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Abstract

:

Several studies have emphasised the effects of perceived social approval in employees’ professional environment (colleagues and managers) on the implementation of remote and mediatised work practices and, more specifically, on their spatial, temporal and material characteristics. The use of information and communication technologies has been identified in the literature not only as affecting the levels felt by employees in terms of their relation to work (organisational commitment and recognition for work accomplished) but also in terms of work-life balance and health (stress and addictions). However, these studies are few in number when it comes to nomadic and informal work practices and rarely address perceived social approval in employees’ professional entourage. We used an empirical study based on a questionnaire survey. The results indicate that employees favour smartphone and laptop use. The effects of perceived social approval in their professional entourage differ according to the technologies used. These uses also have an impact on commitment and recognition, but their effects on employees’ perception of the effects of work life on “non-work” life and on addiction-related behaviours are more nuanced. These findings lead us to discuss the “right to disconnect” and the development of support and supervision schemes for nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices.
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1. Introduction


The increasing use of technologies in the workplace has resulted in changes in the organisation of work activities, which are now performed in much more varied and changing locations and temporalities [1,2,3]. As a result, we observe a gradual disappearance of the landmarks usually associated with both work and non-work life [4]. In France, more than 70% of executives work outside their offices [5] in a variety of spaces (home, transportation, etc.) and outside regular working hours (evenings, weekends, etc.).



At the same time, French policies adopted in the last decade on the right of employees to telework, combined with notable changes in workspaces, reinforced the emergence of increasingly nomadic work practices enhanced by ICTs. Thus, legislation adopted in 2017 (the “Macron Ordinance”) abolishes the need for contractualisation and recognises grey and occasional telework, thereby encouraging mediatised, remote and informal practices [6]. The development of the phenomenon both in France and internationally is such that some authors have even referred to the birth of a “nomadic work culture” [7]. The accentuation of these practices in the short and medium term is being further reinforced by the COVID-19 pandemic, which has required accelerated expansion, on an unprecedented scale, of ICT-mediatised work “outside the walls” of companies.



It has been identified in the literature that these new forms of remote work and their different characteristics alter the relationship between employees and the companies employing them [8]. Some studies report effects not only on the degree of organisational commitment felt by employees but also on recognition for their work [9]. In addition, they also present potential risks in terms of maintaining work-life balance and may increase work and internet addiction [10]. However, little research has specifically focused on nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices, which limits the possibilities of both characterising and defining them and assessing their impact and examining the factors that may encourage or inhibit them.



This paper investigates the effects of one psychosocial factor (i.e., perceived social approval) on the frequency of a variety of technologies uses (smartphone, laptop and tablet) within the context of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices. It also questions the consequences of these frequencies of use in terms of the relationship to the organisation (i.e., organisational commitment and perceived recognition at work), work-life balance and specific health aspects (i.e., work addiction and internet addiction). We first discuss the scientific studies contained in the academic literature in this field before presenting the results of a survey conducted among French workers engaged in nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices. These results support the conclusions of previous studies on the impact of the use of ICTs in the context of remote and mediatised work practices and reaffirm the importance of developing procedures for supervising and regulating these technologies in relation to professional activities.




2. Remote and Mediatised Work: Perceived Social Approval on the Part of the Professional Entourage and Quality of Life at Work


The literature on remote and mediatised work is abundant and highlights the consequences of these practices on employees’ relationship with their organisation, their work-life balance and their health. It also emphasises how perceptions of these practices affect their adoption and deployment.



2.1. Telework, Supplemental Work and “New Ways of Working”: Similarities and Disparities with Nomadic, Informal and Mediatised Work Practices


Telework or “remote work” refers to a type of work organisation that may be divided into four main categories according to its characteristics [11,12]: the use of ICTs to carry out work tasks; the location of these practices in places other than the company (home, third places dedicated to work, such as co-working spaces or satellite offices, and non-dedicated places, such as restaurants or even public transport); the temporalities during which these practices are carried out (full-time, alternating or part-time and occasional); and finally whether these practices are contractualised or not.



For some authors, informal or non-contractualised telework, referred to as “grey telework,” is more associated with the notion of “supplemental work,” i.e., professional activities not included in standard working time [13], and even “spillover work” [14], which implies a disappearance of the boundaries between family, personal and professional life, with work activities being performed during times normally devoted to private life (weekends, holidays and evenings). These practices, in addition to telework, are part of the dynamics surrounding the “new ways of working” (NWW), which require employees to organise their work in a flexible manner by choosing their own workplaces, temporalities and tools [15].



The concept of the “nomadic worker” has been investigated in relation to mobile work. Mark and Su [16] defined “nomadic workers” as workers who travel to meet with clients or business associates, but more recent studies have identified differences between mobile and nomadic work, arguing that nomadic workers are distinguished not only by their desire and ability to move their workplace to different locations [17] but also by the fact that they must be able to maintain a nomadic lifestyle [18].



The nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices addressed in this study cover work practices similar to grey telework and those carried out by the nomadic workers mentioned above. The employees concerned usually perform their work tasks in places other than their home company by making use of technology. As a result, these non-contracted practices with the employer can be performed over a wide range of time periods, from several minutes to several hours, and at any time of the day. As such, they also include spillover and “supplemental” work practices.




2.2. Social Approval towards Remote and Mediatised Work Practices


Social approval can be defined as “the fact of valuing others as well as their judgments, and the display of behaviors appropriate for social interactions” [19] (p. 885). For Hebert and his colleagues [20], it refers to the tendency to seek positive responses from others regarding our behaviour, especially in the form of compliments or support.



Several studies addressing remote and mediatised work practices reveal the deleterious effects of these practices and of the physical distance they imply [21] on the organisational commitment of employees and on interactions between members of the organisation [22,23]. Within organisations, it has been identified that perceptions about these practices and their consequences at a professional level are likely to influence their implementation and their spatial, temporal or even material characteristics. For example, Scott et al. [20] reported that the implementation of remote work practices was supported by the way the employee’s entourage (friends, neighbours and colleagues) perceived these practices.



Few studies have established a link between perceived social approval on the part of the employees’ professional entourage and the adjustment of their remote and mediatised work practices. Some studies do, however, demonstrate that the adoption of telework depends in particular on the employees’ desire to be more present to meet the needs of their families and friends [24,25]. Moreover, some other studies [26,27] specify that remote workers tend to develop specific behaviours in the context of their professional practices, such as the more frequent use of emails or telephone calls, in order to remain visible to their professional entourage.



Lastly, the question of perceived social approval of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices can be studied through the prism of the acceptance of the technologies mobilised as part of these practices and their adoption in companies. Brown et al. [28] have shown that perception of the voluntary or involuntary adoption of technologies affects employees’ attitudes towards them, including their uses.




2.3. Remote and Mediatised Work and Quality of Life at Work: Impacts on Organisational Commitment and Perceived Recognition at Work, on Work-Life Balance and on Work, Internet and Technology Addictions


In a 2018 study, de Vries and colleagues [23] observed an increase in employees’ commitment to their organisation in the context of the mediatised remote work practices they conducted at home. This increase is notably a response to the offer of autonomy and flexibility included in this type of work practice and supported by the use of ICTs. The importance of autonomy as a factor of commitment to the company in the context of remote work is also demonstrated in earlier studies [25,29], underlining a higher level of commitment as soon as employees are given a choice of location or working time. However, other works provide more contrasting results, pointing out that remote work either has no impact on commitment [20] or tends to reduce it [30].



Several authors additionally note the importance of recognition at work as a motivating and engaging factor for employees [22,31]. The marks of that recognition are transmitted through interactions within the professional entourage [32]. According to several studies, the use of technologies in work activities tends to make communication and the sharing of information among employees easier and more efficient [4,33].



However, it has been reported in the context of remote and mediatised work that employees experience higher levels of perceived isolation as a result of decreased personal interaction with other workers within their organisations [11,33,34,35]. While few studies have pointed out significant effects of remote and mediatised work on perceived work recognition, it has been acknowledged that receiving recognition in the context of these practices is considered valuable to employees and has an effect on their future within their organisation [36]. Furthermore, in a study on university researchers, Aczel et al. [9] reported that researchers lament a loss of both feedback and support from their institutions.



At the same time, some studies mention the presence of temporal and spatial flexibility in these situations, which facilitates the management of both family and professional responsibilities [37,38,39]. However, more recent work evokes the risks for this very same work-life balance, especially when work is performed at home, engendered by the use of technologies that imply quasi-permanent reachability [40,41,42,43]. Remote work practices are also linked to the development of spillover work [44]: in other words, the performance of work tasks outside temporalities defined as being devoted to work activities.



Finally, the use of technology in the workplace results in an extension and intensification of work that can make it difficult for workers to disengage from their activity and, consequently, be exposed to stress, psychological distress and anxiety, as well as work overload [45,46,47]. While some studies mention positive effects of mediatised and remote work, such as reduced sick leave, stress, noise and interruptions [48,49], favoured by temporal flexibility and reduced travel to the official workplace, other studies report that specific characteristics of mediatised remote work actually increased the occurrence of these risks.



More specifically, some studies show an increased risk that remote workers will develop addictions related to these practices [10,50]. Indeed, the frequent use of technologies required by these work situations, combined with the extension of work activities beyond usual work temporalities, favours the appearance of addictions to work, technologies and the internet [3,51,52].




2.4. Questions and Research Aims


Studies on telework focus mainly on contractualised telework practices with the employer or on the uses of technologies in the workplace. As a result, the literature on nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices remains sparse, although these situations are more widespread than formal activities and are currently increasing [53,54,55].



Physical distance from the workplace and the work collective can make it more difficult to develop a sense of commitment to the organisation. Such distance can also impact the transmission of recognition on the part of colleagues, superiors and subordinates regarding the work performed by remote employees. Some studies have highlighted differences in the perception and approval of nomadic forms of work on the part of the employees’ entourage depending on the type of location where these activities are performed [42].



Moreover, the increased use of technologies in these situations and ease of access to work tasks anywhere at any time allow work to be carried out in a wide variety of time frames and locations, reinforcing the risks for maintaining the balance between private and professional life when work can be performed at home. Lastly, the absence of formal regulation of work temporalities may encourage the development or resurgence of addictions to both work and technologies.



The aim of our study is to understand the relationship between perceived social approval on the part of the workers’ professional entourage, the uses of technologies mobilised in the context of these practices and the impact of these uses on both the employees’ relationship with their organisation and their work-life balance and health. Our narrative is based on the following research model (see Figure 1).



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

The more workers perceive that their professional entourage approves their nomadic, informal and mediatised work, the more frequently they will use various technologies mobilised (smartphone/mobile phone, laptop and tablet) in the context of their professional practice.





Hypothesis 2a (H2a).

The more these technologies are used by the employees, the more they will feel a strong commitment to their organisation.





Hypothesis 2b (H2b).

The more they will perceive recognition at work on the part of their organisational environment.





Hypothesis 3a (H3a).

The increase in the frequency of using technologies in the context of nomadic and informal work practices affects the perception of the work–home interaction: it results in an increase in employees’ perception of the negative impacts of work life on non-work life.





Hypothesis 3b (H3b).

The increase in the frequency of using technologies in the context of nomadic and informal work practices affects the perception of the work–home interaction: it results in an increase in employees’ perception of the positive impacts of work life on non-work life.





Hypothesis 4a (H4a).

High levels of frequent use of technology in the context of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices result in an increase in addiction to work.





Hypothesis 4b (H4b).

High levels of frequent use of technology in the context of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices result in an increase in addiction to the internet.







3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Research Questionnaire


The study was conducted in the Île-de-France region by using a self-completed questionnaire by French workers in the service sector that are engaged in nomadic, informal and ICT-mediatised work practices. The description of the questionnaire mentioned as inclusion criteria the use of technologies “outside the walls” of the organization, for professional purposes, as well as having nomadic, informal and ICT-mediatised work practices and working full time. The composition of the questionnaire is described in Table 1 and Table 2.



Participants were first asked to describe the characteristics of their nomadic, informal and ICT-mediatised work situations. They were asked to indicate the frequency of their uses of the various technologies and the locations of these practices “outside the walls” of the company, according to a four-level Likert scale (ranging from “Never” to “Always”). The participants were also asked to select the different times of day during which they carried out their nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices (morning, afternoon, night-time, etc.).



The workers were then asked to answer the questionnaire according to six measuring scales. All scales have already been validated in French and include Likert-type response scales.



The workers’ perception of social approval on the part of their professional entourage was evaluated with an item, the wording of which (“Do you think that the following people approve or, on the contrary, do not approve of the fact that you carry out mediatised work activities ‘outside the walls’ of your company?”) was inspired by the measure suggested by Pouchard et al. [56] on a scale ranging from 1 “Does not approve at all” to 5 “Approves completely”.



Organisational commitment was assessed by using the validated 18-item scale (ranging from 1 “Not at all” to 5 “Very much”) developed by Stinglhamber and Vandenberghe [57]. Our study refers to the three-dimensional model of organisational commitment developed by Meyer and Allen [58], according to which commitment is a state of mind or psychological state referring to feelings and/or beliefs about an employee’s relationship to their organization. Organizational commitment involves three components. Affective commitment corresponds to an identification and emotional attachment to the company and gathers 6 items (e.g., “My organization means a lot to me”). Normative commitment refers to an attitude of loyalty towards the company resulting from a feeling of obligation towards it and includes 6 items (e.g., “It would not be morally right to leave my current organisation now”). Finally, continuity commitment is based on the acknowledgement of the costs associated with breaking the relationship with the organization. It is divided between perceived sacrifices, which reflect the commitment on the basis of the sacrifices that leaving the company would involve (e.g., “I would not want to leave my current organisation because I would have a lot to lose,” 3 items), and perceived lack of job alternatives, which refers to the awareness of an absence of job alternatives (e.g., “I am staying in my current organisation because I don’t see where else I can go,” 3 items).



Work recognition was measured using the work recognition scale developed by Fall in 2013 [59], comprising 12 items (ranging from 1 “Not at all” to 5 “Very much”). We used the conception of perceived work recognition based on the work of Brun and Dugas [60], who consider it as a constructive reaction, based on a judgment of the employee’s contribution both in terms of work practices and personal dedication and commitment, which is delivered on a regular or occasional basis with formal or informal; individual or collective; public or private; and monetary or non-monetary manifestations. Perceived work recognition involves three dimensions: coming from the company (e.g., “My company gives me opportunities for advancement,” 4 items), from hierarchical superiors (e.g., “My superiors listen to me when I need to talk to them about my work,” 4 items) and co-workers (e.g., “My co-workers give me a spontaneous appreciation of the quality of my work,” 4 items). This modelling has the advantage of taking into account the perceptions of those considered to be the “very sources of this recognition within the organization” [59] (p. 192).



Work–home interaction was assessed using the “SWING” scale (Survey Work-Home Interaction-Nijmegen) developed by Geurts ([61]; French version by Lourel, Gana and Wawrzyniak [62]). The interaction between work and non-work life refers to the relationship between one’s professional (work activity) and private life (family activities, hobbies, etc.). According to Lourel and others, “work–life interaction mediates the relationship between work activity and subjective wellbeing” (p. 228). Based on Geurts’ conception, such interaction is characterized by four dimensions subdivided into 22 items: the positive effects of work life on private life, which correspond to a better organisation of private life thanks to the professional activity carried out (e.g., “you can fulfill your obligations at home better because your work also requires it,” 5 items); the negative effects of work life on private life, which refers to an invasion of private life by work life (e.g., “you find it difficult to fulfill your family obligations because you are always thinking about your work,” 8 items); the positive effects of private life on work life, which consist in a more efficient management of work activity due to the way private life is organised (e.g., “you manage your time at work more efficiently because you have to do it at home too,” 5 items); and the negative effects of private life on work life, which correspond to a spillover of domestic problems into work life (e.g., “you find it difficult to concentrate on your work because you are preoccupied with family problems,” 4 items). According to the objectives of our study, we retained only the 13 items of the SWING scale relating to the perceived impacts of work life on private life, which includes impacts that are both negative and positive. These items are measured on a scale ranging from 0 “Never” to 3 “Always.”



Internet addiction was measured by using the 14-item Compulsive Internet Use Scale developed by Meerkerk et al. [63]. We used the validated French version by Khazaal, Chatton and Horn et al. [64]. This scale is based on Meerkerk et al. [63] and is unidimensional. Internet addiction is defined as “an excessive and uncontrolled pattern of use impacting upon daily living” [64] (p. 398) and takes into account all aspects of the syndrome through five dimensions. Loss of control refers to an inability or unsuccessful efforts to reduce or control Internet use (e.g., “How often do you find it difficult to stop using the Internet while you are online?”, 4 items). Concern about use made of the internet corresponds to worries about the possibilities of accessing the internet (e.g., “How often do you think about the Internet even when you are not online?”, 3 items). Withdrawal symptoms refer to difficulty in putting the internet aside for other activities (e.g., “How often do you feel agitated, frustrated or irritated when you can’t use the Internet?”, 1 item). Mood changes (or coping) designate mood alterations, good or bad, associated with internet use (“How often do you go online when you feel down?”, 2 items). Finally, the dimension of interpersonal conflicts involves the feeling of having to limit Internet use while experiencing difficulties in doing so (e.g., “How often do you think you should use the Internet less?”, 4 items). Items are measured on a scale from 1 “Never” to 5 “Very Often”.



Finally, work addiction was assessed using the 10-item Dutch Work Addiction Scale by Schaufeli, Shimazu and Taris ([65]; French version by Sandrin and Gillet [66]). It is defined as having a pathological relationship with work, “a compulsion or uncontrollable need to work constantly” [66] (p. 148). For Schaufeli, Taris and van Rhenen [67], work addiction should be considered in terms of two dimensions: excessive work (e.g., “I continue to work after my colleagues have left,” 5 items), which designates the tendency to work excessively, and compulsive work (e.g., “I feel obliged to work intensely even if it is not pleasant,” 5 items), which refers to the fact of being obsessed with work. Items are measured on a scale from 1 “Never” to 5 “Always”.




3.2. Identification of the Population and Establishing Contact with Participants


We used the random sampling method to recruit participants, as nomadic, informal and mediatised work covers a wide variety of professional situations. We also used the snowball sampling method [68], which enabled us to use one participant to make contact with other potential participants. We must specify that our sample was collected in the pre-pandemic context of COVID-19.



The workers were contacted in four ways: through their companies (we favoured organisations known to be linked to nomadic practices requiring the use of technologies, such as large private companies or universities), within the spaces they might frequent as nomadic workers (co-working places), via professional networks (of managers and consultants as well as remote workers) and, finally, on the basis of explicit announcements posted on social networks.




3.3. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Sample and Typology of Nomadic, Informal and Mediatized Work Practices


The sample was made up of 380 French workers engaged in nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices. Most of these workers were employed in the private sector (75.8%). The employees were mainly company executives (35.5%). Most of them were not involved in supervising others employees (60.3%) and came from small and medium-sized companies (29.5%) as well as from very large companies (27.4%). The employees have been engaged in nomadic, informal and mediated work practices for an average period of 8 years. There was an equal proportion of men (50.8%) and women (49.2%). The average age of the participants was 38.3 years. Most of the participants were living as a couple (64.7%), and 38.9% were living with their children.



The characteristics of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices experienced by the participants were the subject of in-depth interest in order to understand and clarify them. The participants favoured the use of smartphones/mobile phones and laptops for these work practices. The places of work “outside the walls” of the company where work was carried out were, above all, the home and, to a lesser extent, public transport. These characteristics are detailed in Table 3.



The responses indicate that these nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices extended over fairly diverse periods of the day and not only occurred most often before or at the start of the working day (45.3% in the early morning; 46.6% in the morning) and at the end of the working day (53.4% in the late afternoon; 46.1% in the evening) but also sometimes at night after standard bedtime hours (15.3%).



Nomadic, informal and mediatised work as practised by the participants, thus, appears to include spillover work, extended to periods of time traditionally devoted to life “outside of work” and to journeys between home and the official workplace (practices while using public transport).




3.4. Analysis Procedure


In this study, we performed first a structural equation analysis (path analysis) using SmartPLS software to test our research model. Next, we carried out multiple regressions analysis by using Jamovi software.





4. Results


4.1. Descriptive Statistics for Variables Making up the Research Model


In order to test the reliability of the measuring scales, we calculated Cronbach’s alphas (α) for each of the dimensions and subdimensions considered (see Table 4). Based on the findings of Mohamad et al. (2015) [69], we considered α to be acceptable at 0.60 and quite correct at 0.70.



After cleaning up two items in the organisational commitment scale, every dimension has an alpha of above 0.75, which is quite satisfactory. Moreover, the alphas calculated for the different subdimensions range from 0.91 for the highest to 0.69 for the lowest. We can, therefore, conclude that the internal fidelity of all the scales is correct.




4.2. Testing of the General Research Model


As mentioned above, we first tested the relevance of our initial model by means of path analysis using SmartPLS software according to the least squares procedure, which allowed us to test models with smaller samples, and bootstrapping (1000 samples, 95% confidence interval).



The results of our structural equation analysis enable us not only to check how closely the data obtained in our study fit our initial research model but also to highlight the indirect effects of our variables and the effects of each factor included in the model. The following indexes and criteria were used: SRMR (<0.08), NFI (the closer the indicator is to one, the better the fit of the model), chi-squared (Chi2) and RMS-Theta (the closer the indicator is to zero, the better the fit of the model).



Since our initial model was not satisfactory, we conducted additional analyses with other models in order to obtain one that would fit our data more adequately (see Table 5).



The final model is presented in Figure 2. The results model provides initial indications of the relevance of research hypotheses H1 to H4.



Firstly, we find that perceived social approval on the part of the professional entourage tends to favour more frequent use of the laptop in the context of nomadic and informal work practices. On the other hand, our results do not indicate any significant links between perceived approval and the frequency of use of the other two technologies (smartphone and tablet). Similarly, there are only indirect links between social approval and all the processes examined, links that are totally mediatised by the frequency of laptop use.



This finding qualifies our first hypothesis (H1). Indeed, perceived social approval is only significantly and positively correlated with the frequency of use of one of the mobile technologies studied (the laptop), even though other mobile technologies (the smartphone) also appear to be frequently used in nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices of the participants in our study (see Table 3).



The results of the structural equation modelling also result in the qualification of hypotheses H2, H3 and H4 because they indicate that the frequencies of use of each of the three mobile technologies are specifically associated with the dimensions studied.



Thus, with regard to hypothesis H2a, it appears that only the frequencies of use of the smartphone and the tablet are positively related to the level of organisational commitment. As for hypothesis H2b, it is only the frequency of use of the smartphone that is positively associated with the degree of perceived recognition at work.



Hypothesis H3a is refuted: The increase in the frequency of use of mobile technologies (smartphone, laptop and tablet) in the context of informal nomadic work practices is not significantly associated with an increase in the perceived negative effects of work life on life “outside work.” Hypothesis H3b is only confirmed for the use of the tablet; the frequency of use of this technology during informal nomadic work is positively correlated with the perception of positive effects between work and non-work life.



Hypothesis H4a posited that very frequent use of mobile technology in informal nomadic work practices would cause an increase in work addiction. In this sense, the results indicate that the more frequent the use of laptop and tablet tends to be, the more workers are likely to perceive work addiction. On the other hand, the link between frequency of smartphone use and degree of work addiction is not significant. Hypothesis H4b is confirmed only for tablet use: the frequency of use of this mobile technology is positively associated with the phenomenon of internet addiction.



In order to clarify these initial results obtained by structural equation analysis, additional analyses were conducted by using multiple regression. The aim was to further examine firstly the H2 hypothesis relating to how workers perceived their relationship to work by considering the various subdimensions of organisational commitment and perceived recognition at work and, secondly, the H4 hypothesis relating to health by taking into account each of the components of work and internet addiction.




4.3. Additional Results Using Multiples Regression Analyses


4.3.1. Influence of Frequency of Use of Technologies in the Context of Nomadic and Informal Work Practices on Organisational Commitment (H2a) and Perceived Recognition at Work (H2b)


The results presented in Table 6 specify the effects of the frequency of the different uses of mobile technologies on each of the components of commitment (affective commitment, normative commitment, perceived sacrifices and perceived lack of employment alternatives). The three types of mobile technologies used have differing effects on the components of commitment, focused specifically on certain subdimensions of commitment.



Thus, the frequency of smartphone use is positively associated with the level of affective commitment to the organisation (p < 0.001) and, to a lesser extent, with levels of normative commitment (p < 0.05) and perceived lack of employment alternatives (p < 0.05). Frequency of laptop use is only related to the perceived sacrifice component (p < 0.05), and frequency of tablet use is related only to the normative commitment component (p < 0.01).



The results presented in Table 7 show the effects of the frequency of using different mobile technologies on each of the components of perceived recognition at work (perceived recognition on the part of the company, superiors and colleagues). The frequency of smartphone use is positively associated with each of the dimensions of perceived work recognition (p < 0.001). The effects of the frequency of use of the other two technologies (laptop and tablet) on the components of recognition are less strongly established. However, it is worth noting the positive correlations between the frequency of laptop use on the levels of perceived recognition on the part of superiors (p < 0.05) and colleagues (p < 0.05) as well as the positive effect of the frequency of tablet use on perceived recognition on the part of the company (p < 0.05).




4.3.2. Influence of Frequency of Use of Technologies on Work Addiction (H4a) and Internet Addiction (H4b) in the Context of Nomadic and Informal Work Practices


The results presented in Table 8 specify the effects of the frequency of the various uses of mobile technologies on each of the components of work addiction (excessive work and compulsive work). It appears that the frequency of tablet use affects the level of excessive work (p < 0.01) and the level of compulsive work (p < 0.001). The frequency of laptop use also affects the levels of these two components (p < 0.01 and p < 0.05, respectively). The results obtained confirm that the frequency of smartphone use is not associated with work addiction and does not affect either the excessive work or compulsive work components.



The results presented in Table 9 show the effects of the frequency of the different uses of mobile technologies on each of the components of internet addiction. The results point to significant effects of the frequency of tablet use on several of the components of internet addiction: preoccupation (p < 0.001) and conflict (p < 0.001) as well as, to a lesser extent, loss of control (p < 0.01) and withdrawal (p < 0.05). The frequency of smartphone use was associated only with the loss of control component. Finally, the results obtained confirm that the frequency of laptop use is not associated with internet addiction and does not affect any of its components.






5. Discussion


It should be recalled that our study sought to understand the relationship between perceived social approval on the part of the workers’ professional entourage, the uses of the technologies mobilised in connection with these practices and the impacts of these uses on employees’ relationships with the organisation, their work-life balance and their health.



As we posited, our results converge with those that have highlighted the impacts of the perception on the part of the professional entourage of remote and mediatised work on the implementation of these practices and their different characteristics [20,26,27]. However, in the context of the nomadic and informal work practices we analysed, perceived social approval only affects the frequency of daily use of one of the technologies considered: the laptop. Contrary to what we might have expected, the perception of approval on the part of the employee’s professional entourage does not encourage more frequent use of the other two mobile technologies considered in our study (smartphone/mobile phone and tablet).



Our study happens to be in line with other studies that have shown how the use of technologies in the context of remote working practices results in an increase in organisational commitment [23], potentially fostered by the increase in work autonomy offered by these technologies and, more globally, by remote work [25,29]. As expected, our results identified the targeted effects of the frequency of each of the three uses of mobile technologies on the components of organisational commitment.



The findings of our analyses tend to support other studies that have shown that using ICTs in the workplace makes communication and the exchange of information among employees quicker and more fluid [4,33]. In particular, we found that, in the context of nomadic and informal work practices, the frequency of smartphone use has a positive effect on the level of perceived recognition at work on the part of the company and employees’ superiors and colleagues. Such findings lead us to question research that has found that recognition at work decreases in remote and mediatised work situations due to isolation, physical distance and the lack of spontaneous interactions with colleagues caused by these professional practices [9,35].



Regarding the work-life balance, the results of our study support the conclusions of previous studies that have highlighted the positive effects of the use of technologies associated with telework practices on this same balance. Several studies have indicated that the use of ICTs in the context of teleworking enables employees to organise their work activities in such a way as to limit the constraints on their private life and to balance their life spheres more easily [70,71,72]. The use of technology in remote working situations has been identified as a factor in better management of work and “non-work” lives, resulting in rebalancing work, family and personal social time [73,74]. The tablet, along with the smartphone, has been identified as a technology particularly likely to change the spatial and temporal boundaries of work [75]. It appears that more frequent use of the tablet reinforces the perception of the positive impact of work life on “non-work” life, including flexibility and better management of family activities [37,38,39]. Contrary to our expectations, in the context of the nomadic and informal work practices we studied, the tablet is the only one of the three mobile technologies taken into account for which frequency of use favours the perception of positive effects of work life on “non-work” life.



The results of our study refined our understanding of the effects of the use of ICTs on addictions (to work and to the internet) in the context of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices. Many researchers have indeed highlighted the deleterious impacts of remote and mediatised work in terms of work intensification and addiction [10,50,51]. The use of ICTs at work makes demands in terms of workers’ availability and enhanced performance, which increases the risks of work addiction [52]. Furthermore, Vonthron and Vayre [3] advanced that the intensity of internet use in the professional context tends to reinforce the risks of internet addiction. ICT-facilitated access to the internet has been identified as resulting in more frequent use, with a consequently higher risk of addiction [76,77], but without detailed mention of the specific impacts relating to each technology used (smartphone, computer or tablet). In the context of informal and mediatised nomadic work, our study examined the specific effects of each of the mobile technologies used on addiction phenomena and confirmed our assumptions of the effects they would have. Our results indicate that the frequency of laptop and tablet use is associated with work addiction and that only the frequency of tablet use causes an increase in internet addiction.



However, the results obtained should be considered in the light of the main limitations of the study we carried out. Firstly, the data analysed were collected according to a cross-sectional procedure, which did not permit us to examine the effects of informal and mediatised nomadic work practices that may change over time. The size of our sample was also small and restricted, making it imperative to conduct further studies in this area in France in order to check whether similar results can be found in larger and more representative samples of the sectors and occupations that are likely to engage in this type of work practice. The perception of social approval on the part of the professional entourage may have impacts that cannot be captured here, modifying the frequency of use in the long term of the various mobile technologies deployed in the context of these practices. Moreover, the data processed are only self-reported by the participants, whereas data, particularly relating to their levels of work and internet addiction, could have been collected from professionals monitoring their health at work. Moreover, since our study was conducted in France, it did not, therefore, identify elements related to ICT accessibility, maturity, culture and uses in other countries. Future studies comparing France and other countries, both European and non-European, could therefore provide additional data to our findings. Similarly, participants were not asked to indicate whether the technologies used for their work activity were owned by them or provided by the company. If we can assume that the participants are to some extent provided with equipment by their employer, mainly for executives and managers, it would be interesting to investigate whether the fact of having mobile technologies provided by employers constitutes an implicit invitation to work with these technologies outside the walls of the company or not [3]. Future studies addressing these elements would, thus, be beneficial to a deeper understanding of the effects of the uses of technologies as part of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices. They could also include other additional aspects, such as exploring the specificity of the work performed, the effects of employees’ age, lifestyle and family life phase.



Finally, the participants were interviewed in the months preceding the global COVID-19 pandemic. The obligations of social distancing imposed at that time in the French working world resulted in a strong development of workers’ experience in working practices “outside the walls” of companies during the year 2020. The increased experience in this area in order to meet the need for continuity of professional activities during this period is undoubtedly not without influence on the current processes of workers’ adjustment to nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices. Consequently, our study would benefit from being replicated in order to consolidate the results and to see whether the mechanisms are similar in a post-pandemic context.



Although subject to these limitations, our study was able to test an original research model. The results provided us with a better understanding of how use of the different mobile technologies forms part of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices. We have been able to identify the weight of perceived social approval in their implementation and to precisely identify their effects on the dimensions and components of the relationship to work, the perceived work–home interaction and health.




6. Conclusions


From a scientific perspective, our study adds to existing knowledge in the field of work and organisational psychology. By focusing specifically on nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices, which are very little addressed in the literature, our results provide details on the use made of mobile technologies (smartphone/mobile phone, laptop and tablet) in today’s work organisations, which are characterised by increasingly frequent multispatiality and increasingly vague time frames [2,4].



The results we obtained are interesting and original in that they offer a sharpened understanding of the effects of the use of technologies in the context of nomadic and informal work practices. The study sheds further light on the conclusions of previous work that has addressed the consequences for workers of their use of ICTs “outside the walls” of their company. It highlights the specific impacts of the frequency of such use on the various components of organisational commitment, perceived recognition at work and on work and internet addiction.



In view of the results obtained and also the limitations of the study, we feel that it is important to pursue empirical studies in this field, particularly with larger and transnational samples in order to support analyses in varied socio-cultural contexts of work “outside the walls” of companies. It would also be relevant to employ mixed data collection methods, both quantitative and qualitative, in order to refine our understanding of the uses of ICTs in the context of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices and their effects on the various targeted processes. Interviews with workers and their professional entourage could shed more light on how colleagues, superiors and subordinates perceive their use of technologies in the workplace, as well as the impact of these perceptions on the uses. Other indicators of health or quality of life, including not only burnout but also other characteristics (preferred locations or times) of nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices, could be taken into account in the analyses in order to gain a better understanding of the different situations covered by these work practices and the manner they affect various aspects of workers’ lives.



The processes addressed by our study (organisational commitment, perceived recognition at work and work-life balance) have been recognised as factors of individual and organisational performance [78,79,80,81]. The fact that the remote work practices studied are not contractualised and, therefore, are not regulated and not driven by organisations questions all the more their potential deleterious effects on employees and more specifically in connection with the use of technologies, as these have become indispensable tools for the accomplishment of professional tasks due to the increasing digitalisation of companies [81]. As we have observed, little research has as yet been conducted on questioning the effects of technologies in the context of remote and informal work practices, and the literature could, therefore, benefit from further study.



Today, the issues of voluntary limitation of the use of ICTs in the professional context and, more specifically, the issue of the “right to disconnect” [82] reinforce the value of developing more studies in this field. Despite the implementation of charters and prevention schemes in companies aimed at informing individuals of the risks of the intensive use of technologies, ICTs remain strongly linked to an improvement in the performance of organisations and an increased development of the product and service offer, thus promoting an increase in the number of customers and profits [83,84]. The use of mobile technologies is associated with a desire for companies to be efficient quickly in order to respond to customer demands and available at all times, while setting ever higher production targets: these elements tend to increase the potential for addictions developing in the professional setting and the extension of work outside the usual spaces and temporalities [1,85,86].



The knowledge resulting from our study is, thus, intended to feed and reinforce the deployment of support and regulation systems for both the use of ICTs and nomadic, informal and mediatised work practices in order to contribute to the prevention of the associated occupational and psychosocial risks.
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Figure 1. General research model of our study. 
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Figure 2. Structural equation model. Notes: Standardised beta coefficients presented with the following: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Non-significant causal leads have been removed. 
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Table 1. Composition of the first part of the research questionnaire (nomadic, informal and mediatised work characteristics).
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	Characteristics of Nomadic, Informal and Mediatised Work Practices
	Number of Items
	Item Details





	Frequency of use of technologies
	3
	1. Smartphone/mobile phone

2. Laptop computer

3. Tablet



	Work places
	4
	1. Public transport (bus, train, plane, high-speed train, etc.)

2. Home

3. Dedicated work spaces (co-working and telecentres)

4. Public spaces (cafes, restaurants, railway stations and libraries)



	Time of day
	7 (multiple choice)
	Early morning, morning,

afternoon, during breaks, late afternoon, evening and night-time
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Table 2. Composition of the multidimensional scales in the second part of the research questionnaire.
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	Measuring Scales
	Number of Items
	Details of Dimensions/Items





	Organisational Commitment (Stinglhamber and Vandenberghe, 2002)
	18
	1. Affective commitment (6 items)

2. Normative commitment (6 items)

3. Perceived sacrifices (3 items)

4. Perceived lack of employment alternatives (3 items)



	Perceived recognition at work

(Fall, 2013)
	12
	1. Recognition from company (4 items)

2. Recognition from superiors (4 items)

3. Recognition from colleagues (4 items)



	Work-Home Interaction

(Lourel, Gana and Wawrzyniak, 2005)
	13
	1. Negative effects of work life on private life (8 items)

2. Positive effects of work life on private life (5 items)



	Compulsive Internet Use Scale

(Khazaal et al., 2012)
	14
	1. Loss of control (4 items)

2. Concern about Internet use (3 items)

3. Withdrawal symptoms (1 item)

4. Mood changes or coping (2 items)

5. Conflict (4 items)



	Dutch Work Addiction Scale

(Sandrin and Gillet, 2016)
	10
	1. Excessive work (5 items)

2. Compulsive work (5 items)
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Table 3. Details of the frequency of use of technologies (in percentages).
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Never

	
Rarely

	
Often

	
Always






	
Technologies

	




	
Smartphone/mobile phone

	
7.1

	
12.9

	
29.2

	
50.8




	
Laptop computer

	
5

	
14.2

	
28.4

	
52.4




	
Tablet

	
65

	
21.6

	
9.5

	
3.9




	
Work Places

	




	
Public transport

	
21.8

	
34.7

	
31.8

	
11.6




	
Home

	
3.4

	
13.9

	
43.9

	
38.7




	
Places dedicated to work (co-working places, etc.)

	
58.2

	
17.9

	
15.5

	
8.4




	
Non-dedicated places (restaurants, etc.)

	
38.4

	
35.8

	
18.9

	
6.8
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for variables included in the research model.
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	M–SD
	Median
	Min–Max
	Min–Max (Theoretical)
	α





	Approval of the professional entourage
	3.77–1.03
	4
	1–5
	1–5
	-



	Organisational Commitment
	2.83–0.67
	2.83
	1.2–5
	1–5
	0.88



	Affective commitment
	2.35–0.54
	2.33
	1–4.1
	1–5
	0.77



	Normative commitment
	2.70–1.14
	2.58
	1–5
	1–5
	0.91



	Perceived sacrifices
	2.91–1.11
	3
	1–5
	1–5
	0.80



	Perceived lack of employment alternatives
	2.35–1.03
	2.33
	1–5
	1–5
	0.78



	Perceived recognition at work
	3.62–0.73
	3.58
	1.2–5
	1–5
	0.88



	Company
	3.30–0.96
	3.25
	1–5
	1–5
	0.80



	Superiors
	3.77–0.92
	4
	1–5
	1–5
	0.86



	Colleagues
	3.80–0.82
	3.75
	1.5–5
	1–5
	0.84



	Work-Life Interaction
	1.20–0.49
	1.23
	0–2.7
	0–3
	0.78



	Negative effects of work on “non work” life
	1.10–0.65
	1
	0–3
	0–3
	0.87



	Positive effects of work on “non work” life
	1.36–0.69
	1.4
	0–3
	0–3
	0.75



	Internet Addiction
	2.32–0.75
	2.28
	1–4.6
	1–5
	0.89



	Loss of control
	2.55–0.91
	2.5
	1–5
	1–5
	0.74



	Concern about Internet use
	2.18–0.85
	2
	1–4.6
	1–5
	0.69



	Withdrawal symptoms
	2.30–1.15
	2
	1–5
	1–5
	-



	Mood modification or coping
	2.35–1.09
	2
	1–15
	1–5
	0.85



	Conflict
	2.20–0.84
	2
	1–5
	1–5
	0.71



	Work Addiction
	2.56–0.53
	2.60
	1.2–4
	1–5
	0.78



	Excessive work
	2.76–0.59
	2.80
	1–4
	1–5
	0.69



	Compulsive work
	2.36–0.63
	2.40
	1–4
	1–5
	0.69







Notes: Sample Size = 380.
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Table 5. Research model adequacy indexes.
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	SRMR
	NFI
	Chi2
	RMS_Theta





	IM
	0.101
	0.516
	1126.983
	0.183



	FM
	0.064
	0.706
	597.020
	0.163







Notes: MI = initial model tested; FM = final model.
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Table 6. Multiple linear regressions and correlations: effects of frequency of use of the technologies (smartphone/mobile phone, laptop and tablet) on organisational commitment.
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	Affective

Commitment
	Normative

Commitment
	Perceived Sacrifices
	Lack of Alternatives
	Total Score





	Smartphone
	0.204 ***

B = 0.190 ***
	0.107 *

B = 0.093
	0.057

B = 0.040
	−0.100

B = −0.115 *
	0.091

B = 0.070



	Laptop
	0.096

B = 0.074
	0.028

B = 0.010
	0.126 *

B = 0.117 *
	0.070

B = 0.073
	0.085

B = 0.068



	Tablet
	0.093

B = 0.070
	0.155 **

B = 0.145 **
	0.085

B = 0.072
	0.092

B = 0.097
	0.163 **

B = 0.151 **



	
	Adjusted R2 = 0.044 ***

F(3) = 6.94 ***
	Adjusted R2 = 0.025 **

F(3) = 4.27 **
	Adjusted R2 = 0.015 *

F(3) = 2.99 *
	Adjusted R2 = 0.018 *

F(3) = 3.32 *
	Adjusted R2 = 0.029 **

F(3) = 4.81 **







Notes: Standardised regression coefficients (B) presented with the following: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 7. Multiple linear regressions and correlations: effects of frequency of use of the technologies (smartphone/mobile phone, laptop and tablet) on perceived job recognition.
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	Recognition—Company
	Recognition—Superiors
	Recognition—Colleagues
	Total Score





	Smartphone
	0.214 ***

B = 0.202 ***
	0.227 ***

B = 0.218 ***
	0.249 ***

B = 0.240 ***
	0.283 ***

Β = 0.271 ***



	Laptop
	0.041

B = 0.016
	0.119 *

B = 0.100 *
	0.114 *

B = 0.093
	0.111 *

B = 0.084



	Tablet
	0.132 *

B = 0.112 *
	0.024

B = −0.003
	0.035

B = 0.006
	0.081

B = 0.050



	
	Adjusted R2 = 0.051 ***

F(3) = 7.83 ***
	Adjusted R2 = 0.053 ***

F(3) = 8.19 ***
	Adjusted R2 = 0.063 ***

F(3) = 9.58 ***
	Adjusted R2 = 0.082 ***

F(3) = 12.4 ***







Notes: Standardised regression coefficients (B) presented with the following: * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 8. Multiple linear regressions and correlations: effects of frequency of use of technologies (smartphone/mobile phone, laptop and tablet) on work addiction.
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	Excessive Work
	Compulsive Work
	Total Score





	Smartphone
	0.082

B = 0.055
	−0.008

B = −0.036
	0.040

B = 0.009



	Laptop
	0.165 **

B = 0.150 **
	0.109 *

B = 0.097
	0.156 **

Β = 0.140 **



	Tablet
	0.159 **

B = 0.143 **
	0.221 ***

B = 0.217 ***
	0.218 ***

B = 0.207 ***



	
	Adjusted R2 = 0.044 ***

F(3) = 0164
	Adjusted R2 = 0.051 ***

F(3) = 7.87 ***
	Adjusted R2 = 0.060 ***

F(3) = 9.07 ***







Notes: Standardised regression coefficients (B) presented with the following: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 9. Multiple linear regressions and correlations: effects of frequency of use of the technologies (smartphone/mobile phone, laptop and tablet) on Internet addiction.
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	Loss of Control
	Concern
	Withdrawal
	Mood Change
	Conflict
	Total Score





	Smartphone
	0.152 *

B = 0.134 **
	0.078

B = 0.063
	0.003

B = −0.011
	0.037

B = 0.031
	0.051

B = 0.029
	0.097

B = 0.077



	Laptop
	0.096

B = 0.076
	0.011

B = −0.005
	0.055

B = 0.048
	−0.003

B = −0.064
	0.053

B = 0.036
	0.059

B = 0.040



	Tablet
	0.134 **

B = 0.116 *
	0.174 ***

B = 0.168 **
	0.114 *

B = 0.111 *
	0.079

B = −0.064
	0.204 ***

B = 0.198 ***
	0.184 ***

B = 0.174 ***



	
	Adjusted R2 = 0.035 ***

F(3) = 5.70 ***
	Adjusted R2 = 0.026 **

F(3) = 4.44 **
	Adjusted R2 = 0.007

F(3) = 1.94
	Adjusted R2 = −0.000

F(3) = 0.908
	Adjusted R2 = 0.036 ***

F(3) = 5.75 ***
	Adjusted R2 = 0.034 **

F(3) = 5.49 **







Notes: Standardised regression coefficients (B) presented with the following: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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