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Abstract.
BACKGROUND: The COVID-19 pandemic has had a profound effect on all aspects of society, including mental health.
Many employees have had to pivot suddenly to teleworking to prevent the virus from spreading. While teleworking may have
some negative consequences, it may also represent a human resources practice that may improve employee well-being.
OBJECTIVE: The study main objective was to determine if teleworking played a moderating role in the relation between
potential stressors and employee well-being during the first months of the COVID-19 pandemic when working from home.
This was based on the theory of conservation of resources.
METHODS: Multivariate regression analyses were conducted with Stata 13 software to determine the contribution of
potential stressors on employee well-being, as well as the moderating role of teleworking on a sample of 480 Canadian
employees. Data were collected once for white and blue collar from both public (67.08%) and private (32.92%) business
sectors.
RESULTS: Results indicated that work-life imbalances, workload, and marital tension were associated with lower levels
of well-being. On the other hand, teleworking and household income were associated with higher levels of well-being.
Teleworking also moderated the differences in well-being between the public and private sectors. Teleworking in the public
sector seems to increase employee well-being. Conversely, working on-site in the public sector seems to decrease well-being.
CONCLUSIONS: Employers need to proactively address work-life imbalances, workloads, and teleworking to maintain
employee well-being. Specific recommendations are offered to ensure that teleworking remains positive for employee well-
being both during a pandemic and afterward.
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1. Introduction

The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pan-
demic has had a profound effect on all aspects of
society, including mental health [1]. The pandemic is
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a threat not only to the public’s physical health but to
its mental health as well [2]. Many of the major stres-
sors, including lockdown directives, disrupted travel
plans, social isolation, feelings of insecurity, media
information overload, and panic buying of household
necessities, have led to anxiety and depression [3]. In
addition, many employees have been suddenly forced
into teleworking to prevent the virus from spread-
ing. Teleworking can be defined as working outside
the conventional workplace and communicating with
it by way of telecommunications or computer-based
technology [4]. Kurland and Bailey identified four
types of telework: home-based telecommuting, satel-
lite offices, neighborhood work centers, and mobile
working [5]. Robertson et al. referred to a virtual
work location (e.g., home) [6]. According to Trem-
blay et al., studies distinguish between various forms
of telework (e.g., work done in clients’ offices, work
in business centers or satellite offices) of which work-
ing from home with ICTs is one form [7]. In the case
of the present study, telework correspond to a situa-
tion where an employee had to work from home due
to the COVID-19 pandemic. According to Galea et
al., shutdowns of usual day-to-day life operations will
undoubtedly have consequences on people’s mental
health and well-being, even in the short term [8].
Mental health should not be considered less important
than physical health [9]. However, the existing litera-
ture on the mental health consequences of epidemics
looks at the sequelae of the diseases themselves rather
than the stressors related to them [8]. Furthermore,
few studies have specifically examined the effect
of the pandemic on employee well-being, but it is
important to do so, since well-being is an impor-
tant foundation for employee motivation, effort, work
behaviors, interpersonal relationships, commitment,
and performance [10, 11]. These outcomes are still
of great importance, even during a pandemic.

Moreover, low levels of well-being have been
negatively associated with employee performance at
work [12]. High levels of employee well-being ben-
efit both employees themselves and their employers,
as they maximize the chance of success, according
to Giorgi et al. [13]. As mentioned above, employee
well-being is still of great importance during a crisis.
The current COVID-19 pandemic provides an oppor-
tunity to explore the effects of the crisis and of a
flexible work arrangement—that is, teleworking—on
employee well-being [14]. It may also teach employ-
ers how to improve employee well-being [14].

This cross-sectional study aimed to evaluate the
effect of potential stressors and if teleworking

played a moderating role, as an organizational
resource/human resources practice, on well-being in
a sample of 480 Canadian employees. This study con-
tributes to the existing literature by analyzing the
effects of potential stressors and the possible mod-
erating effect of teleworking on well-being in the
extraordinary conditions of a government-imposed
shutdown. We were not able to find any studies on
how teleworking played a moderating role in the rela-
tionship between stressors and employee well-being
during the first months of the COVID-19 pandemic
in the province of Quebec, Canada.

2. Empirical background

2.1. Well-being

Well-being pertains to optimal experience and
functioning. There are two main types of well-being,
hedonic and eudaimonic [15]. Hedonic well-being
refers to whether a person feels happy or experiences
pleasure and lacks pain [15], whereas eudaimonic
well-being refers to whether they have attained
self-realization, a sense of purpose, and are fully func-
tioning [15]. According to Schütte et al., well-being
is a part of optimal mental health [16]. Well-being
includes both positive (e.g., job satisfaction and
engagement) and negative components (e.g., psycho-
logical distress, depression) [17]. Previous studies
have also distinguished between an overall state of
well-being, such as life satisfaction [18], and one that
is contextualized within one’s work, such as job sat-
isfaction [19]. That said, well-being is not merely
the absence of mental illness [20]. For instance, the
absence of depressive symptoms does not necessarily
mean that the person is in a state of well-being.

The scarcity of studies of well-being at work is
also a concern. Work-related well-being (e.g., job
satisfaction) has been studied in the scientific lit-
erature [21, 22], but the broader construct of the
well-being of global employees has lagged behind
[23]. In this paper, we will use a comprehensive,
subjective measure of well-being, the World Health
Organization’s Well-being Index (WHO-5) [24], a
measure of well-being that is not strictly related to
work or life satisfaction. Although life satisfaction
can be used as a proxy for happiness [25], we chose
to use a positive mental health indicator. The WHO-
5, a measure of psychological well-being, comprises
several elements related to well-being that go above
and beyond the absence of depressive symptoms [26].
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The positive elements of well-being are thus more
likely to represent a positive state of mind that might
be beneficial in the current crisis. It should also be
noted that the WHO-5 has been previously used
to assess employees’ mental health and well-being
at work [27, 28]. We therefore chose to use the
WHO’s definition of well-being, which comprises
good mood, vitality, and interests a person might still
have despite the pandemic.

Employee well-being can be examined through the
lens of the theory of conservation of resources (COR)
[29]. This theory states that individuals actively
attempt to retain, protect, and build resources and
that they experience stress and low well-being over
the loss of these potential or actual valued resources
[29]. Resources can be internal or external to the indi-
vidual and relate to all areas of an individual’s life.
For instance, when people face stressors (e.g., work-
life imbalances) that exceed their resources, or when
resources are not replenished, people experience
stress and low well-being. Personal characteristics
(e.g., educational level), object resources (e.g., house-
hold income), and life conditions (e.g., marital status)
are all examples of resources [29]. Therefore, we
were interested in identifying potential stressors (loss
of resources) related to well-being during a pandemic.

2.2. Potential stressors related to well-being

There are several potential stressors and risk fac-
tors that may be associated with an individual’s
psychological health or well-being. We have included
some of these risk factors to assess their effects on
employee well-being both in normal times and dur-
ing a pandemic in line with COR theory. They will
be discussed in the sections below.

2.2.1. Work-life imbalance
The ability to balance one’s work and (family

and/or personal) life is a strong contributor to how
well an individual feels [30]. Empirical studies show
that work-life imbalance is associated with a lower
level of well-being [30, 31]. In the 2010 European
Working Conditions Survey of 24,096 employees in
27 European countries, respondents reporting work-
life imbalances also reported more health problems
(e.g., poor well-being; OR = 2.06, 95% CI [1.83,
2.31]) [32]. This leads us to believe that this could be
a stressor for employees during a pandemic, because
many parents have had to work from home with their
children around.

2.2.2. Business sector
Public sector employees have generally been per-

ceived as being more dissatisfied with their jobs
compared to their private sector counterparts [33,
34]. One possible cause of this dissatisfaction is
that although public organizations have missions that
often provide greater opportunities for employees
to achieve altruistic or higher-order needs, the very
structure of those organizations—characterized by
greater red tape and conflict—prevents those oppor-
tunities from being realized [35].

During the pandemic, public employees have faced
major challenges. For example, teachers have had to
pivot to remote teaching with no preparation. Then
there are healthcare employees providing essential
services. The pandemic may be positive for them if
they see it as a challenge or negative if they perceive it
as a stressor. According to Imamoǧlu and Beydoǧan,
business sector was a predictor of employee well-
being only indirectly, as a measurement of employee
perception of support and whether their needs were
being met at work [36]. To our knowledge, no empiri-
cal studies have demonstrated a specific, direct effect
of working in the public sector versus the private sec-
tor on employee well-being during a pandemic. We
therefore took it upon ourselves to examine the dif-
ferences between employee well-being in the public
and private sectors.

2.2.3. Workload
According to Shaw and Weekley, workload usu-

ally refers to an employee’s quantity of tasks and the
difficulty of a task. [37]. It might exert a psycholog-
ical strain on employees, such as work rhythm and
opposing demands [38]. As for its association with
psychological health, previous studies have identi-
fied a negative link between workload and well-being
[16, 39–42]. More specifically, an employee facing a
high workload is likely to experience a poor level of
well-being. Nevertheless, no study has investigated
this association during a pandemic.

2.2.4. Marital status
Being in a relationship was associated with

lower psychological distress [43, 44], lower burnout
[45], and higher well-being [46]. Therefore, it was
expected that marital status (being in a relationship)
would have a positive effect on well-being during a
pandemic.
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2.2.5. Marital tension
Strained relations with a spouse or life partner have

been associated with higher psychological distress
[43, 44]. Marital stability, on the other hand, was asso-
ciated with higher well-being in a recent study [47].
In a pandemic, and even more so during lockdown,
marital tension would be expected to be associated
with lower well-being, since spouses are forced to
spend more time together than usual.

2.2.6. Parental status
While some studies have found that being a par-

ent had no significant effect on psychological health
[44, 48], others have found a positive impact. More
precisely, it has been associated with lower levels of
burnout [49] and higher levels of well-being [46].
As a result, parental status might affect employee
well-being during a pandemic.

2.2.7. Household income
A household’s financial situation has been asso-

ciated with psychological health in some empirical
studies. For instance, household income has been
associated with lower psychological distress [44],
lower burnout [45], and higher psychological well-
being [50, 51]. Because the pandemic is causing a
great deal of uncertainty and feelings of insecurity, a
strong financial situation is likely to protect an indi-
vidual’s well-being, and the reverse is also likely true.

2.2.8. Gender
Prior to the pandemic, studies showed that being

female was associated with higher rates of mental
health issues [52, 53]. During the pandemic, women’s
well-being is more likely to be affected than men’s
[54]. In fact, being female was found to be a risk factor
for stress and distress during the pandemic [55, 56].
[57] also found that women were at higher risk for
anxiety.

2.2.9. Job insecurity
Job insecurity is one of the most common stressors

in twenty-first-century working life [58]. Sverke et al.
define job insecurity as the subjective experience of
anticipating a fundamental, involuntary event related
to job loss [59]. Job insecurity also refers to a per-
ceived negative change to one’s job and the emotional
reactions to a potential change to one’s job compo-
nents [58]. A recent review showed that a lack of
job security harms mental health [60]. More recently,
a feeling of job insecurity was found, unsurprisingly,
to be negatively associated with employee well-being

[42]. This association has yet to be demonstrated in
a pandemic.

2.3. Role of teleworking

In 2013, Yahoo CEO Marissa Mayer banned Yahoo
employees from working from home [61] in an
attempt to foster a more inventive, collaborative envi-
ronment. But Goudreau called the move a return to
the Stone Age, implying that Mayer is out of touch
with the times [62]. In fact, most employees would
like more flexibility at work to help them reconcile
their personal and professional lives [62]. COVID-
19 could be the impetus needed to make teleworking
more commonplace [63]. Many employees in many
countries have been required to stay at home and
away from their workplace to control the spread
of COVID-19, making teleworking practices much
more widespread [64].

Before the pandemic, teleworking or working
from home presented several advantages and chal-
lenges for individuals and organizations according
to Kurland and Bailey [5]. A greater productivity,
lower absenteeism, lower turnover are examples of
organizational advantages [5], while reduced men-
toring, informal interaction and work coordination
are examples of organizational challenges [5]. At the
individual level, less time commuting, work-family
balance, costs savings, reduced stress, more auton-
omy and comfortable work environment were given
as example of advantages, while social and profes-
sional isolation and reduced access of resources were
presented as example of challenges by Kurland and
Bailey [5]. In a similar vein, Greer and Payne men-
tioned that teleworking seems to facilitate flexibility
and work-life balance [65]. Teleworking can also
cause employees to work more hours as the bound-
aries between their personal and professional lives
are blurred [66, 67]. A recent literature review con-
cluded that, overall, teleworking during normal times
is likely to yield more good than bad consequences
for individual health [67]. For example, telework has
been associated with lower levels of work exhaus-
tion [68]. Additionally, another recent systematic
review prior to the pandemic concluded that remote
e-working was found to associate with individuals’
positive emotions and to ameliorate feelings of emo-
tional exhaustion [69].

However, it might not be the same in a pandemic.
Teleworking makes it possible for a company to con-
tinue operating while protecting employee health and
safety during a pandemic and allows employees to
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continue earning an income while staying home [70].
The current situation is an unprecedented one in
which most organizations have asked employees to
work remotely due to exceptional circumstances [71].
As stated by Hobfoll, external events often threaten
an individual’s resources [29]. The COVID-19 crisis
is a perfect example, as normal life has been dis-
rupted. This is especially true for employees, since
they face additional potential resource losses, such
as sudden job insecurity and less face-to-face social
support from supervisors and coworkers. One of the
main corollaries of the COR theory says that indi-
viduals with greater resources are less vulnerable to
resource loss and more capable of resource gain [72],
and conversely, individuals who lack resources are
more vulnerable to resource loss and less capable
of resource gain [72]. The theory also says that the
adjustment of resources to external demands leads
to stress and low well-being [72]. Nevertheless, only
a few empirical studies examined how teleworking
affects employee well-being specifically during a
pandemic [73]. One quantitative empirical study by
Ipsen et al. found that most people had more posi-
tive rather than negative experience of working from
home in early lockdown [74]. Kirchner et al. found
that working from home has benefits for the employ-
ees, such as more flexibility in the working day and
less commuting time [75]. Moreover, it was estab-
lished that the experience of working from home
during the COVID crisis appears to have been a pos-
itive one for the majority of employees [76]. For
their parts, Bolisani et al. found that employees who
worked from home during the COVID-19 pandemic
mostly appreciated the time saved for transportation
time, the possibility to eat and drink their own food,
to better focus on work without interruptions, and to
be close to family [77]. Although they found some
obstacles as well (e.g., difficulty to see colleagues or
other people), they were, on the whole, perceived as
less significant than benefits [77].

However, we were not able to locate any study
that specifically tap into the possible moderating role
of teleworking, as an organizational resource/human
resources practice, on the relationship between poten-
tial stressors and well-being during a pandemic.

3. Theoretical model

Building on the COR theory, the IGLO (individual,
group, leader, organizational) model offers a prag-
matic classification of resources according to their

provenance [78]. It is possible to quantify and qual-
ify employees’ resources on an individual level (e.g.,
educational level), as well as the resources from their
group (e.g., social support from colleagues), leader
(e.g., quality of support from the manager or imme-
diate superior), and organization (e.g., teleworking
policy). In this study, we focus on individual (e.g.,
marital status) and organization levels resources (e.g.,
teleworking). As specified in the COR theory, hav-
ing an abundance of resources creates a “reservoir”
for future stressful situations and is a predictor of
employee well-being [29].

Delving deeper, Guest suggests focusing on things
companies can do to help improve their employ-
ees’ well-being [79]. These include human resources
practices, such as family-friendly work arrange-
ments and building autonomy and flexibility into
job descriptions [79]. Teleworking is thus a human
resources matter that has the potential to affect
employee well-being. According to a recent literature
review, teleworking can either mitigate or aggravate
the effects of COVID-19 (i.e. play a moderating role)
on employees’ mental health [64].

Considering the above, we postulate that tele-
working during a pandemic, as an organizational
resource/human resources practice, may moderate
the impact of potential stressors, since teleworking
lowers the risk of contracting the virus, and the per-
ception of safety, threat, and risk of contagion is
considered a major stressor during a pandemic [80,
81]. Teleworkers also spend less time commuting
compared to on-site workers, saving them time and
offering them flexibility [65].

Hypothesis. Teleworking moderates the effects of
potential stressors on Canadian employee well-being
during the first months of the COVID-19 pandemic.

4. Method

4.1. Participants

This study was based on a sample of 480 employees
(67.08% from public sector and 32.92% from pri-
vate sector) in the province of Quebec in Canada.
They were recruited via social media posts on Face-
book, Instagram, and LinkedIn between April 28 and
June 28, 2020. The link to the questionnaire was also
shared on the websites of Mouvement Santé Mentale
Québec (a grouping devoted to create, develop and
strengthen mental health), the Ordre des conseillers
en ressources humaines agrees (Certified Human



768 A. Parent-Lamarche and M. Boulet / Employee well-being in the COVID-19 pandemic

Resources Professional), and the École de Rela-
tions Industrielles, Université de Montréal (School of
Industrial Relations, University of Montreal) during
that period. A study of this online sampling strategy
concluded that the strategy was valid and led to results
indistinguishable from that of a standard sample [82].

Participants completed the online questionnaire
(See “Measurements” section for details) individually
on their own time. They read instructions on confiden-
tiality and then signed an informed consent form. No
financial compensation was given. The sample was
81.7% female, ranging in age from 20 to 70 (mean
age = 41.1; SD = 5.3 years). The research protocol
was approved by the ethics committees of the Uni-
versity of Public Administration and the University
of Quebec in Trois-Rivières.

4.2. Measurements

4.2.1. Well-being
Well-being was measured using the five-item

WHO Well-Being Index (WHO-5) [83]. The WHO-
5 comprises five items on a six-point Likert scale
(where 0 = At no time and 5 = All of the time). One
example of an item is “I have felt calm and relaxed.”
Internal consistency was adequate (� = 0.97). Well-
being was treated as a continuous variable in the
statistical analysis.

4.2.2. Potential stressors related to well-being
Work-life imbalance. This was measured with a

single item (“Since the start of the COVID-19 crisis,
how satisfied have you been with the balance between
your job and your home life?”) on a five-point Lik-
ert scale (1 = Very satisfied, 5 = Very dissatisfied).
Work-life imbalance was treated as dichotomous in
the analysis (0 = Satisfied, Very satisfied or Neither
satisfied or dissatisfied and 1 = Dissatisfied or Very
dissatisfied).

Business sector. This was measured with a single
item (“Is your job in the public sector?”) and was
coded as 0 = No and 1 = Yes.

Workload. This was measured with a single item
(“Since the start of the COVID-19 crisis, what situ-
ation best matches your workload?”) on a five-point
Likert scale (0 = Decrease, Large decrease, or Same
as before and 1 = Increase or Large increase). Work-
load was treated as dichotomous in the analysis
(0 = Decrease or Same as before and 1 = Increase).

Marital status. This was coded as 0 = Single and
1 = Living as a couple.

Marital tension. This was measured with a sin-
gle item (“How has the COVID-19 crisis affected
the tensions in your relationship?”) and was coded as
0 = “The COVID-19 crisis has decreased or has not
changed the tensions in my relationship” and 1 = “The
COVID-19 crisis has increased the tensions in my
relationship.”

Parental status. This was coded as 0 = No and
1 = Yes for having children under the age of 18.

Household income. This was coded using pre-
tax household income for the preceding 12 months
on a 12-point scale (1 = Less than $20,000 and
12 = $120,000 or more).

Gender. This was coded as 0 = Male and 1 =
Female.

Job insecurity. This was measured with a single
item (“Could you lose your job in the next month
due to the current COVID-19 crisis?”) on a five-
point Likert scale (1 = Strongly agree, 5 = Strongly
disagree). Job insecurity was treated as dichotomous
in the analyses (0 = Strongly disagree, Disagree or
Neither agree nor disagree and 1 = Strongly agree or
Agree).

4.2.3. Teleworking
Teleworking was measured with a single item

(“Which statement best describes how you perform
your work during the COVID-19 crisis?”) and was
coded as 0 = “I go to my usual place of work” and
1 = “I work from home.”

4.2.4. Control variables
Age was coded in number of years. Employment

stability was measured with a single item (“What
is the employment situation that best matches your
employment situation since the start of the COVID-
19 crisis?”) and was coded as 0 = “My working hours
or employment income has been reduced” or “I lost
my job or my business has made me temporar-
ily unemployed due to COVID-19” and 1 = “I still
have my job(s), with no loss of working hours or
employment income.” Educational level was coded
using the highest degree attained by the respondent
on a 10-point scale ranked based on the number
of years necessary to obtain the degree (lowest to
highest) (1 = None, 2 = High school, 3 = Professional
school, 4 = College (General), 5 = College (Tech-
nical), 6 = University (Undergraduate certificate),
7 = University (Bachelor’s), 8 = University (Graduate
degree), 9 = University (Master’s), 10 = University
(Doctorate). Impact of the COVID-19 crisis on work-
life balance satisfaction was measured with a single
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Table 1
Descriptive correlational statistics

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.

1. 12.29 5.28 1
2. 83.96 0.01∗ 1
3. 47.08 –0.19∗∗ –0.05 1
4. 67.08 –0.01 –0.05 0.01 1
5. 46.25 –0.15∗∗ –0.04 0.15∗∗ –0.05 1
6. 77.50 0.07 0.06 –0.01 –0.01 0.04 1
7. 39.58 –0.22∗∗ –0.03 0.15∗∗ –0.02 –0.03 0.26∗∗ 1
8. 64.38 0.01 –0.01 0.08 0.09∗ 0.04 0.29∗∗ 0.16∗∗ 1
9. 6.30 1.87 0.12∗ 0.10∗ 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.52∗∗ 0.16∗∗ 0.31∗∗ 1
10. 81.67 –0.06 –0.02 –0.06 –0.05 0.05 –0.04 0.04 –0.02 –0.05 1
11. 8.96 –0.01 0.02 –0.02 –0.18∗∗ –0.04 –0.11∗ –0.05 –0.10∗ –0.10∗ 0.04 1

Note a: ∗p ≤ 0.05 (coefficients ≥ 0.05) and ∗∗p ≤ 0.01 (coefficients ≥ 0.05). Note b: M = Mean/Proportion; SD = Standard deviation; 1. = Well-
being; 2. = Teleworking; 3. = Work-life imbalance; 4. = Sector (public); 5. = Workload (elevated); 6. = Marital status (living as a couple);
7. = Marital tension; 8. = Parental status (children); 9. = Household income (12 categories); 10. = Gender (female); 11. = Job insecurity.

item (“How has the COVID-19 crisis affected your
level of satisfaction with the balance between your
job and your home life?”) and was coded as 0 = “The
COVID-19 crisis has increased or has not changed my
level of satisfaction” and 1 = “The COVID-19 crisis
has decreased my level of satisfaction.”

Personal characteristics, such as age and educa-
tional level, were previously found to be associated
with psychological health [45]. Our statistical anal-
ysis was therefore adjusted for covariates to capture
the effect of the variables central to this study.

4.3. Data analysis

Multivariate regression analyses [84] were con-
ducted with Stata 13 software. To determine the
contribution of potential stressors, teleworking,
and control variables on employee well-being, we
included them in a multiple regression model. We
then introduced the interaction variables (n = 9),
which are teleworking combined with every poten-
tial stressor according to Dawson’s recommendations
[85]. The significance threshold used for the interac-
tions was p ≤ 0.005 after the Bonferroni correction.
To reject the null hypothesis, we used a two-tailed test
with p ≤ 0.05. This allowed us to determine the signif-
icance level of the combined variables, as well as that
of each individual regression coefficient. The coeffi-
cients were examined based on halved p-values [84].

5. Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the
sample variables of interest, along with the correla-
tional analyses. The results show that the well-being

Table 2
Direct effect of potential stressors on employee well-being

Model 1 Model 2

Fixed part
Constant 12.29∗∗ 12.47∗∗

Potential stressors
Teleworking 1.30∗
Work-life imbalance –3.72∗∗
Sector (public) –0.19
Workload –1.24∗∗
Marital status (living as a couple) 0.42
Marital tension –1.44∗∗
Parental status (children) 0.80
Household income 0.32∗
Gender (female) 0.02
Job insecurity –0.60

Fit
F-test 19.27
Df (14)∗∗
Adjusted R-squared 0.348

Note. ∗p ≤ 0.05 and ∗∗p ≤ 0.01. The following variables were con-
trolled for: age, educational level, employment stability, impact
of the COVID-19 crisis on work-life balance satisfaction (unstan-
dardized coefficients).

score is relatively low (49.16%), although a specific
cut-off value has not been established. By the scoring
principle, the raw score, which ranges from 0 to 25, is
multiplied by 4 to obtain the final score, which ranges
from 0 (the worst imaginable well-being) to 100 (the
best imaginable well-being) [24].

Table 2 presents the main effect of poten-
tial stressors (Work-life imbalance, Business sector,
Workload, Marital status, Marital tension, Parental
status, Household income, Gender, and Job insecu-
rity) and of Teleworking on Well-being. Work-life
imbalance, workload, and marital tension were
negatively associated with well-being. Conversely,
teleworking and household income were positively
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Fig. 1. Hypothetical model.

Fig. 2. Interaction of teleworking and business sector on employee
well-being.

associated with employee well-being. Finally, the fit
indices showed that the model met the recommended
criteria [84].

5.1. Interaction results

After applying the Bonferroni correction (p ≤
0.005) to all nine interaction tests, only the business
sector interacted with teleworking (F-test = 19.68;
Df = 15; p ≤ 0.05) to explain employees’ levels
of well-being. As shown in Fig. 1, teleworking
(� = 4.79; p ≤ 0.005) payed a moderating role in
the relationship between business sector and well-
being. Public sector employees experienced greater
well-being when teleworking, and conversely, their
well-being diminished when working on-site. In the
private sector, teleworking did not make a significant
difference in well-being. Rather than supporting a
general direct effect from public sector work on well-
being, the results indicated that teleworking alters the
conditions in which public sector work is associated
with well-being.

6. Discussion

The main objective of this study was to deter-
mine if teleworking played a moderating role between
potential stressors and well-being during the first

months of the COVID-19 pandemic in the province
of Quebec, Canada. The results partially supported
our hypothesis and indicated that work-life imbal-
ance, workload, and marital tension were associated
with lower levels of well-being. Conversely, tele-
working and household income were associated with
higher levels of well-being. These results are con-
sistent with the literature prior to the pandemic on
work-life imbalance [31, 32], workload [16, 39–42],
and marital tension [47]. Overall, the results indicated
that these three potential stressors were detrimental
to employee well-being during a pandemic as well,
which is not surprising and is in line with the COR
theory, the theoretical model proposed in this paper.
The COR theory states that individuals who lack
resources are more vulnerable to resource loss, which
can lead to lower levels of well-being.

The results were consistent with empirical stud-
ies on teleworking [68, 73] and household income
[50, 51]. Teleworking and having a higher household
income seemed to favor employee well-being dur-
ing a pandemic. Our results agreed with the COR
theory, which postulates that individuals with greater
resources are less vulnerable to resource loss, lead-
ing to greater well-being. As stated previously, some
studies have shown that teleworking may also have
negative consequences on well-being, since it exac-
erbates isolation [67].

One explanation for our result might be that the
use of digital technologies helps bridge social dis-
tances during lockdown [86]. Furthermore, according
to Mayo et al., “white-collar” employees and know-
ledge-oriented industries are more likely to use tele-
working practices [87]. This may also partly explain
the results of this study. Indeed, the respondents’
high education levels are likely to have contributed
to the fact that telework was associated with well-
being. Such employees may have adapted to imposed
telework more easily, since they have probably done
it in the past to some extent as they possibly had
jobs that could be conducted from home before. The
increasing intensity of modern work life also requires
extensive time and energy from employees [88], pos-
sibly explaining why teleworking was associated with
greater well-being for public sector employees. It is
possible that employees not directly exposed to the
virus felt relief since they were at less risk, offsetting
the stress of the pandemic. This is especially true
for public sector employees (e.g., education, health),
since they would have had a greater risk of being
exposed to the virus at work. The results could also
have been caused by having fewer daily obligations
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(e.g., less commuting time compared to on-site
workers).

It should be noted that the data for this study were
collected at the beginning of the pandemic (April 28
to June 28, 2020) during the first wave. Therefore,
it is possible that some employees saw the situa-
tion as an opportunity to take it easy, an European
study found that this was the case [74]. That said,
46.25% of the respondents mentioned that their work-
load had increased (see Table 1). On the other hand,
in the longer term, it is probable that employees’ per-
ception of the current situation, and therefore their
well-being, will change. Over time, stress is likely
to increase as the pandemic and restrictive health
measures continue. It will therefore be necessary to
conduct additional studies to capture the long-term
effects.

6.1. Practical implications

This study suggests that three potential stres-
sors are associated with lower employee well-being.
First, work-life imbalances can be corrected by
encouraging supervisors to discuss and accommo-
date employees’ work and life priorities through
formal company policies and by creating a support-
ive company culture [89]. Second, workloads can be
lowered by providing employees with appropriate
breaks. Third, employee assistance programs could
be made available to employees to help them deal
with stressors (such as marital tension) during a pan-
demic. For instance, employers might offer visits with
a psychologist.

Teleworking was also shown to have a direct and
a moderating role on employee well-being in this
study. To ensure that teleworking remains a positive
factor on employee well-being both during the pan-
demic and afterward, employers should reach out to
employees daily, if only to maintain social contact
[8]. Companies can also educate their employees on
the importance of creating a routine (shutting down
the computer, stepping away from the desk from time
to time), staying organized (keeping to-do lists, set-
ting alarms to keep track of time), avoiding extreme
multitasking (minimizing and prioritizing meetings,
checking email at certain times during the day instead
of continuously), and self-care (eating right, getting
enough sleep, exercising), as suggested by Lopez-
Leon et al., to stay healthy while teleworking [90].
Prior to the pandemic, Greer and Payne suggested
maintaining continual communication with cowork-
ers and supervisors on expectations, work progress,

and availability; offering employees the flexibility
to organize their work schedule and priorities; and
providing employees with adequate technology and
equipment [65].

6.2. Limitations and suggestions for future
research

This study had some limitations. First, it was dif-
ficult to identify causal relationships between the
cross-sectional data and the study variables. Some
inverse relationships are possible because employees
with a high level of well-being may underestimate
their stressors. Second, our “snowball” sampling
method generated a sample that was not representa-
tive of the general population of employees. However,
as mentioned above, [82] found that this sampling
strategy was valid and led to results indistinguish-
able from those using a standard sample. Also, even
though recruiting subjects via social media may bias
findings and limit generalizability, it allowed us to
survey many employees and was the only way we
could do so quickly during lockdown. Using this
method, we were able to collect data early on in the
first lockdown, between April 28 and June 28, 2020.
Third, we were only able to test a limited number
of variables due to the short length of our question-
naire, and the relationships we examined could also
have been impacted by unobserved variables. We did
not want to overload respondents during this diffi-
cult time, so we looked at only a few variables. It
would have been interesting to include personality
traits, since such they largely dictate how an indi-
vidual views a stressor and thus how the individual
responds to it. It would also have been interesting
to look at the effects of workplace factors, such as
human resources practices, leadership style, social
support from colleagues and supervisors, recogni-
tion at work, and latitude in decision-making. Fourth,
the fact that the measurements came from the same
source means there may have been a common method
bias. Finally, there may have been a selection bias
since employees with more education were more
likely to participate in the study because they were
more likely to be familiar with online surveys.

Overall, although this study provides some
answers to the determinants of well-being and the
moderating role of teleworking during the first
months of the COVID-19 pandemic, further stud-
ies are needed to understand how teleworking can
change the role of stressors on well-being. In the
future, the spectrum of stressors and resources should
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be broadened to better reflect their complexity. As so,
it is necessary to evaluate resources at all levels sug-
gested in the IGLO model [78]. This study focused
on organizational and individual levels, but future
studies should also considered leader and group
levels. Subsequent studies may attempt to identify
whether specific industries within the public sector
are more likely to benefit from teleworking. Work-
place factors, such as human resources practices, and
individual factors, such as resiliency, emotional intel-
ligence, self-efficacy, and coping strategies, should
be integrated into future studies. Also, a representa-
tive sample of companies should be studied in future
research to capture their effects.

Future studies should be carried out using longitu-
dinal data to confirm and extend our research. This
is especially true considering that, as the pandemic
continues, it may increase the risk of serious, dis-
abling mental health conditions [9]. Even when the
pandemic is over, its effects on mental health and
well-being will remain for a long time [9]. Therefore,
the effects post-pandemic must also be verified.

7. Conclusion

We found that potential stressors directly influence
employee well-being. We also found that teleworking
seems to moderate the effects of potential stressors
on well-being. More precisely, this study found that
teleworking seems to be a moderator that relieves the
negative effects of potential stressors on well-being.
As so, it acted as a resource that moderated the effect
that business sector had on employees’ well-being
during the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic in
Quebec, Canada. Thus, and to do the parallel with
COR theory and IGLO model, it is an important orga-
nizational resource/human resources practice. This
finding confirms the results of some previous studies
carried out before and during COVID-19 pandemic
(i.e. teleworking generally represents more advan-
tages than disadvantages). Moreover, it provides an
additional insight by specifying that teleworking may
also play another important role, which is that of
attenuating (i.e. moderating role) the effect of stres-
sors. Canadians’ private and public organizations
should therefore strive to address work-life imbal-
ances, workloads, and most importantly teleworking
to ensure employee well-being. Especially, since
well-being is an important foundation for employee
motivation, effort, work behaviors, interpersonal
relationships, commitment, and performance as

previously stated. This represents a “win-win” situa-
tion for both employees and organizations. That said,
it is important to keep in mind that this study was car-
ried out during the first wave of the COVID-19 crisis
in the province of Quebec, Canada. Therefore, it is
not possible to generalize the results to other contexts
or countries and to all employees.
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[19] Richter A, Näswall K. Job insecurity and trust: Uncovering
a mechanism linking job insecurity to well-being. Work &
Stress. 2019;33(1):22-40.

[20] VanderWeele TJ, Trudel-Fitzgerald C, Allin P, Farrelly C,
Fletcher G, Frederick DE, et al. Current recommendations
on the selection of measures for well-being. Preventive
Medicine. 2020;133:106004.

[21] Judge TA, Thoresen CJ, Bono JE, Patton GK. The job
satisfaction–job performance relationship: A qualitative and
quantitative review. Psychological Bulletin. 2001;127(3):
376.

[22] Wood S, Van Veldhoven M, Croon M, de Menezes LM.
Enriched job design, high involvement management and
organizational performance: The mediating roles of job
satisfaction and well-being. Human Relations. 2012;65(4):
419-45.
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