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Abstract

Remote and hybrid work became common practices due to the global COVID-19
pandemic. However, they entail a risk of work loneliness, which raises the question
of newcomers socialisation to work communities. This study explores whether the
social context of hybrid work is perceived differently by employees who entered the
organisation during or after the pandemic and their more experienced employees
and if elements of the social context of hybrid work function as antecedents for
work loneliness differently among these two groups. This research is based on data
(N=1641) on hybrid workers from a large technology industry company collected
in December 2022. Our results show that new employees experienced higher work
loneliness than experienced employees. Informal communication with supervisors
and colleagues and social support from colleagues (and particularly among new
employees from the supervisor) were associated with lower levels of work loneliness.
Our study provides empirical evidence concerning the antecedents of work loneli-
ness and introduces the contingency factor as an additional element to the work
loneliness process model. This study also contributes to organisational socialisation
literature by being the first to compare newcomers and experienced employees in
the post-pandemic hybrid work context.
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Introduction

The massive shift towards remote and hybrid work in recent years has changed
how work communities collaborate and coordinate their work (Jimsen et al.,
2022; Mirowska & Bakici, 2023). Social practices within organisations that have
adopted remote and hybrid working models have changed (Jebsen et al., 2022).
For instance, meetings and communication between people are typically performed
in online settings, while face-to-face encounters in offices have diminished drasti-
cally (Mirowska & Bakici, 2023). Remote and hybrid work increase the risk of
asynchronous presence, both in a virtual working place and physically in the office,
causing challenges for dynamics between team members (Brown et al., 2020).
Thus, remote and hybrid work may be a situational boundary condition which has
been found to increase the risk of work-related loneliness characterised by feelings
of an unmet need for belonging at work (Wright & Silard, 2021; Yang et al.,
2022). Perceptions of loneliness increase stress-provoking attentiveness to potential
social threats and thus impair physiological functioning (Cacioppo & Hawkley,
2009; Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010), and this is likely to have adverse effects on
employees in terms of individual well-being and performance (Ozcelik & Barsade,
2018; Wright, 2005; Wright & Silard, 2021). The sense of not belonging may be
particularly strong for new employees who do not have existing networks in the
workplace (Cooper et al., 2021), especially if they have joined a work community
in which remote and hybrid work is common (Jopling et al., 2023). However,
whether new employees in remote and hybrid settings experience more loneliness
at work than their more experienced counterparts has not been examined, and
therefore, in this study, we focus on work loneliness in remote and hybrid work
among newcomers and more experienced employees.

Hybrid work is a combination of working remotely (i.e. from home or some other
location not designated by the employer) and from the office (Carrasco-Garrido
et al., 2023). In remote and hybrid work, workplace social interactions and com-
munication have become reliant on information and communication technology
(ICT), which in turn has resulted in a decline in informal and spontaneous com-
munication (Jimsen et al., 2022; Mirowska & Bakici, 2023; Standaert et al., 2022),
and limited the ability to understand the social dynamics of the group (see Karl
et al., 2022). It has also been suggested that changes in communication during
remote work hinder the maintenance of social interactions and increase employees’
subjective feelings of loneliness at work (Jimsen et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2022).

Furthermore, there is evidence suggesting that extensive remote work has a negative
impact on social support from the supervisor (e.g. Sardeshmukh et al., 2012) and
might also result in reduced social support from colleagues (George et al., 2022;
Wang et al., 2021). This is unfortunate, as social support — gaining practical
help and appreciation from supervisors and colleagues — is beneficial, especially
in the context of hybrid work (Knight et al., 2022). Research shows that organi-
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sational social support (which encompasses support from supervisors, peers, and
the organisation) is associated with reduced feelings of loneliness (Bentley et al.,
2016; Patterer et al., 2023; Wright et al., 2006) also in hybrid work (Knight et
al., 2022). These shifts in modern working life are relevant for all employees en-
gaged in dispersed work communities involving remote work and can significantly
impact the experiences of new employees when they first join an organisation.
Newcomers undergo a socialisation process wherein they acquire the necessary skills
and behaviours needed to understand their roles and become integrated into the
organisation (e.g. Bauer et al., 2007). The level and quality of communication
and interactions between newcomers and more experienced members of the organi-
sation facilitate newcomers’ relationship-building and their integration into their
work groups (Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003; Wang et al., 2015). Research
also indicates that the social support received from supervisors and colleagues fos-
ters adjustment (Nelson & Quick, 1991) and contributes to the sense of belonging
in the organisation and work community (Morrison, 2002). Thus, as remote and
hybrid work models challenge interpersonal communication and may reduce the
availability of social support within organisations, risk factors for work loneliness
may emerge and particularly impact new employees. Nevertheless, research on
work loneliness and its underlying causes in the context of remote and hybrid
work remains scarce (Wright & Silard, 2021), and empirical studies comparing the
experience of newcomers with those of more experienced employees are rare.

The aim of this study is twofold: First, we explore whether the social context
of remote and hybrid work (i.e. the amount of internal communication, infor-
mal non-work related communication with supervisors, informal non-work relat-
ed communication with colleagues, social support from supervisors, and social
support from colleagues) is perceived differently by employees who have entered
the organisation after the COVID-19 pandemic started (newcomers) and more
experienced employees. Second, we study the relationship between elements of the
social context of remote and hybrid work and work loneliness. Furthermore, we
study if the elements of the social context function differently as antecedents for
work loneliness among newcomers and more experienced employees. Therefore,
this study contributes to two distinct research domains of work loneliness and the
socialisation of newcomers in organisations, with a particular focus on the context
of remote and hybrid work.

Work Loneliness Among Newcomers and Experienced Employees

Defining Loneliness

Loneliness is a distressing feeling that is caused by the perception of inadequate lev-
els of social relationships (Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010; Peplau & Perlman, 1982).
Particularly, the quality rather than the quantity of social relations is crucial regard-
ing loneliness (Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010), and loneliness can be experienced in
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different domains of life, such as in work. However, it is important to distinguish
loneliness from being alone and simply having a low level of social relations.
Being alone is often only momentary and usually voluntary (i.e. being in solitude),
which is described as a rather positive experience as it is seen as refreshing, offers
freedom, and facilitates creativity (Long & Averill, 2003; Wright, 2005). Small
social networks and infrequent contacts can indeed be a risk factor for loneliness,
but this kind of objective social isolation has been consistently proven to have
only a modest correlation with loneliness (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2015; Tanskanen &
Anttila, 2016).

Strong empirical evidence connects loneliness with perceived stress (Christiansen et
al., 2016; Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010; Laustsen et al., 2023). The regulatory loop
model of loneliness (Cacioppo & Hawkley, 2009; Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010)
states that lonely individuals feel unsafe, which provokes a stressful hypervigilance
towards social threats and causes maladaptive cognitive bias regarding social interac-
tion. This self-reinforcing loop of loneliness may also provoke feelings of hostility,
pessimism, and low self-esteem (Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010) and activate biologi-
cal stress responses (Cacioppo et al., 2003; Cacioppo & Cacioppo, 2014; Doane
& Adam, 2010). Thus, loneliness may have several negative outcomes affecting the
experiences of working life and is thus worthy of further study, although, in this
study, we do not examine the possible outcomes of (work) loneliness.

Work Loneliness

Belonging is one of the basic psychological needs of human beings, and it does
not disappear even during the working day (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Ryan &
Deci, 2017). Belonging to a work community often satisfies many of people's
social needs, and work may provide an opportunity for social relationships that
are perhaps not otherwise available (Wright, 2005). However, unmet social needs
at work can generate feelings of work loneliness (Wright & Silard, 2021). Accord-
ing to Wright and Silard’s (2021) theoretical model of loneliness at work, every
employee differs from each other regarding both their desired and actual levels of
social relationships at work. Accordingly, a discrepancy where an employee desires
more and better-quality relationships at work than they are actually experiencing is
called a relational deficiency, which can trigger a distressing emotional response —
i.e. a feeling of loneliness. Wright and Silard (2021) define loneliness at work as the
psychological pain of perceived relational deficiencies in the workplace.

In organisations, new employees (i.e. newcomers in organisations) are usually re-
ferred to as organisational outsiders and experienced employees as organisational in-
siders. The transformation to become an effective insider happens via a socialisation
process, when newcomers learn their organisational roles and become integrated
into the work group and organisation (Bauer et al., 2007; for a review, see Allen
et al., 2017). Organisational socialisation is a learning and adjustment process for a
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newcomer, involving the development of a wide range of knowledge regarding the
role, task, and organisational politics and norms, and also familiarising themselves
and building relationships with a new social group (Cooper-Thomas & Anderson,
20006; see also Ashforth et al., 2007). Newcomers’ socialisation processes are shaped
and facilitated by the interplay between the newcomer’s own proactive behaviours
and the information and social support they gain from coworkers and supervisors
(Cooper et al., 2021; Cooper-Thomas et al., 2014; Harris et al., 2020; Saks &
Gruman, 2018; see also Harris et al., 2022). However, it is very likely that newcom-
ers’ desires and expectations for social relationships at work, as well as the realities
they face, do not match up for some period of time. There is some evidence that
longer organisational tenure can be related to lower loneliness at work (Anand
& Mishra, 2021; Van Zoonen & Sivunen, 2022), although correlations between
tenure and work loneliness have mainly been reported as nonsignificant (e.g. Ozce-
lik & Barsade, 2018; Patterer et al., 2023). It must be noticed that a correlation
between tenure (a continuous variable of the years an employee has worked in the
organisation) and work loneliness does not provide adequate evidence regarding the
differences in the levels of work loneliness between new and experienced employees.
However, this indicates that newcomers may be at a higher risk of work loneliness
than employees who have already established their roles and places in the work
community and developed mutual relationships (Sias, 2005). Nonetheless, while
establishing high-quality relationships with organisational insiders might be more
difficult and yet highly essential for effective socialisation in a virtual context
(Gruman & Saks, 2018, pp. 125-126), extant literature has extended little focus on
factors that can sustain the onboarding process of newcomers in remote or hybrid
work contexts (Mazzei et al., 2023).

Only one report (Jopling et al., 2023) was found that provides empirical results
comparing new and experienced employees’ work loneliness after the COVID-19
pandemic, indicating that loneliness at work was higher among employees who had
changed jobs during the Covid-19 pandemic compared to their more experienced
counterparts (Jopling et al., 2023). However, that study design included employees
from many different kinds of jobs and did not provide information specifically
about newcomers and experienced employees in a remote and hybrid work context,
so our study addresses this knowledge gap.

Whereas newcomers may experience higher work loneliness than more experienced
employees, there may also be differences in the possible antecedents for it, as well
as how they are related to work loneliness. Therefore, we continue our literature
review by examining the possible antecedents for work loneliness, and their differ-
ences among newcomers and experienced employees.
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Antecedents of Work Loneliness for New and More Experienced Employees
Antecedents of Work Loneliness

Different types of antecedents of work loneliness have been theoretically identified,
although empirical studies have mainly studied the outcomes of work loneliness
(Becker et al., 2022; Ozcelik & Barsade, 2018), and research focusing on its
antecedents is still very rare (Spilker & Breaugh, 2021; Wright & Silard, 2021).
The social contexts of the work, such as communication, information-sharing, col-
laboration practices, the availability of social support from supervisors or colleagues,
the quality of leadership, and overall the felt quality of work-related relationships
are likely to influence the experiences of work loneliness (Wright, 2009; Wright &
Silard, 2021). Work-related relationships are developed through communication,
and particularly non-work-related and other informal communication is crucial in
this process (Fay & Kline, 2011; Horan et al., 2021; Koch & Denner, 2022; Sias
& Cahill, 1998; Wilson et al., 2008). Thus, in addition to the formal and work-re-
lated interactions between work community members, informal non-work-related
communication with colleagues and supervisors (i.e. talking or chatting about
things which are unrelated to work) is also likely to be linked to the experience of
work loneliness. For example, frequent communication with a supervisor has been
connected with lower levels of work loneliness (Arslan et al., 2020). Furthermore,
informal communication is connected with the interpersonal dimension of commu-
nication satisfaction (Kandlousi et al., 2010), and satisfaction with communication
at work has been seen to be connected with lower levels of worker loneliness
(Bowers et al., 2022).

Social support from colleagues and supervisors refers to their willingness to help
with work tasks if needed, being available if problems emerge and showing appreci-
ation for one’s contribution at work (see e.g. Winnstrém et al., 2009). Experiencing
these kinds of behaviours strengthens the sense of belonging and diminishes feelings
of isolation at work. Social support from the supervisor and colleagues has also
been connected with lower levels of loneliness at work (Patterer et al., 2023; Wright
et al., 2006). Social support seems to be especially relevant in hybrid work, with
colleagues’ support protecting from loneliness even more than support gained from
the supervisor (Knight et al., 2022). Therefore, in this particular study, our indica-
tors for the social context of the work are the amount of internal communication,
informal non-work-related communication with supervisors, informal non-work
related communication with colleagues, social support from supervisors, and social
support from colleagues.

Antecedents of Work Loneliness — Are They Perceived Differently by
Newcomers and Experienced Employees?

Next, we briefly discuss the possible differences in the amount of internal commu-
nication and informal communication that occurs between a newcomer and his/her
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supervisor and colleagues, as well as the social support gained from supervisors and
colleagues. After that, we focus on the possible differences in how these antecedents
can be related to work loneliness among newcomers and experienced employees.

Newcomers desire a feeling of identification and interpersonal belonging in the
new social context (Bauer et al., 2007; Cooper et al., 2021; see also Ellis et al.,
2015), and this triggers their relationship-building and information-seeking strate-
gies (Ashford & Black, 1996; Sluss et al., 2012). Entering a new job and team can
be a highly stressful situation that causes uncertainties for newcomers, who thus
seek information and feedback to reduce such feelings (Ashford & Black, 1996;
Bauer et al., 2007; Saks & Gruman, 2018). A lot of information is also usually
provided for newcomers via formal induction and orientation (Antonacopoulou &
Giittel, 2010). Therefore, it is likely that newcomers are more often involved in
formal communication than experienced employees. Moreover, unlike newcomers,
experienced employees (both supervisors and newcomers colleagues) have had time
to develop relationships, social ties (Sias, 2005), and even friendships at work
(Horan et al., 2021), and therefore their involvement in informal communication
may be higher compared to newcomers, although there is some empirical evidence
(Koch & Denner, 2022) that the seniority of an employee is not related to the
amount of informal communication. At the entry stage, a prime source of response
and feedback for newcomers is their supervisor (Li et al., 2011). When a newcomer
enters a new job, they typically receive lots of social support from the supervisor,
and although the intensity of supervisor support diminishes over time (Jokisaari &
Nurmi, 2009; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013), it is likely that the social support
gained from a supervisor is of a higher level compared to that of experienced
employees. However, the social support gained from colleagues may emerge differ-
ently because colleagues do not typically have such formal roles in relation to
newcomers as those of a supervisor (e.g. Cooper-Thomas, 2009), and this type of
support may become stronger over time. Therefore, it is likely that the perception
of social support from colleagues is higher among experienced employees than with
newcomers.

Are Antecedents of Work Loneliness Different for Newcomers and
Experienced Employees?

Frequent and formal communication opportunities between newcomers and expe-
rienced employees are not only important for gaining information, but they also
provide possibilities to get to know other people better and build meaningful
relationships (Batisti¢ & Kase, 2022; Saks & Gruman, 2018; Wang et al., 2015),
as well as helping to reduce newcomers uncertainties about being accepted by
others (Chou & Chang, 2016). In addition, opportunities to share information
and ideas with insiders as a newcomer can give a sense of full organisational
membership and foster workplace network development (Jokisaari & Vuori, 2014;
Rollag, 2004). Appropriate information and feedback exchange from workgroup
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members provides opportunities for newcomers to connect with others (Ellis et
al., 2017; Li et al., 2011; Rajamiki & Mikkola, 2019), and therefore, the amount
of internal communication may be more important for newcomers than for experi-
enced employees in relation to work loneliness.

Informal exchanges with experienced employees play an essential role for newcom-
ers in the development of affective bonding (Lapointe et al., 2014) and foster
experience and confirmation of membership in the organisation (Morrison, 2002).
It has been addressed that newcomers’ proactivity in relationship-building (Li et al.,
2019; Zhao et al., 2023) and the positive responses to those initiatives from experi-
enced employees (Li et al., 2011; Zheng et al., 2021) facilitate their social bonding
and integration into the work community (Sluss et al., 2012). Therefore, it is likely
that informal communication with supervisors and colleagues is more important for
newcomers regarding work loneliness than it is for experienced employees.

Furthermore, social support from supervisors (see Lee, 2023 for a review) and
co-workers help newcomers to engage with the new role and group (Korte &
Lin, 2013; Zhou et al., 2021) and encourage newcomers to take the initative to
build interpersonal connections (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2011). Social support
and satisfying work relationships offer newcomers a sense of belonging within the
organisation and also a confirmation of their membership in the work community
(Morrison, 2002; Nelson & Quick, 1991). In turn, erosion, reluctance or scarcity
of social support and rejective behaviour from insiders are linked with a decreased
experience of social acceptance and uncertainty of equal membership (Cooper et al.,
2021; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; see also for a review Rink et al., 2013). The
virtue of social support from insiders affects the newcomer's experience of social
acceptance, such as feeling comfortable around co-workers and being accepted as
one of them (Ellis et al., 2015; Gardner et al., 2022; Morrison, 1993). Perceived
co-worker support is found to be especially important for the newcomer’s experi-
ence of social acceptance compared to more experienced employees (Gardner et al.,
2022). Therefore, it is likely that both types of social support gained either from the
supervisor or colleagues are more important for new employees compared to their
experienced counterparts.

Work Loneliness in Remote and Hybrid Work Among New and Experienced
Employees

Starting as a new employee in a digital environment is different compared to a
traditional in-presence working environment, in which most of the previous stud-
ies on work loneliness have been conducted. Newcomer socialisation in a virtual
environment may pose challenges to learning the new social context, which can
subsequently impair an individuals affective commitment and social integration
and so make it more difficult for newcomers to establish high-quality relationships
with insiders that also involve informal elements (Gruman & Saks, 2018). In
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remote work, newcomers feel particular uncertainty about relationship building and
need to go the extra mile to proactively develop social ties (Woo et al., 2022).

The increase in remote work means that members of work communities or teams
do not share a physical context (e.g. a common office) very often, and thus,
communication and collaboration mainly happen via ICT-mediated channels. ICT-
mediated communication is challenging and has been described as less satisfying
and of a lower quality compared to face-to-face interaction (Jimsen et al., 2022;
Sias et al., 2012; Smite et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2021). For example, it has
been found that during the COVID-19 pandemic, remote employees’ synchronous
communication decreased, and their asynchronous communication increased, and
this trend hindered the maintenance of social interactions at work (Yang et al.,
2022). High-intensity remote work also brings challenges in secking advice from
others (Wu et al., 2023). Moreover, meetings are nowadays mostly virtual, and it
has been reported that videoconferencing limits participants’ abilities to understand
the social dynamics of the group (see Karl et al., 2022). It has also been found that
whereas social interaction comes naturally in face-to-face interaction, it requires a
sense of co-location in online meetings, which is a condition that is not always easy
to create (Standaert et al., 2022). However, even though remote communication
has its drawbacks, it can allow employees to develop and maintain meaningful
work-related relationships in a remote work context. For instance, the high frequen-
cy of digitally mediated communication has been found to be connected with
higher quality interpersonal relationships (Nurmi & Hinds, 2020) and a lower level
of perceived social isolation at work (i.e. work loneliness) (Van Zoonen & Sivunen,
2022).

The heavy reliance on ICT for social interactions at work has led to a lack of infor-
mal communication, such as the reduction in opportunities for informal feedback
and interaction, and other occasions for informal exchanges, such as celebrating
achievements and social outings (Jimsen et al., 2022; Mirowska & Bakici, 2023).
Even though informal communication between organisation members seems to
be a challenge in remote work context (Smite et al., 2023), it is argued that it
might be even more important in remote as opposed to onsite work (Fay, 2011),
and it is generally suggested that organisations should provide opportunities for
informal communication in remote work in order to promote better quality work
relationships (Knight et al., 2022; Van Zoonen & Sivunen, 2022). Thus, it is not
surprising that remote workers’ satisfaction with their informal communication has,
for example, been connected with their liking the colleagues they interacted with
the most (Fay & Kline, 2011).

Social support gained from different sources in the organisation (and especially
from supervisors and colleagues) plays an important role in remote employees
experiences at work. For instance, Men et al. (2022) studied employees during the
pandemic, and their sample mainly consisted of people working from home. They
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found the supervisor’s praise for work achievements and their clear advice with tasks
to be essential for establishing and maintaining trust (Men et al., 2022), which is a
building block for all relationships and may be linked to experiences of work loneli-
ness. These concepts are closely related to how we approach supervisor support in
this study. In addition, the role of supervisors has been noted as being especially
crucial in a remote context in starting and ensuring the adjustment process in the
domains of role, social acceptance and work relationships and in providing support
and information for newcomers that ease the process in these domains (Ellis et
al., 2019; Kim, 2022; Mazzei et al., 2023). A further study conducted during the
pandemic highlighted the importance of social support gained from colleagues and
showed that it was an important predictor for remote employees’ well-being (Straus
et al., 2023). Moreover, it has also been found that in remote work, organisational
social support (consisting of support gained from supervisors, peers, and the organi-
sation) was related to lower feelings of social isolation (Bentley et al., 2016), and the
study of Wang et al. (2021) indicated a negative association between social support
and loneliness in remote work. All in all, characteristics of remote and hybrid work,
such as the increased reliance on ICT-mediated communication, less time spent
in a shared physical place, and a lack of incidental encounters with the supervisor
and colleagues, should be acknowledged as situational boundary conditions for the
feeling of work loneliness.

In light of the above, the aims of this study are to explore, first, whether the social
context of remote and hybrid work (i.e. the amount of internal communication,
informal non-work related communication with supervisors, informal non-work
related communication with colleagues, social support from supervisors, and social
support from colleagues) is perceived differently by employees who have entered
the organisation after the COVID-19 pandemic started (newcomers) and more
experienced employees. Second, we study the relationship between elements of
the social context of remote and hybrid work and work loneliness. Furthermore,
we examine whether these elements of the social context function differently as
antecedents of work loneliness among newcomers and more experienced employees

(see Figure 1).

Hypothesis 1: Compared to more experienced employees, new employees experience
higher levels of a) work loneliness, b) internal communication, and
¢) social support from supervisors, and lower levels of d) informal
non-work related communication with supervisors, ¢) informal
non-work related communication with colleagues, andf) social sup-

port from colleagues.

Hypothesis 2: The amount of internal communication is negatively associated
with a) loneliness at work and b) particularly among new employ-
ees.
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Hypothesis 3: Informal non-work related communication with colleagues is asso-
ciated with a) loneliness ar work and b) particularly among new
employees.

Hypothesis 4: Informal non-work related communication with supervisors is asso-
ciated with a) loneliness at work and b) particularly among new
employees.

Hypothesis 5: Social support from colleagues is associated with a) loneliness at
work and b) particularly among new employees.

Hypothesis 6: Social support from supervisors is associated with a) loneliness at
work and b) particularly among new employees.

Figure 1. Relationships Between Study Constructs

I New vs. experienced employee I

Amount of internal communication

Informal communication with supervisor
Informal communication with colleagues
Social support from supervisor
Social support from colleagues

Methods

Sample

The cross-sectional data for this research consists of a large sample (N=1641) of hy-
brid workers from 11 business units within a large multinational company (MNC)
operating in Finland. This MNC represents the technology industry, particularly
the energy business industry. This is a very important sector for economies globally
and in Finland, and employees in this sector are essential assets for their employers.
A large share of the company’s employees undertakes expert work, and most of
their tasks can be performed remotely. Conducting research concerning remote
and hybrid employees” experiences in this context provides valuable insights into
how to develop and maintain a decent working life in a changing and turbulent
business environment. Furthermore, this particular company was very interested
in the possibility of gaining information about their employees, which formed
an important reason to collect data from their business units. Also, some other
companies operating in the same sector were invited to participate, but for internal
reasons, they did not accept the invitation.

The sample was collected via an online questionnaire in December 2022 with a re-
sponse rate of 49%. The link to the questionnaire was distributed to the employees
via email. Participation in the survey was optional and voluntary, and employees
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could respond to the questionnaire during their working hours. The employer was
not provided with information about which employees had or had not responded
to the questionnaire. The questionnaire itself was created by the research team,
and company representatives from HR departments were able to comment and
make suggestions regarding the questionnaire format. Additionally, we obtained de-
mographic background information from the company’s personnel register, which
improved the validity of the data. Information about the combination of register
and questionnaire data was provided to employees at the start of the questionnaire
via a link to the research project’s privacy notice, as required by the EU General
Data Protection Regulation. The amount of missing data was low, as only 62 (4%)
respondents had missing values in the study variables. The complete responses (n =
1579) were used in all of the descriptive analyses.

Demographically, the sample mostly consisted of men (n=1196, 76%), and the
mean age of respondents was 44.8 years with a standard deviation (SD) of
10.3. The mean amount of remote work was 56.1% (SD = 27.2) of the total work-
ing time. Most of the respondents (n=1317, 83%) were experienced employees, and
almost a fifth (n=262, 17%) were new employees who started working during the
COVID-19 pandemic. The respondents were coded (0 = experienced employee, 1 =
new employee) based on their employment contract start date, and those who had
worked at the company for two years or less were considered as new employees.

Measures

Work loneliness was measured with a five-item scale which has been extensively
validated in two different Finnish samples (Kemppinen & Tanskanen, 2023).
The participants rated five items (e.g., “I feel left out in this organization.”) on
a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
Cronbach’s o score was 0.86 which indicated a good internal consistency for this
measure.

The amount of internal communication was measured as the percentage of internal
communication (e.g. with colleagues, supervisor, and back office) of the total work-
ing time. Informal non-work-related communication with supervisors was assessed
with two items: “How often do you talk or chat about things which are unrelated to
work?” a) face-to-face and b) remotely. Participants evaluated these two items with
an eight-point scale (1 = Never, 2 = Less than monthly, 3 = Monthly, 4 = Multiple
times during a month, 5 = Weekly, 6 = Multiple times during a week, 7 = Daily,
8 = Multiple times during a day). Informal non-work-related communication with
colleagues was measured with the same items and the same scale. The overall non-
work-related communication scores were calculated as the maximum value of either
item score (e.g. an employee with item values 4 and 3 would get an overall score
of 4). Social support from supervisors and social support from colleagues were measured
with separate three-item scales from the QPS-Nordic questionnaire (Winnstrom
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et al., 2009). A sample item for the social support from the supervisor scale is
“If needed, can you get support and help with your work from your immediate
supervisor?” and a sample item for the social support from the colleagues scale is
“If needed, can you get support and help with your work from your coworkers?”.
Participants responded to these items on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (Very
rarely or never) to 5 (All the time or almost all the time). The Cronbach’s a scores
for supervisor support and colleague support were 0.83 and 0.83, respectively. Both
of these values indicated a good internal consistency of the scales.

Control variables included sex, age, team size, the amount of remote work, the
amount of working alone, job autonomy, and quantitative job demands. Sex, age,
and team size were retrieved from the company register. Sex was coded as 0 =
male, 1 = female, age was measured in years, and feam size was calculated as
the number of team members under the same supervisor. The amount of remote
work was measured as the percentage of time spent remote working from the total
working time, and similarly, the amount of working alone was measured as the
percentage of time spent working alone from the total working time. These ratios
were evaluated by the employees. Job autonomy was measured with a six-item scale
based on the Nova-Weba questionnaire (Houtman et al., 1994). Participants rated
the six items (e.g. “I am my own boss when it comes to organising my workload.”)
on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
Cronbach’s o score was 0.84, which indicated a good internal consistency in this
sample. Quantitative job demands were measured with a four-item scale from the
QPS-Nordic questionnaire (Winnstrém et al., 2009). Participants evaluated the
four items (e.g. “Is it necessary to work at a rapid pace?”) with a five-point scale
ranging from 1 (Not at all or little) to 5 (Very often or almost all the time). The
Cronbach’s o score was 0.85, which indicated good internal consistency in this
sample.

Analytical Strategy and Statistical Methods

The total number of rows containing missing data was low (n = 62, 4%). Listwise
deletion (LD) was used for respondents with missing values (n=33) in the grouping
variable (experienced or new employee), as the contract starting date was not
recorded for external contract employees. As the remaining amount of missing data
was very low, LD was also utilised for the rest of the respondents with missing
values (n=29), assuming that the missingness was occurring completely at random.
The complete cases of respondents (n = 1579) were used in the subsequent analyses.

In order to test our first hypothesis, age-adjusted regression analyses with a new
versus experienced employee dummy variable as a predictor were conducted. To
test the other hypotheses concerning the differences in predictors of work loneliness
between experienced and new employees, multiple-group analysis (MGA) was used
to estimate separate linear regression models for experienced and new employees.
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The differences between the experienced employee and the new employee estimates
were tested with the Wald chi-square test by setting the parameter values as equal
between experienced and new employees. A robust maximum likelihood estima-
tor (MLR) was used to estimate the models. Descriptive and regression analyses
were performed with R (version 4.3.1; R Core Team, 2023), and the multiple-
group analysis was conducted with Mplus (version 8.6; Muthén & Muthén, 1998—
2017). In MGA, several possible confounders were adjusted as it is likely that, for
example, demographics, remote work, the amount of working alone, job autonomy,
and quantitative demands have an effect on both work loneliness and its examined
antecedents (Knight et al., 2022; Wright, 2005; Wright & Silard, 2021).

Results

A descriptive analysis of the stratified sample (see Table 1) indicated that the overall
level of work loneliness was low in both groups but slightly higher among new
employees (mean = 1.91) compared to experienced employees (mean = 1.72). The
levels of supervisor and colleague social support and informal communication with
them were high among new and experienced employees. New employees were
younger (mean = 35.93) compared to experienced employees (mean = 46.58), and
there were more women among new employees (36%) compared to experienced
employees (22%). Newcomers also reported slightly higher amounts of working
alone than experienced employees (55% vs. 52%). Regarding team size, autonomy,
quantitative job demands and the amount of remote work, there were no differ-
ences between new and experienced employees.

Table 2 presents correlations among study variables stratified to new and experi-
enced employees. Whole sample correlations and descriptive statistics are presented
in Table 5 (provided in the Appendix). As presented in Table 2, correlations
between work loneliness and the other study variables indicated that social support
from supervisors and colleagues and informal communication with them were
negatively and similarly correlated with work loneliness among both new and
experienced employees. In addition, the amount of working alone (r =.13) was
significantly correlated with work loneliness among new employees, while among
experienced employees, age (r = -.09), autonomy (r = -.17) and the amount of
internal communication (r = -.06) were negatively correlated with work loneliness,
and quantitative demands (r =.11) positively correlated with work loneliness.
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Hypotheses 1a-f were tested with age-adjusted regression analyses (Table 3), which
revealed that new employees experienced more work loneliness (b = 0.12, p <.05)
than experienced employees, as was suggested in Hla. In addition, new employees
communicated informally with colleagues less (b = -0.27, p <.01) than experienced
employees, which supported Hle. There were no other significant differences
between new and experienced employees, and therefore, hypotheses H1b (new em-
ployees experience higher levels of internal communication), Hlc (new employees
have more social support from supervisors), Hld (new employees have less informal
communication with supervisors), and H1f (new employees experience lower levels
of social support from colleagues) were not supported by the data. However, it
should be noted that the mean amount of social support from the supervisor was
significantly (p =.008) higher among new employees (mean = 4.37) compared
to experienced employees (mean = 4.24) (see Table 1), but adjusting the age of
respondents in regression analysis created no significant difference.

Table 3. Unstandardized Beta Coefficients, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for
Comparisons Between New and Experienced Employees

Variable B SE 95% Cl
Work loneliness (H1a) 012 0.06 (0.01,0.23)
Amount of internal communication (H1b) -1.02 1.42 (—3.81,176)
Social support from supervisor (H1c) 0.09 0.05 (- 0.01,0.19)
Informal communication with supervisor (H1d) -019 0mn (—0.40,0.02)
Informal communication with colleagues (H1e) -027" 0.10 (—0.47,-0.07)
Social support from colleagues (H1f) 0.01 0.05 (- 0.08,0.10)

Note: All models were tested separately with the control variable included. New employees
were coded as 1and experienced employees as 0. "p <.05, " p <.01, " p <.001.

The results of the multigroup analysis (see Table 4) revealed associations between
work loneliness and the predictors within the experienced employee and the new
employee groups. Hypothesis (H2a) was not supported because the amount of
internal communication was not negatively and significantly related to work lone-
liness among experienced employees (B, = — 0.05, p >.05) or new employees
(Bhew = 0.07, p >.05). Even though the parameter values of the amount of internal
communication differed significantly (Beyp, = — 0.05; Byey = 0.07; p =.05) between
experienced and new employees, the amount of internal communication was not
significantly associated with work loneliness in the within-group investigations.
Therefore, hypothesis (H2b) was also not supported.

Hypothesis (H3a) was supported because informal non-work-related communica-
tion with colleagues was negatively and significantly related to work loneliness of
both the experienced employees (Bey, = — 0.09, p <.01) and the new employees
(Brew = — 0.11, p <.05). The standardised regression coefficients did not differ
between the groups (Bey, = — 0.09; By = — 0.11; p =.69), and therefore, hypothesis
(H3b) was not supported. Hypothesis (H4a) was partially supported as informal
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non-work-related communication with the supervisor was negatively associated
with the work loneliness of experienced employees (Bey, = — 0.06, p <.05) but not
with the work loneliness of new employees (Bey = — 0.08, p >.05). This observed
within-group difference in statistical significance of the parameters, however, was
likely to be due to the loss of statistical power in the new employee group as the
group’s size was much smaller. Additionally, the standardised regression coefficients
between groups were not significantly different (Be, = — 0.06, By, = — 0.08, p
=.80). Because of this result, hypothesis (H4b) was not supported by the data.

Hypothesis (H5a) was supported because the social support from colleagues was
negatively and significantly associated with work loneliness of both the experienced
(Bexp = — 0.36, p <.001) and the new employees (B,c,, = — 0.31, p <.001). Similarly,
hypothesis (H6a) was supported because the social support from the supervisor was
negatively and significantly associated with work loneliness of both the experienced
(Bexp = — 0.16, p <.001) and new employees (Bey, = — 0.29, p <.001). Hypotheses
H5b and H6b were not supported by the comparison results, and there were no
differences in standardised regression coefficients between experienced and new
employees regarding social support from the supervisor (Bey, = — 0.16, Bpeyy = —
0.29, p =.11) or social support from colleagues (Bey, = — 0.36, Byey = — 0.31, p
=.48).

Some differences were observed in the within-group associations of the control
variables. Among experienced employees, age (Bexp =—0.12, p <.001) was negative-
ly related to work loneliness, but the coefficients were not significantly different
compared to new employees (B, = — 0.12, By, = — 0.09, p =.62). Among new
employees, job autonomy (B, = 0.12, p <.05) and the amount of working alone
(Brew = 0.15, p <.01) were positively related to work loneliness. Other control
variables, such as the amount of remote work, were not related to work loneliness
in either group. Compared to experienced employees, the difference between the
standardised regression coefficients of job autonomy was significant (B, = — 0.04;
Brew = 0.125 p =.01), and the difference between the coefficients of the amount of
working alone was almost significant (B, = 0.04; Beyy = 0.15; p =.06). However,
other standardised regression coefficients did not differ between experienced and
new employees.
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Table 4. Standardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, 95% Confidence Intervals,
and Wald Difference Test Results for Predictors of Work Loneliness Between Experienced and
New Employees

. Experienced employees New employees Wald test®
Predictors
B SE 95% Cl B SE 95% Cl w p
Intercept 687 029 (631,742) 61 060 (4.93,728) 132 .25
Sex” 003 003 (-002,008) 009 005 (-001,019) 112 .29
(-0.16,—
Age 0.12 0.02 0.07) 009 005 (-019,0.01) 024 .62
Team size -0.01 0.02 (-0.06,0.03) —0.04 0.05 (-013,005 029 .59
Autonomy —004 003 (-010,001) 012 006 (0.01,024) 651 .01
Quantitative demands 0.04 0.03 (-0.01,010) —0.01 0.06 (-013,011) 0.61 43
Amount of remote work —-001 002 (-0.06,004) —0.06 005 (-016,0.04) 079 37
Amount of working alone 004 003 (-003,009) 015" 005 (0.05026) 360 .06
?H”Z’;’“”t of internal communication _ e 543 (L010,001) 007 005 (~003,017) 400 .05
Informal communication with super- . (-012,—
visor (H3) 0.06 0.03 0.01) 0.08 006 (-0.20,0.04) 0.07 .80
Informal communication with col- - (—014, - . (-0.22,—
leagues (H4) 009" 0.03 0.03) (Al 0.06 0.00) 016 .69
- (-023,- - (-0.42,-
Social support from supervisor (H5) 016" 0.03 0.10) 029" 0.07 0.16) 2500
- (—0.43,- (—0.44,—
Social support from colleagues (H6) 036 0.03 0.30) 031 007 018) 051 .48

Note. 2 df = 1in all Wald tests. ® 0 = male, 1= female. B = standardized regression coefficient,
SE = standard error, Cl = confidence interval, W = Wald chi-square test statistic. "p <.05, " p

ek

<01, p <.001.

These results suggest that an increase in informal communication with a supervisor
or colleagues and an increase in social support from either of them was associated
with a decrease in work loneliness among experienced employees. Similar to experi-
enced employees, an increase in informal communication with colleagues and an
increase in social support from either the supervisor or colleagues was associated
with a decrease in the work loneliness of new employees. Most of the observed
within-group associations with work loneliness were not significantly different
between new and experienced employees. The tested model explained 29.6% of
the variation in the work loneliness of experienced employees and 33.3% of the
variation in the work loneliness of new employees.

In an additional analysis, work loneliness was analysed using a sample combining
both new and experienced employees. The results (see Table 6 in the Appendix)
indicated that informal communication with a supervisor (§ = -0.07, p <.01) and
colleagues (B = -0.09, p <.001) had minor negative effects on work loneliness,
whereas the effects of social support from a supervisor (B = -0.19, p <.001) and
particularly from colleagues ( = -0.35, p <.001) were strongly negative.
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Discussion

This study aims to increase the understanding of work loneliness and explain how
communication and social support between and from different organisational actors
are related to the experiences of work loneliness in the context of remote and hybrid
work. We also add knowledge about the socialisation of newcomers in organisations
in which employees work partly in the office and partly in a remote mode. Our
study provides both theoretical and managerial implications.

Theoretical Contribution

First, we contribute to the knowledge about antecedents of work loneliness, specif-
ically in remote and hybrid work contexts. Even though the amount of work
on loneliness literature has increased in recent years, it is still sparse. Specifically,
only a few studies (Becker et al., 2022) have examined loneliness at work in a
remote/hybrid context, and despite theoretical advances, the empirical research on
the antecedents of work loneliness is still insufficient (Spilker & Breaugh, 2021;
Wright & Silard, 2021). Previous research has, however, identified a low level of
social support from supervisors and, particularly, from colleagues as a predictor
of loneliness at work (Knight et al., 2022; Patterer et al., 2023; Wright et al.,
2006). Low levels of social support from supervisors and colleagues were the most
important predictors of work loneliness in this study as well. In addition to social
support, we present the frequency of informal non-work-related communication
with supervisors and colleagues as a new predictor of work loneliness to supplement
the extant process model of work loneliness (Wright & Silard, 2021). However, the
overall amount of internal communication was not associated with work loneliness,
supporting the notion that regarding loneliness, it is indeed the quality rather
than the quantity of relationships and communication that matters (Hawkley &
Cacioppo, 2010; Wright & Silard, 2021).

As another theoretical contribution to work loneliness, we introduced a contingen-
cy component into the existing process model of work loneliness of Wright and
Silard (2021). Thus, we hypothesised that the antecedents of work loneliness are
not universal, and the set of antecedents and their strength can vary depending
on contextual factors or in different groups. Specifically, we examined the relation-
ships between antecedents and work loneliness within new and more experienced
employees, and we suggest future studies to focus on other contingency variables
as well, for instance, to examine if the work loneliness process is different for
supervisors and subordinates, or if the diversity of the team (e.g. in terms of
cultural diversity or diversity based on the age of employees) would be influential.
Moreover, we suggest how the division of the time between working remotely and
in the office (i.e. hybrid work) is organised and what the adopted practices are are
situational boundary conditions for work loneliness and worth studying in a more
detailed manner in the future.
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Second, we contribute to the field of newcomer socialisation by comparing the
perceptions about the social context of remote and hybrid work between employees
who have entered the organisation during and after the COVID-19 pandemic in
terms of newcomers and experienced employees. We found that work loneliness
is higher among newcomers compared to their more experienced counterparts
who have worked in the organisation for a longer time. Our results are aligned
with earlier evidence (Anand & Mishra, 2021) that the shorter the organisational
tenure is, the stronger the work loneliness. In addition, we also confirm that those
who started as newcomers during the COVID-19 pandemic are likely to suffer
from work loneliness more than their colleagues with longer organisational tenure
(Jopling et al., 2023). Our study adds to the previous knowledge by focusing on
the context of remote and hybrid work and confirming that the same trend exists.
However, in the study by Joplin et al. (2023), the intensity of remote work itself
was not found to be a risk factor for work loneliness, and our findings are aligned,
although adding to earlier knowledge by showing that it was not a risk factor
for either newcomers or experienced employees. Consequently, we are not able to
confirm that the amount of remote work itself impairs newcomers’ socialisation in
their work community (in particular, increasing their work loneliness), although
the virtual work context has been suggested to pose a challenge for them (Gruman
& Saks, 2018; Woo et al., 2022). In addition, there is evidence (Mergener &
Triibner, 2022) that social relationships, in particular, the working atmosphere with
colleagues and the supervisor, affect employee’s decisions about whether to work
remotely or in the office. Therefore, it is also conceivable that the quality of social
relationships determines the extent of remote work. Future studies should dig deep-
er into this phenomenon and, for instance, compare newcomers' and experienced
employees” work loneliness between teams or groups that mainly or totally work
remotely and ones that mainly or totally work in the same physical place. Also,
a more detailed understanding of the length of stay in the organisation is needed
(e.g., by dividing employees into better-differentiated groups rather than just new-
comers and experienced employees). In addition, future studies could also study the
differences between organisational newcomers who are just starting their careers and
those changing jobs and who already have experience in other organisations. More-
over, longitudinal study designs are needed to explore the causality between the
amount of remote work and the quality of the social work environment and also
whether this functions similarly for newcomers and more experienced employees.

Furthermore, it secems that there were surprisingly few differences in the other
social context factors of the work environment between newcomers and experienced
employees, as only the frequency of informal communication with colleagues was
lower for new employees. It is understandable that experienced employees have had
more time to develop deeper relationships with colleagues (Horan et al., 2021;
Sias, 2005) that likely include informal elements. However, it seems that our partic-
ipants were not involved in informal communication very often, and on average,
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people communicated informally with their colleagues once a week and even more
rarely with their supervisor. Remote work was common in our sample, and thus,
communication was likely to be largely ICT-mediated. Earlier literature has found
that ICT-mediated communication is challenging and perceived as being of lower
quality compared to face-to-face interaction (Jimsen et al., 2022; Sias et al., 2012;
Smite et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2021). Our findings may even indicate that remote
and hybrid work specifically placed new employees in a situation where they did
not have many possibilities for spontaneous discussions or occasions for informal
exchanges (Jimsen et al., 2022; Mirowska & Bakici, 2023; Standaert et al., 2022).
Moreover, we expected newcomers to differ from experienced employees regarding
the amount of available social support either from supervisors or colleagues, but this
was not supported in the age-adjusted analysis. Even though experienced employees
can have more developed support networks, new employees are likely to need
and receive more support, which balances the difference. Moreover, there is also
a possibility that more experienced employees who witnessed the shift during the
pandemic might experience a greater sense of losing social support than those who
never went through a comparable experience or have no earlier experiences as a
reference. Future studies that aim to study the amount and quality of communi-
cation in remote and hybrid work should adopt different methods, for instance,
diary studies, meeting recordings, and longitudinal study designs, to follow the
development of newcomer communication practices over time. Moreover, a more
detailed investigation of how remote and hybrid work contexts affect expectations
for social relationships and their fulfilment in different phases of employment
would be useful and help shed more light on the process of socialisation in the
modern world of work.

Turning the focus to the relationships between our antecedents and work loneliness,
we found that the amount of internal communication was not related to work
loneliness for either newcomers or experienced employees. There was no statistically
significant difference between the groups in regard to the importance of factors
of informal communication with supervisors and colleagues, as well as the social
support from supervisors and colleagues. However, the standardised estimate for the
effect of supervisor social support on work loneliness was substantially bigger for
new employees (B=-0.29) compared to more experienced colleagues (=-0.16), but
the estimates did not differ significantly due to a larger standard error in the new
employee estimate that is likely caused by a smaller sample size.

It is also worth mentioning that for new employees, support from both the super-
visor and colleagues was an equally strong predictor of low levels of loneliness at
work. Among experienced employees, support from colleagues had a remarkably
stronger association with work loneliness compared to supervisor support. It is
already known that social support protects employees from work loneliness (Bentley
et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2021), but our study is the first to show how the source
of social support differs among new and experienced employees in the hybrid work
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context. In sum, we suggest that informal communication in the organisation is a
protective factor from work loneliness for all employees, whereas the importance
of the source of social support may differ depending on the status of being an
‘outsider’ or an ‘insider’. For newcomers (outsiders), all available support is valuable
and needed, whereas, for experienced employees (insiders), social needs at work
become satisfied mainly through the support they gain from their peers.

In addition, our results indicate that high job autonomy and working alone can
increase feelings of work loneliness among new employees, whereas, among experi-
enced employees, they were not associated with work loneliness. The result relating
to working alone is not surprising as, for example, collaborative work has been
connected with lower work loneliness (Abelsen et al., 2023). But previous research
has also associated job autonomy negatively with work loneliness (e.g. Wang et al.,
2021). Accordingly, high autonomy could be detrimental for newcomers as high
autonomy means high independence, which can particulatly isolate new employees
from social resources (Harris et al., 2022). Thus, while autonomy can further lead
to self-sufficiency and independence, co-working, learning, getting feedback, and
interdependency would be more beneficial for newcomers.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The sample of this study was collected from one MNC and its 11 business units,
which involves advantages and disadvantages. First, expert work done in this tech-
nology industry company represents typical information work that can be carried
out at least partially remotely, and therefore, the findings of this study are likely to
be relevant for other organisations that have high-tech expert employees working
in a remote or hybrid mode. Second, our case MNC had certain HR practices
and processes that were relevant for all of our participants, although business units
had high autonomy, for instance, in how the share of remote and office work was
organised in each unit. Thus, even though the HR practices especially relevant for
our study (i.e. those related to hybrid work) were not uniform in all of the studied
units, in the future, data from several companies with different HR practices related

to hybrid work should be studied in this regard.

Moreover, a comparative study requires a large sample size, and even though the
sample of this study was big and there were 262 newcomers in the sample, in
some cases, the power of the analysis remained restricted. Therefore, even bigger
sample sizes in future studies would enhance the statistical power in analysis and
enable a comparison of different newcomer groups, such as those who had just
started working versus those with a little more experience or those starting in a
senior versus an entry-level position. This study is based on cross-sectional data,
and future studies would benefit from adopting a longitudinal research design,
which could be utilised to confirm causal relationships between predictors and work
loneliness and exclude possible reverse causalities. That would also allow for the
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testing of possible causalities between different variables considered as antecedents
for work loneliness in this study, such as the amount of remote work and the
quality of the social work environment (Mergener & Tritbner, 2022).

Another weakness of the study is the use of self-assessed measurements, which runs
a risk of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The potential for bias
was mitigated by purposeful elements of questionnaire planning (e.g. reverse items,
random item arrangement, proximal separation of themes, different scale anchors
and numbers of scale points) and emphasising anonymity (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Only employees themselves can estimate their levels of work loneliness, but more
objective measures of communication and social support could be utilised in future
studies. For instance, data collected from emails, calendars, instant messages, or
video/audio calls may provide possibilities for this purpose (e.g., Yang et al., 2022).
That said, examining several different possible work loneliness predictors among
new and experienced employees can be seen as a strength of the study (Koch &
Denner, 2022), and furthermore, we distinguished supervisors and colleagues as
different sources of social support and companions in informal communication.

Practical Implications

This study has significant practical relevance for both newcomers and experienced
employees, as well as human resource management professionals. In order to protect
all members of organisations from work loneliness, employees themselves should
pay attention to how they interact with each other in the remote and hybrid
work context. Supervisors or team leaders should ensure that meetings (online, face-
to-face or hybrid) also involve elements that encourage informal communication
between employees. Informal communication comes most naturally in face-to-face
encounters and may be challenged by remote and hybrid work (Smite et al.,
2023; Wu et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2022). So, working in the employer’s facilities
instead of the home office could provide more possibilities for natural interaction.
However, going to the office is not necessarily an infallible solution for meeting
coworkers face-to-face, as other team members may not be there, and common
practices to enhance a synchronous presence in the shared physical space of team
members are required.

Providing help and being available for others when needed, in other words, ‘giving
social support to other members of the organisation’ (Kammeyer-Mueller & Wan-
berg, 2003), is important in fostering the perception of belonging. Therefore, we
suggest that regularly sharing information about each team member’s skills and
knowledge may help other members understand what kind of issues each person
can help with and thus advance the realisation of social support between peers.
In order to have access to various sources of social support, onboarding programs
for remote and hybrid employees should involve appointed contacts with different
actors in the organisation, the creation of practices that match newcomers with
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mentors and ‘buddies’, more informal points of contact, and organised events
aimed at building networks within the workplace.

Supervisors” should remember that their role is particularly important for newcom-
ers, and therefore, we suggest that, especially in the remote and hybrid work
context, the supervisor should be in frequent contact with newcomers in order to
provide the possibility for them to ask for help and support, and also to create a
space for informal communication. In addition, we recommend that newcomers’
first tasks are planned in a way that allows them to collaborate with colleagues and
not be left to work alone with too much autonomy.

Conclusion

The primary objective of the current study was to address a gap in existing scholarly
knowledge concerning how newcomers and more experienced employees perceive
working in remote and hybrid contexts. We examined whether the social context
of remote and hybrid work is perceived differently by employees who had entered
the organisation during or after the pandemic and more experienced employees and
if elements of the social context of remote and hybrid work function differently
as antecedents for work loneliness among these two groups. We show that new em-
ployees experienced higher work loneliness than experienced employees. Informal
communication with supervisors and colleagues and social support from colleagues
(and particularly among new employees from the supervisor) were associated with
lower levels of work loneliness. We suggest that the application of the contingency
approach to work loneliness has much to offer for research investigating its an-
tecedents and outcomes. Studying newcomers and experienced employees in remote
and hybrid work contributes to research on newcomer socialisation, and social and
team dynamics in the post-pandemic hybrid work context.

References

Abelsen, S. N., Vatne, S.-H., Mikalef, P, & Choudrie, J. (2023). Digital working during the
COVID-19 pandemic: How task—technology fit improves work performance and lessens feel-
ings of loneliness. Information Technology and People, 36(5), 2063—2087. https://doi.org/10.11
08/ITP-12-2020-0870

Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., Chao, G. T., & Bauer, T. N. (2017). Taking stock of two relational
aspects of organizational life: Tracing the history and shaping the future of socialization and
mentoring research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 324-337. https://doi.org/10.1037/ap
10000086.supp

Anand, P, & Mishra, S. K. (2021). Linking core self-evaluation and emotional exhaustion with
workplace loneliness: Does high LMX make the consequence worse? International Journal of
Human Resource Management, 32(10), 2124-2149. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1
570308


https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-12-2020-0870
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-12-2020-0870
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000086.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000086.supp
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1570308
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1570308

494 Liisa Makeld, Jussi Tanskanen, Samu Kemppinen, Aija Siiridinen, Laura Urrila

Antonacopoulou, E. P, & Giittel, W. H. (2010). Staff induction practices and organizational
socialization. Society and Business Review, 5(1), 22—47. https://doi.org/10.1108/174656810110
17246

Arslan, A., Yener, S., & Schermer, J. A. (2020). Predicting workplace loneliness in the nursing
profession. Journal of Nursing Management, 28(3), 710-717. https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.12
987

Ashford, S. J., & Black, J. S. (1996). Proactivity during organizational entry: The role of desire
for control. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(2), 199-214. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.
81.2.199

Ashforth, B. E., Sluss, D. M., & Harrison, S. H. (2007). Socialization in organizational contexts.
In G. P Hodgkingson & J. K. Ford (Eds.), International review of industrial and organizational
psychology (pp. 1-70). John Wiley & Sons Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470753378.ch1

Batisti¢, S., & Kase, R. (2022). Emergence and persistence of work relationships in early socializa-
tion: Contrasting interpersonal and organizational perspectives. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 31(6), 894-907. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2050220

Bauer, T. N., Bodner, T., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & Tucker, J. S. (2007). Newcomer adjust-
ment during organizational socialization: A meta-analytic review of antecedents, outcomes, and
methods. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(3), 707-721. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.9
2.3.707

Baumeister, R. E, & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: desire for interpersonal attach-
ments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497—529. https://doi
.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497

Becker, W. J., Belkin, L. Y., Tuskey, S. E., & Conroy, S. A. (2022). Surviving remotely: How job
control and loneliness during a forced shift to remote work impacted employee work behaviors
and well-being. Human Resource Management, 61(4), 449—464. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.2
2102

Bentley, T. A., Teo, S. T. T., McLeod, L., Tan, E, Bosua, R., & Gloet, M. (2016). The role
of organisational support in teleworker wellbeing: A socio-technical systems approach. Applied
Ergonomics, 52, 207-215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2015.07.019

Bowers, A., Wu, J., Lustig, S., & Nemecek, D. (2022). Loneliness influences avoidable absen-
teeism and turnover intention reported by adult workers in the United States. Journal of
Organizational Effectiveness, 9(2), 312-335. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-03-2021-0076

Brown, M. L, Prewett, M. S., & Grossenbacher, M. A. (2020). Distancing ourselves from
geographic dispersion: An examination of perceived virtuality in teams. Group dynamics, 24(3),
168-185. https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000120

Cacioppo, J. T., & Cacioppo, S. (2014). Social relationships and health: The toxic effects of
perceived social isolation. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 8(2), 58-72. https://doi.or
g/10.1111/spc3.12087

Cacioppo, J. T., & Hawkley, L. C. (2009). Perceived social isolation and cognition. Zrends in
Cognitive Sciences, 13(10), 447—454. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2009.06.005

Cacioppo, J. T., Hawkley, L. C., & Berntson, G. G. (2003). The anatomy of loneliness. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 12(3), 71-74. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.01232

Carrasco-Garrido, C., De-Pablos-Heredero, C., & Rodriguez-Sdnchez, J. L. (2023). Exploring
hybrid telework: A bibliometric analysis. Heliyon, 9(12), €22472. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heli
yon.2023.e22472


https://doi.org/10.1108/17465681011017246
https://doi.org/10.1108/17465681011017246
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.12987
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.12987
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.2.199
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.2.199
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470753378.ch1
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2050220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.707
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.707
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22102
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2015.07.019
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-03-2021-0076
https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000120
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12087
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2009.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.01232
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e22472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e22472

Determinants of Work Loneliness in Hybrid Work 495

Chou, S. Y., & Chang, T. (2016). The costs of being rejected: A theoretical analysis of rejections
to newcomers interpersonal helping behaviours in teams. Team Performance Management,
22(3-4), 181-203. https://doi.org/l(). 1108/TPM-01-2016-0003

Christiansen, J., Larsen, E B., & Lasgaard, M. (2016). Do stress, health behavior, and sleep
mediate the association between loneliness and adverse health conditions among older people?
Social Science and Medicine, 152, 80—86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.01.020

Cooper, D., Rockmann, K. W., Moteabbed, S., & Thatcher, S. M. B. (2021). Integrator or
gremlin? Identity partnerships and team newcomer socialization. Academy of Management

Review, 46(1), 128-146. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2018.0014

Cooper-Thomas, H. D. (2009). The role of newcomer — insider relationships during organiza-
tional socialization. In R. L. Morrison & S. L. Wright (Eds.), Friends and enemies in organiza-
tions: A work psychology perspective (pp. 32—-56). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9
780230248359_3

Cooper-Thomas, H. D., & Anderson, N. (2006). Organizational socialization: A new theoretical
model and recommendations for future research and HRM practices in organizations. Journal
of Managerial Psychology, 21(5), 492-516. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610673997

Cooper-Thomas, H. D., Paterson, N. L., Stadler, M. J., & Saks, A. M. (2014). The relative
importance of proactive behaviors and outcomes for predicting newcomer learning, well-being,
and work engagement. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 84(3), 318-331. https://doi.org/10.1016
/j.jvb.2014.02.007

Doane, L. D., & Adam, E. K. (2010). Loneliness and cortisol: Momentary, day-to-day, and trait
associations. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 35(3), 430—441. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.20
09.08.005

Ellis, A. M., Bauer, T. N., Erdogan, B., & Truxillo, D. M. (2019). Daily perceptions of relation-
ship quality with leaders: implications for follower well-being. Work and Stress, 33(2), 119-136.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1445670

Ellis, A. M., Bauer, T. N., Mansfield, L. R., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & Simon, L. S. (2015).
Navigating uncharted waters: Newcomer socialization through the lens of stress theory. Journal
of Management, 41(1), 203-235. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314557525

Ellis, A. M., Nifadkar, S. S., Bauer, T. N., & Erdogan, B. (2017). Newcomer adjustment: Exam-
ining the role of managers’ perception of newcomer proactive behavior during organizational
socialization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(6), 993—1001. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000
201

Fay, M. ]J. (2011). Informal communication of co-workers: A thematic analysis of messages.
Qualitative Research in Organizations and Management: An International Journal, 6(3), 212—
229. https://doi.org/10.1108/17465641111188394

Fay, M. J., & Kline, S. L. (2011). Coworker relationships and informal communication in
high-intensity telecommuting. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 39(2), 144-163.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909882.2011.556136

Gardner, D. G., Huang, G. H., Pierce, J. L., Niu, X., & Lee, C. (2022). Not just for newcomers:
Organizational socialization, employee adjustment and experience, and growth in organization-
based self-esteem. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 33(3), 297-319. https://doi.org/10.
1002/hrdq.21458


https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-01-2016-0003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.01.020
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2018.0014
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230248359_3
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230248359_3
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610673997
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2009.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2009.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1445670
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314557525
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000201
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000201
https://doi.org/10.1108/17465641111188394
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909882.2011.556136
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21458
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21458

496 Liisa Makeld, Jussi Tanskanen, Samu Kemppinen, Aija Siiridinen, Laura Urrila

George, T. J., Atwater, L. E., Maneethai, D., & Madera, J. M. (2022). Supporting the produc-
tivity and wellbeing of remote workers: Lessons from COVID-19. Organizational Dynamics,
51(2), 100869. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0rgdyn.2021.100869

Gruman, J. A., & Saks, A. M. (2018). E-socialization: The problems and the promise of socializ-
ing newcomers in the digital age. In J. H. Dulebohn & D. L. Stone (Eds.), The brave new world
of eHRM 2.0 (pp. 111-139). IAP Information Age Publishing.

Harris, L., Cooper—Thomas, H., Smith, P, & Cheung, G. W. (2022). Influence of relational
learning and job autonomy in associations between social capital resources and newcomer
adjustment: A moderated mediation study. Career Development International, 27(6-7), 566—
583. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-02-2022-0038

Harris, L., Cooper-Thomas, H., Smith, P, & Smollan, R. (2020). Reclaiming the social in
socialization: A practice-based understanding of newcomer adjustment. Human Resource Devel-
opment Quarterly, 31(2), 193-211. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21384

Hawkley, L. C., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2010). Loneliness matters: A theoretical and empirical review
of consequences and mechanisms. Annals of Behavioral Medicine, 40(2), 218-227. https://doi.o
rg/10.1007/s12160-010-9210-8

Holt-Lunstad, J., Smith, T. B., Baker, M., Harris, T., & Stephenson, D. (2015). Loneliness and
social isolation as risk factors for mortality: A meta-analytic review. Perspectives on Psychological
Science, 10(2), 227-237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614568352

Horan, S. M., Chory, R. M., Craw, E. S., & Jones, H. E. (2021). Blended work/life relationships:
Organizational communication involving workplace peers, friends, and lovers. Communication
Research Trends, 40(2), 3—47.

Houtman, I., Bloemhof, A., Dhondt, S., & Terwee, C. (1994). Weba en Nova-Weba in relatie
tot gezondheid en welbevinden van werknemers [Weba and Nova-Weba in relation to health and
well-being of employees]. TNO. https://publications.tno.nl/publication/34618451/cN2VKT/dh
ondt-1996-weba.pdf

Jamsen, R., Sivunen, A., & Blomqvist, K. (2022). Employees’ perceptions of relational commu-
nication in full-time remote work in the public sector. Computers in Human Behavior, 132,
107240. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2022.107240

Jebsen, S., Rohlfer, S., & Matiaske, W. (2022). Employee voice and the digitalisation of work.
Management Revue, 33(3), 209-212. https://doi.org/10.5771/0935-9915-2022-3-209

Jokisaari, M., & Nurmi, J.-E. (2009). Change in newcomers supervisor support and socialization
outcomes after organizational entry. The Academy of Management Journal, 52(3), 527-544.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40390302

Jokisaari, M., & Vuori, J. (2014). Joint effects of social networks and information giving on
innovative performance after organizational entry. journal of Vocational Behavior, 85(3), 352—
360. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.08.007

Jopling, K., McClelland, H., & Proffitt, E. (2023). Loneliness at work: Report for the All-Party
Parliamentary Group on Tackling Loneliness and Connected Communities. British Red Cross.
https://www.campaigntoendloneliness.org/wp-content/uploads/BRCLonelinessatworkFinal-am
ended-Feb-2023.pdf

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Livingston, B. A., & Liao, H. (2011). Perceived similarity, proactive

adjustment, and organizational socialization. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 78(2), 225-236.
hteps://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.09.012


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2021.100869
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-02-2022-0038
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21384
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-010-9210-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-010-9210-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614568352
https://publications.tno.nl/publication/34618451/cN2VKT/dhondt-1996-weba.pdf
https://publications.tno.nl/publication/34618451/cN2VKT/dhondt-1996-weba.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2022.107240
https://doi.org/10.5771/0935-9915-2022-3-209
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40390302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.08.007
https://www.campaigntoendloneliness.org/wp-content/uploads/BRCLonelinessatworkFinal-amended-Feb-2023.pdf
https://www.campaigntoendloneliness.org/wp-content/uploads/BRCLonelinessatworkFinal-amended-Feb-2023.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.09.012

Determinants of Work Loneliness in Hybrid Work 497

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., & Wanberg, C. R. (2003). Unwrapping the organizational entry pro-
cess: Disentangling multiple antecedents and their pathways to adjustment. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 88(5), 779-794. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.779

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Wanberg, C., Rubenstein, A., & Song, Z. (2013). Support, undermin-
ing, and newcomer socialization: Fitting in during the first 90 days. Academy of Management

Journal, 56(4), 1104—1124. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0791

Kandlousi, N. S. A. E., Ali, A. J., & Abdollahi, A. (2010). Organizational citizenship behavior in
concern of communication satisfaction: The role of the formal and informal communication.
International Journal of Business and Management, 5(10), 51-61. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.
v5n10p51

Karl, K. A., Peluchette, J. V., & Aghakhani, N. (2022). Virtual work meetings during the
COVID-19 pandemic: The good, bad, and ugly. Small Group Research, 53(3), 343-365. https:/
/doi.org/10.1177/10464964211015286

Kemppinen, S., & Tanskanen, J. (2023). Suomenkielisen tydyksiniisyysmittarin validointi eti- ja
hybriditysliisilld [Validation of Finnish loneliness at work scale with remote and hybrid worker
sample]. Psykologia, 58(3), 198-265.

Kim, K. (2022). Supervisor leadership and subordinates’ innovative work behaviors: Creating a
relational context for organizational sustainability. Sustainability, 14(6). https://doi.org/10.3390
/su14063230

Knight, C., Olaru, D, Lee, J. A., & Parker, S. K. (2022). The loneliness of the hybrid worker.
Sloan Management Review, 63(4), 10-12.

Koch, T., & Denner, N. (2022). Informal communication in organizations: Work time wasted
at the water-cooler or crucial exchange among co-workers? Corporate Communications, 27(3),
494-508. https://doi.org/lo.l 108/CCIJ-08-2021-0087

Korte, R., & Lin, S. (2013). Getting on board: Organizational socialization and the contribution
of social capital. Human Relations, 66(3), 407—428. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712461
927

Lapointe, E., Vandenberghe, C., & Boudrias, J. S. (2014). Organizational socialization tactics and
newcomer adjustment: The mediating role of role clarity and affect-based trust relationships.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87(3), 599—624. https://doi.org/10.111
1/joop.12065

Laustsen, L. M., Christiansen, J., Maindal, H. T., Plana-Ripoll, O., & Lasgaard, M. (2023). The
longitudinal relation between loneliness and perceived stress: A structural equation modelling
analysis of 10,159 individuals. Scandinavian Journal of Public Health, 0(0). https://doi.org/10.1
177/14034948231151716

Lee, A. S. (2023). Supervisors' roles for newcomer adjustment: review of supervisors’ impact
on newcomer organizational socialization outcomes. European Journal of Training and Develop-
ment. https://doi.org/10.1108/E]TD-10-2022-0107

Li, H., Fan, J., Yao, X., & Zheng, L. (2019). Newcomers trait positive affectivity and social
assimilation in organizations: Testing the mediating role of proactive relationship building
behaviors. Journal of Career Assessment, 27(2), 306-322. https://doi.org/10.1177/10690727177
48669


https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.779
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0791
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v5n10p51
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v5n10p51
https://doi.org/10.1177/10464964211015286
https://doi.org/10.1177/10464964211015286
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14063230
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14063230
https://doi.org/10.1108/CCIJ-08-2021-0087
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712461927
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712461927
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12065
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12065
https://doi.org/10.1177/14034948231151716
https://doi.org/10.1177/14034948231151716
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-10-2022-0107
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072717748669
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072717748669

498 Liisa Makeld, Jussi Tanskanen, Samu Kemppinen, Aija Siiridinen, Laura Urrila

Li, N., Harris, T. B., Boswell, W. R., & Xie, Z. (2011). The role of organizational insiders’ devel-
opmental feedback and proactive personality on newcomers performance: An interactionist
perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(6), 1317-1327. https://doi.org/10.1037/20024
029

Long, C. R., & Averill, J. R. (2003). Solitude: An exploration of benefits of being alone. Journal
for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 33(1), 21—44. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5914.00204

Mazzei, A., Ravazzani, S., Butera Alfonsa, Conti Sara, & Fisichella Chiara. (2023). The affective
commitment of newcomers in hybrid work contexts: A study on enhancing and inhibiting
factors and the mediating role of newcomer adjustment. Frontiers in Psychology, 13. https://doi.
o1g/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987976

Men, L. R, Qin, Y. S., & Jin, J. (2022). Fostering employee trust via effective supervisory
communication during the COVID-19 pandemic: Through the lens of motivating language
theory. International Journal of Business Communication, 59(2), 193-218. https://doi.org/10.11
77123294884211020491

Mergener, A., & Triibner, M. (2022). Social relations and employees' rejection of working from
home: A social exchange perspective. New Technology, Work and Employment, 37(3), 469-487.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ntwe.12247

Mirowska, A., & Bakici, T. (2023). Working in a bubble: Techno-isolation as an emerging
techno-stressor in teleworkers. Information Technology and People, 37(3), 1403—1422. hteps://d
oi.org/10.1108/ITP-09-2022-0657

Morrison, E. W. (1993). Newcomer information seeking: Exploring types, modes, sources, and

outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 36(3), 557-589. /https://doi.org/10.2307/256592
Morrison, E. W. (2002). Newcomers’ relationships: The role of social network ties during social-
ization. Academy of Management Journal, 45(6), 1149-1160. /https://doi.org/10.2307/3069
430
Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2017). Mplus user’ guide (8™ ed.). Muthén & Muthén.

Nelson, D. L., & Quick, J. C. (1991). Social support and newcomer adjustment. journal of
Organizational Behavior, 12(6), 543—554. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030120607

Nurmi, N., & Hinds, P. J. (2020). Work design for global professionals: Connectivity demands,
connectivity behaviors, and their effects on psychological and behavioral outcomes. Organiza-

tion Studies, 41(12), 1697-1724. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840620937885

Ozcelik, H., & Barsade, S. G. (2018). No employee an island: Workplace loneliness and job
performance. Academy of Management Journal, 61(6), 2343-2366. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj
.2015.1066

Patterer, A. S., Kiihnel, J., & Korunka, C. (2023). Parallel effects of the need for relatedness: A
three-wave panel study on how coworker social support contributes to OCB and depersonalisa-
tion. Work & Stress, 38(1), 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2023.2222367

Peplau, L. A., & Perlman, D. (1982). Perspectives on loneliness. In L. A. Peplau & D. Perlman
(Eds.), Loneliness: A sourcebook of current theory, research, and therapy. Wiley.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. 7he
Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879—-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.

Rajamiki, S., & Mikkola, L. (2019). Newcomers in the workplace. In L. Mikkola & M. Valo
(Eds.), Workplace communication (pp. 68-82). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/978042919
6881


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024029
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024029
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5914.00204
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987976
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987976
https://doi.org/10.1177/23294884211020491
https://doi.org/10.1177/23294884211020491
https://doi.org/10.1111/ntwe.12247
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-09-2022-0657
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-09-2022-0657
https://doi.org/10.2307/256592
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069430
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069430
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030120607
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840620937885
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.1066
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.1066
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2023.2222367
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429196881
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429196881

Determinants of Work Loneliness in Hybrid Work 499

R Core Team. (2023). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. https:/[www.R-p
roject.org/

Rink, E, Kane, A. A., Ellemers, N., & van der Vegt, G. (2013). Team receptivity to newcomers:
Five decades of evidence and future research themes. Academy of Management Annals, 7(1),
247-293. https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.766405

Rollag, K. (2004). The impact of relative tenure on newcomer socialization dynamics. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 25(7), 853-872. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.280

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2017). Self-determination theory: Basic psychological needs in motiva-
tion, development, and wellness. The Guilford Press.

Saks, A. M., & Gruman, J. A. (2018). Socialization resources theory and newcomers work
engagement: A new pathway to newcomer socialization. Career Development International
23(1), 12-32. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-12-2016-0214

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

Sias, P M. (2005). Workplace relationship quality and employee information experiences. Com-
munication Studies, 56(4), 375-395. https://doi.org/10.1080/10510970500319450

Sias, 2 M., & Cahill, D. J. (1998). From coworkers to friends: The development of peer
friendships in the workplace. Western Journal of Communication, 62(3), 273-299. hteps://doi.or
¢/10.1080/10570319809374611

Sias, P M., Pedersen, H., Gallagher, E. B., & Kopaneva, I. (2012). Workplace friendship in
the electronically connected organization. Human Communication Research, 38(3), 253-279.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2012.01428.x

Sluss, D. M., Ployhart, R. E., Cobb, M. G., & Ashforth, B. E. (2012). Generalizing newcomers’
relational and organizational identifications: Processes and prototypicality. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, 55(4), 949-975. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0420

Smite, D., Moe, N. B., Klotins, E., & Gonzalez-Huerta, J. (2023). From forced working-from-
home to voluntary working-from-anywhere: Two revolutions in telework. Journal of Systems

and Software, 195, 111509. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2022.111509

Spilker, M. A., & Breaugh, J. A. (2021). Potential ways to predict and manage telecommuters
feelings of professional isolation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 131, 103646. https://doi.org/1
0.1016/j.jvb.2021.103646

Standaert, W., Muylle, S., & Basu, A. (2022). Business meetings in a postpandemic world: When
and how to meet virtually. Business Horizons, 65(3), 267-275. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor
.2021.02.047

Straus, E., Uhlig, L., Kiihnel, J., & Korunka, C. (2023). Remote workers” well-being, perceived
productivity, and engagement: Which resources should HRM improve during COVID-19? A
longitudinal diary study. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 34(15), 2960~
2990. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2022.2075235

Tanskanen, J., & Anttila, T. (2016). A prospective study of social isolation, loneliness, and
mortality in Finland. American Journal of Public Health, 106(11), 2042-2048. https://doi.org/1
0.2105/AJPH.2016.303431

Van Zoonen, W., & Sivunen, A. E. (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/10.1080/1359432X.2021.2002299


https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.766405
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.280
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-12-2016-0214
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-005X.2012.00284.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510970500319450
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570319809374611
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570319809374611
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2012.01428.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0420
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2022.111509
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103646
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103646
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2021.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2021.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2022.2075235
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303431
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303431
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.2002299

500 Liisa Makeld, Jussi Tanskanen, Samu Kemppinen, Aija Siiridinen, Laura Urrila

Wang, B., Liu, Y., Qian, J., & Parker, S. K. (2021). Achieving effective remote working during
the COVID-19 pandemic: A work design perspective. Applied Psychology, 70(1), 16-59. https:/
/doi.org/10.1111/apps.12290

Wang, M., Kammeyer-Muelle, J., Liu, Y., & Li, Y. (2015). Context, socialization, and newcomer
learning. Organizational Psychology Review, 5(1), 3-25. https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866145
28832

Winnstrom, 1., Peterson, U., Asberg, M., Nygren, A., & Gustavsson, J. P (2009). Psychometric
properties of scales in the General Nordic Questionnaire for Psychological and Social Factors at
Work (QPSNordic): Confirmatory factor analysis and prediction of certified long-term sickness
absence. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 50(3), 231-244. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9
450.2008.00697 .x

Wilson, J. M., O’Leary, M. B., Metiu, A., & Jett, Q. R. (2008). Perceived proximity in virtual
work: Explaining the paradox of far-but-close. Organization Studies, 29(7), 979-1002. heeps://
doi.org/10.1177/0170840607083105

Woo, D. J., Endacott, C. G., & Myers, K. K. (2022). Navigating water cooler talks without the
water cooler: Uncertainty and information seeking during remote socialization. Management
Communication Quarterly, 37(2), 251-280. https://doi.org/10.1177/08933189221105916

Wright, S. L. (2005). Loneliness in the workplace [Doctoral dissertation, University of Canter-
bury]. /http://dx.doi.org/10.26021/8420

Wright, S. L. (2009). In a lonely place: The experience of loneliness in the workplace. In R.
L. Morrison & S. L. Wright (Eds.), Friends and enemies in organizations: A work psychology
perspective (pp. 10-31). Palgrave Macmillan.

Wright, S. L., Burt, C. D. B., & Strongman, K. T. (2006). Loneliness in the workplace: Con-
struct definition and scale development. New Zealand Journal of Psychology, 35(2), 59-68.

Wright, S. L., & Silard, A. (2021). Unravelling the antecedents of loneliness in the workplace.
Human Relations, 74(7), 1060-1081. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726720906013

Wu, Y. J., Antone, B., DeChurch, L., & Contractor, N. (2023). Information sharing in a hybrid
workplace: Understanding the role of ease-of-use perceptions of communication technologies
in advice-seeking relationship maintenance. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication,
28(4). https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmad025

Yang, L., Holtz, D., Jaffe, S., Suri, S., Sinha, S., Weston, J., Joyce, C., Shah, N., Sherman,
K., Hecht, B., & Teevan, J. (2022). The effects of remote work on collaboration among
information workers. Nature Human Behaviour, 6(1), 43-54. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562
-021-01196-4

Zhao, T., Liu, J., Zawacki, A. M., Michel, J. S., & Li, H. (2023). The effects of newcomer
proactive behaviours on socialization outcomes: A meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 96(1), 1-32. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12407

Zheng, Y., Zheng, X., Wu, C. H., Yao, X., & Wang, Y. (2021). Newcomers’ relationship-building
behavior, mentor information sharing and newcomer adjustment: The moderating effects of
perceived mentor and newcomer deep similarity. Journal of Vocational Bebavior, 125, 103519.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103519

Zhou, L., Park, J., Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Shah, P. P, & Campbell, E. M. (2021). Rookies
connected: Interpersonal relationships among newcomers, newcomer adjustment processes, and
socialization outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(3), 370-388. https://doi.org/10.1037
/apl0000894


https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12290
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12290
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614528832
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614528832
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2008.00697.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2008.00697.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840607083105
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840607083105
https://doi.org/10.1177/08933189221105916
http://dx.doi.org/10.26021/8420
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726720906013
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmad025
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01196-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01196-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12407
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103519
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000894
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000894

501

Determinants of Work Loneliness in Hybrid Work

100>d__‘10>d ‘50> d _sa9kojdwia mau = | ‘s9akojdwia padualiadxa = 0 4 *3(BW3) = | ‘9]eW = 0, 910N

60" - _e£— _0U- _TC-  v0- S0° o _or _Sl- - - €0 90 Ll SSaUI[RUO| IOM (fL)
L 14} L0 v0-  €0- 10— 90 lo-  So- 00° vo 8- .7 L£0 L0 qs3afojdwa maN (gL)
. . . ) . ) . . ) . . . . songes)

L £ .6l i 10— 90 o 9- €t 10 €0— SO 990  €TY 10> wouy yoddns |20 (21)

. . . . D . . . . . . \_Om

L .80 W 20 70 10 .8l €T 10 L0 L0 WO 9TV iadns woiy oddns [epos (1)

. . . . ) . ) . . . ) songes)||00 yum

L .8Y Lo L0- 17— €0 0 0 _L0- 90—  9fL  ¥9% uoneaIUNWWOD [ewiiou] (01)

. . . . . . . . ) . Josinadns

L Lo e— el 00 €00 9= $O  €0- 6Pl L€V L onesunwwion fewoul (6)

) . } . . . ) . . uoijed

L 8y— _w—- 6l _L0-— = 0= 2 856l E9SE niiuio jewssyur o junowy (8)

L W80 LAl 90 00 S0— 60T v6TS suoje Surjiom Jo Junowy (£)

L 90— T €0 10 L0 1T 6095 }10M 330W3J 4O JUNOWY (9)

L Le=  wo- €00 0- 160  80¢€ spuewap aAze}uEND (S)

L €0 00° 00° lLO  6LE Awouoiny (1)

L €0— . 0— ¥09 9f0L azis weay (g)

L 0-  €£0L  18Y 38v (¢)

L €70 ¥T0 X35 (1)

(€1) (e1) (11) (o) (6) (8) (1) (9) (s) () (€) (2) (1) as  uesw 3|qeniep

a|dwes pauiquio) [|BISAQ }JO SUOI}E[3110) pUE ‘SUOIJRIAS(Q plepue)s ‘SUeaW °s 3|qel

xipuaddy



502 Liisa Makeld, Jussi Tanskanen, Samu Kemppinen, Aija Siiridinen, Laura Urrila

Table 6. Standardized Beta Coefficients, Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals for
Overall Combined Model

Variable B SE 95% Cl
Intercept 6.64" 0.26 (6.14,7.14)
Sex? 0.04 0.02 (- 0.00, 0.09)
Age -013" 0.02 (- 017,—0.08)
Team size -0.02 0.02 (- 0.06,0.02)
Autonomy -0.02 0.02 (- 0.06,0.03)
Quantitative demands 0.03 0.03 (—0.02,0.08)
Amount of remote work -0.01 0.02 (- 0.06,0.03)
Amount of working alone 0.06 0.03 (0.01,0.12)
Amount of internal communication -0.02 0.02 (= 0.0, 0.01)
Informal communication with supervisor -0.07" 0.03 (-0.12,-0.02)
Informal communication with colleagues -0.09™ 0.03 (- 0.14,-0.04)
Social support from supervisor -019™ 0.03 (-0.25,—0.13)
Social support from colleagues -035" 0.03 (- 0.40,-0.29)
New employees® 0.05 0.03 (0.00, 0.10)

Note. ? 0 = male, 1= female. ® 0 = Experienced employee, 1= New employee. p = standardized
regression coefficient, SE = standard error, Cl = confidence interval. " p <.05,” p <.01,” p <.001.
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