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Abstract.
BACKGROUND: The COVID-19 pandemic forced companies to make decisions to re-assess working-time and location
in order to ensure business survival. The resorting to Smart Working (SW) has been adopted to support business continuity,
especially in the banking sector.
OBJECTIVE: This study aims at evaluating the attitude and opinions of the bank employees on SW, focusing on the
demographic, social and occupational characteristics of the respondents.
METHODS: A cross-sectional study was carried out to investigate the attitudes of the banking workers towards SW. The
research was conducted from September 2020 to April 2021 through a validated questionnaire administered online.
RESULTS: The workers more interested in SW were younger than 45 years old (p < 0.001), with a high educational level
(p = 0.001), and lived > 50 km away from the workplace (p < 0.001). Who reported an improved productivity was aged < 45
years, childless (p < 0.001), not married (p = 0.004).

Who thought that working in smart mode has penalized the teamwork was older than 45 years (OR = 1.39, 95% CI:
1.12-1.73), lived near the office (OR = 1.86, 95% CI: 1.16-2.99).
CONCLUSIONS: SW could help finding a balance between private and working life, modifying the traditional working
activity. However, it could enhance the risk of social isolation, impacting negatively on the working motivation. Establishing
good practices on SW could be useful in the short-term to improve the time-management, focus better on work, and prevent
possible psychological consequences on banking workers.
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1. Introduction

During the evolution of the SARS-CoV2 (COVID-
19) pandemic, following the total lockdown estab-
lished in Italy in March 2020 [1], Smart Working
(SW) has been recommended in the phases of high-
est incidence of contagions [1–3]. SW corresponds to
non-conventional organisational models that, thanks
to modern technologies, are characterised by higher
flexibility and autonomy in the choice of working
spaces, time and tools, providing the employees with
the best working conditions to accomplish profes-
sional tasks [4]. In the last years, and especially
during the current health emergency, many different
kinds of flexible work have been implemented with-
out regulation, adopted as substitute working modes
[5].

Especially at the beginning of the pandemic, dur-
ing the first (Spring 2000) and the second (Autumn
2020) waves, many governments introduced working
home quarantine to prevent the spread of SARS-
CoV-2, and this lead to a decrease in consumption,
stopped movement both internally and externally,
and a consequent crisis in several sectors, such as
including tourism, production, and services, small
and medium factories [6]. However, in these peri-
ods, the organizational justice determined by the
remote work has been an issue, and has been taken
in place considering both Ethical elements and Job
satisfaction of workers [7], both in private and public
sectors.

According to Sontel data, the relevance of remote
working in Italy has raised significantly during
the pandemic period: the percentage of companies
declaring to have resorted to it went from 28.7% in
2019 to 82.3% in 2020 [8]. During the COVID-19
emergency SW became merely Working from Home
(WfH), enabling to preserve safety of both workers
and clients and ensuring business continuity. One of
the professional sectors that, even before the outbreak
of the pandemic, was resorting to SW is the bank-
ing one, in an attempt of transforming the overall
bank activity in a smarter and more flexible direction
[9, 10]. These previous experiences helped the sector
reacting promptly and efficiently to the COVID-19
emergency and the process of transition of SW, that
is crucial to reduce workplace presence at the office
without consequences on the provision of profes-
sional services [10].

Positive effects related to the implementation of
SW do exist: higher efficiency at work, better con-
centration on the job, reduction of psychological

stress and a better work-life balance [11–13]. On the
other hand, the overlapping between work and fam-
ily life [14], the social isolation and a reduction in the
amount of free-time for personal activities have been
detected [13, 15]. The effectiveness of agile work is
also influenced by the organization of the physical
space, which makes it possible to separate work from
the family environment [16, 17]. These elements can
have an impact on the life-balance and subsequently
on bank workers’ health, although scientific literature
is lacking of studies evaluating the bank workers’ per-
ception of SW/WfH and its impact on their lives. In
year 2016 Mannocci et al. [18] analysed the level
of stress among bank workers in Italy, showing an
increase in the levels of stress among these work-
ers. Exposure to stress factors can be associated to
unhealthy habits, poor mental and physical health,
with potential heavy consequences in terms of public
health [19, 20].

This study aims at evaluating the attitude and opin-
ions of the bank employees on SW, focusing on the
demographic, social and occupational characteristics
of the respondents such as gender, age, marital status,
educational level and professional classification.

2. Methods

A cross-sectional study, according to the Strength-
ening the Reporting of Observational Studies in
Epidemiology (STROBE) statement [21], was car-
ried out (Table 1). The research was conducted from
September 2020 to April 2021.

2.1. Sample

The setting of the study was the banking sector. The
institutes involved in the survey were different, both
small local and bigger national firms, and the employ-
ees involved could perform as cashiers, commercials
or in both roles. The potential participants were con-
tacted via e-mail using a mailing list provided by the
labour unions (CISL, UILA, FISAC, FIRST, CGIL,
UILCA and FABI).

2.2. Tool

The research tool was an online questionnaire on
Smart Working (SWQ) developed by Mascagna et al.
[5], validated by Chiappetta et al. [22] and adminis-
tered anonymously via e-mail.
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Table 1
STROBE checklist

Item No Recommendation Reported on
page #

Title and abstract 1 (a) Indicate the study’s design with a commonly used term in the title or the abstract NA
(b) Provide in the abstract an informative and balanced summary of what was done
and what was found

1

Introduction

Background/rationale 2 Explain the scientific background and rationale for the investigation being reported 2
Objectives 3 State specific objectives, including any prespecified hypotheses 2

Methods

Study design 4 Present key elements of study design early in the paper 3
Setting 5 Describe the setting, locations, and relevant dates, including periods of recruitment,

exposure, follow-up, and data collection
3

Participants 6 (a) Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and methods of selection of participants 3
Variables 7 Clearly define all outcomes, exposures, predictors, potential confounders, and effect

modifiers. Give diagnostic criteria, if applicable
3-4

Data sources/
measurement

8* For each variable of interest, give sources of data and details of methods of assessment
(measurement). Describe comparability of assessment methods if there is more than
one group

3-4

Bias 9 Describe any efforts to address potential sources of bias 3-4
Study size 10 Explain how the study size was arrived at 3
Quantitative variables 11 Explain how quantitative variables were handled in the analyses. If applicable,

describe which groupings were chosen and why
4

Statistical methods 12 (a) Describe all statistical methods, including those used to control for confounding 4
(b) Describe any methods used to examine subgroups and interactions 4
(c) Explain how missing data were addressed 4
(d) If applicable, describe analytical methods taking account of sampling strategy NA
(e) Describe any sensitivity analyses NA

Results

Participants 13* (a) Report numbers of individuals at each stage of study—eg numbers potentially
eligible, examined for eligibility, confirmed eligible, included in the study, completing
follow-up, and analysed pag.3

4

(b) Give reasons for non-participation at each stage NA
(c) Consider use of a flow diagram NA

Descriptive data 14* (a) Give characteristics of study participants (eg demographic, clinical, social) and
information on exposures and potential confounders

4-5

(b) Indicate number of participants with missing data for each variable of interest 4
Outcome data 15* Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures 5
Main results 16 (a) Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, confounder-adjusted estimates and

their precision (eg, 95% confidence interval). Make clear which confounders were
adjusted for and why they were included pag.

5

(b) Report category boundaries when continuous variables were categorized NA
(c) If relevant, consider translating estimates of relative risk into absolute risk for a
meaningful time period

NA

Other analyses 17 Report other analyses done—eg analyses of subgroups and interactions, and
sensitivity analyses

5-6 and tables
2a,2b,3a,3b,4

Discussion

Key results 18 Summarise key results with reference to study objectives 8-9-10
Limitations 19 Discuss limitations of the study, taking into account sources of potential bias or

imprecision. Discuss both direction and magnitude of any potential bias
11

Interpretation 20 Give a cautious overall interpretation of results considering objectives, limitations,
multiplicity of analyses, results from similar studies, and other relevant evidence

8-9-10

Generalisability 21 Discuss the generalisability (external validity) of the study results 9-10

Other information

Funding 22 Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the present study and, if
applicable, for the original study on which the present article is based

12

*Give information separately for exposed and unexposed groups. Note: An Explanation and Elaboration article discusses each checklist item
and gives methodological background and published examples of transparent reporting. The STROBE checklist is best used in conjunction
with this article (freely available on the Web sites of PLoS Medicine at http://www.plosmedicine.org/, Annals of Internal Medicine at
http://www.annals.org/, and Epidemiology at http://www.epidem.com/). Information on the STROBE Initiative is available at www.strobe-
statement.org.

http://www.plosmedicine.org/
http://www.annals.org/
http://www.epidem.com/
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A total number of 30 questions were included,
divided in two sections: the first one focuses on the
socio-demographic characteristics of the sample, the
second investigates the perception and attitude of the
workers towards the following seven different aspects
of Smart Working: general characteristics, feasibility,
motivations, costs, performance, career and compa-
nies’ support.

2.3. Statistics analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using SPSS 25
for Windows. 17 items of the SWQ were consid-
ered as outcomes in the study (see first column of
Table 2a). The qualitative variables were described as
frequencies and percentages and recoded into dummy
variables if needed.

To evaluate the possible associations between out-
comes and categorical covariates, the Chi-square test
or the Fisher’s Exact test were used. Binary logistic
regression models were built to assess associations of
demographic and working variables with 17 items of
the SWQ. The items were considered as independent
variables in the models. The Odds Ratios (ORs) with
corresponding 95% Confidence Intervals (95% CI)
were calculated in order to estimate the odds of agree-
ment with the SWQ items. Stepwise with backward
elimination of non-significant variables (probability
to entry p < 0.05) was subsequently used to gener-
ate a minimal model (last model). The goodness of
fit for the models was assessed with Hosmer and
Lemeshow’s test (H-L) [23]. All calculations were
made at a level of significance of p < 0.05.

3. Results

3.1. Description of the sample

A total number of 4850 emails were sent to bank
employees with three reminders. A total number of
1588 questionnaires were collected. Since the answer
to each question was mandatory to complete the ques-
tionnaire, there were no missing data. 54% of the
studied subjects were male, 57 % aged more than 45
years, 64% were married, 70% with children and 40%
had a high educational level (higher than high school).
Considering working aspects, 87% had a full-time
occupation and 93% of the respondents lived closer
than 50 kilometres from the workplace.

3.2. Univariate analysis

In Tables 2a and 2b the univariate analysis is
reported.

Respondents who declared “I’m interested in the
smart way of working” were female (p < 0.001),
aged < 45 years (p < 0.001), with a high educational
level (p = 0.001), a part-time contract (p = 0.021),
and lived more than 50 km away from workplace
(p ≤ 0.001).

Who thought “that working in smart mode
can penalize the size of teamwork” was ≥ 45
years old (p < 0.001), with a high school licence
(p = 0.029), and lived < 50 km away from the work-
place (p < 0.005).

Employees saying that working away from the
workplace could somehow complicate their work
were older than 45 years (p = 0.005) and lived less
than 50 km away from the workplace (p = 0.014).

Workers saying “Compared to my job role, I
think that it is feasible to work in “smart” mode
for a certain number of hours a week” were female
(p = 0.011), with a high educational level (p < 0.001)
and lived more than 50 km away from the workplace
(p = 0.025).

Who thought that “working in “smart” mode can
be more difficult at certain times of the year” was
female (p < 0.001) and < 45 years old (p = 0.010).

The respondents saying that “agile work can make
it more difficult to deal with your customers/users”
were more often parents (p = 0.017), with a high
school license (p = 0.001), a full-time job (p = 0.046)
and lived less than 50 km away from the workplace
(p = 0.004).

Workers aged less than 45 years, with a high
education level, a part-time job and living more
than 50 km away from the workplace agreed with
the statement saying “I think that smart working
can improve the reconciliation between my work-
ing life and my private life” (respectively: p < 0.001,
p < 0.001, p = 0.026, p = 0.031).

Who said that “smart working can improve the
management of my work” was younger than 45 years
old (p < 0.001), not married (p < 0.001), without chil-
dren (p < 0.001), and lived less than 50 km away from
the workplace (p = 0.026).

Respondents answering that “smart working can
improve the quality of my life” were younger than
45 years old, with a high level of education and lived
less than 50 km away from the workplace (p < 0.001).

“I think that working in smart mode can have a
medium-long term effect on my workplace mobility
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Table 2a

Univariate analyses stratifying by sociodemographic variables, professional classification and distance from workplace

Items Gender Age Civil status To be a parent Level of education Professional classification Distance from work
Males Females <45 ≥45 Not Married No Yes High school Higher Part-time Full-time <50km ≥50km
N (%) N (%) yrs yrs Married N(%) N(%) N(%) licensed level N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)

N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)

D11. I’m interested to the
“smart” way of working

654 (76) 606 (84) 577 (85) 683 (75) 451(79) 809 (80) 376 (81) 884 (80) 737 (77) 523 (84) 176 (85) 1084 (78) 1157 (78) 103 (92)

P* <0.001 <0.001 0.805 0.757 0.001 0.021 0.001
D12. I think that working in

“smart” mode can penalize the
size of teamwork

314 (36) 264 (37) 209 (31) 369 (41) 201 (36) 377(37) 169 (36) 409 (37) 371 (39) 207 (33) 71 (35) 507 (37) 551 (37) 27(24)

P* 0.930 <0.001 0.585 0.781 0.029 0.537 0.005
D13. I think that working away

from the workplace can
complicate your work properly
in some way

267(31) 224(31) 185 (27) 306(34) 162 (29) 329 (32) 133 (28) 358 (32) 311 (32) 180 (29) 62 (30) 429 (31) 468 (32) 23 (21)

P* 0.961 0.005 0.140 0.133 0.141 0.784 0.014
D14. Compared to my job role, I

think that it is feasible to work
in “smart” mode for a certain
number of hours a week

684 (79) 608 (84) 556 (82) 736 (81) 455 (80) 837 (82) 385 (82) 907 (81) 751 (78) 541 (87) 176 (859) 1116 (81) 1192 (81) 100 (89)

P* 0.011 0.801 0.459 0.800 <0.001 0,107 0.025
D15. I think that working in

“smart” mode can be more
difficult at certain times of the
year

136 (16) 165 (23) 149 (22) 152 (17) 104 (18) 197 (19) 92 (20) 209 (19) 180 (19) 121 (19) 33 (16) 268 (19) 284 (19) 17 (15)

P* <0.001 0.010 0.661 0.703 0.740 0.249 0.290
D16. I think that agile work can

make it more difficult to deal
with your customers/users

326 (38) 243 (34) 236 (35) 333 (37) 185 (33) 384 (38) 148 (31) 421 (38) 377 (39) 192 (31) 61 (30) 508 (37) 543 (37) 26 (23)

P* 0.091 0.397 0.052 0.017 0.001 0.046 0.004
D18. I think that smart working

can improve the reconciliation
between my working life and
my private life

665 (77) 582 (81) 581 (85) 666 (73) 453 (80) 794 (78) 370 (79) 877 (79) 726 (75) 521 (83) 174 (85) 1073 (78) 1150 (79) 97 (87)

p 0.080 <0.001 0.276 0.985 <0.001 0.026 0.031
D19. I think that smart working

can improve the management
of my work

495 (57) 424 (59) 445 (65) 474(52) 367 (65) 552 (54) 307 (65) 612 (55) 539 (56) 380 (61) 126 (61) 793 (57) 843 (57) 76 (68)

p 0.568 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.057 0.305 0.026
D20. I think that smart working

can improve the quality of my
life

636 (74) 553 (77) 556 (82) 633 (70) 440 (78) 749 (73) 365 (78) 824 (74) 688 (71) 501 (80) 103 (79) 1026 (74) 1089 (74) 100 (89)

p 0.176 <0.001 0.050 0.118 <0.001 0.131 <0.001

*p-value of chi-square test; Bold: p < 0.005.
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Univariate analyses stratifying by sociodemographic variables, professional classification and distance from workplace

Items Gender Age Civil status To be a parent Level of education Professional Distance from
classification work

Males Females <45 ≥45 Not Married No Yes High Higher Part-time Full-time <50 ≥50
N (%) N (%) yrs yrs Married N(%) N(%) N(%) school level N(%) N(%) km km

N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)

D21. I think that working in smart mode can
have a medium-long term effect on my
workplace mobility costs

697 (81) 171 (24) 564 (83) 685 (76) 445 (79) 804 (79) 372 (79) 877 (79) 761 (79) 488 (78) 156 (76) 1093 (879) 1144 (78) 105 (94)

P* 0.041 <0.001 0.982 0.836 0.654 0.272 <0.001
D22. I think that working in “smart” working

can have a medium-long term effect on the
costs that the company as a whole faces

647 (75) 523 (72) 502 (74) 668 (874) 417 (74) 753 (74) 354 (75) 816 (73) 686 (71) 484 (77) 153 (74) 1017 (74) 1084 (73) 86 (77)

P* 0.268 0.977 0.999 0.384 0.006 0,836 0.438
D23. I think that working in “smart” working

mode can help me achieve my business goals
more efficiently

378 (44) 304 (42) 336 (49) 346 (38) 274 (48) 408 (40) 236 (50) 446 (40) 377 (39) 305 (49) 96 (47) 586 (42) 618 (42) 64 (57)

P* 0.508 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.256 0.002
D24. I think that the working mode in smart

working can help me take less hours of
leave/to do less work absences

477 (55) 453 (63) 454 (67) 476 (53) 351 (62) 579 (57) 273 (58) 657 (59) 540 (56) 390 (62) 129 (63) 801 (58) 849 (58) 81 (72)

P* 0.002 <0.001 0.038 0.752 0.012 0.205 0.002
D25. I think that the adoption of this working

method could be useful to improve my
performance within the company

485 (56) 403 (56) 440 (65) 448 (49) 344 (61) 544 (53) 287 (61) 601 (54) 502 (52) 386 (62) 124 (60) 764 (55) 888 (56) 79 (71)

P* 0.895 <0.001 0.004 0.009 <0.001 0.185 0,001
D26. I believe that the adoption of this working

method can be useful to improve the
performance of everyone within the company

503 (58) 392 (54) 441 (65) 454 (50) 338 (60) 557 (55) 297 (63) 598 (54) 512 (53) 383 (61) 115 (56) 780 (56) 812 (55) 83 (74)

P* 0.116 <0.001 0.045 <0.001 0.001 0.868 <0.001
D27. I think that the adoption of this working

method could be useful to increase company
profits

579 (67) 470 (65) 470 (69) 579 (64) 396 (70) 653 (64) 327 (699) 722 (65) 614 (64) 435 (70) 143 (69) 906 (66) 962 (65) 87 (78)

P* 0.419 0.031 0.014 0.066 0.016 0.275 0.007
D28. I think that “smart” work can foster me

career progression within my company
39 (5) 43 (6) 55 (89 27 (3) 41 (7) 41 (4) 32 (7) 50 (5) 41 (4) 41(7) 8 (4) 74 (5) 74 (5) 8 (7)

P* 0.197 <0.001 0.005 0.057 0.043 0.373 0.326
D29. If my company decides to adopt smart

working, I consider it useful to attend an ad
hoc training course

306 (35) 246 (34) 244 (36) 308 (34) 206 (36) 346 (34) 168 (36) 384 (34) 322 (33) 230 (37) 73 (35) 479 (35) 511 (35) 41 (37)

P* 0.573 0.438 0.309 0.622 0.169 0.827 0.670
D30. After the COVID-19 emergency, I think it

will be appropriate to carry out smart working
again

352 (41) 345 (48) 270 (40) 427 (47) 273 (48) 424 (42) 217 (46) 480 (43) 385 (40) 312 (50) 116 (56) 581 (42) 643 (44) 54 (48)

P* 0.005 0.003 0.009 0.256 <0.001 <0.001 0.339

*p-value of chi-square test; bold: p < 0.005.
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costs” was said by males (p = 0.041), workers aged
less than 45 years (p < 0.001) and living more than
50 km away from the office (p < 0.001).

“I think that working in smart working mode can
help me achieve my business goals more efficiently”
was said by workers aged less than 45 years, not mar-
ried, childless, with a high education level (p < 0.001
each) and living more than 50 km away from the
workplace (p = 0.002).

Who stated that “the working mode in Smart Work-
ing can help me take less hours of leave/to do less
work absences” was female (p = 0.002), aged < 45
years (p < 0.001), not married (p = 0.038), with a high
education level (p = 0.012) and lived more than 50 km
away from the workplace (p = 0.002).

Respondents thinking that “the adoption of this
working method could be useful to improve my per-
formance within the company” were aged < 45 years,
with a high education level (p < 0.001), not married
(p = 0.004), childless (p = 0.009) and lived more than
50 km away from the workplace (p = 0.001).

Who believed that “the adoption of this working
method can be useful to improve the performance of
everyone within the company” was aged < 45 years,
childless and lived more than 50 km away from the
workplace (p < 0.001).

Employees who thought that “the adoption of this
working method could be useful to increase company
profits” were aged less than 45 years (p = 0.031), with
a high level of education (p = 0.016) and lived more
than 50 km away from the workplace (p = 0.007).

Workers aged less than 45 years (p < 0.001), not
married (p = 0.005) and with a higher education level
(p = 0.043) agreed with the following item: “I think
that “smart” work can foster me career progression
within my company”.

“After the COVID-19 emergency, I think it will
be appropriate to carry out smart working again”
was said by workers who were female, aged ≥45
years old, not married, with a higher education level
and a part-time job (p = 0.005, p = 0.003, p = 0.009,
p < 0.001, p < 0.001, respectively).

3.3. Multivariate analysis

In Tables 3a and 3b the binary logistic regression
models are shown. H-L p-values are shown in Table 4.

The workers who were significantly more inter-
ested in SM were female (OR = 1.71; 95%CI:
1.24-2.07), while the employees aged > 45 years
(OR = 0.59; 95%CI: 0.45-0.77), with lower educa-
tional level (OR = 0.73; 95%CI: 0.56-0.95) and with

a home-work distance < 50 km (OR = 0.28; 95%CI:
0.14-0.56) did not declare an interest in SW (H-L
p-value was 0.649).

Who referred that SW had not improve their qual-
ity of life was older than 45 years (OR = 0.54 95%CI:
0.43-0.70), with lower educational level (OR = 0.69;
95%CI: 0.54-0.89) and lived near the workplace
(OR = 0.30; 95%CI: 0.16-0.56) (H-L p-value was
0.330).

Who thought that working in smart mode was
penalizing and complicated for the teamwork was
older than 45 years (OR = 1.39, 95% CI: 1.12-1.73
and OR = 1.58, 95%CI: 1.28-1.95 respectively), lived
near the office (OR = 1.86, 95% CI: 1.16-2.99 and
OR = 1.98, 95% CI: 1.26-3.10) (H-L p-values were
0.995 and 0.971 respectively).

Concerning the reduction of absence from work,
who considered SW as an aid to contain the work-
shifts was female (OR = 1.31; 95%CI: 1.06-1.60) and
with children (OR = 1.34, 95% CI: 1.03-1.73). Older
workers (OR = 0.54; 95%CI: 0.44-0.67), married
(OR = 0.75; 95%CI: 0.59-0.96) and with home-work
distance < 50 km (OR = 0.46; 95%CI: 0.30-0.71) did
not believe SW to be helpful in containing work-shifts
(H-L p-value was 0.166).

The respondents that did not agree with the item “I
think that the adoption of this working method could
be useful to improve my performance within the com-
pany” were aged over 45 years (OR = 0.57; 95%CI:
0.46-0.70), married (OR = 0.9; 95% CI: 0.64-0.98),
with lower education level (OR = 0.77; 95%CI: 0.62-
0.95), living near the workplace (OR = 0.46; 95% CI:
0.30-0.70) (H-L p-value was 0.998).

Those who declared themselves against the item
“I think that working in smart mode can have a
medium-long term effect on my workplace mobility
costs” were female (OR = 0.76; 95%CI: 0.60-0.97),
aged ≤ 45 years (OR = 0.60; 95%CI: 0.47-0.78) and
lived near the office (OR = 0.22; 95%CI: 0.10-0.48)
(H-L p-value was 0.992).

Who did not report SW to improve reconcilia-
tion between private and working life was older
(OR = 0.51; 95%CI: 0.39-0.66), with lower edu-
cational level (OR = 0.71; 95%CI: 0.55-0.93), a
full-time working position (OR = 0.66; 95%CI: 0.44-
0.99) and lived near the workplace (OR = 0.48;
95%CI: 0.27-0.85) (H-L p-value was 0.977).

Respondents who answered no when asked
if SW was helpful for career progression were
older (OR = 0.37; 95%CI: 0.23-0.60) and married
(OR = 0.60; 95%CI: 0.38-0.94) (H-L p-value was
0.808).
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Table 3a

Binary logistic multivariate regression models

Dependent variable Covariates in the model
Gender Age over Being To be a High school Full Home-Work
female 45 yrs married parent licensed time distance < 50km

OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR*
(95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI)

D11. I’m interested to the
“smart” way of working

1.53
(1.17-
2.01)

1.71
(1.24-
2.07)

0.59
(0.45-
0.77)

0.59
(0.45-
0.77)

1.04
(0.77-
1.40)

1.04
(0.76-
1.43)

0.73
(0.56-
0.95)

0.73
(0.56-
0.95)

0.80
(0.51-
1.24)

0.28
(0.14-
0.56)

D12. I think that working in
“smart” mode can
penalize the size of
teamwork

1.08
(0.86-
1.34)

1.55
(1.24-
1.93)

1.58
/1.28-
1.95)

1.05
(0.82-
1.34)

0.92
(0.71-
1.20)

1.17
(0.94-
1.46)

2.00
(1.28-
3.14)

1.98
(1.26-
3.10)

D13. I think that working
away from the workplace
can complicate your
work properly in some
way

1.05
(0.83-
1.32)

1.33
(1.06-
1.67)

1.39
(1.12-
1.73)

1.11
(0.86-
1.44)

1.07
(0.81-
1.42)

1.10
(0.87-
1.38)

1.09
(0.77-
1.54)

1.88
(1.7-
3.01)

1.86
(1.16-
2.99)

D14. Compared to my job
role, I think that it is
feasible to work in
“smart” mode for a
certain number of hours a
week

1.33
(1.01-
1.76)

1.36
(1.05-
1.76)

1.11
(0.85-
1.46)

0.55
(0.42-
0.74)

1.20
(0.88-
1.62)

0.90
(0.65-
1.25)

0.54
(0.41-
0.72)

0.84
(0.54-
1.31)

0.48
(0.26-
0.89)

0.47
(0.26-
0.88)

D15. I think that working in
“smart” mode can be
more difficult at certain
times of the year

1.74
(1.33-
2.27)

1.73
(1.32-
2.25)

0.73
(0.56-
0.95)

0.742
(0.58-
0.96)

1.18
(0.87-
1.60)

0.95
(0.69-
1.32)

1.06
(0.81-
1.38)

1.71
(1.12-
2.60)

1.68
(1.11-
2.54)

1.28
(0.75-
2.19)

D16. I think that agile work
can make it more difficult
to deal with your
customers/users

0.91
(0.72-
1.13)

0.96
(0.78-
1.20)

1.11
(0.87-
1.42)

1.26
(0.97-
1.65)

1.32
(1.05-
1.68)

1.41
(1.27-
1.76)

1.41
(1.14-
1.75)

1.39
(0.99-
1.96)

1.46
(1.06-
2.02)

2.02
(1.28-
3.18)

2.01
(1.28-
3.16)

D18. I think that smart
working can improve the
reconciliation between
my working life and my
private life

1.07
(0.82-
1.38)

0.50
(0.38-
0.65)

0.51
(0.39-
0.66)

0.87
(0.65-
1.17)

1.22
(0.90-
1.66)

0.71
(0.54-
0.92)

0.71
(0.55-
0.93)

0.71
(0.46-
1.08)

0.66
(0.44-
0.99)

0.48
(0.27-
0.84)

0.48
(0.27-
0.85)

D19. I think that smart
working can improve the
management of my work

0.97
(0.78-
1.21)

0.62
(0.50-
0.76)

0.61
(0.49-
0.75)

0.73
(0.57-
0.93)

0.73
(0.57-
0.93)

0.81
(0.62-
1.05)

0.83
(0.64-
1.07)

0.95
(0.77-
1.18)

0.79
(0.57-
1.10)

0.58
(0.38-
0.88)

0.59
(0.39-
0.89)

D20. I think that smart
working can improve the
quality of my life

1.04
(0.81-
1.34)

0.56
(0.43-
0.729

0.54
(0.43-
0.70)

0.85
(0.64-
1.12)

0.99
(0.74-
1.35)

0.71
(0.55-
0.91)

0.69
(0.54-
0.89)

0.79
(0.53-
1.16)

0.30
(0.16-
0.55)

0.30
(0.16-
0.56)

∧OR in the first step of the stepwise backward elimination with backward procedure. *OR in the last model of the stepwise backward elimination with backward procedure.
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Table 3b

Binary logistic multivariate regression models

Dependent variable Covariates in the model
Gender Age over Being To be a High school Full Home-Work
female 45 yrs married parent licensed time distance < 50km

OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR* OR∧ OR*
(95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI) (95%CI)

D21. I think that working in smart
mode can have a medium-long term
effect on my workplace mobility
costs

0.78
(0.60-
1.01)

0.76
(0.60-
0.97)

0.58
(0.45-
0.759

0.60
(0.47-
0.78)

1.01
(0.75-
1.35)

1.08
(0.79-
1.47)

1.14
(0.88-
1.47)

1.07
(0.74-
1.56)

0.22
(0.10-
0.49)

0.22
(0.10-
0.48)

D22. I think that working in “smart”
working can have a medium-long
term effect on the costs that the
company as a whole faces

0.85
(0.66-
1.07)

0.86
(0.68-
1.07)

1.07
(0.85-
1.36)

0.89
(0.66-
1.18)

0.71
(0.55-
0.90)

0.88
(0.61-
1.27)

0.71
(0.56-
0.90)

0.83
(0.53-
1.32)

0.83
(0.53-
1.32)

D23. I think that working in “smart”
working mode can help me achieve
my business goals more efficiently

0.84
(0.67-
1.04)

0.69
(0.56-
0.86)

0.69
(0.56-
0.86)

0.82
(0.65-
1.05)

0.78
(0.60-
1.01)

0.73
(0.58-
0.91)

0.75
(0.61-
0.93)

0.75
(0.61-
0.92)

0.72
80.52-
1.00)

0.50
(0.34-
0.74)

0.50
(0.34-
0.75)

D24. I think that the working mode in
smart working can help me take less
hours of leave/to do less work
absences

1.29
(1.04-
1.61)

1.31
(1.06-
1.60)

0.56
(0.45-
0.69)

0.54
(0.44-
0.67)

0.75
(0.59-
0.96)

0.75
(0.59-
0.96)

1.35
(1.04-
1.75)

1.34
(1.03-
1.73)

0.88
(0.71-
1.09)

0.99
(0.71-
1.38)

0.46
(0.30-
0.71)

0.46
(0.30-
0.71)

D25. I think that the adoption of this
working method could be useful to
improve my performance within the
company

0.87
(0.70-
1.08)

0.57
(0.46-
0.70)

0.57
(0.46-
0.70)

0.81
(0.63-
1.039

0.9
(0.64-
0.98)

0.92
(0.71-
1.199

0.77
(0.62-
0.959

0.77
(0.62-
0.95)

0.75
(0.54-
1.04)

0.46
(0.30-
0.70)

0.46
(0.30-
0.70)

D26. I believe that the adoption of this
working method can be useful to
improve the performance of
everyone within the company

0.79
(0.63-
0.98)

0.81
(0.66-
0.99)

0.57
(0.46-
0.70)

0.57
(0.46-
0.70)

0.97
(0.76-
1.23)

0.77
(0.59-
1.00)

0.77
(0.61-
0.97)

0.81
(0.65-
1.00)

0.81
(0.65-
0.99)

0.87
(0.63-
1.21)

0.39
(0.25-
0.61)

0.40
(0.25-
0.61)

D27. I think that the adoption of this
working method could be useful to
increase company profits

0.84
(0.67-
1.05)

0.84
(0.67-
1.05)

0.79
(0.62-
1.02)

0.77
(0.62-
0.96)

0.93
(0.71-
1.22)

0.81
(0.64-
1.01)

0.78
(0.62-
0.96)

0.74
(0.53-
1.04)

0.51
(0.32-
0.82)

0.52
(0.33-
0.83)

D28. I think that “smart” work can
foster me career progression within
my company

1.36
(0.85-
2.17)

0.38
(0.23-
0.63)

0.37
(0.23-
0.60)

0.61
(0.36-
1.03)

0.60
(0.38-
0.94)

1.06
(0.61-
1.83)

0.82
(0.52-
1.309

1.60
(0.73-
3.50)

0.60
(0.28-
1.30)

D29. If my company decides to adopt
smart working, I consider it useful to
attend an ad hoc training course

0.91
(0.73-
1.14)

0.95
(0.76-
1.18)

0.90
(0.76-
1.189

0.91
(0.73-
1.12)

1.02
(0.78-
1.33)

0.87
(0.70-
1.09)

0.87
(0.70-
1.08)

0.92
(0.66-
1.29)

0.91
(0.61-
1.35)

D30. After the COVID-19 emergency,
I think it will be appropriate to carry
out smart working again

1.19
(0.95-
1.47)

1.64
(1.32-
2.03)

1.61
(1.30-
2.00)

0.75
(0.59-
0.96)

0.72
(0.58-
0.89)

0.91
(0.70-
1.18)

0.63
(0.51-
0.78)

0.62
(0.50-
0.77)

0.58
(0.42-
0.80)

0.54
(0.40-
0.73)

0.80
(0.54-
1.19)

∧OR in the first step of the stepwise backward elimination with backward procedure. *OR in the last model of the stepwise backward elimination with backward procedure.



372 G. La Torre et al. / Smart working perception in banking companies

Table 4
Goodness of fit of the models

Dependent variable of the model Hosmer and Lemeshow test of the
last models (Tables 3a-b)

D11. I’m interested to the “smart” way of working 0.649
D12. I think that working in “smart” mode can penalize the size of teamwork 0.995
D13. I think that working away from the workplace can complicate your work properly in some way 0.971
D14. Compared to my job role, I think that it is feasible to work in “smart” mode for a certain number

of hours a week
0.689

D15. I think that working in “smart” mode can be more difficult at certain times of the year 0.452
D16. I think that agile work can make it more difficult to deal with your customers/users 0.505
D18. I think that smart working can improve the reconciliation between my working life and my

private life
0.977

D19. I think that smart working can improve the management of my work 0.058
D20. I think that smart working can improve the quality of my life 0.330
D21. I think that working in smart mode can have a medium-long term effect on my workplace

mobility costs
0.992

D22. I think that working in “smart” working can have a medium-long term effect on the costs that
the company as a whole faces

0.526

D23. I think that working in “smart” working mode can help me achieve my business goals more
efficiently

0.050

D24. I think that the working mode in smart working can help me take less hours of leave/to do less
work absences

0.166

D25. I think that the adoption of this working method could be useful to improve my performance
within the company

0.792

D26. I believe that the adoption of this working method can be useful to improve the performance of
everyone within the company

0.146

D27. I think that the adoption of this working method could be useful to increase company profits 0.999
D28. I think that “smart” work can foster me career progression within my company 0.808
D29. If my company decides to adopt smart working, I consider it useful to attend an ad hoc training

course
0.938

D30. After the COVID-19 emergency, I think it will be appropriate to carry out smart working again 0.598

The employees that did not consider the adoption
of SW to be useful to improve their performance
within the company were older (OR = 0.57; 95%CI:
0.46-0.70), married (OR = 0.9; 95%CI: 0.64- 0.98),
with lower educational level (OR = 0.77; 95%CI:
0.62-0.95) and living near the office (OR = 0.46;
95%CI: 0.30-0.70) (H-L p-value was 0.792).

Who mentioned the feasibility to do certain num-
ber of hours per week in SW was female (OR = 1.36;
95%CI: 1.05-1.76), while older workers (OR = 0.55;
95%CI: 0.42-0.74) and who lived close to the
workplace (OR = 0.47; 95%CI: 0.26-0.88) answered
negatively (H-L p-value was 0.689).

4. Discussion

The results underline that SW could increase the
chance for workers to find a balance between work
and private life, particularly for younger people, who
lived far from the office and the once with a part-
time job. On the other hand, people older than 45
years, with lower educational level and living near the
workplace are in general less favourable to SW/WfH.

Focusing on the individual and company’s per-
ceived productivity, younger employees, with a
higher level of education, single, childless and liv-
ing more than 50 km away from the office are those
reporting an improvement in productivity. Unsurpris-
ingly, people with children, which stayed at home
due to the school closure during the pandemic, com-
plained of a decrease in productivity. However, the
literature points out how the impact of children at
home varies depending on their age. If taking care
of an infant is considered a major distraction, hav-
ing a teenager that can help with household tasks
boostering the productivity [24].

The respondents showing an overall higher propen-
sity for SW were those living more than 50 km away
from the office. It has been detected that commuters
use the time previously occupied by the trip to the
workplace to integrate their hours of sleep, with an
overall gain in terms of wellbeing [25, 26].

Conversely, our study shows that older workers,
who lived near the office and the ones with a lower
educational level seemed to be more reluctant towards
this new digital practice. However, some studies high-
light different findings [24]. Previous studies reported
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heterogeneous feedbacks to WfH: a survey conducted
among Austrian workers showed that the quality
of life improved in a segment of this population
(53%) and decreased in another one (43%). Like-
wise, reported productivity increased in 37% of the
cases and decreased for 67% of the respondents [25].
Moretti et al. [27] showed that 39% of the subjects
doing SW perceived themselves to be less produc-
tive, but 51% were equally satisfied. Hallmann as
well underlines how 34.6% of workers working from
home reported an increased well-being, while 34.4%
described a worse condition [26].

The main side effect of WfH is the contamina-
tion between daily life and working activities [28].
Hilbrecht et al. [12] highlight that the concurrence
between work and personal life causes either an
encroachment of working activities into the social
and family sphere or an overlap between family con-
cerns and daily working life. These issues can lead to
a decrease in productivity. Moreover, while working
from home, it is possible to feel a lack of structure,
to struggle getting the working day going and fol-
lowing the established working shift, to take time for
meals and personal activities, resulting in a radical
change in the work-life balance [27]. This imbalance
can increase the working strain and deteriorate the
perceived well-being [29].

A shared opinion is the fact that SW jeopardizes
the dimension of teamwork worsening the relation-
ships among colleagues. Indeed, especially in the
long run, the exchange of information via technology
fails to compensate for the feeling of social isola-
tion and the lack of face-to-face interactions [30–33],
increasing risks of psychological backlashes [34],
reducing performances and decreasing job satisfac-
tion and commitment [35–38].

SW could introduce another negative phe-
nomenon: the increase of working hard, i.e. spending
more time and energies on the job, and the reduction
of working smart, that is focusing on the results ben-
efitting from a higher organisational freedom [39].
In fact, Golden et and colleagues [31] report that SW
makes workers more satisfied with their jobs when the
amount of it is not very high; whereas, when it goes
above a certain threshold, the level of satisfaction
does not increase. It is also recognize that a massive
use of technology has an impact on workers, caus-
ing higher levels of anxiety and or depression [40]
up to the onset of psychological and physical effects
related to the so-called technostress syndrome [41].
Regarding the workers’ physical health, some studies
pointed out that WfH extends the working time that is

done on the computer and consequently significantly
increases the sedentary time, causing several nega-
tive effects on physical and mental health [42, 43]
and this has been especially true during the pandemic,
with a diminish in the levels of physical activity [44,
45]. Moreover, the usage of non-ergonomic equip-
ment with an unsuitable work station may increase
musculoskeletal issues [27, 46–48].

Nevertheless, the role of flexibility on innovation
regarding work processes is now recognized not only
in the light of promoting work-life balance, but also to
foster the productivity, the sustainability and the cost
effectiveness within the organizations 30). According
to the McEwan’s definition of SW [49], a regulation
and identification of the different configurations of
SW could be done, so that this new working model
can be re-proposed even outside the emergency con-
text.

This study analyzes the characteristics of the
workers both against and favorable towards SW.
Employees aged older than 45 years and those with
a lower educational level had a lower propensity for
SW. The generational gap is confirmed by the litera-
ture [32], and could find an explanation if considering
the approach of the elderly generations to techno-
logical tools, which remains mainly related to their
specific and known task [50]. Besides, these work-
ers rely more on the sharing of expertise, which is
less smooth with SW [51]. Who lived far from the
workplace was more interested in SW for it helps to
spare on mobility costs, to conciliate working and
private life making the management of ones’ own
work easier and therefore improving the quality of
their lives.

5. Limitations

We must acknowledge some limitations to this
study. First of all, the response rate was not very
high, and this could have had an impact on the com-
pleteness of the results. Secondly, our data have been
collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, when the
choice of SW has been not voluntary but compulsory.
Therefore, respondents’ attitude towards SW could
have been influenced both by the new imposed work-
ing measures and the worries related to the unique
emergency phase. Finally, the concept of agile work
is broader than that carried out during the pandemic:
SW is not merely working from home but also using
other places to carry out one’s own professional activ-
ity with a higher working-hour flexibility.
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6. Conclusion

One cannot assume that, in the absence of the stim-
ulus and control offered by the work environment,
all workers are equally adequate to perform SW.
Thus, the employers should be aware that some more
vulnerable workers could be in need of additional
structural and technological support [52]. Companies
that want starting implementing SW should therefore
consider not only the needed technologies but also the
training to “enable” workers. This requires a cultural
shift that cannot happen quickly: it may be neces-
sary to train personal skills, such as those related to
planning, and to provide guidance so that workers
can learn how to better organize and manage a work
environment that may be more uncertain and variable
than the one they were used to in the office [53, 54].
Defining good practices and suggesting a routine on
SW could be a need in the short-term; this strategy
can help managing time, better focus on work and
prevent stress-risk and psychological effects on bank
workers and on employees of other sectors.
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Laubichler M, et al. Working from home, quality of life, and
perceived productivity during the first 50-day COVID-19
mitigation measures in Austria: a cross-sectional study. Int
Arch Occup Environ Health [Internet]. 2021 Apr 20; Avail-
able from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-021-01692-0

[26] Hallman DM, Januario LB, Mathiassen SE, Heiden M,
Svensson S, Bergström G. Working from home during the
COVID-19 outbreak in Sweden: effects on 24-h time-use in
office workers. BMC Public Health. 2021;21(1):528.

[27] Moretti A, Menna F, Aulicino M, Paoletta M, Liguori S,
Iolascon G. Characterization of Home Working Population
during COVID-19 Emergency: A Cross-Sectional Analysis.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health. 2020;17(17):6284.

[28] Maruyama T, Hopkinson PG, James PW. A multivariate
analysis of work–life balance outcomes from a large-scale
telework programme. New Technology, Work and Employ-
ment. 2009;24(1):76-88.

[29] Kelliher C, Anderson D. Doing more with less? Flexible
working practices and the intensification of work. Human
Relations. 2010;63(1):83-106.

[30] Di Tecco C, Ronchetti M, Russo S, Ghelli M, Rondinone
BM, Persechino B, et al. Implementing Smart Working
in Public Administration: a follow up study. Med Lav.
2021;112(2):141-52.

[31] Golden TD. The role of relationships in understand-
ing telecommuter satisfaction. Journal of Organizational
Behavior. 2006;27(3):319-40.

[32] Sarti D, Torre T. Is Smart Working a Win-Win Solution?
First Evidence from the Field. Well-being at and through
Work. 2017;9:231.
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