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Abstract

Maintaining social connectedness is crucial for health and well‐being—especially

during uncertain times such as the COVID‐19 pandemic. The present study

examined (1) the effects of general and organizational indicators of connectedness

on employee well‐being and (involuntary) remote work experiences during lockdown

and (2) whether organizational connectedness attenuated the ill effects of isolation

on employee well‐being. Full‐ and part‐time workers (N = 188) recruited during the

UK's second national COVID‐19 lockdown completed a questionnaire measuring

time spent interacting and alone during lockdown, social connectedness, organiza-

tional identification, perceived organizational support, organizational communica-

tion, ill‐being, organizational well‐being (i.e., well‐being at work), and remote working

experiences. Hierarchical regression analyses revealed that those with greater social

connectedness and organizational support reported less ill‐being. In contrast, those

spending more time alone and, unexpectedly, those strongly identifying with their

organization, reported more ill‐being. Additionally, those who felt greater organiza-

tional support had more positive remote working experiences, whereas stronger

organizational identification negatively related to the latter. Only organizational

support was significantly associated with (more positive) well‐being at work.

Furthermore, moderation analyses showed that time spent alone during the

pandemic was associated with poorer organizational well‐being but only

among those with lower levels of organizational identification, and those whose

organizational communication strategies were poorer. These findings demonstrate

that indicators of organizational connectedness played a distinct role in explaining

ill‐being, workplace well‐being, and remote working experiences, above and beyond

the effects of general connectedness, during lockdown.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

The global health pandemic sparked by the COVID‐19 outbreak has

aroused unprecedented uncertainty, including to public health and

employment (Ruffolo et al., 2021). While feelings of distress are

typical reactions to uncertainty (Vinkers et al., 2020), such contexts

are pernicious for a species for whom self‐certainty facilitates a sense

of control and better quality of life (Wu & Yao, 2007). The longevity

of restrictions designed to “flatten the curve” of infection further

threaten well‐being by imposing a “social connectivity para-

dox,” where less interaction minimizes the risk of infection to the

detriment of elevating rates of social disconnect (Smith et al., 2020).

This approach, although necessary to contain the spread of the virus,

may have had negative implications for public health. Indeed, the

adverse effects of isolation are well‐known (Nicholson, 2012), and a

growing body of research has demonstrated the benefits that

belonging to, and identifying with, social groups have on well‐being

(C. Haslam et al., 2018; S. A. Haslam, Jetten & Postmes, 2009; Jetten

et al., 2017). While workplaces offer a stabilizing retreat in times of

crisis (Malinen et al., 2020), pandemic‐driven changes such as

the increased adoption of remote working practices have also

disrupted how individuals work and interact (Forbes et al., 2020)—

compounding the psychological outcomes of distancing protocols.

Accordingly, to combat the consequences of possible future

confinement and improve (involuntary) remote working experiences,

it is important that factors associated with ill‐being and mal-

adjustment, and those which promote resilience, are identified.

1.1 | Social (dis)connectedness and well‐being

A growing body of research has applied social identity processes to

health domains (C. Haslam et al., 2019). The social identity approach,

comprising social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self‐

categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987), prescribes that individuals'

sense of self is shaped by the internalization of group memberships into

the self‐concept; that is, people think and behave not only in terms of

idiosyncratic personal identities (“me” and “I”), but also collective social

identities (“us” and “we”; Reicher et al., 2010). Consistent with this, the

social identity approach to health postulates that the strength of group‐

based connections, and the positive sense of social identity they afford,

invigorates health by providing a prophylactic “social cure” against ill‐

being and by buffering further illness among those who are already

afflicted (C. Haslam et al., 2018). Accumulating evidence also indicates

that connectedness improves well‐being by enabling access to health‐

enhancing psychosocial resources, including a sense of belongingness

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), control and agency (Hopkins et al., 2016),

self‐affirmation (Cruwys et al., 2015), meaning and purpose (Wegge

et al., 2006), and collective self‐efficacy and support (Junker et al., 2019).

Crucially, connectedness also grounds individuals with feelings of

“existential security” (C. Haslam et al., 2008)—a resource that

can increase resilience when people feel vulnerable (Postmes &

Jetten, 2006).

Numerous studies support the idea that social connectedness

is associated with better health. Indeed, previous research has

demonstrated that greater connectedness diminishes symptoms of

depression (C. Haslam et al., 2016; Postmes et al., 2019), stress

(C. Haslam et al., 2016; S. A. Haslam, Jetten, & Waghorn, 2009),

anxiety (C. Haslam et al., 2016), and loneliness (C. Haslam et al., 2016;

Jose & Lim, 2014). For instance, measuring the effects of social

integration on well‐being, Appau et al. (2019) found that increased

interaction with, and perceived belongingness to, one's neighbors

amplified subjective well‐being. Moreover, Steffens et al. (2021)

found moderate‐to‐strong effects of identification on health in their

meta‐analysis of 27 studies employing identification‐building inter-

ventions. Given the impact of group belonging on physical and

psychological health, social connections are particularly critical

during crises such as the COVID‐19 pandemic. However, disease‐

containment measures risk obstructing capacities to maintain

relationships and cope with pandemic‐related stressors by restricting

physical interaction (Bzdok & Dunbar, 2020) and, in turn, compromis-

ing well‐being through increased isolation (Robb et al., 2020). The

effects of confinement during previous disease outbreaks, including

SARS‐CoV‐1, reinforce this, with longer quarantines found to predict

poor psychological outcomes (Brooks et al., 2020). At‐risk groups of

experiencing such effects include the elderly and those with limited

social networks, as both report clinical levels of distress when self‐

isolated (Armitage & Nellums, 2020). It is thus probable that more

time spent alone during COVID‐19 lockdowns increased ill‐being,

particularly among the less socially connected.

However, research on the effects of COVID‐19 lockdowns on

well‐being is mixed. Weinstein and Nguyen (2020) found that self‐

isolation did not negatively impact the mental health of living‐alone

individuals during the early stages of the pandemic. Yet, later studies

have reported negative associations between isolation and well‐being

(White & Van Der Boor, 2020). For instance, Zacher and Rudolph

(2020) found that levels of well‐being did not change in German

respondents between December 2019 and March 2020 but had

decreased by May 2020. Specifically, in their study, negative affect

was related to decreased identity‐related resources including support

and controllability, suggesting cumulative effects of isolation on well‐

being. Similar UK patterns have emerged, with mental health issues

increasing from 24.3% in 2017‐2019 to 31.9% in June 2020 (Daly

et al., 2020). Moreover, Lyons et al. (2020) report a 68% deterioration

in Australian students' well‐being as a result of lockdown, with

connectedness loss identified as a primary impact. Hence, in some

countries, self‐isolation seemingly hindered well‐being by reducing

connectedness. The mixed evidence, however, suggests that differ-

ent groups may react differently to the challenges of lockdown, with

those who already lived alone before lockdown perhaps more

resilient to the effects of isolation.

Yet physical distance need not impede social connection, as

advances in communication‐technologies and social media have

enabled individuals to maintain connections online (Chayko, 2014;

but see Allen et al., 2014 for the pitfalls of social media for

connectedness). Although face‐to‐face connectedness often better
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predicts well‐being (Challands et al., 2017), virtual means of

connection played an important role during the pandemic in keeping

people connected (Moore & March, 2022). For example, Moore and

March (2022) found that loneliness was associated with more

engagements of virtual connection (including forms of non‐face‐to‐

face communication and social media), which in turn was associated

with better coping behaviors such as keeping occupied and engaging

in healthy behaviors. Moreover, Nitschke et al. (2021) found that

socially connected individuals, who maintained most interactions

virtually, reported reduced distress during lockdown. In their study,

connectedness was measured by the number of people participants

communicated with. However, it has been claimed that connected-

ness lies not in the frequency of interactions but in one's sense of

belongingness (S. V. Bentley, 2020). The present study thus adopts

measures of connectedness in terms of perceived ingroup belonging-

ness, in addition to the frequency of social interactions, to assess

whether both elements of connectedness were important predictors

of well‐being in the context of the COVID‐19 pandemic.

The benefits that connectedness and belonging afford to health

and well‐being have also been demonstrated in workplace contexts.

Given that the average person will spend a significant time of their

adult time at work (e.g., the average annual working hours in the

United Kingdom was 1497 h per worker in 2021; OECD, 2022), it is

likely that workplace experiences may affect not only organizational

outcomes but also individuals' health and well‐being. Indeed, work‐

related stress and negative work experiences are known to adversely

affect individuals' physical and psychological health (S. Cohen

et al., 2007; Kalimo et al., 2000; Melamed et al., 2006), including

increasing the risk for coronary heart disease (Ferrie et al., 2005;

Wirtz & von Känel, 2017), and destructive employee behaviors such

as drug and alcohol abuse (Frone, 2008). Notwithstanding that

workplace stress was increasing steadily in the United Kingdom

before the COVID‐19 pandemic (Labour Force Survey, 2021), studies

have also found that working through the pandemic was associated

with higher stress and lower well‐being in the workplace (Galanti

et al., 2021; Trougakos et al., 2020; Yu et al., 2021). However,

whereas negative experiences at work could have detrimental

consequences for employee health and well‐being, the workplace

may also offer positive benefits to individuals. For instance, work

provides a space for people to socialize, and the benefits of

workplace friendships are well‐documented, including making work

more enjoyable (Yager, 1997), providing instrumental and emotional

support (Berman et al., 2002; House, 1981), improving job satisfac-

tion (Winstead et al., 1995), and bolstering group performance by

facilitating cooperation, commitment, communication and other

group processes (Jehn & Shah, 1997). Extensive research has also

demonstrated how the benefits of connectedness and belonging on

health extend to the workplace from a social identity perspective

(Jetten et al., 2017; Steffens et al., 2017; van Dick et al., 2017, 2018).

Thus, feeling connected at work may also buffer against negative

experiences and have protective effects on employee well‐being.

With many employees in the United Kingdom forced to quickly

adapt to remote working at the early stages of the COVID‐19

pandemic, elements of organizational connectedness may have

offered protective effects and buffered against ill‐being during this

time. In this paper, we therefore examine the potential role that

general social connectedness and organizational connectedness

variables play in improving workplace well‐being and remote working

experiences during a novel and dynamic macro‐level context—the

COVID‐19 pandemic.

1.2 | The connectedness–health relationship in
organizational contexts

1.2.1 | Organizational identification

Organizational identification constitutes a form of connectedness

where employees define themselves in terms of their membership to

their organizations (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Organization identifica-

tion enables employees to cope with work‐related stressors and have

better organizational well‐being (S. A. Haslam & van Dick, 2011). This

is because organizational connections not only facilitate support and

collective self‐efficacy (Avanzi et al., 2015), but also help employees

to interpret information, formulate decisions, and regulate interac-

tions (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Several studies support this (van Dick &

Wagner, 2002; Wegge et al., 2006), with meta‐analyses revealing

small‐to‐moderate positive associations between organizational

identification and well‐being (Steffens et al., 2017). Organizational

identification may be especially beneficial in stress‐inducing work

environments (van Dick et al., 2018), given that group members with

greater identification report reduced neuroendocrine stress reactions

in stressful situations (Häusser et al., 2012). Hence, it is possible that

those who more strongly identify with their organizations may have

experienced better well‐being and more positive remote working

experiences during lockdown.

1.2.2 | Organizational support

Perceived organizational support refers to perceptions that organiza-

tions value employee contributions and care for their well‐being by

providing them with emotional and material resources to work

effectively (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Through signalling a

readiness to reward employee efforts, perceived organizational

support influences workplace belongingness by satisfying socio‐

emotional needs such as affiliation (Stinglhamber et al., 2016) and

facilitating a merging of the self and the organization following

norms of reciprocity (Edwards, 2009). This is beneficial for well‐being

given that higher perceived organizational support is associated

with reduced work‐related stress (Roemer & Harris, 2018; Tetteh

et al., 2020) and buffers against ill‐health in disaster contexts (Bloom

et al., 2017). For instance, Labrague and Santos (2020) found that

frontline nurses with higher organizational support reported less

COVID‐19 anxiety, which suggests that perceived organizational

support has played an important role in protecting employee
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well‐being during the pandemic. As such, perceived organizational

support may offer benefits to employee well‐being akin to the effects

of organizational identification. Indeed, perceived organizational

support occurs as a result of employees' tendency to personify

their organizations and assign them human‐like characteristics

(Eisenberger et al., 1986; Levinson, 1965). Consequently, employees

view their treatment (or perceived organizational support) as an

indicator of where they stand within the organization. That is,

perceived organizational support may work as an indicator of how

(dis)favored employees are (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Thus, just

as organizational identification and feeling connected to co‐workers

may be important indicators of organizational connectedness, feeling

supported by the organization may be perceived as a proxy for

organizational connectedness.

1.2.3 | Organizational communication

Moreover, during turbulent times, employees benefit from leaders who

collectively develop strategies to address concerns and communicate

these to them (Stephenson et al., 2018). More broadly, intra‐

organizational communication involves a process of information

exchange between, and transmission of identity‐relevant content to,

organizational members (Miller, 2015; Schinoff et al., 2016). In this

study, effective organizational communication is conceptualized as

timely communications, tailored to employees' specific needs, flowing

downward from organizations to employees to share COVID‐19‐

related information and involve employees in action plans to tackle

challenges raised by the COVID‐19 pandemic. Indeed, organizational

communications are shown to reduce occupational stress (De

Nobile, 2016) and burnout, particularly when they are participative

(Atouba & Lammers, 2020). Organizational communications are

especially important in contexts of job insecurity and change by

mitigating the vagueness of uncertainty and increasing capacities to

understand, predict and control stressors (Bordia et al., 2004; Edwards

et al., 2022; Keim et al., 2014; Vander Elst et al., 2010). Thus, it is likely

that receiving adequate organizational communications throughout

lockdown increased employees' well‐being.

1.3 | Staying connected from afar: Remote working
experiences during the COVID‐19 pandemic

In addition to well‐being concerns, atypical and abrupt requirements

to work remotely presented another pandemic‐related challenge for

many employees (Kniffin et al., 2021). Negative outcomes associated

with remote working, such as ill‐being and isolation, may have been

exacerbated by the pandemic through blurring work‐family bounda-

ries, encouraging over‐work and reducing time for recuperation

(Grant et al., 2013; Molino et al., 2020) —especially in women

expected to integrate work–family roles (Hilbrecht et al., 2008).

Moreover, temporal and spatial dispersion from the workplace can

induce social and professional isolation (Golden et al., 2008),

constraining belongingness and precipitating ill‐being by reducing

engagement in identity‐enhancing workplace practices (Mann &

Holdsworth, 2003; Morganson et al., 2010; Thatcher & Zhu, 2006).

There are also reports of isolation due to pandemic‐enforced remote

working during lockdowns (Al Issa & Jaleel, 2021), especially among

employees working alone without familial responsibilities (Iqbal

et al., 2020).

To this extent, positive remote working experiences appear

conditional upon connections within and outside of work

(Charalampous et al., 2019). Through establishing social infra-

structure beyond work to compensate for organizational disconnect

(Anderson et al., 2015) and retaining bonds with colleagues (Rudnicka

et al., 2020), social and work‐related connections provide “secure

bases” for coping with remote working demands by promoting

resilience and belonging (Cook et al., 2020). How far employers

enhance identification through supporting workers further improves

remote working experiences (Desrosiers, 2001), with perceived

organizational support found to attenuate remote workers' isolation

(T. A. Bentley et al., 2016) and reduce physical challenges in those

transitioning to pandemic‐enforced remote working (Caldeira

et al., 2020). Adequate organizational communications similarly

bind teleworkers to organizations (Wiesenfeld et al., 1999), with

appropriate information‐sharing approaches found to decrease

work–family conflict (Lautsch et al., 2009) and improve well‐being

(Prasad et al., 2020). Hence, remote working experiences during

lockdown were likely influenced by both social and organizational

connectedness.

1.4 | The present research

The present study seeks to examine the effects of general indicators

of general connectedness (including social connectedness, fre-

quency of social interactions, and time spent alone) and indicators

of organizational connectedness (including organizational identifi-

cation, perceived organizational support, and organizational com-

munication) on the well‐being and remote working experiences of

employees during the UK's second COVID‐19 lockdown. We will

also examine whether indicators of organizational connectedness

made a unique contribution to employee well‐being and remote

working experiences above and beyond the effects of general

connectedness.

Specifically, we expect that those with greater general connect-

edness (as measured by social connectedness and frequency of social

interactions), will report less ill‐being, higher organizational well‐

being, and more positive remote working experiences. Further, we

expect that indicators of organizational connectedness made a

distinct contribution to explaining employee well‐being and remote

working experiences, such that those who highly identify with their

organization, perceive more organizational support and perceive

better intra‐organization communications will report less ill‐being,

higher organizational well‐being, and more positive remote working

experiences.
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2 | METHOD

2.1 | Participants, design, and procedure

An online cross‐sectional survey was designed using Qualtrics software.

Individuals working full‐ or part‐time in the United Kingdom aged 18 or

older were deemed eligible for inclusion in the study. Participants were

recruited during the UK's second national lockdown from November

5 to 30, 2020, via social media advertisements, email invitations,

internal university bulletins, and the crowdsourcing platform Prolific.

Those recruited using Prolific received a small financial incentive for

completing the survey. Ethical approval was received from the authors'

institution Ethics Committee. Our target sample size of at least 141

participants was selected to provide 90% power to detect a medium

effect size of f2 = 0.15 (J. Cohen, 1988) as indicated by a power analysis

using G*Power (Faul et al., 2009). Three participants recruited via

Prolific failed an attention check but were retained for analyses (see

Aronow et al., 2019 for a discussion on removing participants who fail

such checks).1 After removing incomplete responses (34) and those

from unemployed individuals (4), the final sample comprised 188

employees ranging in age from 18 to 68 (Mage= 34.30, SD = 11.63; one

participant did not specify their exact age and was excluded from age

calculations). Of the respondents, 54 (28.7%) identified as male, 132

(70.7%) as female and 1 (0.5%) did not specify their gender (seeTable 1

for details about participants' employment).

2.2 | Measures

The presentation of all measures was randomized to avoid order

effects.

2.2.1 | Social connectedness

Social connectedness was measured using three items adapted from

Saeri et al. (2018). Participants selected how accurately the statements

(e.g., “I know that people in my life accept and value me“ and “I know

that people around me share my attitudes and beliefs“) described

themselves on a five‐point scale ranging from 1 (“very inaccurate”) to 5

(“very accurate”). Participants' responses to all items were averaged to

create a social connectedness score, with higher values indicating more

social connectedness (Cronbach's α = .68).

2.2.2 | Frequency of social interaction

As another measure of general connectedness, respondents reported

how frequently they spent interacting (in‐person and virtually) during

lockdown using one item taken from Weinstein and Nguyen (2020).

After considering who they socialize or enjoy conversations with,

participants selected how often during lockdown they interacted

with these individuals face‐to‐face and virtually (over social media,

phone, and text) on a six‐point scale ranging from 1 (“hourly or

several times a day”) to 6 (“not at all”). Participants' responses to all

types of interactions were averaged to create a frequency of social

interaction score, with lower values indicating more frequent social

interaction (Cronbach's α = .65).

2.2.3 | Frequency of time spent alone

The amount of time participants spent alone during lockdown was

measured using one item taken from Weinstein and Nguyen (2020).

Participants specified how often they had performed daily activities

during lockdown without interacting with others using the anchors:

“most of the day”, “a few times a day”, “once a day”, “several times a

week”, “once a week”, and “almost never”.2

2.2.4 | Organizational identification

The degree to which participants identified with their organization

was measured using a six‐item measure adapted from Edwards and

Peccei (2007). Participants indicated the extent to which they agreed

TABLE 1 Participants' employment details

n %

Employment status

Full‐time 132 70.2

Part‐time 56 29.8

Remote work pre‐pandemic

Yes, full‐time 32 17.0

Yes, part‐time 23 12.2

Started full‐time remote work during pandemic 18 9.6

No 133 70.7

Started full‐time remote work during pandemic 58 30.9

Job category

Clerical support workers 26 13.8

Professionals 56 29.8

Elementary workers 3 1.6

Plant/machine operators or assemblers 2 1.1

Technicians or associate professionals 18 9.6

Service or sales workers 29 15.4

Skilled agricultural, forestry or fishery workers 2 1.1

Craft and related trade workers 3 1.6

Managers 19 10.1

Armed forces officer 1 0.5

Other occupations 29 15.4
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with each statement (e.g., “My employment in my workplace is a big

part of who I am” and “I share the goals and values of my workplace”)

on a five‐point scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5

(“strongly agree”). Participants' responses to all items were averaged

to create an organizational identification score, with higher values

indicating stronger organizational identification (Cronbach's α = .93).

2.2.5 | Organizational support

The level of support participants perceived from their organization

was assessed using the eight‐item Survey of Perceived Organiza-

tional Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Positive items examined

beliefs that employers value employee contributions and are

concerned about their well‐being (e.g., “The organisation has taken

pride in my accomplishments at work”), whereas negative items

(reverse coded) examined beliefs that employers disregard employ-

ees' interests and fail to acknowledge their efforts (e.g., “The

organisation has failed to appreciate any extra effort from me”).

Items were measured on a five‐point scale ranging from 1 (“strongly

disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). Participants' responses to all items

were averaged to create an organizational support score, with higher

values indicating perception of higher levels of organizational support

(Cronbach's α = .91).

2.2.6 | Organizational communication

Participants indicated to what extent their employer had shared

information about, and involved them in, their plans related to

COVID‐19 on a six‐item measure adapted from Edwards et al.

(2022). For instance, participants indicated to what extent their

employer “communicated the details of its plans in response to the

COVID‐19 outbreak in a timely manner”, “seem to tailor its

communication linked to COVID‐19 to individuals' specific needs”,

and “tried to address [their] personal concerns regarding the

implications of COVID‐19”. Items were measured on a five‐point

scale from 1 (“not at all”) to 5 (“to a very great extent”). Participants'

responses to all items were averaged to create an organizational

communication score, with higher values indicating perception of

more effective pandemic‐related organizational communications

(Cronbach's α = .91).

2.2.7 | Ill‐being

Consistent withWeinstein and Nguyen (2020), an ill‐being composite

measure was computed by averaging scores from different ill‐being

indicators. Specifically, consistent withWeinstein and Nguyen (2020),

we used measures of depression, loneliness, and anxiety, in addition

to a measure of stress, as detailed below. These measures were

selected to assess various feelings and concerns likely to arise from

lockdown. All scales were introduced with the stem “During

lockdown, in general throughout the day, to what extent did you

feel…,” and employed a five‐point response scale ranging from 1

(“never”) to 5 (“all the time”). Perceived stress was measured using a

10‐item measure adapted from the Perceived Stress Scale (S. Cohen

& Williamson, 1988). Participants rated how often they, for instance,

“felt that [they] were on top of things” during lockdown. Depression

was assessed using a 10‐item short version of the Center for

Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (Andresen et al., 2013).

Respondents indicated how often they had, for instance, “felt that

everything [they] did was an effort”. Participants reported their

frequency of loneliness using the Loneliness Rating Scale (Scalise

et al., 1984). For the purposes of the study's focus on isolation, and

consistent with Weinstein and Nguyen (2020), only scores on the

Depletion and Isolation subscales were analyzed. For depletion items,

participants indicated how often they had felt “empty”, “secluded”,

“alienated”, “withdrawn”, and “numb”. For isolation items, participants

selected how often they had felt “unloved”, “worthless”, “hopeless”,

‘abandoned' and “deserted”. Anxiety was measured using a six‐item

version of the State‐Trait Anxiety Inventory (Tluczek et al., 2009),

where participants reported how often they felt, for instance, “tense”

and “worried”. Participants' responses to all items were averaged to

create an ill‐being score, with higher values indicating worse ill‐being

(Cronbach's α = .96).

2.2.8 | Organizational well‐being

Participants' perceptions of whether their organization had promoted

well‐being during lockdown were measured using a nine‐item

measure adapted from Felstead et al. (2019). Respondents indicated

how often during lockdown their job had made them feel various

emotions, such as “relaxed” and “miserable”, with negative items

reverse coded. Adjectives were rated on a five‐point scale ranging

from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“all the time”). Participants' responses to all

items were averaged to create an organizational well‐being

score, with higher values indicating better organizational well‐being

(Cronbach's α = .91).

2.2.9 | Remote working experiences

To measure participants' pandemic‐specific adjustment to, and

experiences of, remote working, a six‐item measure was devised

where respondents rated how far they agreed with statements such

as “I have maintained virtual contact with my colleagues since

working remotely from home” and “I have found working remotely at

home more difficult than physically going to work” (reverse coded).

Items were rated on a five‐point scale ranging from 1 (“strongly

disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). This measure was only displayed to

participants who indicated that they were working remotely.

Participants' responses to all items were averaged to create a remote

working experiences score, with higher values indicating more

positive remote working experiences (Cronbach's α = .67).
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2.3 | Control variables

Participants also reported their age, gender, and employment status

to be included as controls, based on evidence that well‐being and

remote working outcomes vary according to these variables

(Hsu, 2019; Kantarci & Kolodziej, 2017; Quinn & Smith, 2018).3

2.4 | Analytic plan

Data were analyzed using SPSS 28. Descriptive and correlational

analyses were first conducted. We then tested the hypotheses with

three hierarchical regressions, one for each outcome (ill‐being, organiza-

tional well‐being, and remote working experiences). Demographic

controls were entered as predictors in the first step, followed by the

indicators of general connectedness entered in the second step, and the

indicators of organizational connectedness entered in the third step.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Descriptive and correlational analyses

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and correlation coeffi-

cients. Bivariate Pearson's correlations revealed that ill‐being was

negatively correlated with perceived organizational support, social

connectedness, and age, but positively correlated with time spent

alone. Moreover, organizational well‐being was positively correlated

with perceived organizational support, organizational communication,

organizational identification, and social connectedness. However,

only perceived organizational support was significantly correlated

with remote working experiences.

3.2 | Regression analyses

To test our predictions that both general and organizational

connectedness predicted ill‐being, organizational well‐being, and

remote working experiences during the COVID‐19 pandemic, we

ran three hierarchical multiple linear regressions, one for each

outcome variable. For each of these, in Step 1, age, gender, and

employment status were included as control variables. In Step 2, we

entered indicators of general connectedness: social connectedness,

frequency of time spent interacting, and frequency of time spent

alone. In Step 3, we entered indicators of organizational connected-

ness: organizational support, organizational communication, and

organizational identification.

3.2.1 | Predicting ill‐being

The first regression analysis regressed ill‐being on the control and

predictor variables (see Table 3). At Step 1, the model was significant

(F(3, 181) = 5.49, p = .001), accounting for 8% of the variance in ill‐being

(R2 = 0.08). Only age was significantly associated with ill‐being, with

younger participants reporting higher ill‐being. Inclusion of the general

connectedness variables in Step 2 significantly improved the model

(ΔR2 = 0.20, Fchange (3, 178) = 16.68, p < .001). Social connectedness

was negatively associated with ill‐being, whereas frequency of time

spent alone was positively associated with ill‐being. That is, the more

socially connected participants felt, the lower levels of ill‐being they

reported; similarly, the more frequently participants spent time alone,

the higher levels of ill‐being they reported. The effect of time spent

interacting with others on ill‐being was not significant (see Table 3).

Including the organizational variables in Step 3 significantly improved

the model (ΔR2 = 0.08, Fchange (3, 175) = 7.19, p < .001). Organizational

variables had unique effects on ill‐being when controlling for

demographics and social connectedness variables. Specifically, per-

ceived organizational support was negatively associated with ill‐being

whereas organizational identification was (unexpectedly) positively

associated with ill‐being. That is, the less supported participants felt by

their organization, and the more identified they were with their

organization, the more they reported ill‐being.

3.2.2 | Predicting organizational well‐being

The second analysis regressed organizational well‐being on the

control and predictor variables (seeTable 4). At Step 1, the model was

not significant (F(3, 180) = 1.25, p = .292, R2 = 0.02). However, when

entering the general connectedness variables in Step 2, the model

became significant (F(6, 177) = 3.16, p = .006), accounting for 10% of

the variance (R2 = 0.10). Inclusion of these variables significantly

improved the model (ΔR2 = 0.08, Fchange (3, 177) = 4.98, p = .002). Of

the general indicators of connectedness, only social connectedness

was positively associated with organizational well‐being, such that

that those who reported being more socially connected reported

better organizational well‐being. Adding the organizational connect-

edness variables in Step 3 significantly improved the model

(ΔR2 = 0.21, Fchange (3, 174) = 17.75, p < .001). Of the organizational

connectedness variables, only perceived organizational support was

positively associated with organizational well‐being; the effects of

social connectedness became nonsignificant.

3.2.3 | Predicting remote working experiences

The third regression analysis regressed remote working experiences

on the control and predictor variables. Only Step 3 was significant

(see Table 5), (F(9, 143) = 2.74, p = .006), accounting for 15% of

the variance (R2 = 0.15). Only perceived organizational support and

organizational identification were significantly associated with

remote working experiences, with those who perceived higher levels

of organizational support reporting better remote working experi-

ences, whereas those who identified more strongly with their

organization reported more negative remote working experiences.
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3.3 | Exploratory analyses

It is plausible that the negative effects of spending more time alone

on employee well‐being could have been counteracted by the strong

ties that linked (some) employees to their organizations. To explore

this possibility, we conducted exploratory moderation analyses to

test whether indicators of organizational connectedness buffered

against the negative effects of isolation on organizational well‐being

and general ill‐being. In their study of living alone adults in the United

Kingdom and the United States during the early weeks of lockdown,

Weinstein and Nguyen (2020) found no significant negative effects

on their participants' mental health. The authors noted that the

finding could reflect the level of resilience in those who live alone.

However, the authors have encouraged others to consider possible

nuanced reactions to self‐isolation as different groups may

react differently. In this sense, we believe that those who feel

stronger ties to their organizations may have reacted to social

isolation differently.

Six moderation analyses (using PROCESS, Model 1; Hayes, 2018)

were conducted to explore the potential moderating effects of (1)

organizational identification, (2) organizational communication, and

(3) organizational support on the association between time spent

alone and organizational well‐being on the one hand, and on the

association between time spent alone and ill‐being on the other hand.

In all analyses, we entered the same covariates as in the multiple

regressions: age, gender, employment status. Effects are reported in

Table 6.

3.3.1 | Moderation analyses: Organizational
well‐being

The first moderation analysis, testing the moderating effect of

organizational identification on the association between time spent

alone and organizational well‐being, while controlling for age, gender,

and employment status, was significant (F(6, 177) = 3.99, p < .001,

TABLE 3 Hierarchical regression analysis predicting ill‐being

Predictor variables F(df) R2 Adj R2 ΔR2 F change B SE β t p 95% CI

Step 1 5.49 (3, 181)** 0.08 0.07

Age −0.02 0.004 −.27 −3.82 <.001 −0.03 −0.01

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) 0.15 0.11 .09 1.31 .192 −0.07 0.36

Employment status (0 = full‐time;
1 = part‐time)

0.01 0.11 .01 0.08 .936 −0.21 0.23

Step 2 11.80 (6, 178)*** 0.29 0.26 0.20 16.68***

Age −0.02 0.004 −.26 −3.87 <.001 −0.02 −0.01

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) .29 0.10 .19 2.85 .005 0.09 0.49

Employment status (0 = full‐time;

1 = part‐time)

−0.08 0.10 −.05 −0.83 .406 −0.28 0.11

Social connectedness −0.40 0.07 −.41 −6.13 <.001 −0.53 −0.27

Frequency of time spent interacting 0.03 0.05 .04 0.59 .558 −0.07 0.12

Frequency of time spent alone 0.05 0.02 .14 2.14 .034 0.004 0.10

Step 3 11.08 (9, 175)*** 0.36 0.33 0.08 7.19***

Age −0.02 0.004 −.32 −4.88 <.001 −0.03 −0.01

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) .28 0.10 .18 2.92 .004 0.09 0.47

Employment status (0 = full‐time;
1 = part‐time)

−0.04 0.10 −.03 −0.44 .660 −0.23 0.15

Social connectedness −0.38 0.06 −.39 −5.82 <.001 −0.50 −0.25

Frequency of time spent interacting 0.06 0.05 .09 1.24 .217 −0.03 0.15

Frequency of time spent alone 0.06 0.02 .15 2.37 .019 0.009 0.102

Organizational support −0.28 0.07 −.35 −4.34 <.001 −0.41 −0.16

Organizational communication 0.06 0.05 .08 1.06 .290 −0.05 0.16

Organizational identification 0.18 0.06 .26 3.31 .001 0.07 0.29

**p < .01;

***p < .001.
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R2 = 0.12). Organizational identification, but not time spent alone,

was associated with organizational well‐being. The interaction

between organizational identification and time spent alone was

significant. Simple slopes analysis showed that the association

between time spent alone and organizational well‐being was

significant at low levels of organizational identification (−1 SD below

the mean; b = −0.11, SE = 0.05, t = −2.18, p = .031, 95% CI (−0.21,

−0.01)), but not at moderate (mean; b = −0.03, SE = 0.03, t = −0.80,

p = .422, 95% CI (−0.09, 0.04)) or at high levels of organizational

identification (+1 SD above the mean; b = 0.06, SE = 0.05, t = 1.17,

p = .243, 95% CI (−0.04, 0.15)). That is, frequency of time spent alone

was negatively associated with organizational well‐being but only for

those who reported lower levels of organizational identification.

While excluding the covariates did not change the pattern of results,

simple slopes at lower levels of organizational identification became

marginally significant (with the Johnson–Neyman analysis revealing

that the interaction was instead significant at very low levels of

organizational identification below −1.319).

The second moderation analysis, testing the moderating effect

of organizational communication on the association between time

spent alone and organizational well‐being, while controlling for

age, gender, and employment status, was also significant

(F(6, 177) = 6.39, p < .001, R2 = 0.18)). Organizational communica-

tion, but not time spent alone, was associated with organizational

well‐being. The interaction between organizational communication

and time spent alone was significant. Simple slopes were significant

at low levels of organizational communication (−1 SD below

the mean; b = −0.11, SE = 0.04, t = −2.44, p = .016, 95% CI (−0.20,

−0.02)), but not at moderate (mean; b = −0.04, SE = 0.03, t = −1.19,

p = .236, 95% CI (−0.10, 0.03)) or at high levels of organizational

communication (+1 SD above the mean; b = 0.03, SE = 0.05, t = 0.68,

p = .500, 95% CI (−0.06, 0.12)). That is, frequency of time spent

alone was negatively associated with employee well‐being but only

for those who reported lower levels of effective organizational

communication. Removing the covariates did not change the

pattern of results.

TABLE 4 Hierarchical regression analysis predicting organizational well‐being

Predictor variables F(df) R2 Adj R2 ΔR2 F change B SE β t p 95% CI

Step 1 1.25 (3, 180) 0.02 0.004

Age 0.01 0.01 .08 1.12 .265 −0.01 0.02

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) −0.22 0.14 −.11 −1.50 .135 −0.50 0.07

Employment status (0 = full‐time;
1=part‐time)

−0.05 0.14 −.03 −0.36 .720 −0.33 0.23

Step 2 3.16 (6, 177)** 0.10 0.07 0.08 4.98**

Age 0.01 0.01 .10 1.26 .208 −0.004 0.019

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) −0.32 0.14 −.16 −2.24 .026 −0.60 −0.04

Employment status (0 = full‐time;

1=part‐time)

0.02 0.14 .01 0.18 .861 −0.25 0.30

Social connectedness 0.30 0.10 .24 3.21 .002 0.11 0.47

Frequency of time spent interacting −0.07 0.07 −.09 −1.13 .261 −0.20 0.06

Frequency of time spent alone −0.02 0.03 −.04 −0.49 .623 −0.09 0.05

Step 3 8.62 (9, 174)*** 0.31 0.27 0.21 17.75***

Age 0.01 0.01 .11 1.63 .105 −0.002 0.02

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) −0.34 0.13 −.18 −2.72 .007 −0.59 −0.09

Employment status (0 = full‐time;
1=part‐time)

0.06 0.12 .03 0.51 .611 −0.18 0.31

Social connectedness 0.15 0.08 .13 1.79 .075 −0.02 0.31

Frequency of time spent interacting −0.04 0.06 −.05 −0.74 .461 −0.16 0.07

Frequency of time spent alone −0.03 0.03 −.06 −0.87 .385 −0.09 0.03

Organizational support 0.45 0.09 .45 5.23 <.001 .28 0.61

Organizational communication 0.12 0.07 .14 1.75 .081 −0.02 0.25

Organizational identification −0.08 0.07 −.10 −1.17 .243 −0.23 0.06

**p < .01;

***p < .001.
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The third moderation analysis, testing the moderating effect of

perceived organizational support on the association between time

spent alone and organizational well‐being, while controlling for age,

gender, and employment status, was also significant (F(6,

177) = 11.98, p < .001, R2 = 0.29). Organizational support, but not

time spent alone, was significantly associated with organizational

well‐being. The interaction between organizational support and time

spent alone was not significant. Removing the covariates did not

change the pattern of results.

3.3.2 | Moderation analyses: Ill‐being

The fourth moderation analysis, testing the moderating effect of

organizational identification on the association between time spent

alone and general ill‐being, while controlling for age, gender, and

employment status, was significant (F(6, 178) = 4.03, p < .001,

R2 = 0.12). Time spent alone, but not organizational identification,

was associated with general ill‐being. The interaction between

organizational identification and time spent alone was not significant.

Removing the covariates did not change the pattern of results.

The fifth moderation analysis, testing the moderating effect of

organizational communication on the association between time spent

alone and general ill‐being, was significant (F(6,178) = 4.18, p = .001,

R2 = 0.12). Time spent alone, but not organizational communication,

was associated with general ill‐being. The interaction between

organizational communication and time spent alone was not

significant. Removing the covariates did not change the pattern of

results.

The sixth moderation analysis, testing the moderating effect of

organizational support on the association between time spent alone

and general ill‐being, was significant (F(6, 178) = 7.59, p < .001,

R2 = 0.20). Both time spent alone and organizational support were

associated with general ill‐being. The interaction between organiza-

tional communication and time spent alone was not significant.

Removing the covariates did not change the pattern of results.

TABLE 5 Hierarchical regression analysis predicting remote working experiences

Predictor variables F(df) R2 Adj R2 ΔR2 F change B SE β t p 95% CI

Step 1 0.75 (3, 149) 0.02 −0.01

Age 0.003 0.01 .05 0.60 .549 −0.01 0.01

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) 0.01 0.12 .004 0.05 .957 −0.22 0.24

Employment status (0 = full‐time;
1=part‐time)

−0.15 0.11 −.11 −1.37 .172 −0.37 0.07

Step 2 0.56 (6, 146) 0.02 −0.02 0.01 0.38

Age 0.004 0.01 .07 0.80 .423 −0.01 0.01

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) −0.001 0.12 −.001 −0.01 .993 −0.24 0.23

Employment status (0 = full‐time;

1 = part‐time)

−0.14 0.11 −.10 −1.23 .220 −0.36 0.08

Social connectedness 0.03 0.08 .03 0.33 .740 −0.13 0.18

Frequency of time spent interacting −0.05 0.06 −.08 −0.87 .386 −0.16 0.06

Frequency of time spent alone 0.10 0.03 .03 0.35 .726 −0.05 0.07

Step 3 2.74 (9, 143)** 0.15 0.09 0.13 6.97***

Age 0.01 0.01 .14 1.66 .100 −0.002 0.02

Gender (0 =male; 1 = female) −0.02 0.11 −.01 −0.18 .858 −0.24 0.20

Employment status (0 = full‐time;
1 = part‐time)

−0.19 0.11 −.14 −1.74 .084 −0.40 0.03

Social connectedness −0.002 0.08 −.003 −0.03 .974 −0.15 0.15

Frequency of time spent interacting −0.08 0.05 −.14 −1.55 .124 −0.19 0.02

Frequency of time spent alone −0.001 0.03 −.002 −0.03 .977 −0.06 0.05

Organizational support 0.30 0.08 .40 3.83 <.001 0.14 0.45

Organizational communication 0.02 0.06 .02 0.26 .797 −0.10 0.13

Organizational identification −0.24 0.07 −.38 −3.72 <.001 −0.37 −0.11

**p < .01;

***p < .001.
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In brief, exploratory moderation analyses suggest that organiza-

tional connectedness (specifically, organizational identification and

effective organizational communication) buffered the effects of social

isolation on organizational well‐being (but not general ill‐being). That

is, time spent alone was only associated with worse organizational

well‐being among those with perceived lower levels of organizational

identification and pandemic‐related organizational communication.

4 | DISCUSSION

The present study examined the effects of social and organizational

connectedness on full‐ and part‐time workers' ill‐being, organiza-

tional well‐being, and remote working experiences during the UK's

second COVID‐19 lockdown. Hierarchical regressions found that

those self‐reporting greater social connectedness experienced less ill‐

being, whereas frequency of time spent alone was associated with

more ill‐being. Perceived organizational support was associated with

less ill‐being, better organizational well‐being, and better remote

working experiences. Despite nonsignificant bivariate correlations,

when accounting for the effects of all other predictors, higher levels

of organizational identification, unexpectedly, predicted greater ill‐

being and negative remote working experiences. Furthermore,

organizational identification did not predict organizational well‐

being despite a significant bivariate correlation. However, exploratory

moderation analyses showed that organizational identification (and

organizational communication) moderated associations between time

spent alone and organizational well‐being, with those lower on

identification (and those experiencing less effective organizational

communication) experiencing worse well‐being at work with

increased frequency of time spent alone. Taken together, these

findings demonstrate that organizational connectedness played an

important role in shaping employee well‐being above and beyond

general indicators of social connectedness during lockdown.

4.1 | Social connectedness and ill‐being

As predicted, more time spent alone during lockdown increased ill‐

being. In contrast, and consistent with social identity approach to

health (C. Haslam et al., 2018), feeling socially connected as

measured by belongingness (but not quantity of social interactions)

was associated with lower ill‐being during lockdown. This coincides

with evidence that group belongingness invigorates well‐being by

conferring psychological resources that enable individuals to cope

with stressors (Alcover et al., 2020; Saeri et al., 2018)—acting as a

“social cure” against ill‐health (C. Haslam et al., 2018). However,

frequency of social interaction (as another index of general

connectedness) did not significantly predict ill‐being—contrary to

findings showing that communicating within larger networks has

TABLE 6 Exploratory moderation analyses predicting organizational well‐being and general ill‐being

Outcome variable
Organizational well‐being General ill‐being

Moderator: organizational identification

Frequency of time spent alone b = −0.03, SE = 0.03, t = −0.80, p = .422,
95% CI (−0.09, 0.04)

b = 0.07, SE = 0.03, t = 2.53, p = .012, 95%
CI (0.02, 0.12)

Organizational identification b = 0.21, SE = 0.06, t = 3.31, p = .001,
95% CI (0.08, 0.34)

b = −0.03, SE = 0.05, t = −0.53, p = .598,
95% CI (−0.13, 0.07)

Frequency of time spent alone × organizational
identification

b = 0.08, SE = 0.04, t = 2.32, p = .021,
95% CI (0.01,0.15)

b = −0.02, SE = 0.03, t = −0.65, p = .518,
95% CI (−0.07, 0.04)

Moderator: organizational communication

Frequency of time spent alone b = −0.04, SE = 0.03, t = −1.19, p = .236,
95% CI (−0.10, 0.03)

b = 0.07, SE = 0.03, t = 2.60, p = .010, 95%
CI (0.02, 0.12)

Organizational communication b = 0.32, SE = 0.06, t = 5.36, p < .001,
95% CI (0.20, 0.44)

b = −0.06, SE = 0.05, t = −1.22, p = .222,
95% CI (−0.16, 0.04)

Frequency of time spent alone × organizational
communication

b = 0.07, SE = 0.03, t = 2.24, p = .026,
95% CI (0.01,0.13)

b = −0.01, SE = 0.03, t = −0.41, p = .685,
95% CI (−0.06, 0.04)

Moderator: organizational support

Frequency of time spent alone b = −0.03, SE = 0.03, t = −0.88, p = .383,
95% CI (−0.09, 0.03)

b = 0.07, SE = 0.03, t = 2.61, p = .010, 95%
CI (0.02, 0.12)

Organizational support b = 0.51, SE = 0.06, t = 7.93, p < .001,
95% CI (0.38, 0.63)

b = −0.23, SE = 0.05, t = −4.28, p < .001,
95% CI (−0.34, −0.13)

Frequency of time spent alone × organizational
support

b = 0.06, SE = 0.03, t = 1.71, p = .089,
95% CI (−0.01, 0.12)

b = −0.03, SE = 0.03, t = −1.19, p = .234,
95% CI (−0.09, 0.02)

Note: Age, gender, and employment status were entered as covariates in all moderation analyses.
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lowered stress induced by the COVID‐19 pandemic (Nitschke

et al., 2021). This highlights the importance of looking beyond the

frequency of interactions as a measure of how well connected people

feel when considering the impact of group memberships and social

connectedness on well‐being (Sani et al., 2012).

4.2 | Organizational connectedness, employee
well‐being, and remote working experiences

The present study demonstrated that organizational elements of

connectedness had benefits to employees' well‐being and remote

working experiences above and beyond the effects of general social

connectedness. Perceived organizational support played a key role in

determining employees' experiences during the second lockdown.

Indeed, it was the only variable of organizational connectedness that

predicted each outcome as hypothesized, with greater perceived

organizational support being associated with decreased ill‐being,

better organizational well‐being, and more positive remote working

experiences. This emphasizes the importance of perceived organiza-

tional support as a key resilience strategy in protecting employee

well‐being during disease outbreaks (Maunder et al., 2006), corrobo-

rating findings that perceived organizational support has reduced

employee's COVID‐19 anxiety (Labrague and Santos, 2020) and

emotional exhaustion (Charoensukmongkol & Phungsoonthorn,

2021). This conceptually aligns with a Job Demands‐Resources

model (Demerouti et al., 2001), where job resources, such as

perceived organizational support, are theorized to reduce strain from

job demands such as uncertainty and organizational change. These

findings also indicate that perceived organizational support offers a

critical resource for helping workers to adapt to (involuntary) remote

working. Thus, to optimize employee outcomes during pandemics,

like that experienced with COVID‐19 (or other significant macro‐

level events that may increase uncertainty and create turmoil), it is

crucial that workplaces offer a continuous source of support for

remote workers (Malinen et al., 2020).

Unexpectedly, and despite nonsignificant bivariate correlations,

those with greater levels of organizational identification reported

higher rates of ill‐being and more negative remote working

experiences (when accounting for all other predictors). We expected

the reverse effect; that is, that those who identified with their

organizations more strongly would report lower ill‐being and more

positive remote working experiences. Indeed, based on the literature

on the “social cure” (e.g., C. Haslam et al., 2018) one would expect

high levels of identification to offer an “anchor” to employees during

times of distress, with high‐identifiers perhaps more likely to retain

their social connections in the workplace, albeit virtually—in turn

providing them with the same benefits to well‐being. However, while

organizational identification is typically construed as a desirable

resource for employee well‐being (Steffens & Haslam, 2017), some

scholars have cautioned against conceptualizing organizational

identification in unequivocally positive terms (Caprar et al., 2022;

Irshad & Bashir, 2020). Dukerich et al. (1998) warn of a “dark side” to

organizational identification, given that over‐identification may lead

individuals to incorporate organizations into the self‐concept to the

extent that their distinctiveness from the organization becomes

blurred, and personal needs become fulfilled mostly by organizational

membership. This may leave employees vulnerable, overinvesting

in the organization to the infringement of nonwork domains

(Li et al., 2015). Hence, organizational identification may represent

a double‐edged sword—proving beneficial for employees only when a

balance is reached.

Alternatively, it could be the case that the involuntary remote

working experiences, for which many organizations and employees

were ill‐prepared for, may have had negative effects on (high

identified) employees' well‐being. Indeed, the pandemic has pro-

voked high levels of uncertainty which were likely unprecedently

high for many groups of people in the United Kingdom (where the

study was conducted). Uncertainty was also likely particularly strong

in the early stages of the pandemic when little was known about

the virus and whether treatments and vaccines could be rapidly

developed. We know that individuals dislike uncertainty in general

(Epstein, 2004). Scholars have also noted a general tendency for

resistance to organizational change (e.g., Amarantou et al., 2018) and

the involuntary remote work environment which was prevalent at the

time of data collection was a significant change for many employees

(and organizations). In line with this, Uncertainty‐Identity Theory

(Hogg, 2000, 2007, 2012) theorizes that social identification provides

a useful means of reducing self‐uncertainty. Indeed, we turn to others

to validate social reality, such as our opinions, beliefs, and attitudes

(Festinger, 1950), and worldviews (Hogg & Adelman, 2013), and

people more strongly identify with their social groups when they

feel uncertain (Hogg & Adelman, 2013). However, we suspect that,

particularly in the early stages of the pandemic, remote working

challenged the way individuals interacted at work which, in turn,

likely affected the ways in which workers related to their workplaces.

Those individuals who were highly identified with their organizations

may have therefore lost, to a certain extent, the protective effects

that a high identification often warrants— thus impacting their levels

of well‐being.

4.3 | Organizational identification and
communication moderate the relationship between
time spent alone and organizational well‐being

Exploratory moderation analyses showed that organizational identifi-

cation moderated the association between time spent alone and

organization well‐being. However, effects were only significant at

low levels of organizational identification. This suggests that, during

periods of time spent alone, organizational identification offered

protective effects on how well participants felt in relation to work.

We found similar results when examining the moderating effects of

organizational communication on the association of time spent

alone on organizational well‐being. Specifically, results suggest

that time spent alone lowered organizational well‐being only for
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those employees who experienced less effective communication

about COVID‐19.

4.4 | Limitations and future directions

The present study is not without limitations. First, the cross‐

sectional design limits inferences about directionality and causality

(Freedman, 2010), with such studies often prone to common

method bias (Spector, 2006). However, Evans (1985) notes that,

given difficulties in detecting moderator effects outside the

laboratory, researchers should be assured of their importance

when significant interactions emerge from cross‐sectional designs.

Hence, one can have confidence that the results obtained are

statistically reliable and theoretically relevant.

Additionally, we used a crowdsourcing platform to recruit most

respondents. A strength of adopting this approach was that it enabled

employees from across working populations and organizational cultures

(including blue, white, and pink collar jobs) to be surveyed, ensuring

variance in organizational strategies to COVID‐19. Still, it is possible

that different organizational cultures and climates may have shaped

working experiences differently throughout the pandemic. While the

current data do not allow us to compare different groups of employees

based on their occupation, this would certainly add value to future

research on remote and flexible working. Furthermore, an attention

check was included to monitor attentiveness, although only in the

prolific sample. Although those who fail such checks are commonly

excluded, these were retained as their removal can bias estimates and

undermine legitimate effects (Aronow et al., 2019). Their removal also

did not alter the results obtained.

Finally, we note the lesser role played by organizational

communication in explaining ill‐being and remote working experi-

ences. While downward‐flow organizational communication was

investigated, future studies could examine whether other types of

organizational communications linked to COVID‐19, as well as

workplace rumors and gossip (Michelson & Mouly, 2000), play a

different role. Still, results suggest that organizational communica-

tions buffered against the negative effects of time spent alone

on organizational well‐being, perhaps because participants felt

more included by their employers and more closely connected to

their organizations.

5 | CONCLUSIONS

This study examined the roles of social and organizational connect-

edness on UK employee's well‐being and remote working experi-

ences during the COVID‐19 pandemic. The findings show that

although general indicators of social connectedness were important

determinants of well‐being, organizational indicators of connected-

ness played a role in explaining well‐being and remote working

experiences above and beyond the effects of general social

connectedness indicators. Interestingly, we found that while

perceived organizational support was positively associated with

lower levels of ill‐being, better organizational well‐being, and more

positive remote working experiences, organizational identification

had reversed effects on ill‐being and remote working experiences

(while accounting for the effects of the other predictors)—suggesting

potentially detrimental effects on employees during lockdown.

However, exploratory moderation analyses showed that organiza-

tional identification (and effective organizational communication) did

offer some protective effects, given that isolation (as measured by

frequency of time spent alone) was only associated with more

negative organizational well‐being among low‐identifiers (and

those who received less effective communications). Taken together,

these findings suggest that organizational connectedness played a

key role in shaping employees' experiences during lockdown.
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ENDNOTES
1 An attention check was only included on the survey that was
distributed via Prolific. Excluding those who failed the attention check
included in the Prolific survey did not change the pattern of the results.

2 The survey also asked participants to indicate the number of hours they
spent alone at home not interacting.

3 The survey also included a measure of Identity Leadership (Steffens

et al., 2014) which was not analyzed for parsimony. Participants were
also asked whether they had been diagnosed with or had a suspected
COVID‐19 infection and whether they had self‐isolated (and if so, the
percentage of time spent in isolation). The survey also included
measures about previous remote working experiences.

REFERENCES

Al Issa, H.‐E., & Jaleel, E. M. (2021). Social isolation and psychological
wellbeing: Lessons from Covid‐19. Management Science Letters,
11(2), 609–618. https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.9.006

Alcover, C. M., Rodríguez, F., Pastor, Y., Thomas, H., Rey, M., &
Del Barrio, J. L. (2020). Group membership and social and personal

identities as psychosocial coping resources to psychological conse-
quences of the COVID‐19 confinement. International Journal of

Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(20), 7413. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph17207413

Allen, K. A., Ryan, T., Gray, D. L., McInerney, D. M., & Waters, L. (2014).
Social media use and social connectedness in adolescents: The

positives and the potential pitfalls. The Australian Educational and

Developmental Psychologist, 31(1), 18–31. https://doi.org/10.1017/
edp.2014.2

Amarantou, V., Kazakopoulou, S., Chatzoudes, D., & Chatzoglou, P. (2018).
Resistance to change: An empirical investigation of its antecedents.
Journal of Organizational Change Management, 31(2), 426–450.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-05-2017-0196

BROWN AND LEITE | 147

 15591816, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jasp.12934 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7829-5641
https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.9.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17207413
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17207413
https://doi.org/10.1017/edp.2014.2
https://doi.org/10.1017/edp.2014.2
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-05-2017-0196


Anderson, A. J., Kaplan, S. A., & Vega, R. P. (2015). The impact of telework
on emotional experience: When, and for whom, does telework
improve daily affective well‐being. European Journal of Work and

Organizational Psychology, 24(6), 882–897. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1359432X.2014.966086

Andresen, E. M., Byers, K., Friary, J., Kosloski, K., & Montgomery, R.
(2013). Performance of the 10‐item Center for Epidemiologic
Studies Depression scale for caregiving research. SAGE Open

Medicine, 1, 205031211351457. https://doi.org/10.1177/2050

312113514576
Appau, S., Churchill, S. A., & Farrell, L. (2019). Social integration and

subjective wellbeing. Applied Economics, 51(16), 1748–1761.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2018.1528340

Armitage, R., & Nellums, L. B. (2020). COVID‐19 and the consequences of

isolating the elderly. The Lancet Public Health, 5(5), e256. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30061-X

Aronow, P. M., Baron, J., & Pinson, L. (2019). A note on dropping
experimental subjects who fail a manipulation check. Political

Analysis, 27(4), 572–589. https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.5
Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the

organization. Academy of Management Review, 14(1), 20–39.
https://doi.org/10.2307/258189

Atouba, Y. C., & Lammers, J. C. (2020). Examining the relationships

between participative organisational communication practices and
burnout among IT professionals. Total Quality Management &

Business Excellence, 31(7‐8), 814–828. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14783363.2018.1447367

Avanzi, L., Schuh, S. C., Fraccaroli, F., & van Dick, R. (2015). Why does

organizational identification relate to reduced employee burnout?
The mediating influence of social support and collective efficacy.
Work & Stress, 29(1), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.
2015.1004225

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for

interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation.
Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0033-2909.117.3.497

Bentley, S. V. (2020). Social isolation. In J. Jetten, S. D. Reicher, S. A.
Haslam, & T. Cruwys (Eds.), Together apart: The psychology of

COVID‐19 (pp. 73–78). SAGE Publications.
Bentley, T. A., Teo, S. T. T., McLeod, L., Tan, F., Bosua, R., & Gloet, M.

(2016). The role of organisational support in teleworker wellbeing: A
socio‐technical systems approach. Applied Ergonomics, 52, 207–215.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2015.07.019

Berman, E. M., West, J. P., & Richter, Jr., M. N. (2002). Workplace
relations: Friendship patterns and consequences (according to
managers. Public Administration Review, 62, 217–230. https://doi.
org/10.1111/0033-3352.00172

Bloom, D. E., Black, S., & Rappuoli, R. (2017). Emerging infectious diseases:
A proactive approach. Proceedings of the National Academy of

Sciences, 114(16), 4055–4059. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1701410114

Bordia, P., Hunt, E., Paulsen, N., Tourish, D., & DiFonzo, N. (2004).

Uncertainty during organizational change: Is it all about control?
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 13(3),
345–365. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320444000128

Brooks, S. K., Webster, R. K., Smith, L. E., Woodland, L., Wessely, S.,
Greenberg, N., & Rubin, G. J. (2020). The psychological impact of

quarantine and how to reduce it: Rapid review of the evidence. The
Lancet, 395(10227), 912–920. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(20)30460-8

Bzdok, D., & Dunbar, R. I. M. (2020). The neurobiology of social distance.

Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 24(9), 717–733. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tics.2020.05.016

Caldeira, C., Machado, L. S., Perin, M. G., & de Souza, C. R. (2020). Remote
workers' wellbeing in the age of COVID‐19. Paper presented at The

New Future of Work Symposium. https://www.microsoft.com/en-
us/research/publication/remote-workers-wellbeing-in-the-age-of-
covid-19/

Caprar, D. V., Walker, B. W., & Ashforth, B. E. (2022). The dark side of

strong identification in organizations: A conceptual review. Academy

of Management Annals, 16(2), 759–805. https://doi.org/10.5465/
annals.2020.0338

Challands, K. G., Lacherez, P., & Obst, P. L. (2017). Does online social
connectedness buffer risk of depression following driving cessation?

An analysis of older drivers and ex‐drivers. Cyberpsychology, Behavior
and Social Networking, 20(4), 232–237. https://doi.org/10.1089/
cyber.2016.0377

Charalampous, M., Grant, C. A., Tramontano, C., & Michailidis, E. (2019).

Systematically reviewing remote e‐workers' well‐being at work: A

multidimensional approach. European Journal of Work and

Organizational Psychology, 28(1), 51–73. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1359432X.2018.1541886

Charoensukmongkol, P., & Phungsoonthorn, T. (2021). The effectiveness
of supervisor support in lessening perceived uncertainties and

emotional exhaustion of university employees during the COVID‐19
crisis: The constraining role of organizational intransigence. The

Journal of General Psychology, 148(4), 431–450. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00221309.2020.1795613

Chayko, M. (2014). Techno‐social life: The internet, digital technology, and
social connectedness. Sociology Compass, 8(7), 976–991. https://doi.
org/10.1111/soc4.12190

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences

(2nd ed). Laurence Erlbaum Associates.

Cohen, S., Janicki‐Deverts, D., & Miller, G. E. (2007). Psychological stress
and disease. Journal of the American Medical Association, 298,
1685–1687. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.298.14.1685

Cohen, S., & Williamson, G. (1988). Perceived stress in a probability
sample of the U.S. In S. Spacapam, & S. Oskamp (Eds.), The

social psychology of health: Claremont symposium on applied social

psychology. SAGE.
Cook, L. L., Zschomler, D., Biggart, L., & Carder, S. (2020). The team

as a secure base revisited: Remote working and resilience among
child and family social workers during COVID‐19. Journal of

Children's Services, 15(4), 259–266. https://doi.org/10.1108/JCS-
07-2020-0031

Cruwys, T., South, E. I., Greenaway, K. H., & Haslam, S. A. (2015). Social
identity reduces depression by fostering positive attributions. Social

Psychological & Personality Science, 6(1), 65–74. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1948550614543309

Daly, M., Sutin, A. R., & Robinson, E. (2020). Longitudinal changes in
mental health and the COVID‐19 pandemic: Evidence from the UK
Household Longitudinal Study. Psychological Medicine. Advance

online publication. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291720004432
Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The

job demands‐resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 86(3), 499–512. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.
86.3.499

De Nobile, J. (2016). Organisational communication and its relationships
with occupational stress of primary school staff inWestern Australia.
The Australian Educational Researcher, 43(2), 185–201. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s13384-015-0197-9

Desrosiers, E. I. (2001). Telework and work attitudes: The relationship

between telecommuting and employee job satisfaction, organizational

commitment, perceived organizational support and perceived co‐worker
support [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Purdue University.
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_dissertations/1511/

Dukerich, J. M., Kramer, R. M., & Parks, J. M. (1998). The dark side of
organizational identification. In D. A. Whetten, & P. C. Godfrey
(Eds.), Identity in organizations: Building theory through conversations

(pp. 245–256). SAGE.

148 | BROWN AND LEITE

 15591816, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jasp.12934 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.966086
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.966086
https://doi.org/10.1177/2050312113514576
https://doi.org/10.1177/2050312113514576
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2018.1528340
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30061-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30061-X
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.5
https://doi.org/10.2307/258189
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2018.1447367
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2018.1447367
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1004225
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1004225
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2015.07.019
https://doi.org/10.1111/0033-3352.00172
https://doi.org/10.1111/0033-3352.00172
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1701410114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1701410114
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320444000128
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30460-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30460-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.05.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.05.016
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/remote-workers-wellbeing-in-the-age-of-covid-19/
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/remote-workers-wellbeing-in-the-age-of-covid-19/
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/remote-workers-wellbeing-in-the-age-of-covid-19/
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2020.0338
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2020.0338
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2016.0377
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2016.0377
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1541886
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1541886
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.2020.1795613
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.2020.1795613
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12190
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12190
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.298.14.1685
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCS-07-2020-0031
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCS-07-2020-0031
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614543309
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614543309
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291720004432
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-015-0197-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-015-0197-9
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/open_access_dissertations/1511/


Edwards, M. R. (2009). HR, perceived organisational support and
organisational identification: An analysis after organisational forma-
tion. Human Resource Management Journal, 19(1), 91–115. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2008.00083.x

Edwards, M. R., Leite, A. C., Randsley de Moura, G., & Marques, A. G.
(2022). Let's talk about Brexit: Intra‐organizational communication,
citizenship status, procedural justice, and job insecurity in a context
of potential immigration threat. The International Journal of Human

Resource Management, 33(5), 1037–1064. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09585192.2020.1754883

Edwards, M. R., & Peccei, R. (2007). Organizational identification:
Development and testing of a conceptually grounded measure.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 16(1),
25–57. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320601088195

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986).
Perceived organizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology,
71(3), 500–507. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500

Epstein, L. G. (2004). A definition of uncertainty aversion. In I. Gilboa (Ed.),
Uncertainty in economic theory (pp. 187–224). Routledge.

Evans, M. G. (1985). A Monte Carlo study of the effects of correlated
method variance in moderated multiple regression analysis.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 36(3),
305–323. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(85)90002-0

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.‐G. (2009). Statistical power
analyses using G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression
analyses. Behavior Research Methods, 41, 1149–1160. https://doi.
org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Felstead, A., Gallie, D., Green, F., & Henseke, G. (2019). Conceiving,

designing and trailing a short‐form measure of job quality: A
proof‐of‐concept study. Industrial Relations Journal, 50(1), 2–19.
https://doi.org/10.1111/irj.12241

Ferrie, J. E., Shipley, M. J., Newman, K., Stansfeld, S. A., & Marmot, M.
(2005). Self‐reported job insecurity and health in the Whitehall II

study: Potential explanations of the relationship. Social Science &

Medicine (1982), 60, 1593–1602. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
socscimed.2004.08.006

Festinger, L. (1950). Informal social communication. Psychological Review,

57, 271–282. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056932
Forbes, S., Birkett, H., Evans, L., Chung, H., & Whiteman, J. (2020).

Managing employees during the COVID‐19 pandemic: Flexible
working and the future of work. Equal Parenting Project. https://
www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/business/research/research-projects/

equalparenting/research.aspx
Freedman, D. A. (2010). Statistical models and causal inference: A dialogue

with the social sciences. Cambridge University Press.
Frone, M. R. (2008). Are work stressors related to employee substance

use? The importance of temporal context assessments of alcohol

and illicit drug use. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 199–206.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.199

Galanti, T., Guidetti, G., Mazzei, E., Zappalà, S., & Toscano, F. (2021). Work
from home during the COVID‐19 outbreak: The impact on employ-
ees' remote work productivity, engagement, and stress. Journal of

Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 63, 426. https://doi.org/
10.1097/JOM.0000000000002236

Golden, T. D., Veiga, J. F., & Dino, R. N. (2008). The impact of professional
isolation on teleworker job performance and turnover intentions:
Does time spent teleworking, interacting face‐to‐face, or having

access to communication‐enhancing technology matter. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1412–1421. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0012722

Grant, C. A., Wallace, L. M., & Spurgeon, P. C. (2013). An exploration of

the psychological factors affecting remote e‐worker's job effective-
ness, well‐being and work‐life balance. Employee Relations, 35(5),
527–546. https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-08-2012-0059

Haslam, C., Cruwys, T., Chang, M. X. L., Bentley, S. V., Haslam, S. A.,
Dingle, G. A., & Jetten, J. (2019). GROUPS 4 HEALTH reduces
loneliness and social anxiety in adults with psychological distress:
Findings from a randomized controlled trial. Journal of Consulting and

Clinical Psychology, 87(9), 787–801. https://doi.org/10.1037/
ccp0000427

Haslam, C., Cruwys, T., Haslam, S. A., Dingle, G., & Chang, M. X. L. (2016).
Groups 4 Health: Evidence that a social‐identity intervention that
builds and strengthens social group membership improves mental

health. Journal of Affective Disorders, 194, 188–195. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jad.2016.01.010

Haslam, C., Holme, A., Haslam, S. A., Iyer, A., Jetten, J., & Williams, W. H.
(2008). Maintaining group memberships: Social identity continuity

predicts well‐being after stroke. Neuropsychological rehabilitation,

18(5‐6), 671–691. https://doi.org/10.1080/09602010701643449
Haslam, C., Jetten, J., Cruwys, T., Dingle, G., & Haslam, A. (2018). The new

psychology of health: Unlocking the social cure. Routledge.
Haslam, S. A., Jetten, J., Postmes, T., & Haslam, C. (2009). Social identity,

health and well‐being: An emerging agenda for applied psychology.

Applied Psychology, 58(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-
0597.2008.00379.x

Haslam, S. A., Jetten, J., & Waghorn, C. (2009). Social identification, stress
and citizenship in teams: A five‐phase longitudinal study. Stress and

Health, 25(1), 21–30. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1221
Haslam, S. A., & van Dick, R. (2011). A social identity analysis of

organizational well‐being. In D. De Cremer, R. van Dick, & K.
Murnighan (Eds.), Social psychology and organizations (pp. 325–352).
Taylor & Francis.

Häusser, J. A., Kattenstroth, M., van Dick, R., & Mojzisch, A. (2012). “We”
are not stressed: Social identity in groups buffers neuroendocrine
stress reactions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(4),
973–977. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.02.020

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional

process analysis: A regression‐based approach. Guilford publications.
Hilbrecht, M., Shaw, S. M., Johnson, L. C., & Andrey, J. (2008). ‘I'm home

for the kids': Contradictory implications for work–life balance of
teleworking mothers. Gender, Work & Organization, 15(5), 454–476.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2008.00413.x

Hogg, M. A. (2000). Subjective uncertainty reduction through self‐
categorization: A motivational theory of social identity processes.
European Review of Social Psychology, 11, 223–255. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14792772043000040

Hogg, M. A. (2007). Uncertainty‐identity theory. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 39, pp. 69–126).
Academic Press.

Hogg, M. A. (2012). Uncertainty‐identity theory. In P. A. M. Van Lange, A.
W. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social

psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 62–80). SAGE.
Hogg, M. A., & Adelman, J. (2013). Uncertainty–identity theory: Extreme

groups, radical behavior, and authoritarian leadership, Journal of

Social Issues, 69, 436–454. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12023
Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. I. (2000). Social identity and self‐categorization

processes in organizational contexts. Academy of Management

Review, 25(1), 121–140. https://doi.org/10.2307/259266
Hopkins, N., Reicher, S. D., Khan, S. S., Tewari, S., Srinivasan, N., &

Stevenson, C. (2016). Explaining effervescence: Investigating the
relationship between shared social identity and positive experience

in crowds. Cognition and Emotion, 30(1), 20–32. https://doi.org/10.
1080/02699931.2015.1015969

House, J. S. (1981). Work stress and social support. Addison‐Wesley.
Hsu, H.‐C. (2019). Age differences in work stress, exhaustion, well‐being,

and related factors from an ecological perspective. International

Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 16(1), 50.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16010050

BROWN AND LEITE | 149

 15591816, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jasp.12934 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2008.00083.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2008.00083.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1754883
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1754883
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320601088195
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(85)90002-0
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1111/irj.12241
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056932
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/business/research/research-projects/equalparenting/research.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/business/research/research-projects/equalparenting/research.aspx
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/schools/business/research/research-projects/equalparenting/research.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.199
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000002236
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000002236
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012722
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012722
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-08-2012-0059
https://doi.org/10.1037/ccp0000427
https://doi.org/10.1037/ccp0000427
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/09602010701643449
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2008.00379.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2008.00379.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1221
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2008.00413.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000040
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000040
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12023
https://doi.org/10.2307/259266
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2015.1015969
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2015.1015969
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16010050


Iqbal, S., Suh, J., Czerwinski, M., Mark, G., & Teevan, J. (2020). Remote
work and well‐being. Paper presented at The New Future of Work
Online Symposium. https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/
publication/remote-work-and-well-being/

Irshad, M., & Bashir, S. (2020). The dark side of organizational
identification: A multi‐study investigation of negative outcomes.
Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 572478. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.
2020.572478

Jehn, K. A., & Shah, P. P. (1997). Interpersonal relationships and task

performance: An examination of mediation processes in friendship
and acquaintance groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
72, 775–790. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.4.775

Jetten, J., Haslam, S. A., Cruwys, T., Greenaway, K. H., Haslam, C., &
Steffens, N. K. (2017). Advancing the social identity approach to

health and well‐being: Progressing the social cure research agenda.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 47(7), 789–802. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.2333

Jose, P. E., & Lim, B. T. L. (2014). Social connectedness predicts lower
loneliness and depressive symptoms over time in adolescents. Open

Journal of Depression, 3(4), 154–163. https://doi.org/10.4236/ojd.
2014.34019

Junker, N. M., Dick, R., Avanzi, L., Häusser, J. A., & Mojzisch, A. (2019).
Exploring the mechanisms underlying the social identity–ill‐health
link: Longitudinal and experimental evidence. British Journal of Social

Psychology, 58(4), 991–1007. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12308
Kalimo, R., Tenkanen, L., Härmä, M., Poppius, E., & Heinsalmi, P. (2000).

Job stress and sleep disorders: Findings from the Helsinki Heart
Study. Stress Medicine, 16, 65–75. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)

1099-1700(200003)16:2<65::AID-SMI834>3.0.CO;2-8
Kantarci, T., & Kolodziej, I. (2017). Effects of working part‐time and full‐time

on physical and mental health in old age in Europe. Network for
Studies on Pensions, Aging and Retirement. https://www.netspar.nl/
assets/uploads/P20160908_dp041_Kantarci.pdf

Keim, A. C., Landis, R. S., Pierce, C. A., & Earnest, D. R. (2014). Why do
employees worry about their jobs? A meta‐analytic review of
predictors of job insecurity. Journal of Occupational Health

Psychology, 19(3), 269–290. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036743
Kniffin, K. M., Narayanan, J., Anseel, F., Antonakis, J., Ashford, S. P.,

Bakker, A. B., Bamberger, P., Bapuji, H., Bhave, D. P., Choi, V. K.,
Creary, S. J., Demerouti, E., Flynn, F. J., Gelfand, M. J., Greer, L. L.,
Johns, G., Kesebir, S., Klein, P. G., Lee, S. Y., … Vugt, M. (2021).
COVID‐19 and the workplace: Implications, issues, and insights for

future research and action. American Psychologist, 76(1), 63–77.
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000716

Labour Force Survey (2021). Office for National Statistics. https://www.
ons.gov.uk/surveys/informationforhouseholdsandindividuals/househ
oldandindividualsurveys/labourforcesurvey

Labrague, L. J., & Santos, J. A. A. (2020). COVID‐19 anxiety among front‐
line nurses: Predictive role of organisational support, personal
resilience and social support. Journal of Nursing Management, 28(7),
1653–1661. https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.13121

Lautsch, B. A., Kossek, E. E., & Eaton, S. C. (2009). Supervisory

approaches and paradoxes in managing telecommuting implementa-
tion. Human Relations, 62(6), 795–827. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0018726709104543

Levinson, H. (1965). Reciprocation: The relationship between man and
organization. Administrative Science Quarterly, 9, 370–390. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2391032

Li, Y., Fan, J., & Zhao, S. (2015). Organizational identification as a double‐
edged sword: Dual effects on job satisfaction and life satisfaction.
Journal of Personnel Psychology, 14(4), 182–191. https://doi.org/10.
1027/1866-5888/a000133

Lyons, Z., Wilcox, H., Leung, L., & Dearsley, O. (2020). COVID‐19 and the
mental well‐being of Australian medical students: Impact, concerns

and coping strategies used. Australasian Psychiatry, 28(6), 649–652.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1039856220947945

Malinen, S. K., Wong, J. H. K., & Näswall, K. (2020). Effective workplace
strategies to support employee wellbeing during a pandemic. New

Zealand Journal of Employment Relations, 45(2), 17–32.
Mann, S., & Holdsworth, L. (2003). The psychological impact of

teleworking: Stress, emotions and health. New Technology, Work

and Employment, 18(3), 196–211. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-
005X.00121

Maunder, R., Lancee, W., Balderson, K., Bennett, J., Borgundvaag, B.,
Evans, S., Fernandes, C., Goldbloom, D., Gupta, M., Hunter, J.,
McGillis Hall, L., Nagle, L., Pain, C., Peczeniuk, S., Raymond, G.,
Read, N., Rourke, S., Steinberg, R., Stewart, T., … Wasylenki, D.
(2006). Long‐term psychological and occupational effects of provid-

ing hospital healthcare during SARS outbreak. Emerging Infectious

Diseases, 12(12), 1924–1932. https://doi.org/10.3201/eid1212.
060584

Melamed, S., Shirom, A., Toker, S., Berliner, S., & Shapira, I. (2006).
Burnout and risk of cardiovascular disease: Evidence, possible causal

paths, and promising research directions. Psychological Bulletin, 132,
327–353. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.3.327

Michelson, G., & Mouly, S. (2000). Rumour and gossip in organisations: A
conceptual study. Management Decision, 38(5), 339–346. https://
doi.org/10.1108/00251740010340508

Miller, K. (2015). Organizational communication: Approaches and processes.
Wadsworth.

Molino, M., Ingusci, E., Signore, F., Manuti, A., Giancaspro, M. L., Russo, V.,
Zito, M., & Cortese, C. G. (2020). Wellbeing costs of technology use

during Covid‐19 remote working: An investigation using the Italian
translation of the technostress creators scale. Sustainability, 12(15),
5911. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12155911

Moore, K. A., & March, E. (2022). Socially connected during COVID‐19:
Online social connections mediate the relationship between loneli-

ness and positive coping strategies. Journal of Stress, Trauma, Anxiety

& Resilience, 1. https://doi.org/10.55319/js.v1i1.9
Morganson, V. J., Major, D. A., Oborn, K. L., Verive, J. M., & Heelan, M. P.

(2010). Comparing telework locations and traditional work arrange-
ments: Differences in work‐life balance support, job satisfaction, and

inclusion. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 25(6), 578–595. https://
doi.org/10.1108/02683941011056941

Nicholson, N. R. (2012). A review of social isolation: An important
but underassessed condition in older adults. The Journal of Primary

Prevention, 33(2‐3), 137–152. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-
012-0271-2

Nitschke, J. P., Forbes, P., Ali, N., Cutler, J., Apps, M., Lockwood, P. L., &
Lamm, C. (2021). Resilience during uncertainty? Greater social
connectedness during COVID‐19 lockdown is associated with

reduced distress and fatigue. British Journal of Health Psychology, 26,
553–569. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12485

OECD. (2022). Hours worked (indicator). https://doi.org/10.1787/
47be1c78-en

Postmes, T., & Jetten, J. (2006). Individuality and the group: Advances in

social identity. SAGE.
Postmes, T., Wichmann, L. J., van Valkengoed, A. M., & van der Hoef, H.

(2019). Social identification and depression: A meta‐analysis.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(1), 110–126. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.2508

Prasad, D. K., Rao, M., Vaidya, D. R., & Muralidhar, B. (2020).
Organizational climate, opportunities, challenges and psychologi-
cal wellbeing of the remote working employees during COVID‐19
pandemic: A general linear model approach with reference to

information technology industry in hyderabad. International

Journal of Advanced Research in Engineering and Technology,
11(4), 372–389.

150 | BROWN AND LEITE

 15591816, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jasp.12934 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/remote-work-and-well-being/
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/remote-work-and-well-being/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.572478
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.572478
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.4.775
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2333
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2333
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojd.2014.34019
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojd.2014.34019
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12308
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1700(200003)16:2%3C65::AID-SMI834%3E3.0.CO;2-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1700(200003)16:2%3C65::AID-SMI834%3E3.0.CO;2-8
https://www.netspar.nl/assets/uploads/P20160908_dp041_Kantarci.pdf
https://www.netspar.nl/assets/uploads/P20160908_dp041_Kantarci.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036743
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000716
https://www.ons.gov.uk/surveys/informationforhouseholdsandindividuals/householdandindividualsurveys/labourforcesurvey
https://www.ons.gov.uk/surveys/informationforhouseholdsandindividuals/householdandindividualsurveys/labourforcesurvey
https://www.ons.gov.uk/surveys/informationforhouseholdsandindividuals/householdandindividualsurveys/labourforcesurvey
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.13121
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709104543
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709104543
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391032
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391032
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000133
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000133
https://doi.org/10.1177/1039856220947945
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-005X.00121
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-005X.00121
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid1212.060584
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid1212.060584
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.3.327
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740010340508
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740010340508
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12155911
https://doi.org/10.55319/js.v1i1.9
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941011056941
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941011056941
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-012-0271-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-012-0271-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12485
https://doi.org/10.1787/47be1c78-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/47be1c78-en
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2508
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2508


Quinn, M. M., & Smith, P. M. (2018). Gender, work, and health. Annals of
Work Exposures and Health, 62(4), 389–392. https://doi.org/10.
1093/annweh/wxy019

Reicher, S. D., Spears, R., & Haslam, S. A. (2010). The social identity

approach in social psychology. In M. S. Wetherell, & C. T. Mohanty
(Eds.), SAGE identities handbook (pp. 45–62). SAGE.

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: A
review of the literature, Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4).
698–714. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.698

Robb, C. E., de Jager, C. A., Ahmadi‐Abhari, S., Giannakopoulou, P., Udeh‐
Momoh, C., McKeand, J., Price, G., Car, J., Majeed, A., Ward, H., &
Middleton, L. (2020). Associations of social isolation with anxiety
and depression during the early COVID‐19 pandemic: A survey of
older adults in London, UK. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 11, 591120.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2020.591120
Roemer, A., & Harris, C. (2018). Perceived organisational support and

well‐being: The role of psychological capital as a mediator. SA

Journal of Industrial Psychology/SA Tydskrif vir Bedryfsielkunde, 44,
a1539. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v44i0.1539

Rudnicka, A., Newbold, J. W., Cook, D., Cecchinato, M. E., Gould, S., &
Cox, A. L. (2020). Eworklife: Developing effective strategies for
remote working during the COVID‐19 pandemic. Paper presented at
The New Future of Work Online Symposium. https://www.

microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/eworklife-developing-
effective-strategies-for-remote-working-during-the-covid-19-pandemic/

Ruffolo, M., Price, D., Schoultz, M., Leung, J., Bonsaksen, T., Thygesen, H.,
& Geirdal, A. Ø. (2021). Employment uncertainty and mental health
during the COVID‐19 pandemic initial social distancing implementa-

tion: A cross‐national study. Global Social Welfare, 8, 141–150.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40609-020-00201-4

Saeri, A. K., Cruwys, T., Barlow, F. K., Stronge, S., & Sibley, C. G. (2018).
Social connectedness improves public mental health: Investigating
bidirectional relationships in the New Zealand attitudes and values

survey. The Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 52(4),
365–374. https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867417723990

Sani, F., Herrera, M., Wakefield, J. R. H., Boroch, O., & Gulyas, C. (2012).
Comparing social contact and group identification as predictors of
mental health. British Journal of Social Psychology, 51(4), 781–790.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2012.02101.x

Scalise, J. J., Ginter, E. J., & Gerstein, L. H. (1984). Multidimensional
loneliness measure: The loneliness rating scale (LRS). Journal of

Personality Assessment, 48(5), 525–530. https://doi.org/10.1207/

s15327752jpa4805_12
Schinoff, B. S., Rogers, K. M., & Corley, K. G. (2016). How do we

communicate who we are? Examining how organizational identity is
conveyed to members. In M. G. Pratt, M. Schultz, B. E. Ashforth, & D.
Ravasi (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of organizational identity

(pp. 219–238). Oxford University Press.
Smith, M. L., Steinman, L. E., & Casey, E. A. (2020). Combatting social

isolation among older adults in a time of physical distancing: The
COVID‐19 social connectivity paradox. Frontiers in Public Health,
8, 403. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.00403

Spector, P. E. (2006). Method variance in organizational research: Truth or
urban legend. Organizational Research Methods, 9(2), 221–232.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284955

Steffens, N. K., & Haslam, S. A. (2017). Building team and organisational
identification to promote leadership, citizenship and resilience. In

M. F. Crane (Ed.), Managing for resilience: A practical guide for

employee wellbeing and organizational performance (pp. 150–167).
Routledge.

Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., Reicher, S. D., Platow, M. J., Fransen, K.,

Yang, J., Ryan, M. K., Jetten, J., Peters, K., & Boen, F. (2014).
Leadership as social identity management: Introducing the identity
leadership inventory (ILI) to assess and validate a four‐dimensional

model. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(5), 1001–1024. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.05.002

Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., Schuh, S. C., Jetten, J., & van Dick, R. (2017).
A meta‐analytic review of social identification and health in

organizational contexts. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
21(4), 303–335. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316656701

Steffens, N. K., LaRue, C. J., Haslam, C., Walter, Z. C., Cruwys, T.,
Munt, K. A., Haslam, S. A., Jetten, J., & Tarrant, M. (2021). Social
identification‐building interventions to improve health: A systematic

review and meta‐analysis. Health Psychology Review, 15(1), 85–112.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2019.1669481

Stephenson, J., Vaganay, M., Coon, D., Cameron, R., & Hewitt, N. (2018).
The role of Facebook and Twitter as organisational communication
platforms in relation to flood events in Northern Ireland. Journal of

Flood Risk Management, 11(3), 339–350. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jfr3.12329

Stinglhamber, F., Caesens, G., Clark, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2016). Perceived
organizational support. In J. P. Meyer (Ed.), Handbook of employee

commitment (pp. 333–345). Edward Elgar.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup
conflict. In W. G. Austin, & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of
intergroup relations (pp. 144–167). Brooks.

Tetteh, S., Wu, C., Opata, C. N., Asirifua Agyapong, G. N. Y., Amoako, R., &

Osei‐Kusi, F. (2020). Perceived organisational support, job stress,
and turnover intention: The moderation of affective commitments.
Journal of Psychology in Africa, 30(1), 9–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14330237.2020.1722365

Thatcher, S. M. B., & Zhu, X. (2006). Changing identities in a changing

workplace: Identification, identity enactment, self‐verification, and
telecommuting. Academy of Management Review, 31(4), 1076–1088.
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159267

Tluczek, A., Henriques, J. B., & Brown, R. L. (2009). Support for the
reliability and validity of a six‐item state anxiety scale derived from

the State‐Trait Anxiety Inventory. Journal of Nursing Measurement,
17(1), 19–28. https://doi.org/10.1891/1061-3749.17.1.19

Trougakos, J. P., Chawla, N., & McCarthy, J. M. (2020). Working in a
pandemic: Exploring the impact of COVID‐19 health anxiety on
work, family, and health outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology,

105(11), 1234–1245. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000739
Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S.

(1987). Rediscovering the social group: A self‐categorization theory.
Basil Blackwell.

van Dick, R., Ciampa, V., & Liang, S. (2018). Shared identity in
organizational stress and change. Current Opinion in Psychology, 23,
20–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.11.005

van Dick, R., Ketturat, C., Häusser, J. A., & Mojzisch, A. (2017). Two sides
of the same coin and two routes for improvement: Integrating

resilience and the social identity approach to well‐being and
ill‐health. Health Psychology Open, 4(2), 205510291771956.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2055102917719564

van Dick, R., & Wagner, U. (2002). Social identification among school
teachers: Dimensions, foci, and correlates. European Journal of Work

and Organizational Psychology, 11(2), 129–149. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13594320143000889

Vander Elst, T., Baillien, E., De Cuyper, N., & DeWitte, H. (2010). The role
of organizational communication and participation in reducing job
insecurity and its negative association with work‐related well‐being.
Economic and Industrial Democracy, 31(2), 249–264. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0143831X09358372

Vinkers, C. H., van Amelsvoort, T., Bisson, J. I., Branchi, I., Cryan, J. F.,
Domschke, K., Howes, O. D., Manchia, M., Pinto, L., de Quervain, D.,

Schmidt, M. V., & van der Wee, N. J. A. (2020). Stress resilience during
the coronavirus pandemic. European Neuropsychopharmacology, 35,
12–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2020.05.003

BROWN AND LEITE | 151

 15591816, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jasp.12934 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxy019
https://doi.org/10.1093/annweh/wxy019
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.698
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2020.591120
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v44i0.1539
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/eworklife-developing-effective-strategies-for-remote-working-during-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/eworklife-developing-effective-strategies-for-remote-working-during-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/publication/eworklife-developing-effective-strategies-for-remote-working-during-the-covid-19-pandemic/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40609-020-00201-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867417723990
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2012.02101.x
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4805_12
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4805_12
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.00403
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284955
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316656701
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2019.1669481
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12329
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12329
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2020.1722365
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2020.1722365
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159267
https://doi.org/10.1891/1061-3749.17.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000739
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/2055102917719564
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320143000889
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320143000889
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X09358372
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X09358372
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2020.05.003


Wegge, J., van Dick, R., Fisher, G. K., Wecking, C., & Moltzen, K. (2006).
Work motivation, organisational identification, and well‐being in call
centre work. Work & Stress, 20(1), 60–83. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02678370600655553

Weinstein, N., & Nguyen, T. V. (2020). Motivation and preference
in isolation: A test of their different influences on responses
to self‐isolation during the COVID‐19 outbreak. Royal Society

Open Science, 7(5), 200458. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.
200458

White, R. G., & Van Der Boor, C. (2020). Impact of the COVID‐19
pandemic and initial period of lockdown on the mental health and
well‐being of adults in the UK. BJPsych Open, 6, e90. https://doi.org/
10.1192/bjo.2020.79

Wiesenfeld, B. M., Raghuram, S., & Garud, R. (1999). Communication

patterns as determinants of organizational identification in a virtual
organization. Organization Science, 10(6), 777–790. https://doi.org/
10.1287/orsc.10.6.777

Winstead, B. A., Derlega, V. J., Montgomery, M. J., & Pilkington, C. (1995).
The quality of friendships at work and job satisfaction. Journal of

Social and Personal Relationships, 12, 199–215. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0265407595122003

Wirtz, P. H., & von Känel, R. (2017). Psychological stress, inflammation,
and coronary heart disease. Current Cardiology Reports, 19, 111.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11886-017-0919-x

Wu, C., & Yao, G. (2007). Relations among self‐certainty, sense of control
and quality of life. International Journal of Psychology, 42(5),
342–352. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590701264831

Yager, J. (1997). Friendshifts: The power of friendship and how it shape our

lives. Hannacroix Creek.
Yu, J., Park, J., & Sean Hyun, S. (2021). Impacts of the COVID‐19

pandemic on employees' work stress, well‐being, mental health,
organizational citizenship behavior, and employee‐customer
identification. Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management, 30,

529–548. https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2021.1867283
Zacher, H., & Rudolph, C. W. (2021). Individual differences and changes in

subjective wellbeing during the early stages of the COVID‐19
pandemic. American Psychologist, 76(1), 50–62. https://doi.org/10.
1037/amp0000702

How to cite this article: Brown, A., Leite, A. C. (2023). The

effects of social and organizational connectedness on

employee well‐being and remote working experiences during

the COVID‐19 pandemic. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,

53, 134–152. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12934

152 | BROWN AND LEITE

 15591816, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jasp.12934 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [28/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370600655553
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370600655553
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.200458
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.200458
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjo.2020.79
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjo.2020.79
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.10.6.777
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.10.6.777
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407595122003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407595122003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11886-017-0919-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590701264831
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2021.1867283
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000702
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000702
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12934

	The effects of social and organizational connectedness on employee well-being and remote working experiences during the COVID-19 pandemic
	1 INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Social (dis)connectedness and well-being
	1.2 The connectedness-health relationship in organizational contexts
	1.2.1 Organizational identification
	1.2.2 Organizational support
	1.2.3 Organizational communication

	1.3 Staying connected from afar: Remote working experiences during the COVID-19 pandemic
	1.4 The present research

	2 METHOD
	2.1 Participants, design, and procedure
	2.2 Measures
	2.2.1 Social connectedness
	2.2.2 Frequency of social interaction
	2.2.3 Frequency of time spent alone
	2.2.4 Organizational identification
	2.2.5 Organizational support
	2.2.6 Organizational communication
	2.2.7 Ill-being
	2.2.8 Organizational well-being
	2.2.9 Remote working experiences

	2.3 Control variables
	2.4 Analytic plan

	3 RESULTS
	3.1 Descriptive and correlational analyses
	3.2 Regression analyses
	3.2.1 Predicting ill-being
	3.2.2 Predicting organizational well-being
	3.2.3 Predicting remote working experiences

	3.3 Exploratory analyses
	3.3.1 Moderation analyses: Organizational well-being
	3.3.2 Moderation analyses: Ill-being


	4 DISCUSSION
	4.1 Social connectedness and ill-being
	4.2 Organizational connectedness, employee well-being, and remote working experiences
	4.3 Organizational identification and communication moderate the relationship between time spent alone and organizational well-being
	4.4 Limitations and future directions

	5 CONCLUSIONS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	ENDNOTES
	REFERENCES




