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The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between working

conditions at the start of the COVID-19 pandemic (spring 2020) and

employees’ mental wellbeing. According to the Job Demands-Resources (JD-

R) model, work intensification, increased difficulty in accomplishing work

tasks, heightened risk of infection by COVID-19, and increasingly working

from home may detrimentally relate to irritation. However, personal and

job resources (e.g., occupational self-efficacy, social support) may buffer.

Data from 680 employees from four European countries were analyzed by

means of path analyses and polynomial regression. Work intensification was

significantly positively associated with cognitive and affective irritation; other

job demands were not. However, working from home prior to as well as

during the pandemic was related to higher cognitive irritation. None of the

moderators was of meaningful significance. Reducing work intensification as

well as enduring home office seems to be crucial for interventions.
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1. Introduction

Being the largest public health and economic crisis in a century (Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2020), the severe acute
respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) has caused a million cases of
coronavirus disease in 2020 (COVID-19; WHO, 2021). By the first half of April
2020, mandatory and recommended mitigation and containment policies were non-
pharmaceutical interventions, such as hygiene measures, mobility restrictions, school
closures, and the interruption of non-essential business activities, introduced to protect
employees and reduce further spreading of the pandemic (Foucault and Galasso, 2020).
These confinement and lockdown measures brought changes to the way of working
(e.g., interruptions of work activity and reduced working hours; Eurofound, 2020;
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2020). On the
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contrary, for many employees, these changes included an
intensification of work or higher difficulties in accomplishing
formerly routine work, for instance, due to novel demands
and tasks. Also, between 30 and 60% of workers in OECD
countries worked from home in mid-April 2020 (Foucault and
Galasso, 2020); 37% of employees in Europe started teleworking
due to COVID-19 (Eurofound, 2020) rather abruptly. However,
two-thirds of working tasks cannot (or only with difficulty)
be performed from home (e.g., healthcare work), therefore,
including a heightened risk of contagion (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2020).

Among the consequences of working in home office are
loss of productivity, collisions with caregiving responsibilities,
changes in work hours (e.g., Collins et al., 2020), impediment
of recovery, work intensification, as well as extensification (e.g.,
Kelliher and Anderson, 2010; Biron and van Veldhoven, 2016),
and technostress (Spagnoli et al., 2020; Camacho and Barrios,
2022). Telework is associated with stress (e.g., Lapierre et al.,
2016). Overall, the work-related demands of the COVID-19
pandemic may be perceived by employees as a threat (e.g.,
Madero Gómez et al., 2020; Mo et al., 2020).

Accordingly, during the lockdown in the spring of
2020, mental wellbeing decreased, and loneliness and anxiety
increased in Europe (Eurofound, 2020). Physical distancing
reduced important social connections and the ability to cope
with pandemic-related restrictions (van Bavel et al., 2020).
While prior research focused on work stress and psychological
experiences of healthcare workers (Mo et al., 2020; Sun et al.,
2020) or the impact of COVID-health anxiety on (work) goal
progress (Trougakos et al., 2020), the relation between perceived
working conditions due to COVID-19 and mental wellbeing
remains to be addressed by research.

We aim to answer whether job demands during the start of
the COVID-19 pandemic relate to employees’ reduced mental
wellbeing (irritation) and whether personal and social resources
buffer these relationships.

Based on the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model and
the Conservation of Resources Theory (COR) (Hobfoll, 1989;
Demerouti et al., 2001), we propose that employees in various
occupations face job demands, such as intensified work,
increased work difficulty, increased working from home, and
the risk of being infected by COVID-19. These demands
threaten employees’ mental wellbeing if not counteracted by
resources moderating the stressor–strain relation. Occupational
self-efficacy (Ventura et al., 2015), emotional change readiness
(Bouckenooghe et al., 2009), and job crafting (e.g., Tims et al.,
2013) are relevant personal resources. Social support from
colleagues may be a highly relevant social resource (Crawford
et al., 2010; Kniffin et al., 2021).

Our study makes two contributions. First, job demands
and resources as relevant for the start of the COVID-19
pandemic are examined within the framework of the JD-R
model, thus conceptually and practically helping to understand

the work-related demands. Second, against the background of
the mandatory home office, we provide an in-depth analysis
of the relation of working from home prior to and during
the pandemic and its association with irritation by polynomial
regression. The validity of the contributions is underpinned
by preregistered hypotheses and data from Germany, Czechia,
Slovakia, and Italy.

The health-impairment path of the JD-R model (Demerouti
et al., 2001) explains why working conditions due to
the COVID-19 pandemic should relate to irritation. Job
demands are physical, psychological, social, or organizational
characteristics of the workplace (Demerouti et al., 2001).
Empirical evidence of the JD-R model is broad (e.g.,
Halbesleben, 2006; Crawford et al., 2010; Lesener et al., 2019).
The health-impairment process (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017)
states that an energy-depletion process arises when job demands
are high (and the resources are limited), requiring sustained
physical and/or psychological energy or abilities (cognitive and
affective), leading to a lack of energy (Demerouti et al., 2001).
Consequently, the associated psychological stress exhausts.
Irritation, as a proximal mental health indicator of work stress, is
a precursor of more serious impairments such as psychosomatic
complaints and depression (e.g., Mohr et al., 2006). Irritation
is a state of mental impairment resulting from a perceived goal
discrepancy; its subcategory cognitive irritation, or rumination,
is “a state of reinforced efforts toward goal-achievement” (Mohr
et al., 2006, p. 199). The subcategory affective irritation (i.e.,
irritability) is a more severe state of mental strain, in which
the person loses the incentive to achieve a certain goal (Mohr
et al., 2006). Depleting job demands may relate to irritation as a
proximal consequence (Nolen-Hoeksema et al., 2008).

Under pandemic conditions, sudden and novel changes in
job demands may be rather experienced as hindrance stressors,
which involve excessive or undesirable constraints, require
fast adaptations, and coping strategies, and are detrimental to
wellbeing (Podsakoff et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2009; Crawford
et al., 2010).

Work intensification occurs within the accelerated change
of work and organizational environment (Kubicek et al., 2015).
Additional efforts (increasing speed, multitasking, and fewer
breaks) are needed to complete the work (Korunka et al.,
2015). Due to the COVID-19 lockdown, the changes in work
procedures and environment (e.g., required hygiene measures,
online communication; Nakrošienë et al., 2019), work difficulty
may have increased. The risk of being infected with SARS-
CoV-2 during work is a stressor for employees. For instance,
general health anxiety about having or contracting COVID-
19 increased somatic complaints over time (Trougakos et al.,
2020). If working from home is mandatory, potential positive
effects disappear (Lapierre et al., 2016). Intensively working
from home (more than 2.5 days a week) has detrimental effects
on the relationships with coworkers (Gajendran and Harrison,
2007), like reduced social support due to telecommunication
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(Sardeshmukh et al., 2012). Reduced personal contacts, social
distancing (Brooks et al., 2020), as well as disruptive task
setbacks related to telework during the COVID-19 pandemic
(Chong et al., 2020), may harm mental wellbeing. Thus, we
hypothesize:

Hypotheses H1: (a) Work intensification, (b) increased work
difficulty, (c) the risk of being infected by COVID-19
during work, and (d) increased working from home relate
positively to cognitive and affective irritation.

However, resources may buffer the health-impairment
process of hindering job demands and strain in a gain spiral (e.g.,
Hobfoll, 1989; Bakker and Demerouti, 2017).

Occupational self-efficacy is defined “(. . .) as the confidence
an individual has in her or his ability to cope with difficult tasks
or problems” (Rigotti et al., 2008; p. 239) in the work context.
Occupational self-efficacy helps to cope with energy-depleting
work situations and to adapt successfully to challenging
circumstances. Emotional change readiness is said to “capture
the feelings about a specific change project” (Bouckenooghe
et al., 2009; p. 576) and should help employees to adapt to
changes in the work situation, like rising or more difficult work
tasks, infection risks, or online communication due to home
office.

Social support by colleagues, such as work relationships in
general, is a strong predictor of attitudes to organizational
change (Vakola and Nikolaou, 2005); meta-analyses confirm
social support as a resource attenuating the stressor–strain
relationship (e.g., Crawford et al., 2010), especially when social
support is work-related (Halbesleben, 2006). Job crafting is an
employee’s self-initiated change of her/his/their job demands
and resources consistent with the JD-R model (Tims et al., 2013).
Increasing job resources and reducing hindering job demands
were negatively related to emotional exhaustion (Lichtenthaler
and Fischbach, 2016).

Hypotheses H2–H5: Occupational self-efficacy (H2),
emotional change readiness (H3), social support by colleagues
(H4), and job crafting (H5) moderate the positive relationship
between (a) work intensification, (b) increased work difficulty,
(c) the risk of being infected by COVID-19 during work, and (d)
increased working from home and cognitive as well as affective
irritation, such that the higher the [respective resource] the
weaker the relationship.

2. Methods

This cross-sectional quantitative study is one of two
preregistered studies sharing the same data collection about
working conditions early in times of the COVID-19 pandemic.

While the study at issue focused on wellbeing,1 the second
study assessed (changes in) performance and commitment
(see text footnote 1). The only two variables preregistered for
both studies were increased work difficulty and risk of being
infected by COVID-19 (i.e., working conditions, refer to the
following text). Data descriptives (also by country) are available
in an open-source data article (refer to Procházka et al., 2020),
which also included information about scales, translations,
and reliabilities, while confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were
conducted specifically for the study at issue.

The survey was administered at a time when government
restrictions due to the “first wave” of the COVID-19 pandemic
were in place in many European countries (May/June 2020).
Using Qualtrics (except Questback for Germany), study
participants were invited via social networks, newspaper articles,
emails, and university newsletters.

A sample of N = 680 employees was analyzed (n = 138
German, n = 230 Czech, n = 161 Slovakian, n = 151 Italian).
Participants were 444 women (65%), 227 men, 2 “other,” and
7 did not indicate. The mean age was M = 39.9 (SD = 12.3),
ranging from 19 to 71. University was the most frequent degree
(n = 459; 68%), and services for customers (n = 207; 30.4%),
public sector (n = 163; 24%), and education (n = 117; 17%)
were the most frequent sectors. For 78% of persons, the home
office increased in the pandemic (21% from never to fully).
For further details about the sample and dataset, refer to
Procházka et al. (2020).

2.1. Operationalization

Established and validated scales were chosen where possible
(work intensification, Intensified Job Demands Scale, Kubicek
et al., 2015; occupational self-efficacy, Rigotti et al., 2008;
readiness for change, affective subscale, Organizational Change
Questionnaire, Bouckenooghe et al., 2009; social support from
colleagues, Herrmann et al., 2012; job crafting–increasing job
resources and hindering job demands, Tims et al., 2012;
irritation–cognitive, affective, Mohr et al., 2006). Reliabilities
ranged from Cronbach’s α = 0.78 to 0.88. Single-item measures
(11-point response scales; 0–10) were chosen for increased work
difficulty, risk of infection during the workday, and extent
of work from home before/during the pandemic (difference
score). Increased work difficulty was measured by one question:
“How much has the pandemic increased the difficulty of your
work (e.g., because of the need to wear protective equipment,
because of increased hygiene measures, because of the need
to communicate online)?” The risk of infection during the
workday was assessed by one question: “How great is the
risk of becoming infected with COVID-19 in the course of
your work?” More work from home (home-office) was assessed

1 osf.io/9q6vt
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as a difference score (as well as polynomial regressions)
of two questions: “How often did you work from home
before the pandemic and lockdown?” and “How often do
you work from home now in the time of the pandemic and
lockdown?”

2.2. Statistical analysis

In line with the preregistration, we tested the hypotheses
using path analysis with a robust estimator (MLR) in
MPLUS 8.2. In addition to the flawed difference scores, the
relationship between working from home before vs. during the
pandemic and irritation was tested with polynomial regression
(Edwards, 1994) and response surface analyses (Shanock et al.,
2010).

3. Results

Confirmatory factor analyses demonstrated metric
invariance across countries and discriminant validity of
variables that were measured by scales. The CFA on the
complete sample of the study at issue supported the factor
structure (Supplementary Table 1). The level of common
method variance was low (single factor accounting for only
13.85% of the variance).

3.1. Path analysis

The model explained 29.6% of the variance in cognitive
and 19.3% in affective irritation. We found support for H1a
as the relationship between work intensification and cognitive
vs. affective irritation was significantly positive (B = 0.40,
SE = 0.03 vs. B = 0.30, SE = 0.04; p < 0.001; effects
were also significant for each country sample). H1b was only
partially supported for the (very weak) association between
the increased difficulty of work and cognitive irritation. H1c
and H1d were not supported, as neither the risk of being
infected with COVID-19 nor the change in the home office
was significantly positively associated with irritation. The
rather surprisingly negative relation between infection risk and
cognitive irritation was very weak and practically insignificant
(Table 1).

We conducted a series of moderation analyses each with
the 10 centered predictors (i.e., 4 independent variables, 5
moderators, 1 interaction). As 40 different moderation effects
in 20 different analyses were tested (in a large sample), the
level of significance was set to α = 0.0025 (α = 0.05/20)
to prevent finding marginal false positive effects. Overall, we
did not find support for any of the moderation hypotheses
(H2a–d to H5a–d). Occupational self-efficacy moderated the

association of work intensification (a) and increased work
difficulty (b) with affective irritation (H2a; β = −0.09, p = 0.025,
1R2 = 0.007; H2b; β = −0.08, p = 0.021, 1R2 = 0.006).
Emotional change readiness moderated the relationship between
the risk of being infected by COVID-19 and affective irritation
(H3d; β = −0.07, p = 0.039, 1R2 = 0.005). Social support
by colleagues moderated the relationship between increased
work from home and irritation (H4d; affective β = −0.09,
p = 0.008, 1R2 = 0.009; cognitive β = −0.07, p = 0.036,
1R2 = 0.005). However, all these reported effects were very
small, insignificant on α = 0.0025, and unstable across countries;
the other moderation effects were even smaller (Supplementary
Figure 1 and Supplementary Tables 2, 3).

3.2. Polynomial regression

As regulations and lockdown conditions varied
considerably, we controlled for the country participants
indicated to work in when conducting the polynomial
regressions of increase in the home office (before vs. during the
pandemic). The response surface coefficients (Shanock et al.,
2010) were not significant for affective irritation (a1 = 0.11,
p = 0.315; a2 = −0.06, p = 0.495; a3 = 0.12, p = 0.281; a4 = −0.05;
p = 0.542). For cognitive irritation (Figure 1), the coefficients
for the line of perfect agreement a1 = 0.34 (p = 0.001) and the
(concave) curvature along the line of incongruence a4 = −0.24
(p = 0.005) indicated that cognitive irritation (a1) increases
linearly with a mutual increase in working from home before
and during the pandemic, and (a4) decreases with the higher
discrepancy between home office prior to vs. during the
pandemic.

4. Discussion

Work intensification as attributed to the pandemic was
significantly related to higher cognitive and affective irritation,
a finding being in line with prior work on the association
of work intensification with reduced mental wellbeing (e.g.,
Chesley, 2014). Given that work intensification is connected to
burnout (Kubicek et al., 2015; Afshari et al., 2022; Venz and
Boettcher, 2022) and future emotional exhaustion (Korunka
et al., 2015), it also seems to be an important finding under
the pandemic conditions. The other non-significant findings
(work difficulty, the risk of infection, increased work from
home) may indicate that work-related job demands were not
associated with irritation, but they could also be attributed
to a rather moderate level of irritation. Surprisingly, rather
than the change into a home office (1home office), the overall
amount of home office seems problematic (refer to the Section
“3.2 Polynomial regression”). However, difference scores suffer
from low reliability. In other words, “always” working from
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TABLE 1 Path analysis with two dependent variables.

Cognitive irritation Affective irritation

B S.E. p β B S.E. p β

Work intensification 0.40 0.03 <0.001 0.42 0.30 0.04 <0.001 0.31

Work difficulty 0.03 0.01 0.022 0.09 0.01 0.01 0.681 0.02

Risk of infection −0.04 0.01 0.003 −0.11 −0.02 0.01 0.216 −0.05

1Home office −0.01 0.01 0.536 −0.02 0.00 0.01 0.816 −0.01

Occupational self-efficacy −0.19 0.05 <0.001 −0.13 −0.22 0.06 <0.001 −0.15

Readiness for change −0.08 0.05 0.078 −0.07 −0.13 0.05 0.015 −0.10

Social support colleagues −0.21 0.04 <0.001 −0.17 −0.18 0.05 <0.001 −0.15

Job crafting/resources 0.08 0.04 0.020 0.08 −0.03 0.04 0.444 −0.03

Job crafting/demands −0.08 0.05 0.069 −0.06 0.10 0.05 0.036 0.08

N = 680. Single country sample tests of work intensification and irritation: Germany (cognitive: B = 0.48, S.E. = 0.06, p < 0.001; affective: B = 0.43, S.E. = 0.07, p < 0.001), Czechia
(cognitive: B = 0.35, S.E. = 0.06, p < 0.001; affective: B = 0.26, S.E. = 0.06, p < 0.001), Slovakia (cognitive: B = 0.33, S.E. = 0.06, p < 0.001; affective: B = 0.25, S.E. = 0.07, p = 0.001), and
Italy (cognitive: B = 0.47, S.E. = 0.06, p < 0.001; affective: B = 0.28, S.E. = 0.07, p < 0.001).

FIGURE 1

Response surface analysis of working from home prior to (X) and during (Y) the pandemic spring of 2020 in relation to cognitive irritation.
Germany, Czechia, and Italy were included as dummy variables (1 = yes, 0 = no); Slovakia served as the reference country. Coefficients:
a1 = 0.34 (p = 0.001); a2 = 0.02 (ns); a3 = 0.14 (ns); a4 = –0.24 (p = 0.005).

home is related to higher cognitive irritation, a finding that
sheds new light on the discussion of conceding legal rights
for working in home office (e.g., in Germany) to employees.
Given that the increase in home office affected 80% of our
sample, the non-significant finding for affective irritation was
surprising. Overall, cognitive irritation was rated slightly higher
than affective irritation. Maybe in the first lockdown in the
spring of 2020, cognitive irritation was the more relevant mental
stress variable and affective irritation only increased with the
subsequent lockdowns.

None of our moderating resources buffered the relationship
between increasing/novel job demands and irritation during

the pandemic work situation in the spring of 2020. One
reason might be the only moderate average irritation,
which did not leave much room for being mitigated by
resources. In line with former findings (e.g., Xanthopoulou
et al., 2007; Tims et al., 2013), the resources had rather
direct significant relationships with cognitive and affective
irritation. Research during COVID-19 showed that perceived
organizational support negatively relates to burnout (Afshari
et al., 2022). Similar negative associations between social
support and anxiety were also shown by a Spanish study
during the first wave of COVID-19 (González-Sanguino et al.,
2020).
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4.1. Strengths and limitations

The data collection in four different European countries at
a unique point in time, namely, the first wave of the COVID-
19 pandemic and the related lockdown in spring 2020, is among
the strengths of this study. Work intensification in the pandemic
was related to irritation across four countries; the findings about
the general risk of the home office for higher irritation are
novel. Results are stable across samples and four countries.
Also, our sample size was large, the study was pre-registered,
and the questionnaires’ quality was demonstrated by the very
good fit of the measurement model. Reporting all (including the
non-significant) results counteracts data fishing.

However, the cross-sectional design with self-reported data
collected online from a single source within a convenience
sample should be considered when interpreting the study
results. Despite being economical, using one-item measures
does not allow the establishment of a latent variable or test
reliability. However, a well-formulated item can measure a non-
complex construct.

4.2. Implications

An intriguing question for future research is the effect
of time, that is, the linear or cumulative consequences
of the COVID-19-related policies and different lockdown
waves on employees’ mental health. Focusing on specific
occupations with, for instance, a high risk of infection
by COVID-19 and less opportunity for home office would
be worthwhile. Organizations and supervisors should be
aware of rising work intensification in pandemics and take
countermeasures (e.g., redesigning work, providing resources,
and hiring additional staff). Independently from a pandemic,
intensively working from home should be restricted by
organizations. While offering a home office on a voluntary
basis may have benefits (e.g., flexibility) for employees, the
costs for mental health may be similar to those found
for social relationships with coworkers who suffered when
mainly working from home (Gajendran and Harrison, 2007).
Furthermore, additional problems accompanying working from
home, such as technostress (e.g., Camacho and Barrios, 2022),
should be considered in future studies.

4.3. Conclusion

Pandemic-related work intensification is related to
irritation, and the enduring home office seems to be a
risk. However, in the first COVID-19 lockdown in Europe,
working conditions and mental health state were not generally

on a worrisome level. The long-term changes in working
conditions and the consequences on employees’ mental health
are promising avenues for future research.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will
be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

Author contributions

TS, JP, and DA contributed to conception, design of the
study, and organized the database. TS and JP performed the
statistical analysis. LB and TS wrote the first draft of the
manuscript. TS, JP, and LB wrote sections of the manuscript. All
authors contributed to manuscript revision, read and approved
the submitted version.

Funding

We acknowledge financial support by Land Schleswig-
Holstein within the funding program Open Access-
Publikationsfonds.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed
or endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary Material for this article can be
found online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/
fpsyg.2022.1037866/full#supplementary-material

Frontiers in Psychology 06 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1037866
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1037866/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1037866/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-13-1037866 January 9, 2023 Time: 12:50 # 7

Scheel et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1037866

References

Afshari, L., Hayat, A., Ramachandran, K. K., Bartram, T., and Balakrishnan,
B. K. (2022). Threat or opportunity: accelerated job demands during COVID-19
pandemic. Personnel Rev. Online ahead of print. doi: 10.1108/PR-02-2021-0098

Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands-resources theory: taking
stock and looking forward. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 22, 273–285. doi: 10.1037/
ocp0000056

Biron, M., and van Veldhoven, M. (2016). When control becomes a liability
rather than an asset: comparing home and office days among part-time
teleworkers. J. Organ. Behav. 37, 1317–1337. doi: 10.1002/job.2106

Bouckenooghe, D., Devos, G., and van den Broeck, H. (2009). Organizational
change questionnaire-climate of change, processes, and readiness: development of
a new instrument. J. Psychol. 143, 559–599. doi: 10.1080/00223980903218216

Brooks, S. K., Webster, R. K., Smith, L. E., Woodland, L., Wessely, S., Greenberg,
N., et al. (2020). The psychological impact of quarantine and how to reduce it:
rapid review of the evidence. Lancet 395, 912–920. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(20)
30460-8

Camacho, S., and Barrios, A. (2022). Teleworking and technostress: early
consequences of a COVID-19 lockdown. Cogn. Technol. Work 24, 441–457. doi:
10.1007/s10111-022-00693-4

Chesley, N. (2014). Information and communication technology use, work
intensification and employee strain and distress. Work Employment Soc. 28,
589–610. doi: 10.1177/0950017013500112

Chong, S., Huang, Y., and Chang, C.-H. D. (2020). Supporting interdependent
telework employees: a moderated-mediation model linking daily COVID-19 task
setbacks to next-day work withdrawal. J. Appl. Psychol. 105, 1408–1422. doi: 10.
1037/apl0000843

Collins, C., Landivar, L. C., Ruppanner, L., and Scarborough, W. J. (2020).
Covid-19 and the gender gap in work hours. Gender Work Organ. 28, 101–112.
doi: 10.1111/gwao.12506

Crawford, E. R., Lepine, J. A., and Rich, B. L. (2010). Linking job demands
and resources to employee engagement and burnout: a theoretical extension and
meta-analytic test. J. Appl. Psychol. 95, 834–848. doi: 10.1037/a0019364

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., and Schaufeli, W. (2001). The job
demands-resources model of burnout. J. Appl. Psychol. 86, 499–512. doi: 10.1037/
0021-9010.86.3.499

Edwards, J. R. (1994). The study of congruence in organizational behavior
research: critique and proposed alternative. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decision Proc. 58,
51–100. doi: 10.1006/obhd.1994.1029

Eurofound (2020). Living, Working and COVID-19. Ireland: Eurofound.

Foucault, M., and Galasso, V. (2020). OECD Social, Employment and Migration
Working Papers. Paris: OECD.

Gajendran, R. S., and Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad, and the
unknown about telecommuting: meta-analysis of psychological mediators and
individual consequences. J. Appl. Psychol. 92, 1524–1541. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.
92.6.1524

González-Sanguino, C., Ausín, B., Castellanos, M. Á, Saiz, J., López-Gómez, A.,
Ugidos, C., et al. (2020). Mental health consequences during the initial stage of
the 2020 Coronavirus pandemic (COVID-19) in Spain. Brain Behav. Immun. 87,
172–176. doi: 10.1016/j.bbi.2020.05.040

Halbesleben, J. R. B. (2006). Sources of social support and burnout: a meta-
analytic test of the conservation of resources model. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1134–
1145. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1134

Herrmann, D., Felfe, J., and Hardt, J. (2012). Transformationale
Führung und Veränderungsbereitschaft. Stressoren und Ressourcen
als relevante Kontextbedingungen [Transformational leadership and
willingness to change.]. Zeitschrift Arbeits-Organisationspsychol. 56, 70–86.
doi: 10.1026/0932-4089/a000076

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: a new attempt at
conceptualizing stress. Am. Psychol. 44, 513–524. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513

Kelliher, C., and Anderson, D. (2010). Doing more with less? flexible working
practices and the intensification of work. Hum. Relations 63, 83–106. doi: 10.1177/
0018726709349199

Kniffin, K. M., Narayanan, J., Anseel, F., Antonakis, J., Ashford, S., Bakker, A. B.,
et al. (2021). COVID-19 and the workplace: implications. issues, and insights for
future research and action. Am. Psychol. 76, 63–77. doi: 10.1037/amp0000716

Korunka, C., Kubicek, B., Paškvan, M., and Ulferts, H. (2015). Changes in
work intensification and intensified learning: challenge or hindrance demands?
J. Manag. Psychol. 30, 786–800. doi: 10.1108/JMP-02-2013-0065

Kubicek, B., Paškvan, M., and Korunka, C. (2015). Development and validation
of an instrument for assessing job demands arising from accelerated change:
the intensification of job demands scale (IDS). Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 24,
898–913. doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2014.979160

Lapierre, L. M., van Steenbergen, E. F., Peeters, M. C. W., and Kluwer, E. S.
(2016). Juggling work and family responsibilities when involuntarily working
more from home: a multiwave study of financial sales professionals. J. Organ.
Behav. 37, 804–822. doi: 10.1002/job.2075

Lesener, T., Gusy, B., and Wolter, C. (2019). The job demands-resources model:
a meta-analytic review of longitudinal studies. Work Stress 33, 76–103. doi: 10.
1080/02678373.2018.1529065

Lichtenthaler, P. W., and Fischbach, A. (2016). The conceptualization and
measurement of job crafting. Zeitschrift Arbeits-und Organisationspsychol. 60,
173–186. doi: 10.1026/0932-4089/a000219

Madero Gómez, S., Ortiz Mendoza, O. E., Ramírez, J., and Olivas-Luján, M. R.
(2020). Stress and myths related to the COVID-19 pandemic’s effects on remote
work. Manag. Res. 18, 401–420. doi: 10.1108/MRJIAM-06-2020-1065

Mo, Y., Deng, L., Zhang, L., Lang, Q., Wang, N., Qin, M., et al. (2020). Work
stress among Chinese nurses to support Wuhan in fighting against COVID-19
epidemic. J. Nursing Manag. 28, 1002–1009. doi: 10.1111/jonm.13014

Mohr, G., Müller, A., Rigotti, T., Aycan, Z., and Tschan, F. (2006). The
assessment of psychological strain in work contexts. Eur. J. Psychol. Assess. 22,
198–206. doi: 10.1027/1015-5759.22.3.198
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