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Abstract

Flexible work arrangements, such as teleworking, have gained massive and unprecedented usage for creating work environments that foster
well-being and productivity. Yet empirical evidence is still scant and not much is known about the role of organizational climate(s) in this
process. Accordingly, the present study was set out to investigate the mediating mechanisms linking flexible teleworking to scientific
productivity by considering climate for well-being dimensions, the climates for excellence and for innovation, and eudaemonic well-being
as mediating constructs. Data were collected from 358 members of 48 Spanish European Research Council (ERC) granted teams and analyses
were conducted both at the individual and team level, after checking for the relevant aggregation indexes. Relevant and significant relations
were found within the hypothesized statistical model both at the individual and team level of analysis. The climate dimension of team support
and the climate for innovation, together with eudaimonic well-being, resulted to be linked by significant relationships suggesting a potential
mediating path. Also, empirical evidence supported considering gender as a control variable for the relationship between flexible teleworking
and the climate dimension of work-life balance. In conclusion, climate variables and eudaimonic well-being represent relevant variables for the
explanation of the relationship between flexible teleworking and scientific productivity. Practical and theoretical implications, and limitations
are further discussed in the article.
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Organizational climates represent one of the primary constructs for
understanding workplaces, since worker perceptions of climates
have a strong impact on nearly all aspects of organizational life
including employee attitudes and behaviors, team processes, and
productivity (Ehrhart & Kuenzi, 2015). In accordance with such
importance, the quantity of research that has been carried out on
this concept is huge and started already in 1939 with the study on
“social climates” by Lewin and colleagues. Since then, a relevant
number of theoretical and empirical developments took place,
which yielded an increased understanding of these constructs
(Schneider et al., 2017). Notwithstanding, with the COVID–19
health crisis the great majority of workplaces and workers experi-
enced in their daily life the introduction of a strong element of

novelty, namely the practice of teleworking. Indeed, if in 2015, only
the 17% of European workers was used to resort to telework
practices, in 2020 such percentage rose to 37%, with peaks of 50–
60% in the Northern European countries (The European Founda-
tion for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions
[Eurofound], 2020; Eurofound & International Labour Office
[ILO], 2017) or even higher for knowledge workers (Maitland &
Thomson, 2014). In regards it is worth pointing out that, due the
increased autonomy that this relevant change is introducing into
employees life, the job characteristic model (JCM; Hackman &
Oldham, 1975, 1976, 1980;Morgeson &Humphrey, 2006) provides
theoretical support for its link with productivity, a link that is
empirically and qualitatively further corroborated also through
additional studies (Anakpo et al., 2023; Gibson et al., 2023). Not-
withstanding, as made clear in their reviews by Charalampous and
colleagues (2019) and Lunde and colleagues (2022), the mediating
mechanisms between the variables of teleworking and productivity
need to be urgently identified and pointed out. In regards, a possible
mechanism explaining such relationship could be grounded on the
happy-productive hypothesis by Cropanzano and Wright (2001),
leading to the expectation that aspects making workers happier,
make them indirectly also more productive. In this sense, when
flexible work arrangements are considered, they could be linked to
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improved work environments, thus organizational climate(s),
because of the strong impact that HR practices have in shaping
workplaces (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004, 2016). In turn, improved
workplaces are renowned to positively impact employees’ well-
being (Warr, 1987, 2007), which can then be finally linked to
increased productivity (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001).

On a second note, when the climate literature is specifically
considered, it is worth pointing out that insights are missing on
the simultaneous role that molar and focused climates may play in
the explanation of organizational phenomena (Ehrhart & Kuenzi,
2015). Concretely, workplaces are characterized by the presence of
multiple climates (Kozlowasky & Klein, 2000) that have been
linked to similar outcomes, such as well-being and productivity.
Nevertheless, not much is known about if and how much each of
them contributes to the prediction of such outcomes (Ehrhart &
Kuenzi, 2015). Hence, despite the relevant volume of studies on
these constructs, empirical evidence is still missing on this very
aspect, which makes it important to be covered (Ehrhart &
Kuenzi, 2015).

As reported above, the current scientific literature presents some
relevant gaps that need to be urgently filled for increasing the
understanding of the mediating mechanisms explaining the rela-
tionship between teleworking and productivity. Therefore, the
present study was set out to understand whether the molar climate
for well-being dimensions, the focused climates for excellence and
for innovation, and eudaemonic well-being represent a relevant
mediating mechanism to explain the relationship between telework
flexibility and scientific productivity. In line with the multilevel
nature of the considered constructs, the research question was
explored both at an individual and team level to have a complete
understanding of the investigated relationships.

Molar and Focused Climates: A distinction

As mentioned above, the climate construct has received much
attention over time, both by scientists and practitioners, produ-
cing a series of relevant developments. Schneider and colleagues
(2017) summarize and categorize such achievements in four main
categories. Specifically, two of them (i.e., the 1971–1985 era and
the 1986–1999 era) are core to the definition and distinction
between molar and focused climates and are explored in the lines
that follow.

The Molar Climate or Climate for Well-Being

The molar climate, as recently relabeled into climate for well-being
(viz., molar climate for well-being) by Schneider and colleagues
(2011), aims at capturing the extent to which workers perceive their
workplaces as “warm and friendly” (Schneider et al., 2017); a
positive place where to work. As it is possible to notice, the climate
variable is conceptualized as an attribute of the workplace but is
perceived by the employees in the workplace (Schneider et al.,
2017). It is in this regard that James and Jones (1974) made a
fundamental specification that allowed to clarify how to best handle
this peculiarity of the climate construct, hence to overcome the
level-of-analysis issue (Schneider et al., 2013). To do so, the authors
proposed a differentiation between psychological and organiza-
tional climate (James & Jones, 1974). As to the first one, it needs
to be considered as to a construct thatmerely refers to the individual
perceptions of the workplace, which are limited to the individual
experience of it and, thus, cannot be approximated to any kind of
objectified description of the workplace itself (James& Jones, 1974).
On the other hand, the construct of organizational climate, which

grounds on the individual scores aggregated at the relevant unit
level after checking the relevant aggregation indexes (LeBreton &
Senter, 2008), refers to a shared perception of the workplace. It is
exactly for this sharedness of the perceptions that the organizational
climate, on the contrary of the psychological one, can then be
considered as an approximation workplace feature and not merely
as a subjective perception of it. In light of all what reported above, it
can then also be highlighted the importance of hypothesizing and
running statistical models at such different levels.

In terms ofmeasurements, especially in the 1971–1985 era pointed
out by Schneider and colleagues (2017), the proliferation of climate
assessment tools was maximal generating a situation in which no two
articles used the samemeasurement scale. Nevertheless, with a further
definition of the concept and with the design of climates scales on
relevant taxonomies and theoretical frameworks some assessment
tools became a reference point. Concretely, the taxonomy by Ostroff
(1993) and the competing values framework (CVF) by Quinn and
Rohrbaugh (1983) became a foundation for several climate scales as
for example the one by Patterson and colleagues (2005). In the same
vein, when Schneider and colleagues’ (2011) recent relabeling of the
molar climate as the climate for well-being is considered, also the
Vitamin Model by Warr (1987, 2007) has been considered as a
theoretical framework of relevance for the design of climate scales.
Indeed, this model identifies on theoretical groundings multiple
workplace factors that have a relevant impact on employees’ well-
being and that need to be considered jointly for having a thorough
understanding of the related phenomena (Warr, 1994).

Focused Climates

The molar climate is usually regarded as a foundation for the
focused ones (Ehrhart & Kuenzi, 2015; Ehrhart & Raver, 2014).
The rationale behind this functional relationship lays in the empir-
ically supported view according to which the climate for well-being
sets the adequate conditions in the workplace for carrying out
strategic goals that are more strongly connected to the focused
climate (Ehrhart & Kuenzi, 2015). The author who first pointed
out the necessity of differentiating between climate types was
Schneider (1975), who proposed the so called band-with argument.
According to the author, the bandwidth of the molar climate
measures was too broad for having relevant relationships with the
narrower bandwidth of the constructs that were expected to be
predicted. Accordingly, the concept of climate for something, or
focused climate, was introduced with the aim of specifying the very
aspect that such specific climate was supposed to capture
(Schneider, 1975). The relevance of such theoretical differentiation
was subsequently empirically supported by consistent evidence,
showing a strong improvement in terms of criterion, and especially
predictive, validity (Schneider & Barbera, 2014).

Consistently, the molar climate was then differentiated from the
focused climates, which are usually categorized into two different
types; process climates and strategic climates (Schneider et al., 2011;
Schneider & Barbera, 2014). As to the former, they focus on
capturing aspects of the workplace that are related to organizations’
internal processes and try to capture the essence of how practices
and processes are carried out in an organization. Examples of
process climates are, for example, justice climate, ethical climate,
and climate for excellence. As to the latter, they focus on the
outcomes or strategic goals that an organizationmay have and their
achievement. In this regard, the relevant literature has proliferated
and multiple constructs and measurement tools assessing strategic
climates have been developed lately. For example, the climates for
customer service, for innovation, and for safety, represent some of
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themost typically researched ones (Schneider et al., 2013), while the
climate for sustainable commuting (Martinolli et al., 2021) may
represent a recent application of the construct.

The Climates for Excellence and for Innovation in the Context of
the Present Study

In the context of the present study, which was carried out with
excellence research teams granted by the European Research Coun-
cil (ERC), the climates for excellence and for innovation were
considered particularly suitable. As to the former, which can be
addressed as a process climate, it is here conceptualized, basing on
Ehrhart and colleagues (2013), as the shared perceptions and
meanings attached to the policies, practices, and procedures that
workers experience about the achievement of the highest standards
of performance and the behaviors they observe getting rewarded,
supported, and expected in regards. As can be intuitively under-
stood, in research teams receiving a conspicuous amount of
European funds and that are expected to produce high-quality
results, excellence is expected to play a crucial role in these work-
places. Hence, the climate for excellence was regarded as particu-
larly suitable for capturing workers’ perceptions about the processes
and procedure of excellence that are in place. As to the latter, it
clearly represents a strategic climate since innovation can be
regarded as an outcome or strategic goal for top research teams;
producing innovation is, indeed, one of the ultimate outcomes for a
research team. Basing on Ehrhart and colleagues (2013), the climate
for innovation can be defined as the shared perceptions and mean-
ings attached to the policies, practices, and procedures that workers
experience about the production of innovative outcomes and the
behaviors they observe getting rewarded, supported, and expected
in regards. Being innovation a relevant goal for research teams, the
climate for innovation was then also regarded as particularly suit-
able for capturing workers’ perceptions about the processes and
procedures related to innovation that are in place.

Climates and Eudaemonic Well-Being as Mediating
Mechanisms of the Relationship between Flexible
Teleworking and Scientific Productivity

Along with the recent and rapid increase in the usage of the practice
of teleworking, the number of empirical studies investigating the
relationship between teleworking and productivity has also surged
(Hackney et al., 2022). Notwithstanding, the results about such
relationship are still unclear (Hackney et al., 2022) and its explain-
ing mechanisms need yet to be fully explored and understood
(Charalampous et al., 2019; Lunde et al., 2022). To fill this gap,
the present study proposes a mediational model that takes as
theoretical framework of reference the happy-productive hypoth-
esis (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001) and is explained further as
follows. As mentioned above, grounding on the happy-productive
hypothesis by Cropanzano and Wright (2001), happy workers are
more productive. Consistently, aspects that foster well-being may
then be expected to indirectly promote productivity. In this sense,
work environments, which can be assessed by the means of the
molar climate for well-being, represent a crucial source of well-
being, as reported in the multiple theoretical and empirical works
byWarr (1987, 2007). In addition to themolar climate, also focused
climates can play a joint role in the promotion of well-being.
For example, when eudaemonic well-being, which focuses on
growth and development (Ryff & Keyes, 1995), is considered,
climate constructs such as the ones for excellence or for innovation

can play a relevant role in enhancing the levels of this type of well-
being. Indeed, working in environments that promote excellence
and innovation can be expected to foster professional growth, thus
eudaemonic well-being. On a final turn, then also aspects that have
an impact on the work environment could potentially and indir-
ectly be related to an increase in well-being, thus productivity. In
this regard, Bowen and Ostroff (2004, 2016) point out how HR
practices have a significant impact on the perception of the work
environment, thus climate(s), as it may be the case for the practice
of flexible teleworking that fosters flexible work arrangements.
More details on the proposed rationale are reported in the sections
that follow.

Flexible Teleworking and Climates

The practice of teleworking can be designed and implemented in the
workplace by leveraging on and manipulating multiple of its com-
ponents, such as its frequency, voluntariness, flexibility, quantity,
and need for justification, with different effects on workers
(Martinolli et al., 2023). Among these, flexibility (a.k.a., flextime),
namely the possibility to decidewhen to telework, represents the one
component that mostly captures the essence of teleworking and
most strongly impacts employees’ everyday work experience. Con-
sistently, Beckel and Fisher (2022) pointed out to expect this com-
ponent of teleworking to positively relate, despite the lack of
empirical evidence, with variables capturing the social context of
work environments; as it may then be the case for organizational
climate(s). This expected relationship can be further explainedwhen
the rationale provided by Bowen and Ostroff (2004, 2016) is con-
sidered. Indeed, according to the authors, HR practices, policies, and
procedures can be regarded as communications from employers to
employees and shape workers’ perceptions about their workplace.
Such rationale has already found empirical support for multiple HR
practices (e.g., Veld et al., 2010), but has not yet been applied and
explored within the context of the practice of teleworking. On these
grounds, the practice of flexible teleworking is then expected to have
a direct and positive relationship with variables capturingworkplace
context, such as the molar climate for well-being. This construct is
comprehensive and embraces, through its multidimensionality, a
relevant number of workplace aspects that can differently relate to
the considered HR practice. Consistently, with reference to the
framework of the JCM (Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1976, 1980;
Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006), when it comes to the relationships
between the HR practice of flexible teleworking and the various
climate dimensions some differentiations can be expected. In an
exploratory way, telework flexibility could, for example, be regarded
as an allocation of resources that favors enhanced perceptions of
autonomy and work-life balance due to the increased freedom of
choice it provides employees with to best schedule andmanage their
workday. Similarly, telework flexibility could be perceived as an
additional benefit that contributes to positive perceptions in terms
of compensation. Furthermore, telework flexibility could result to
become a powerful resource to overcome the workspace inconveni-
ences that have been pointed out to characterize the work environ-
ments where research is conducted (Mazzi, 1996).

On the other hand, with reference to the climates for excellence
and innovation, also in this case telework flexibility could be
expected to have a positive linkwith such climate constructs. Indeed,
it is not a novelty that providing employees with sufficient autonomy
and freedom in the management of their jobs tends to promote the
generation, validation, and implementation of ideas, thus new and
high-quality work results (de Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; Krause,
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2004; Newman et al., 2020). In this sense, telework flexibility can
then be regarded as an HR practice fostering flexible work arrange-
ments that may contribute to the perception of working in a work
environment that strives for excellence and innovation.

Climates, Eudaemonic Well-Being, and Scientific Productivity

Well-being has been usually understood and explored under two
main and complementary perspectives, namely the hedonic and the
eudaemonic one; with the first that has attracted most of research
efforts (Bartels et al., 2019). Specifically, the former perspective
refers to the happiness and an individual’s cognitive and affective
evaluation of life or work life (Diener, 2000). In contrast, the latter
focusesmore on the optimal functioning and the growth of a person
(Ryff & Keyes, 1995). Grounding on the above reported definition
of well-being, the link between the considered climates and eudae-
monic well-being appears to be clear. Indeed, as to the molar
climate for well-being (Schneider et al., 2011), which captures most
workplace features relevant to workers well-being, it can be
expected, on definitional and nomonological grounds, to have a
direct and positive relationship with well-being outcomes. On the
other hand, enhanced climates for excellence and for innovation
can assumingly contribute to making feel employees as working in
workplaces striving for standars of excellence and innovation, with
consequent positive impacts on their professional growth. Some
empirical hints that go in this direction are reported in the system-
atic review by Newman and colleagues (2020), which highlights the
link between the climate for innovation and both physiological
well-being and job satisfaction (viz., hedonic well-being).

Finally, moving to the relationship between eudaimonic well-
being and scientific productivity, it is renown that, basing on the
happy-productive hypothesis (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001), work-
ers feeling psychologically healthy are expected to also be more
productive. The reason why this would occur is explained through
the social exchange theory (Blau, 1968; Emerson, 1976), according
to which employees would attribute their feelings of well-being also
partly to the organization they work for and pay the company back
by being more productive (Zelenski et al., 2008).

Eudaimonic Well-Being as a Team Level Variable

Well-being and more in general affect variables have been mainly
investigated at an individual level (Gamero et al., 2008). Nothwis-
tanding, relevant theoretical and impirical developments have
shown its added value also when considering it as a team level
variable. Precisely, multiple authors have pointed out that team
members can develop a shared affect that can play a relevant role for
understanding team behaviours (Barsade & Gibson, 2007; Valls
et al., 2021). Accordingly, George (1990) suggested the group
affective tone as a new concept to consider as “consistent or
homogeneous affective reactions within a group” (p. 77). On these
groundings, the variable of eudaimonic well-being was regarded as
suitable to be considered also as a team level construct, after the
relevant aggregation checks.

Individual and Team Level Modeling: An Exploratory
Approach

As stressed by Kozlowasky and Klein (2000), when testing models
at different levels of analysis it is relevant to explain the relation-
ships among the considered variables at the various levels due to the

differences that can arise from the multilevel structure itself. Pre-
cisely, as also highlighted by Barsade andGibson (2007) andGeorge
(1990), when same constructs are considered at different levels of
analysis (e.g., individual and team level) different outcomes can be
expected because of their recognizable and measurable differences
(Barsade, 2002). With exploratory purposes, in the present study,
the proposed model is considered as a homologous model
(Kozlowasky & Klein, 2000), thus as a model that at both levels
conceives similar relationships. In terms of rationale, it is indeed
expected that, grounding on the theories reported above, teams that
use the practice of teleworking flexibly have enhanced perceptions
in terms of climate for well-being dimensions, climate for excellence
and climate for innovation (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004, 2016). In turn,
such increased climate perceptions at the team level are expected to
support the growth of the team (Warr, 1987, 2007), thus eudae-
monic well-being. Finally, teams that feel better are expected to
produce more (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001).

On the theoretical and empirical groundings exposed until here,
the hypotheses that follow were formulated (see Figure 1) and are
tested both at the individual and team level of analysis:

H1 – The relationship between telework flexibility and scientific
productivity is fully mediated by the climate for well-being
dimensions and eudaemonic well-being both at the individual and
team level. Concretely, higher scores on telework flexibility are
related to higher scores of climate for well-being, and its dimen-
sions, which in turn improve employees’ eudaemonic well-being,
and finally lead to an increased scientific productivity.
H2 – The relationship between telework flexibility and scientific
productivity is fully mediated by the climate for excellence and
eudaemonic well-being both at the individual and team level.
Concretely, higher scores on telework flexibility are related to
higher scores of climate for excellence, which in turn improve
employees’ eudaemonic well-being, and finally lead to an increased
scientific productivity.
H3 – The relationship between telework flexibility and scientific
productivity is fully mediated by the climate for innovation and
eudaemonic well-being both at the individual and team level.
Concretely, higher scores on telework flexibility are related to
higher scores of climate for innovation, which in turn improve
employees’ eudaemonic well-being, and finally lead to an increased
scientific productivity.

In addition, considering the outcome variable of scientific prod-
uctivity, at the individual level the variables of gender and age were
included as control variables. Whereas, at the team level, age,
budget, gender percentage, grant type, research field, and team size
were included as control variables.

Teleworking Flexibility, Climate for Work-Life Balance, and
Gender

The practice of teleworking has been found to have positive effects
on a wide array of work related aspects (Charalampous et al., 2019;
Lunde et al., 2022), yet, in terms of gender, some relevant differ-
ences have been pointed out, especially when considering work-life
balance (Rodríguez-Modroño & López-Igual, 2021). Indeed,
unequal housework distribution across gender is unfortunately still
a reality and has historically characterized more the southern than
the Nordic European countries (Suero, 2023). For this very reason
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then, the relationship flexible teleworking and the climate dimen-
sion of work-life balance is controlled for gender, expecting this
relationship to be stronger for men than for women, who probably
lose the benefits of flexible teleworking due to increased housework.

Method

Transparency and Openness

All data, analysis code, and research materials are made publicly
available at the Open Science Framework and can be accessed at
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/FKZUA. To analyze data the stat-
istical software that follow were used: IBM SPSS version 23, the
jamovi statistical software (version 2.3; Jamovi, 2022) was used to
run reliability analyses, the statistical software R (version 3.6.3; R
Core Team, 2020), andMplus (Muthén &Muthén, 2017). The study
design, hypotheses, and analysis plans were not pre-registered.

Participants

At the individual level, the sample was composed of 358 members
working in teams based in Spain and granted by the ERC. As to age,
58.4% of the sample was less than 35 years old, 37.1% had age
between 35 and 50, 4.2% between 50 and 65, and the remaining
0.3% was older than 65 years. As for gender, 51%% of the partici-
pants identified themselves as male, 46.4% as female, 0.3% of the
participants did not identify themselves with any provided option,
and 2.3% did not want to express themselves in regards. In terms of
positions, 4.2% of the sample was composed of full professors, 3.7%
of “Profesor/a Titular de Universidad (TIP)”, 1.4% of “Profesor/a

Contratado/a Doctor/a”, 0.9% of doctoral assistant professors, 0.5%
of teaching assistants, 0.9% of collaborators, 4.2% of associate
professors, 32.2% of post-doctoral researchers, 29.4% of pre-
doctoral researchers, 2.3% of undergraduate and post graduate
students, 3.3% of doctoral technicians, 9.3% of technicians, and
the remaining 7.5% of other types of professionals.

At the team level, the sample was composed of 48 ERC-granted
teams operating in multiple sectors (see Table 1) and distributed all
over Spain but with a relevant concentration in the cities of Barce-
lona (i.e., 25%) and Madrid (i.e., 18.8%). Teams were composed on
average of 8.6 members (SD = 3.39), with a minimum of 3 and a
maximum of 19. As to the budget, on average teams were supported
with € 2,061,107.1 (SD = € 1,400,375.7), with a minimum of €
1,064,712.00 and amaximum of € 9,057,250.00. As to gender, teams
were composed on average by 45.95% of females (SD = 25%), with a
minimum of 0.00% and a maximum of 100%. Leaders’ gender,
70.40% of the teams was leaded by males and 29.60% by females. In
conclusion, it is worth mentioning that minimum 55% of the team
members needed to have replied to the survey to be included in the
dataset for running the analyses at the team level.

Procedure

Data were collected following the approval obtained from the Ethical
Committee of the Spanish institution in charge of the present project.
All the 206 Principal Investigators (P.I.) leading an ERC-granted
project in Spain, at the moment of the data collection (i.e., March-
May 2022), were contacted via email asking for participation and
distribution of the relevant survey among the components of their
teams. In total, 48 teams (i.e., 23.3%) decided toparticipate in the data

Figure 1. Graphic Representation of Hypothesized Statistical Model.
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collection process in exchange for a descriptive team report sum-
marizing the main statistics about the assessed constructs. Consid-
ering the increasing internationality of research teams, the surveywas
made available both in Spanish and English after a thorough back-
translationprocess (Brislin, 1970;WorldHealthOrganization, 2023),
which involved four experts with high proficiency both in English
and Spanish. The survey remained active for 68 days and was closed
on the 13th of March 2022.

Measures

Telework Flexibility
As to the flexibility with which the practice of teleworking can be
used by team members, respondents were asked to assess the four
statements that follow through a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items were worded as
follows: “From 1 to 5, to what extent can you decide howmany days
to telecommute?”, “From 1 to 5, to what extent can you decide how
to distribute your hours/days of telecommuting throughout the
week?”, “From 1 to 5, to what extent can you decide how to
distribute your days of telecommuting throughout the month?”,
and “From 1 to 5, to what extent can you decide to telecommute “at
the last minute”?”. Cronbach’s (α) andMcDonald’s (ω) coefficients
were found to be. 92, suggesting an adequate internal consistency.
In terms of model fit, the relevant indexes for telework flexibility
resulted to be adequate (CFI =. 99; TLI =. 99; RMSEA =. 05; SRMR
=. 01) and the factor loadings to significantly (i.e., p <. 001)
overcome the minimum required threshold (i.e.,. 40).

Climate for Well-Being
As to the climate for well-being, or molar climate (Schneider et al.,
2011), it was measured by means of the ECO VI scale (Martinolli
et al., 2024). The scale, initially developed by Toro (1992, 1996,
2008), is theoretically framed into the Vitamin Model by Warr
(1987, 2007), which is particularly suitable since it theoretically
identifies the relevant workplace features that affect employees’
well-being. The scale is composed of 13 dimensions, with 3 items
each, and a 5-point Likert response scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Examples of items and the relevant
reliability per dimension are reported in Table 2. In terms of overall
reliability, the ECO VI scale resulted to have Cronbach’s (α) and
McDonald’s (ω) coefficient of. 93. In terms ofmodel fit, the relevant
indexes for climate for well-being resulted to be adequate (CFI =. 94;
TLI =. 93; RMSEA =. 04; SRMR =. 05), confirming its structure

composed of 13 dimensions, and the factor loadings to significantly
(i.e., p <. 001) overcome the minimum required threshold (i.e.,. 40).

Climate for Innovation
As to the climate for innovation, it was assessed with a four items
scale, based on Anderson and West (1998), and a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree); an
example of item is “In my team, people are always looking for new
ways of looking at problems”. The scale was found to have a good
internal consistency, indeed Cronbach’s (α) and McDonald’s (ω)
coefficient were found to be. 88. In terms of model fit, the relevant
indexes for the tool resulted to be adequate (CFI =. 98; TLI =. 95;
RMSEA =. 12; SRMR =. 02) and the factor loadings to significantly
(i.e., p <. 001) overcome the minimum required threshold (i.e.,. 40).

Climate for Excellence
As to the climate for innovation, it was assessed with a four items
scale, based onAnderson andWest (1998), and a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree); an example
of item is “In my team, there is a real concern to achieve the highest
standards of performance”. The scale was found to have a good
internal consistency, indeed Cronbach’s (α) was equal to. 77 and
McDonald’s (ω) coefficient to. 78. In terms of model fit, the relevant
indexes for the tool resulted to be adequate (CFI =. 99; TLI =. 97;
RMSEA =. 07; SRMR =. 02) and the factor loadings to
significantly (i.e., p <. 001) overcome theminimum required thresh-
old (i.e.,. 40).

Eudaemonic Well-Being
Eudaemonic well-being was assessed by the means of the Eudai-
monic Workplace Well-being scale (EWWS) by Bartels and col-
leagues (2019), which is composed of eight items equally distributed
between two dimensions: The interpersonal one and the intraper-
sonal one. The former dimension was composed of items such as
“Among the people I work with, I feel there is a sense of fellowship”,
while the latter of items such as “I feel I am able to continually
develop as a person in my job”. Respondents could assess items
through a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree). The scale was found to have generally a good
internal consistency, Cronbach’s (α) McDonald’s (ω) coefficients
were found equal to. 85. Specifically, with reference to the specific
sub-dimensions, for the interpersonal one Cronbach’s (α) was
found equal to. 86 and McDonald’s (ω) to. 87, while for the
intrapersonal dimension both Cronbach’s (α) and McDonald’s

Table 1. ERC-Teams Fields of Research

Field of research % Field of research %

Applied medical technologies 8.30% Neurosciences & neural disorders 2.10%

Biotechnology & molecular & biosystems engineering 4.20% Physiology, pathophysiology & endocrinology 6.30%

Computer science & informatics 2.10% Products & processes engineering 8.30%

Condensed matter physics 4.20% Synthetic chemistry & materials 10.40%

Cultures & cultural production 2.10% Systems & communication engineering 2.10%

Earth system science 2.10% The human mind and its complexity 2.10%

Ecology, evolution & environmental biology 2.10% The social world, diversity, population 6.30%

Fundamental constituents of matter 10.40% The study of the human past 8.30%

Genetics 6.30% Universe sciences 2.10%

Individuals, markets & organizations 6.30% Multiple sectors 4.2%
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(ω) were found equal to. 80. In terms of model fit, the relevant
indexes for EWWS resulted to be adequate (CFI =. 94; TLI =. 91;
RMSEA =. 11; SRMR =. 07), confirming its bi-dimensional struc-
ture, and the factor loadings to significantly overcome the min-
imum required threshold (i.e.,. 40). In the context of the present
study, the variable in question has been used as a second order
variable, as theorized by the authors of the scale, namely Bartels and
colleagues (2019), and used by other research works that have
confirmed the suitability to proceed with so (Mahomed et al., 2022).

Scientific Productivity
At the individual level, respondents were asked to report the
number of published articles, both as corresponding authors and
co-authors, and the number of presentations that they have written
and presented in 2021. On the other hand, at the team level,
Principal Investigators (P.I.) were asked to report the number of
articles that were published since the start of the project, which was
subsequently cross-checked online on the official web pages of the
ERC project. The total number of team publications was then
divided by the number of months from the start of the ERC project,
so to have a comparable index across teams.

Control Variables
In terms of control variables, age, gender, and team size were asked
to be reported by the respondents. On the contrary, budget, type of
grant (i.e., Starting Grant, Consolidator Grant, Advanced Grant,
and Synergy Grant), and field of research were directly retrieved
from the official webpage of the European Research Council1.
Percentage of gender at the team level was computed as the per-
centage of females present in the research team.

Analyses

First, the dataset was checked to identify missing data, which
amounted to be less than the limit of 5% for which data imputation
is required (Fichman & Cummings, 2003).

Using IBM SPSS software version 23, the relevant consistency
analyses were performed to check the reliability of the usedmeasures
and benchmarked against the threshold pointed out in the literature
(Cortina, 1993; Nunally, 1978). To confirm the factorial structure of
the used measurement tools in the considered sample, multiple
confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted using the stat-
istical software Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). Maximum Like-
lihood estimation was used since data distribution was normal. The
model fit was assessed using multiple indices. The comparative fit
index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR). For CFI and TLI, values greater than. 90 are
usually considered as a reasonable model fit, whereas stringent
recommendations suggest values close to. 95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
For the RMSEA and the SRMR, values below. 08 are traditionally
considered a reasonable model fit, whereas stringent recommenda-
tions suggest values close to. 06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Before running the analyses at the team level of analysis, add-
itional tests were performed to assess aggregation. Aggregation
allows assessing that each member’s score was similar enough to
those within their team and that each member’s score was signifi-
cantly different to those among the other considered teams. In
doing so, the average deviation index (ADI; Burke et al., 1999)
and the agreement index for multi-item scales rWG(J) (James et al.,
1984) were computed and analyzed for scales so as to ensure within-
team agreement. Since the response scale to each item was com-
posed of 5 points, the cut-off value for ADI is. 83, more precisely
ADI must be smaller than. 83 to indicate acceptable agreement
(Burke & Dunlap, 2002). On the other hand, rWG(J), values above.
70 are considered to provide evidence of agreement (Bliese, 2022).
As suggested by the scientific literature, also the intraclass correl-
ation coefficients (viz., ICC1 and ICC2) were computed (Bliese,
1998). ICC(1) was considered for evaluating the level of consistency
of responses among team members, while ICC(2) was considered
for estimating the reliability of the team means (Bliese, 2000). The
commonly observed cut-off values for ICC(1) typically range
between. 05 and. 20 (Bliese, 2000), although LeBreton and Senter
(2008) have suggested that an ICC(1) of 0.05 represents a small-to-
medium effect. Bliese (2000) also suggests that values of ICC
(2) above. 70 should be considered acceptable, while Fleiss (1999)

Table 2. Climate Dimensions, Items, and Reliability

Climate dimension Example of item α ω

Team support My team supports its members when they want to improve something in their work .78 .81

Principal Investigator’s support In difficult moments of work, the team feels the support of the principal investigator .85 .86

Organizational clarity In my team, everyone is well informed about their work procedures .85 .86

Resources availability In my team, we have the appropriate resources to do our job .87 .88

Compensation In my team, people are well-paid for the work they carry out .84 .84

Teamwork In my team, teamwork helps to obtain positive results .85 .86

Interpersonal relations In my team, manners between people are good .93 .93

Autonomy In my team, people determine their own work procedures .82 .83

Professional dev. In my team, people are highly encouraged to develop their skills .81 .83

Work-life balance In my team, people are supported in balancing their professional and private lives .84 .85

Workspace quality - Acoustic Where my team works, there is acoustic comfort to carry out our work properly .83 .84

Workspace quality - Furnishing Where my team works, the equipment is maintained in good conditions .73 .74

Workspace quality - Temperature Where my team works, people can easily adjust the indoor temperature .87 .88

1(i.e., https://erc.europa.eu).
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Table 3. Correlation Matrix at the Individual Level

Variable n m sd 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1. Telework flexibility 358 3.92 1.14 -

2. Team support 358 4.08 0.73 .09 -

3. P.I.’s support 358 4.21 0.83 .08 .68** -

4. Org. clarity 358 4.05 0.82 .10* .67** .68** -

5. Resources availability 358 4.43 0.69 .06 .26** .24** .32** -

6. Compensation 358 2.68 1.03 .17** .19** .21** .21** .12* -

7. Teamwork 358 4.11 0.84 .01 .64** .54** .57** .21** .09 -

8. Interpersonal relations 358 4.62 0.63 .06 .51** .43** .46** .16** .06 .45** -

9. Autonomy 358 3.94 0.73 .23** .34** .38** .35** .19** .13* .25** .25** -

10. Professional dev. 358 3.92 0.83 .12* .59** .63** .57** .27** .32** .47** .36** .39** -

11. Work-life balance 358 3.66 0.89 .21** .46** .53** .47** .28** .40** .31** .29** .33** .49** -

12. Acoustic 358 3.67 0.98 .20** .21** .25** .29** .20** .26** .14** .25** .25** .24** .35* -

13. Furnishing 358 3.79 0.87 .11* .16** .16** .23** .28** .18** .16** .15** .14** .28** .25** .41** -

14. Temperature 358 3.28 1.17 .07 .04 .10 .14** .18** .14* .04 .04 .11* .19** .19** .40** .42** -

15. Climate for innovation 358 4.11 0.77 .14** .72** .63** .63** .30** .23** .59** .55** .34** .66** .47** .31** .20** .12* -

16. Climate for excellence 358 3.81 0.74 .06 .45** .44** .46** .16** .18** .54** .34** .20** .45** .30** .16** .18** .09 .63** -

17. Euda. well-being 358 4.03 0.65 .09 .64** .49** .53** .15** .17** .56** .51** .23** .49** .39** .21** .21** .10* .64** .52** -

18. Scientific productivity 358 4.78 5.61 .13** .19** .09 .14** .02 .12* .22** .06 -.04 .13* .10* .04 .02 -.01 .21** .17** .23**

Note. * p <. 05. ** p <. 01
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states that ICC(2) levels lower than. 40 are poor, those from. 40 to.
75 are fair to good, and those greater than. 75 are excellent. Finally,
also a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried out to
determine whether there was statistically significant difference in
between-teams discrimination in the considered team level con-
structs. All aggregation analyses were conducted with the statistical
software R (version 3.6.3) (R Core Team, 2020) by using the R
package “multilevel” in its version 2.6 (Bliese et al., 2022).

For testing the formulated hypotheses both at the individual and
team level of analysis, the statistical software Mplus (Muthén &
Muthén, 2017) was used to perform a structural equation modeling
on the relevant dataset. In this case, the weighted least squaresmean
and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimation model was used since
the tested statistical model contained some nominal variables (e.g.,
gender). As to the inclusion of the whole set of control variables in
the statistical model, it is worth pointing out that they were simul-
taneously included during the computation of the two
(i.e., individual and team level) whole models.

Results

Satisfying results were found both at the individual and team level of
analysis and are reported in the lines that follow.

Results at the Individual Level of Analysis

In the correlation matrix that follows can be found the correlations
(i.e., Pearson’s r) among the relevant variables at the individual level
of analysis (see Table 3).

At the individual level (see Figure 2), with reference to H1,
testing the mediating role of the dimensions of climate for well-
being and eudaemonic well-being between teleworking flexibility
and scientific productivity, partial support was found. Indeed, as it
is possible to see in Figure 2, teleworking flexibility was found to
have a direct and positive relationship with a number of climate
dimensions, specifically team support, organizational clarity, com-
pensation, autonomy, professional development, acoustic comfort,
furniture, and finally work-life balance. As to this last climate
dimension, it was found that gender played a relevant role, meaning
that, as expected, the relationship was stronger for men than for
women. In turn, the climate dimension of team support was found
to have a direct relationship with eudaemonic well-being, as well as
the climate dimension of resources availability, of teamwork, and of
interpersonal relations. Finally, eudemonic well-being was found to
have a direct and positive relationship with scientific productivity.
On these groundings, the climate dimension of team support,
together with eudaimonic well-being, appeared to have the struc-
tural potentiality to represent a mediating mechanism between
telework flexibility and scientific productivity, yet the indirect effect
was found to be not significant (i.e., p =. 13). Notwithstanding, it is
relevant to point out that the level of significance for the here
considered indirect effect, was relevantly lower than for the paths
with the other climate dimensions. In addition, the simple indirect
effect mediated by eudaemonic well-being between team support
and scientific productivity resulted to be significant (β =. 31,
p <. 02). This represents an argument for assuming that with a
greater sample size this indirect effect would result significant, given
the complexity of the considered statistical model.

Figure 2. Results at the Individual Level of Analysis.
Note. n.s. = Non-significant.
* p <. 05. ** p <. 01. *** p <. 001.
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As to H2, testing the mediating role the climate for excellence
and eudaemonic well-being between teleworking flexibility and
scientific productivity, partial support was found. Indeed, no direct
relationship was found between telework flexibility and the climate
for excellence, yet the focused climate in question was positively
liked to eudaemonic well-being, thus, as above reported, to scien-
tific productivity.

As toH3, testing the mediating role of the climate for innovation
and eudaemonic well-being between teleworking flexibility and
scientific productivity, partial support was found. Indeed, telework
flexibility was found to have a direct and positive relationship with
the climate for innovation, which in turn was positively linked to
eudaemonic well-being, thus, as above reported to scientific prod-
uctivity. On these groundings, the climate for innovation, together
with eudaimonic well-being, appeared to have the structural poten-
tiality to represent a mediating mechanism between telework flexi-
bility and scientific productivity, yet the indirect effect was found to
be not significant (i.e., p =. 13). Notwithstanding, it is relevant to
point out that the level of significance for the here considered
indirect effect, was relevantly lower than for the paths with the
other climate dimensions. In addition, the simple indirect effect
mediated by eudaemonic well-being between the climate for innov-
ation and scientific productivity resulted to be significant (β =. 18,
p <. 03). Also in this case, this represents an argument for assuming
that with a greater sample size this indirect effect would result
significant, given the complexity of the considered statistical model.

As to the results of the control variables on scientific product-
ivity, age was understandably found to play a relevant role (β =. 40,
p <. 001), on the contrary of gender.

Results at the Team Level of Analysis

Before running the statistical analyses at the team level, the due
aggregation indexes were checked as reported in the scientific

literature (LeBreton& Senter, 2008). The outcomes of such analyses
are reported in Table 4 and provide justification for the perform-
ance of statistical analyses at the team level.

In the correlation matrix that follows can be found the correl-
ations (i.e., Pearson’s r) among the relevant variables at the team
level of analysis (see Table 5).

At the team level (see Figure 3), with reference toH1, testing the
mediating role of the dimensions of climate for well-being and
eudaemonic well-being between teleworking flexibility and scien-
tific productivity, partial support was found. Indeed, teleworking
flexibility was found to have a direct and positive relationship with a
few climate dimensions, such as organizational clarity, compensa-
tion, autonomy, professional development, and finally the climate
dimension of acoustic comfort. In turn, the climate dimension of
team support was found to have a direct relationship with eudae-
monic well-being, as well as the climate dimension of Principal
Investigator’s support. Finally, contrarily to the individual level,
eudemonic well-being was not found to have a direct and positive
relationship with scientific productivity.

As to H2, testing the mediating role the climate for excellence
and eudaemonic well-being between teleworking flexibility and
scientific productivity, partial support was found. Indeed, no direct
relationship was found between telework flexibility and the climate
for excellence, yet the climate was positively liked to eudaemonic
well-being.

As to H3, testing the mediating role the climate for innovation
and eudaemonic well-being between teleworking flexibility and
scientific productivity, partial support was found. Indeed, telework
flexibility was found to have a direct and positive relationship with
the climate for innovation, while it was not significantly related to
eudaemonic well-being.

As to the results of the control variables on scientific product-
ivity, only the type of grant (β =. 60, p <. 001) was found to play a
relevant role, showing that scientific productivity increases with the

Table 4. Aggregation Indexes for Team-Level Analysis

Variables ADI (M) SD rWG(J) ICC(1) ICC(2) ANOVA Sig. (ANOVA)

1. Telework flexibility .76 0.32 .64 .27 .72 F(47, 291) = 3.60 p <. 001

2. Team support .56 0.18 .87 .17 .60 F(47, 291) = 2.48 p <. 001

3. P.I.’s support .57 0.22 .83 .22 .66 F(47, 291) = 2.98 p <. 001

4. Organizational clarity .63 0.23 .77 .10 .42 F(47, 291) = 1.73 p <. 01

5. Resources availability .50 0.25 .86 .23 .68 F(47, 291) = 3.08 p <. 001

6. Compensation .81 0.20 .63 .20 .63 F(47, 291) = 2.71 p <. 001

7. Teamwork .60 0.22 .81 .23 .68 F(47, 291) = 3.10 p <. 001

8. Interpersonal relations .36 0.26 .93 .12 .48 F(47, 291) = 1.94 p <. 001

9. Autonomy .59 0.14 .88 .19 .62 F(47, 291) = 2.64 p <. 001

10. Professional dev. .67 0.20 .79 .10 .45 F(47, 291) = 1.81 p <. 01

11. Work-life balance .71 0.18 .78 .20 .64 F(47, 291) = 2.81 p <. 001

12. Acoustic Comfort .74 0.22 .70 .26 .71 F(47, 291) = 3.43 p <. 001

13. Furnishing Comfort .73 0.21 .69 .09 .40 F(47, 291) = 1.68 p <. 01

14. Temperature Comfort .86 0.24 .54 .26 .71 F(47, 291) = 3.48 p <. 001

15. Climate for innovation .55 0.18 .89 .10 .45 F(47, 291) = 1.82 p <. 01

16. Climate for excellence .66 0.16 .82 .13 .50 F(47, 291) = 2.00 p <. 001

17. Eudaemonic well-being .60 0.17 .92 .18 .61 F(47, 291) = 2.59 p < 0.001
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Table 5. Correlation Matrix at the Team Level

Variable n m sd 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1. Telework flexibility 48 3.95 0.68 -

2. Team support 48 4.15 0.39 .14 -

3. P.I.’s support 48 4.26 0.48 .11 .71** -

4. Org. clarity 48 4.08 0.43 .22 .73** .80** -

5. Resources availability 48 4.44 0.40 .02 .35* .28 .39** -

6. Compensation 48 2.81 0.63 .23 .33* .17 .09 .05 -

7. Teamwork 48 4.10 0.49 .03 .63** .53** .57** .33* –.01 -

8. Interpersonal relations 48 4.65 0.31 .11 .33* .20 .47** .05 –.09 .33* -

9. Autonomy 48 3.97 0.41 .45** .50** .53** .58** .29* .16 .30* .24 -

10. Professional dev. 48 3.98 0.39 .20 .61** .56** .49** .45** .45** .41** .17 .45** -

11. Work-life balance 48 3.71 0.52 .32* .72** .63** .59** .42** .37* .34* .29* .47** .60** -

12. Acoustic 48 3.70 0.62 .20 .27 .22 .37** .25 .21 –.01 .31* .42** .14 .37** -

13. Furnishing 48 3.79 0.45 .13 .08 .08 .27 .33* –.06 .07 .28 .20 .15 .09 .53** -

14. Temperature 48 3.37 0.71 .07 .05 .11 .09 .23 .16 –.02 .06 .17 0.31* .22 .50** -

15. Climate for innovation 48 4.16 0.38 .28 .78** .62** .75** .50** .20 .61** .46** .53** .61** .65** .43** .34* -

16. Climate for excellence 48 3.83 0.38 .19 .56** .48** .57** .22 .14 .62** .36** .48** .42** .31* .17 .16 .10 .75** -

17. Euda. well-being 48 4.09 0.38 .17 .72** .40** .56** .21 .08 .68** .55** .27 .39** .48** .15 .17 .01 .68** .64** -

18. Scientific productivity 48 0.39 0.35 .22 –.11 .15 .02 .18 –.08 .19 –.15 .25 .13 –.03 .16 .20 .20 .18 .25 –.14

Note. * p <. 05. ** p <. 01.
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level of relevance of the grant itself. On the other hand, the model
resulted to be stable after controlling for gender percentage team
size, budget, research field, and age, whose relationship with scien-
tific productivity resulted to be not significant.

Discussion

The present study was set out to explore whether the molar climate
for well-being dimensions, jointly with the climate for excellence
and for innovation and eudaemonic well-being represent a relevant
mediating mechanism in the relationship between telework flexi-
bility and scientific productivity. Indeed, in spite of the numerous
studies investigating such relationship, results are unclear (Hackney
et al., 2022) and its linking mechanisms not fully covered
(Charalampous et al., 2019; Lunde et al., 2022). In addition, despite
the climate construct represents one of the most investigated vari-
ables (Schneider et al., 2017), not much is known about how it is
affected by the HR practice of teleworking, thus how this practice
relates to relevant workers’ perceptions of the workplace. On a final
note, with specific reference to the climate literature, it is worth
pointing out that insights were missing on the simultaneous role
that molar and focused climates may play in the explanation of
organizational phenomena (Ehrhart & Kuenzi, 2015). Specifically,
not much was known about whether and to what extent they
contributed one another to the prediction of organizational out-
comes (Ehrhart & Kuenzi, 2015).

Basing on the results of the performed analyses, telework flexi-
bility represents a relevant climate foci for molar and focused
climates, both at the individual and team level of analysis. Indeed,
flextime appeared to positively relate tomost of the climate for well-

being dimensions and with the climate for innovation. As to the
former, it is interesting to notice that telework flexibility may then
represent a relevant strategy for overcoming the inconveniences
that usually characterize workplaces in research team (e.g., acoustic
comfort and adequate furniture; Mazzi, 1996) and to improve the
possibilities of professional development, the perceptions about
compensation, and of team support. As to the climate for innov-
ation, it resulted that providing the opportunity to flexibly choose
when to work and fromwhere favors the perception of working in a
work environment that supports the formation of creative and
innovative ideas. Thus, this finding is completely in line with the
workplace innovation literature that highlights the relevant role
that HR practices can play when promoting innovation is the goal
(Prus et al., 2017).

Moving to the relationships between climates and eudaemonic
well-being, both climate for well-being dimensions, the climate for
excellence, and the climate for innovation were found to play a
relevant role in the promotion of eudemonic well-being, especially
at the individual level. Hence, both molar and the considered
focused climates jointly play a relevant role in the prediction and
explanation of relevant outcomes (Ehrhart & Kuenzi, 2015). With
specific reference to the climate for well-being dimensions, team
support, teamwork, interpersonal relations, and resources availabil-
ity had a particular strong relationship with well-being. As to this
last one, it is worth noticing the negative sign of such relationship,
meaning that a greater availability of resources was related to a
lower level of eudaemonic well-being. A possible explanation can
lay in the fact that an increased possibility to resort to resources can
lead to isolation, preventing interactions with colleagues and feeling
well from a eudemonic perspective. This explanation finds support

Figure 3. Results at the Team Level of Analysis.
Note. n.s. = Non-significant.
* p <. 05. ** p <. 01. *** p <. 001.
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in the study by Stoian and colleagues (2022), where resources
availability is put into relationship with professional isolation. Also,
differently from the individual level, it was found that shared
perceptions about the Principal Investigator’s (P.I.) support were
negatively related to eudaemonic well-being at the team level. A
possible explanation can lay in the fact that P.I.s’ excessive presence
and willingness to support their team can make become the team
excessively dependent on the leader, thus obstacle the natural
development of relationships among team members and growth
opportunities within the team. In line with this, Deci and colleagues
(1989) highlight how relevant it is to promote autonomy within the
team for activating beneficial processes among team members.
Finally, as to the climate for excellence and for innovation, as
expected they were found to represent a relevant source of both
professional and personal growth, thus of eudaemonic well-being.

In addition, moving to the relationship between eudaemonic
well-being and scientific productivity, a possible explanation
behind the fact that it was found to be significant only at the
individual level of analysis, could be found in the operationalization
of the team-level KPI itself. Indeed, at the team level, only the
studies published under the relevant ERC grant were considered,
hence only a subset of works was included, with weakening effects
on the relationship itself.

In conclusion, with specific reference to the climate dimension
of work-life balance, it is important to notice that, at the individual
level, gender played a relevant role. More precisely, telework flexi-
bility resulted to be a stronger promoter of the perceptions of work-
life balance for men than women, as expected basing on previous
empirical findings (Rodríguez-Modroño & López-Igual, 2021;
Suero, 2023).

Theoretical Implications

In terms of theoretical implications, as a first outcome of this
research work the practice of flexible telework represents a relevant
climate source as other HR practices (Veld et al., 2010). Hence,
scientists and practitioners are suggested to start considering this
practices when investigating team and organizational phenomena
that involve climate variables, especially now that the practice of
telework has become so widespread (Eurofound, 2020; Eurofound
& ILO, 2017).

Secondly, the present study contributed to start shedding light
on a relevant gap within the climate literature. As pointed out by
Ehrhart and Kuenzi (2015), empirical insights were missing about
the joint contribution of molar and focused climates in the explan-
ation of organizational outcomes. In regards, the evidence pro-
duced through the present study show that, in addition to the
molar climate for well-being, also focused climates play a relevant
role in the explanation of employees’ well-being.

Finally, as to the identification of mediating mechanisms
explaining the relationship between teleworking and scientific
productivity that was pointed out by Charalampous and colleagues
(2019) and Lunde and colleagues (2022), it can be stated that
climates and eudaemonic well-being seem to play a relevant role
in this sense. Specifically, they represent a joint mechanism explain-
ing how telework flexibility leads to an increase in scientific pro-
duction, yet more light needs to be shed in regards given the
limitations of the present study.

Practical Implications

In terms of practical implications, implementing the practice of
teleworking so that workers can resort to it flexibly has been shown

to produce strong and positive repercussions on relevant climate
dimensions. Hence, team leaders, such as Principal Investigators of
ERC granted teams, should take into serious consideration provid-
ing their team members with the opportunity to decide when to
telework both on a weekly and monthly basis. Secondly, flexible
teleworking can be strategically used for increasing the perceptions
of work-life balance, yet gender differences should be taken into
account, and relevant adjustments should be implemented. Indeed,
it would result to be particularly valuable for men, while for women
additional countermeasures should be taken to prevent negative
effects. Finally, as may be the case for most of the ERC-granted
teams, which are granted on average with a € 2mln subsidy each, its
members can be provided with a wide array of resources. In this
case, the Principal Investigator should put much attention on
creating adequate opportunities for stimulating discussions aiming
fostering personal and professional growth.

Despite the valuable contribution of this study, some limitations
need to be pointed out. Firstly, it needs to be highlighted that the
present study has a cross-sectional design, thus cannot be used for
drawing causal conclusions about the considered relationships.
Secondly, the sample sizes both for the individual (i.e., 358) and
for the team (i.e., 48) level analysis were, considering the complexity
of the statistical model, relatively small, reducing the power of the
statistical tests carried out. In turn, the reduced statistical power
limited, to a certain extent, the detection of significant relationships.
On the one hand, grounding on the results at the individual level,
the indirect effects of the hypothesized mediating mechanisms
would have assumingly resulted to be strongly significant based
on the detected trends in terms of significance. On the other hand,
grounding on the results at the team level, it becomes clear that a
bigger sample would have led to more significant relationships,
such as the relationship of telework flexibility, P.I.’s support, auton-
omy, climate for innovation or climate for excellence with scientific
productivity, this based on the relevant outputs in terms of bivariate
correlations. Thirdly, having reached out to all 206 currently active
Spanish ERC-granted teams, this geographic specificity may hinder
the generalizability of the findings to other research teams. How-
ever, considering the internationality of the contexts in which
excellence teams use to operate (e.g., international collaborations,
attendance and presentation at international conferences), the
main features that characterize research teams of excellence, at least
in Europe, can, to a certain extent, be similar across countries.
Moreover, themultiplicity of areas inwhich the considered research
team operated can be regarded as an additional factor that dimin-
ishes the effects of such regionality.

In terms of future research, the authors recommend carrying out
studies on the topic but with a longitudinal research design for
exploring the causal links among the considered variables. Secondly,
it would be advisable for similar future studies to have a more
comprehensive reach-out including teams that are based in other
European countries. This would allow having amore comprehensive
understanding of the investigated phenomena and could allow
detecting possible diversities across nations. Thirdly, it would be
relevant to carry out the tested statistical model with a larger sample
in that it would allow having a more solid testing of the investigated
relationships. In addition, it would allow researchers to run a cross-
level statistical model and, possibly, consider gender as a model
moderator. As to the former and given the specificity of the con-
sidered variables, it would be interesting to run a “1–2–1–1” cross
levelmodel that considers only team climates as aggregated variables.
This would allow increasing the understanding on how the con-
sidered individual and team level variables relate to one another and
result in increased scientific productivity. As to the latter, given the
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implicit and explicit gender inequalities that are still characterizing a
good number of workplaces, considering gender as a model moder-
ator would allow detecting to more thoroughly possible changes in
the considered relationships when considering one gender or the
other. Fourthly, considering the complexity and diversity that char-
acterize international research teams, as for example in terms of
multiculturality, age, background, it would be interesting to investi-
gate the possible effects of fault-lines along with the models tested in
the present study. Indeed, as highlighted in the work by Valls and
colleagues (2021), demographic fault-lines can have negative effects
on team performance. Finally, the outcomes of the present study can
be used as a starting point for future studies aiming at filling the
relevant gap pointed out by Ehrhart and Kuenzi (2015). The authors
precisely point out that empirical insights are missing about the
interactions among the molar climate for well-being and focused
climates, both in terms of process and strategic climates. Consist-
ently, the present study can then be regarded as a first empirical step
in such direction, suggesting that when eudaemonic well-being is
considered as outcome the considered climates seem to tend to add
their effects one upon the other. Clearly, this represents a first
speculation that needs to be addressed with an empirical study that
directly addresses and hypothesizes on the interactions among the
considered climate constructs.

To conclude, despite the limitations, the authors believe that the
present work provides the community of scientists, practitioners,
and Principal Investigators with useful findings that improve the
understanding on the management of excellence research teams in
view of their well-being and productivity.

Funding statement. This work was supported by the Comunidad de Madrid
(Grant Number 2018–T1/SOC–10409).

Authorship credit. Conceptualization (GM, NT); Data curation (GM); Formal
Analysis (GM, IT); Funding acquisition (SB); Investigation (GM, NT); Method-
ology (GM, NT, IT); Project administration (GM); Resources (GM); Software
(GM, IT); Supervision (NT, IT); Validation (n.a.); Visualization (GM); Writing –
original draft (GM); Writing – review & editing (ASP, NT, IT, SB, GM).

Data sharing. The authors state that all the relevant datasets and syntaxis are
available at Open Science Framework and can be accessed at https://doi.
org/10.17605/OSF.IO/FKZUA.

Conflicts of Interest. None.

References

Anakpo, G., Nqwayibana, Z., & Mishi, S. (2023). The impact of work-from-
home on employee performance and productivity: A systematic review.
Sustainability, 15(5), Article 4529. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15054529

Anderson, N. R., & West, M. A. (1998). Measuring climate for work group
innovation: Development and validation of the Team Climate Inventory.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 19(3), 235–258. https://doi.org/10.1002/
(SICI)1099-1379(199805)19:3<235::AID-JOB837>3.0.CO;2-C

Barsade, S. G. (2002). The Ripple effect: Emotional contagion and its influence
on group behavior.Administrative Science Quarterly, 47(4), 644–675. https://
doi.org/10.2307/3094912

Barsade, S. G., &Gibson,D. E. (2007).Why does affectmatter in organizations?
Academy of Management Perspectives, 21(1), 36–59. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amp.2007.24286163

Bartels, A. L., Peterson, S. J., & Reina, C. S. (2019). Understanding well-being
at work: Development and validation of the Eudaimonic Workplace Well-
Being scale. PLoS ONE, 14(4), Article 0215957. https://doi.org/10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0215957

Beckel, J. L. O., & Fisher, G. G. (2022). Telework and worker health and well-
being: A review and recommendations for research and practice.

International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(7),
Article 3879. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19073879

Blau, P. (1968). Social exchange. In D. L. Sills (Ed.), International Encyclopedia
of the Social Sciences (pp. 452–457). Macmillan & Free Press.

Bliese, P. D. (1998). Group size, ICC values, and group-level correlations: A
simulation. Organizational Research Methods, 1(4), 355–373. https://doi.
org/10.1177/109442819814001

Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliabil-
ity: Implications for data aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J.
Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations.
Foundations, extensions, and new directions (pp. 249–381). Jossey-Bass.

Bliese, P. D. (2022). Multilevel Modeling in R (2.7) [Apparatus]. http://cran.r-
project.org/doc/contrib//Bliese_Multilevel.pdf

Bliese, P. D.,Chen, G.,Downes, P., Schepker, D., & Lang, J. (2022).Multilevel:
Multilevel Functions. R Package (Version 2.7) [Computer software]. https://
cran.r-project.org/package=multilevel

Bowen, D. E., & Ostroff, C. (2004). Understanding HRM–firm performance
linkages: The role of the “strength” of the HRM system. Academy of Man-
agement Review, 29(2), 203–221. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2004.12736076

Bowen, D. E., & Ostroff, C. (2016). Reflections on the 2014 decade award: Is
there strength in the construct of HR system strength? Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 41(2), 196–214. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2015.0323

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 185–216. https://doi.org/10.1177/
135910457000100301

Burke, M. J., &Dunlap,W. P. (2002). Estimating interrater agreement with the
average deviation index: A user’s guide. Organizational Research Methods, 5
(2), 159–172. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428102005002002

Burke, M. J., Finkelstein, L. M., & Dusig, M. S. (1999). On average deviation
indices for estimating interrater agreement. Organizational Research
Methods, 2(1), 49–68. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819921004

Charalampous, M., Grant, C. A., Tramontano, C., & Michailidis, E. (2019).
Systematically reviewing remote e-workers’ well-being at work: A multidi-
mensional approach. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psych-
ology, 28(1), 51–73. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1541886

Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and
applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(1), 98–104. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.1.98

Cropanzano, R., & Wright, T. A. (2001). When a “happy” worker is really a
“productive” worker: A review and further refinement of the happy-
productive worker thesis. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and
Research, 53(3), 182–199. https://doi.org/10.1037/1061-4087.53.3.182

de Jong, J. P. J., &DenHartog, D. N. (2007). How leaders influence employees’
innovative behaviour. European Journal of Innovation Management, 10(1),
41–64. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060710720546

Deci, E. L., Connell, J. P., & Ryan, R. M. (1989). Self-determination in a work
organization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(4), 580–590. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.4.580

Diener, E. (2000). Subjective well-being. The science of happiness and a
proposal for a national index. American Psychologist, 55(1), 34–43. http://
doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.34

Ehrhart, M. G., & Kuenzi, M. (2015). Organizational climate in the work
setting. In J. D. Wright (Ed.), International Encyclopedia of the Social &
Behavioral Sciences (2nd Ed., pp. 327–333). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-08-097086-8.22016-3

Ehrhart, M. G., & Raver, J. L. (2014). The effects of organizational climate and
culture on productive and counterproductive behavior. In B. Schneider &
K. M. Barbera (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of organizational climate and
culture (pp. 153–176). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780199860715.013.0009

Ehrhart, M. G., Schneider, B., &Macey, W. H. (2013). Organizational climate
and culture. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315857664

Emerson, R. M. (1976). Social exchange theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 2
(1), 335–362. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.02.080176.002003

European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Condi-
tions. (2020). Living, working and Covid–19. https://www.eurofound.euro
pa.eu/publications/report/2020/living-working-and-covid-19

14 Guido Martinolli et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2024.5 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/FKZUA
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/FKZUA
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15054529
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199805)19:3<235::AID-JOB837>3.0.CO;2-C
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199805)19:3<235::AID-JOB837>3.0.CO;2-C
https://doi.org/10.2307/3094912
https://doi.org/10.2307/3094912
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.24286163
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.24286163
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215957
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215957
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19073879
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819814001
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819814001
http://www.cran.r-project.org/doc/contrib/Bliese_Multilevel.pdf
http://www.cran.r-project.org/doc/contrib/Bliese_Multilevel.pdf
https://cran.r-project.org/package=multilevel
https://cran.r-project.org/package=multilevel
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2004.12736076
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2015.0323
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428102005002002
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819921004
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1541886
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.1.98
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.1.98
https://doi.org/10.1037/1061-4087.53.3.182
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060710720546
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.4.580
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.4.580
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.34
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.34
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.22016-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.22016-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199860715.013.0009
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199860715.013.0009
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315857664
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.02.080176.002003
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/living-working-and-covid-19
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/report/2020/living-working-and-covid-19
https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2024.5


European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Condi-
tions & International Labour Office. (2017). Working anytime, anywhere:
The effects on the world of work. https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/publi
cations/2017/working-anytime-anywhere-effects-world-work

Fichman,M., &Cummings, J. N. (2003). Multiple imputation for missing data:
Making the most of what you know. Organizational Research Methods, 6(3),
282–308. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428103255532

Fleiss, J. L. (1999). The design and analysis of clinical experiments. JohnWiley &
Sons, Inc. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118032923

Gamero, N.,González-Romá, V., & Peiró, J. M. (2008). The influence of intra-
team conflict on work teams’ affective climate: A longitudinal study. Journal
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 81(1), 47–69. https://doi.
org/10.1348/096317907X180441

George, J. M. (1990). Personality, affect, and behavior in groups. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 75(2), 107–116. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.75.2.107

Gibson, C. B., Gilson, L. L., Griffith, T. L., & O’Neill, T. A. (2023). Should
employees be required to return to the office? Organizational Dynamics, 52
(2), Article 100981. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2023.100981

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the Job Diagnostic
Survey. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(2), 159–170. https://doi.
org/10.1037/h0076546

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of
work: Test of a theory.Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 16
(2), 250–279. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(76)90016-7

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1980). Work redesign. Addison-Wesley.
Hackney, A., Yung, M., Somasundram, K. G.,Nowrouzi-Kia, B.,Oakman, J.,

& Yazdani, A. (2022). Working in the digital economy: A systematic review
of the impact of work from home arrangements on personal and organiza-
tional performance and productivity. PLoS ONE, 17(10), Article e0274728.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0274728

Hu, L.-t., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10705519909540118

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group
interrater reliability with and without response bias. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 69(1), 85–98. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85

James, L. R., & Jones, A. P. (1974). Organizational climate: A review of theory
and research. Psychological Bulletin, 81(12), 1096–1112. https://doi.
org/10.1037/h0037511

Jamovi. (2022). jamovi (Version 2.3) [Computer software]. https://www.jamovi.org
Kozlowasky, S.W. J., &Klein, K. L. (2000). Amultilevel approach to theory and

research in organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In
K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowsky (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and
methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions
(pp. 3–90). Jossey-Bass/Wiley.

Krause, D. E. (2004). Influence-based leadership as a determinant of the
inclination to innovate and of innovation-related behaviors. The Leadership
Quarterly, 15(1), 79–102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.006

LeBreton, J. M., & Senter, J. L. (2008). Answers to 20 questions about interrater
reliability and interrater agreement.Organizational ResearchMethods, 11(4),
815–852. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106296642

Lewin, K., Lippitt, R., &White, R. K. (1939). Patterns of aggressive behavior in
experimentally created “social climates”. The Journal of Social Psychology, 10
(2), 269–299. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1939.9713366

Lunde, L.-K., Fløvik, L., Christensen, J. O., Johannessen, H. A., Finne, L. B.,
Jørgensen, I. L.,Mohr,B., &Vleeshouwers, J. (2022).The relationshipbetween
telework from home and employee health: A systematic review. BMC Public
Health, 22(1), Article 47. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-12481-2

Mahomed, F., Oba, P., & Sony, M. (2022). Exploring employee well-being
during the COVID–19 remote work: Evidence from South Africa. European
Journal of Training and Development, 47(10), 91–111. https://doi.
org/10.1108/EJTD-06-2022-0061

Maitland, A., & Thomson, P. (2014). Future work (expanded and updated):
Changing organizational culture for the new world of work. Palgrave Mac-
millan London. http://doi.org/10.1057/9781137367167

Martinolli, G., de Angelis, M., Tordera, N., & Pietrantoni, L. (2021). The
organizational climate for sustainable commuting: An Italian validation
study in the academic sector. Sustainability, 13(16), Article 9215. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su13169215

Martinolli, G., Sanín Posada, A., Belli, S., & Tordera, N. (2023). Teleworking
components and scientific productivity in Spanish ERC-Granted Teams: The
mediating role of climate andwell-being. Journal ofWork andOrganizational
Psychology, 39(3), 131–143. https://doi.org/10.5093/jwop2023a14

Martinolli, G., Tordera, N., & Sanín Posada, A. (2024). The ECO VI scale: A
climate for well-being scale validation and refinement study. [Manuscript
submitted for publication].

Mazzi, A. (April 25-26, 1996). Alternative office structures for telecommuters
[Conference session]. Telecommuting ‘96 Conference, Jacksonville, FL,
United States. https://doi.org/10.1145/234881.234884

Morgeson, F. P., & Humphrey, S. E. (2006). The Work Design Questionnaire
(WDQ): Developing and validating a comprehensive measure for assessing
job design and the nature of work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(6),
1321–1339. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321

Muthén, L. K. & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2017). Mplus user’s guide (8th Ed.).
Muthén & Muthén.

Newman, A.,Round, H.,Wang, S., &Mount,M. (2020). Innovation climate: A
systematic review of the literature and agenda for future research. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 93(1), 73–109. https://doi.
org/10.1111/joop.12283

Nunally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd Ed.). McGraw-Hill.
Ostroff, C. (1993). The effects of climate and personal influences on individual

behavior and attitudes in organizations.Organizational Behavior andHuman
Decision Processes, 56(1), 56–90. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1993.1045

Patterson, M. G.,West, M. A., Shackleton, V. J., Dawson, J. F., Lawthom, R.,
Maitlis, S., Robinson, D. L., & Wallace, A. M. (2005). Validating the
organizational climate measure: Links to managerial practices, productivity
and innovation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26(4), 379–408. https://
doi.org/10.1002/job.312

Prus, I.,Nacamulli, R. C. D., & Lazazzara, A. (2017). Disentangling workplace
innovation: A systematic literature review. Personnel Review, 46(7),
1254–1279. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2016-0267

Quinn, R. E., & Rohrbaugh, J. (1983). A spatial model of effectiveness criteria:
Towards a competing values approach to organizational analysis. Manage-
ment Science, 29(3), 273–393. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.3.363

RCore Team. (2020). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing
(Version 3.6.3) [Computer software]. r Foundation for Statistical Computing.
https://www.r-project.org/

Rodríguez-Modroño, P., & López-Igual, P. (2021). Job quality and work—Life
balance of teleworkers. International Journal of Environmental Research and
Public Health, 18(6), Article 3239. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18063239

Ryff, C. D., & Keyes, C. L. M. (1995). The structure of psychological well-being
revisited. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(4), 719–727.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.719

Schneider, B. (1975). Organizational climates: An essay. Personnel Psychology,
28(4), 447–479. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1975.tb01386.x

Schneider, B., &Barbera, K. M. (2014). Introduction: The Oxford handbook of
organizational climate and culture. In Benjamin Schneider & K. M. Barbera
(Eds.), The Oxford handbook of organizational climate and culture (August
4, 2014). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/
9780199860715.001.0001

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M. G., &Macey, W. H. (2011). Organizational climate
research: Achievements and the road ahead. In N. M. Ashkanasy, C. P. M.
Wilderom, & M. F. Peterson (Eds.), The handbook of organizational culture
and climate (pp. 29–49). SAGE Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781483307961.n3

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M. G., &Macey, W. H. (2013). Organizational climate
and culture. Annual Review of Psychology, 64, 361–388. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143809

Schneider, B., González-Romá, V.,Ostroff, C., &West, M. A. (2017). Organ-
izational climate and culture: Reflections on the history of the constructs in
the Journal of Applied Psychology. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3),
468–482. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000090

The Spanish Journal of Psychology 15

https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2024.5 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/publications/2017/working-anytime-anywhere-effects-world-work
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/publications/2017/working-anytime-anywhere-effects-world-work
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428103255532
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118032923
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317907X180441
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317907X180441
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.2.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.2.107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2023.100981
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076546
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076546
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(76)90016-7
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0274728
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037511
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037511
https://www.jamovi.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106296642
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1939.9713366
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-12481-2
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-06-2022-0061
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-06-2022-0061
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137367167
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13169215
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13169215
https://doi.org/10.5093/jwop2023a14
https://doi.org/10.1145/234881.234884
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12283
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12283
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1993.1045
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.312
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.312
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2016-0267
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.3.363
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18063239
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.719
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1975.tb01386.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199860715.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199860715.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483307961.n3
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483307961.n3
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143809
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143809
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000090
https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2024.5


Stoian, C.-A., Caraiani, C., Anica-Popa, I. F., Dascălu, C., & Lungu, C. I.
(2022). Telework systematic model design for the future of work. Sustain-
ability, 14(12), Article 7146. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14127146

Suero, C. (2023). Gendered division of housework and childcare and women’s
intention to have a second child in Spain. Genus, 79(1), Article 3. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s41118-023-00182-0

Toro, A. F. (1992). Diseño y validación de un instrumento para evaluación del
clima organizacional [Design and Validation of an Instrument for Organiza-
tional Climate Assessment]. Revista Interamericana de Psicología Ocupacio-
nal, 11(1–2), 151–162.

Toro, A. F. (1996). Clima organizacional y productividad laboral [The impact of
organizational climate on labor productivity]. Revista Antioqueña de Econ-
omía y Desarrollo, 49, 66–72.

Toro, A. F. (2008). Análisis psicométrico de la encuesta ECO IV de clima organiza-
cional por países [Psychometric analysis of the ECO IV Organizational Climate
Survey by countries].Revista Interamericana de PsicologíaOcupacional, 27, 44–57.

Valls, V., Tomás, I., González-Romá, V., & Rico, R. (2021). The influence of
age-based faultlines on team performance: Examining mediational paths.

European Management Journal, 39(4), 456–466. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
emj.2020.10.008

Veld, M., Paauwe, J., & Boselie, P. (2010). HRM and strategic climates in
hospitals: Does the message come across at the ward level? Human Resource
Management Journal, 20(4), 339–356. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-
8583.2010.00139.x

Warr, P. (1987). Work, unemployment and mental health. Oxford University
Press.

Warr, P. (1994). A conceptual framework for the study of work and mental
health. Work & Stress, 8(2), 84–97. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678
379408259982

Warr, P. (2007). Work, happiness, and unhappiness. Lawrence Erlbaum Asso-
ciates.

World Health Organization. (2023). Back-translation. https://www.who.int/
substance_abuse/research_tools/translation/en/

Zelenski, J. M.,Murphy, S. A., & Jenkins, D. A. (2008). The happy-productive
worker thesis revisited. Journal of Happiness Studies, 9(4), 521–537. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10902-008-9087-4

16 Guido Martinolli et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2024.5 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.3390/su14127146
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41118-023-00182-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41118-023-00182-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2010.00139.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2010.00139.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678379408259982
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678379408259982
https://www.who.int/substance_abuse/research_tools/translation/en/
https://www.who.int/substance_abuse/research_tools/translation/en/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-008-9087-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-008-9087-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/SJP.2024.5

	The Joint Role of Focused and Molar Climates and Eudaemonic Well-being as Mediators of the Relationship between Flexible Telework and Scientific Productivity in Spanish ERC-Granted Teams
	Molar and Focused Climates: A distinction
	The Molar Climate or Climate for Well-Being
	Focused Climates
	The Climates for Excellence and for Innovation in the Context of the Present Study

	Climates and Eudaemonic Well-Being as Mediating Mechanisms of the Relationship between Flexible Teleworking and Scientific Productivity
	Flexible Teleworking and Climates
	Climates, Eudaemonic Well-Being, and Scientific Productivity

	Eudaimonic Well-Being as a Team Level Variable
	Individual and Team Level Modeling: An Exploratory Approach
	Teleworking Flexibility, Climate for Work-Life Balance, and Gender
	Method
	Transparency and Openness
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Telework Flexibility
	Climate for Well-Being
	Climate for Innovation
	Climate for Excellence
	Eudaemonic Well-Being
	Scientific Productivity
	Control Variables

	Analyses

	Results
	Results at the Individual Level of Analysis
	Results at the Team Level of Analysis

	Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Practical Implications

	Funding statement
	Authorship credit
	Data sharing
	Conflicts of Interest
	References


