100,0%

107

100,0%

0

0,0%

107

100,0%

TW is less stressfull than
office work * Teleworking
participation
A successful teleworker
needs to be able to solve IT
problems by himself *
Teleworking participation
I expect that TW will make
me more productive and
efficient * Teleworking
participation
I expect I will have more
time to spend on my family
and friends due to TW *
Teleworking participation
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b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the
null hypothesis.

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

107

,133

-,331

N of Valid Cases

,101

-,676

I expect that TW will make me more productive and
efficient * Teleworking participation
I expect I will have more time to spend on my family
and friends due to TW * Teleworking participation

,139

,267

A successful teleworker needs to be able to solve IT
problems by himself * Teleworking participation

,142

-,263

Asymptotic
Standardized
Errora
,109

TW is less stressfull than office work * Teleworking
participation

TW will reduce sick leave * Teleworking participation

Gamma
Value
,-,575

Symmetric Measures

-2,383

-4,737

1,873

-1,792

Approximate
Tb
-4,416

,017

,000

,061

,073

Approximate
Significance
,000

,021

,000

,075

,061

Exact
Significance
,000
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Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Own IT resources are a better fit for my way of
working

Company IT resources leave an impression of
being old fashioned (e.g. on customers)

I can be more efficient with my own IT
resources than with the companys

My own IT resources make me more productive

My own IT resources are easier to use and
understand

My own IT resources are more fun to use

I prefer carrying around less IT resources (e.g.
1 phone instead of two)

My own IT resources work better with other IT
resources and services

My own IT resources provide a better value for
the money

Own IT resources are better than emplyees
resources

Ranks
Do you use own IT resources for work
Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

a) Mann-Whitney Test statistics of the BYOD advantages

Appendix 6 Statistical BYOD Calculations:

N

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

15,23
20,60

20,05
18,56

18,27
19,31

14,32
20,98

16,50
20,06

13,64
21,27

15,41
20,52

16,36
20,12

15,14
20,63

Mean Rank
15,18
20,62

167,50
535,50

220,50
482,50

201,00
502,00

157,50
545,50

181,50
521,50

150,00
553,00

169,50
533,50

180,00
523,00

166,50
536,50

Sum of Ranks
167,00
536,00
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,015

,072

,141

,170b

,134

-1,498

167,000

101,000

,004

,073

,149

,160b

,141

-1,472

166,500

100,500

Own IT
resources
are a better
fit for my
way of
working

,009

,024

,003

,022

,041

,051b

,042

-2,029

150,000

84,000

My own IT
resources
make me
more
productive

,009

,172

,346

,366b

,340

-,955

181,500

115,500

My own IT
resources
are easier
to use and
understand

,006

,041

,080

,087b

,076

-1,774

157,500

91,500

My own IT
resources
are more
fun to use

,052

,404

,791

,806b

,767

-,296

201,000

135,000

I prefer
carrying
around less
IT
resources
(e.g. 1
phone
instead of
two)

b) Goodman and Kruskal's gamma calculations of the statistically significant BYOD advantage

b. Not corrected for ties.

,084

,181

,192b

,169

-1,374

169,500

103,500

I can be
more
efficient
with my
own IT
resources
than with
the
companys

,158

,301

,349b

,284

-1,070

180,000

114,000

a. Grouping Variable: Do you use own IT resources for work

Point Probability

Exact Sig. (1-tailed)

Exact Sig. (2-tailed)

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed
Sig.)]

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

Z

Wilcoxon W

Mann-Whitney U

Own IT
resources
are better
than
emplyees
resources

Company
IT
resources
leave an
impression
of being old
fashioned
(e.g. on
customers)

Test Statisticsa

,028

,355

,700

,707b

,690

-,398

482,500

131,500

My own IT
resources
work better
with other
IT
resources
and
services

,004

,082

,161

,170b

,154

-1,426

167,500

101,500

My own IT
resources
provide a
better value
for the
money

252

Gamma
37

,522

Value

Asymptotic

Gamma

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

N of Valid Cases

Ordinal by Ordinal

My own IT resources are more fun to use

37

,470

Value

0

0

1,938

Significance

,222

37

37

Total

,053

,024

Approximate
Approximate Tb

Significance

Approximate

N

Asymptotic

2,251

0,0%

0,0%

Percent

Standardized Errora

Symmetric Measures

,201

N

Cases
Missing

Approximate Tb

Symmetric Measures

100,0%

100,0%

Percent

Standardized Errora

37

37

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

N of Valid Cases

Ordinal by Ordinal

My own IT resources make me more
productive

own IT resources are more fun to use

Do you use own IT resources for work * My

own IT resources make me more productive

Do you use own IT resources for work * My

N

Valid

Case Processing Summary

,070

Exact Significance

,041

Exact Significance

100,0%

100,0%

Percent

253

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

BYOD introduces a potential breach of my
privacy (e.g. because the employers has
access to your personal data or can delete
personal data)
BYOD reduces what I can or am allowed to do
with my IT resources (e.g. because the
employee disables certain actions or forbids
them)
My own IT resources dont interact well with the
employers IT resources (e.g. network issues,
file compatibility issues etc)

Im worried about security issues when working
on my own IT resources

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

BYOD introduces additional cost for the
employee

37

26

Total

11

BYOD

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

37

11
26

Non BYOD

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

Non BYOD
BYOD
Total

37

26

BYOD

Total

11

N

Non BYOD

BYOD increases the work pressure

BYOD makes it more difficult to separate work
and personal life which results in more stress

Do you use own IT resources for work

Ranks

c) Mann-Whitney Test statistics of the BYOD disadvantages

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

22,06

11,77

12,27
21,85

13,95
21,13

11,68
22,10

15,68
20,40

16,55
20,04

20,60

15,23

Mean Rank

573,50

129,50

135,00
568,00

153,50
549,50

128,50
574,50

172,50
530,50

182,00
521,00

535,50

167,50

Sum of Ranks
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101,500
167,500
-1,443
,149
,170b
,158
,077
,006

106,500
172,500
-1,261
,207
,229b
,220
,113
,017

BYOD
introduces
additional cost
for the
employee
62,500
128,500
-2,898
,004
,006b
,003
,002
,000

BYOD
introduces a
potential breach
of my privacy
(e.g. because
the employers
has access to
your personal
data or can
delete personal
data)
87,500
153,500
-2,058
,040
,065b
,041
,025
,006

BYOD reduces
what I can or
am allowed to
do with my IT
resources (e.g.
because the
employee
disables certain
actions or
forbids them)
69,000
135,000
-2,533
,011
,013b
,011
,006
,001

My own IT
resources dont
interact well with
the employers
IT resources
(e.g. network
issues, file
compatibility
issues etc)
63,500
129,500
-2,778
,005
,007b
,005
,003
,001

Im worried
about security
issues when
working on my
own IT
resources

d) Goodman and Kruskal's gamma calculations of the statistically significant BYOD disadvantages

116,000
182,000
-,960
,337
,384b
,357
,182
,021

BYOD
increases the
work pressure

a. Grouping Variable: Do you use own IT resources for work
b. Not corrected for ties.

Mann-Whitney U
Wilcoxon W
Z
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]
Exact Sig. (2-tailed)
Exact Sig. (1-tailed)
Point Probability

BYOD makes it
more difficult to
separate work
and personal
life which
results in more
stress

Test Statisticsa

255

Im worried about security issues when working on my
own IT resources * Do you use own IT resources for
work

My own IT resources dont interact well with the
employers IT resources (e.g. network issues, file
compatibility issues etc) * Do you use own IT resources
for work

BYOD reduces what I can or am allowed to do with my
IT resources (e.g. because the employee disables
certain actions or forbids them) * Do you use own IT
resources for work

BYOD introduces a potential breach of my privacy (e.g.
because the employers has access to your personal
data or can delete personal data) * Do you use own IT
resources for work

N

37

37

37

37

Valid

100,0%

100,0%

100,0%

100,0%

Percent

Case Processing Summary

N

0

0

0

0

Missing

Cases

0,0%

0,0%

0,0%

0,0%

Percent

N

37

37

37

37

Total

100,0%

100,0%

100,0%

100,0%

Percent

256

Non BYOD

work

conscious effort

employers IT resources takes

Total

comes naturally to me. Using my BYOD

Using my own IT resources

Do you use own IT resources for

c) Mann-Whitney Test for BYOD automatism

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

Ranks

N

37

26

11

,671

BYOD Participation * I'm worried about security issues when working on my
own IT resources
37

,617

My own IT resources dont interact well with the employers IT resources (e.g.
network issues, file compatibility issues etc)

N of Valid Cases

,219

,569

BYOD Participation * BYOD reduces what I can or am allowed to do with my IT
resources (e.g. because the employee disables certain actions or forbids
them)

21,04

14,18

,003

,004

,047

,002

Approximate
Significance

547,00

,008

,012

,061

,013

Exact
Significance

156,00

Sum of Ranks

2,938

2,855

1,990

3,037

Approximate
Tb

Mean Rank

,168

,175

,158

,674

Asymptotic
Standardized
Errora

BYOD Participation * BYOD introduces a potential breach of my privacy (e.g.
because the employers has access to your personal data or can delete
personal data)

Gamma
Value

Symmetric Measures

257

Using my own IT

,081b
,073
,037
,002

Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]

Exact Sig. (2-tailed)

Exact Sig. (1-tailed)

Point Probability

b. Not corrected for ties.

for work

a. Grouping Variable: Do you use own IT resources

,069

-1,818

156,000

90,000

conscious effort

resources takes

employers IT

Using my

naturally to me.

resources comes

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

Z

Wilcoxon W

Mann-Whitney U

Test Statisticsa
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Gamma
37

,465

1,803

,071

Significance

,237

Approximate
Approximate Tb

Errora

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

N of Valid Cases

Ordinal by Ordinal

Value

Standardized

Asymptotic

Symmetric Measures

Exact

,073

Significance
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