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ABSTRACT

We analyzed the association of job autonomy, mental demands, and organizational support on 
work engagement and the moderating role of organizational support between mental demands 
and work engagement. We also examined differences in these factors among onsite, hybrid, and 
remote workers during the COVID-19 pandemic using data from the Finnish MEADOW survey. 
Results showed that the remote workers had highest job autonomy, but no other significant differ-
ences were found. Job autonomy was positively associated with work engagement, while mental 
demands had a negative association with it. Organizational support had the strongest positive 
association with work engagement, and it was able to moderate the negative association between 
mental demands and work engagement. We conclude that the remote work cannot be classified 
as good or bad; rather, the question is more on how work is organized and managed. The new 
environment where remote work is increasingly done, however, presents several challenges for 
managers and supervisors.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic, which swept across the globe with unprecedented speed 
and magnitude, not only challenged the public health system but also changed work-
ing life faster than anyone could have imagined. The Nordic countries were not an 

exception. Until the end of February 2020, all five Nordic countries had registered their 
first coronavirus infection. Denmark, Finland, Iceland, and Norway adopted a strict 
policy against the disease by declaring state of emergency that closed the borders and 
locked out schools and announcing nationwide remote work recommendation, whereas 
Sweden remained open and only urged citizens to be cautious (Saunes et al. 2022). 

In the Nordic countries, the ability of work organizations to switch to remote work 
was facilitated by the fact that remote work was already more common there than 
elsewhere in Europe. This was partly due to the countries’ industrial structure, that is, a 
high share of people employed in knowledge-based and ICT-intensive services, but also 

https://tidsskrift.dk/njwls/index


4	 Organizational Support and Work Engagement  Kirsikka Selander & Tuomo Alasoini

to their high levels of digital skills and institutional trust in society (Grzegorczyk 2021; 
Kovalainen et al. 2022; Sostero et al. 2020). The factors that contributed to such rapid 
and flexible adjustment – high skills, advanced ICT infrastructure, and strong institu-
tional trust – can be considered reflections of the key features of the Nordic model of 
capitalism in the context of working life (Dølvik & Steen 2018), witnessing the strengths 
of the model during an abrupt crisis. In this study, we use Finland as a case study, and a 
national variant of the Nordic model, of forced remote work during the pandemic. As in 
the other Nordic countries, most Finnish work organizations followed the government’s 
remote work recommendations. However, there were probably significant variations in 
how well the organizations were prepared for forced remote work and could support 
employees in remote and hybrid work environments.

The consequences of forced remote work on employees were contradictory. On the 
one hand, forced remote work caused by the COVID-19 pandemic enhanced experiences 
of work engagement, job satisfaction, and autonomy, but at the same time, it also gave 
rise to increased mental demands at work and feelings of loneliness (Costin et al. 2023; 
Ernst et al. 2022; Ferrera et al. 2022; Giauque et al. 2022). In this study, we focus on this 
discrepancy by analyzing it with the help of the concept of work engagement, which is 
an understudied topic among studies on wellbeing of remote workers (Mäkiniemi et al. 
2022). We will focus on the association of (a) job autonomy, (b) mental demands and (c) 
organizational support to work engagement, and (d) the potentially moderating role of 
organizational support between mental demands and work engagement. We also exam-
ine whether the level of work engagement, job autonomy, mental demands, and organi-
zational support differed during the COVID-19 pandemic for employees working onsite, 
hybrid, or remotely. Onsite workers refer here to employees, who did not work remotely 
at all. As for the rest, hybrid workers refer to employees who worked an average one to 
three days per week remotely and remote workers to those who worked remotely more 
than this or even entirely. As remote work has become not just a temporary change of 
practice but an enduring reality in many organizations, understanding how the negative 
side effects of remote work can be mitigated has become essential. 

The next section includes a review of literature on work engagement and remote 
work and our hypotheses (see Figure 1). This is followed by a description of the data, 
measurements, and methods. Thereafter, the results are presented. The last section 
includes discussion and conclusions.

Remote work and work engagement considered  

Work engagement has been a central area of research and work-related interventions, par-
ticularly in the positive psychology literature (Donaldson et al. 2019). Work engagement 
refers to a positive work-related state of mind in which one is fully absorbed, enthusiastic, 
and deeply involved in one’s work activities. Work engagement is characterized by a high 
level of energy and mental resilience (vigor), feel of a sense of significance and enthusi-
asm about what one does (dedication), and being completely engrossed in one’s work 
(absorption) (Schaufeli & Bakker 2023). Organizations may strive to foster employees’ 
work engagement, as it is associated with increased productivity, innovativeness, lower 
turnover intentions, and greater job satisfaction (Halbesleben 2010; Mazzetti et al. 2021). 
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According to the well-known Job Demands and Resources (JD-R) model, work 
engagement occurs when employees have enough job resources and job demands are 
bearable (Bakker & Demerouti 2017). Especially job resources are important in fos-
tering work engagement but also as buffers against the negative effects of job-related 
demands (Bakker & Demerouti 2017). Increased opportunities for remote work caused 
by the COVID-19 pandemic, particularly increased employees’ sense of job autonomy 
(Giauque et al. 2022; Malhotra 2021), which, according to previous studies, is an impor-
tant contributing factor to the experiences of work engagement (Mazzetti et al. 2021). 
Based on the above, we make the following hypotheses:

•	 H1a: The level of work engagement and job autonomy are highest among remote 
workers, lowest among those working only onsite, with hybrid workers falling in 
between. 

•	 H1b: Work autonomy is positively associated with work engagement.

The lockdown and forced remote work caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, additionally, 
brought about negative side effects such as mental health problems and social isolation. 
At the start of the lockdown, especially young age, low education, and living alone or 
with children were risk factors for the occurrence of mental health problems (Fancourt 
et al. 2021). Poor organizational support and lack of social connections during the era 
of forced remote work, in turn, blurred work-home boundaries, and increased mental 
demands, burnout and workplace loneliness, deteriorating employees’ health and well-
being (Costin et al. 2023; Kotera & Vione 2020). High mental demands at work have 
been found to have a negative effect on work engagement (Halbesleben 2010). Based on 
the above, we make the following hypotheses:

•	 H2a: The level of mental demands is highest among remote workers, lowest among 
those working only onsite, with hybrid workers falling in between.

•	 H2b: Mental demands are negatively associated with work engagement. 

The negative side effects of remote work, however, may be linked to how remote work 
was implemented and managed (Costin et al. 2023; Lilja et al. 2023; Mihalance & 
Mihalance 2022). Based on the JD-R model, job resources are essential for foster-
ing work engagement and moderating the negative effects of job demands (Bakker & 
Demerouti 2017). Previous research shows that especially organizational-level resources, 
such as social support and flexible work arrangements, are critical in preventing social 
isolation and stress in contexts where remote work is done intensively (Charalampous 
et al. 2019; Costin et al. 2023; Mihalance & Mihalance 2022; Mäkiniemi et al. 2021). 
Supporting factors include appropriate information and communication technology and 
resources that facilitate flexible scheduling to address the mental demands of remote 
work (Mihalance & Mihalance 2022; Mäkiniemi et al. 2021). Supervisors, in particu-
lar, can play a key role in reducing mental demands and employees’ uncertainty about 
their roles in the organization, such as what is expected of them and how to carry out 
their jobs (Fernandez & Shaw 2020; Mihalance & Mihalance 2022). Overall, these 
findings suggest that organizational support from supervisors and co-workers can act 
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as protective factors for workers coping with high mental demands of work. Thus, we 
make the following hypothesis:

•	 H3: Organizational support is positively associated with work engagement and 
moderates the negative association between mental demands and work engagement. 

Figure 1 Graphical presentation of our hypotheses

Job autonomy

Mental demands

Organiza�onal 
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Work engagement
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Data and methods

To answer our research questions, we used data from the Finnish MEADOW survey. 
The survey was conducted as part of the WORK2030 (TYÖ2030, in Finnish) program, 
which was part of Prime Minister Sanna Marin’s government program. The methodol-
ogy of the survey was based on an EU project conducted in 2008–2009 to harmonize 
the way in which EU countries collect information on changes in management and the 
organization of work (The MEADOW Consortium 2010). A guiding principle in the 
MEADOW survey is to collect information from employers and employees of the same 
organizations. This study was part of the research project ‘Miksi tulla toimistolle?’ (Why 
Come to the Office?) funded by the Finnish Work Environment Fund. In this study, we 
use only data of the employee survey. 

Statistics Finland conducted the survey using stratified sampling method based on 
industry and organization size. Based on the Register of Enterprises and Establishments 
maintained by Statistics Finland, companies and public entities employing at least 10 
persons were chosen for the target population. In the first phase, data was collected 
from the employer representatives using a web-based survey and telephone interviews. 
Altogether, 1478 organizations responded (response rate 34). 

In the second phase, an employee survey was conducted using a web-based sur-
vey. In each organization that had responded to the employer survey, a sample of four 
to eight people was taken. Data collection took place between March and June 2022. 
1816 employees responded to the survey (response rate 25). The most active respon-
dents were women, employees with higher education and older employees. Of all sec-
tors, the response activity was highest in education and social and health care, followed 
by finance, insurance, and real estate. The lowest response activity was in construction. 
Because the response activity was highest and lowest in these same industries in both 
surveys, this caused a double bias to the data. The loss of employee data was corrected 
with the help of survey weights (see more about representativeness Selander et al. 2022). 
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Thus, the results can be generalized to employees working in the Finnish companies and 
public entities with at least 10 employees – not to all Finnish employees. 

Variables

To measure work engagement (Cronbach alpha = 0.92), we used a modified version 
of the ultra-short measurement consisting of three questions (Schaufeli et al. 2017). 
Employees were posed the following statements: ‘At my job, I feel strong and vigorous’ 
(vigor), ‘I am enthusiastic about my job’ (dedication), and ‘I am immersed in my work’ 
(absorption). The response scale ranged from 1 ‘not at all’ to 7 ‘daily’. 

As independent variables, we used job autonomy, mental demands at work, and 
organizational support. Job autonomy is a mean variable (Cronbach alpha = 0.88) con-
sisting of seven questions. It measures the extent to which a job allows an employee to 
influence (a) the content of work, (b) the pace of work, (c) the place of work, (d) start-
ing and ending times of work, (e) the allocation of work and holiday periods or work 
shifts, (f) the allocation of work between employees, and (g) the objectives of work. The 
response scale ranged from 1 ‘not at all’ to 4 ‘very much’. Mental demands are measured 
using the following statement: ‘My work is mentally demanding’. The response options 
ranged from 1 ‘totally disagree’ to 5 ‘totally agree’. Organizational support is a mean 
variable (Cronbach alpha = 0.89), consisting of nine items. Respondents were asked 
whether they considered that in their work community (a) there is a safe atmosphere, (b) 
development proposals made by staff are usually welcomed, (c) one can trust the people, 
(d) work duties are distributed unfairly (reversed to analysis), (e) it is possible to get 
time for joint examination and development if necessary, (f) there is a bad atmosphere 
(reversed to analysis), (g) new employees are well received, (h) one feels that (s)he is an 
appreciated member of the community, and (i) one often has fun while working. The 
response options ranged from 1 ‘totally disagree’ to 5 ‘totally agree’.

Gender (female/male), age (less than 40, 40–59, 60 years, or more), industry (manu-
facturing company, service company, public organization), size of the organization (small 
10–49, medium 50–249, large 250, or more employees), educational level (low, medium, 
high), and work context were used as background variables. To measure work context, 
respondents were asked ‘How many days did you work from home in the previous 
week?’. The response scale was from 0 to 7 days. For the analysis, the responses were 
categorized into three groups: onsite (not at all), hybrid (1–3 days), and remote (4 days 
or more) workers. 

Methods

First, we present using percentages the demographics of the employees, who worked 
onsite, hybrid, and remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic. Thereafter, we use cova-
riance analysis to describe the mean level of work engagement, job autonomy, mental 
demands, and organizational support in different work contexts, while controlling for 
the background variables. Last, we use hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis 
to study the associations between work engagement and identified antecedents. The first 
step includes background variables (gender, age, education, industry, organization size, 
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work context) and the second step job autonomy and mental demands. The third step 
adds organizational support (moderator) into the model and the last step interaction 
term of mental demands and organizational support. All variables were standardized 
before the analysis to avoid multicollinearity (Aiken 1991). Following the regression 
analysis, graphical representation is used to interpret the interaction term (high 1 SD 
above the mean and low 1 SD below the mean). The analyses were conducted using SPSS 
statistics version 27. 

Results

Descriptive results

According to the MEADOW survey, roughly half of Finnish employees had worked 
remotely at least four days during the week before the survey (see Table 1). Approximately 
one-third were classified as hybrid workers, that is, they had worked remotely one to 
three days. Seventeen percent were classified as onsite workers, that is, they had not done 
any remote work in the previous seven days. In line with a previous representative study 
among Finnish employees (Sutela & Pärnänen 2021), remote work was more common in 
the public and service sectors than in manufacturing. The extent of remote work was also 
positively associated with organization size and the level of education. In addition, there 
was a slight female predominance among those classified as remote and hybrid workers.

Table 1  Demographics in onsite, hybrid, and remote work context 

  Work context 
    Onsite Hybrid Remote Total
Gender (%) Females 46% 56% 56% 60%

Males 54% 44% 44% 40%

Age (%) Less than 40 years 12% 13% 6% 13%

40–49 years 26% 26% 39% 28%

50–59 years 29% 29% 28% 28%

60 years or more 33% 33% 28% 31%

Education (%) Low/medium 38% 24% 20% 47%

High 62% 76% 80% 53%

Industry (%) Manufacturing companies 31% 14% 14% 19%

Service companies 43% 46% 39% 37%

Public organizations 27% 39% 47% 45%

Size of 
organization

Small (10–49) 27% 21% 12% 17%

Medium (50–249) 27% 22% 14% 17%

Large (250–) 46% 57% 74% 65%

Total (%)   17% 34% 49% 100%

Table presents weighted column percentages. 
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The level of work engagement, job autonomy, mental demands, 
and organizational support in different work contexts 
during the pandemic

Only the mean level of job autonomy differed between onsite, hybrid, and remote 
workers after controlling for gender, age group, education, industry, and organization 
size, partially supporting Hypothesis 1a. Job autonomy was highest among remote 
workers, lowest among onsite workers, while hybrid workers falling in between. 
Contrary to Hypotheses 1a and 2a, statistically significant differences in the mean 
level of work engagement, mental demands, or organizational support between onsite, 
hybrid, and remote work contexts were not observed (see Table 2). Differences in the 
level of work engagement (F = 13.11, p < 0.001) and mental demands (F = 16.19, p 
< 0.001) were more strongly associated with age groups, with mental demands also 
influenced by industry (F = 7.56, p = 0.006), rather than being dependent on the work 
context as such. 

Table 2  Mean levels of work engagement and its antecedents, adjusted for gender, age group, 
education, industry, and organization size 

Works mainly

Onsite Hybrid Remote F-test (p-value)

Work engagement 
(scale 1–7)

5.70 (5.56–5.85) 5.79 (5.67–5.85) 5.62 (5.51–5.74) 1.84 (0.159)

Job autonomy  
(scale 1–4)

2.61 (2.54–2.68) 2.76 (2.70–2.82) 2.81 (2.75–2.87) 9.28 (<0.001)

Mental demands  
(scale 1–5)

3.79 (3.66–3.92) 3.78 (3.67–3.89) 3.83 (3.72–3.93) 0.23 (0.798)

Organizational support 
(scale 1–5)

3.88 (3.79–3.97) 3.97 (3.90–4.05) 3.94 (3.87–4.02) 1.20 (0.330)

The table presents the results of covariance analysis: mean values with corresponding 95% confidence 
intervals and results of group comparisons (F-tests) to evaluate differences between groups.

Work engagement and its antecedent

We used hierarchical multiple regression analysis to study associations of (a) job auton-
omy, (b) mental demands, and (c) organizational support on work engagement, and (d) 
the potentially moderating role of organizational support between mental demands and 
work engagement. The final model is presented in Table 3. The first step included back-
ground variables. The results show that being over 40 years old increased work engage-
ment compared to younger respondents. No differences were observed in terms of 
education, industry, or organization size. Gender differences became statistically signifi-
cant in the third step, after controlling for organizational support. Differences between 
remote and onsite workers became statistically significant in the second step, after con-
trolling for job autonomy and mental demands, but lost statistical significance in the 
following steps. These findings suggest that the associations between work engagement 
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and gender, as well as between work engagement and work context, are independent of 
other variables in the model. 

Table 3  Associations between work engagement, job autonomy, mental demands, and organiza-
tional support based on hierarchical multiple regression analysis.

  Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4

Gender (ref.=women) –0.01 –0.04 (0.225) –0.08 (0.011) –0.08 (0.010)

Age (ref. less than 40 
years)

  40–59 years 0.15 (0.005) 0.12 (0.009) 0.13 (0.003) 0.13 (0.003)

  60 years 0.19 (<0.001) 0.16 (0.002) 0.19 (<0.001) 0.19 (<0.001)

Education (ref.=low/medium)

  High 0.01 (0.760) –0.02 (0.593) –0.02 (0.523) –0.03 (0.397)

Industry (ref.=public organizations)

  Manufacturing 
companies

0.04 (0.521) 0.02 (0.702) 0.01 (0.858) 0.01 (0.856)

  Service companies 0.05 (0.349) 0.00 (0.954) –0.05 (0.299) –0.04 (0.339)

Size of organization (ref.=large)

  Small –0.04 (0.413) –0.09 (0.045) –0.06 (0.139) –0.05 (0.153)

  Medium –0.00 (0.945) –0.03 (0.491 –0.02 (0.602) –0.02 (0.652)

Work context (ref.=onsite)

  Hybrid 0.05 (0.306) 0.04 (0.948) 0.00 (0.953) 0.01 (0.839)

  Remote –0.04 (0.412) –0.04 (0.038) –0.07 (0.109) –0.07 (0.089)

Job autonomy 0.52 (<0.001) 0.28 (<0.001) 0.26 (<0.001)

Mental demands –0.17 (<0.001) –0.10 (0.004) –0.16 (<0.001)

Organizational support 0.52 (<0.001) 0.51 (<0.001)

Organizational 
support*mental demands

0.15 (<0.001)

Adjusted R2 0.02 0.18 0.30 0.32

F change (p-value) 1.81 98.7 180.72 19.04

N 1022 1022 1022 1022

Table presents standardized regression coefficients and their p-values. Statistically significant (p < 0.05) 
regression coefficients are bolded. 

The second step included job autonomy and mental demands in the model. This 
increased the model’s explanatory power by 16 percentage points. Job autonomy was 
positively associated with work engagement, supporting Hypothesis 1b, and negatively 
with mental demands, giving support to Hypothesis 2b.

The third step included organizational support in the model. This increased model 
explanation by 12 percentage points and revealed a positive association with work 
engagement, providing support for Hypothesis 3. The addition of organizational support 
to the model modified the association between mental demands and work engagement 
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implying that the organizational support may moderate the association between work 
engagement and mental demands. The moderating association was further supported 
when the interaction term was found to be statistically significant in the final step. Figure 
2 shows that as mental demands increase, work engagement decreases less for employees 
who have high organizational support than for those with low organizational support. 

Figure 2  Organizational support moderates the negative association between mental demands 
and work engagement 

Discussion 

We set out to examine the associations of job autonomy, mental demands, and organi-
zational support on work engagement, including the moderating role of organizational 
support between mental demands and work engagement. We also analyzed whether 
employees in the remote work context experienced higher levels of work engagement, 
job autonomy, and mental demands during COVID-19 than those who worked onsite 
or in a hybrid work context. The results based on the Finnish MEADOW employee sur-
vey showed that job autonomy and organizational support were positively, and mental 
demands negatively, associated with work engagement. Organizational support further 
moderated the negative association between mental demands and work engagement. We 
also found higher levels of job autonomy in the remote work context, but no evidence 
of higher work engagement or mental demands compared to hybrid or remote work 
contexts after adjusting for gender, age group, education, industry, and organization size. 

The results provided partial support to Hypothesis 1a suggesting that the level of 
job autonomy is highest among remote workers, lowest among those working onsite, 
and hybrid workers falling in between. In contrast to our Hypothesis 1a, however, we 
found no evidence of higher work engagement in the remote work context. Instead, 
the findings suggest that the level of work engagement is dependent on other variables, 
such as age, job autonomy, mental demands, and organizational support, which is in 
the line with previous research (Delanoeije & Verbruggen 2020; Nagata et al. 2021; 
Sardeshmukh et al. 2012). Even though remote work in reasonable amounts may have 
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beneficial effects on work engagement in the form of job autonomy, negative conse-
quences such as lower levels of social support and feedback start to become evident as 
the amount of remote work increases (Nagata et al. 2021; Sardeshmukh et al. 2012). 

High amount of remote work, however, was not reflected as higher levels of men-
tal demands after controlling for gender, age group, education, industry, and organiza-
tion size. This finding is in contradiction with Hypothesis 2a, and previous literature 
reviews claiming that employees doing remote work experience more mental demands 
than onsite employees (Costin et al. 2023; Kotera & Vione 2020). The differences in the 
level of mental demands were more clearly associated with age and industry than the 
remote work context as such. This implies that the decline could be more evident among 
young employees as they have been shown to be more vulnerable to mental health issues 
(Fancourt et al. 2021). The remote work environment requires self-management skills, 
including abilities to maintain social relationships, which can be difficult, especially for 
young and newly hired employees (Espersson et al. 2023; Mäkiniemi et al. 2022). On 
the other hand, the contradicting results can also reflect the special nature of the Nordic 
working life context. Due to their high level of digital skills at the time of outbreak of 
the COVID-19 pandemic (Kovalainen et al. 2022; Sostero et al. 2020), employees in 
the Nordic countries may have had better ability to cope with the transition to remote 
work than in many other industrial countries. Watertight conclusions how the transi-
tion impacted employees, however, would require longitudinal data design and is thus 
beyond the scope of this article.

Job autonomy was positively, and mental demands negatively, associated with work 
engagement supporting Hypotheses 1b and 2b. Organizational support, on the other 
hand, had the strongest positive association with work engagement, and it was able to 
moderate the negative association between mental demands and work engagement sup-
porting Hypothesis 3. The final model only included interaction terms that were statisti-
cally significant. During the analysis phase, we also tested the interaction term between 
remote work and organizational support, but as it was statistically insignificant, it was 
not included in the final model. This, however, implies that the association between 
organizational support and work engagement is not context-dependent, and thus, it is 
critical to ensure organizational support regardless of the work context.

Our analysis and previous studies clearly indicate that remote work as such can-
not be considered as good or bad, but the question is more on how work is organized 
and managed (Costin et al. 2023; Mihalance & Mihalance 2022). In this study, orga-
nizational support included items such as an open atmosphere, a fair distribution of 
work duties, and the ability to schedule time for joint examination and development if 
needed. Additional research based on more in-depth, also qualitative research, on the 
topic is required. Future research should focus on, for example, whether and to what 
extent some of these dimensions are more important than others, and whether there 
are other factors that are important in organizing work in remote, hybrid, and onsite 
work contexts. From a practical standpoint, this information is especially important for 
managers and supervisors, as they are primarily responsible for organizing work and 
face the most challenges in the new environments (Fernandez & Shaw 2020; Mihalance 
& Mihalance 2022). In addition, especially in contexts where a lot of remote work is 
done in a self-directed manner, the role of employees as part of the organization’s sup-
port structure may also grow in importance. In situations where superiors meet employ-
ees less frequently face to face, employees are in practice increasingly forced to take 
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shared responsibility for the smooth running of their peers’ work and well-being at work 
(Alasoini et al. 2025).

Before drawing conclusions, however, some limitations of the study should be 
recognized. First, the use of the Finnish MEADOW survey had both advantages and 
disadvantages. While it included previously validated measurements, these were based 
on subjective evaluations and were cross-sectional in nature. As a result, the analysis 
may have been affected by common method variance, which could dilute the observed 
differences, for example, in organizational support across onsite, hybrid, and remote 
work contexts. Although possible associations between work engagement and its 
antecedents are discussed in this article, it is acknowledged that causality can only 
be established through future longitudinal research. Second, the MEADOW survey 
had a low response rate, which is a challenge shared by many surveys. There are few 
nationally representative datasets available, and the use of survey weights ensured that 
the findings were applicable to Finnish employees working in organizations with at least 
10 employees, thus justifying the use of MEADOW dataset. Last, we did not conduct a 
thorough analysis of how employees’ experiences with remote work differed based on 
their age and other background variables. This deserves more attention in the future 
as an interesting topic on both scientific and practical grounds. Overall, additional 
workplace-level and qualitative research data will be required in the future to gain a 
better understanding of this topic.

Conclusions

It seems that many organizations where remote work was carried out during the pan-
demic are not ready to set strict limits on the amount of remote work even after the 
pandemic is over (Selander et al. 2022), meaning that the level of remote work will 
remain permanently much higher than before the pandemic. The remote work envi-
ronment, where face-to-face meetings are less frequent and communication is largely 
virtually mediated, poses many new challenges to the ways in which managers and 
supervisors can provide support to employees and how workplace relationships are cre-
ated (Espersson et al. 2023). Such forms of organizational support, which in the past 
were essentially based on the physical encounters between supervisors and employees or 
between co-workers (e.g., different types of meetings, guiding new employees, assigning 
and teaching new tasks, or informal gatherings such as joint coffee breaks), have to be 
adapted to the changed circumstances. Thus, more research, also qualitative, is needed 
to work out new effective ways to provide organizational support also suited to a virtual 
environment.

As stated above, the high level of institutional trust prevailing in society can be 
considered one of the cornerstones of the Nordic model in the labor market and the 
society at large (Dølvik & Steen 2018) that helped Finland and the other Nordic coun-
tries adapt to the crisis caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. However, even though such 
strong institutional trust forms a favorable context for building trust also at the level of 
the work organization, it does not automatically trickle down as strong organizational 
trust, which must be consciously built in each organization separately. In sociology and 
organizational psychology, organization-level building of trust has typically been exam-
ined as an interaction process between the parties, in which the parties develop a feeling 
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or knowledge based on experience toward the desirability of intentions or actions of 
the other party (Dirks & Jong 2022; Schilke et al. 2021). Many of these interaction 
processes in organizations have been based on the physical presence of different parties 
and their face-to-face encounters. It is an interesting and important question, especially 
looking further into the future, how to build trust in work organizations where both 
formal and informal encounters are increasingly taking place online and becoming less 
frequent. And what kind of ripple effects can the changed ways of building organiza-
tional trust have on people’s trust on national working life institutions in general?

References

Aiken, L. S. & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions, 
Newbury Park: Sage. 

Alasoini, T., Hirvonen, S. & Känsälä, M. (2025). Hybrid Work Model as a Success Factor: 
Guide to the Opportunities and Challenges of Hybrid Work, Helsinki: Finnish Institute 
of Occupational Health.

Bakker, A. & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job Demands-Resources theory: taking stock and look-
ing forward, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 22(3): 273–285. https://doi.
org/10.1037/ocp0000056

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

Costin A., Roman A. F .& Balica R.S. (2023). Remote work burnout, professional job 
stress, and employee emotional exhaustion during the COVID-19 pandemic, Frontiers in 
Psychology 1193854. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1193854

Delanoeije, J. & Verbruggen, M.  (2020).  Between-person and within-person effects of 
telework: a quasi-field experiment,  European Journal of Work and Organizational 
Psychology 29(6): 795–808. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1774557

Dirks, K. & De Jong, B. (2022). Trust within the workplace: a review of two waves of 
research and a glimpse of the third, Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 
Organizational Behavior 9: 247–276. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000110

Donaldson, S. I., Lee, J. Y. & Donaldson, S. I. (2019). Evaluating positive psychology inter-
ventions at work: a systematic review and meta-analysis, International Journal of Applied 
Positive Psychology 4: 113–134. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41042-019-00021-8

Dølvik, J. E. & Steen, J. R. (2018). The Nordic Future of Work: Drivers, Institutions, and 
Politics, TemaNord 2018: 555, Copenhagen: Nordic Council of Ministers. http://doi.
org/10.6027/TN2018-555

Ernst, M., Niederer, D., Werner, A. M., Czaja, S. J., Mikton, C., Ong, A. D., Rosen, T., Brähler, 
E. & Beutel, M. E. (2022). Loneliness before and during the COVID-19 pandemic: a 
systematic review with meta-analysis, American Psychologist 77(5): 660–677. https://doi.
org/10.1037/amp0001005

Espersson, M., Lidén, A. & Westrup, U. (2023). Working from home during the COVID-
19 pandemic: implications for workplace relationships, Nordic Journal of Working Life 
Studies 13(S10): 77–96. http://dx.doi.org/10.18291/njwls.137244

Fancourt, D., Steptoe, A. & Bu, F. (2021). Trajectories of anxiety and depressive symptoms 
during enforced isolation due to COVID-19 in England: a longitudinal observational 
study, Lancet Psychiatry 8(2): 141–149. http://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30482-X

https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1193854
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1774557
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000110
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41042-019-00021-8
http://doi.org/10.6027/TN2018-555
http://doi.org/10.6027/TN2018-555
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0001005
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0001005
http://dx.doi.org/10.18291/njwls.137244
http://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30482-X


	 Nordic journal of working life studies  Volume 16  ❚  Number 1  ❚  April 2026� 15

Fernandez, A. A. & Shaw, G. P. (2020). Academic leadership in a time of crisis: the coronavi-
rus and COVID-19, Journal of Leadership Studies 14(1): 39–45. http://doi.org/10.1002/
jls.21684

Ferrera, B., Pansini, M., De Vincenzi, C., Buonomo, I. & Benevene, P. (2022). Investigating 
the role of remote working on employees’ performance and well-being: an evidence-based 
systematic review, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 
19: 12373. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191912373

Giauque, D., Renard, K., Cornu, F. & Emery, Y. (2022). Engagement, exhaustion, and per-
ceived performance of public employees before and during the COVID-19 crisis, Public 
Personnel Management 51(3): 263–290. https://doi.org/10.1177/00910260211073154

Grzegorczyk, M., Marinello, M., Nurski, L. & Schraepen, T. (2021). Blending the Physical and Virtual: 
A Hybrid Model for the Future of Work, Policy Contribution 14/21, Brussels: Bruegel. https://
www.bruegel.org/policy-brief/blending-physical-and-virtual-hybrid-model-future-work

Halbesleben, J. R. B. (2010). A meta-analysis of work engagement: relationships with 
burnout, demands, resources, and consequences. In A. B. Bakker & M. P. Leiter (Ed.), 
Work Engagement: A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research (pp. 102–117). 
Psychology Press.

Kotera, Y. & Vione, K. (2020). Psychological Impacts of the New Ways of Working (NWW): 
a systematic review, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 
17 (14): 5080. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17145080

Kovalainen, A., Poutanen, S. & Arvonen, J. (2022). Luottamus ja työn valvonta pandemian 
aikana, Työelämän tutkimus 20 (3): 333–361. https://doi.org/10.37455/tt.112955

Lilja, J., Fladmark, S., Nuutinen, S., Bordi, L., Larjovuori, R.-L., Innstrand, S., Chistensen, 
M. & Heikkilä-Tammi, K. (2023). COVID-19-related job demands and resources, organ-
izational support, and employee well-being: a study of two Nordic countries, Challenges 
13(1): 10. https://doi.org/10.3390/challe13010010

Malhotra, A. (2021). The postpandemic future of work, Journal of Management 47(5): 
1091–1102. https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211000435

Mazzetti, G., Robledo, E., Vignoli, M., Topa, G., Guglielmi, D. & Schaufeli, W. (2021). Work 
engagement: a meta-analysis using the Job Demands-Resources Model, Psychological 
Reports 126: 1–38. https://doi.org/10.1177/00332941211051988

Mihalance, M. & Mihalance, O. (2022). How workplace support for the COVID-19 pan-
demic and personality traits affect changes in employees’ affective commitment to the 
organization and job-related well-being, Human Resource Management 61(3): 295–314. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22082

Mäkiniemi, J. P., Oksanen, A. & Mäkikangas, A. (2021). Loneliness and well-being dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic: the moderating roles of personal, social and organiza-
tional resources on perceived stress and exhaustion among Finnish university employees, 
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 8(13): 7146. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18137146

Nagata, T., Nagata, M., Ikegami, K., Hino, A., Tateishi, S., Tsuji, M., Matsuda, S., Fujino, Y., 
Mori, K. & CORoNaWork project. (2021). Intensity of home-based telework and work 
engagement during the COVID-19 pandemic, Journal of Occupational and Environmental 
Medicine 63(11): 907–912. http://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000002299

Sardeshmukh, S. R., Sharma, D. & Golden, T. D. (2012). Impact of telework on exhaustion 
and job engagement: a job demands and job resources model, New Technology Work and 
Employment 27(3): 193–207. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-005X.2012.00284.x

Saunes, I. S., Vrangbæk, K., Byrkjeflot, H., Jervelund, S. S., Birk, H. O., Tynkkynen, L. 
K., Keskimäki, I., Sigurgeirsdóttir, S., Janlöv, N., Ramsberg, J., Hernández-Quevedo, 
C., Merkur, S., Sagan, A. & Karanikolos, M. (2022). Nordic responses to Covid-19: 

http://doi.org/10.1002/jls.21684
http://doi.org/10.1002/jls.21684
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191912373
https://doi.org/10.1177/00910260211073154
https://www.bruegel.org/policy-brief/blending-physical-and-virtual-hybrid-model-future-work
https://www.bruegel.org/policy-brief/blending-physical-and-virtual-hybrid-model-future-work
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17145080
https://doi.org/10.37455/tt.112955
https://doi.org/10.3390/challe13010010
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211000435
https://doi.org/10.1177/00332941211051988
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22082
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18137146
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18137146
http://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000002299
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-005X.2012.00284.x


16	 Organizational Support and Work Engagement  Kirsikka Selander & Tuomo Alasoini

governance and policy measures in the early phases of the pandemic, Health Policy 
126(5): 418–426. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2021.08.011

Schaufeli, W. B. & Bakker, A. B. (2023). Work engagement: a critical assessment of concept 
and measurement. In W. R. Tuch, A. B. Bakker, L. Tay & F. Gander (Ed.), Handbook of 
Positive Psychology Assessment (pp. 273–295). Newburyport MA: Hogrefe.

Schaufeli, W., Shimazu, A., Hakanen, J., Salanova, M. & De Witte, H. (2017). An ultra-short 
measure for work engagement: the UWES-3 validation across five countries, European 
Journal of Psychological Assessment 35: 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/
a000430

Schilke, O., Reimann, M. & Cook, K. (2021). Trust in social relations, Annual Review of 
Sociology 47: 239–259. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-082120-082850

Selander, K., Alasoini, T. & Hakonen, N. (2022). Työnantajien näkemyksiä etätyöstä: 
kuinka etätyöstä päätetään koronapandemian jälkeen?, MEADOW-julkaisu, Helsinki: 
Työterveyslaitos – TYÖ2030-ohjelma. https://www.julkari.fi/handle/10024/144341

Sostero, M., Milasi, S., Hurley, J., Fernández-Macías, E. & Bisello, B. (2020). Teleworkability 
and the COVID-19 crisis: a new digital divide?, JRC Working Paper Series on Labour, 
Education and Technology 2020/05, Seville: European Commission. https://joint-re-
search-centre.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-07/jrc121193.pdf

Sutela, H. & Pärnänen, A. (2021). Koronakriisin vaikutus palkansaajien työoloihin, Työpaperi 
1/2021, Helsinki: Tilastokeskus. https://www.stat.fi/tup/julkaisut/tiedostot/julkaisuluet-
telo/ywrp1_202100_2021_25870_net.pdf

The MEADOW Consortium. (2010). The MEADOW Guidelines. Project funded within the 
6th Framework Programme of the European Commission’s DG Research. Grigny.

Van Zoonen, W. & Sivunen, A. (2022). The impact of remote work and mediated com-
munication frequency on isolation and psychological distress, European Journal of 
Work and Organizational Psychology 31(4): 610–621. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594
32X.2021.2002299

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2021.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000430
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000430
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-082120-082850
https://www.julkari.fi/handle/10024/144341
https://joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-07/jrc121193.pdf
https://joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-07/jrc121193.pdf
https://www.stat.fi/tup/julkaisut/tiedostot/julkaisuluettelo/ywrp1_202100_2021_25870_net.pdf
https://www.stat.fi/tup/julkaisut/tiedostot/julkaisuluettelo/ywrp1_202100_2021_25870_net.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.2002299
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.2002299

