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Abstract

Objectives: The COVID-19 pandemic contributing to the dissemination of alternative work models such as fully remote or hybrid work models.
The present study focused on these 2 types of unplanned changes in the working environment. The conservation of resources theory, the first
aim of this study was to examine the predictive role of resource losses and gains since the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic in job burn-
out. Moreover, the authors investigated how non-remote, remote, and hybrid employees differ in resource losses and gains and job burnout.
Material and Methods: A cross-sectional online comparative study was conducted a year after the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic. The respon-
dents provided sociodemographic data, reported their current work model, and completed validated measures of resource losses and gains and
job burnout: the Conservation of Resources Evaluation and the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory. Based on the data collected from 1000 working adults
from the Polish population, the authors tested the differences in losses and gains of different categories of resources and job burnout components
between the 3 groups of employees representing distinct working models, i.e., non-remote, hybrid, and remote. Results: In general, the associations
of losses and gains with job burnout subscales have been confirmed, regardless of the level of analysis of losses and gains. The authors’ findings
indicated that hybrid workers experienced significantly higher resource losses and gains (both in general and in different domains) in comparison
to non-remote and remote workers. In turn, non-remote employees scored significantly higher on disengagement, which is one of the job burnout
components. Conclusions: Hybrid workers experienced the highest levels of both resource losses and gains during the COVID-19 pandemic, com-
pared to non-remote and remote workers, suggesting that this form of working arrangement involves the greatest changes in different life domains,
bringing both positive and negative consequences for the employee. Int ] Occup Med Environ Health. 2023;36(2):229-49
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INTRODUCTION buting to an acceleration of trends already observed in
Consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic - the earlier, pre-pandemic period in relation to changing
changes in ways of performing work work organization, digital transformation of the work-

The COVID-19 pandemic caused a number of significant place, and the spread of work from home [1,2]. During
changes in the existing ways of performing work, contri- the COVID-19 pandemic, in organizations where tasks
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could only be performed with the worker physically pres-
ent on-site, numerous organizational changes were intro-
duced in order to maintain the utmost level of health care,
introducing and complying with the applicable sanitary
requirements in force, modifying the physical working
space, and making changes to the work rules concerning
the time and scope of work performed. However, due to
the requirement to periodically close a number of work-
ing establishments, institutions, and businesses, and
the need to maintain social distancing, a large number of
employees took up remote work, which does not require
their physical presence on-site at the organization [3-5].
What is extremely importantly is that for most of them
this was a completely new experience and a new form
of work performance. It can thus be concluded that
the COVID-19 pandemic, due to the lockdowns intro-
duced in the vast majority of countries, became a turn-
ing point in the replacement of traditional face-to-face
work with remote work. It is worth noting, however,
that in the case of some European countries (Finland,
the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Austria), the transition to
remote work was not a completely new experience; some
workers had already been carrying out their tasks in this
form before the pandemic [6]. Nevertheless, during that
period, remote working was not the norm, it would be
undertaken as a result of personal choice and performed
for a limited time. For example, before the pandemic,
approx. 5% of people in the US worked remotely, and in
the EU the respective percentage was only 3.2%. In con-
trast, during the pandemic, remote work was performed
by more than a third of all workers (39%) in the EU, and
by approx. half of all workers in the US [7]. In Poland
in 2019, 5% of economically active people worked from
home, while in late March 2020, already as many as 11%
of employed people on average worked remotely [8].

With the pandemic dying down and the restrictions
gradually easing, a growing number of organizations and

employees with experience of both on-site and remote
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work have been turning to the option of hybrid work,
combining the 2 models.

Thus, it can be concluded that the COVID-19 pandemic
has consolidated 3 core working models: on-site, remote,
and hybrid. It is predicted that a return to the widespread
form of on-site work from the pre-pandemic period is no
longer possible [9-11]. Increasingly numerous groups
of workers will therefore be carrying out their tasks
remotely or in a hybrid form, which remains in line with
the employees’ prevailing expectations regarding work
organization in a post-pandemic reality [12,13]. Conse-
quently, recognizing the gains and losses resulting from
these work models and the latter’s consequences for indi-
vidual burnout, contrasted with the traditional form of
on-site work, becomes an important research problem.
Additionally, since the COVID-19 pandemic crisis and
the accompanying changes in the work environment
have significantly affected not only organizations as such,
and the way of performing work, but also workers and
their subjective well-being [14,15], it seems important
to determine how the changes (gains and losses) expe-
rienced by workers during the COVID-19 pandemic
within the different groups of psychosocial resource are
related to the different dimensions of occupational burn-
out. The results obtained will make it possible to expand
knowledge about the differences regarding the positive
and negative consequences of working within both tradi-

tional and new work models.

Consequences of introducing remote

and hybrid working models

during the COVID-19 pandemic for the worker

The introduction of remote working in all countries
brought this type of work in the early stages of the pan-
demic to the attention of many researchers. Research
into remote working in the pandemic period has focused
mainly on its consequences, most often identified in areas

such as health, non-work life, and new ways of function-
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ing both of individual households and of the broader
labor market of the respective country [2,16-18]. From
the worker’s perspective, researchers have pointed to
both positive and negative consequences of introduc-
ing remote working during the COVID-19 pandemic
(12,13,19-22].

On the other hand, lack of direct contact with co-work-
ers and isolation, as well as a sense of being constantly
present at work, are identified as the most negative con-
sequences of remote working during the COVID-19
pandemic [21,23]. Negative effects of remote working
also include threatened career advancement, long work-
ing hours, being always available, emotional exhaustion,
demand for higher cognitive abilities, stress (includ-
ing technostress), workaholism, overload, and health
problems affecting for instance the musculoskeletal
system [24,25]. A study conducted in Poland on a group
of employees whose work constitutes what is referred to
as digital output found that people working remotely dis-
played lower levels of verve, dedication and preoccupa-
tion than people working on-site [10,23,26-31].

The experiences of working on-site and remotely,
enriching both organizations and their employees,
led to a growing interest in hybrid working, i.e., work
combining the 2 models. Within the hybrid working
model, also described as blended working arrange-
ments, the employee combines on-site and off-site work-
ing. The most important feature of the hybrid model is
therefore the possibility of alternating between working
traditionally at the office and from home, or any other
location, at any time. The hybrid work model thus gives
the employee autonomy in terms of temporal and spa-
tial work organization, as long as they perform their
job duties. It is understood that in practice, this form
of working is usually made possible through the use of
digital technologies, allowing the employee to obtain
information relevant to their work and to interact with

co-workers. However, unlike other related concepts

used to describe alternative work models (such as tele-

commuting, telework, flexible work, and virtual work),

the hybrid work model is not limited to merely working
from home using modern technologies and includes all

forms combining remote and on-site work [32].

Hybrid work can be done in different forms. The follow-

ing models are distinguished most often:

— the at-will model - enables employees to choose the
work arrangement best for them on any given day;

- the split-week model - divides the week between
working from home 2-3 days a week and working on-
site 2-3 days a week;

— shift work - in this model, employees work in a variety
of configurations, e.g., day shifts from home, and even-
ing shifts on-site;

- week-by-week — employees alternate between working
from home and on-site on a weekly basis [33].

Transformation of the working environment as a result

of the COVID-19 pandemic has led to the hybrid work

model being seen increasingly often as the optimal
work model for the future in a post-COVID environment,
with mainly positive implications for employees as well as
for their organizations [34,35]. For example, in a survey
conducted in 2020 in Kuwait on workplace changes
related to the COVID-19 pandemic, more than half of
the employees surveyed reported comparable effective-
ness of hybrid and on-site work, and preferred working in

a hybrid model in the post-pandemic conditions [12].

In turn, data from a report published on the website

of the HR platform HIBOB [33] show that employees

allowed to work in a hybrid model are more satisfied
with their jobs than those working exclusively from
home or exclusively on-site. Among employees working
in the at-will model from home and on-site, 65% were
satisfied with their jobs, while only 53% of those working
exclusively on-site and only 57% of those working exclu-
sively from home were satisfied with theirs. The authors
of the report attribute this high level of employee satis-
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faction with the at-will policy to the sense of freedom
experienced by the employees in relation to the place of
work. Flexibility is positively linked to increased produc-
tivity and job satisfaction. The researchers also noted that
employees working on a hybrid basis had a more posi-
tive view of their company, in terms of both the ability to
adapt to the pandemic and the ability to solve problems
related to remote working. They also feel more produc-
tive when working from home, which is probably due to
the optimal balance maintained between remote and on-
site work. Their job satisfaction is higher and they declare
better mental health than employees who work exclusive-
ly from home or on-site.

From the organization’s point of view, the advantages of
hybrid working include the possibility to reduce costs,
e.g., related to running the office and business travel,
greater access to talent, and more opportunities of keep-
ing process continuity and employment stability. Previ-
ous research, not directly related to the COVID-19 pan-
demic situation, showed that the hybrid work model
might also lead to potential benefits in terms of higher
job satisfaction and worker productivity, as well as stron-
ger integration of workers nearing retirement. In turn,
much less is known about the potential negative conse-
quences of the hybrid work model. Possible costs asso-
ciated with hybrid work arrangements include employ-
ees experiencing a sense of isolation due to the lack of
face-to-face interpersonal contact with their co-workers,
as well as stronger stress and exhaustion due to excessive
use of technology [32]. Additionally, asynchronous com-
munication (e.g., using e-mail) within the hybrid model
can lead to work overload [35].

Since remote and hybrid forms of work are currently per-
ceived as prospective, it is worth undertaking research
to determine their specificities, to identify and compare,
among other things, the gains and losses experienced
by the employee as a result of performing work in each

of these forms in the current labor market. Bearing in
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mind the limited number of studies addressing above all
the negative consequences and potential difficulties asso-
ciated with the introduction of the hybrid model [35],
from an organizational point of view the results obtained
may contribute to the creation of more optimal hybrid

work policy solutions.

Resource losses and gains

during the COVID-19 pandemic

and job burnout among employees

working within different working models

The COVID-19 pandemic caused a sudden transforma-
tion of the ways of performing work, leading to the dis-
tinguishing and consolidation of 3 main working models:
that of on-site, remote, and hybrid work. Each of these
models came to face unprecedented challenges, each of
them is associated with specific losses, with the experi-
ence of stress, and with the risk of occupational burn-
out, while at the same time, for some employees, this is
undeniably also a source of specific benefits. The aim of
the empirical study presented in this paper was to identify
gains and losses with regard to the psychosocial resources
held during the COVID-19 pandemic and to determine
their relationship to occupational burnout. Additionally,
a comparison was made between the level of resource
gains and losses and occupational burnout experienced
by people working within the work models distinguished
(on-site, remote, and hybrid).

The analysis of gains and losses of psychosocial resourc-
es was based on the conservation of resources (COR)
theory proposed by Hobfoll [36]. The theory is based on
the assumption that human activity is centered around
seeking, maintaining and also protecting what is valuable
and helpful for survival. According to this rule, humans
accumulate and use resources that are important to
them to regulate the Self and to function socially within
the specific community and culture. The loss or threat of

loss of resources leads to stress. Individuals with abun-
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dant resources are more capable of stopping losses and
of achieving further gains, while those with few resourc-
es are only able to protect those necessary for survival
without investing and enriching themselves with new
ones [37].

Hobfoll and colleagues conducted many studies analyzing
the resource gains and losses of people in difficult situa-
tions, e.g., during the economic transition in Russia [38],
comparing the losses incurred and the gains made by
disadvantaged women [39], the ability to conserve
resources and the adequate coping strategies of people
involved in a natural disaster [40]. The results obtained
and the resulting practical implementations may suggest
that the COR theory provides a good basis for the study
of stress faced due to the variability of the environment of
human functioning, in relation to both its private and its
professional sphere.

Other researchers [41,42] argue that the COR theory can
also serve as a theoretical perspective to help in the study
of the occupational burnout phenomenon. The occur-
rence of burnout is related to the inability to apply rem-
edies in a difficult situation, i.e., in the face of stress.
In the COR perspective, coping involves effectively man-
aging, moving, replacing and investing resources. Burn-
out can be seen as a process that develops over time and
results from the expenditure, loss or depletion of resourc-
es. As aresult of repeated losses, the individual’s resources
become compromised or are insufficiently replenished,
which, given the need to spend further resources, leads
to an intensified sense of loss. When balance is upset,
the individual is unable to manage their resources effec-
tively, which can lead to stress and burnout.

The COVID-19 pandemic forcing workers to adapt to new
working conditions [4], may have contributed to signifi-
cant changes in the amount of resources they held. These
changes may have been related to gains and losses within
different resource groups, since the pandemic signifi-

cantly remodeled many aspects of the working environ-

ment [1]. From the workers’ point of view, the COVID-19
pandemic, described in the work and organizational
psychology literature as a career shock and a crisis situ-
ation [43], had not only health-related and economic
consequences, but also psychological ones, linked,
among other things, to reduced well-being and intensi-
fied stress [44]. The COR theory may therefore provide
a useful theoretical framework for analyzing hitherto
poorly understood changes in the level of gains and losses
of resources held by employees working within different
work patterns during the COVID-19 pandemic, as well as
contribute to a better understanding of the specific forms

of burnout.

Aim and hypotheses

The current study had 2 main purposes. The first was
to examine the links of resource losses and gains since
the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic with job burn-
out. Based on the conservation of resources theory [45],
the authors analyzed the general levels of employees’
subjectively evaluated resource losses and gains due to
the COVID-19 pandemic and specific categories of losses
and gains, referring to different life areas. The authors’
study examined both losses and gains of resources in
general and within 5 separate subcategories of resources
(hedonistic and vital resources, spiritual resources, family
resources, economic and political resources, power and
prestige resources). Job burnout was, in turn, operation-
alized in line with the approach by Demerouti et al. [46]
as a 2-dimensional construct, entailing exhaustion and
disengagement. The second purpose was to examine
the differences in resource changes (losses and gains) and
job burnout between the 3 distinct groups of employees,
performing their work within different work models.
More specifically, the authors aimed to compare non-
remote employees working traditionally from a work-
place, employees working full-time remotely from home,

and employees working within the hybrid work model,
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which incorporates working both from a workplace and

from home during the working week, with regard to

the study variables.

Based on the conservation of resources theory [36],

the authors sought to replicate the previously reported

associations between general levels of losses and gains

in psychosocial resources and job burnout [47,48].

The authors also examined how distinct categories of

losses and gains would be related to job burnout compo-

nents. Accordingly, the authors formulated the following
hypotheses concerning this part of the study:

- HI. Resource losses since the outbreak of the COVID-19
pandemic (in general and in different domains) will be
positively associated with the job burnout dimensions.

— H2. Resource gains since the outbreak of the COVID-19
pandemic (in general and in different domains) will be
negatively associated with the job burnout dimensions.

In addition, concerning the group differences among

the employees with distinct working arrangements,

the authors expected that:

- H3. Non-remote, hybrid, and remote workers would
differ in subjective resource changes (losses and gains)
and job burnout dimensions.

As the hybrid work model is a relatively new form of

working arrangement, whose popularity has increased

since the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic [12] and
whose advantages, as well as potential disadvantages,
are still not fully known [34], the latter hypothesis had
an exploratory nature. Consequently, the authors did not
formulate expectations as to which group of employees
would score higher on resource losses and gains and job

burnout compared to the other 2.

Ethics statements

The current study was carried out following the human
research ethical principles included in the Declaration of
Helsinki. All respondents provided written informed con-

sent prior to beginning the survey. The local institutional
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review board of the Ethics Committee of the University of
Silesia in Katowice approved the study procedure before
its commencement (decision No. KEUS.85/02.2021).

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Participants and procedure

The nationwide study sample comprised 1000 work-
ing adults from the general population, who completed
the online survey. The research was conducted in March
2021 on the online research platform administered by the
Polish research company BioStat. Participation in the
study was anonymous and voluntary, with the possibil-
ity of stopping survey completion at any time. Respon-
dents received an invitation via e-mail or SMS to par-
ticipate in the study on the self-assessment of gains and
losses in the time of the COVID-19 pandemic, and on job
burnout. Those who gave informed consent were asked
to provide sociodemographic data and to complete a set
of self-reported measures, including the Polish validated
versions of the Conservation of Resources — Evaluation
(COR-E) and of the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI).
Given that the authors controlled for fear of COVID-19
in the statistical analyses, the Fear of COVID-19 Scale
(FCV-19S) was also distributed. In addition, as the pres-
ent study was a part of a broader research project, the par-
ticipants provided ratings on other individual difference
measures. As those results were irrelevant for this study,
the authors did not include them in the further analy-
ses. The participants who completed the survey were
compensated with bonus points in their research panel
accounts, which could be exchanged for a small reward
after exceeding the required number of points.

The respondents provided basic demographic information
on their gender (denominated as 1 - female or 2 — male),
age (in years), and education (1 - elementary, 2 - voca-
tional, 3 - secondary, 4 - higher). They also provided data
about their work experience and employment, including

general work and organizational tenure (both denomi-
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nated in years), type of contract regulating their employ-
ment (1 - permanent work contract, 2 - temporary work
contract, 3 - civil law contract, 4 - self-employed as a sole
trader/a solopreneur, 5 - an entrepreneur employing
other people), the economic sector in which their orga-
nization operated (1 - services, 2 — industry, 3 - agricul-
ture), and the number of employees in their organization
(1: <9 employees, 2: 10-49 employees, 3: 50-249 employ-
ees, 4: 2250 employees).

The detailed sociodemographic characteristics of partici-
pants are displayed in Table 1. Of note, the total sample
was predominantly female (65%), ranging of 18-70 years
(M+£SD 38.93+10.90). Most of the respondents had higher
(48.10%) or secondary education (42.6%), followed by
those with vocational (8.3%) and elementary educa-
tion (1.0%). The general work tenure in the total sample
ranged 1-48 years (M+SD 15.7+9.98), and organizational
tenure ranged 1-42 years (M£SD 7.26+6.9). The majority
of the participants were permanent employees (69.5%),
working in organizations operating in services (76.1%)
and varying in terms of headcount from <9 employees
(19.6%) to 2250 employees (26.2%). As far as the work-
ing model is concerned, in fully non-remote employees
dominated in the current sample (62.6%), followed by
those working under hybrid work arrangements (24.5%)
and fully remotely (12.9%).

Measures

Resource losses and gains

Resource losses and gains since the outbreak of the
COVID-19 pandemic were assessed using the COR-E
questionnaire [45, Polish adaptation 49]. The Polish
abridged version of the scale includes 2 separate parts,
labeled as A and B. Each part of the measure contains 40
items, constituting a list of different resources, which were
collectively classified into 5 domains: hedonistic and vital
resources, spiritual resources, family resources, economic

and political resources, power and prestige resources.

In part A of the COR-E, the participant is asked to evalu-
ate the subjective importance of each resource on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very
important). Part B refers to self-assessed changes (losses
and gains) in resources. In this part of the questionnaire,
the respondent separately assesses the extent of changes for
the worse (losses) and changes for the better (gains) expe-
rienced in the last 12 months. The answers are provided on
a 6-point scale ranging from 0 (no loss/no gain) to 5 (very
great loss/very great gain). The final indicators of resource
losses and gains (both in general and in specific domains)
are calculated as the products of multiplication of the sub-
jective importance of each type of resource (obtained in
Part A) by their experienced losses and gains, respectively
(derived from Part B). The higher the level of the particu-
lar indicator, the greater the losses and gains in the rele-
vant subgroup of resources. Cronbachs a coefficients for
resource losses in the 5 distinguished subgroups ranged
0.84-0.92, and resource gains in the distinct domains
varied 0.89-0.93. In turn, Cronbach’s a was 0.96 for total

resource losses and 0.98 for total resource gains.

Job burnout

Job burnout was measured using the OLBI [50, Polish
adaptation 51]. The scale contains 16 statements rated
on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (totally agree) to 4 (to-
tally disagree). All items are grouped into 2 subscales,
reflecting dimensions of the job burnout syndrome dis-
tinguished by Demerouti et al. [50]: exhaustion (8 items)
and disengagement (8 items). Exhaustion items assess
the physical, emotional, and cognitive aspects of work-
related exhaustion (e.g., “I can tolerate the pressure of my
work very well”). Disengagement entails an employees
disconnection from work and cynicism toward his or her
work (e.g., “This is the only type of work that I can imag-
ine myself doing”). Both subscales include 4 direct items
and 4 reverse-coded items. Higher scores in each subscale
of the OLBI indicate higher levels of job burnout compo-
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nents. Cronbach’s a coefficients were 0.77 for exhaustion

and 0.72 for disengagement.

Work model

The present work model under which the employees were
performing work was identified based on the 1-item mea-
sure developed for this study (“In what way are you cur-
rently performing your work?”). The respondents were
asked to choose 1 of the 3 options, indicating their cur-
rently utilized work model: fully non-remote (1 - “I am
working exclusively on-site”), hybrid (2 - “I am work-
ing partially on-site and partially remotely from home,
e.g., on selected days of the week”), and fully remote (3 -

“I am working exclusively from home”).

Control variables

In the present study, the 3 variables were controlled in the
statistical analyses concerning the relations between
the study variables. Given the differences between men and
women in experiencing job burnout [52], as well as the role
of age in its development [53], the authors included both
gender and age as control variables. Besides controlling for
these sociodemographic variables, the authors also con-
trolled for fear of COVID-19, which was reported to be pos-
itively associated with job stress and burnout in the studies
on the COVID-19 pandemic consequences for occupational
health [54,55]. To measure fear of COVID-19, the authors
used the FCV-19S [56, Polish adaptation 57], which is
a 7-item measure of an individual’s fear in the reaction to
COVID-19. The respondents provide answers on a 5-point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). The sample item is “I worry a lot about
coronavirus-19” Cronbachs a coefficient for the FCV-19S
was 0.92.

Statistical analyses
All statistical analyses in this study were calculated in
the SPSS Statistics package v. 27.0. Firstly, x* test and

1-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to com-
pare the 3 subgroups of employees (non-remote, hybrid,
remote) with regard to the sociodemographic character-
istics. Secondly, descriptive statistics (mean, standard
deviation, skewness, kurtosis) and Spearman’s correlation
coefficients were computed for resource losses and gains
and job burnout components. In the next step, multiple
regression analyses were conducted based on the enter
method to test the hypotheses concerning the associa-
tions between changes in resources (losses and gains) and
job burnout dimensions. Finally, the authors performed
the between-group comparisons of non-remote, hybrid,
and remote employees with regard to resource losses and
gains and job burnout dimensions using the Kruskal-
Wallis test (1-way ANOVA on ranks). The Mann-Whitney

U test was applied to conduct post-hoc comparisons.

RESULTS

Demographics

Table 1 shows the sociodemographic characteristics of
the total sample and the 3 groups of employees working
within distinct work models. Firstly, a 1-variable ¥* test
for work model was conducted to determine whether
the proportion of employees was equal within the 3 work
models. The obtained results showed that the proportions
did differ by the work model (x* (3, N = 1000) = 405.63,
p < 0.001). With regard to the basic demographics, the
authors found no significant differences according to
the working model in age (F (2,997) = 1.23, p = 0.29),
in gender (x> = 1.88, p = 0.39), in general work tenure
(F (2,997) = 1.13, p = 0.32) nor in organizational
tenure (F (2,997) = 0.18, p = 0.83). The 3 groups of
employees differed in terms of education level (x* = 54.6,
p <0.001), as a higher percentage of fully non-remote and
hybrid workers reported higher education in comparison
to non-remote workers. The groups were also different in
terms of the type of work contract (x* = 98.7, p < 0.001)

with more fully remote employees working on the basis

1JOMEH 2023;36(2)
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of a civil law contract and as a solopreneur than the other
2 groups. In addition, differences between the 3 groups
of employees were found with regard to the economic
sector in which their organizations operated (x* = 19.1,
p < 0.001), given that the highest percentage of remote
employees worked in services in comparison to non-
remote and hybrid workers. Similarly, the percentage of
remote employees working in microenterprises (with up
to 9 employees) was higher than that of both non-remote
and hybrid groups (x> = 25.9, p < 0.001). The values of
phi (¢) and Cramer’s V for x* tests indicated that the
effect sizes were weak for gender, moderate for economic
sector of the organization and number of employees in
the organization, and strong for education and type of
work contract. In turn, the values of partial eta-squared
(np?) for ANOVA tests demonstrated small effect sizes for
age and general work tenure, and no differences between
the 3 groups of employees working under distinct work

models with regard to organizational tenure.

Preliminary analyses

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics, reliability coef-
ficients, and correlations among the study variables.
As the distribution of the study variables differed from
the normality based on the results of the Shapiro-Wilk
test (p < 0.001) and skewness values >1 for total gains
and most of the losses and gains subtypes, non-para-
metric tests were used in the present study. Accordingly,
the authors calculated Spearman’s rank correlation coef-
ficients. In general, the direction of correlations of both
general and specific losses and gains with job burnout
dimensions were in line with the authors’ expectations.
All correlations of losses (in total and in the different
domains) with exhaustion were positive, albeit weak.
Similarly, general losses and specific types of losses
(besides spiritual losses) correlated weakly positively with
disengagement. In contrast, no statistically significant

associations were found between gains (both overall and

IJOMEH 2023;36(2)

specific, reflecting different domains) and exhaustion.
Finally, total gains and gains subtypes (besides spiritual
gains) were weakly positively correlated with disengage-
ment. In turn, fear of COVID-19 was weakly positively
correlated with the exhaustion subscale of the OLBI,
resembling previous results obtained from the Polish
sample [55]. In addition, Harman’s 1-factor test was cal-
culated separately for general losses and gains as well as
for losses and gains in specific domains. The total vari-
ance explained by 1 factor was 23.029% when taking into
account total losses and gains, and 46.209% when includ-
ing specific losses and gains. As both statistics were less
than the threshold of 50%, common method bias does

not appear to be a problem in the present study.

Regression analyses

The 4 multiple regression analyses were employed to test
the relationship between resource losses and gains and
job burnout dimensions. In order to better elucidate how
resource losses and gains (both in general and in dis-
tinct domains) contributes to job burnout components,
the authors conducted separately 2 regression models
with general levels of losses and gains included as pre-
dictors, followed by the next 2 models with specific gains
and losses in different domains entered as predictors.
Age, gender, and fear of COVID-19 were included in all
analyses as control variables.

Table 3 displays the first 2 regression models with general
losses and gains as predictors, and job burnout subscales
(exhaustion and disengagement) serving as outcome
variables, respectively. Both models were statistically sig-
nificant with good overall statistics. For exhaustion, out
of control variables, age emerged as a negative predictor,
whereas fear of COVID-19 was a positive predictor. With
regard to the main predictors, exhaustion was found to be
negatively predicted by total resource gains and positively
by total resource losses. The model accounted for 8% of

the variance in exhaustion. When predicting disengage-
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Table 3. Results of multiple regression analysis with overall resource losses and gains as predictors in the total sample (N = 1000), March 2021, Poland

Exhaustion Disengagement
Predictor
B 95% (I B t p B 95% B t p
Age -0.037  —0.062—(-0.012) ~ —0.091 -2911 0.004 -0.059  -0.084—(—0.035) —0.149 —4.740  0.000
Gender -0.188 -0.742-0.367 -0.020 -0.664 0.507  0.289 -0.258—-0.835 0.032 1.036  0.300
Fear of COVID-19 0.099 0.058—0.141 0.156 4719  0.000 0.024 -0.016—0.065 0.039 1167 0.243
Gains 0.006 0.004-0.008 0.233 6.570  0.000  0.005 0.004-0.007 0.212 5923 0.000
Losses -0.005  —0.007-(-0.003)  -0.214 -6.072 0.000 -0.005  -0.007—(—0.004)  -0.244 —6.873  0.000

Model statistics

R?=0.085, adj. R*=0.08, F (5,994) = 18.354, p < 0.001

R?=0.074, adj. R? = 0.069, F (5,994) = 15.801, p < 0.001

ment, age and total losses became the negative predictors,
while total gains served as a single positive predictor. All
predictors in this model explained 7% of the variance in
disengagement.

The 2 other regression models with resource losses and
gains in different domains entered as predictors are pre-
sented in Table 4. For exhaustion, the results showed
that this dimension of job burnout was negatively pre-
dicted by age and positively by fear of COVID-19. Simi-
larly to the overall resource losses and gains, exhaus-
tion was positively associated with most of the specific
losses and negatively with the majority of specific gains.
The only exception in this pattern of relationships were
spiritual resources, as exhaustion was negatively pre-
dicted by spiritual losses and positively by spiritual
gains. However, as spiritual losses were uncorrelated
with both dimensions of job burnout, this result might
be a statistical artefact. The model with exhaustion as
the outcome variable was statistically significant and
explained 9% of the variance in this component of job
burnout. In the last model, with disengagement being
an outcome variable, age accompanied by hedonis-
tic and vital gains emerged as the negative predictors.
In turn, family losses, as well as economic and political
losses, positively predicted disengagement. The model
had overall good statistics and explained 8% of the vari-

ance in disengagement.

IJOMEH 2023;36(2)

Comparing employees on resource losses and gains
and job burnout

In the next step, the authors compared the 3 groups of
employees (non-remote, hybrid, and remote) with regard
to resource losses and gains (in general and in different
domains) and job burnout dimensions, such as exhaus-
tion and disengagement (Table 5). Given that the Sha-
piro-Wilk test indicated that the distribution of depen-
dent variables differed from normality, the authors used
the Kruskal-Wallis test, which is a non-parametric 1-way
ANOVA on ranks. A series of post-hoc comparisons
between the employee groups was performed with the use
of Mann-Whitey U test with Bonferroni correction.

The results of 1-way ANOVA on ranks (the Kruskal-Wal-
lis test) revealed that the average levels of losses and gains
(both in total and in distinct domains) and disengage-
ment were significantly different between the 3 groups
of employees. Post hoc comparisons showed that hybrid
employees scored significantly higher on total losses
and the 3 subtypes of losses (hedonistic and vital losses,
family losses, power and prestige losses) than the remain-
ing groups. Compared to non-remote workers, hybrid
employees reported significantly higher spiritual losses
as well as economic and political losses. Moreover, sig-
nificant group differences referred to the levels of gains.
Hybrid workers scored higher on total gains, hedonistic

and vital gains, and spiritual gains than non-remote and
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remote groups. They also had higher levels of the 2 other
types of gains (family gains, economic and political gains)
than those who worked fully remotely. Regarding hybrid
and non-remote workers, these 2 groups significantly dif-
fered in reported power and prestige gains, which was
higher among hybrid workers. The significant differences
between the 3 groups also emerged for disengagement
with non-remote employees demonstrated its higher

levels compared to remote employees.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present study was 2-fold. First, based on
Hobfoll’s theory of gains and losses [36,45], the relation-
ships between different categories of resource gains and
losses during the COVID-19 pandemic among employees
and dimensions of occupational burnout (exhaustion and
disengagement) were analyzed. Secondly, a comparison
was made between 3 groups of employees working during
the pandemic under different models (stationary, hybrid
and remote) in terms of declared levels of gains and losses
and burnout.

The results confirmed a negative association of resource
gains with job burnout and a positive association of reso-
urce losses with job burnout. This relationship occurred
both for gains and losses calculated at the general level
and for specific resource subtypes, which remains consis-
tent with the general assumptions of the COR theory [36]
and with previous, pre-pandemic findings on the pattern
of relationships between the variables under study [47,48].
However, the values of R* in most regression models did
not exceed 0.1, suggesting that other factors than resource
losses and gains (e.g., job characteristics, employee’s job
attitudes or coping strategies) might add to explaining
the job burnout variance. Alternatively, other types of
resources besides those selected in the authors’ study could
also explain the burnout variance. At the subscale level for
both dimensions of occupational burnout, economic/polit-

ical losses were the strongest positive predictor, and hedo-

nistic/vital gains were the strongest negative predictor. This
result suggests that the negative changes in the economic
and political sphere experienced in the pandemic situation
within a year of its outbreak, mainly related to the shaken
sense of stability in employment, income, access to medi-
cal care, as well as the shaken overall economic stabil-
ity of the country, may have significantly contributed to
the experiencing of occupational burnout by employees.
These results are in line with other reports in this area.
Lack of direct contact with co-workers and isolation, as
well as a sense of being constantly present at work, are
identified as the most negative consequences of remote
working during the COVID-19 pandemic [10,21,23].
Negative effects of remote working also include threat-
ened career advancement, long working hours, being
always available, emotional exhaustion, demand for
higher cognitive abilities, technostress, workaholism,
overload, and health problems affecting for instance
the musculoskeletal system [24-26,58,59].

Another frequently indicated consequence of working
from home is the blurring of the boundaries between
work and personal life, the extension of working hours,
and intensification of work, including in particular e-mail
activity [22]. The ambiguity of work and leisure time can
cause conflicts that threaten employee well-being, disrupt
the work-home balance, cause stress, and affect employee
productivity [27].

The negative consequences associated with the spread
of the remote working model also include upsetting
the work-life balance [28-31].

On the other hand, hedonistic/vital gains probably relat-
ed on the one hand to a redefined approach to one’s own
life, passions and experience of pleasure (e.g., through
increased perception of the positive aspects of life), and
on the other hand to an increased possibility of pursuing
one’s own interests due to reduced working time, e.g., as
a result of lockdown, seem to be a factor reducing the risk

of burnout. This is also confirmed by other studies.

1JOMEH 2023;36(2)
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The following positive effects of remote work at the indi-
vidual level, referring to the worker, were distinguished
most frequently: time saved due to the lack of need to
commute, adaptation of work to personal needs, and
the possibility to maintain work-life balance [21]. Studies
comparing remote work with traditional work have also
shown that the former would cause the need to reduce
the number of working hours, less often than the latter,
and would lead less often to job loss, and people work-
ing remotely did not experience a decline in earnings to
the same extent as those continuing to work in the tradi-
tional way [22]. According to employees, remote working
compared to the conventional, pre-pandemic employ-
ment model, fostered greater autonomy and flexibility in
terms of fulfilling job responsibilities without reducing
work efficiency [12,13]. Researchers have also document-
ed another important positive change that occurred in
employee communication patterns in large cities in North
America, Europe and the Middle East after the introduc-
tion of the remote working model. According to their find-
ings, compared to the pre-COVID-19 period, the number
of meetings increased, but this greater number was com-
pensated by their reduced length, meaning an overall
reduction of the time spent in meetings [22].

A comparative analysis of workers employed under 3 dis-
tinct work models (stationary, hybrid and remote) showed
that the individual groups differed in terms of gains and
losses during the pandemic and in terms of occupation-
al burnout. The group that experienced relatively both
the strongest losses and strongest gains of resources glob-
ally and in most specific areas were the hybrid workers.
This result suggests that working within the hybrid model,
compared to the other models, in the long-term perspec-
tive, can generate the strongest changes (both positive
and negative) in different areas of life. This means that,
although empirical reports to date have mainly empha-
sized the positive consequences of hybrid work [35], in

practice the hybrid work model may also be accompanied

IJOMEH 2023;36(2)

by a number of negative effects in the form of losses of dif-
ferent categories of psychosocial resources.

For example, in a survey conducted in 2020 in Kuwait on
workplace changes related to the COVID-19 pandemic,
more than half of the employees surveyed reported com-
parable effectiveness of hybrid and on-site work, and pre-
ferred working in a hybrid model in the post-pandemic
conditions [12].

Previous research, not directly related to the COVID-19
pandemic situation, showed that the hybrid work model
might also lead to potential benefits in terms of higher
job satisfaction and worker productivity, as well as stron-
ger integration of workers nearing retirement. In turn,
much less is known about the potential negative conse-
quences of the hybrid work model. Possible costs asso-
ciated with hybrid work arrangements include employ-
ees experiencing a sense of isolation due to the lack of
face-to-face interpersonal contact with their co-workers,
as well as stronger stress and exhaustion due to excessive
use of technology [32]. Additionally, asynchronous com-
munication (e.g., using e-mail) within the hybrid model
can lead to work overload [35].

As far as intergroup differences with regard to occupa-
tional burnout are concerned, employees working in
the on-site model declared a significantly higher level
of disengagement compared to employees performing
their occupational tasks remotely. This result may be
due to the specific nature of the work of those belong-
ing to the group working remotely during the pandemic.
In the presented study, the remote worker group included
the largest share of people with higher education, work-
ing in the services sector and in microenterprises. It is
possible that these individuals work under conditions of
greater autonomy or perform work with a higher level
of complexity, which may contribute to a higher level of
engagement in remote versus on-site work. However, this
conjecture should be verified in further empirical studies.

This issue requires further research.
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Limitations of the study

and future research directions

Limitations of the study include the unequal number
of women (65%) and men in the occupational groups
studied, which may have determined the study results.
Authors of other studies indicate that women differ from
men in terms of the types of risk identified, they may
react differently to stress and assess the importance of
the impact of various factors in the work environment
differently from men [58-60].

Another important aspect, not taken into account in
the presented research, is the position of the survey respon-
dents in the organizational structure and the related influ-
ence on the shaping of their own working conditions. Stud-
ies indicate [59-61] that the higher that position, the more
positive the assessment of the changes implemented, of
which the employee is a co-creator. Most of the survey
respondents were full-time employees (69.5%), working in
organizations operating in services (76.1%) with a varying
number of employees: from <9 (19.6%) to 2250 (26.2%).
It should therefore be borne in mind that the survey
respondents represent the sector of the economy with
the greatest potential to adapt to the change from on-site to
remote working. Work in services would already be carried
out remotely to some extent before the pandemic period.
In addition, small and large organizations show the great-
est flexibility in responding to changes required due to
the impact of the external environment. Small businesses
base their readiness for change on flexible structures, while
large companies rely on well-functioning internal units
responsible for change implementation, and on economic
potential. The research presented in this paper did not take
these organizational features into account.

An additional limitation of the study is its cross-sectional
and retrospective nature, making it impossible to infer with
full certainty the fluctuation of resources during the pan-
demic. Therefore, in order to better capture the trajectories

of resource changes in the analyzed period, it would also

be valuable to enrich the research methodology by adding
qualitative methods, such as the daily diary method or
interviews with employees. This would make it possible
to obtain a better insight into their feelings and constitute
a source of important information with regard to the stud-
ied variables. It would also be desirable to supplement
the research model both with the organizational determi-
nants related to the specific nature of work of individual
occupational groups and with selected psychological traits
related to the processes of the individual’s adaptation to
change. The performance of longitudinal studies, enriched
with qualitative methods, taking into account the poten-
tial adaptation of employees to new conditions over time
vs. building resistance to change and the associated psy-
chological costs may constitute a further area of research

explorations within the post-pandemic labor market.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on Hobfoll’s conservation of resources theory [36],
the study presented here analyzed the relationship between
resource gains and losses during the COVID-19 pandemic
and occupational burnout, and compared on-site, hybrid
and remote workers in terms of gains and losses and occupa-
tional burnout. The results confirmed a positive association
of occupational burnout with resource losses and a negative
association with resource gains in terms both of the overall
level of losses and gains and of their specific areas, with eco-
nomic/political losses and hedonistic/vital gains identified
as the strongest predictors of occupational burnout. Com-
parative analyses showed in turn that workers employed
in the hybrid model experienced significantly higher both
gains and losses in the pandemic situation compared to
the other 2 groups of workers. This result may suggest that
working in a hybrid model brings about the largest number
of changes, both positive and negative in their nature.

The practical implications resulting from the above
research can relate to a wide spectrum of measures aimed

at preserving people’s well-being in the working condi-
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tions currently being created. Remote and hybrid working

will undoubtedly become an increasingly common expe-

rience for many individuals and organizations. Reducing

its potentially negative impact on employee well-being

requires impact on the legislative, organizational, and psy-

chological levels. The results of the research presented in

the paper, as well as reports from other researchers indi-

cate the need to address aspects such as the following:

organizational regulations setting the limits of employee’s
involvement in terms of working time, transport accessi-
bility, and maintaining privacy in their own living space;
developing solutions reducing feelings of alienation
and of limitation of social relationships, fostering
the sense of community, contributing to the creation of
teamwork potential, and reducing separation anxiety;
creating new foundations for the development of
professional and personal skills to shape careers in
the new working conditions;

education with regard to occupational hygiene, ergo-
nomics and the psychophysical determinants of work

performance.
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