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Abstract: Covid-19 changed people's mobility and lifestylesy &d hoc Google Forms questionnaire was sent to48|=8
Austrian e-commuters across the tertiary sectoapdure the impact of the commute on the workferedlexibility inclination.
The findings show that, where possible e-flexipifitay help to reduce the general reliance on commguall hypotheses were
supported: the data show that the proportion aéfsed people working remotely increases as commgutime increases;
interestingly, the ideal e-working model is a hghone of commuting 3-4 times a week (41.4%¢ debate on whether or not
to return to the office is far from settled, 73%r@pondents are reluctant to give up the 9-5 sjlaeevorkforce living further
from the office prefers to work remotely more oftand, not surprisingly, the workforce living nar ffrom the organisation
prefers to keep working in the officepworking space seems to be on the rise (72%) areamgoyees irshared work
environmentsEmployees who live further from the office do na@mthe coworking possibility. Overall, spendingneoof the
week working from home is a boon for employees @amyncircumstances, especially those who live famfthe office.

1 Introduction zero commuters where cubicles are close to theairelso

Mobility is one of the daily stressors faced byghsbal and no commuting is done, 2) short commuters where
workforce. We live in a society of commuting. Conting ~ cubicles are close to their homes and are reaahézbbor
to and from work builds consequential change®y bicycle, and 3) long commuters where cubiclesrant
Commuting changes the workforce's relationship withlose to their homes and are reached by car om othe
work and the workplace in many ways - especiallyhad  transport mode:Coworking spaces are shared workplaces
where the workforce works and does work-relatedtilised by different sorts of knowledge professitsn
activities every day. In simple terms, commutingtie mostly freelancers, working in various degrees of
shifting of the workforce in terms of where it werknd SPecialisation in the vast domain of the knowledge
lives. Many negative factors are associated wittidustry”[4, p. 194]The true meaning of the commute can
Commuting’ e.g. Cost, time Consumed' frequent Stopy']'y be understood in the context of how it relates
de|ays’ Congested trafﬁci discomfort, noise an[ﬂ_]'jon. workforce e-flexibility. Business and private IEEeep into
According to Hernandez-Tamurejo et al. [1] datagtiea the commute in many ways, and vice versa. Workers
decrease of the number of trips in urban settinggsrw commonly commute on a daily basis. Commuting isaequ
Working remotely, but the effectiveness on trafficthe to a Significant ratio of the workers’ dally rowtimnd has
city of Madrid during the rush hour is limited. a major influence on the workers’ well-beifig]. More

Under workforce e-flexibility we understand thePrecisely, e-flexibilityhas had a greater impact on the
enabling of the workforce with different modernworkforce (their job satisfaction, motivation and
technologies and in different places to adjustathiéity to ~ Performance), especially on the freight forwarding
work in line with the demand of control over wherere Workforce [6]. But “feelings of loneliness affect
and how the work is done. One of the perks of thgmployees’ flow levels when working remotely” [7, 7
flexibility is spending less time commuting. E-wiig 3 ~ Thus,an engaged workforce was able to leverage a higher
days a week is interlinked with less travel distsa3. E- flow for better performance [8JAccording to Demirhan
working "leads to reduced travel demand, more use @nd Bulgur[9, p. 73] "remote work has an effect on the
active transport modes, and congestion reljaf p. 8]. Workflow experience and the psychological well-tgeof
Generally, a commuter is a person who travels eetyul the employees plays a mediating role in this refesip.”
between private and business premises using private COVID-19 accelerated many existing trends, inclgdin
public transport. More precisely, an e-commuterpgrson those related to the supply chain [10]. "Logistics
who travels digitally between private and businesgompanies were forced to digitalize and automate

premises. We can divide commuters into three groljps Processes, work remotely, and based on e-commgsicy"
[10, p. 92] Therefore, it requires a reconsideration of the
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supply and demand of the transport mode. Thiskiktyi
represents a possible way of decreasing mobility.

remotely. First the authors contacted the orgainissitby
telephone for the initial step of gathering potanti
Despite its importance in everyday life, commuting respondents. After this approval had been obtaitiesl,
relation to e-flexibility has been studied in detaionly a next step was to send an email with an invitation t
few papers. An ad hoc Google Forms questionnaire wparticipate in the questionnaire, with a Googlenf®fink.
sent to N=843 Austrian e-commuters across theatgrti One research question was formulated for this surve
sector to capture the impact of the commute on themely: Does the workforce appreciate the e-fléiggbi
workforce's e-flexibility inclination. In the negection, we that comes with no commuting? While the research
hypothesise that the data obtained can be used¢ssthe question determines what the authors are tryitfigitioout,
impact of commuting on workplace e-flexibility the following hypotheses are the predicted ansteetisat
inclination. We then present the methodology usetthis  question:
investigation, followed by an empirical section. ehh
follows a discussion of the results, and the fisadtion >
gives the authors’ conclusions and ideas aboutildess
future directions of research.

H1: There is a relationship between commuting
time and e-work satisfaction.

H2: Increased distance from the cubicle results
in increased inclination to work remotely.

H3: A workforce working close to the cubicle is
more likely to keep the cubicle.

H4: Decreased distance from the cubicle results
in decreased inclination to use a coworking
space.

>
2 Methodology >
Austria, as the surveyed country, provides valuable
insights and data for various reasons. Firstly,Abstrian >
economy is dominated by the service sector in witiahy
workers favour e-working. Secondly, there is arepsive
transport infrastructure, including information and o o
communication technologies. Moreover, Austriansiten A descriptive statistical method was used talyse and
be attached to their p|ace of residence’ becaubem describe the basic features of the data. All rmﬂm
million commute to work11]. were informed about the aims of the survey. Padiodn
The authors followed B® et al.’s[12] methodology Was voluntary, and anonymity was guaranteed.
using an ad hoc Google Forms questionnaire toatalkgta
in the period 1 to 31 August 2024. As highlightgddenn 3  Results

[13, p. 32] "a good questionnaire should be valid, reliable, Although e-working existed much earlier, waride e-
clear, interesting and succinct,” and the autholls\ied  flexibility numbers increased significantly durinthe
these guidelines. Close-ended Likert scale questiogovid-19 pandemic. In general, one of the key assiee-
(agreement, periodicity) were used. Due to the iipec working is the absence of commuting. In this stuithg,
research area in which data were collected at oiv¢ m  authors investigate the impact of commuting on the
time from one sample, the following questions wergorkforce's e-flexibility inclination.

designed: 1) Overall, how do you feel about working All hypotheses were tested using Pearson'saisre
remotely? 2) What is the ideal number of times wkv test of independence. The strength of the proved
remotely? 3) Should your organisation keep a cabifl dependence was described in each case by a suitable

some kind? and 4) Would you use a coworking spficedontingency or association coefficient.
offered and paid for by the employer?

We analysed the responses of a sample of 843 Anstri

_ : > H1: There is a relationship between commuting
workers who commuted and experienced working

time and e-work satisfaction.

Table 1 There is a relationship between commuting tind e-work satisfaction

Overall, how do you Commuting_time per day
feel about working | under 15| 15-30 | 31-60 | 61-120 121+ min Total
remotely? min min min min
Positive n 18¢ 17¢€ 84 64 33 54(
% 56.3% 63.5% 69.4% 79.0% 84.6% 64.1%
Negative n 50 28 7 3 1 89
% 15.4% 10.1% 5.8% 3.7% 2.6% 10.6%
Neutral n 92 73 30 14 5 214
% 28.3% 26.4% 24.8% 17.3% 12.8% 25.4%
Total n 32t 271 121 81 39 84:
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
¥?=30.536; p<0.001; Kendall's tau-c=-0.143
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Our findings suggest that the workforce has enjdlged a direct correlation between the workforce's conimgut
modern aspect of working remotely (64.1% positiye). time and the enjoyment of e-flexibility. Accorditmthe p-
Table 1, the data show that the proportion of Batis value of the test (p<0.001), this relationshiptatistically
people working remotely increases as commuting timggnificant. The hypothesis was confirmed. Howevlee,
increases. At the same time, as the commuting tinoerrelation between e-employees and commuting iBme
increases, the proportion of dissatisfied employeegry weak {=-0.143).
working remotely decreases. Looking at the respuaisde
commuting time (under 15 mins, 15-30 mins, 31-683ni » H2: Increased distance from the cubicle results
61-120 mins or 121+ mins), the authors found thetd is in increased inclination to work remotely.

Table 2 Increased distance from the cubicle resnliscreased inclination to work remotel

What is the ideal number of Commutmggimz(?er %al) 120 Total
times to work remotely? | under 15 mir 15 - 30 min m}n ”;m 121+ min| 9%
Not at all n 12 11 1 0 0 24

% 3.7% 4.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9%

Seldom n 54 29 4 2 0 89

% 16.6% 10.5% 3.4% 2.9% 0.0% 10.8%

1-2 per week n 101 111 47 9 3 271
% 31.1% 40.4% 39.8% 13.0% 7.7% 32.8%

3 - 4 per week n 12¢€ 101 51 45 17 34z
% 39.4% 36.7% 43.2% 65.2% 43.6% 41.4%

Daily n 30 23 15 13 19 10C
% 9.2% 8.4% 12.7% 18.8% 48.7% 12.1%

Total n 32E 27¢ 11€ 69 39 82¢
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

¥?=116.268; p<0.001; Kendall's tau-b=0.198

Interestingly, the ideal e-working model is a hglwne week in 43.6% of cases, and even daily in 48.7%aeés.
of 3-4 times a week (41.4%). Employees with a cotimgu A preference to work remotely daily or at least rdes a
time of up to 15 minutes would most often work réahpo week is higher among employees with a commuting tim
3-4 times a week (39.4%) or 1-2 times a week (31.I%e of 61 min. According to the p-value of the test@01),
same applies to those who commute for 15 - 30 mi34  this relationship is statistically significant. Thgpothesis
- 60 min (all around 40%). For employees with avas confirmed. However, the strength of the depecele
commuting time of 61-120 minutes, it is ideal torkwo of the frequency is very weak=0.198).
remotely 3-4 times a week in 65.2% of cases. For
employees with a commuting time of more than 120 » H3: A workforce working close to the cubicle is
minutes, it would be ideal to work remotely 3-4 ¢isna more likely to keep the cubicle.

Table 3 A workforce working close to the cubiclew@e likely to keep the cubicle

Should your Commuting_time per day
Kind? min min min min
Yes n 24~ 21( 87 53 20 61F
% 75.4% 75.8% 71.9% 65.4% 51.3% 73.0%
No n 17 12 9 7 19 64
% 5.2% 4.3% 7.4% 8.6% 48.7% 7.6%
Don't n 63 55 25 21 0 164
know % 19.4% 19.9% 20.7% 25.9% 0.0% 19.5%
Total n 32t 271 121 81 39 84:
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

¥?=106.446; p<0.001; Cramer's V=0.355
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The debate on whether or not to return to the effic relationship is statistically significant. The hypesis was
far from settled; 73% of respondents are relud@amgfive confirmed. However, the strength of the dependeace
up the 9-5 space. But theovkforce living further from the rather weak (V=0.355).
office  more often prefers to work remotely. Not
surprisingly, the workforce living not far from the
organisation prefers to keep working in the office.
According to the p-value of the test (p<0.001),sthi

» H4: Decreased distance from the cubicle results in
decreased inclination to use a coworking space.

Table 4 Decreased distance from the cubicle resultiecreased inclination to use a coworking space

Would you use a Commuting_time per day
o(;foevilgék;inn%splﬁgef(;i under15) 15-30 | 31-60 | 61-120 121+ min Total
by the employer? min min min min
Yes n 21€ 22( 97 58 16 607
% 66.5% 79.4% 80.2% 71.6% 41.0% 72.0%
No n 92 45 17 11 19 184
% 28.3% 16.2% 14.0% 13.6% 48.7% 21.8%
Don't n 17 12 7 12 4 52
know % 5.2% 4.3% 5.8% 14.8% 10.3% 6.2%
Total n 32t 271 121 81 39 84:
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

¥?=51.707; p<0.001; Cramer's V =0.248

Coworking space seems to be on the rise (72%) amoogmmuting time” and overall “the effect of telecomming
employees in shared work environmefisployees who on commuting time remains positive and significdt®,
live further from the office do not want the cowimgx p. 393] The results in this paper conform to the statémen
possibility. According to the data obtained, tharshof "workers’ commute time is the most important peedon
employees with a commute of 15 to 60 minutes dawean characteristic determining WFH preferend&7]. Based
use a coworking space (around 80%). Accordingégoth on our data, the workforce living further from tbéice
value of the test (p<0.001), this relationshiptatistically —prefers to work remotely more often. Not surpriginthe
significant. The hypothesis was confirmed. Howevke, workforce not far away from the organisation prefer
strength of the dependence is rather weak (V=0.248) keep the office. Appel-Meulenbroek et al[$8 p. 7]

findings confirm the similar outcome that "the employee-
4 Discussion workplace alignment mechanism is not a one-sizedfit

As commuting undergoes a modern revival, shaped B?'Ution, but also because they show the needep ke
modern technology and a global shift in the workliverse office workplace available to satisfy neetisll
environment, the traditional commute is being raeated. €mployees if hybrid working policies are introduted
Commuting by driving is among the most stressfud anEmpon_eeS who ||.Ve.further from the office d.O n@nﬁ/the
least productive means of commuting, while alsortiost coworking - possibility.  In  contrast, various studies
prevalent. Data in this study show that the praporof  highlight that perceived social isolation consttutan
satisfied people working remotely increases with tise important predictor of employees’ intention to tedek in

of commuting time. This is in the vein of the Eueap @ coworking spacfl9-22]. A recent study exclusively on
Environment Agency’s finding that "new ways of windg ~ teleworkers revealed that the intention to useveocking
could reduce commuting14]. It can be argued that the space for telework is also strongly influenced ty tost

key motivators for choosing to work from home imtdu Of @ coworking space and concerns about increased
Saving on Commuting costs and reducing travel fm Commuting tlme[23], which is similar to our data that the
Caldarola and Sorre]2] remark that teleworking 3 days ashare of employees with a commuting time of 15@o 6
week means less commuting distance. To some efttient, Minutes do want to use a coworking space (aroufre) 80
corresponds with data obtained about the ideal kéng

model, namely a hybrid one of 3-4 times a weekepkin 5  Conclusions

the case of 15-30 minutes commuting time (1-2 dawsl) As commuting undergoes a modern revival, shaped by
not surprisingly, 121+ minutes (daily). De Vos dt amodern technology and a global shift in the work
describe this practice of working from the office fome environment, traditional commuting is being reewatdal.
days a week and and from home for some days @ake authors tried to find the answer to the follogvi
telecommuting [16, p. 375Pe Vos et al[16, p. 391] research question: Does the workforce appreciateeth
conclude that "telecommuting significantly affectdlexibility that comes with no commuting?
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» Although trends in the data can be foundweather conditions, the possibility of encountering
preferences around e-flexibility can vary fromcriminal elements. These kinds of issues, as well a
person to person. Based on the findings, whemmmuting distance, were not considered, which is
possible e-flexibility may help to reduce thetherefore a limitation. The sample size for thiseach is
general reliance on commuting. It seems thadequate (843 respondents), but larger sample fs®s
commuting patterns of the past will start changingifferent countries in future work would be bengfidor
because the spaces and modes in this study oftdraracterising (or at least confirming) the effestshe
the possibility of separating the home andariables found in the current study. Moreover, a
workplace while still allowing people to work questionnaire in English might have affected tlspoases
from a place (ideally) closer to the home, whictof Austrian respondents. Therefore, a questionnaire
will mean less reliance on commuting. The dat&erman was chosen, but because of this the authors’
show that the proportion of satisfied peoplénterpretation could have influenced the generhaligg of
working remotely increases as commuting time¢he outcomes. Despite these limitations, this sprdyides
increases; interestingly, the ideal e-workinga methodical approach to explore the involved atritate
model is a hybrid one of 3-4 times a weeknterplay between e-flexibility arrangements and
(41.4%); he debate on whether or not to return teommuting.
the office is far from settled, 73% of respondents
are reluctant to give up the 9-5 spaxeyjorkforce Acknowledgement
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