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Abstract

The COVID-19 pandemic resulted in the implementation of large scale remote working
arrangements in organisations. Organisations were forced to implement remote working
arrangements to remain operational during the lockdowns. During this period, there was
widespread fear and anxiety about the virus. People were concerned for their health, the health
of their loved ones and their job security, as some businesses closed down during the early
stages of the pandemic (Carracedo et al., 2021). This, and a number of other issues, affected
people’s psychological well-being (Fiorillo & Gorwood, 2020). The present study seeks to
examine the relationship between remote working and employee psychological well-being
during the COVID-19 pandemic. More specifically, it aims to do so by reviewing existing
literature by means of a scoping review. Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) five-stage research
strategy for conducting a scoping review was used to review the existing literature. The study
adhered to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
(PRISMA) (Moher et al., 2009) protocol and checklist of items to improve the reporting of the
scoping review and to limit bias. The theoretical frameworks that have been used to understand
the relationship between the two variables in pre-pandemic literature are the Job Demands-
Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), Psychological Capital (Youssef-Morgan &
Luthans, 2013) and the Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989). One of the research
questions in the scoping review aims to establish whether the same theoretical frameworks
were used to examine the psychological well-being of remote working employees during the
pandemic and whether research outcomes developed these theories further. The study also
seeks to determine whether the same research methods were used to study the relationship
during the pandemic, and to establish which variables were included in the studies. 20 relevant
studies were identified, selected and reviewed for this scoping review. A potential benefit of
the study is to identify findings in extant research that have implications for remote and hybrid

work in the future, and to identify gaps in the research.
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CHAPTER 1: CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

1.1. Introduction

The sudden outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic necessitated the growth of remote working
as a new working arrangement. During the nationwide and global lockdown, many
organisations were forced to shift towards remote working. Remote working is a working
arrangement that enables employees to perform job tasks from any location out of office
(Robertson et al., 2012). Remote working is not a new concept and is believed to have begun
in the 1970s in the United States (US) (Katz, 1987). Many scholars have explored the topic of
remote working and the relationship between remote working and performance (Elshaiekh et
al., 2018), efficiency (Maghlaperidze et al., 2021), productivity (Jalagat & Jalagat, 2019) and
well-being (Xiao et al., 2021) before and during the pandemic. A scoping review explored the
relationship between remote working/ e-working/ teleworking and employee psychological
well-being. This study aims to provide insight into the psychological consequences of remote

working for employees working remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Three key theoretical frameworks, the Job Demands-Resources model (ten Brummelhuis &
Bakker, 2012), Psychological Capital (Youssef-Morgan & Luthans, 2013) and the
Conservation of Resources (Hobfoll, 1989), have been identified by scholars in trying to
understand the relationship between remote work and psychological well-being before the
pandemic. These frameworks place emphasis on building strength and reservoirs of resources
to cope with challenges. Psychological well-being is a critical component of building strength
and resources in psychological research (Vaillant, 2007). To understand the relationship
between remote working and psychological well-being, it is important that we understand how
psychological well-being is often conceptualised in psychological research. In psychological
research, researchers take two main approaches to defining psychological well-being; Hedonic
and Eudaimonic well-being (Carruthers & Hood, 2004). Hedonic well-being is concerned with
subjective well-being, happiness, pleasure and the absence of pain. It refers to happiness most
broadly, characterisising it by the presence of “positive emotions versus negative emotions
and with satisfaction in various domains of life” (Fava & Ruini, 2003, p. 47). Coping and
adaptation are also associated with hedonic well-being (Carruthers & Hood, 2004). Diener and
Lucas (1999) argue that coping strategies such as optimism, active problem-solving and

spirituality are also associated with subjective (hedonic) well-being. These are referred to as



personal resources in the Job Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Studies
conducted before the pandemic (Golden, 2006; Kemp, 2013; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012), as
shown in the theoretical framework section of this paper, show that these personal resources
are necessary for remote working employees to cope when working remotely before the
pandemic because they contribute to one’s psychological well-being. For instance, optimism
is closely related to one’s psychological well-being because the more optimistic an individual
is, the lower their likelihood of developing depression and anxiety (Buchanan & Seligman,
1995).

Eudemonic well-being is concerned with the individual achieving self-realisation and fulfilling
their potential (Ryff, 2014). The eudemonic approach to psychological well-being is
characterised by individual autonomy, personal growth, self-acceptance and environmental
mastery (Ryff & Singer, 2008). Eudaimonic well-being is also concerned with an individual’s
sense of belongingness and positive interpersonal relationships (Ryff & Singer, 2008). This
may tie in with the organisational factors that come into play when working remotely, such as
support from managers (Bentley et al., 2016a), team functioning (van Mierlo et al., 2001) and
social isolation (Meseguer de Pedro et al., 2021). Eudaimonic approaches to psychological
well-being are congruent with the six areas of psychological well-being identified in Ryff’s
(1989) Scales of Psychological Well-Being: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal

growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life, and self-acceptance.

In the context of this study, psychological well-being will be referred to in the broader sense
of the term. It will include the sum of these factors and characteristics of Hedonic and
Eudaimonic approaches to well-being, as well as studies that used Ryff’s (1989) Scale of
Psychological well-being. The factors of psychological well-being include autonomy,
environmental mastery, absence of negative mood, belongingness, positive relations with
others, and other factors such as loneliness, stress, anxiety and depression. This allows for a
more comprehensive review of research regarding remote work and psychological well-being
during the COVID-19 pandemic.

1.2. Rationale

The COVID-19 pandemic has forced organisations to adapt in a variety of ways to ensure their

survival. This adaptation has included strategies such as retrenchment (Kesa, 2020) and



remote-working (Franken et al., 2021). During the strict lockdowns of 2020/2021, many
employees were, by law, not permitted to go to physical workspaces for periods of time in
various countries. Healthcare workers and other essential service employees were among the
few in the population who could leave their homes and go into workspaces. The COVID-19
pandemic led to a decline in the health of the general population (Holtz, 2021), increased
unemployment rates (Statistics South Africa (Stats SA), 2020) and hunger (Hart et al., 2022),
as many people lost their jobs and were unable to provide for their families.

The COVID-19 pandemic poses unique operational challenges to South African organisations
due to the emergence of new health and safety protocols that must be adhered to (Dua et al.,
2020). One of the many ways that organisations did this was to shift toward remote working,
whereby employees are able to work in their homes without coming into the office. However,
many organisations still faced similar challenges posed by the pandemic, which led to
employees at risk of salary cuts, loss of income, liquidation and retrenchment (Kesa, 2020), all
of which could potentially impact employees’ psychological well-being. With rapid changes
occurring during this period and with high levels of uncertainty, people are likely to have
varying responses to these current events. Organisations must be mindful of the impact that
remote working can have on their employees amid the COVID-19 pandemic because
employees make up an organisation. If employees are negatively affected, business outcomes
will surely be affected as well (Gamal & Mohamed, 2012; Neufeld & Fang, 2005).

An individual’s psychological well-being is a critical component of both their personal and
work-life (Robertson et al., 2012), which means that we should pay attention to it. It influences
how employees experience work (Rathi, 2009), their organisational behaviour (Chang &
Nguyen, 2011) and the team’s morale (van Mierlo et al., 2001). Conceptually thinking about
remote working and psychological well-being in the context of the pandemic can help us
understand employees’ needs, which enables us to gain an understanding of employees’ remote
working experiences. It can also be valuable in determining and, establishing structures that
can be put in place to support employees and organisations during remote working that has
been necessitated by the pandemic and in the future. Organisational psychologists and human
resource managers must facilitate strategies that account for the transformation of

organisational norms brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic in such a way that they benefit
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all concerned stakeholders. Thus, employee psychological well-being must be managed

because it affects employees and consequently, the organisation.

The way that employees experience remote working during a pandemic may be starkly
different from remote working before the pandemic. For instance, during the pandemic,
curfews were put in place, schools were closed, and leisure activities were limited to those that
one could participate in within their own home (Heiberg & Winning, 2020). People were forced
to stay indoors, and parents had to take on the role of nanny and teacher because schools were
closed, and people were isolated. This may have led to social isolation, distance from their
support networks, and a blur in the line between the Work-Life interface. Moreover, some
people may have been forced to quarantine in small homes with large families and were perhaps
unable to get away to work effectively under those conditions (Rafique et al., 2022).
Furthermore, the pressure of having to quickly learn how to use applications such as Zoom and
Microsoft Teams (Karl et al., 2022), as well as dealing with the impersonal nature of these
applications, may have caused further stress and social isolation (Chai & Park, 2022; Williams,
2021). The sum of these factors could influence employees’ psychological well-being when

working remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic.

This study aims to examine the nature of research that has, thus far, been conducted to explore
the relationship between remote working and employees’ psychological well-being during the
Covid-19 pandemic through a scoping review. It further aims to summarise and analyse the
findings of these studies and aims to identify the gaps in the existing literature. This will allow
the researcher to point future research in the right direction for further studies, as future

literature should seek to contribute new knowledge to existing studies.

The aims will be achieved through a scoping review. A scoping review is a systematic approach
to identifying, organising, and summarising research literature on a specific topic (Arksey &
O’Malley, 2005). It is a preliminary step in conducting a comprehensive review of the existing
evidence. According to Levac et al. (2010), scoping reviews aim to provide a broad overview
of the available research, identify key concepts, sources, and gaps in knowledge, and inform
future research directions. Unlike systematic reviews that focus on answering a specific
research question, scoping reviews adopt a more exploratory and inclusive approach,
considering a wider range of study designs, methodologies, and sources (Arksey & O’Malley,

2005). The process involves systematically searching multiple databases, screening and
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selecting relevant studies, extracting and synthesising data, and presenting the findings
descriptively and narratively. Scoping reviews are particularly valuable in areas with limited
research or when the scope of a topic is broad and diverse, facilitating the identification of key
themes, evidence gaps, and areas for further investigation.

This scoping review will begin by reviewing pre-pandemic literature, identifying the
theoretical framework that will inform and underpin the study, and identifying the research
objectives/aims and questions of the study. The methodology is outlined, and the recommended
methodological framework outlined by Arksey and O’Malleys (2005) for conducting scoping
reviews is used to identify, scope and review the literature investigating the relationship
between remote work and psychological well-being during the pandemic. The results section
follows, whereby the research questions are answered, and research objectives are met. This
will be followed by a discussion section in which the findings are described, analysed,
interpreted and put into context. An implications section follows, which will identify the
practical and theoretical implications of the study. This is followed by a section which more
explicitly identifies the gaps in the literature and makes recommendations for future research,
so as to fill those gaps. This is followed by a section that discusses the limitations of the study

and ends with some concluding remarks.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

As previously stated, remote working is not a new phenomenon and has been around for a long
time (Mann & Holdsworth, 2003). A variety of studies were conducted to examine the
relationship between remote work and psychological well-being before the pandemic.
Consequently, various research methods were used to understand this relationship.
Organisational variables, individual and socio-demographic variables were included. This
section will discuss some of the literature examining remote work and psychological well-
being before the pandemic; the variables included, and the gaps identified. These studies were
selected by searching for relevant studies on remote work and employees’ psychological well-
being through Google Scholar and looking at systematic reviews. Only relevant studies
conducted before the COVID-19 pandemic were included in the literature review below. This
literature review will begin by reviewing literature that examined the relationship between
remote work and psychological well-being before the pandemic before identifying the research

methods and variables that were included in the studies.

2.1. Remote work and employee psychological well-being before the pandemic

Some research was conducted to explore the relationship between remote-working and
psychological well-being before the COVID-19 pandemic; however, these studies produced

mixed results.

A mixed methods study by Eddleston and Mulki (2017) showed that remote workers
experienced more stress due to increased work-family conflict. The findings of the study
showed that remote-working employees found it difficult to disengage from work. The study
indicated that the negative effect of stress as a result of increased work-family conflict was
significantly greater for women than it was for men. Another study by Windeler et al. (2017)
found that remote-working employees experienced higher levels of work exhaustion than non-
remote employees. The study conducted by Eddleston and Mulki (2017) was a mixed-methods
study. Semi-structured interviews and questionnaires were used to obtain data from the studyin
the study. The qualitative study validated the results of the quantitative study, which improved
the reliability and robustness of the study. The sample sizes were adequate for both methods,
with the qualitative study including 52 employees and the quantitative study including 299

employees, which improved the generalisability of the findings.
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Grant et al. (2013) conducted a qualitative study that used semi-structured interviews to explore
the impact that remote working had on work-life balance, job effectiveness and employee well-
being. The study found that well-being was negatively influenced by remote working. The
study proposes that these outcomes result from over-working and lack of recuperation time
from remote working. Participants in the study also reported blurring lines between work and
home life as they began to work much longer hours throughout the day. They reported feeling
over-worked and exhausted, which they stated had an impact on their well-being. A small
sample size of 11 employees was included in this study. Thus, the representativeness of the
sample and the generalisability of the findings for this study may be limited.

A more recent quantitative study (Filardi et al., 2020) conducted before the COVID-19
pandemic and only published during the pandemic found a positive relationship between
remote working and outcomes of work-life balance, flexibility and quality of life. The study
concluded that remote working had desirable outcomes for individual well-being and included
reports of improved quality of life, improved safety when working remotely, and reduced
commute-related stress. However, Filardi et al. (2020) warned that other outcomes might
adversely impact employees’ psychological well-being. Negative psychological outcomes that
were found in the study included isolation, depression and demotivation. The study was
conducted through the administration of a questionnaire and included only 98 respondents. The

generalisability of the results to the general population is limited due to the small sample size.

The studies by Anderson et al. (2015), Eddleston and Mulki (2017) and Windeler et al. (2017)
were conducted in the United States (US), and the study by Grant et al. (2013) was conducted
in the United Kingdom (UK). This limits its applicability to the South African context because
these countries are developed, western, industrialised countries in the global north, while South
Africa is a developing country in the global south, with the highest level of socio-economic
inequality across the globe (Freedom House, 2022). The resources that South African remote
workers may have access to might be significantly different from the resources that remote
workers from western, developed and industrialised countries such as the US and the UK may
have. The conditions in which remote working takes place might also be significantly different.
Thus, these studies’ findings may be limited in their applicability to the South African context.
The study by Filardi et al. (2020) was conducted in Brazil. The results of the study may be
slightly more applicable to the South African context because like South Africa, Brazil is also
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a developing country with high socio-economic inequalities; however, the small sample size

still limits the generalisability of the results.

2.2. Research methods used in remote work and psychological well-being
studies

A variety of research methods were used in pre-pandemic literature on remote work and
psychological well-being. A majority of the studies were quantitative and cross-sectional
(Anderson et al., 2015; Bentley et al., 2016a; Filardi et al., 2020; Giménez-Nadal et al., 2019;
Sardeshmukh et al., 2012; Windeler et al., 2017) while fewer studies utilised qualitative
methods (Grant et al., 2013; Tietze & Nadin, 2011). Even fewerstudies used mixed methods
(Eddleston & Mulki, 2017). Few longitudinal studies were identified. Longitudinal studies
would have helped researchers follow remote workers in real-time to determine if there were
any changes in remote experiences across time. Quantitative studies administered surveys to
participants, and qualitative studies utilised questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The
mixed-methods study by Eddleston and Mulki (2017) conducted semi-structured interviews

and administered a questionnaire.

2.3. Organisational and group variables influencing the relationship between

remote work and employee psychological well-being

Pre-Covid-19 pandemic research identified several organisational and group factors that
influence the impact of working remotely on psychological well-being. These include
organisational variables such as organisational support (Bentley et al., 2016; Neufeld & Fang,
2005) and group variables such as managerial support, social isolation (Bentley et al., 2016;

Grant et al., 2013), communication, and colleague support (Cooper & Kurland, 2002).

A quantitative study by Bentley et al. (2016) examined the relationship between remote
working employees’ well-being and organisation support. A mixed-methods study by Neufeld
and Fang (2005) used semi-structured interviews to qualitatively explore the individual, social

and situational factors related to productivity in remote work. The results of the study indicated
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that increased organisational and managerial support for remote working employees

significantly reduced psychological strain for the remote workers.

In the Bentley et al. (2016) study, social isolation was a mediator in the relationship between
organisational social support and remote working employees’ well-being and was positively
related to psychological strain. In their study, social isolation referred to remote workers’
isolation from colleagues, teams and managers who rely on technology for task delegation from
managers and collaboration on tasks with co-workers. Grant et al. (2013) also found that
communication and support from colleagues and supervisors moderated the relationship
between remote working and psychological well-being, adding that both factors work together
to balance and positively influence psychological well-being. Previous research also indicates
that social isolation when working remotely can produce adverse psychological and job
outcomes (Cooper & Kurland, 2002; Pérez et al., 2002). Cooper & Kurland (2002) found that
remote working had the potential to increase professional isolation and impede professional
development. The study by Bentley et al. (2016) utilised a representative sample of 804 remote
workers across various sectors, increasing the results' validity and generalisability.

Pre-pandemic literature (Bentley et al., 2016; Cooper & Kurland, 2002; Grant et al., 2013;
Neufeld & Fang, 2005) included a number of organisational factors such as supervisor and
managerial support and social isolation from colleagues. However, one of the gaps identified
is that little pre-pandemic research considered other organisational and group variables such as
organisational culture, climate, policies, leadership, team functioning and team-building,
training and development, and creativity.

2.4. Individual and socio-demographic variables in relation to psychological

well-being during pre-pandemic remote working

Pre-Covid-19 pandemic research identified few individual and socio-demographic factors
influencing remote working employees’ psychological well-being. Individual and
demographic factors include variables such as age, race, gender, aspects of personality, marital
status, economic status and number and age of children. Variables that were included in pre-
pandemic literature were gender (Eddleston & Mulki, 2017; Giménez-Nadal et al., 2019) and
aspects of personality (Anderson et al., 2015).
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Some studies have examined gender differences in well-being when remote working. Windeler
et al., (2017) examined the moderating effect of remote working on interpersonal and external
interactions on work exhaustion. The researchers examined employees before and after
implementing a formal remote working initiative. Males were found to have reported higher
levels of work exhaustion after the remote working had begun. The study also compared remote
working employees to employees that were still working in the offices. In this study, females
reported higher levels of work exhaustion when compared to those who continued working in
the office. The study utilised a small sample size (n = 51) for the first part of their study;
however, this is appropriate because a cohort study was conducted over a period of four
months. The second part of their study included 258 employees, which is an adequate sample

size.

In a study by Eddleston and Mulki (2017), remote-working employees reported higher levels
of job stress that were mediated by work-family conflict. The relationship between remote
working and job stress was moderated by gender. Women reported higher levels of job stress
due to the increase in work-family conflict as they struggled to disengage from work. On the
other hand, men experienced higher work-family conflict due to the spillover of work into the

family domain.

Another study by Giménez-Nadal et al. (2019) examined the physical and mental health
outcomes of remote working by gender. Men reported lower stress and tiredness levels
compared to those who continued commuting to work. At the same time, no statistically
significant differences were found between remote-working women and those who were not
remote working. In contrast, a study by Song and Gao (2020) reported that remote-working
fathers experienced higher stress levels while remote-working mothers experienced lower
levels of happiness. A large, representative sample of 2471 respondents was included in the
study by Giménez-Nadal et al. (2019), which significantly improves the validity and
generalisability of the results. However, the study was conducted in the US, thereby limiting
the results' applicability to South Africa. The manner in which gender roles in South Africa
may play a moderating role in the relationship between remote work during the pandemic and
employee psychological well-being may be different from how it does in a developing country
as socio-economic inequalities and traditional gender roles might influence the strength or
nature of the relationship. South African women may also have other stressors due to cultural

responsibilities and the possible fear of losing their jobs in an already struggling economy.
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One study included aspects of personality (Anderson et al., 2015) in trying to understand the
relationship between remote work and well-being. The individual differences that moderated
this relationship were openness to experience, rumination, sensation seeking, and social
connectedness outside of work. It was reported that individual levels of openness to experience
positively moderated the relationship between teleworking and positive affect. The study found
that those who were more likely to ruminate had negative psychological outcomes such as fear
and anxiety. The study also found that remote workers who were more socially connected had
more positive psychological outcomes, such as enthusiasm, alertness and happiness, than those

who were not.

Studies showed that remote work might increase work hours and workload (Towers et al.,
2006) and role ambiguity (Stephens & Szajna, 1998). Some contextual variables were included
in the studies. For instance, studies showed that longer work hours and high workload were
associated with poorer social support (Sardeshmukh et al., 2012), organisational/managerial
support (Lautsch et al., 2009; Neufeld & Fang, 2005; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012) and feedback
(Gamal & Mohamed, 2012), which are critical components for remote working employees’
psychological well-being (Bentley et al., 2016).

Studies indicate that remote work has positive and negative outcomes on psychological well-
being, such as increased stress levels (Kazekami, 2020) and improved well-being (Tietze &
Nadin, 2011). Gender appears to be the most researched individual variable among pre-
pandemic literature (Eddleston & Mulki, 2017; Giménez-Nadal et al., 2019; Windeler et al.,
2017. At the time of writing, no pre-pandemic literature was found on other organisational
variables such as organisational policies, culture, climate and leadership. No pre-pandemic
literature was found to include socio-demographic variables such as the number of children,

gconomic status, income level etc.

In sum, it is essential to note that remote working during the COVID-19 pandemic may produce
very different results from remote working before the pandemic because organisations had to
shift to remote working to remain operational, and many were not prepared for it (Franken et
al., 2021). It also took place when many countries were experiencing lockdowns during various
periods of time, when there was little knowledge about the nature of the virus (Nature, 2021).
The present scoping review reviewed literature based on data collected during the pandemic to

evaluate the relationship between remote working and employees’ psychological well-being.
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The findings were also compared with pre-pandemic literature. The study aims to provide
insight into the consequences of remote working on employees’ psychological well-being
during the COVID-19 pandemic. This study identified the implications for future research,

organisations, individuals and remote work management.

2.5. Theoretical Framework

Theoretical frameworks are critical in a study as they form the anchor and foundation upon
which a study is developed (Jaccard & Jacoby, 2009). It establishes the perspective from which
the researcher will interpret the data (Jaccard & Jacoby, 2009); thereby providing the study
with direction. It enables others to understand key concepts and contribute new knowledge
from the findings of the study by either building on or disproving an existing theory (Jaccard
& Jacoby, 2009). Review of previous pre-pandemic literature indicated that studies identified
three key theoretical frameworks to better understand the connection between remote working
employees’ psychological well-being and remote working before the pandemic; the Job
Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), Psychological capital (Youssef-
Morgan & Luthans, 2013) and the Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989). This
chapter will explore the theoretical frameworks that have been used in pre-pandemic literature;

the same will form the foundation of this study.
2.5.1. Job Demands-Resources model

The Job Demands-Resources model was used as a theoretical framework to understand the

contextual and personal factors that may influence remote working employees’ psychological

well-being (Nakrosiené et al., 2019; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012; Shevchuk et al., 2018).

At the heart of the Job Demands-Resources model is the assumption that job characteristics
can be categorised by contextual (job) demands and resources, while personal resources
categorise individual characteristics (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). The model assumes that
stress or burnout develops when job demands (workload, cognitive, psychical or emotional)
are high and job resources (social support, autonomy, development opportunities and feedback)
are low. Schaufeli and Taris (2014, p. 296) state job demands are “those physical,
psychological, social, or organisational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or
psychological effort and are therefore associated with certain physiological and psychological
costs”. Job resources and personal resources buffer the negative impact of high job demands
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on psychological well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Often, when job demands and high
and job and personal resources are low, employees struggle to meet job demands.
Psychological well-being is negatively affected when job demands supersede job and personal

resources.

In several previous studies, this framework has been used to identify and understand the job
demands that might affect remote workers’ psychological well-being (Nakrosiené et al., 2019;
Sardeshmukh et al., 2012; Shevchuk et al., 2018). Sardeshmukh et al. (2012) argue that remote
working significantly changes the nature of an employee’s job demands and resources.
Sardeshmukh et al. (2012) also state that job demands are not inherently harmful; however,
exhaustion may occur when more effort is required to meet job demands. They argue that
remote working increases the psychological distance between employees and their managers
or teams. Consequently, autonomy, feedback and social support reflect the relationship
between job resources and remote working and the impact that they may have on well-being,

such as psychological withdrawal (Sardeshmukh et al., 2012; Shevchuk et al., 2018).

Nakros$iené et al. (2019) also used the Job Demands-Resources model to link remote working
factors with remote working outcomes. They characterised the job demands by “physical
workload, time pressure, recipient contract, physical environment, shift work” and job
resources as “feedback, rewards, job control, participation, job security, supervisor’s support”
(Nakrosiené et al., 2019, p. 90). As a result, higher job demands lead to negative health and job
outcomes, while higher job resources lead to positive health and work outcomes.

ten Brummelhuis and Bakker's (2012) Work-Home Resources Model (Figure 3) can also be
used to supplement some of the personal and contextual resources and demands in the Job
Demands-Resources model. For instance, contextual resources such as autonomy and feedback
and personal psychological resources such as self-efficacy and resilience may buffer the

negative impact of remote work on psychological well-being.
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Figure 1. Job Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007)
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Figure 2. Work-Home Resources Model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012)
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Contextual demands Overload Working overtime, many household chores, urgent care tasks
Physiccﬂ I.il'ﬁng weigh?s, care for the elderly, care for oung children
Emotional Dealing with an angry customer, conflicts ulﬁome, disappointments
Cognitive Writing a report, coordination of household and care tasks, mu|fifc:|s|(ing
Contextual resources Social support Advice from co-workers, undersTﬂnding_ love, respect from a friend
Autonomy Conftrol over work design, planning leisure time, allocating home tasks
Opportunities for New fasks at work, attending courses, participating in sports, hobbies
deve|opment
Feedback Supervisor evaluation, open communication at home, reflection with friends
Personal resources Physical Health, physical energy, vigor, sleep
Psychological Optimism, selfefficacy, focus, mental resilience
Affective Mood, fulfillment, empathy, gratefulness
Intellectual Skills, perspectives, knowledge, experience
Capital Time, money
Outcomes Production Meeting deadlines, service quality, completing tasks, quality of care tasks
Behavioral Absenteeism, turnover, uvc:i|c|bi|iry at home, providing a secure home
Attitudinal Satisfaction, commitment, well-being, relationship quality

Figure 3. Overview of the components of the Work-Home Resources Model (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012)

2.5.2. Conservation of Resources Theory

In tandem with the Job Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and the theory
of Psychological Capital (Youssef-Morgan & Luthans, 2013) is the Conservation of Resources
theory (Hobfoll, 1989) which was often alluded to when studies mentioned personal resources.
The Conservation of Resources theory is a theory that was developed by Hobfoll (1989) to help
us understand the concept of stress. In essence, the theory describes the drive that individuals

have to maintain current resources and pursue new resources.

Hobfoll (1989) argues that psychological stress occurs when there was a threat of a loss of
resources, when there is an actual loss of resources and when resources are not replenished
after spending those resources. According to this theory, resources are concerned with things
that individuals value, such as a particular state, condition or object. The Conservation of
Resources theory argues that that loss of resources leads to psychological stress. In the context
of remote work, this theory has aided scholars in understanding how remote working may

influence psychological well-being.

Golden (2006) understood the context of remote working through the lens of the Conservation
of Resources theory. Golden (2006) argued that the change in a remote worker’s working
location had two main implications for personal resources. Firstly, working remotely and at a
distance from others may allow individuals to better manage and choose their interactions, thus

conserving their psychological energy (resources) and avoiding depletion. The Conservation
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of Resources theory posits that people are motivated to maintain, protect and continue to build
resources such as energy and time (Hobfoll, 1989) such that when the individual is faced with
a challenge or threat, they are prepared to meet those challenges (Lee & Ashforth, 1996).
Secondly, remote workers conserve their psychological energy when they do not commute to
work, which also assists in aiding the acquisition of other kinds of resources” (Hobfoll, 1989,
p. 517). Conserved resources such as time and energy can then be allocated to leisure activities
(Guimaraes & Dallow, 1999), which then reduces work-family conflict (Duxbury et al., 1998),
enhances work-life balance (Sullivan, 2012) and provide an opportunity to replenish one’s
resources. Therefore, according to Golden (2006), remote working provides employees with
more ‘stress resistance capacity’ (Hobfoll, 1989), thereby affording employees more control
over job interactions. This, in turn, can have positive psychological outcomes for individuals

and desirable organisational outcomes for organisations when managed correctly.

2.5.3. Psychological well-being: Psychological capital as a personal resource

A number of studies (Kemp, 2013; Meseguer de Pedro et al., 2021; Silva & Simdes, 2022) used
the theory of psychological capital to conceptualise psychological well-being when remote-

working.

Psychological capital can be considered adjacent to the theory of the Conservation of
Resources. The Conservation of Resources theory defines resources as “those objects, personal
characteristics, conditions, or energies that are valued in their own right, or that are valued
because of the act as conduits to the achievement of protection of valued resources” (Hobfoll,
2001, p. 339). At the heart of the Conservation of Resources Theory is the idea that individuals
are attempting to obtain, foster, and retain the resources that they require; therefore, more
resources are desirable to the individual, particularly in psychologically stressful situations
(Hobfoll, 2001).

Studies have shown that Psychological Capital and the Conservation of Resources theory can
go hand in hand (Siu, 2013; Virga et al., 2020). Psychological capital has been proven to be a
critical resource for coping with stress (Rabenu et al., 2017) and burnout (Virga et al., 2020).
Psychological capital identifies four main resources, optimism, resilience, hope, and self-
efficacy (Youssef-Morgan & Luthans, 2013). Psychological capital is defined by Hughes
(2008, p. 47) as the combination of all these features that can be “measured, developed and

effectively managed” to better employee performance. It describes an individual’s confidence
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to face challenges (self-efficacy), to make internal, stable attributions to positive events
(optimism) (Kemp, 2013), to expect positive results (hope) (Silva & Simdes, 2022), and to
recover from adversity and come back stronger from it (resilience) (Meseguer de Pedro et al.,
2021). All four components are essential for remote-working employees to have during the
pandemic; however, resilience seems most appropriate for the context of the coronavirus
pandemic. As businesses have suffered significant losses, some employees have also suffered
great financial losses, fear of retrenchment, salary cuts, the breaking up of teams and impacted
team functioning (van Mierlo et al., 2001). Employees have likely had to become resilient in

the face of adversity and adapt to change to survive these losses.

Within the theory of psychological capital, resiliency is described as the “tendency to recover
from adversity or depressing process and allows people to optimistically look at the
overwhelming situations” Fedai (2015, p. 246). It refers to an individual’s endurance, tolerance,
and flexibility to adapt when obstacles arise; to bounce back, and keep up with unprecedented
changes in life. Masten (2001) argues that resiliency has three key components. The first
component is the asset factors that can increase levels of personal resiliency. In the context of
this study, these key asset factors refer to the contextual (job) and personal resources, according
to the Job Demands-Resources model, that alleviate the adverse psychological effects of remote
working on employees. The second component is the risk factors that lower resiliency reveals,
which in this study refer to the individual’s contextual (job) demands. The third component is
the influence processes that may occur, which in this study refer to any other moderating factors

that may influence the individuals’ psychological well-being.

In essence, while psychological capital is useful in stressful situations (Kemp, 2013), the
continuous use of personal resources to face challenges may cause resource deterioration (Gist
& Lubin, 2013; Masten, 2001). Thus, the researcher argues that when employees work
remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic, they may need to tap into their psychological
resources to overcome challenges and achieve objectives. However, if personal resources are
not adequate to cope with challenges, resources may become depleted, and psychological well-

being may begin to deteriorate (Hobfoll, 2001).

Theoretical frameworks play a crucial role in interpreting research findings, explaining
observed patterns or relationships, and relating the findings back to the underlying theoretical
constructs or concepts. Additionally, they enhance the internal consistency and coherence of
the research process by grounding the study in established theories or conceptual frameworks
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(Jaccard & Jacoby, 2009). In the present dissertation, three theoretical frameworks were
employed: the Job Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), Psychological
capital (Youssef-Morgan & Luthans, 2013), and the Conservation of Resources theory
(Hobfoll, 1989).

These frameworks provide a theoretical lens through which the research data can be analysed
and interpreted. The Job Demands-Resources model offers insights into the influence of job
demands and resources on employee well-being and performance. Psychological capital
focuses on positive psychological capacities and their impact on employee attitudes and
behaviours. The Conservation of Resources theory elucidates the role of resource gains and
losses in predicting stress and resilience in individuals. By grounding the study in these
theoretical frameworks, the study aims to comprehensively understand the dynamics and
relationships among variables while aligning with established theories and enhancing the

validity and reliability of the research.

2.6. Research Objectives/ Aims

The aim of this scoping review is to map the broader psychological experiences of remote-
working employees during COVID-19. It seeks to explore existing literature and seeks to
examine factors that influence the psychological well-being of remote-working employees
during the COVID-19 pandemic, from 2020 to June 2022, at the time of writing. Notably, this

scoping review aims to identify gaps in existing literature.

2.7. Research Questions

This review was guided by the following questions:

1. What is known from the existing literature about the relationship between remote work

and employee psychological well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic?

2. What are the characteristics of the included studies? (What research methods have been

used?)

3. What variables have been included in the studies, and what were the research findings?
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. What gaps are there in existing research regarding the relationship between remote
work and employee well-being?

. What are the implications for future remote work and hybrid work for organisations,

individuals and future research?
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines the methodology for the scoping review. It describes the research design,
review procedure, examines the ethical considerations and considers the reflexivity, rigour and

trustworthiness of the study.
3.1. Research design

The research design for this study is a scoping review. A scoping review allows the researcher
to ‘scope’ the literature on a certain area and allows them to “identify key concepts; gaps in the
research; and types and sources of evidence to inform practice, policymaking, and research”
(Daudt et al., 2013, p. 8). Moreover, the researcher chooses to use a scoping review for this
study because the researcher seeks to identify, evaluate, compare, contrast and summarise the
findings of existing studies about remote working and employee well-being during the COVID-
19 pandemic. The scoping review will make the findings more accessible to researchers,
organisational psychologists, human resource managers, executives and other stakeholders and

decision-makers.
3. Review procedure

The study utilised the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis
(PRISMA) (Moher et al., 2009) protocol to conduct the scoping review. The PRISMA method
intends to promote accountability, transparency and integrity of the completed review (Moher
et al., 2009). The researcher also utilised/used the standardised PRISMA checklist (Appendix
A) to ensure that each standard of the scoping review is met, ensuring the study’s reliability.
The 27-item checklist is a step-by-step guideline as to how the analysis should be conducted,
which outlines the structure of the review. The PRISMA checklist for reviewing literature is
used to protect against bias by limiting the researcher from being selective in the reporting of
outcomes, which researcher report is an increasing problem in clinical research and reviews
(Dwan et al., 2013). Most critically, the scoping review adhered to the five stages of the

framework for conducting a scoping review that is outlined by Arksey and O’Malley (2005).

Stage 1: Identifying the Research Question

A scoping review is not likely to address very specific research questions (Arksey & O’Malley,

2005). The broader research question for this study is ‘What is known from the existing
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literature about the relationship between remote work and employee psychological well-being
during the Covid-19 pandemic?’ In trying to determine what factors of psychological well-
being are going to be included in the term ‘psychological well-being’, the researcher has
decided to maintain a wide approach to psychological well-being to ensure that a breadth of
coverage of studies is produced. The researcher determined what parameters to set on large
quantities of studies once they had fully identified the volume and scope of the studies in the
field.

Stage 2: Identifying Relevant Studies

The primary studies were published, and peer-reviewed studies that are/were suitable for
answering the research questions. Studies were identified by looking for research evidence in
electronic databases, reference lists and sifting through relevant journals. Articles from 2020
to June 2022, at the time of writing, were considered because lockdowns and forced remote
working due to the COVID-19 pandemic began in 2020. Articles published in languages other
than English were excluded because the researcher did not have the resources (cost and time)
required to translate the articles. The search strategy for finding articles through electronic
databases was developed from the research question. The search terms are included in the table
below (Table 1). Relevant studies were also identified by looking at the reference lists of the
studies found through electronic databases to ensure that those studies were also included in
the study.

Table 1

Search Terms

Search terms

Teleworking-; Remote working-; e-working-; smart working- and psychological well-
being; COVID-19; pandemic

Working from home during the COVID-19 pandemic

Impact of remote working-; teleworking-; e-working-; smart working- on psychological

well-being; stress, loneliness, burnout, isolation

Relationship between remote-working-; e-working-; teleworking-; smart working- on

psychological well-being
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Stage 3: Study Selection

The search strategy produced a large number of studies, both relevant and irrelevant. Thus, it
was necessary to include eligibility criteria to eliminate studies that did not address the research

questions.

In addition, in the methods section of the PRISMA protocol, the researcher includes
information about the eligibility criteria (Moher et al., 2009). The researcher must identify the
inclusion and exclusion criteria for the study, including information about the years considered,
the context, language, research type, and publication status. The following table (Table 2)
illustrates the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the study. 20 studies have been included in
the study.

Table 2

Eligibility Criteria

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria
Population Remote working employees | Non-remote working employees and
within an organisation unemployed samples

(Employees over 16 years of

age)

Employees at any

occupational level

Context Remote working during the
COVID-19 pandemic Articles based on pre-pandemic data

Articles based on data
collected during the Covid-
19 pandemic from 2020 —

current (June 2022)
Outcomes Psychological outcomes Other outcomes (i.e. physical well-being)
Study Design | Empirical, empirical and Reviews, books, theoretical papers, opinion

technical report, quantitative | pieces

and/or qualitative
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Other criteria | Peer-reviewed, journal- Non-peer reviewed journals, unpublished
published articles articles, grey literature (e.g., unpublished
theses and dissertations)

Technical and empirical
reports published by
reputable and reliable state
and global organisations

Articles published in the
English language

The researcher applied the eligibility criteria to each study to determine whether it should be
included in the final sample. This study also intends to equitably include databases from around
the globe, with attention predominantly focused on psychology, psychology as a scientific
discipline, human resource management, business management, well-being, and health. The
included databases and the reasons for inclusion are listed in Table 3. The researcher read the
full articles, as per Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) recommendation, to make a fully informed
and final decision as to which studies should be included in the study. Appendix B shows the
flow diagram of the study selection process, and the number of studies include and excluded at
each stage.

Table 3

Databases Searched and reasons for inclusion

Database Reason for inclusion

BMC Public Health General and mental health literature

British University in Egypt (BUE) Scholar | BUE Research literature

Cambridge University Press Global multidisciplinary literature

Emerald Insight Global multidisciplinary literature

Gale Academic OneFile Global multidisciplinary literature
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Journal of Medical Internet Research | Global eHealth journal
Publications (JMIRx Med)

National Centre for  Biotechnology | Global science and health related global

Information (NCBI) literature

Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute | Global multidisciplinary literature

(MDPI)

PubMed Biomedical and life sciences literature
Research Gate Global multidisciplinary literature
Science Direct Global multidisciplinary literature

Social Science Research Network (SSRN) Global multidisciplinary literature

Taylor and Francis Online Global multidisciplinary literature

Wiley Online Library Global multidisciplinary literature

Stage 4: Charting the Data

This stage involves ‘charting’ critical information that has been identified from the primary
research reports that are included in the study. A data charting form was made by use of a
Microsoft Excel (Microsoft 365, 2022) spreadsheet (Appendix C). Recorded information
consisted of the author(s) names, the country in which the study took place, the aim of the
study, the methodology used, variables included in the studies, sample size, sampling strategy,
theoretical frameworks used and critical/relevant outcomes/results. This data formed the basis

of the analysis.

A ‘descriptive analytical’ method outlined by Arksey and O’Malley (2005) was used. It is the
process whereby the researcher applies one analytical framework to all of the primary research
reports included in the study, collecting information from each article. Quantitative research
findings were transformed into one format; textual data. As Lizarondo et al. (2017) suggest, it
is much less complex to transform quantitative data into textual data than it is to transform
qualitative data into numeric data. The quantitative data was analysed using a narrative review
(Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). Once the data underwent a transformation and became
comparable, the researcher analysed the qualitative and transformed quantitative data using

Thomas and Harden’s (2008) thematic analysis method.
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Risk of bias

The risk of bias across studies in cumulative evidence was minimised by the inclusion of
articles published in a variety of journals and databases, as seen in the database table above
(Table 1). This significantly limits publication bias. To further limit bias, the scoping review
method by Arksey and O’Malley (2005) ensured that the reporting process had clarity and
transparency. This will allow readers to identify any bias in reporting that the researcher may

not have identified.

4. Ethical considerations

All research articles and reports included in this scoping review are readily available in public
journals and websites. Thus, there were no special ethical considerations for this study.
However, an application was made to the Human Research Ethics Committee for ethics

clearance and permission was granted to conduct the study (Appendix D).

5. Reflexivity, rigour and trustworthiness

Scoping reviews are not immune to the potential of bias that is present in quantitative and
qualitative research (Tricco et al., 2016). Thus, researchers must try to accurately represent
data while minimising bias to the smallest degree. While the researcher cannot eliminate
investigator bias, the researcher attempted to minimise it by keeping the research process
transparent throughout. To improve reflexivity, the researcher consulted more knowledgeable
parties (the supervisor) for guidance and direction throughout the process to verify the logic of

their decisions.

The scoping review process discussed in the methodology section also assisted the researcher
in improving methodological rigour and transparency, as the entire process was meticulously
tracked. External parties will be able to review all the steps taken in the study and report any
bias that has not been identified. The researcher utilised a personal reflexive research journal
to ensure that they remained conscious of any otherwise unconscious biases, feelings, and

personal judgements that they presented during the process.
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6. FINDINGS

This chapter will address the research questions and objectives by consolidating the results of
the studies in the sample of included studies. Three main thematic areas were identified: (1)
What is known from the existing literature about the relationship between remote work and
employee psychological well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic? (2) what are the
characteristics of the studies conducted in this area, and (3) variables included in studies of the

relationship between remote work and psychological well-being?

The Table below (Table 4) presents and summarises the studies related to each core concept
that emerged, reporting for each study the authors, year of publication, title of the study,
editorial location, design of the study, theoretical framework uses, description of the sample
tyle, size and sampling strategy, the variables included and the findings of the studies.

Table 4

Summary of Included Studies
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Author/ Title Country Design Theoretical Sample Variables included Main Findings
Year Approach Size/Type/Strategy
Bergefurt | The influence of Netherlands | Quantitative | Developed a 271 knowledge workers | Personal characteristics (Task | Employees were distracted by noise and when having a
etal., distractions of the conceptual model | of a corporate real estate | complexity, gender, age, small , and those with a dedicated workroom were less
(2022) home-work team in a large number of children, household | distracted. Distractions mediated most relationships
environment on technology company composition, personality, task | between home-workspace characteristics and mental
mental health complexity), physical health, while personal characteristics influenced
during the Convenience sampling workspace characteristics (size | mental health directly (except the ‘gender’, ‘age’ and
CovID-19 of the workspace, colours, ‘having a shared/private workspace”). Employees who
pandemic temperature, workspace performed more complex tasks were happier (i.e.
cleanliness, noise, hedonic tone).
shared/private workspace, size | Having two or more children increased home-
of desk, adjustability of chair) | workspace distractions, which resulted in increased
Mental health (sleep quality, stress levels among remote workers. During the path
stress, depressive symptoms, analysis, the ‘gender’, ‘age’ and ‘having a
exhaustion, disengagement, shared/private workspace’ variables were deleted
hedonic tone, tense arousal, because they were not significantly related to any other
fatigue, concentration, well- variables. Employees
being, productivity) with neurotic personality traits were more stressed.
De Sio et Telework and its Italy Quantitative | Subjective well- 384 Remote workers in Gender, age, education level Psychological distress was associated with educational
al. (2021) | effects on mental being (inferred Italy (high school, graduation, post- | level and habits. Poor well-being was associated with

health during the
COVID-19

lockdown

from study and

scale)

Convenience sampling

graduation), professional field
(employee, director,
freelance), working shift
(flexible, available 24h,
ordinary), job demands during
pandemic (higher, lower,
unchanged), higher or lower

participation in

higher job demands, lifestyle and habits variables.
There was a higher prevalence of psychological
distress in those who suffered from loneliness, with
flexible working shifts, with higher job demands,
among those with higher educational levels and those
who changed their eating habits either way

(increased/decreased food consumption).
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videoconferences then before,
cohabitant during lockdown
(alone, partner, family,
friend/roommates), feeling
sheltered at home, loneliness,
feeling comfortable at home,
smoking habits, change in
eating habits (food and alcohol
consumption), psychological

well-being, well-being

There were no significant differences in the
psychological distress scores between males and
females and among those who lived alone, with a

partner, family or a friend/roommate.

Escudero-
Castillo et
al. (2021)

Furloughs,
Teleworking and
Other Work
Situations during
the COVID-19
Lockdown:
Impact on Mental
Well-Being

Spain

Quantitative

1050 remote workers in
Spain

Occupational group, age,
gender, educational level,
income, marital status, M? per
capita, work experience,
economic sector, number of
children,

Gender, education level (low,
medium, high), income (low,
medium, high), marital status
(married, separated, single,
widow/er), occupational group
(directors and managers,
scientific and intellectual
professionals, support
professionals, accounting and
administrative employees,
catering, protection and
sellers; other lower-skilled
workers), minors, number of

people confined in household,

Remote workers experienced lower self-perceived
well-being after the lockdown as compared to those
still working in the same location throughout the
COVID-19 crisis. Women reported lower self-
perceived well-being compared to men, which may be
related to gender roles and differences in households.
Managers, directors and senior officials were at higher
risk of poorer psychological well-being than those with
administrative and secretarial occupations. Younger
people were at a higher risk of worse psychological
well-being. Higher income was associated with better
psychological well-being for men, while higher levels
of income were associated with worse psychological
well-being among women. There were no significant
differences in the psychological well-being of those
with medium and high levels of education. Employees
with more work experience had better psychological
well-being than those with less. Living with minors
was found to negatively affect women's psychological

well-being while it positively affected men’s
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m? per capita, work
experience, economic sector

(primary, secondary, tertiary)

psychological well-being. Psychological well-being
improved as the number of people in the household
increased. Single people had better psychological well-

being and confinement than married people.

Franken et | Forced flexibility | Australia Qualitative Conservation of 15 remote workers Themes: Technology, work- Participants reported feeling overwhelmed and
al. (2021) | and remote Resources employed in professional | life balance, work-life conflict, | stressed. Many participants reported that the
working: Theory, Job and field-work areas of stress, physical workspace, competing priorities, distracting home environment,
opportunities and Demands- the resources sector in workload and productivity, unsuitable workspace, increased job demands, external
challenges in the Resources Model | Australia team relationships distractions (i.e. noise from neighbours) and personal
new normal and professional isolation did not allow them to
successfully manage the work-life boundary
challenges. This often led to increased work hours,
further demands and stress.
Some stated that external distractions and the
imbalance between the work-life interface resulted in a
negative impact on employees’ well-being. Some
reported experiencing stress of having to share home-
work spaces with other family members.
(Hernande United Mixed 184 remote workers in Occupation, number of Lifestyle changes (diet, exercise, smoking, alcohol
zetal, Kingdom methods the UK children, pre-existing mental consumption, and socialisation) were associated with
2021) health diagnosis, sedentarism an increase in well-being. Among those without a

Lifestyle changes (diet,
exercise, smoking, alcohol
consumption, and
socialisation), distress, number
of children in household,

gender,

previous mental health diagnosis, researchers found
moderate (76/137, 55.5%) and severe (17/137, 12.4%)
rates of psychological distress, which were much
higher than those reported in large pre-pandemic
studies. The study also found that those who engaged
in more sedentary behaviour had poorer mental health

than those who did not.
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Themes: fear of losing job (job
insecurity), better work/life
balance, children

Respondents who reported having teaching and
pastoral occupations recorded worse psychological
well-being.

Participants reported an overall fear of losing their jobs
and failing to be productive should they struggle to
adjust to working remotely. There were no significant
differences in the mental health of adults living in
households with children. A participant with a child at
home off nursery school said that working remotely
had a “dramatic impact” on her mental health as she
struggled to shift from “mum mode to work mode”
(Hernandez et al., 2021, p. 10). Respondents with a
previous mental health diagnosis reported significantly

worse mental health

(Jamal et
al., 2021)

Work during
COVID-19:
assessing the
influence of job
demands and
resources on
practical and
psychological
outcomes for

employees

India

Quantitative

Job Demands-

Resources model

371 1T company

employees from the

National Capital Region

(NCR) of India

Job demands (workload
pressure, task interdependence,
professional isolation and
family interference), job
resources (autonomy and
schedule, flexibility, sufficient
technological resources,
technical support, technical
training and experience), strain
(work exhaustion), work-life
balance, stress, job
satisfaction, strain, work-life
balance, stress, productivity
and performance, job

satisfaction

More job demands lead to higher levels of stress.
Workload pressure, task interdependence, professional
isolation and family interference were associated with
increased stress. For all the job demands, work
exhaustion (strain) was found to partially mediate the

influence of job demands on stress.
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(Kapoor et | Perceived stress India Quantitative | Conservation of 326 working mothers in | Age, tenure, number of Resilience was a significant moderator for the remote
al., 2021) | and psychological Resources India children, perceived stress, work-well-being relationship; thus, resilience was
well-being of Theory, Ryff and resilience, psychological well- | essential for preserving psychological well-being.
working mothers Keyes’ six factor being Perceived stress was negatively associated with
during COVID- model of psychological well-being.
19: a mediated Working mothers
moderated roles in India .
psychological
of teleworking well-being
and resilience
(Mostafa, Egypt Quantitative, 318 remote workers in employee perception of remote | This study found that remote work has positive
2021) Explanatory different sectors in working, psychological well- psychological outcomes for remote working
Research Egypt being, emotional exhaustion, employees. Employees' perception of remote working
Design/Cros work-life integration has a significant positive effect on psychological well-
s-sectional being. The research results showed that remote
working is associated with better individual health as a
result of flexibility, technology and communication
tools which also allow employees to connect with
others, thereby reducing the feeling of loneliness.
(Parham & | The Effect of The Qualitative 122 academics working | Themes: stress and anxiety The study indicates that there are both positive and
Rauf, Remote Working | Netherlands at Higher Education negative effects of forced remote work on employees’
2020) on Employees Institutions across well-being. Some participants reported experiencing
Well-being and different countries (and increased stress and anxiety.
Work-Life continents)
Integration during
Pandemic in
Egypt
(Platts et Enforced home- United Quantitative 623 Private, public and Quality of leadership, age, Low leadership quality was associated with stress and
al., 2022) working Kingdom third-sector gender, diagnosed mental depressive symptoms. Leadership quality was found to

under lockdown

and its impact

organisations operating

in the United Kingdom

health status (pre-diagnosed

mental health condition),

be especially important for the psychological well-

being outcomes for younger age groups. Women had
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on employee
well-being:
a cross-sectional

study

social support (colleagues and
supervisor), working overtime,
number of dependents, pre-
existing mental health

diagnosis

significantly higher levels of stress and depressive
symptoms. Across both genders, those aged 2544
years had significantly higher stress levels compared to
those aged 45+ years and those in the 16-24 age group.
Depressive symptoms decreased with age. The number
of dependants did not impact depressive symptoms;
however, stress was found to be higher for those with
two dependants. Employees who reported a diagnosed
mental health condition had significantly higher stress
and depressive symptoms than those who did not.
Worse psychological health was associated with

regularly working overtime.

(Prasad et
al., 2020)

Organisational
Climate,
Opportunities,
Challenges and
Psychological
Well-being of The
Remote Working
Employees
During Covid-19
Pandemic: A
General Linear
Model Approach
With Reference
To Information
Technology
Industry In
Hyderabad

India

Quantitative

Ryff and Keyes’
six factor model
of psychological
well-being

400 Employees in IT and
E-Commerce industry in

India

Organisational policies,
organisational climate,
communication,
peers/teamwork, gender, age,
occupational stress,
psychological well-being
factors (environmental
mastery, personal growth,
positive relations, self-
acceptance, autonomy,
purpose of life), job
satisfaction,

Organisational climate and policies positively
influenced psychological well-being (all six factors of
Ryff’s scale, with the exception of self-acceptance for
organisational policies). Communication with others
positively influenced psychological well-being, and
teamwork did not significantly influence psychological
well-being. There were no significant gender
differences in factors affecting the psychological well-
being of employees, and there were also no significant

age differences.
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(Prasad,
2022)

Occupational
Stress and
Psychological
Well-being
predictors of
Faculty
Performance
Virtual during
Covid-19
Pandemic: A Case
Study with
reference to
Higher Academic
Faculty in
Hyderabad City

India

Quantitative

Ryff and Keyes’
six factor model
of psychological

well-being

400 Higher education

faculty in India

Psychological well-being
factors (Environment Mastery,
Positive Growth, Positive
Relations, Self-Acceptance,
Autonomy, Purpose of Life,)
workload, role conflict,

physiological factors,

Remote work and workload were associated with
higher stress levels in faculty. Teachers with less
experience in virtual teaching had more stress than
experienced faculty. Autonomy to the faculty and
purpose of teaching positively influenced the

psychological well-being of the faculty.

(Sato et al.,
2020)

Working from
home and lifestyle
changes
associated with
risk of depression
during the
COVID-19
pandemic: An
observational
study of health
app (CALO

mama) users

Japan

Quantitative

2846 users of the health
app CALO mama

Gender, age, work hours,

The findings revealed a negative association between
working remotely and depressive symptoms. Anxiety
and stress symptoms among female employees were

higher than among males.

(Shimura
etal.,
2021)

Remote Work
Decreases

Psychological and

Japan

Quantitative

3123 office workers
from 23 tertiary

industries

Gender, age, social support,
job stressors (job stressors

consisted of quantitative job

Remote work is associated with positive psychological
outcomes and decreased psychological and stress

responses when controlling confounding factors such
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Physical Stress
Responses, but
Full-Remote

Work Increases

Presenteeism

overload, qualitative job
overload, physical demands,
job control, skill utilisation,
interpersonal conflict, poor
physical environment, job
suitability, and

meaningfulness of work),

as job stressors, social support, and sleep status. There
was a weak and unstable statistical significance before
adjusting for these factors, indicating the importance of
controlling them. A decrease in social support was

associated with worsening stress reactions.

sleep,
(Straus et | Remote workers’ | Austria Quantitative, | Events Systems 2222 from the first data | Organisation communication, | Well-being decreased less when remote workers had
al., 2022) well-being, Longitudinal | Theory and collection stage; 1268 social support (leader, high self-efficacy and social support resources at Time
perceived Transactional from the second stage. colleagues), personal resources | 1 (the beginning of the crisis). The results also showed
productivity, and Stress Remote workers in (self-goal setting, self-efficacy, | that an improvement in resources from Time 1 to Time
engagement: Theory/Transactio | various organisations in | home-office experience), 2 was associated with a reduced decline in well-being.
which resources nal Theory of various fields in Austria | external resources (equipment | Men were found to be slightly more satisfied than
should HRM Stress and Coping at home), organisational job women when working remotely. Younger remote
improve during resources: work-related workers showed lower levels of well-being, regardless
COVID-19? A resources (job security, job of their organisational job resources. Previous remote
longitudinal diary latitude, communication work experience was found to be influential in
study during COVID-19) and social | reducing employees’ decline in well-being.
resources (leader autonomy
support, supervisor support,
colleague support), age, gender
(Sutarto et | Work from home: | Indonesia Quantitative | Three-factor 472 remote workers in Gender, age, marital status, The prevalence of depression was 18.4%, anxiety
al., 2021) Indonesian model Indonesia number of children, education, | 46.4% and stress 13.1% (77.9% overall). Gender, age,
employees’ workspace, work experience, education level, job experiences, marital status,

mental well-being
and productivity
during the

nature of organisation,

depression, anxiety, stress

number of children and nature of the organisation and
workspace were associated with the employees’
psychological health. Employees who worked in

private/other institutions experienced more overall
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COVID-19

pandemic

psychological distress (higher depression, anxiety and
stress scores) compared to those who are employed by
public or state organisations. Anxiety and stress
symptoms among female employees were higher than
among males; however, depression scores were not
significantly different. Younger employees felt more
depression, anxiety and stress than their older
counterparts. Remote-working employees who
graduated high school reported higher anxiety levels
than those with postgraduate degrees. Respondents
who have been working for less than five years
experienced higher psychological distress scores than
those having more than 20 years of work experience.
Employees with 10-20 years of experience reported
significantly higher levels of stress than those with
more than 20 years of experience. Remote workers
who did not have children were more likely to report
less overall psychological health as compared to those
with children.

No significant differences were found between those
with either 1-3 children or more than 3 children. Single
respondents were more likely to report less
psychological health (higher depression, anxiety and
stress scores) as compared to those who were married

or divorced/widowed.

(Toscano
& Zappala,
2020)

Social Isolation
and Stress as
Predictors of
Productivity

Perception and

Italy

Quantitative

Job Demands-

Resources Model

265 remote workers in
Italy

Social isolation, stress, remote
work and productivity, remote
work satisfaction, COVID-19

concern

Social isolation from colleagues was positively
associated with stress. Age and education were not

related to any construct.
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Remote Work
Satisfaction
during the
COVID-19
Pandemic: The
Role of Concern
about the Virus in
a Moderated
Double Mediation

(Wang et China Mixed Job Demands- 39 (qualitative) and 522 | Procrastination, loneliness, Results showed that virtual work characteristics can
al., 2021) Methods Resources model | (quantitative) work-home interference, job improve remote working employees’ well-being.
(to a smaller Remote workers autonomy, social support, Social support and job autonomy act as job resources
extent), employed in a wide workload, emotional and assist employees in dealing with challenges when
Developed a range of industries (e.g., | exhaustion, life satisfaction, working remotely. Workload, however, was found to
theoretical education, self-perceived performance, increase remote workers’ work-home interference and
framework IT, media, finance, etc.) | communication effectiveness, | negatively influence employee well-being. Having
and occupations (e.g., procrastination, severity of children was not associated with psychological
managers, teachers, COVID-19, social support, outcomes.
designers, monitoring, self-discipline,
etc.). social support Themes: The following remote work challenges were
39 employees from reported to be associated with poorer well-being:
Chinese population (15 ineffective communication, procrastination, work-
of them were from home interference, loneliness, workload, and loss of
Beijing). social support. Personal traits such as self-discipline
and virtual work characteristics such as job autonomy
and increased social support were reported to be
associated with better well-being.
(Xiao et United Quantitative 998 Remote workers in Decreased overall mental well-being when working
al., 2021) States of California (47.3%), other | Lifestyle and home remotely were associated with physical exercise, food
America states in the U.S (35.8%) | environment (physical intake, communication with co-workers, children at
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and countries outside of
the U.S. (6.4%), with the
remaining 10.5% of
respondents preferring

not to answer

exercise, overall food intake,
junk food intake, number and
age of dependents),
occupational environment
(distractions, work hours,
communication with co-
workers, presence of others in
workspace), home office
environment (visual, thermal,
air, noise, workstation),

income,

home, distractions while working, adjusted work
hours, workstation set-up and satisfaction with
workspace indoor environmental factors.

Improved mental well-being was similarly predicted
by increased physical exercise, increased
communication with co-workers, and decreased junk
food intake, along with being positively affected by
having an infant in the home and negatively affected
by increased distractions while working. Female
remote workers reported having new issues in two or
more mental health categories more frequently than
males. Reduced mental well-being and increased
mental health issues were found among employees
who reported increased work hours. Higher workload
was not associated with new mental health issues. A
50k to 100k salary range was predictive of higher
mental well-being. Improved mental well-being was
positively influenced by having an infant in the home
but was also associated with the reporting of one new

mental health issue.
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(Yang et
al., 2022)

Shadow of cyber
ostracism over
remote
environment:
Implication on
remote work
challenges, virtual
work environment
and employee
mental well-being
during a COVID-

19 pandemic

Pakistan

Quantitative

Belongingness
theory

303 Private sector

employees in Pakistan

Sex, age, education, race,
marital status, self-rated
health, chronic diseases,
Ineffective communication,
cyber ostracism,
procrastination, employee
mental well-being, work-home
interference, employee online

work engagement

Workplace cyber ostracism has a positive and
significant influence on employee mental well-being.
Cyber ostracism had a negative influence on employee
mental well-being. Loneliness, ineffective
communication, procrastination, and work-home
interference positively and significantly mediate the
relationship between workplace cyber ostracism and
employee mental well-being.

(Note: Greyed cells indicate where theoretical approaches/frameworks were not included in studies)
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4.1. What is known from the existing literature about the relationship between remote work and employee psychological well-being
during the COVID-19 pandemic?

Studies examining the relationship between remote work and employee psychological well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic have yielded

variable results.

Some studies (Franken et al., 2021; Mostafa, 2021; Prasad, 2022; Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et al., 2021) have found that remote working has
positive psychological outcomes for remote working employees. A study conducted by Mostafa (2021) found a strong positive relationship
between remote working and psychological well-being. Employees' perceptions of remote working positively affected their psychological well-
being. Thus, respondents experienced good psychological health when working remotely. The findings of this study are validated by those of
Franken et al.'s (2021) qualitative study, which revealed that some participants felt that working remotely was good for “helping people’s mental
health” (p. 1140) as a result of increased “flexibility”. Also consistent with the finding that remote work increases employee well-being is a study

by Sato et al. (2020), which found a negative association between working remotely and depressive symptoms.

In contrast, the longitudinal study by Straus et al. (2022) also found that remote working faculty’s psychological well-being decreased during the
first eleven months of the pandemic. However, the study found that an improvement in resources (personal, external, and organisational (work-
related and social) job resources) from the first to the second measurement was associated with a reduced decline in well-being. In another study
examining the psychological well-being of remote working faculty, Prasad (2022) measured psychological well-being using Ryff and Keyes'
(1995) scale consisting of six factors: environmental mastery, positive growth, positive relations, self-acceptance, autonomy, and purpose of life.
The results indicate that autonomy and the purpose of life are statistically significantly influencing the psychological well-being of the faculty in
higher education. In other words, the autonomy of the faculty and purpose of teaching will positively influence the psychological well-being of

the remote-working faculty.
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These studies contradicted the findings of other studies (Ekpanyaskul & Padungtod, 2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Kapoor et al., 2021;
Parham & Rauf, 2020; Xiao et al., 2021), which exposed adverse psychological outcomes for remote workers. Parham and Rauf (2020), found
that remote working faculty had mostly complaints about their neglected well-being. Respondents reported increased levels of stress and anxiety
as a result of time management and spending large quantities of time working on computers. Additionally, participants reported a lack of social
interaction with colleagues and students as the reason for their unhappiness when working remotely. Further demonstrating the negative impacts
of remote working on their mental health, faculty members reported experiencing “increased stress and anxiety” as a result of forced remote
working (Parham & Rauf, 2020, p. 394). The respondent further expressed that technical issues, internet interruptions, and time management when

preparing the lectures with new materials suitable for online teaching were the primary causes for their high-stress levels and anxiety.

Shimura et al. (2021) also found that the frequency of remote work had a significant negative association with the worsening of psychological
stress responses when controlling for confounding factors such as job stressors, social support, and sleep status as personal intervening factors.
This study showed a weak and unstable statistical significance before adjusting for these factors, thus, demonstrating the importance of controlling

them.

Kapoor et al.'s (2021) study of working mothers exposed a positive association between perceived stress and remote working and a negative
association between remote working and psychological well-being. Additionally, an inverse association was found between perceived stress and

psychological well-being. Remote working also acted as a mediator between perceived stress and psychological well-being.

Xiao et al. (2021) examined how many respondents in their study reported any new mental health issues arising since they started working remotely.
The findings revealed that 73.6% of participants reported new mental health issues arising since they started working remotely. Most (55.1%) of
the respondents reported experiencing two or more new mental health issues, while one new mental health issue was reported by 18.5%, and no

new issues were reported by 26.4% of respondents.
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High moderate (55%) and severe (12%) rates of psychological distress were observed in respondents without a mental health diagnosis in the study
by Hernandez et al. (2021), even when compared to large samples previously observed before the COVID-19 pandemic (Prochaska et al., 2012)
and following disasters (Kunii et al., 2016). Similarly, Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021) found that remote-working employees had lower self-

perceived well-being following the lockdown as compared to people who continued with usual presence-based jobs in the workplace.

Hernandez et al.'s (2021) mixed methods study reflected mixed feelings and attitudes toward remote working. In the supplementary analysis
(qualitative half), participants reported adverse mental health consequences of remote working. One participant stated that “[...] everything had to
change overnight and that takes time to get right! It has been exhausting, mentally exhausting. I miss the little breaks, walking to a meeting,
popping into the coffee shop” (Hernandez et al., 2021, p. 11). Another participant said, “I find it hard to mark work online and am fed up of [sic]
looking at a computer screen (Herndndez et al., 2021, p. 11). A participant in Parham and Rauf's (2020, p. 394) study stated that when working
remotely, “excessive screen time leads to tiredness and low efficiency”. On the other hand, some participants in another qualitative study
(Hernandez et al., 2021) reported positive psychological health outcomes. For instance, a participant said, “I have still found some elements of
lockdown beneficial, particularly in the slower pace of life, which has made me think that | may want to keep some aspects of my new routine to

improve my mental health when things go back to “normal” (Hernandez et al., 2021, p. 12).

In sum, this theme demonstrates that remote working has had both benefits and disadvantages for how remote workers perceive their psychological

well-being.

7. What are the characteristics of the included studies?

This section will evaluate the characteristics of the included studies in the sample. This will begin by establishing which research methods were

used and will identify the editorial locations of the studies. Thereafter, the types of samples will be evaluated, and the sampling strategies will be
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identified. The ranges of samples sizes were also included, as well as the identification of the theoretical frameworks that were used to support the

studies.

Table 5

Characteristics of Studies

Author/ Country Design Theoretical Sample Size/Type/Strategy
Year Approach
Bergefurt et al., (2022) | Netherlands | Quantitative Developed a 271 knowledge workers of a corporate real estate team

conceptual model | in a large technology company

Convenience sampling

De Sio etal. (2021) Italy Quantitative Subjective well- | 384 Remote workers in Italy
being (inferred
from study and Convenience sampling

scale)

Escudero-Castilloetal. | Spain Quantitative 1050 remote workers in
(2021) Spain

Non-random sampling, quota sampling




Franken et al. (2021) Australia Qualitative Conservation of | 15 remote workers employed in professional and field-
Resources work areas of the resources sector in Australia
Theory, Job
Demands- Convenience sampling
Resources Model
(Hernandez et al., 2021) | United Mixed 184 remote workers in the UK
Kingdom methods
Convenience sampling
(Jamal et al., 2021) India Quantitative | Job Demands- 371 IT company employees from the National Capital
Resources model | Region (NCR) of India
Convenience sampling
(Kapoor et al., 2021) India Quantitative Conservation of | 326 working mothers in India

Resources
Theory, Ryff and
Keyes’ six factor
model of

Working mothers
in India
psychological

well-being
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(Mostafa, 2021) Egypt Quantitative, 318 remote workers in different sectors in Egypt
Explanatory
Research Snowball sampling
Design/Cross-
sectional
(Parham & Rauf, 2020) | The Qualitative 122 academics working at Higher Education

Netherlands

Institutions across different countries (and continents)

A convenience sampling procedure followed by a

snowball-sampling technique were used.

(Platts et al., 2022) United Quantitative 623 Private, public and third sector organisations
Kingdom operating in the United Kingdom
Convenience sampling
(Prasad et al., 2020) India Quantitative | Ryffand Keyes’ | 400 Employees in IT and E-Commerce industry in
six factor model | India
of psychological
well-being
(Prasad, 2022) India Quantitative | Ryff and Keyes’ | 400 Higher education faculty in India

six factor model

Convenience sampling
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of psychological

well-being
(Sato et al., 2020) Japan Quantitative 2846 users of the health app CALO mama
Purposive sampling
(Shimura et al., 2021) Japan Quantitative 3123 office workers from 23 tertiary industries
Convenience sampling
(Straus et al., 2022) Austria Quantitative, | Events Systems | 2222 from first data collection stage; 1268 from
Longitudinal | Theory and second stage. Remote workers in various organisations
Transactional in various fields in Austria
Stress
Theory/Transacti | Convenience sampling
onal Theory of
Stress and
Coping
(Sutarto et al., 2021) Indonesia Quantitative | Three-factor 472 remote workers in Indonesia
model
Convenience snowball sampling
(Toscano & Zappala, Italy Quantitative Job Demands- 265 remote workers in Italy

2020)

Resources Model

52



Convenience sampling

(Wang et al., 2021) China Mixed Job Demands- 39 (qualitative) and 522 (quantitative)
Methods Resources model | Remote workers employed in a wide range of
(to a smaller industries (e.g., education,
extent), IT, media, finance, etc.) and occupations (e.g.,
Developed a managers, teachers, designers,
theoretical etc.).
framework 39 employees from Chinese population (15 of them
were from Beijing).
(Xiao et al., 2021) United Quantitative 998 Remote workers in California (47.3%), other
States of states in the U.S (35.8%) and countries outside of the
America U.S. (6.4%), with the remaining 10.5% of respondents
preferring not to answer
Snowball sampling
(Yang et al., 2022) Pakistan Quantitative Belongingness 303 Private sector employees in Pakistan

theory

Convenience sampling

53
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7.2.1. What research methods were used?

Of the 20 included studies, 16 were quantitative studies (Bergefurt et al., 2022; De Sio et al.,
2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Jamal et al., 2021; Kapoor et al., 2021; Mostafa, 2021;
Platts et al., 2022; Prasad, 2022; Prasad et al., 2020; Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et al., 2021;
Sutarto et al., 2021; Toscano & Zappala, 2020; Wang et al., 2021a; Xiao et al., 2021; Yang et
al., 2022). Two were qualitative studies (Franken et al., 2021; Parham & Rauf, 2020), and two
were mixed methods studies (Hernandez et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021). Among the
quantitative studies, 16 were cross-sectional, one was exploratory (Xiao et al., 2021), and one
was a longitudinal (Straus et al., 2022). The qualitative studies employed thematic analysis
(Parham & Rauf, 2020) and Yin’s (2013) qualitative analysis method (Franken et al., 2021) for

data analysis.
7.2.3. What were the editorial locations of the studies?

Three studies were conducted in India (Jamal et al., 2021; Kapoor et al., 2021; Prasad, 2022;
Prasad et al., 2020). Two were conducted in Italy (De Sio et al., 2021; Toscano & Zappala,
2020), Japan (Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et al., 2021), the Netherlands (Bergefurt et al., 2022;
Parham & Rauf, 2020) and the United Kingdom (Hernandez et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022).
One was conducted in Australia (Franken et al., 2021), China (Wang et al., 2021), Austria
(Straus et al., 2022), and Egypt (Mostafa, 2021), while some originated from Indonesia (Sutarto
etal., 2021), Pakistan (Yang et al., 2022), Spain (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021) and the United
States of America (Xiao et al., 2021).

7.2.4. What samples have been included and excluded?

Some studies included specific sample groups (Jamal et al., 2021; Kapoor et al., 2021; Parham
& Rauf, 2020; Prasad, 2022; Prasad et al., 2020; Sato et al., 2020).

Primary sector (extraction), secondary sector (manufacturing), and essential workers (such as
doctors, police officers, and powerplant workers) were primarily excluded from the study as
their jobs typically involve presence-based tasks involving the use of equipment, machinery,
and handling and moving objects, which do not allow for remote work (Lund et al., 2020). This
included employees in healthcare, emergency services, food and agriculture, energy, water, etc.

Thus, it was predominantly tertiary jobs (i.e. educators, lawyers and accountants) that were
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included in the study as these employees are predominantly able to work remotely. Employees

who were not working remotely were excluded.

Prasad et al. (2020) included only employees in India's IT and E-Commerce industry. Jamal et
al. (2021) also included IT company employees from the National Capital Region (NCR) of
India. Sample sizes of 400 and 371 respondents respectively were used. The findings of these
studies may be limited in their generalisability across other occupations. IT employees might
have become accustomed to excessive digital screen use and technostress before the pandemic
and likely experienced a smoother adjustment to using and relying on ICTs (information and

communications technologies).

Bergefurt et al.'s (2022) sample included knowledge workers of a corporate real estate team in
a large technology company. Caution should be taken regarding the representativeness of the

findings in the study, as middle-aged males dominated the sample.

Kapoor et al.'s (2021) study included only a sample of working mothers in India. Three hundred
twenty-six respondents were included in the study, which is a fair sample size considering the
population of the study. However, the results cannot be generalised to the overall population

of remote workers in India (i.e., men or women without children).

Sato et al.'s (2020) sample explicitly included users of the health application CALO mama, a
smartphone application that can register daily diet, exercise, and sleep quality (Nakata et al.,
2022). This may limit the generalisabilty of results to the general population as the study is at
risk of selection bias as the application might attract a certain type/group of people such as

those that are health conscious or on a health journey.

Parham and Rauf (2020) looked specifically at academics working at higher education
institutions (HEISs) across different countries (and continents). This expands the generalisability
of results to academics across various countries and continents, although they did not specify
which countries were explicitly included. Prasad (2022) also included remote workers in HEIs,
focusing specifically on India. Parham and Rauf (2020) used quite a large sample size (122
participants) for a qualitative study. This is more than adequate for a qualitative study;
however, it must be taken into consideration that the sample included participants across
various continents. The study (Parham & Rauf, 2020) included participants from Asia (Iran,
Irag, India, Pakistan, UAE, Turkey), Europe (The Netherlands, Germany, Georgia, Greece,
France, Finland, UK, Denmark, Slovenia, Sweden, Hungary), America (United States), Africa
(Rwanda, South Africa) and Australia (Australia). The authors (Parham & Rauf, 2020) did not
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state how many participants were included from each country. Thus, little can be said regarding
the generalisability of the results in this regard, as there may have been an under- or over-

representation of participants in one country or continent.

Yang et al. (2022) included a sample of remote workers only in the private sector in Pakistan.
This limits the generalizability of the results of those employed only in the private sector and
excludes whole groups of people in the public sector. The sample size (n = 303) is adequate

and representative of all remote workers in the private sector in Pakistan.

Xiao et al.'s (2021) study included respondents from various countries. However, responses
were primarily received from individuals working in California (47.3%), with additional
responses received from 39 other states in the U.S. (35.8%) and countries outside of the U.S.
(6.4%). The remaining 10.5% of respondents preferred not to answer from where they
responded to the survey. The application and generalisability of the findings may be limited
across different states and countries as the stay-at-home orders were likely imposed at different
times. This might affect remote workers’ experiences of remote work at different stages of the
lockdown, as one participant may have endured the lockdown for a more extended period of
time than another. For instance, data was collected from April 24, 2020, to June 11, 2020.
Zhang and Warner (2020) state that California was the first to impose the lockdown order on
19 March 2020. It was followed by other states, with South Carolina being the last state to
impose a lockdown order during the first wave of the pandemic on 7 April 2020. Eight states
were reported to have never imposed a stay-at-home order. This could have affected the way
that respondents responded to the survey. However, the names of the states and countries in
which participants responded were not provided to the reader; thus, little can be said about the

generalisability of the findings in this regard.

The sample type in Sutarto et al. (2021) and Franken et al. (2021) was not specified. This limits
the generalisability of the results as little information is provided regarding the sample group
or population. On the other hand, respondents in the remaining studies (De Sio et al., 2021,
Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Franken et al., 2021; Hernandez et al., 2021; Mostafa, 2021;
Platts et al., 2022; Shimura et al., 2021; Straus et al., 2022; Toscano & Zappala, 2020; Wang
et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021) represented a wide range of occupations in their respective
countries. This improves the representativeness and generalisability of the findings in the
respective countries. However, occupational groups were not representative of all occupational

categories and could not be representative of all the jobs within each category.
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There are limitations to the generalizability of findings across the globe as the conditions of
remote work faced in one country may not be the same as those faced in another. For instance,
in poorer developing countries, remote work experiences in the Global South may be different
from those in the Global North, which is characterised by richer and more developed countries.
The resources available to those in the global north may differ from those available to people
in the global South. For instance, South Africa is a developing nation in the Global South. The
country is embattled by an energy crisis that leaves much of the population without electricity
during cycles of load-shedding. A study by Banderker (2022) found that load-shedding among
employees in South African small micro and medium enterprises was associated with stress
and anxiety. Working remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic while experiencing load-
shedding could also influence psychological well-being, potentially exacerbating negative
psychological outcomes. This demonstrates the importance of understanding the potential

differences between remote work in the Global South and the Global North.

7.2.5. What sampling methods have been used?

Most studies (Bergefurt et al., 2022; De Sio et al., 2021; Franken et al., 2021; Hernandez et al.,
2021; Jamal et al., 2021; Kapoor et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022; Prasad, 2022; Shimura et al.,
2021; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Toscano & Zappala, 2020; Yang et al., 2022)
made use of a convenience sampling method. Parham and Rauf (2020) utilised a convenience
sampling method followed by a snowball sampling technique. Two studies used snowball
sampling techniques for their studies (Mostafa, 2021; Xiao et al., 2021). Escudero-Castillo et
al. (2021) utilised quota sampling for their study. It was inferred from the study that Sato et al.
(2020) and Wang et al. (2021) used convenience or purposive sampling methods to recruit

niche samples on demand.

On the other hand, the study (De Sio et al., 2021) utilised convenience sampling, as the survey
was published on one of the authors' personal websites and was sent to a mailing list of
employees belonging to an association of Italian professionals. Therefore, the study is at risk
of selection bias as the author’s site visitors might attract a particular profile of volunteers to
participate in the study who may be inclined to report one way, which could skew the results.
Although it is not clear which association’s mailing list was used, selection bias could have

also played a role in influencing results. As a result, the researchers may have missed all the
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cases of those who do not visit the co-author’s site or those who are not members of the
association. Thus, the sample and target population may differ significantly, limiting the

researchers’ ability to generalise their findings.

Non-probability sampling methods dominated this sample of studies. Although non-probability
sampling is cost-effective and allows researchers to obtain data quickly, it does not allow us to
determine whether the sample is representative of the general population (Berndt, 2020;
Sharma, 2017). This affects the generalisability of the findings. Nevertheless, one must be
cognisant of the rising costs of probability sampling data collection, which has caused many
researchers to use less expensive non-probability methods (Wisniowski et al., 2020). This may

contributed to researchers’ decisions to utilise non-probability sampling methods.

7.2.6. What were the ranges in sample size?

Varying sample sizes have been included in the studies. Sample size ranged from 15 (Franken
etal., 2021) to 3123 (Shimura et al., 2021). More specifically, among the quantitative studies,
sample size ranged between 265 (Toscano & Zappala, 2020) and 3123 (Shimura et al., 2021)
respondents. One mixed methods study included 184 participants (Hernandez et al., 2021),
and the other mixed methods study (Wang et al., 2021) included 39 participants for the
qualitative part and 522 for the quantitative half. The two qualitative studies included 15
(Franken et al., 2021) and 122 (Parham & Rauf, 2020) participants.

Larger sample sizes found in the studies (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022,
2022; Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et al., 2021; Straus et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2021; Xiao et al.,
2021) provide more reliable results. The sample also tends to represent the general population

better, improving the results' generalisability.

7.3. What theoretical frameworks have been used?

Many studies in the included sample did not provide a theoretical framework to support their
studies (De Sio et al., 2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Hernandez et al., 2021; Mostafa,
2021; Parham & Rauf, 2020; Platts et al., 2022; Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et al., 2021; Xiao et
al., 2021). This indicates a gap in the research. Other researchers included a theoretical

framework to support their studies. Psychological well-being was defined and conceptualised
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in various ways in the studies. However, subjective and eudaimonic well-being can be used as
an overarching theoretical framework to understand some of the conceptualisations of the
complex phenomenon (Keyes & Waterman, 2003; Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Steptoe et al., 2015).
Many of the studies that were included reflected this and proved this statement true.

Kapoor et al. (2021) used subjective well-being to conceptualise psychological well-being. In
addition, Kapoor et al. (2021), Prasad (2022), and Prasad et al. (2020) used Ryff & Keyes'
(1995) dimensions of psychological well-being to inform their studies to include experiences
of happiness as well as individual and development and self-potential. Kapoor et al. (2021)
used these theories to investigate the mediating role of remote work and resilience in the
relationship between perceived stress and the psychological well-being of working mothers in

India during the pandemic.

Franken et al. (2021), De Sio et al. (2021), and Kapoor et al. (2021), however, used the
Conservation of Resources Model (Hobfoll, 1989) to inform their study. The theory allowed

the researchers to investigate the gains and losses which impacted remote workers’ well-being

during the COVID-19 pandemic.

The Job-Demands Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) was used by Jamal et al.
(2021), Toscano and Zappala (2020) and Wang et al. (2021) to inform their studies. It assisted
them in their efforts to assess the influence of job demands and resources on the psychological

outcomes for remote working employees during the pandemic.

The longitudinal study by (Straus et al., 2022) used two main theories to form the basis of their
study. The researchers used the Event System Theory (EST) (Morgeson et al., 2015) and the
Transactional Theory of Stress and Coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) to understand how the
COVID-19 crisis impacts remote workers’ well-being. EST (Morgeson et al., 2015) is of the
view that organisations are systems that do not exist in isolation and are influenced by external
factors (D. Katz & Kahn, 1966). Throwing the Transactional Theory of Stress and Coping
proposed by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) into the context of the pandemic demonstrates that
these external factors/events can be viewed as harmless or threatening and stressful. These
theories helped the researchers clearly define the research problem, thereby providing a critical

foundation upon which to conduct the study to validate or disprove a phenomenon.

Sutarto et al. (2021) adapted the Three-factor model of the relationship between stress and
productivity (Donald et al., 2005) in their study. The model traditionally includes individual

work stressors, physical and psychological stress outcomes and employees’ productivity.
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However, their adapted version emphasised specifically the direct effect of the psychological

distress on self-rated work performance.

Yang et al. (2022) used the Belonginess theory as the basis of their study; and to provide
empirical evidence on the relationship between cyber ostracism (exclusion of others in virtual
spaces) and mental well-being. According to the belongingness theory, is an employee is
treated negatively in a virtual workplace (cyber ostracism), the result will likely be poorer

individual’s mental health (i.e. increases stress, anxiety, depression levels).

From the study, it was interpreted and inferred that De Sio et al. (2021), along with other
researchers’ studies (Hernandez et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022; Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et
al., 2021; Sutarto et al., 2021) used subjective well-being as a theoretical framework to support
their study. It was also inferred that Bergefurt et al. (2022) and Hernandez et al.'s (2021) studies

were partly informed by subjective/hedonic well-being.



7.4. What variables have been included in the studies, and what were the research findings?

This section will detail the organisational, group, job, individual and external variables that were included in the research findings, along with the

associated outcomes.

Table 6

Variables Included and Summary of Findings

environment on mental
health during the COVID-19

pandemic

composition, personality, task complexity),
physical workspace characteristics (size of
workspace, colours, temperature, workspace
cleanliness, noise, shared/private workspace,

size of desk, adjustability of chair)

Mental health (sleep quality, stress,
depressive symptoms, exhaustion,
disengagement, hedonic tone, tense arousal,
fatigue, concentration, well-being,

productivity)

Author/ Title Variables included Main Findings

Year

Bergefurt et | The influence of distractions | Personal characteristics (Task complexity, Employees were distracted by noise and when
al., (2022) of the home-work gender, age, number of children, household having a small desk. Those with a dedicated

workroom were less distracted. Distractions
mediated most relationships between home-
workspace characteristics and mental health,
while personal characteristics influenced

mental health directly (except the ‘gender’,

‘age’ and ‘having a shared/private workspace’)

Employees who performed more complex

tasks were happier (i.e. hedonic tone).

Having two or more children increased home-

workspace distractions, which resulted in
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increased stress levels amongst remote
workers. During the path analysis, the
‘gender’, ‘age’ and ‘having a shared/private
workspace’ variables were deleted because
they were not significantly related to any other

variables. Employees

with neurotic personality traits were more

stressed.

De Sio et al.
(2021)

Telework and its effects on
mental health during the
COVID-19 lockdown

Gender, age, education level (high school,
graduation, post-graduation), professional
field (employee, director, freelance), working
shift (flexible, available 24h, ordinary), job
demands during pandemic (higher, lower,
unchanged), higher or lower participation in
videoconferences then before, cohabitant
during lockdown (alone, partner, family,
friend/roommates), feeling sheltered at home,
loneliness, feeling comfortable at home,
smoking habits, change in eating habits (food
and alcohol consumption), psychological

well-being, well-being

Psychological distress was associated with
educational level and habits. Poor well-being
was associated with a higher job demands,

lifestyle and habits variables.

There was a higher prevalence of
psychological distress in those who suffered
from loneliness, with flexible working shifts,
with higher job demands, among those with
higher educational levels and those who
changed their eating habits either way

(increased/decreased food consumption).
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There were no significant differences in the
psychological distress scores between males
and females and among those who lived alone,

with a partner, family or a friend/roommate.

Escudero-
Castillo et
al. (2021)

Furloughs, Teleworking and
Other Work Situations
during the COVID-19
Lockdown: Impact on
Mental Well-Being

Occupational group, age, gender, educational
level, income, marital status, M? per capita,
work experience, economic sector, number of

children,

Gender, education level (low, medium, high),
income income (low, medium, high), marital
status (married, separated, single, widow/er),
occupational group (directors and managers,
scientific and intellectual professionals,
support professionals, accounting and
administrative employees, catering,
protection and sellers; other lower-skilled
workers), minors, number of people confined
in household, m? per capita, work experience,
economic sector (primary, secondary,

tertiary)

Remote workers experienced lower self-
perceived well-being after lockdown as
compared to those still working in the same
location throughout the COVID-19 crisis.
Women reported lower self-perceived well-
being compared to men, which may be related
to gender roles and differences in households.
Managers, directors and senior officials were
at higher risk of poorer psychological well-
being as compared those who had
administrative and secretarial occupations.
Younger people were at a higher risk of worse
psychological well-being. Higher income was
associated with better psychological well-
being for men while among women, higher
levels of income was associated with worse

psychological well-being. There were no
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significant differences in the psychological
well-being of those with medium and high
levels of education. Employees with more
work experience had better psychological well-
being than those with less. Living with minors
was found to negatively affect the
psychological well-being of women while it
positively affected men’s psychological well-
being. Psychological well-being improved as
the number of people in the household
increased. Single people had better
psychological well-being and confinement

than married people.

Franken et
al. (2021)

Forced flexibility and
remote working:
opportunities and challenges

in the new normal

Themes: Technology, work-life balance,
work-life conflict, stress, physical
workspace, workload and productivity, team

relationships

Participants reported feeling overwhelmed and
stressed. Many participants reported that the
competing priorities, distracting home
environment, unsuitable workspace, increased
job demands, external distractions (i.e. noise
from neighbours) and personal and
professional isolation did not allow them to

successfully manage the work-life boundary
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challenges, which often led to increased work
hours, further demands and stress.

Some stated that external distractions as well
as the imbalance between the work-life
interface resulted in negate impact on
employees’ well-being. Some reported
experiencing stress of having to share home-
work spaces with other family members.

(Hernandez
etal., 2021)

Occupation, number of children, pre-existing
mental health diagnosis, sedentarism

Lifestyle changes (diet, exercise, smoking,
alcohol consumption, and socialisation),
distress, number of children in household,

gender,

Themes: fear of losing job (job insecurity),

better work/life balance, children

Lifestyle changes (diet, exercise, smoking,
alcohol consumption, and socialisation) were
associated with an increase in well-being.
Among those without a previous mental health
diagnosis, researchers found moderate (76/137,
55.5%) and severe (17/137, 12.4%) rates of
psychological distress, which were much
higher than those reported in large pre-
pandemic studies. The study also found that
those engaged in more sedentary behaviour
had poorer mental health than those who did

not.
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Respondents who reported having teaching and
pastoral occupations recorded worse
psychological well-being.

Participants reported an overall fear of losing
their jobs and of failing to be productive
should they struggle to adjust to working
remotely. There were no significant
differences in the mental health of adults living
in households with children. A participant with
a child at home off nursery school said that
working remotely had a “dramatic impact” on
her mental health as she struggled to shift from
“mum mode to work mode” (Hernandez et al.,
2021, p. 10). respondents with a previous
mental health diagnosis reported significantly

worse mental health

(Jamal et
al., 2021)

Work during COVID-19:
assessing the influence of
job demands and resources

on practical and

Job demands (workload pressure, task
interdependence, professional isolation and
family interference), job resources

(autonomy and schedule, flexibility,

More job demands lead to higher levels of
stress. Workload pressure, task
interdependence, professional isolation and

family interference were associated with
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psychological outcomes for
employees

sufficient technological resources, technical
support, technical training and experience),
strain (work exhaustion), work life balance,
stress, job satisfaction, strain, work-life
balance, stress, productivity and

performance, job satisfaction

increased stress. For all the job demands, work
exhaustion (strain) was found to partially
mediate the influence of job demands on

stress.

(Kapoor et | Perceived stress and Age, tenure, number of children, perceived Resilience was a significant moderator for the

al., 2021) psychological well-being of | stress, resilience, psychological well-being remote work-well-being; thus, resilience was
working mothers during important for preserving psychological well-
COVID-19: a mediated being. Perceived stress was negatively
moderated roles of associated with psychological well-being.
teleworking and resilience

(Mostafa, employee perception of remote working, This study found that remote work has positive

2021) psychological wellbeing, emotional psychological outcomes for remote working

exhaustion, work-life integration

employees. There is a significant positive
effect of employees' perception of remote
working on psychological wellbeing and work-
life integration. The research results showed
that remote working is associated with better
individual health as a result of flexibility,

technology and communication tools which
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also allow employees to connect with others;
thereby reducing the feeling of loneliness.

(Parham & | The Effect of Remote Themes: stress and anxiety The study indicates that there are both positive
Rauf, 2020) | Working on Employees and negative effects of forced remote work on
Wellbeing and Work-L.ife employees’ well-being. Some participants
Integration during Pandemic reported experiencing increased stress and
in Egypt anxiety.
(Platts et al., | Enforced home-working Quality of leadership, age, gender, diagnosed | Low leadership quality was associated with
2022) under lockdown and its mental health status (pre-diagnosed mental stress and depressive symptoms. Leadership

impact on employee
wellbeing: a cross-sectional

study

health condition), social support (colleagues
and supervisor), working overtime, number
of dependants, pre-existing mental health

diagnosis

quality was found to be especially important
for the psychological well-being outcomes for
younger age groups. Women had significantly
higher levels of stress and depressive
symptoms. Across both genders, those aged
25-44 years had significantly higher stress
compared to those aged 45+ years and those in
the 16-24 age group. Depressive symptoms
decreased with age. The number of dependants
did not impact depressive symptoms; however,
stress was found to be higher for those with
two dependants. employees who reported a

diagnosed mental health condition had
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significantly higher stress and depressive
symptoms than those who did not. Worse
psychological health was associated with

regularly working overtime.

(Prasad et Organisational Climate, Organisational policies, organisational Organisational climate and policies positively
al., 2020) Opportunities, Challenges climate, communication, peers/teamwork, influenced psychological well-being (all six
and Psychological gender, age, occupational stress, factors of Ryff’s scale, with the exception of
Wellbeing of The Remote psychological well-being factors self-acceptance for organisational policies).
Working Employees During | (environmental mastery, personal growth, Communication with others positively
Covid-19 Pandemic: A positive relations, self-acceptance, autonomy, | influenced psychological well-being.
General Linear Model purpose of life), job satisfaction, Teamwork did not significantly influence
Approach With Reference psychological well-being. There were no
To Information Technology significant gender differences in factors
Industry In Hyderabad affecting the psychological well-being of
employees. There were also no significant age
differences.
(Prasad, Occupational Stress and Psychological well-being factors Remote working and workload were
2022) Psychological Wellbeing (Environment Mastery, Positive Growth, statistically significant and were associated

predictors of Faculty
Performance Virtual during
Covid-19 Pandemic: A Case

Study with reference to

Positive Relations, Self-Acceptance,
Autonomy, Purpose of Life,) workload, role

conflict, physiological factors,

with higher stress levels in faculty. Teachers
with less experience in virtual teaching had
more stress than experienced faculty.

Autonomy to the faculty and purpose of
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Higher Academic Faculty in
Hyderabad City

teaching had a positive effect on the
psychological well-being of the faculty.

(Satoetal., | Working from home and Gender, age, work hours, The findings revealed a negative association

2020) lifestyle changes associated between working remotely and depressive
with risk of depression symptoms. Anxiety and stress symptoms
during the COVID-19 among female employees were higher than
pandemic: An observational among males.
study of health app (CALO
mama) users

(Shimura et | Remote Work Decreases Gender, age, social support, job stressors (job | Remote work is associated with positive

al., 2021) Psychological and Physical | stressors consisted of quantitative job psychological outcomes and decreased

Stress Responses, but Full-
Remote Work Increases

Presenteeism

overload, qualitative job overload, physical
demands, job control, skill utilization,
interpersonal conflict, poor physical
environment, job suitability, and

meaningfulness of work), sleep,

psychological and stress responses when
controlling the confounding factors such as job
stressors, social support, and sleep status.
There was a weak and unstable statistical
significance before adjusting for these factors,
indicating the importance of controlling them.
A decrease in social support was associated
with worsening of sleep were associated with

worsening stress reactions.
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(Straus et Remote workers’ well- Organisation communication, social support | Well-being decreased less when remote

al., 2022) being, perceived (leader, colleagues), personal resources (self- | workers has high resources of self-efficacy and
productivity, and goal setting, self-efficacy, home-office social support at Time 1 (beginning of crisis).
engagement: which experience), external resources (equipment at | The results also showed that an improvement
resources should HRM home), organisational job resources: work- in resources from Time 1 to Time 2 was
improve during COVID-19? | related resources (job security, job latitude, associated with a reduced decline in well-

A longitudinal diary study communication during COVID-19) and being. Men were found to be slightly more
social resources (leader autonomy support, satisfied than women when working remotely.
supervisor support, colleague support), age, Younger remote workers showed lower levels
gender of well-being, regardless of their

organisational job resources. Previous remote
work experience was found to be influential in
reducing employees’ decline in well-being.
(Sutarto et | Work from home: Gender, age, marital status, number of The prevalence of depression was 18.4%,
al., 2021) Indonesian employees’ children, education, workspace, work anxiety 46.4% and stress 13.1% (77.9%

mental well-being and
productivity during the
COVID-19 pandemic

experience, nature of organisation,

depression, anxiety, stress

overall). Gender, age, education level, job
experiences, marital status, number of children
and nature of the organisation and workspace
were associated with the employees’
psychological health. Employees who worked
in private/other institutions experienced more
overall psychological distress (higher

depression, anxiety and stress scores) as
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compared to those who are employed by public
or state organisations. Anxiety and stress
symptoms among female employees were
higher than among males, however, depression
scores were not significantly different.
Younger employees felt more depression,
anxiety and stress than their older counterparts.
Remote-working employees who graduated
high school reported higher anxiety levels than
those with postgraduate degrees. Respondents
who have been working less than five years
experienced higher psychological distress
scores than those having more than 20 years of
work experience. Employees with 10-20 years
of experience reported significantly higher
levels of stress than those with more than 20
years of experience. Remote workers who did
not have children were more likely to report
less overall psychological health as compared

to those with children.

No significant differences were found between
those with either 1-3 children or more than 3

children. Single respondents were more likely
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to report less psychological health (higher
depression, anxiety and stress scores) as
compared to those who were married or

divorced/widowed.

(Toscano & | Social Isolation and Stress Social isolation, stress, remote work and Social isolation from colleagues was positively
Zappala, as Predictors of Productivity | productivity, remote work satisfaction, associated with stress. Age and education were
2020) Perception and Remote COVID-19 concern not related to any construct.

Work Satisfaction during the

COVID-19 Pandemic: The

Role of Concern about the

Virus in a Moderated

Double Mediation
(Wang et Procrastination, loneliness, work-home Results showed that virtual work
al., 2021) interference, job autonomy, social support, characteristics can be, and are, a powerful

workload, emotional exhaustion, life
satisfaction, self-perceived performance,
communication effectiveness,
procrastination, severity of COVID-19, social
support, monitoring, self-discipline, social

support

vehicle for improving remote working
employees’ well-being. Social support and job
autonomy, act as job resources and assist
employees with dealing with challenges when
working remotely. Workload, however, was
found to increase remote workers’ work-home
interference, and thereby negatively associated

with employee well-being. Having children
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was not associated with psychological

outcomes.

Themes: The following remote work
challenges were reported to be associated with
poorer well-being: ineffective communication,
procrastination, work-home interference,
loneliness, workload, loss of social support.
Personal traits such as self-discipline and
virtual work characteristics such as job

autonomy and increased social support were

reported to be associated with better wellbeing.

(Xiao et al.,
2021)

Lifestyle and home environment (physical
exercise, overall food intake, junk food
intake, number and age of dependents),
occupational environment (distractions, work
hours, communication with co-workers,
presence of others in workspace), home
office environment (visual, thermal, air,

noise, workstation), income,

Decreased overall mental well-being when
working remotely were associated with
physical exercise, food intake, communication
with coworkers, children at home, distractions
while working, adjusted work hours,
workstation set-up and satisfaction with

workspace indoor environmental factors.

Improved mental well-being was similarly
predicted by increased physical exercise,

increased communication with coworkers, and
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decreased junk food intake, along with being
positively affected by having an infant in the
home and negatively affected by increased
distractions while working. Female remote
workers reported having new issues in two or
more mental health categories more frequently
than males. Reduced mental well-being and
increased mental health issues were found
among employees who reported increased
work hours. Higher workload was not
associated with new mental health issues. A
50k to 100k salary range was predictive of
higher mental well-being. Improved mental
well-being was positively influenced by having
an infant in the home but was also associated
with the reporting of one new mental health

issue.

(Yangetal.,
2022)

Shadow of cyber ostracism
over remote environment:
Implication on remote work

challenges, virtual work

Sex, age, education, race, marital status, self-
rated health, chronic diseases, Ineffective
communication, cyber ostracism,

procrastination, employee mental well-being,

Workplace cyber ostracism has a positive and
significant influence on employee mental well-
being. Cyber ostracism had a negative

influence on employee mental well-being.
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environment and employee
mental well-being during a
COVID-19 pandemic

work-home interference, employee online

work engagement

Loneliness, ineffective communication,
procrastination, and work-home interference
positively and significantly mediate the
relationship between workplace cyber

ostracism and employee mental well-being.
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7.4.3. What organisational variables are related to the well-being of remote working

employees during the Covid-19 pandemic?

Three studies included organisational variables in their studies, such as organisation
communication (Straus et al., 2022), organisational policies and organisational climate (Prasad
et al., 2020), as well as leadership (Platts et al., 2022).

Straus et al. (2022) found that being satisfied with the organisation’s communication during
COVID-19 mitigated the decline in well-being. Prasad et al. (2020) also included
organisational policies and climate variables in their study. Organisational policies and climate
were found to positively influence the psychological well-being of remote-working employees.
Organisational climate was found to be statistically significant and influencing all the six
factors of psychological well-being, according to Ryff's (1989) scale (environmental mastery,
positive growth, positive relations, self-acceptance, autonomy and purpose of life). Likewise,
organisational policies were found to be influencing five factors of psychological well-being,

with the exception self-acceptance.

Platts et al.'s (2022) study was the only one found to include quality of leadership as a variable
at the time of writing. Quality of leadership was found to be a significant negative predictor of
stress for both men and women. The 25-44 age group experienced the highest mean stress
levels, where the leadership quality was low. The findings also showed that the group with two
or more dependants who could not exert control over breaks experienced the highest levels of
stress where the quality of leadership was high.

7.4.4. What group-level variables are related to the well-being of remote working

employees during the Covid-19 pandemic?

Communication with colleagues and leaders/Peers/Support

Xiao et al. (2021) investigated how occupational factors affect the mental well-being of remote
working employees during the COVID-19 pandemic. The study showed that improved mental
well-being was predicted by increased communication with co-workers. Similarly, Straus et al.
(2022), in their study, included social support as a COVID-19 work-related resource. The
investigated social resources include leader autonomy support, supervisor support, and
colleague support. Well-being decreased less when remote workers indicated high resources of

social support from colleagues. However, social support from leaders and leader autonomy
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support was not significantly associated with mental well-being. Two other studies (Mostafa,
2021; Wang et al., 2021) found communication to influence employees' psychological well-
being positively. Another study (Yang et al., 2022) revealed that ineffective communication
mediated the relationship between workplace cyber ostracism and employee mental well-
being, in which ineffective communication was associated with poorer psychological well-

being.

Regarding peers, Prasad et al. (2020) found that working in a team (teamwork) did not

significantly influence the psychological well-being of employees.

7.4.5. What job variables are related to the well-being of remote working employees

during the Covid-19 pandemic?

A number of job-related variables were included in the studies. This included job
characteristics such as job latitude and security (Straus et al., 2022) and task complexity
(Bergefurt et al., 2022), occupation (De Sio et al., 2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021,
Hernandez et al., 2021; Sutarto et al., 2021), work hours (De Sio et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021),
job demands and workload (De Sio et al., 2021; Jamal et al., 2021; Prasad, 2022; Xiao et al.,
2021).

Characteristics of the job

Straus et al. (2022) investigated the changes in well-being between two time measurements
based on job latitude and job security. Job latitude is concerned with the freedom that an
employee has to control and organise their work (Frese & Zapf, 1994). High job
latitude/increased scope for action and job security were associated with a reduced decline in
well-being. Similarly, participants of a mixed methods study (Hernandez et al., 2021) also

reported an overall fear of losing their jobs.

Task complexity is a variable that was also investigated by Bergefurt et al. (2022) and was
subjectively measured using the Perceived Task Complexity Scale developed by Maynard and
Hakel (1997). The findings of the study showed that employees who performed more complex

tasks were happier (i.e., hedonic tone).
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Occupation
Four studies included occupational factors as variables (De Sio et al., 2021; Escudero-Castillo
et al., 2021; Hernandez et al., 2021; Sutarto et al., 2021).

De Sio et al. (2021) examined whether any significant differences existed in the psychological
distress scores across different professional fields (employee, director, and freelancer). No
significant differences were found. In contrast, Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021) found that
managers, directors, and senior officials were at higher risk of poorer psychological well-being

than those with administrative and secretarial occupations.

Sutarto et al. (2021) examined whether there would be any differences in the depression,
anxiety, and stress scores between employees working in private/other institutions versus those
working in public/state organisations. The results of the study revealed that employees who
worked in private/other institutions experienced more overall psychological distress (higher

depression, anxiety, and stress scores) than those employed by public or state organisations.

Interestingly, respondents in the study conducted by Hernandez et al. (2021) found that those

who held teaching and pastoral occupations reported feeling more tired, stressed, and anxious.

Work hours

Interestingly, a study by De Sio et al. (2021) found that employees with flexible working shifts
reported higher psychological distress than those with ordinary work hours or those who were
available 24/7. Xiao et al. (2021) found that reduced mental well-being and increased mental
health issues were noted for employees who reported increased work hours and who needed to

adjust work hours around others compared to those who did not.

Job demands and workload

Five studies considered job demands in their studies (De Sio et al., 2021; Franken et al., 2021,
Jamal et al., 2021; Prasad, 2022; Xiao et al., 2021). One study (Jamal et al., 2021) revealed that
job demands, namely workload pressure, task interdependence, professional isolation, and
family interference in work, positively influence stress. Thus, increased job demands are
associated with higher levels of stress. For all the job demands, work exhaustion (strain) was
found to partially mediate the influence of job demands on stress. Prasad (2022) also found that

workload was statistically associated with higher stress levels. These findings match those
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found in the De Sio et al. (2021) study, which showed that employees with higher job demands
had a larger prevalence of psychological distress than employees with lower job demands. On
the other hand, Xiao et al. (2021) found that higher workloads were not associated with new
mental health issues. De Sio et al. (2021) also investigated the role of the frequency of video
conferences on psychological well-being. They did not find any significant differences in
psychological distress scores between employees who engaged more or less in video

conferences than they had before the pandemic.

7.4.6. What individual variables are related to the well-being of remote working

employees during the Covid-19 pandemic?

Among the sample of included articles, some studies included gender (Bergefurt et al., 2022;
De Sio et al., 2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022; Prasad et al., 2020; Sato
et al., 2020; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021) and age (Bergefurt et al.,
2022; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022; Prasad et al., 2020; Shimura et al.,
2021; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021) as variables. Some of the studies included
additional individual variables such as income (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Xiao et al.,
2021), education (De Sio et al., 2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Sutarto et al., 2021), work
experience (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021), number of
children (Bergefurt et al., 2022; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Hernandez et al., 2021; Platts
et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021), household composition (Bergefurt et al.,
2022; De Sio et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021), marital status (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021;
Sutarto et al., 2021), personality (Bergefurt et al., 2022), personal resources (Kapoor et al.,
2021; Straus et al., 2022), pre-existing mental health diagnosis (Hernandez et al., 2021; Platts
et al., 2022; Xiao et al., 2021). Some studies also included loneliness (De Sio et al., 2021,
Toscano & Zappala, 2020; Wang et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022), lifestyle factors (physical
exercise, food and dietary change, alcohol consumption, smoking, and sedentarism) (De Sio et
al., 2021; Hernéandez et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021).

Gender
Eight quantitative studies reported on the relationship between gender and psychological well-
being. Escudero-Castillo and colleagues (2021) found worse effects on women's self-perceived

well-being than men's. Similar results were found in a study by Platts et al. (2022), who also
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found that women had significantly higher stress levels and depressive symptoms. In other
studies (Sato et al., 2020; Sutarto et al., 2021), the anxiety and stress symptoms among female
employees were higher than among males. However, regarding depression scores, there were
no significant differences between males and females (Sutarto et al., 2021). Straus et al. (2022)

found men to be slightly more satisfied than women when working remotely.

Conversely, a study by Prasad et al. (2020) found no significant gender differences in factors
affecting the psychological well-being of employees in the IT sector. Gender was also included
in the study by Bergefurt et al. (2022); however, during the path analysis, the variable was
deleted because it was not significantly related to any other variable. Another study (De Sio et
al., 2021) found that the prevalence of psychological distress in females compared to males
was not statistically significant. However, mental well-being was found to be directly impacted
by gender in a study by Xiao et al. (2021). Female respondents reported having new issues in

two or more mental health categories more frequently than males.

Age

Six studies included age as a variable. In a study by Sutarto et al. (2021), age was split into
three categories, 18-35, 36-55, and >55. The study revealed that younger employees felt more
depression, anxiety, and stress than their older counterparts. For depression, anxiety, and stress,
the 18-34 group had higher scores than both the 35-54 and >55 groups, and the 35-54 group
had higher scores than the >55 age group. The findings of another study (Platts et al., 2022)
revealed that across both genders, those aged 25-44 years had significantly higher stress
compared to those aged 45+ years and those in the 16-24 age group. Depressive symptoms
decreased with age, with those aged 16-24 reporting the highest levels and those aged 45+
years reporting lower levels than all other age groups. The study by Straus et al. (2022) showed
that younger remote workers showed lower levels of well-being, regardless of their
organisational job resources. Similarly, Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021) found that younger
people had worse psychological well-being when working remotely during the COVID-19
pandemic. On the other hand, a study by Prasad et al. (2020) found no significant age
differences in factors affecting the psychological well-being of employees in the IT sector.
Bergefurt et al. (2022) also included age as a variable in their study; however, during the path

analysis, the variable was deleted because it was not significantly related to any other variable.
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Income
Only two studies (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021) linked income to the

psychological well-being of remote working employees during the COVID-19 pandemic.

During the pandemic, Xiao et al. (2021) found that income level directly influenced mental
well-being. Amongst the annual income level categories of 50k to 100k, 100k to 150k, and
more than 150k, only an annual income of 50k to 100k compared to less than 50k per year was
associated with a significant outcome. More specifically, a 50k to 100k salary range was
predictive of higher mental well-being. In Escudero-Castillo et al.'s (2021) study, higher
income was associated with better psychological well-being among men, while among women,

higher income levels were associated with worse psychological well-being.

Education Level

Only three studies (De Sio et al., 2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Sutarto et al., 2021)
linked education level with the psychological well-being of remote working employees during
the COVID-19 pandemic.

Sutarto et al. (2021) found no significant differences in depression scores across the education
levels (high school, three-year college, undergraduate, and postgraduate). However, significant
differences were found in the anxiety and stress scores across the education levels. Remote-
working employees who graduated high school reported higher anxiety levels than those with
postgraduate degrees. Employees with a three-year college degree had higher anxiety and stress
but not depression levels compared to the lower (high school) or higher (undergraduate and

postgraduate degree) education levels.

Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021) did not find any significant difference in the psychological well-
being of those with medium and high levels of education. Conversely, De Sio et al.'s (2021)
study revealed that remote workers with higher educational levels reported higher
psychological distress. In this regard, psychological distress in post-graduates was higher than
in graduates and those with high-school diplomas. In addition, graduates' psychological distress

was worse than remote workers with high-school diplomas/certificates.
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Work Experience

Sutarto et al. (2021) examined whether job experience would significantly influence the mental
well-being of remote working employees during the COVID-19 pandemic. The results showed
that respondents who have been working less than five years experienced higher psychological
distress (higher depression, anxiety, and stress scores) than those having more than 20 years of
work experience. Employees with 10-20 years of experience reported significantly higher
stress levels than those with more than 20 years of experience. On the other hand, Escudero-
Castillo et al. (2021) found that employees with more work experience had better psychological
well-being than those with less. Straus et al. (2022) also found that previous remote work

experience was found to be influential in reducing employees’ decline in well-being.

Number of children

Bergefurt et al. (2022) measured the number of children in three categories; no children, one
child, and two or more children. The results of the study indicated that having more than two
children increased home-workspace distractions while working from home. Additionally,
employees with more than two children were less likely to have a dedicated workroom at home.
Therefore, they were more distracted in their work as they were more likely to experience
home-workspace distractions. Such distractions increased stress, and negative feelings (i.e.
low-spirited and sad), which are concerned with hedonic well-being.

Platts et al. (2022) found that the number of dependants did not impact depressive symptoms;

however, stress was higher for those with two dependants.

Xiao et al. (2021) found that having an infant in the home positively influenced mental well-
being. However, despite having an infant at home predicting better overall mental well-being,
having an infant was associated with reporting one new mental health issue. In the study by
Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021), however, living with minors was found to negatively affect

women's psychological well-being while it positively affected men’s psychological well-being.

Hernandez et al. (2021) found no significant differences in the mental health of adults living in
households with children. However, in the supplementary analysis, the qualitative part of the
study, a participant with a three-year-old reported that having her child at home and off nursery
school had a “dramatic impact” on her mental health as she struggled to shift from “mum mode
to work mode” (Hernandez et al., 2021, p. 10). This participant also reported “feeling as though

I’'m not achieving anything along with feeling mum guilt for not being with my son”
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(Hernandez et al., 2021, p. 10). Having a child at home when working remotely during the

COVID-19 pandemic negatively influenced the participant’s mental health.

Sutarto et al. (2021) found that remote workers who did not have children were more likely to
report lower overall psychological health compared to those with children, as they consistently
had higher depression, anxiety and stress scores compared to those with 1-3 and more than 3
children. No significant differences were found in the depression, anxiety and stress scores of

those with either 1-3 children or more than 3 children.

Household composition and shared workspace

De Sio et al. (2021) found no significant differences in the psychological distress scores among
those who lived alone, with a partner, family or a friend/roommates. There was, however, a
larger prevalence of psychological distress among remote workers who did not “feel sheltered
in their home” compared to those who did. On the other hand, Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021)
found that living alone was associated with worse psychological well-being. It was also found
that living alone negatively influenced women’s psychological well-being more than men’s.

Psychological well-being improved as the number of people in the household increased.

Xiao et al. (2021) found that the average mental well-being status of remote workers who had
someone else present in the same workspace while working remotely was slightly but
significantly lower than those who indicated that they had a solitary work environment. During
the path analysis in Bergefurt et al.'s (2022) study, the variable ‘having a shared/private

workspace’ was deleted as it was not significantly associated with other variables.

Marital status

Sutarto et al. (2021) and Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021) had the only studies in the sample to
include marital status as a variable. Sutarto et al. (2021) found that single respondents were
more likely to report less psychological health (higher depression, anxiety and stress scores)
compared to those who were married or divorced/widowed. Additionally, divorced/widowed
respondents reported lower stress scores compared to their married counterparts. There were
no significant differences in the depression and anxiety scores between married and

divorced/widowed respondents. Escudero-Castillo and colleagues (2021) found that marital
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status influenced the psychological well-being of remote workers. Single people had better

psychological well-being in confinement than married people.

Personality

Bergefurt et al. (2022) was the only study to include personality traits as a variable. During the
path analysis, personality trait variables ‘conscientiousness’ and ‘extraversion’ were deleted
because they were not significantly related to any other variable. However, Bergefurt et al.
(2022) found that remote-working employees with neurotic personality traits had significantly

higher stress levels.

Self-Goal Setting, Self-Efficacy and Resilience

Straus et al. (2022) included self-goal setting and self-efficacy in their longitudinal study. The
findings showed that well-being decreased less when remote workers indicated high self-
efficacy at the beginning of the pandemic. Thus, self-efficacy as a personal resource was shown
to prevent the decline in well-being. Self-goal setting was not associated with changes in well-
being.

Kapoor et al.'s (2021) study showed that the interaction between working remotely and
resilience was significant in predicting better psychological well-being. The indirect effect of
perceived stress on psychological well-being was weaker for mothers who reported high
resilience levels. Thus, resilience acted as a moderator in the relationship between working
remotely and psychological well-being. Resilience was important for preserving psychological

well-being.

Pre-existing mental health diagnosis

Hernandez et al. (2021) considered the possible effect of remote work on the psychological
well-being of those with a mental health diagnosis. Unsurprisingly, respondents with a previous
mental health diagnosis reported significantly worse mental health. Of those with pre-existing
mental health diagnoses (45/184), 80% of the respondents had K6 scores >5, indicating

moderate distress, and 22.2% had K6 scores >13, indicating severe distress.



87

Congruent to the findings in the study conducted by Hernandez et al. (2021), Platts et al. (2022)
also found that employees who reported having a pre-diagnosed mental health condition had
significantly higher stress levels and depressive symptoms than those who did not. Those with
an existing mental health condition who occasionally or always worked overtime had the

highest depression scores.

Loneliness

Loneliness is “a psychological pain of perceived relational deficiencies in the workplace”
(Wright & Silard, 2020, p. 5). Loneliness also relates to Ryff's (1989) positive relations, which
he stated are essential for psychological well-being. It must be noted that Ryff (1989) says
positive relations are essential for psychological well-being, not merely the presence of

relations. Therefore, positive relations with others must be present.

Regarding employees’ psychological well-being, loneliness was included in four studies (De
Sio et al., 2021; Toscano & Zappala, 2020; Wang et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022) examining
the psychological well-being of remote-working employees. In the quantitative half of a mixed
study (Wang et al., 2021), ten participants out of 39 indicated loneliness as a challenge. For
instance, one participant stated that although individuals can connect with colleagues through
information and communications technologies (ICTs), conversations with colleagues were
more work-related and task-focused. They could not meet their psychological needs for
belongingness or relatedness. Another participant was not fulfilled with the quality of online
social interactions as a result of restrictions regarding “intimacy” and “closeness” (Wang et al.,
2021, p. 25), and this relates to the theme of loneliness. However, the quantitative part of the
study demonstrates that online social interactions are “not necessarily sufficient for reducing”
loneliness (Wang et al., 2021). In the same study, other critical virtual work characteristics and
variables, such as social support and job autonomy, were negatively related to loneliness during
remote work. Similarly, There was a higher prevalence in those who suffered from loneliness
in De Sio et al.'s (2021) study.

Toscano & Zappala (2020) also found loneliness to be a critical factor, as social isolation
caused by the lack of face-to-face interaction with colleagues was positively associated with
stress. Similarly, the study by De Sio et al. (2021) revealed a larger prevalence of psychological

distress in those who suffered from loneliness than in those who did not or ‘sometimes’ did.
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Yang et al. (2022) included cyber ostracism in their study. Yang et al.'s (2022) define cyber
ostracism in alignment with the definition provided by (Niu et al., 2018), who state that the
word ‘cyber ostracism’ signifies a similar concept of being left out in the herds of people in a
virtual workplace. During this Covid-19 period, communication was mostly done through

teleconferencing (Tuzovic & Kabadayi, 2020).

Yang et al. (2022) found that cyber ostracism negatively influenced employees’ mental well-
being. Loneliness was found to significantly mediate the relationship between workplace cyber
ostracism and employee mental well-being. Yang et al. (2022) found ineffective
communication and work-home interference to positively mediate the relationship between
workplace cyber ostracism and employee mental well-being. This suggests that ineffective
communication and work-home interference are associated with cyber ostracism, which is also
associated with poorer employee mental well-being. Procrastination was found to have a
positive and significant indirect mediating effect on the relationship between workplace cyber

ostracism and employee mental well-being.

Lifestyle (physical exercise, food and dietary change, alcohol consumption and sedentarism)

De Sio et al. (2021) found that psychological distress was higher in remote workers who
changed their eating habits either way. Most of the sample (57.39%) changed eating habits,
with 44.50% having increased their food intake. Xiao et al. (2021) investigated how lifestyle
changes when working remotely influenced employees’ mental well-being. As expected,
improved mental well-being was predicted by increased physical exercise and decreased

overall food intake and decreased junk food intake.

Unlike most studies, De Sio et al. (2021) also investigated alcohol consumption as a lifestyle
habit. The study found no significant differences in the psychological distress scores between

remote workers that increased their alcohol consumption and those that did not.

One mixed methods study (Hernandez et al., 2021) included sedentarism as a variable. The
quantitative part of the study found that remote workers who spent more time sitting

(sedentarism) were in worse mental health condition//had worse mental health.

7.5. What external variables are related to the well-being of remote working employees

during the Covid-19 pandemic?
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Home environment and workspace

Home environment and workspace characteristics were included as variables in five studies
(Bergefurt et al., 2022; Franken et al., 2021; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al.,
2021). Three studies also included distractions as a variable (Bergefurt et al., 2022; Franken et
al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021).

A study by Bergefurt et al. (2022) adapted physical workspace characteristics which influence
workspace distractions identified by Kim and de Dear (2012) to make up the home-work
characteristics in their study. These factors included temperature, noise level, amount of space,
visual privacy, adjustability of furniture, colours, and workspace cleanliness. All characteristics
except for colours and noise level were deleted as they were not significantly related to any
other variable. Remote workers with blue or green wall colours were found to be more stressed;
however, these colours also increased their happiness and satisfaction levels (i.e. hedonic tone,
associated with hedonic psychological well-being). High noise levels negatively influenced

employees’ well-being.

Franken et al.'s (2021) study reported that having an unsuitable workspace increased job
demands and stress. Xiao et al. (2021) investigated how home environment and
workspace/home-office environments influence employees’ mental well-being when working
remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic. Xiao et al. (2021) investigated which indoor
environmental quality (IEQ) factors visual environment (e.g. averages across ratings of natural
lighting, electric lighting, and glare), thermal environment (average of ratings for indoor
temperature and humidity), and air quality and noise, which remained as individual factors.
Overall, satisfaction with IEQ factors (visual environment, thermal environment, air quality
and noise) was positively associated with mental well-being. These factors are essential for the
mental health of remote working employees as higher satisfaction with all workspace IEQ
factors reduced the chance of respondents reporting new mental health issues. In essence,
higher satisfaction with workspace (IEQ) factors was important for the mental health of remote
workers (Xiao et al., 2021).

Straus et al. (2022) showed that enhanced ergonomic standards during the pandemic were
important for reducing employees’ decline in well-being from the first to the second time
measurement when working remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic. Respondents who had
a dedicated room for their work activities and those who reported having a good workstation

set-up had fewer new mental health issues. Similarly, Sutarto et al. (2021) found that employees
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with no dedicated workspaces reported higher depression, anxiety and stress scores. In Xiao et
al. (2021), a small but statistically significant difference was noted in the mental well-being of
individuals who reported having (higher well-being) versus not having (lower well-being) a
good workstation set-up. The same was found among remote workers who reported knowing
(higher well-being) versus not knowing (lower well-being) how to adjust their workstation.
Conversely, Straus et al. (2022) found that a lack of knowledge for adjusting the workstation
was not associated with any new mental health issues. In sum, the findings show that having a
dedicated workspace was associated with better psychological well-being (Straus et al., 2022;
Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021).

Distractions

Distractions were included as a variable of interest in four studies (Bergefurt et al., 2022;
Franken et al., 2021; Hernandez et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021). Increased distractions while
working was associated with decreased mental well-being (Xiao et al., 2021). Congruently, in
the study by Bergefurt et al. (2022), as a result of distractions, employees rated their stress
levels to be higher and indicated reduced hedonic tone (hedonic well-being). Those with a
dedicated workroom were less distracted. Additionally, the path analysis showed that remote
workers were distracted by noise and having small desks. Franken et al.'s (2021) study found
that external distractions (i.e. noise from neighbours) among participants led to increased stress
levels. In Hernandez et al.'s (2021, p. 11) supplementary analysis, a participant stated, “Yet I
believe I am near to cracking trying to do a full day’s work with the distraction of the virus is
really difficult”. This suggests that the COVID-19 pandemic/virus itself was experienced as a

distraction.

Various organisational, group, job, individual and external variables were included in the
studies. Although some of the findings were mixed, it is evident that some studies took multiple
variables into consideration in an effort to better understand the relationship between remote

work and psychological well-being.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Conceptually thinking about remote working and psychological well-being in the context of
the pandemic can help us understand employees’ needs, which enables us to gain an
understanding of employees’ remote working experiences. It can also be valuable in
determining and, establishing structures that can be put in place to support employees and
organisations during remote working that has been necessitated by the pandemic and in the

future.

This scoping review adhered to the PRISMA guidelines (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005) to map
the broader psychological experiences of remote-working employees during the COVID-19
pandemic. A total of 20 studies (2 mixed methods, 1 longitudinal, and 2 qualitative) fulfilled
all of the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the final sample. Findings suggest that remote work
research has investigated various psychological outcomes in a balanced manner; however, the
findings were inconsistent. Various gaps were identified, which points to the need for further

research to bridge these gaps.

The findings of studies revealed that there were mixed results in examining the relationship
between remote work and employees’ psychological well-being. Some studies (Franken et al.,
2021; Mostafa, 2021; Prasad, 2022; Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et al., 2021; Straus et al., 2022)
have shown that working remotely has benefits for employees’ overall well-being. Remote
work is often associated with increased autonomy and flexibility, which may reduce the feeling
of work overload and job stress (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). The qualitative study by
Franken et al. (2021) showed that remote working employees felt that working remotely was
good for their mental health as it provided them with increased flexibility. Prasad (2022) also
found that increased autonomy positively influenced the psychological well-being of remote-
working faculty. These findings are validated by a previous pre-pandemic study (Filardi et al.,
2020) which found a positive relationship between remote and individual well-being and
reports of improved quality of life when employees had more flexibility. Previous literature
(Vleeshouwers et al., 2019) suggests that the work-life balance may enhance employees’
psychological well-being, and flexibility may contribute to this balance. The CoR theory
(Hobfoll, 1989) indicates that a loss of resources can lead to psychological stress. Golden
(2006) argued that the change in a remote worker’s working location could have implications
for one’s personal resources. Golden (2006) argued that remote workers conserve their

psychological energy when they do not commute to work, which allows them to acquire other
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resources. Critically conserved resources such as time and energy can be allocated to leisure
activities (Guimaraes & Dallow, 1999), allowing the individual to replenish their resources,

thereby improving their psychological well-being.

Interestingly, however, the study by De Sio et al. (2021) found that employees with flexible
working shifts experienced more psychological distress than those with ordinary work hours.
A possible explanation for this is that remote work could blur the line between home and work
(Buchler et al., 2020), which can overshadow the autonomy and flexibility from which remote
workers would have ordinarily benefitted. Flexibility in remote work could create an “always-
on culture” (Derks et al., 2015), which can have detrimental effects on remote working
employees’ psychological well-being (Buchler et al., 2020). The pre-pandemic study by
Eddleston and Mulki (2017) found that remote-working employees found it difficult to
disengage from work, which led to increased stress levels. Participants in the qualitative study
by Grant et al. (2013) also reported the blurring of lines between work and home life as they
began to work much longer hours throughout the day, which negatively influenced their
psychological well-being. Nevertheless, Job Demands-Resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007)
and CoR (Hobfoll, 1989) theory suggest that when managed correctly, flexibility can be a
valuable resource which can allow employees to allocate their time and energy to other
activities which help them replenish their resources, such as leisure activities. This in turn
improves their psychological well-being (Guimaraes & Dallow, 1999).

On the other hand, remote work can negatively impact psychological well-being. Parham and
Rauf (2020) found that in some faculty, remote work was associated with increased stress and
anxiety levels due to time management and the much time spent working on computers. One
respondent further expressed that technical issues, internet interruptions and time management
when preparing the lectures with new materials suitable for online teaching were the primary
causes for their high-stress levels and anxiety. Through the lens of the Job Demands-Resources
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), lecturers likely had to prepare lectures in a new format
very quickly, drastically increasing their workload and pressure on their time and energy
resources. The emergency of remote work did not provide them with an adjustment period, a
‘trial run’ or much time to shift their methods of delivery and ways of work. They were forced
to very quickly prepare themselves for the shift, which increased their job demands and
workload. High job demands (increased workload) strain employees by depleting mental

resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). It is also possible that remote workers struggled with
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time management due to the overlap of work and home responsibilities when working

remotely, as previous literature (Dolce et al., 2020) suggests.

The shift to remote work was neither voluntary, nor a phased approach, and this forced change
negatively influenced some remote workers’ psychological well-being. In the study by Parham
and Rauf (2020), remote workers reported experiencing increased stress and anxiety levels due
to forced remote working. The voluntariness, or lack thereof, of the shift to remote work is a
critical factor to consider as change management theory (Kotter, 2012; Kotter & Cohen, 2012;
McHugh, 1997) suggests that forced change in organisations can cause influence negative
psychological outcomes and resistance. The studies in this sample did not actively investigate
this; however, future studies should take this into consideration.

Xiao et al.'s (2021) study revealed that 73.6% of participants reported new mental health issues
arising since they started working remotely during the pandemic. Most (55.1%) respondents
reported experiencing two or more new mental health issues. Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021)
also found that remote-working employees had lower self-perceived well-being following the
lockdown than people who continued with usual presence-based jobs in the workplace. A
possible reason is that those who continued going to work may have experienced a sense of
normalcy or ‘business and usual’, as opposed to those forced to work from home. Additionally,
presence-based jobs could have allowed employees to have engaged in more social interaction
with their colleagues. On the other hand, remote workers during the COVID-19 pandemic
lockdowns had no physical separation between work and leisure, and both were in the same
location. Working remotely makes it easier to have meetings or work on projects at all hours.
Moreover, some remote workers do not have isolated workspaces; that is, a particular place
that is conducive for working. This can cause the employees and those around them to forget
that they are working, leading to distractions, which have been shown to increase stress levels
(Leroy, 2009; Zijlstra et al., 1999). Additionally, socialising with other colleagues could have
become more of a challenge, as previous literature suggests of remote work (Bentley et al.,
2016; Cooper & Kurland, 2002; Grant et al., 2013).

Spending copious amounts of time working on computers and dealing with technical issues
and internet interruptions was also reported as a source of increased levels of stress and anxiety
(Parham & Rauf, 2020). In the study by Hernandez et al. (2021), another participant reported
that they were “fed up of [sic] looking at a computer screen” (Hernandez et al., 2021, p. 11).

Increased stress could have resulted from digital fatigue and technostress when working
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remotely. Digital fatigue is a form of mental exhaustion following prolonged use of digital
screens or tools (Chiparausha, 2022). Technostress is described as an individual’s inability to
healthily cope or deal with information and communications technologies (ICTs) (Ayyagari et
al., 2011). Technostress and digital fatigue might be responsible for the increased stress levels
in individuals using ICTs for prolonged periods of time as ICTs create new learning and work
demands for the remote worker. JDR (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and CoR (Hobfoll, 1989)
theory help us understand these findings as literature (S. Kim & Christensen, 2017) suggests
that the use of ICTs requires the use of more personal resources to meet the demands of the

technologies.

Three studies included organisational variables in their studies; organisation communication
(Straus et al., 2022), organisational policies and organisational climate (Prasad et al., 2020), as
well as leadership (Platts et al., 2022). Straus et al. (2022) found that being satisfied with the
organisation’s communication during COVID-19 reduced the decrease in well-being. During
a period of fear and uncertainty about the future, employees could have relied on their
organisations to keep them in the loop. Communication may have eased remote workers’
anxieties and insecurities, thereby reducing psychological strain. In addition, previous
literature (Bentley et al., 2016; Cooper & Kurland, 2002; Grant et al., 2013) suggests that
communication could have improved organisational social support, which could have reduced

psychological strain.

In Prasad et al. (2020), organisational climate was found to positively influence all six
psychological well-being factors, according to Ryff's (1989) scale, while organisational
policies influenced all but self-acceptance. Literature (Kim et al., 2019; Nayani et al., 2018)
has shown that a positive organisational climate can support employees’ psychological well-
being by demonstrating concern and support for remote working employees' occupational
health and safety (Nayani et al., 2018). Thus, a positive organisational climate and policies
might act as resources that can mitigate the loss of resources (Hobfoll, 1989; Nayani et al.,
2018) and support employees’ psychological well-being from the perspective of the Job
Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Only one study (Prasad et al., 2020)
included organisational climate and policies as variables. Additionally, pre-pandemic literature
(Bentley et al., 2016; Neufeld & Fang, 2005) included organisational support as a variable in

their studies while the studies in this sample did not. This signifies a gap in the literature.
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Platts et al. (2022) was the only study found to include the quality of leadership as a variable
at the time of writing. Quality of leadership played a crucial role in moderating psychological
wellbeing outcomes in remote workers. Leadership quality was especially important for the
psychological well-being outcomes of younger age groups. The 25-44 age group experienced
the highest mean stress levels, with low leadership quality. This outcome is supported by
previous literature (Fernet et al., 2015; Ingusci et al., 2021; Magnavita et al., 2021), which
shows that poor leadership quality is associated with adverse psychological well-being
outcomes such as stress, anxiety and depression. The young adults were the age group most
influenced by the quality of leadership, which also suggests that young adults may find more
value in leadership quality, particularly when working remotely during the COVID-19
pandemic, during their most influential career development years. Perhaps they looked towards
their leaders more for guidance and support during a period of uncertainty. Although the
findings in this study suggest that quality of leadership is a job resource that can act as a buffer

against negative psychological outcomes, it can also act as a demand or stressor.

The findings also showed that where the leadership quality was high, the group with the highest
stress levels had two or more dependants and was less able to exert control over breaks. This
can be explained by (Fernet et al., 2015) who argued that high quality leadership can act as
both a job resource and demand. Perhaps high-quality leadership could have caused this group
to “generate internal pressure (e.g. sense of obligation), as (Fernet et al., 2015, p. 27) suggests,
to meet their job demands, so as to not disappoint their leaders; however, meeting these
demands may have been especially difficult for those having more than one dependent at home

that required their attention as well. This may have put further strain on their resources.

Organisational factors are likely to influence employees’ psychological well-being
significantly (Nayani et al., 2018). Studies did not pay adequate attention to leadership,
organisational culture, climate, policies, support, and safety climate, as these have previously
been shown to influence employees’ psychological well-being (Bentley et al., 2016; Grant et

al., 2013; Nayani et al., 2018). Future research should investigate the influence of these factors.

When working remotely, some remote workers may have received less social support than they
ordinarily would have. During the early stages of the pandemic, lockdown rules and regulations
forced people to stay at home and only leave their homes when absolutely necessary (Onyeaka

et al., 2021). This meant that people could not see their family members, relatives and friends
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as often as they ordinarily might have, which may have led to social isolation and distance from
their support networks, as suggested by the literature in this review (Parham & Rauf, 2020;
Prasad et al., 2020; Shimura et al., 2021; Straus et al., 2022; Toscano & Zappala, 2020; Wang
etal., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022). Furthermore, the pressure of having to quickly
learn how to use applications such as Zoom and Microsoft Teams (Karl et al., 2022), as well
as trying to navigate the impersonal nature of these applications, may have caused further stress
and social isolation (Chai & Park, 2022; Williams, 2021). As the Work-Home resources model
(ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) suggests, a lack of social support resulted in poorer
psychological well-being among remote workers (Prasad et al., 2020; Straus et al., 2022; Wang
etal., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022).

Some studies in the sample (Parham & Rauf, 2020; Shimura et al., 2021; Straus et al., 2022;
Toscano & Zappala, 2020; Xiao et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022) found that increased social
support and effective communication was associated with the better psychological well-being.
Participants in another study in the sample (Wang et al., 2021) reported a lack of fulfilment of
psychological needs for belongingness or relatedness despite the use of ICTs, and others
reported a lack of “intimacy” and “closeness” (Wang et al., 2021, p. 25) in remote work.
Similarly, a pre-pandemic study (Anderson et al., 2015) found that more socially connected

individuals had more positive psychological well-being outcomes than those who were not.

Pre-pandemic literature demonstrates that communication with colleagues can be an
instrumental source of social support (Bentley et al., 2016; Grant et al., 2013; Olsen et al.,
2018) and that social isolation when working remotely can produce adverse psychological and
job outcomes (Cooper & Kurland, 2002; Pérez et al., 2002). Building a social network with
colleagues may become more challenging when working remotely (Grant et al., 2013) as
quality social interactions with others become few and far between (Hill et al., 1998). Social
support acts as a personal resource as it helps employees navigate challenging situations
(Kossek et al., 2011), such as working remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic. It reduces
the feeling of loneliness, which is associated with adverse psychological outcomes such as
anxiety, depression, stress and other psychological disorders (De Moortel et al., 2017; Ozcelik
& Barsade, 2018; Yaakobi, 2021). Studies in the past cautioned about the lack of
communication and social support during remote work as it can negatively influence
employees’ psychological well-being (Bentley et al., 201a; Hill et al., 1998; Olszewski &
Mokhtarian, 1994).
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Yang et al. (2022) had the only study to include cyber ostracism as a variable. Cyber ostracism
influenced employees’ mental well-being negatively. This finding is validated by a previous
study (Heithaus et al., 2017) which also revealed a negative relationship between cyber
ostracism and employee mental well-being. Cyber ostracism is especially relevant in our
increasingly digital world, with the emergence of virtual workplaces where most
communications involve ICTs. Cyber ostracism makes it difficult to communicate effectively
and connect with others. Belonging and inclusion are critical factors for well-being (Clifton &
Webster, 2017), and the feeling of loneliness and rejection could cause employees to feel
stressed (Foy et al., 2019). With the continued use of these technologies, employees remain at
risk of feeling left out until practices are adapted to ensure that all employees feel included.
However, employers and managers must make online work more comfortable for employees
and treat all employees equally to prevent cyber ostracism (Anjum et al., 2021; Qian et al.,
2017). The concept of ‘out of sight, out of mind’ can occur, which can threaten employees’
access to social support from colleagues. In sum, remote workers who receive more social
support will suffer less loneliness as their psychological needs for belonging and inclusion
would have been met (Bavik et al., 2020). Moreover, the more high-quality
interactions/communications people have with others, the less lonely they are likely to feel,
and the better their psychological well-being will be (Kossek et al., 2011; Ozcelik & Barsade,
2018).

Employees who performed more complex tasks were happier (i.e. hedonic tone) than those
who performed less complex tasks (Bergefurt et al., 2022). This is supported by a previous
study (Chung-Yan, 2010) which found the same result. Because the sample consisted of
knowledge workers who would ordinarily complete complex tasks, the complex tasks could
have been found to be engaging as opposed to challenging and demanding (Roskams et al.,
2019; Zijlstra et al., 1999). This suggests that they experienced psychological meaningfulness
when working remotely, which can be linked with one of Ryff's (1989) factors of psychological

well-being, purpose in life, which enhances psychological well-being.

When job demands are high, and job and personal resources are low, employees may
experience negative psychological outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bilotta et al., 2021).
This is validated by the findings in this review which found that high workload (Jamal et al.,
2021; Prasad, 2022) and other job demands such as workload pressure, task interdependence,
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professional isolation and family interference in work (Jamal et al., 2021) were associated with
poorer psychological well-being. Pre-pandemic literature (Bentley et al., 2016; Lautsch et al.,
2009; Neufeld & Fang, 2005; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012) demonstrates that an increase in work
hours and workload (demands) is associated with poorer psychological well-being. Thus,
psychological well-being is negatively affected when job demands supersede job and personal
resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Hobfoll, 2001).

It was found that private sector employees experienced poorer psychological well-being
compared to those who are employed by public or state organisations (Sutarto et al., 2021).
This is likely because public sector employees tend to have better job security (Saputra, 2018)
which was a big matter of concern for employees during the pandemic (Carracedo et al., 2021).

Three studies (Bergefurt et al., 2022; De Sio et al., 2021; Prasad et al., 2020) found no
significant gender differences in factors affecting the psychological well-being of remote
working employees. However, generally, studies in this sample found that women suffered
worse psychological well-being as compared to men (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et
al., 2022; Sato et al., 2020; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021). Women
suffered higher stress levels, burnout and depressive symptoms than their male counterparts
when working remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic. Pre-pandemic literature (Eddleston
& Mulki, 2017; Giménez-Nadal et al., 2019) also found that women reported higher stress
levels when working remotely. As a result of gender stereotyping and traditional gender roles,
women face various challenges in trying to balance their work and family responsibilities
(Wenham et al., 2020). Women are still largely responsible for childcare and household duties
(Wishart et al., 2019), making for an uneven household workload distribution. Although men
tried to support their female partners with chores around the house, women are still often
positioned as primary parents (Wall & Arnold, 2007) as they are often primarily responsible
for carrying multiple roles such as being the family cook, nurse, housemaid and tutor. Playing
multiple roles at once can quickly deplete one’s resources and cause stress (Wenham et al.,
2020) as resources must be stretched to meet demands. Additionally, women working from
home likely experienced more distractions as children often tend to go to ‘Mom’ in a time of
need (Wall & Arnold, 2007). This could have restricted working mothers from focusing on
their work, and further blurred the lines between home and work as a result of the overlap of
the responsibilities. Thus, women likely suffered a greater resource loss because of greater
environmental demands, causing greater psychological distress as compared to their male

counterparts.
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Generally, the studies in the sample (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022; Straus
et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021) revealed that younger remote workers had lower levels of
psychological well-being compared to those in older age groups as stress and depressive
symptoms were found to be decreasing with age. Young adults are likely just starting off in
their careers and are looking to develop their careers. As such, the COVID-19 pandemic likely
brought about unforeseeable changes, challenges and uncertainties regarding their work.
Research (Ipsen et al., 2021; Mental Health Foundation, 2020; Office for National Statistics,
2021) suggests young adults’ psychological well-being are more concerned about job
insecurity/uncertainty and financial insecurity than older people are. Working remotely during
the COVID-19 pandemic likely brought about fears and insecurities that negatively affected

younger employees’ psychological well-being more than more senior employees.

Only two studies (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021) included income as a
variable. Overall, a higher income was predictive of high psychological well-being. Another
study (Martinez-Bravo & Sanz, 2021) has shown that a higher income is associated with better
psychological well-being. A reason for this could be that employees with lower income often
have job and financial insecurity, which was aggrevated by the COVID-19 pandemic as people
lost income and jobs (International Labour Organisation, 2020). This can lead to negative
psychological outcomes such as stress and depression (Wilson et al., 2020). Thus, income could
be a resource (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) that can buffer the negative impact of

working remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021) found that remote workers with a three-year college had the
worst psychological well-being, followed by those with lower and higher education levels. In
contrast, De Sio et al.'s (2021) study revealed that remote workers with higher educational
levels reported higher psychological distress. A trend could not be established from the
findings; however, the results contrast those of other studies (Glenn & Weaver, 1981;
Megatsari et al., 2020), which found that lower education levels were linked to worse
psychological well-being. However, De Sio et al.'s (2021) findings align with Belo et al.'s
(2020), who found that a higher level of education was associated with better psychological
well-being. A potential explanation for this could be that those with lower education may have
an adaptive attitude which allows them to adapt to the situation to make themselves useful.
Thus, if they were to lose their jobs, they could probably try to find another field/job to pursue
as they are likely less confined to a role based on their qualifications. However, those with

higher education levels might be more established in a particular field/role, and the uncertainty
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that the pandemic brought about could have contributed to the stress they may have felt

regarding their future.

Only two studies (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Sutarto et al., 2021) included work experience
as a variable in their studies. The findings showed that those with more work experience had
better psychological well-being than those with less. One possible reason for this is that a more
extended period of employment is usually associated with better social support and working
responsibility, which support and improve psychological well-being (Yang et al., 2022).
Additionally, those with more work experience likely have more job stability and are less likely
to become unemployed than those with less work experience. In this instance, more work
experience is likely a resource. Thus, better social support, working responsibility and job
security are possible reasons why people with more experience have better psychological well-
being. Straus et al. (2022) found that previous remote work experience was important for

reducing the decline in employees’ psychological well-being.

Two studies (Bergefurt et al., 2022; Platts et al., 2022) found that levels of stress were higher
in those who had two children/dependents, with Bergefurt et al. (2022) finding that having two
or more children increased home-workspace distractions, which resulted in increased stress
levels amongst remote workers. Sutarto et al. (2021) found that those without children had
worse psychological well-being than those with children. This finding is surprising as a
previous study revealed that work—life conflict increased amongst employees with children due
to further role integration during the pandemic (Schieman et al., 2021). Work-life conflict is a
stressor that is associated with negative psychological well-being outcomes and is known to
deplete resources (Foy et al., 2019). It can arise if employees must work from home while
looking after their children. Thus, we might expect psychological well-being to be higher in
those without children. However, a study by Rodriguez-Rey et al. (2020) showed that having
children acted as a buffer against adverse psychological well-being amongst the general
population in Spain.

Escudero-Castillo et al. (2021) found that living with minors negatively affected women's
psychological well-being while it positively affected men’s psychological well-being. A
female participant in Hernandez et al.'s (2021) study also expressed that having her child home
and off school during the lockdown dramatically impacted her mental health, owing to the
blurred lines between work and home; “mum mode to work mode” (Hernandez et al., 2021, p.

10). This could be because of the generally uneven distribution of childcare and household
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responsibilities (Wall & Arnold, 2007; Wenham et al., 2020; Wishart et al., 2019), which

require more personal resources on behalf of the women.

De Sio et al. (2021) found that there was no difference in psychological well-being among
those who lived alone, with a partner, family or a friend/roommates. However, Escudero-
Castillo et al. (2021) found that living alone was associated with worse psychological well-
being. This might be because living with others gives the remote worker direct access to social

support, which is associated with better psychological well-being f.

The findings regarding marital status were inconsistent in the two studies that included it as a
variable (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Sutarto et al., 2021). While one study (Sutarto et al.,
2021) found that single people had worse psychological well-being compared to their married
and divorced counterparts, the other study (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021) found that single
people had better psychological well-being than their married counterparts. Lack of social
support and companionship might explain why some experienced worse psychological well-
being (Yang et al., 2022) and more space to oneself during confinement/lockdown might
explain why some had better psychological well-being, as more space per capita is associated

with better psychological well-being (Hu & Coulter, 2017).

Bergefurt et al. (2022) was the only study to include personality traits as a variable.
Conscientiousness and extraversion were deleted in the path analysis because they were not
significantly related to any other variable; however, those with neurotic personality traits were
more stressed than those without. The findings were surprising because we might expect
conscientious people to have better psychological well-being when working remotely as they
are very organised and tend to work well independently (Trautwein et al., 2009). We might
also expect extroverted people’s psychological well-being to suffer when working remotely as
aresult of reduced direct social support and communication with others (Hakulinen et al., 2015;
Shokrkon & Nicoladis, 2021). The findings regarding neuroticism were unsurprising as sudden
and stressful events, such as the shift to remote work, can adversely influence employees’
psychological well-being. Pre-pandemic literature (Kotov et al., 2010; Otonari et al., 2012) has
shown that neurotic personality types tend to have worse mental health when compared to
extroverted people. In addition, neurotic people tend to feel more anxious and insecure when
responding to stressors, which leaves them more vulnerable to adverse outcomes of stressful
situations (such as the pandemic) (Otonari et al., 2012). This predisposes them to negative
psychological well-being outcomes such as psychological distress, depressive symptoms,
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anxiety (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Hakulinen et al., 2015; Kotov et al., 2010) and lower
subjective well-being (Diener et al., 1999). When working remotely during the COVID-19
pandemic, the psychological well-being of people with neurotic personality types is likely to
suffer due to the threat of disease and social restrictions (Liu et al., 2021). Thus, those with
neurotic personality traits are likely to deplete more of their psychological resources compared
to those without these traits. Only one pre-pandemic study was found to include personality as
a variable (Anderson et al., 2015). The study found that personality traits such as openness to
experience, rumination, sensation seeking, and social connectedness outside of work

moderated the relationship between remote work and psychological well-being.

The studies showed that psychological well-being suffered less when remote workers reported
high self-efficacy (Straus et al., 2022) and resilience (Kapoor et al., 2021). Following a
hurricane in Florida, USA, self-efficacy was to be associated with lower levels of distress
(Benight et al., 1999). Self-efficacy often develops when one believes in their ability to
overcome stressful challenges after having done so in the past (Bandura, 1977). Thus, self-
efficacy might be a useful resource (Benight et al., 1999) which helps remote workers master
challenges ushered in by the COVID-19 pandemic by buffering the negative influence of the
COVID-19 pandemic on employees’ psychological well-being. Resilience is concerned with
being able to bounce back from challenging situations and adapt well to stressful situations
(Singh & Srivastava, 2021). It is comprised of core competencies such as flexibility and
problem-solving (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013). CoR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) suggests that
resilience is a resource which can reduce the negative psychological well-being outcomes
among remote workers. Therefore, both self-efficacy and resilience are personal resources
associated with a reduced decline in psychological well-being.

Having a pre-existing mental health diagnosis was associated with worse psychological well-
being when compared to those who did not (Hernandez et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022). Meeting
the demands of day-to-day life tends to be more difficult for people with mental health
diagnoses (Atkinson et al., 1997; Orley et al., 1998). They must use more personal resources
to meet their work and life demands. The unprecedented challenges of the COVID-19
pandemic were already tough for most to navigate; thus, having to navigate that along with a
mental health diagnosis could have further depleted remote workers’ resources as they tried to

meet job and life demands.
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A change in eating habits (more and less) was associated with the prevalence of distress (De
Sio et al., 2021). As predicted Xiao et al. (2021) found that poor psychological well-being was

associated with increased overall food and junk food intake and decreased physical exercise.

Previous studies have shown that eating unhealthy foods, increase in food intake (Ansari et al.,
2014), and less physical exercise (Chekroud et al., 2018) are associated with stress and
depressive symptoms. While decreased psychological well-being can be predicted by eating
habits (Ansari et al., 2014), it is probable that poor psychological well-being (i.e. stress or
anxiety) due to the pandemic or other remote work factors contributed to increased snacking
or cravings for junk food and less exercise. The lack of exercise could have also been
influenced by the lockdown restrictions, which prohibited people from going to the gym,
prohibited walks/jogs outside the confines of one’s own home. Additionally, some people may
have lost the motivation to exercise. Thus, healthy lifestyle choices such as healthy eating
habits and exercise can contribute to one’s psychological well-being and help buffer adverse

psychological well-being outcomes.

Bergefurt et al. (2022) found that people with blue or green walls were more stressed in
comparison with others. High noise levels were negatively associated with psychological well-
being. The relationship between blue/green wall colours and stress starkly contrasts with
previous research, in which blue and green were associated with peace, better attentiveness and
comfort (Mehta & Zhu, 2009). High noise levels are considered a distraction responsible for
reducing psychological well-being (Banbury & Berry, 2005; Di Blasio et al., 2019; Oseland &
Hodsman, 2018). Temperature, amount of space, visual privacy, adjustability of furniture, and
workspace cleanliness were not associated with any other variable in the study. However, Xiao
et al. (2021) found that all indoor environmental factors (visual and thermal environment, air
quality and noise) positively correlated with mental well-being. Xiao et al.'s (2021) findings
align with those of previous studies (Hu & Coulter, 2017; Ildiri et al., 2022; J. Kim & de Dear,
2013; Marquardt et al., 2002; Varjo et al., 2015) which show that these factors can significantly

influence employees’ psychological well-being

A dedicated workspace was associated with better psychological well-being (Straus et al.,
2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021). Having a dedicated workspace minimises the
possibility of encountering distractions and interruptions (Hua et al., 2011), which are
associated with poorer psychological well-being (Oseland & Hodsman, 2018). A previous
European survey (Messenger et al., 2019) found that more than 50% of the respondents did not
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pay any attention to ergonomics when working remotely. The unfortunate reality is that not all
remote workers have access to dedicated workspaces when working remotely. They often have
to share workspaces with other people and children living in the home. In addition, they are
likely to work from various locations around the house such as sofas, kitchen counters, dining
tables and beds (Thompson, 2020). The lack of a dedicated working space can increase
discomfort in unsatisfactory indoor environmental conditions, negatively influencing

employees’ psychological well-being (Kim & de Dear, 2013).

Increased distractions while working remotely was associated with decreased psychological
well-being (Bergefurt et al., 2022; Hernandez et al., 2021, 2021; Xiao et al., 2021). Distractions
can adversely influence remote workers' psychological well-being as distractions pull
employees’ attention away from their primary tasks. This creates a conflict in attention as
attention is distributed (Sanders et al., 1978), and employees lose some control over their work,
requiring employees to utlise more coping strategies (Keller et al., 2020). Consequently,
employees then utilise more cognitive resources to complete their job tasks (Leroy, 2009),
thereby causing an increase stress levels (Zijlstra et al., 1999). Ford et al. (2021) suggest that
remote workers should experience fewer distractions at home as their colleagues cannot distract
them; however, they are not immune to distractions as they share their workspace with other
household members. This can cause the employees and those around them to forget that they
are working, leading to distractions, which have been shown to increase stress levels (Leroy,
2009; Zijlstra et al., 1999). Thus, remote workers require more cognitive and psychological

resources to navigate distractions, which can lead to poorer psychological well-being.

The CoR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) suggests that a loss of resources can lead to psychological
stress. Golden (2006) argued that the change in a remote worker’s working location could have
negative implications for one’s personal resources. Golden (2006) argued that remote workers
conserve their psychological energy when they do not commute to work, which allows them to
acquire other resources. Critically conserved resources such as time and energy can be
allocated to leisure activities (Guimaraes & Dallow, 1999), which allows the individual to

replenish their resources, consequently improving their psychological well-being.
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Implications

This chapter will address the research question alluding to the implications for future remote
work and hybrid work for organisations, individuals and future research. Drawing on evidence
from the current scoping review, various theoretical and practical implications have been
identified to assist with enabling remote work conditions conducive to enhancing employee

psychological well-being.

Regarding theoretical implications, this study provides key insights and recommendations for
future research in this area. The present review contributes to the theoretical discussion of
remote and employee psychological well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic by scoping
existing literature to map the broader psychological experiences of remote-working employees
during COVID-19. It also identifies knowledge gaps which point future research in the right
direction to bridge these gaps and develop new knowledge for future remote work and hybrid

work for organisations, individuals and future research.

A number of practical implications were also identified. Organisational climate and
organisational policies positively influenced remote workers' psychological well-being (Prasad
et al., 2020). This review provides managers and organisations with valuable insights to
restructure their office and remote work policies and to develop an organisational health and

safety climate to support remote working employees’ psychological well-being.

Platts et al.'s (2022) study found that quality leadership played a crucial role in moderating
psychological well-being outcomes in remote workers. Organisations need to update their
leadership training, including content on ‘virtual’ leadership, which focuses on influencing,

managing and empowering virtual teams in the future of work.

To address gender inequalities (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022; Sato et al.,
2020; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021), organisational policies should

be adapted to support working mothers by offering flexible work hours.

However, generally, studies in this sample found that women suffered worse psychological
well-being as compared to men (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022; Sato et al.,
2020; Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021).

Having a pre-existing mental health diagnosis was associated with worse psychological well-
being when compared to those who did not (Hernandez et al., 2021; Platts et al., 2022). the

findings of the study show that there is a need for increased awareness of mental health
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challenges among remote workers. Thus, for employees with mental health issues,
organisational psychologists and human resource practitioners should advocate for increased
accessibility of psychological well-being and mental health resources for remote working

employees.

A lack of social support resulted in poorer psychological well-being among remote workers
(Prasad et al., 2020; Straus et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022).
Human resource practitioners and managers can make use of videoconferencing tools, such as
Zoom and Microsoft teams, to formally and informally connect employees with other remote
workers. Where possible, employers should also provide employees with the option to have in-
office workdays, as face-to-face connects with others might improve psychological well-being

as opposed to mandating remote work.

Work hours (De Sio et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021), high workload and job demands (De Sio et
al., 2021; Jamal et al., 2021; Prasad, 2022) were associated with poorer psychological well-
being. These key insights provide organisations with an opportunity to develop a remote work
code of conduct that governs remote work behaviour. Organisations can encourage employees
to respect normal work hours and provide training which helps employees learn how to manage
high job demands when working remotely.

Workspace design and having a dedicated workspace were associated with better psychological
well-being (Straus et al., 2022; Sutarto et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021). Organisations should
provide remote workers with high-standard ergonomic furniture and technical equipment to

support employees’ psychological well-being.
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Gaps in literature and recommendations for future research

This chapter will address the research question pertaining to the gaps that were identified in
existing research examining the relationship between remote work and employee well-being.
Interestingly, none of the studies examined cabin fever as a psychological outcome in remote
working employees during the pandemic. Cabin fever is a mental health condition that is
customarily understood as the fusion of anxiety, lassitude, depression, boredom, irritability and
the feeling of dissatisfaction as a result of confinement or isolation (Crawford, 2021).
Considering the unique conditions in which employees had to work (in lockdown), it is unclear
why other researchers did not include cabin fever in their studies. This would have given further
insight into the psyche of remote workers regarding distress or claustrophobic irritability as a
result of staying at home for an indefinite period of time. Although no other studies investigated
cabin fever, (Ekpanyaskul & Padungtod, 2021) found that cabin fever was the most prevalent
psychological health problem, trumping anxiety from work, loss of concentration and

depression.

Secondly, more than half of the studies did not provide a theoretical framework to support their
studies. However, a theoretical framework should form the basis of any study so as to provide
direction to the study and to contribute new knowledge by building on or disproving an existing
theory (Jaccard & Jacoby, 2009)

Thirdly, there was an overpopulation of quantitative studies, and few qualitative and mixed
methods studies were conducted. Future research should utilise more qualitative methods to
provide further richness to the data to gain further insight into the relationship between remote
work and employees’ psychological well-being during the pandemic. Mixed methods research
should also be conducted to validate the findings in the quantitative halves of the studies,
adding to the robustness and richness of the data and the findings. More critically, future studies
should employ longitudinal research methods to assess the changes in post-COVID-19
pandemic recovery. This may also allow researchers to test the causal relationships among the

variables over time.

Fourthly, future studies should utilise probability sampling methods to improve the sample's

representativeness and the findings' generalisability.

Fifthly, only one study (Prasad et al., 2020) included organisational climate and policies as
variables in their study. Platts et al.'s (2022) study was the only one to include quality of
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leadership as a variable. Few studies in the sample included income level (Escudero-Castillo
et al., 2021; Xiao et al., 2021), personality traits (Bergefurt et al., 2022) and cabin fever
(Ekpanyaskul & Padungtod, 2021) as variables in their investigations. Some job variables, such
as clear roles and control of workspace were not included. Organisational variables such as
talent management, a safety climate and training were not considered. External variables such
as the economy and load-shedding were also not included. Future research should seek to
further include these variables to better understand the influence of these factors on remote
workers’ psychological well-being during a global health crisis.

Finally, most of the studies were conducted in Europe and other developed countries (the
Global North), while fewer studies were conducted in developing countries (the Global South).
Future research should aim to fill the knowledge gap in developing countries. Critically, there
was an under-representation of studies conducted on the African continent as only one study
was conducted in Africa (Mostafa, 2021). Therefore, this review calls for researchers to
conduct further research on the relationship between remote work and psychological well-
being in African countries. Literature from other continents can be greatly limited in its
generalisability to African populations. Researchers in African countries are also called upon
to conduct their own research in order to adapt their organisational practices in a way that is

suitable for the African context, to meet the African remote worker’s needs.
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Limitations

This study is not without limitations. The researcher chose not to include articles from non-
peer-reviewed journals, unpublished articles and grey literature (e.g., unpublished theses and
dissertations). Additionally, the search was restricted to studies published from 2020 to June
2022, at the time of writing. More specifically, this review only included studies conducted
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, literature published in languages other than
English were excluded. This means that additional evidence examining the relationship
between remote work and psychological well-being may have been overlooked. Additionally,
although the search included 14 databases, it is possible that relevant publications may have
been unintentionally excluded if they were published in other databases (i.e. ProQuest and
PsycINFO).

Moreover, all quantitative measures were self-report. Thus, there may have been a risk of social

desirability bias in responses.

Finally, only studies conducted during the pandemic were included in the sample. Although
lockdown regulations have been relaxed (Financial Times, 2022), the implications of the study
post-pandemic may be limited. However, it might still be useful to gain an understanding of
the relationship between remote work and psychological well-being during a global health
crisis, as history has shown that the COVID-19 pandemic is unlikely to be the last.

Despite these limitations, the review adhered to the recommended methodological framework
outlined by Arksey and O’Malleys (2005) for conducting a scoping reviews.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION

The present scoping review has shed light on the intricate relationship between remote work
and psychological well-being during the unprecedented circumstances of the COVID-19
pandemic. Through an extensive examination of existing literature and empirical evidence,

several core insights have emerged.

First, the findings of this study have demonstrated the multifaceted nature of the remote work
experience and its impact on psychological well-being. There is a lot of variability and
heterogeneity among the 20 included studies. It has become evident that remote work can
present both challenges and opportunities. On one hand, the flexibility and autonomy
associated with remote work have been linked to positive psychological outcomes, such as
reduced work-related stress and increased job satisfaction (Jamal et al., 2021; Prasad et al.,
2020). On the other hand, the blurring of boundaries between work and personal life, social
isolation, and technological challenges have highlighted potential negative effects on mental
health, including increased feelings of loneliness (De Sio et al., 2021; Toscano & Zappala,
2020; Wang et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022) and stress (Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Platts et
al., 2022; Xiao et al., 2021). This may be because some studies did not take into consideration

other critical confounding factors.

Secondly, some studies (De Sio et al., 2021; Escudero-Castillo et al., 2021; Hernandez et al.,
2021; Mostafa, 2021; Parham & Rauf, 2020; Platts et al., 2022; Sato et al., 2020; Shimura et
al.,2021; Xiao et al., 2021) were not informed by theoretical frameworks which intend to guide
the investigation. However, among studies that included a theoretical framework, similar
theoretical frameworks, CoR, Job Demands-Resources model, Ryff and Keyes’ six-factor
model of psychological well-being, Events Systems Theory and Transactional Stress
Theory/Transactional Theory of Stress and Coping, Subjective well-being (inferred) were used.

Research evidence developed these theories to a certain extent.

Third, this study has demonstrated the importance of various organisational, group, individual,
job and home environment and workspace factors in shaping the remote work experience and
its influence on psychological well-being. Factors such as autonomy, social support,
communication effectiveness, and work-life balance have emerged as crucial determinants of
employee well-being in remote work settings. Organisations need to consider these factors and
proactively implement strategies and policies to support their remote workforce and promote

psychological well-being.
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Furthermore, this study has also identified gaps which indicate the need for ongoing research
and intervention in this domain. The COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the adoption of
remote work, making it imperative to understand its long-term implications for employee well-
being. Future research should examine the mechanisms underlying the remote work-
psychological well-being relationship, explore the role of interventions and support systems,
and investigate potential disparities in outcomes across different populations. Future research
should include studies in the African context. Future studies should also include more
potentially mediating and moderating variables, such as cabin fever, personality traits, load-
shedding (rolling blackouts) and the national economy. Future studies could include more
qualitative, mixed-methods and longitudinal methodologies to diversify the approaches to
understanding the complex relationship. Further research gaps and key implications for future

research and remote and hybrid work have been identified.

While the findings in this review provide key insights into the relationship between remote
work and psychological well-being for researchers and organisations, they must be interpreted
cautiously as these studies were conducted across various countries and at different stages of
the COVID-19 lockdown in the respective countries. Additionally, poor psychological well-
being could have been aggravated by the uncertainty and fear many experienced during the
early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic before management and mitigation strategies were
implemented. Lockdown regulations have been largely relaxed. As such, we might expect

different results today.

This review contributes to the practical and theoretical discussions about remote and employee
psychological well-being during a global health crisis. The current scoping review assists
researchers with identifying knowledge gaps and points them in the right direction to develop
conceptual or theoretical models for further empirical research in this area. More specifically,
it underscores the significance of considering employees’ psychological well-being when
working remotely, particularly during times of crisis. More practically, the findings from this
study can inform organisations, policymakers, and individuals in their efforts to optimise the
remote work experience, mitigate potential negative consequences, and foster a healthy and

productive work environment.

In summary, this study has deepened our understanding of the complex interplay between
remote work and psychological well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic. Its insights

provide a foundation for future research and practical initiatives aimed at promoting employee



112

well-being in remote work settings. Ultimately, this study serves as a stepping stone towards
enhancing the remote work experience and ensuring the psychological well-being of

individuals in the evolving landscape of work.
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