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Abstract

While the long-term impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic are yet to be realised, there is no doubt that
the wellbeing of many are and will be affected. Workplaces have a major influence on people’s quality
of life, and have the ability to impact employee wellbeing. Understanding how organisations can
support employees’ wellbeing in a disaster context is essential for organisational and community
recovery. In this paper, we make recommendations for organisational leaders based on past research
on employee wellbeing in post-disaster context and on preliminary evidence from an ongoing study in
the Covid-19 context. In the present study, we investigated what job resources employees found
supportive during Aotearoa | New Zealand’s response to the Covid-19 pandemic and how these
resources related to their hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing at that time. Employees (n = 75) took part
in an online survey, which included both open-ended and quantitative measures on job resources and
wellbeing. Qualitative findings suggest that providing a sense of job security, effective
communications, flexibility and job control, recognition of extra efforts to accommodate changes,
individualised support to continue working, and expressing concern for employees’ health and
wellbeing were salient job resources. The quantitative results largely supported these findings,
although the strength of the relationships varied between the type of resources and the different
conceptualisations of wellbeing. We conclude this paper by providing recommendations for how
organisations can support their employees during this period of change and uncertainty.

Keywords: Covid-19, employee wellbeing, job resources and demands, eudaimonic, hedonic, well-
being, organisational support

Introduction

The global Covid-19 pandemic impacts and challenges are yet to be fully realised, but there is no
question that there is, and will be, negative effects to people’s wellbeing. Individuals’ work plays an
important part in people’s satisfaction with life and can either support or hinder people’s sense of good
life (Dockery, 2003; Heller et al., 2002; Unanue et al., 2017). In a disaster context, the role of the
workplace may be further amplified as workplaces can provide a stabilising force in people’s lives
when life outside of work is in turmoil (Hobfoll et al., 2007; Malinen et al., forthcoming; Mooney,
2011). This was the experience of many following the Canterbury, Aotearoa | New Zealand (NZ),
2010-2011 earthquakes: Workplaces that supported their employees effectively had higher adaptive
capacity, which facilitated organisational recovery (Nilakant et al., 2016; Walker et al., 2020), and had
employees who were more willing to go the extra mile in their work-related efforts (Malinen et al.,
2019; Néswall et al., 2017). While research from other disasters have also shown the benefits of

“ Associate Prof., UC Business School, University of Canterbury, New Zealand
" Research Fellow, School of Psychology, Speech and Hearing, University of Canterbury, New Zealand
“* Prof. School of Psychology, Speech and Hearing, University of Canterbury, New Zealand

17



New Zealand Journal of Employment Relations, 45(2): 17-32

offering support for employees (e.g., Sanchez et al., 1995), research on what job resources support
employee wellbeing during an ongoing disaster deserves further scholarly attention. In particular, little
is known about what job resources are most useful for employees coping in the unfolding Covid-19
pandemic. In this paper, we adopt a broad definition of a disaster as “the widespread disruption and
damage to a community that exceeds its ability to cope and overwhelms its resources” (Mayner &
Arbon, 2015, p. 24). We argue that the pandemic is a worldwide disaster, characterised by widespread
disruption and distress. In areas where the pandemic was contained early on, the level of physical
impact has been smaller so far, but the high level of uncertainty and disruption of lives due to various
restrictions, including a nationwide lockdown period in NZ, and increasing unemployment, can be
characterised as a disaster context. However, we acknowledge that there are various, and more specific,
definitions of disasters (see e.g., Mileti, 1999; Perry, 2007) and that there are vast differences in how
the current pandemic is impacting individuals, communities and organisations around the world.

This paper aims to present evidence describing what workplaces are doing to help employees’ sense
of wellbeing during these unprecedented times. We present past literature on post-disaster research
that focused on employee wellbeing and preliminary findings from our ongoing Covid-19 research
programme to discuss how workplaces can support hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing during this
global pandemic and other disasters. Hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing, sometimes also known as
subjective (i.e., positive emotions) and psychological wellbeing (i.e., human flourishing) respectively,
are both important for a comprehensive understanding of optimal human functioning (Diener et al.,
1998; Ryan & Deci, 2001) during a pandemic.

We draw from the occupational psychology model of Job Demands and Resources (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001) as a framework for this paper. The theory suggests that job
demands, such as uncertainty and frequent changes, likely lead to strain if not met by appropriate job
resources. In the context of the Covid-19 pandemic, restrictions placed on citizens in NZ and changes
at work (e.g. working from home and other adjustments) may be perceived as a significant disruption,
and the ongoing uncertainty about how life and work may be impacted can be a strain for employees.
At the time of writing, the global situation is only worsening with restrictions still in place or being re-
introduced in various locations. Not only can job resources allow employees to better handle the
demands at work, the availability of job resources can also motivate employees to engage in goal
attainment behaviours that contribute to the overall health of the workplace (e.g., work engagement;
Demerouti et al., 2017). Therefore, job resources can have both a protective and a motivational
influence on employees. We propose that understanding what job resources are particularly helpful in
supporting employee wellbeing during the Covid-19 response can help NZ workplaces, and more
importantly the people in them, better navigate through the current and ongoing uncertain times.

Previous research from non-disaster contexts have identified a range of protective and motivational
job resources that support employees (Demerouti et al., 2017; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Importantly,
the majority of these resources are within the control of organisational leaders to provide, often at
relatively low resource cost. For example, having a supportive line manager is critical for employees’
job satisfaction, their wellbeing, their commitment to the organisation, and their decision to stay in the
job (Arnold, 2017; Gatling et al., 2016). Examples of job resources that protect employees from
demands include the provision of clarity about one’s job role (Nielsen et al., 2008), leader visibility,
and clear communication (Burton et al., 2009). Motivational job resources include the provision of
autonomy, opportunities for growth, and social support at work (Breevaart et al., 2015), and
recognising and valuing employee efforts and role in achieving the broader organisational mission
(Gilbert & Kelloway, 2018; Mathafena & Hewitt, 2018).
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While past literature offers some insights into valuable job resources to support employee wellbeing
in general, the literature is largely lacking insights into successful job resources for supporting
employee wellbeing during an ongoing disruption and/or heightened level of global uncertainty, such
as the Covid-19 pandemic. A better understanding of supportive factors and how to provide these for
employees will contribute to organisational recovery as employees with better wellbeing are more
resilient (Arnetz et al., 2009; Cooper et et al., 2013; Grant et al., 2009; Sarkar & Fletcher, 2017),
productive (Warr & Nielsen, 2018) and better able to cope with challenges (Bakker & Costa, 2014;
Néswall et al., 2017). Having a better understanding of such supportive factors also enables
organisations to better plan and prepare for future crises (e.g., Hatton et al., 2016). Therefore, we are
interested in understanding:

Research Question 1 (RQ1). What job resources did NZ employees consider to be important in their
organisations’ response to the Covid-19 pandemic?

Research Question 2 (RQ2). How do the job resources identified in RQ1 relate to employee hedonic
and eudaimonic wellbeing?

We explore what these job resources may be using data from an initial survey of an ongoing research
programme that aims to investigate the impact of Covid-19 on employee wellbeing over time. The
survey contained job resource-measures that were chosen inductively by the authors (i.e., based on
previous research in other disaster contexts), but also included open-ended questions about what job
resources were helpful in the Covid-19 context to further refine the measurement for the upcoming
phases of the research. For the purpose of this paper, we present our initial findings that follow an
embedded mixed methods design (Creswell & Clark, 2017). Specifically, we use the qualitative
responses to answer RQ1, and based on the themes identified for RQ1, selected constructs to examine
for RQ2 using the quantitative responses. We present the methods and findings for RQ1 before moving
on to the methods and results for RQ2.

Methods: Research Question 1
Participants and Procedures

We collected the data during NZ’s national Covid-19 response period. This period started on 21
March, and included a nationwide lockdown which started on 25" March 2020, and continued until
27" April, although some restrictions remained in place until 9" June 2020, after which NZ still kept
their borders strictly controlled. During the lockdown period, New Zealanders were required to work
from home unless they were “essential workers” (e.g., medical, grocery store employees).
Organisations could apply for a national subsidy plan for businesses that were temporarily shut down
(e.q., restaurants, hotels) or where employees could not work from home (e.g., construction work), to
avoid layoffs. However, the reality was that many businesses announced large-scale layoffs during, or
in close proximity to, the lockdown due to lack of business. These layoffs were reported in the media
(see, for example, Radio New Zealand, 2020), contributing to a sense of uncertainty for many
organisations and individuals, while unemployment levels were reported to have increased from
145,000 at the start of the lockdown (mid-March) to 184,400 at the beginning of May (Peters, 2020).

Our data collection began in the third week of May 2020. New Zealanders were out of lockdown at
this stage, but were still under certain restrictions, such as physical distancing. Participants were asked
to reflect on the time since the lockdown had begun in responding to the questions. For the initial
sample used for this paper, we collected 75 online (Qualtrics) survey responses (24 men, 51 women)
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using convenience sampling via social media platforms (Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter). The average
age of the sample was 40.5 years (SD = 13 years). The majority of the sample identified as New
Zealand European (76 per cent). The majority of the participants were tertiary qualified (55 per cent),
and from large organisations (50+ employees; 76 per cent), predominately in science and education
industries (48 per cent) and were in permanent roles (79 per cent). Approximately 43 per cent of the
sample were in roles with supervisory responsibilities. The average length of organisational tenure was
3.5 years (SD = 5 years). During the nation’s lockdown, 68 per cent reported that they were working
remotely. From the work-related sample descriptive statistics we deduce that the majority of our
sample is from NZ’s knowledge intensive service sector (MBIE, 2014) (e.g., higher education, high
level administrative, professional, scientific, technical services).

Measures and analyses

The survey contained three open-ended questions asking about how respondents’ workplaces were
handling the response to Covid-19:
- Top 3 things that your organisation is doing that is helpful in the current Covid-19 situation.
- Top 3 things that your organisation could be doing to assist you during the current Covid-19
situation.
- Top 3 things that your organisation is doing, but is not helpful, in the current Covid-19 situation

The survey also included a number of quantitative measures described below under “Method: Research
Question 2.”

Thematic coding (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was conducted on the responses across the three open-ended
questions to determine the resources that were indicated to be salient during organisations’ response
to Covid-19. The analyses were initially conducted by the second author, and the themes were
reviewed by the first author. Differences were discussed and resolved to ensure the analyses were
trustworthy (Harding & Whitehead, 2013).

Results and Discussion of RQ 1: What job resources did NZ employees consider to be important in
their organisations’ response to the national lockdown during the COVID-19 pandemic?

Our analyses revealed six key job resources identified by employees in NZ.
Theme 1: Providing a sense of job security.

This theme covers both job security (“All employees are still working the same number of hours as
before, my job feels safe”) and financial security (“Reassurance of continued pay”).

Theme 2: Providing effective communications.

This theme covers different aspects of communications, including clarity and consistency of
information (“Good remote-working guidelines to make things really clear”), regularity and timeliness
of communications (“Frequent communications via email regarding current developments at work™),
honesty and transparency (“Transparent and consistent communication regarding the situation and
how it will affect the company”; “If the organisation needs to downsize, be open and clear about the
process - don't leave people hanging™), and richness in delivery (“Connection - my team leader has
been excellent at connecting with us individually and as a team”).
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Theme 3: Providing flexibility and sense of job control.

This theme covers input in decision-making (“Devolving some responsibility for decisions down "),
flexibility over availability (“Employees are asked to work as close to fulltime as possible, but to
arrange that time around the lockdown requirements of their life [e.g., childcare]”), flexibility over
location of work (“Allowing staff to stay home if they feel uncomfortable at work, are vulnerable or
are needed at home”), empathy about working during the pandemic (“Relaxing work productivity
expectations ), and trust in productive work during the pandemic (“Be aware of the fact that we are
actually working ).

Theme 4: Providing recognition.

This theme covers expressing appreciation for the extra workload to accommodate changes
(“Providing support to those continuing to work with reward and appreciation ”’; “More recognition
of the ‘non-normal’ situation and expectations ).

Theme 5: Expressing concern for employees ” health and wellbeing.

This theme covers protecting employees against the risk of Covid-19 (“Full availability of PPE
[personal protective equipment] and imposition of social distancing, entry restrictions’) and showing
concern for employees’ mental health during lockdown (“Actively encouraging staff in welfare
space”).

Theme 6: Providing support for continued work.

This theme covers providing individualised tools and equipment for employees who are continuing to
work through the pandemic (“Sending out computers when needed”), providing training and personnel
support (“Hiring casual staff to help with increased workload”), and subsidising costs of continued
work (“Pay for extra costs associated with home-based work”™).

Before moving to our second research question, we want to make some observations regarding
generalisations of the findings based on our small sample of knowledge intensive service sector
employees. Firstly, the majority of the respondents retained their position in the workplace. Due to
this, the themes regarding job resources may not reflect the needs of other industries that were severely
affected by the national lockdown (e.g., border restriction prevented international tourism, halting
operations in hospitality). Secondly, the majority of the respondents worked remotely during the
pandemic. Due to this, the specific resources indicated under the ‘Providing support for continued
work’ theme were highly relevant to the technologies and training related to remote working.
Furthermore, the specific resources indicated under all subthemes of ‘Communications’ referred to
remote work communications. These themes on job resources may not reflect the needs of other
industries that did not rely as heavily on, or are less used to, technologies used for remote working.

Methods: Research Question 2

Measures and analyses

The survey was developed based on previous research on job demands and resources as well as on
disaster recovery, which meant that some of the themes from the open-ended responses in the survey

were not represented in the quantitative section, as these themes represent new knowledge of useful
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organisational support factors during a pandemic. Due to this, the theme of ‘Support for continued
work’ was not part of the quantitative analyses.

Along with established measures of positive affect, negative affect (i.e. hedonic wellbeing), and
eudaimonic wellbeing, we deductively chose measures from the survey that best reflected the six
themes identified in the qualitative analyses. While other quantitative data were also collected in the
survey, due to the small sample size limiting the number of predictors in each model we chose to
include only the items that corresponded to the themes identified in the qualitative phase of this study.
Further, choosing constructs based on the qualitative phase allowed us to investigate how these
resources specifically related to wellbeing. Where single item measures were used, they were chosen
for their face validity in correspondence to the themes from the qualitative phase (cf. Fisher, Matthews,
& Gibbons, 2016).

All quantitative measures were framed to recall perceptions of work and wellbeing within the past four
weeks. With the exception of positive and negative affect, and wellbeing, all items were answered on
a 7-point Likert-type scale using 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”.

Job security

Job security was assessed using Hellgren et al.’s (1999) quantitative job insecurity measure (a = .97).
The measure contains three items regarding concerns about losing one’s job. A sample item is “I am
worried about being let go”. The items were reversed scored before the mean item-level score was
computed, therefore, a higher score indicated more job security.

Communications

Communications was assessed using one item from Robinson’s (1996) organisational trust scale: “My
organisation is not always honest and truthful”. The item was reversed scored so that a higher score
indicated better quality communications.

Job control

Job control was assessed using a single-item measure (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979):
“| feel I have a lot of control over how I do my job”. A higher score indicated more job control.

Recognition

Recognition was assessed using an item from Eisenberger et al.’s (2002) perceived supervisory support
scale: “The organisation values my contribution to its success”. A higher score indicated more
recognition.

Concern for wellbeing

Concern for employees’ wellbeing was assessed using an item from Eisenberger et al.’s (2002)

perceived supervisory support scale: “The organisation really cares about my well-being”. A higher
score indicated more perceived organisational concern for employees’ wellbeing.
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Positive and negative affect

Positive and negative affect, representing hedonic wellbeing, was assessed using a short-form of the
positive and negative affect schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) developed by Thompson
(2007). The measure contains five items regarding discrete positive emotions (o = .81) and five items
regarding discrete negative emotions (« = .68), and are answered on a 7-point Likert-type scale using
1 =“Never” to 7 = “Always”. A sample item for positive affect is “Determined ”, and a sample item
for negative affect is “Afraid”. A mean item-level score was computed for both types of affect, and a
higher score indicated more of that type of affect.

Wellbeing

Eudaimonic wellbeing was assessed using the Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale
(Tennant et al., 2007; a. = .88). The measure contains seven items regarding functioning aspects of
mental wellbeing, and are answered on a 7-point Likert-type scale using 1 = “Not at all” to 7 = “All
the time”. A sample item is “I am feeling optimistic about the future”. A mean item-level score was
computed, and a higher score indicated more eudaimonic wellbeing.

To answer our second research question, we ran three multiple linear regressions in SPSS by regressing
positive affect, negative affect, and wellbeing onto the five types of resources in separate outcome
models. We checked for the assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity using plots of the
residuals, linearity using histograms of the distribution of residuals, and threats of multicollinearity
using the VIF values. No assumptions were violated for the three regression models.

Results and Discussion of Research Question 2: How do the job resources identified in RQ1 relate
to employee hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing?

Table 1 presents study variables means, standard deviations, and correlations. A summary of the three
wellbeing outcome regression models is presented in Table 2. The job resource predictors explained a
moderate proportion of variance in the negative affect and wellbeing outcome models, and a small
proportion of variance in the positive affect outcome model (however, this was not significant at the
conventional level, as p =.078). Higher levels of job control were significantly associated with higher
positive affect; higher job security and higher concern for wellbeing were associated with less negative
affect; and job security and recognition were associated with higher eudaimonic wellbeing. Our
communication measure was the only resource not predictive of any of the wellbeing outcomes.

Table 1: Means, standard deviations, and correlations of study variables (n = 75)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Job security 497 1.89

2 Communication 4.99 190 .30*

3 Job control 545 1.51 .15 48

4 Recognition 535 1.71 307 .61™ 617

5 Concern for
health 5.29 1.57 .25° ST 477 66T

6 Positive affect 448 1.00 .13 15 33 267 11

7 -
Negative affect 2.50 0.85 .49™ -18 -18 -23° -337 -1l

8 -
Wellbeing 4.74 1.06 .42™ 35 297 A8 427 55T 567

Note: "p <.05, " p <.01,™ p<.001
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Table 2: Summary of the effect of the types of job resources on wellbeing outcomes (n = 75)

Positive affect Negative affect Wellbeing

B (SE) £p) B (SE) Bp) B (SE) B ()
Intercept 3.18(0.53) 4.12(0.39) 2.46 (0.47)
Job security 0.05(0.07) .09 (.460) -0.21 (0.05) -47 (<001)™  0.16 (0.06) 30 (.007)
Communication  -0.03 (0.08)  -.06 (.671) 0.04 (0.06) 09 (.527) 0.01 (0.07) .01 (.932)
Job control 0.21(0.10) .30 (.041) -0.04 (0.07) -.07 (.588) -0.01(0.09)  -.01(.935)
Recognition 0.11(0.11)  .17(.339) 0.05 (0.08) .09 (.583) 0.17 (0.10) .28 (.086)°
Concern for -0.09 (0.10) -.13 (387) -0.15(0.07)  -28(.045)° 0.11(0.09) .17 (.227)
health
Overall F E(5,69)=2.08, p= 078 F(5.69) = 5.84, p < .001 F(5.69) = 6.67, p < .001
Adjusted R? 07, p= 078 25,p<.001 28, p <.001

Note: Tp<.10, " p<.05, " p<.0l, 7 p<.001

Importantly, job security was a significant and the strongest predictor for both negative affect and
eudaimonic wellbeing compare to the other types of job resources in the model, particularly for
negative affect. This is perhaps not surprising as having concern over one’s job security likely leads
to negative emotions, such as worry and anxiety, whereas the perception of having security in
employment contributes to living a psychologically good quality of life (Lee, Huang, & Ashford,
2018; Shoss, 2017). Furthermore, job insecurity is likely to be a pervasive demand for some during
the Covid-19 pandemic with no anticipated end, which may be why providing job security had a
positive impact on both negative affect and eudaimonic wellbeing in our sample.

Transparency in communications was a job resource that did not significantly relate to any of the three
wellbeing outcomes. This may be due to our inability in our quantitative investigation (RQ2) to fully
capture the entire content domain of the communication theme identified in RQ1, which also contained
subthemes of clarity, timeliness, and richness. While it was not significantly associated with our
measures of wellbeing, respondents still identified communications as a key job resource, which may
be related to other employee outcomes beyond our chosen measure of wellbeing. It is also perhaps
noteworthy that our sample size was limited, as data collection is still ongoing, potentially
compromising the statistical power to detect significant relationships in our data. To increase power in
this small sample, we used a more liberal p-value cut-off of .10, to avoid rejecting results which may
have been significant in a larger sample (cf. Aguinis & Vandenberg, 2014).

General Discussion

This research investigated the job resources that employees find helpful in disasters and times of
uncertainty. As part of our commentary, we presented qualitative findings from an ongoing study on
the job resources that employees found important during NZ’s response to the Covid-19 pandemic. By
using quantitative items selected based on the open-ended findings, we further investigated how some
of these resources related to employee wellbeing. Our findings from the survey suggested six key
themes on what employees found beneficial during NZ’s pandemic response: job security, regular and
clear communications, having flexibility and control over how one does their job, being recognised for
one’s efforts, that the organisation expressed concern for employees’ health and providing support for
continued work. When examined quantitatively, items on job security, recognition, job control, and
concern for wellbeing were found to relate to negative affect and/or eudaimonic wellbeing. The
strength of the relationship between these job resources and positive affect were relatively weaker than
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the negative affect and eudaimonic wellbeing models. However, these findings must be interpreted
with caution due to the limited sample and potentially compromised statistical power. In this
discussion, we will embed our findings from this initial study on past research on employee wellbeing
in post-disaster settings.

Given that we collected data during the pandemic response where restrictions were still in place, the
focus of these job resources may be on protecting employees for organisational survival, rather than
motivating employees for development and growth, during this response phase of the crisis (cf. Petrou
etal., 2017). Job control, job security, and concern for wellbeing were significantly related to negative
affect and may be particularly critical to foster in the immediate response to a pandemic because, under
circumstances of heightened uncertainties, individual decisions and behaviours are predominantly
guided by affective emotions (Dimoff et al., 2015; Loewenstein et al., 2001; Nesse & Klaas, 1994).
Meanwhile, job security and recognition were significantly related to eudaimonic wellbeing, and may
be particularly critical to keep available over time to foster human potential (Ryan & Deci, 2001),
which is key to individual and organisational resilience and recovery (Arnetz et al., 2009; Grant et al.,
2009).

Recommendations for organisations:

We conclude this paper by offering six practical, evidence-based recommendations for support that
leaders can provide employees during an ongoing disaster, many of which come at relatively low
resource cost. We base these recommendations not only on the findings from this study, but also from
the broader literature on disaster and crisis management. Not only is there a relationship between
leadership, employee wellbeing, and performance (Gatling et al., 2016; Montano, Reeske-Behrens,
Pundt, & Huffmeier, 2016), Effort-Recovery theory (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) would suggest that
employees who are being cared for are likely to reciprocate such efforts with higher efforts (Schaufeli
& Taris, 2014). Furthermore, many OECD countries’ health and safety legislation also require
employers to provide psychologically safe working conditions (e.g. NZ’s Health and Safety at Work
Act, 2015), and extending our understanding of supportive job resources also aligns with UN’s
Sustainable Development Goal 8 of promoting decent work for all (United Nations, 2015). Overall,
prioritising employee wellbeing benefits the employees, the organisations and ultimately, our society.

We provide the following recommendations, based on the present study and on past research:

1. Organisational leaders should provide timely and transparent communication through different
modes of communication (Mainiero & Gibson, 2003; McClain, 2007). These communications
should include clarity and honesty in addressing issues on job and financial security, which
likely promote trust in the organisation.

2. Organisational leaders should acknowledge the added workload and strain associated with
working through a disaster. By acknowledging the extra efforts, leaders signal to employees
that they are valued and that their contributions are part of the recovery efforts, increasing the
likelihood that staff will be willing to contribute further (see also Malinen et al., 2019).

3. Where possible, organisations should offer flexibility in where and when employees do their
work, although we acknowledge that this recommendation is highly industry and context
dependent, and likely more relevant to knowledge workers (as was the majority of our sample).
Past research also supports the benefits of flexibility in responding to employee needs in
disaster contexts (Nilakant et al., 2016).
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4. Support from the organisation should not be ‘one size fits all’, but rather be tailored to
individual situations, including management of workload and support for their wellbeing
(Nilakant et al., 2013).

5. If/when working away from the regular work location, employees should be equipped with
appropriate equipment and skills to use technology effectively. Past research on teleworking
also highlights the importance of managerial support for working from home (Choi, 2018).

6. Finally, employees ought not to be considered in the context of work only. While the majority
of our sample were employed during the lockdown period, their partners, for example, may not
have been so fortunate. The importance of recognising employees’ life outside of work is also
evidenced in other disaster-related research (Hammer & Alley, 2020; Mainiero & Gibson,
2003; Malinen et al., 2019; N&swall et al., 2017).

Last, consideration of wellbeing should extend to the leaders themselves, who are likely under extreme
pressures to look after their business, workplaces and teams (Barling & Cloutier, 2017; Hall et al.,
2016; Hammer & Alley, 2020; Malinen et al., 2019; Naswall et al., 2017). Further, it will be important
to keep the support going in the long term: recent research on wellbeing reactions in Germany, where
the pandemic has been a reality for longer than in NZ, suggests that wellbeing decreases as the
pandemic and its associated effects on society are prolonged (Zacher & Rudolph, 2020).
Organisational leaders will need to be aware of the potential changing impact of the pandemic on all
employees, including managers, as the pandemic develops.

Concluding remarks

Workplaces, and leaders in particular, can have a significant impact on employee wellbeing. During
disasters, the importance of workplace resources is perhaps even further amplified, placing
organisations in a critical role of looking after their people, their wellbeing, and to contribute to overall
societal response and recovery. We show that employees found various resources, many with relatively
low resource costs, helpful during the Covid-19 pandemic response period, many of which were related
to higher employee wellbeing. We strongly urge workplaces to prioritise their employees’ concerns
and needs, and to plan for long-term strategies to support employee wellbeing.
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