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A Perceptual study of the Urban Indians towards the new Normal: Work from Home 

Abstract: 

As the world tries to come to terms with the not so new anymore, ‘New World Order” and the new normal of working from home in 
the Covid-19 Pandemic ruled corporate world in 2020 a very pertinent question which needs to be addressed is whether the world is 
ready for this forced Work from home situation. While IT and ITES companies were engaging in WFH practices and the virtual office 
since quite a while now but ever since the times of Covid-19 pandemic which made human interaction and close physical proximity 
life threatening in worst cases and life impairing in most cases, the situation was further worsened due to lack of nay vaccines, drugs 
or treatment procedures. The only defence being the practising of social distancing, having minimum human interactions, sanitizing 
everything that one came in contact with and if one had to venture out of the safe haven of home then do so only in dire situations 
wearing a face mask. This forced the government and the corporate to go ahead with the new norm of Working from home or Virtual 
offices. But the transition like any change would come at its own cost and with its accompanied woes or pleasures. 

This paper attempts to study the perception of Indian working executives towards the WFH culture. 

Keywords: Work From Home, Covid-19, New Normal, Perception 

Introduction: 

With the initial nationwide Lockdown being imposed by the government in 21 March 2020, which subsequently was extended to 
several months, until 8th June 2020 when slowly the offices were operational in either hybrid situation that is, half of work done 
virtually and half of the work done official premises; or completely “virtual “,”remote” as we like to refer to as “Work from Home”. 

The economy has seen some beating during the Lockdown and further closure or slow down of economy is not desirable by anyone. 
In this scenario the only way to go about doing the necessary work without disruptive economic challenges and also not jeopardizing 
any lives, technology came to the rescue with the opportunity of working from home. 

But how are people taking to it? 

Review of Literature: 

As noted by Richard Eisenberg in an early-April 2020 MIT survey of 25,000 American workers found that 34% of those who’d been 
employed four weeks earlier said they’re currently working from home. Combined with the roughly 15% who been working from 
home pre-COVID-19, that means nearly half the U.S. workforce might now be remote workers. 

Major Industries engaged in Work from Home 

Sharma .S.2020,elucidates that the executives of  the 123-year-old Godrej Group, with interests spanning personal healthcare 
products, real estate, agriculture and home appliances, expect the company  to consider adopting new work from home (WFH) policies 
after the health emergency passes. 

Godrej is not alone in making the shift. The company has joined hundreds of Indian software and other technology developers in 
adopting the practice, one that promises to cut costs and enhance efficiency in unforeseen and untested ways. 

Harsh Goenka, chairman of the RPG Group, another major conglomerate with interests in infrastructure, information technology, 
pharmaceuticals, tea and tires, confirmed to Asia Times his company’s Covid-19 influenced plans to allow employees to work from 
home. 

TCS, Infosys Technologies and Wipro, India’s top software developers, all say they have transitioned relatively seamlessly from 
office to home work. 
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KhetarpalSonal, 2020, reported that TCS, for one, has already formalized a “25 x 25” switch-over, a corona virus initiated corporate 
restructuring that will allow three of every four of its 449,000 employees to work mainly from home by 2025. Post-COVID, 75% of 
4.5 lakh TCS employees to permanently work from home by '25; from 20% 

Post-corona virus: New model called 25/25 will require far less office space. Decision came after the firm briskly moved 90% of its 
workforce to an operating model called Secure Borderless Work Spaces 

It expects the policy to result in a 25% improvement in throughput, due to time saved in commuting, savings on real estate, reduced 
maintenance costs and even better negotiated salaries. It could also allow for the hiring of more women, many of whose mobility is 
limited by at-home family obligations, and thereby expanding the talent pool. 

CIO India Survey: Business Continuity Amid Corona virus (23-25 March 2020) CIO India survey reveals that 96% of organizations 
have implemented work from home, a steep rise from 19% just two weeks ago. And restrictions on travel have reached a complete 
shutdown at 99%, as enterprises adjust to a new normal of WFH and virtual events. 

Twitter has announced Twitter CEO Jack Dorsey told employees in an email Tuesday that they can keep working from home 
indefinitely, even after COVID-19 related lockdowns end. Dorsey also said Twitter is unlikely to reopen its offices until September at 
the earliest, Buzz Feed News first reported. It’s one of the most generous work-from-home policies put forward by a major tech 
company in the wake of the corona virus pandemic. 

Government Employees in India: 

As per Press Trust of India, reported on CNN-News18 Arunima 2020, Government employees are not to be left behind. Government 
is Planning 15-day Work from Home in a Year for Its Employees as Corona virus Alters Dynamics.Reimbursement of data, helping 
officials procures desktops or laptops have all been dealt with in the proposal. 

Accepting the reality of corona virus influencing work patterns in the coming days, the Ministry of Personnel has circulated a draft 
proposing work from home for all central government employees for at least 15 days in a year.  

Ministries have been asked to respond to the draft by May 21, post which department of administrative reforms and public grievance 
in the Ministry of Personnel will finalize the work from home protocol. 

Debjani Ghosh, president of Nasscom, an association of Indian software companies, tweeted on Tuesday about a meeting she had with 
the government’s information technology department on how to facilitate work from home as a long-term option for employers and 
employees. 

“If done right, it can throw up tremendous opportunities for both,” she tweeted. 

It is widely believed that technological innovations in microelectronics and telecommunication could shift literally millions of jobs out 
of the factories and offices into which the Second Wave (Industrial Revolution) swept them and right back to where they came from 
originally: the home" (Toffler, 1981, p. 204). This shift is likely to have far-reaching implications on systems such as transportation, 
energy consumption, air pollution, the labor market, the family and educational institutions (Salomon & Salomon, 1984; Stanford 
Research Institute, 1977). 
Flexible working arrangements allow workers to continue making productive contributions to the workforce while also attending to 
family and other responsibilities, in situations where such workers would otherwise reduce their labour supply or leave the firm 
(Council of Economic Advisors, 2010). Benefits identified for firms include higher productivity, lower staff turnover and absenteeism, 
and savings on other workplace costs, against the potential drawback of increased difficulty to monitor work (Bloom et al., 2013; 
Baruch, 2001; Bailey and Kurland, 2002). Employees may benefit from reduced commuting time (Baruch, 2001; Bailey and Kurland, 
2002), greater discretion regarding the timing and pace of their work (Greenhaus and Powell, 2006), and the possibility of combining 
work with the needs and rhythm of the family and other private spheres of life (Nätti et al., 2011). Identified drawbacks for people 
who work rom home include career stagnation (Baruch and Nicholson, 1997; Bloom et al., 2013), feelings of social isolation (Bailey 
and Kurland, 2002; Baruch, 2001), increased work-related stress and a tendency to work longer hours (Dockery and Bawa, 2014; 
Baruch, 2000; Kurland and Bailey, 1999; Nätti et al., 2011). 
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Present study is an attempt to understand the perception of employees who are able to manage work from home during this pandemic 
condition. The study tries to find which factors can affect work from home, whether these are positive or negative factors? On the 
basis of explored factors perception of employees will be measured. 

Objectives of the Study 

 To explore factors affecting work from home. 
 To measure the perception of employees towards obtained factors. 

Research Methodology 

The study: Present study tried to report the factors which can affect work from home and also attempts to understand employees’ 
perception towards WFM. Therefore, the study was descriptive in nature. 

Sampling method: As per the need of the study purposive sampling method was used to approach the targeted respondents. 

Sampling Unit: Employees who were performing work from home during this lockdown period are the sampling unit for the study. 

Sample Area: The data was collected from few states of India, such as Madhya Pradesh and Maharashtra, Delhi and Karnataka, 
although the proportion of respondents was high from Madhya Pradesh state. 

Data Sources: Both primary and secondary sources were used to complete the study. Self structured questionnaire was used to collect 
responses from respondents as a primary source. Various e-journals, websites and articles were used as secondary sources to make 
foundation of the study. 

Data Analysis Tools: As per the objectives of the study factor analysis (EFA), Independent t-Test and One-way ANOVA were used 
to analyze the hypotheses with SPSS 21.0 software. 

Data Analysis 

A self-structured questionnaire was designed to study factors which can affect the work from home. Initially 25 questions on 5-point 
likert scale were framed along with demographic variables, problems faced during WFH and also the best thing about work from 
home. Responses were collected through Google form. 121 respondents filled the questionnaire. After data collection exploratory 
factor analysis was performed and total 5 factors were extracted. But due to low factor loadings and low communalities values for the 
items 3 questions were dropped and again on remaining 22 questions exploratory factor analysis were performed. Finally three factors 
were extracted. The Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of internal consistency among items was reported as 0.911 (table 1) which is 
extremely acceptable. 

Table 1: Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of 
Items 

.911 22 
 

The KMO measure of sampling adequacy is 0.921 (table 2) which indicates that the sample is adequate to perform factor analysis. 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity statistic which indicates the strength of relationship among variables, it is 1790.402 (table 2) and p < 0.05 
that means correlation matrix is not an identity matrix. 

Table 2: KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .921 
Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 1790.40
2 

df 210 
Sig. .000 
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Table 3: Factor Loading 

Items Factor 
Name 

Factor 
Loading 

Variance Communality 

Working from home is more relaxing. Moderate 
Factor 

0.671 37.046 0.757 
It gives me time for domestic work. 0.648 0.548 
It is more comfortable to work from home. 0.609 0.723 
It eliminates office distractions. 0.582 0.414 
It saves my time. 0.754 0.660 
It is happier than ever. 0.742 .691 
It is more motivating to work from home. 0.740 .666 
It gives me more time to spend with 
family. 

0.854 .737 

It helps to balance between work and life. 0.814 .768 
It is good to work in less stressful 
environment. 

0.763 .595 

I get more time for my routine work. 0.881 .792 
It gives flexible schedule to me. 0.798 .648 
WFH enhances quality of life. 0.775 .741 
It is more effective to work from home. Positive 

Factor 
0.811 16.837 

 
.783 

It is more productive to work from home. 0.821 .806 
It is more comfortable to work from home. 0.629 .723 
It is more peaceful to work from home. 0.610 .694 
Working from home is tedious than 
working at professional environment. 

Negative 
Factor 

0.691 12.419 .487 

I need to concentrate more while working 
from home. 

0.815 .674 

It is hard to work from home. 0.518 .604 
It deviates my mind while working from 
home. 

0.805 .653 

It is difficult to stick to a routine. 0.672 .484 
 

Figure: Factors affecting Work From Home 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4: Tests of Normality 
Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. 
Positive .979 121 .050 
Negative .981 121 .088 
Moderat
e 

.963 121 .002 

The table 4 describes the normality status of extracted factors named as Positive, Moderate and Negative. As per Shapiro Wilk test the 
factor “Positive” and “Negative are normally distributed but factor “Moderate” is not normally distributed at 5% level of significance, 
i.e., p < 0.05. 

Work 
From 
Home 

Positive Factors 

Negative Factors 

Moderate Factors 
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Hypotheses Testing  

H01: There is no significance difference in male and female employees’ opinion towards positive factor of WFH. 

H02: There is no significance difference in male and female employees’ opinion towards negative factor of WFH. 

H03: There is no significance difference in male and female employees’ opinion towards moderate factor of WFH. 

Table 4: Gender wise Comparison of Mean scores  

Gender wise Comparison of Mean scores towards Positive Factor 
Gender Mean SD N t-Value df p-Value 

Male 2.9481 .97940 89 -1.081 119 .282 Female 3.1659 .97087 32 
Gender wise Comparison of Mean scores towards Negative Factor 

Gender Mean SD N t-Value df p-Value 
Male 2.8652 .86223 89 -.130 119 .897 Female 2.8875 .75850 32 

Gender wise Comparison of Mean scores towards Moderate Factor 
Gender Mean SD N t-Value df p-Value 

Male 2.4635 .97377 89 -2.850 119 .005 Female 3.0625 1.13947 32 
 

For all three factors “Positive”, “Negative” and “Moderate”, the assumption of the homogeneity of variances was met as the Levene’s 
Test is very less for all three factors and p > 0.05, therefore in respect to “Equal Variances assumed” we can conclude that: 

 There is significant difference between male and female employees’ opinion towards Positive factor of work from home. (t = 
- 1.081, df = 119, p = .282) 

 There is significant difference between male and female employees’ opinion towards Negative factor of work from home. (t 
= - 0.130, df = 119, p = .897) 

 There is no significant difference between male and female employees’ opinion towards Moderate factor of work from home. 
(t = - 2.850, df = 119, p = .005) 

Therefore, the above statements and table 4 reflect that the mean scores towards “Positive” and “Negative” factor of work from home 
of male and female employees differ significantly; thus, the null hypotheses that there is no significant difference between male and 
female employees’ opinion towards positive and negative factors do not hold good. 
H04: There is no significance difference in married and unmarried employees’ opinion towards positive factor of WFH. 

H05: There is no significance difference in married and unmarried employees’ opinion towards negative factor of WFH. 

H06: There is no significance difference in married and unmarried employees’ opinion towards moderate factor of WFH. 

Table 5: Marital Status wise Comparison of Mean scores  

Marital Status wise Comparison of Mean scores towards Positive Factor 
Marital Status Mean SD N t-Value df p-Value 

Married 2.9436 .94214 75 .892 119 .374 Unmarried 3.1070 1.03603 46 
Marital Status wise Comparison of Mean scores towards Negative Factor 

Marital Status Mean SD N t-Value df p-Value 
Married 2.8507 .77953 75 .342 119 .732 Unmarried 2.9043 .92158 46 

Marital Status wise Comparison of Mean scores towards Moderate Factor 
Marital Status Mean SD N t-Value df p-Value 

Married 2.5467 1.05242 75 1.007 119 .361 Unmarried 2.7446 1.04415 46 
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For all three factors “Positive”, “Negative” and “Moderate”, the assumption of the homogeneity of variances was met as the Levene’s 
Test is very less for all three factors and p > 0.05, therefore in respect to “Equal Variances assumed” we can conclude that: 

 There is significant difference between married and unmarried employees’ opinion towards Positive factor of work from 
home. (t = 0.892, df = 119, p = .374) 

 There is significant difference between married and unmarried employees’ opinion towards Negative factor of work from 
home. (t = 0.342, df = 119, p = .732) 

 There is no significant difference between married and unmarried employees’ opinion towards Moderate factor of work from 
home. (t = 1.007, df = 119, p = .361) 

Therefore, the above statements and table 5 reflect that the mean scores towards “Positive”, “Negative” and “Moderate” factor of 
work from home of married and unmarried employees differ significantly; thus, the null hypotheses that there is no significant 
difference between male and female employees’ opinion towards positive, negative and  moderate factors do not hold good. 
One-way ANOVA 

H07: µ1 = µ2= µ3 = µ4 (Mean scores are equal among four categories of education level in context to positive factor of work from 
home.) 

 

Table 6: Summary of One-way ANOVA of Education Level of employees and Positive Factor of WFH 

Source of 
Variance df SS MSS F- Value p-value 

Education Level 3 .594 .198 
.203 .894 Error 117 114.154 .976 

Total 120 114.748  
 
An ANOVA test reported at least a mean score for education level of employees is significant different from rest of the mean scores in 
context to Positive factor of work from home, F (3, 117, 5%) = 0.203, p > .0.05. And to know which two categories differ to each other 
multiple comparisons (Post Hoc) was performed by Bonferroni Method because all four groups of education have different sample 
sizes and also the homogeneity of variances condition was satisfied by the dependent variable. 

Table 7: Multiple Comparisons (Bonferroni Method) 
 

(I) 
Education 

(J) 
Education 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 

 UG PG .08873 .25121 1.000  Doctorate .03887 .34117 1.000  Other .41194 .54339 1.000  PG UG -.08873 .25121 1.000  Doctorate -.04986 .27713 1.000  Other .32322 .50564 1.000  Doctorate UG -.03887 .34117 1.000  PG .04986 .27713 1.000  Other .37308 .55584 1.000  Other UG -.41194 .54339 1.000  PG -.32322 .50564 1.000  Doctorate -.37308 .55584 1.000   
Dependent Variable:   Positive 

 
 
 

The output of multiple comparisons as per Bonferroni method shows that the employees of different education categories have 
significant different opinions to each other in context to positive factor of work from home. 
H08: µ1 = µ2= µ3 = µ4 (Mean scores are equal among four categories of education level in context to negative factor of work from 
home.) 
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Table 8: Summary of One-way ANOVA of Education Level of employees and Negative Factor of WFH 

Source of 
Variance df SS MSS F- Value p-value 

Education Level 3 1.128 .376 
.536 .659 Error 117 82.140 .702 

Total 120 83.269  
 

An ANOVA test reported at least one mean score for education level of employees is significant different from rest of the mean scores 
in context to negative factor of work from home, F (3, 117, 5%) = 0.536, p > 0.05. And to know which two categories differ to each other 
multiple comparisons (Post Hoc) was performed by Bonferroni Method because all four groups of education have different sample 
sizes and also the homogeneity of variances condition was satisfied by the dependent variable. 

 
Table 9: Multiple Comparisons (Bonferroni Method) 

 
(I) 
Education 

(J) 
Education 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 

 UG PG -.25339 .21309 1.000  Doctorate -.30737 .28940 1.000  Other -.19737 .46094 1.000  PG UG .25339 .21309 1.000  Doctorate -.05398 .23508 1.000  Other .05602 .42892 1.000  Doctorate UG .30737 .28940 1.000  PG .05398 .23508 1.000  Other .11000 .47151 1.000  Other UG .19737 .46094 1.000  PG -.05602 .42892 1.000  Doctorate -.11000 .47151 1.000  Dependent Variable:   Negative 
The output of multiple comparisons as per Bonferroni method shows that the employees of different education categories have 
significant different opinions to each other in context to negative factor of work from home. 

 
H09: µ1 = µ2= µ3 = µ4 (Mean scores are equal among four categories of education level in context to moderate factor of work from 
home.) 

Table 10: Summary of One-way ANOVA of Education Level of employees and Moderate Factor of WFH 

Source of 
Variance df SS MSS F- Value p-value 

Education Level 3 .368 .123 
.109 .955 Error 117 131.771 1.126 

Total 120 132.139  
 

An ANOVA test reported at least one mean score for education level of employees is significant different from rest of the mean scores 
in context to moderate factor of work from home, F (3, 117, 5%) = 0.109, p > 0.05. And to know which two categories differ to each other 
multiple comparisons (Post Hoc) was performed by Bonferroni Method because all four groups of education have different sample 
sizes and also the homogeneity of variances condition was satisfied by the dependent variable. 
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Table 11: Multiple Comparisons (Bonferroni Method) 
 

(I) 
Education 

(J) 
Education 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 

 UG PG .05469 .26990 1.000  Doctorate .11754 .36655 1.000  Other .30921 .58381 1.000  PG UG -.05469 .26990 1.000  Doctorate .06285 .29775 1.000  Other .25452 .54326 1.000  Doctorate UG -.11754 .36655 1.000  PG -.06285 .29775 1.000  Other .19167 .59720 1.000  Other UG -.30921 .58381 1.000  PG -.25452 .54326 1.000  Doctorate -.19167 .59720 1.000  Dependent Variable:   Moderate 
The output of multiple comparisons as per Bonferroni method shows that the employees of different education categories have 
significant different opinions to each other in context to moderate factor of work from home. 
Findings 
The study found following from the survey: 

 The best thing about the work from home during lockdown is the quality time to spend with family for around 22.3% 
employees and for approx. 18% employees it is the best that they can work during night hours and in odd hours as well; for 
17.4% employees, it is the relaxation from driving in traffic while going to office and coming back to home. 

 Following things employees don’t like about the work from home  
 Approximately 38% employees consider that they miss out real time face to face interactions with colleagues. 
 19% employees opine that they always have to on toe while working from home. 
 For 18% employees it is working 24*7 while doing work from home. 

 Following are the main problems which are faced by employees while working from home: 
 31% employees face lack of internet connectivity and infrastructural related facilities. 
 Around 26% employees are facing lack of secluded, proper, work space/work station in their home. 
 For 19% employees family and social distractions are the problems while operating from home. 

 66% employees do not prefer to continue work from home after lock down whereas 34% employees do not have any problem 
in continuing work from home even after lockdown. 

 69% employees do not feel that their job will be converted into the work from home but 31% feel that their job can be 
converted into work from home. 

 60% employees in the study have no exposure of working from home while 40% had worked from home before lockdown. 
 28% employees stated that they save 1.5-2 hours commuting time while working from home; 23% employees save less than 

30 minutes of commuting time and 18% employees saved around 1 hour commuting time while working from home. 
 29% employees save Rs. 2100-400 in terms fuel while working from home; 26% employees save Rs. 1000-2000 and 25% 

employees save less than Rs 1000 while working from home in terms of fuel. 
 The male and female employees were found to have different opinion towards positive and negative factors of WFH but in 

case of moderate factor they have common opinion. 
 The married and unmarried employees were found to have different opinion towards positive, negative and moderate factors 

of WFH. 
 The employees of different education levels have significant different opinions to each other in context to positive, negative 

and moderate factors of work from home. 
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Appendix 
 

Rotated Component Matrixa 
 Component 

1 2 3 
Q1 .671 .553 .018 
Q2 .648 .329 .141 
Q3 -.090 -.038 .691 
Q9 .567 .629 .078 
Q10 -.013 .102 .815 
Q11 -.001 -.579 .518 
Q12 .562 .610 -.079 
Q14 -.047 -.050 .805 
Q15 .582 .255 .102 
Q16 .132 -.119 .672 
Q17 .754 .301 -.005 
Q18 .742 .367 -.074 
Q19 .740 .315 -.135 
Q20 .854 .079 .037 
Q21 .814 .320 -.067 
Q22 .763 .097 .059 
Q23 .881 .106 -.063 
Q24 .798 .104 -.025 
Q25 .775 .362 -.099 
Q4 .347 .811 -.075 
Q6 .359 .821 -.049 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 

 
Total Variance Explained 

Compon
ent 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumu
lative 

% 

Total % of 
Varian

ce 

Cumulat
ive % 

Tota
l 

% of 
Varia
nce 

Cumulative 
% 

1 9.851 46.907 46.90
7 

9.851 46.907 46.907 7.78
0 

37.04
6 

37.046 

2 2.684 12.781 59.68
8 

2.684 12.781 59.688 3.53
6 

16.83
7 

53.883 

3 1.389 6.615 66.30
3 

1.389 6.615 66.303 2.60
8 

12.41
9 

66.303 

4 .830 3.954 70.25
7 

      

5 .695 3.309 73.56
6 

      

6 .685 3.263 76.83
0 

      

7 .649 3.090 79.91
9 

      

8 .568 2.705 82.62
5 

      

9 .503 2.397 85.02
2 
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10 .430 2.048 87.07
0 

      

11 .417 1.987 89.05
7 

      

12 .351 1.672 90.72
9 

      

13 .321 1.530 92.25
9 

      

14 .303 1.444 93.70
3 

      

15 .251 1.194 94.89
7 

      

16 .233 1.110 96.00
7 

      

17 .221 1.052 97.05
9 

      

18 .176 .839 97.89
8 

      

19 .168 .802 98.70
0 

      

20 .151 .717 99.41
7 

      

21 .122 .583 100.0
00 

      

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 

Communalities 
 Initial Extractio

n 
Q1 1.000 .757 
Q2 1.000 .548 
Q3 1.000 .487 
Q9 1.000 .723 
Q10 1.000 .674 
Q11 1.000 .604 
Q12 1.000 .694 
Q14 1.000 .653 
Q15 1.000 .414 
Q16 1.000 .484 
Q17 1.000 .660 
Q18 1.000 .691 
Q19 1.000 .666 
Q20 1.000 .737 
Q21 1.000 .768 
Q22 1.000 .595 
Q23 1.000 .792 
Q24 1.000 .648 
Q25 1.000 .741 
Q4 1.000 .783 
Q6 1.000 .806 
Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. 

 


