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Abstract

Globalisation and increasing digitisation mean that companies must increasingly orientate themselves
internationally in order to become (more) competitive or to remain competitive. Promoting e-working can
revitalise rural development. The issue involved is always interaction between people from different cultures,
between people who, according to their cultural backgrounds, feel, think and act differently. When cultural
diversity and differences are taken into account, greater creativity, more diverse ideas and faster problem
solving are achieved. The cultural dimensions, according to Geert Hofstede, offer a comprehensive model
for capturing the various expressions of intercultural values. This paper examines the motives for applying
e-working in selected European countries in 2018 according to Hofstede’s six dimensions of national
culture. Twenty-eight countries from the Eurostat database were analysed (Finland and the Netherlands were
excluded, and software detected them in the e-working variable as outliers). Correlation with e-working
is statistically significant at PDI (power distance index - negative: the lower the PDI index, the higher
the proportion of e-working) and IVR index (indulgence versus restraint - positive: the higher the IVR index,

the higher the proportion of e-working).
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Introduction

How peoplelive, work, communicate and spend their
money has changed dramatically over the centuries.
Rural territories face significant challenges
in a globalised world as the jobs available
in traditional rural sectors are decreasing (Vitola
and Baltina, 2013). Consequently, the global
rural population is decreasing (WorldBank,
2018). Young, educated and qualified people are
the first to leave because of the lack of challenging
jobs in the rural areas (Vitola and Baltina, 2013).
E-working is on an wuneven, upward trend.
The number of e-workers is generally increasing
(IWG, 2019; Vilhelmson and Thulin, 2016) thanks
to technology development and in particular
high-speed broadband (Beno, 2018a; Messenger
and Gschwind, 2016), which facilitates much nine
to five work to be performed remotely or away
from the office. Further factors that drive e-working
are long commuting times, the rise of gig-economy
employment  opportunities, = work-life-balance
demands and the spread of Covid-19. Generally,
e-working makes employees happy, and satisfied
employees are usually more productive (Beno

and Hvorecky, 2021). In particular, two main
factors are responsible: 1) the availability of digital
connectivity and 2) the proportion of workers
employed in industries and occupations that are
amenable to remote work. Recent research reports
reveal that rural countries face more challenges
in building a remote workforce because they suffer
from high rates of unemployment and have fewer
educated workers (Gallardo and Florida, 2020).

But different working cultures also lead to different
expansions of e-working. Some cultural aspects
that play a role here are social behaviour
(independence/teamwork), communication,
interaction and openness towards new methods
and models. It is generally held that people working
in Nordic countries are socially more independent
and have functional interaction. In Finland,
flexible work has been part of the working culture
for more than two decades. It is a way of working
that meshes well with the deeply rooted culture
of trust, equality and pragmatism in the country.
In  Scandinavia, there are relatively flat
organisations, low hierarchies and pragmatism,
which are important features for possible flexibility




(Savage, 2019). The UK is more progressive,
as far as new working methods are concerned,
compared to other countries. Bettina von Stamm
of the London Business School states that the key
to successful remote working is self-confidence,
delegated authority and autonomy that are
supported by the British style of management (BBC,
2000). Managers in France still give importance
to the size and position of the office. There is
a kind of social-space contract, which means that
promotion is related to the space (Soyez, 2019).
Going to work is a generalised symbol of status
in the Eastern European environment. Another
factor that has to be taken into account is whether
the current culture of the organisation supports
e-working.

Culture is a complex and broad set of relationships,
values, attitudes, practices, behaviours
and beliefs that bind a specific group of people.
Hofstede himself provides equivocal definitions:
“A collective programming of the mind which
distinguishes one group from another” (Hofstede
1980); “Mental programming ... patterns of thinking
and feeling and potential acting” (Hofstede, 1991).
Culture is not something that is simply gained;
it is a slow process of growing into a society
(Alony and Jones, 2007). Research by Brennan
et al. (2009) illustrates the links between local
culture and community development. For example,
the idea of a good work-life balance is ingrained
in Finnish culture. The rural residences, to which
city dwellers regularly uproot themselves to enjoy
the Nordic countryside, are embedded in Finnish
life (Bishop, 2020).

Geert Hofstede is one of the leading academics
on culture (Sendergaard, 1994; Kirkman et al.,
2006; Merkin et al.,, 2014; Dimitrov, 2014).

Based on his analysis of the dataset, he initially
distinguished four (power distance, collectivism
versus individualism, femininity versus masculinity,
uncertainty avoidance), later five (including long-
term orientation versus short-term orientation)
and finally even six (indulgence versus restraint)
dimensions of cultural orientation that are different
for various national cultures (Hofstede, 1980, 1991;
Hofstede et al., 2010).

The main goal of this paper was to examine motives
as they apply to e-working within selected European
countries in 2018 and in terms of Hofstede’s six
dimensions of national culture. Correlations were
used to find answers to the following research
questions: Does diversity of national cultures affect
the scope of e-working agreements? What causes
ahigherlevel of e-working in selected countries? Are
there significant correlations between percentages
and numbers of e-workers for PDI (power distance),
IDV (collectivism versus individualism), MAS
(femininity versus masculinity), UAI (uncertainty
avoidance), LTOWVS  (short-term/long-term
orientation) and IVR (indulgence versus restraint)?

The  following  section  briefly  outlines
the methodology used in this research. The third
section provides an account of the e-working
concept. The fourth section gives a short overview
of results and closes with a discussion. The last
section gives the conclusions.

Materials and methods

The descriptive statistics method was used
to analyse and describe the basic features
of the data in developing results and drawing
conclusions, and the information processed
in Table 1 was identified and summarised.

Country PDI IDV MAS UAI LTOWYVS IVR e-working
Austria 11 55 79 70 60 63 10
Belgium 65 75 54 94 82 57 6.6
Bulgaria 70 30 40 85 69 16 0.3
Croatia 73 33 40 80 58 33 1.4
Czech Republic 57 58 57 74 70 29 4
Denmark 18 74 16 23 35 70 7.6
Estonia 40 60 30 60 82 16 7.6
Finland 33 63 26 59 38 57 13.3
France 68 71 43 86 63 48 6.6
Germany 35 67 66 65 83 40 5
Great Britain 35 89 66 35 51 69 4.4
Greece 60 35 57 112 45 50 2

Source: Author’s own compilation (based on Eurostat, 2019 and Hofstede, 2015).

Table 1: Hofstede’s dimension indexes and e-working percentage of selected countries (to be continued).




Country PDI IDV MAS UAI LTOWYVS IVR e-working
Hungary 46 80 88 82 58 31 2.3
Italy 50 76 70 75 61 30 3.6
Ireland 28 70 68 35 24 65 6.2
Latvia 44 70 9 63 69 13 2.9
Lithuania 42 60 19 65 82 16 2.5
Luxembourg 40 60 50 70 64 56 11
Malta 56 59 47 96 47 66 5.8
The Netherlands 38 80 14 53 67 68 14
Norway 31 69 8 50 35 55 5.5
Poland 68 60 64 93 38 29 4.6
Portugal 63 27 31 104 28 33 6.1
Romania 90 30 42 90 52 20 0.4
Slovakia 104 52 110 51 77 28 3.6
Slovenia 71 27 19 88 49 48 6.9
Spain 57 51 42 86 48 44 43
Sweden 31 71 5 29 53 78 5

Source: Author’s own compilation (based on Eurostat, 2019 and Hofstede, 2015).

Table 1: Hofstede’s dimension indexes and e-working percentage of selected countries (continuation).

To determine the existence of dependency between
e-working and individual dimensions, Pearson’s
correlation coefficient was applied. Three different
types of correlation can be categorised, namely
positive correlation, the other variable also has
a tendency to increase; negative correlation,
the other variable has a tendency to decrease
and no correlation, the other variable does not
tend to increase or decrease. Before it was applied,
the normality of the data was verified by the Shapiro-
Wilk test and fulfilment of the second condition,
linear relation, using the regression analysis.

Using correlations, answers were sought
for the research questions: Does diversity
of national cultures influence the scope

of e-working agreements? What causes a higher
level of e-working in selected countries? Are there
significant correlations between percentages and
numbers of e-workers for PDI (power distance),
IDV (collectivism versus individualism), MAS
(femininity versus masculinity), UAI (uncertainty
avoidance), LTOWVS  (short-term/long-term
orientation) and IVR (indulgence versus restraint)?

The meaning of e-working

“Flexible working arrangements” or “e-working”
are replacing a range of different terms, such
as “teleworking”, “telecommuting”, “networking”,
“digital nomad” and “flexi space”, which seek
to describe the ways in which new information
and communication technologies have made

it possible for information-processing work

to be carried out at a distance (Bates et al., 2002).
The classic definition of teleworking is outdated
(Beno, 2018b). Currently, there is no international
statistical definition.

Basically, e-work means the utilisation of ICT
(Information and Communication Technology)
rather than commuting to work (Beio
and Ferencikova, 2019). Also, e-work is a method
of working using ICT in which the work is not bound
to any particular location. Traditionally this has been
understood as working remotely from the office,
usually from home, whether full-time or for a part
of the working week (WDC, 2017). E-working is
where employees work at home full-time/part-time,
on a hybrid basis or at a different place or virtually.
This kind of work involves logging into a work
computer remotely (using a virtual private network,
e.g. Cisco, Barracuda), sending and receiving
email, data and files remotely and developing ideas,
products and services, as well as learning remotely
and performing other remote business activities.
To conclude, e-working is a practical approach
to accomplish business objectives. This kind
of work allows organisations in the private
and public sectors to operate remotely, while
employees are absent from their physical
workspaces.

The father of e-working is considered to be Jack
Nilles (Beno, 2018b). ICT plays an essential role
in the spread of work and e-working. The Dunn
(2009a, 2009b) and Frempong (2009) studies used




telework as an example of what can be achieved
by mobile phone technology innovations. A similar
study is by Plauché and Prabaker (2006)
on a speech-driven agricultural query system.
Though not mobile technology based, it showed
how queries can be sent to remote systems, hence
proving that it is possible to innovate by using
telephones for remote-related actions even
with low-literacy levels. ICT allow us to connect
not only physically but also virtually. Thus ICT
can serve as an important tool to overcome
the distance in rural areas and to take full
advantage of its resources and further possibilities.
The Covid-19 pandemic creates an e-working
tipping point. E-working helped to sustain economic
activity. Millions of people around the world must
now work from home. Obviously, there is no
consensus in economics literature about the impact
on productivity while working remotely. Beno
and Hvorecky (2021) indicate that a workforce
that does not feel comfortable with e-work tends
to be less productive. Managers face an increasing
need for solutions to maximise online technologies
to support employee satisfaction.

Computer and communications technology may
make it possible for more jobs to be performed
remotely (Olson, 1983). Through various
technological advancements, e-working facilitates
a flexible workplace in which the workforce has
options about the structure of its work time (Pearce,
2009). In a remote work environment, various
primary instruments (from emailing to face-to-face
meetings and video conferences) are used (Kirkman
and Mathieu, 2005; Mihhailova et al., 2009).
Emailing is viewed as an analytic task approach.
Additionally, desktop video-conferencing,
collaborative  software and Internet/intranet
systems evolved into fundamental infrastructure
for the modern workplace environment (Becke
et al., 2001). Karpova et al. (2009) suggested that
synchronous media such as videoconferencing are
suitable for stating problems and giving crucial
decisions, whereas others such as collaborative
document management tools (e.g. Google Docs)
are more suited to tasks such as information
flow and the organising of tasks across the team.
Conference tools (such as instant messaging, audio-/
videoconferencing) aid e-workers’ collabration
and the exchange of ideas and information in person
(Karoui et al., 2010). Connectivity, IT infrastructure
and communcation tools were identified as the
most important aids for remote work (PWC, 2020).
To improve communication within the team
(on-site or remote), the utilisation of online
collaboration  tools should be considered

(Ye, 2012). The effectiveness of a collaboration
tool relies on whether the tool is relevant
to the stage of collaboration (Kalika and Jawadi,
2008). Furthermore, computer-mediated
communcation has become mainstream in work life
(Derks and Bakker, 2010).

Being away from the office in a hybrid setting that
means a change of place, country and approach
with employees working entirely in a cubicle
and/or remotely or in a comfortable setting
(at home, or mobile) has benefits (saving time
and money, flexibility and autonomy, productivity,
less commuting, fewer distractions, work-life-
balance and many others) and limitations (difficulty
in separating home and work life, domestic
distractions and interruptions, feelings of isolation
and loneliness, workaholism, etc.). E-working
has the following positive and negative impacts:
economic, environmental, personal and social
- the so-called triple-win option (Bemnio, 2021a)
for employers, employees and society (Beno
and Ferencikova, 2019).

Brette and Moriset (2009) emphasise that today’s
economy is subject to a tension between centrifugal
and centripetal forces, the outcome of which is
uncertain. As e-working continues to accelerate,
there are a number of likely implications, challenges
and opportunities that arise in the Covid-19 crisis.
We are of the opinion that e-working has created
new opportunities for rural development, as stated
in a recent study on housing (Beno, 2021b).
According to the latest data, interest in rural areas
and small towns increased during the coronavirus
outbreak (Redfin, 2020). Further, e-working
can reverse the rural brain drain (Sisson, 2019).
The digital economy offers home-based micro-
businesses in rural areas many advantages,
but stubborn social, economic and territorial digital
divides continue to create challenges for this sector
of the rural economy (Philip and Williams, 2019).
As mentioned before, there are potential direct
and indirect benefits and risks. However, the paradox
of e-working is that it includes the implication
of investment in ICT, which tends to be located
in large urban centres. This can prove challenging
for rural communities that are struggling
withdecliningpopulationsandrisingunemployment.
E-working has been seen as a potential solution
for rural development, but it remains a privileged
urban and suburban phenomenon. This is confirmed
by Davies’s (2021) statement that for some rural
arcas and populations, the urban-rural digital
divide persists as a barrier to participation in ICT-
supported remote working.




Results and discussion

A very effective method for analysis of relations
between dimensions and e-working is multiple
regression. The quality of the model is high,
and the determination index takes the values close
to 1, as seen in Table 2.

Model Summary

Model R R Square® Adjusted Std. Error of the Estimate
R Square
1 932 .869 .830 2273

Note: a... Predictors: ivr, pdi, mas, ltowvs, uai, idv
b.. For regression through the origin (the no-intercept
model), R Square measures the proportion of the variability
in the dependent variable about the origin explained
by regression. This CANNOT be compared to R Square
for models which include an intercept.

Source: Author’s own compilation.

Table 2: Model summary.

The overall test of the model is also very significant
(p <0.05), see Table 3.

ANOVA®?
Model Sum Mean .
of Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression 684.549 6 114.092 22.083 | .000¢
Residual 103.331 20 5.167
Total 787.880¢ 26

Note: a... Dependent variable: e-working
b... Linear regression through the origin
c... Predictors: ivr, pdi, mas, ltowvs, uai, idv
d... This total sum of squares is not corrected for the
constant because the constant is zero for regression
through the origin.

Source: Author’s own compilation

Table 3: ANOVA.

The results of the tests of individual indicators are
presented in Table 4, which shows the dependency
of measurement between e-working and selected

dimensions. The correlation with e-working is
statistically significant at the PDI and IVR indices.
With the PDI index, the correlation is negative,
i.e. the lower the PDI index, the higher
the proportion of e-working. With the IVR index,
the correlation is positive, i.e. the higher the IVE
index, the higher the proportion of e-working.

The analysis results imply (correlation coefficient
— 0.439 PDI) that countries with low power
(distance) have a higher proportion of e-working.
This indicates that if the extent of power
in the national culture is higher, the proportion
of e-working drops, as can be seen in Figure 1,
where the downward trend can be seen when PDI
increases.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
pdi

Source: Author’s own compilation

Figure 1: Scatterplot of e-working against PDI.

Correlation coefficient 0.696 IVR (see Figure 2)
indicates positive dependency between e-working
and the importance of happiness, and the control
over life, thus Work-Life balance.

Coefficients™®
Unstandardised Coefficients Standardised Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF

pdi -.043 .027 -.439 -1.591 127 .086 11.590

idv -.005 .031 -.057 -.170 .867 .058 17.324

mas .002 .019 .017 .092 928 192 5.198

! uai .021 .022 291 986 336 .075 13.296
Itowvs .040 .029 428 1.343 .194 .065 15.451

ivr .083 .026 .696 3.138 .005 133 7.506

Note: a... Dependent variable: e-working %
b... Linear regression through the origin
Source: Author’s own compilation

Table 4: Coefficients.




Source: Author’s own compilation

Figure 2: Scatterplot of e-working against IVR.

Countries with a high wvalue for individual
property (high IVR value) allow their population
to meet their basic needs and demands without
obstacles (valuing of leisure time, friends, family).
On the contrary, with a low index, the degree
of dominance increases; people suppress their
needs, and complying with strict social standards
(leisure time, friends) is of less importance.
In simple terms, a high IVR means a higher
proportion of e-working, a lower IVR means a low
proportion of e-working.

The diversity of cultures in Eastern and Western
Europe is a much analysed topic. There are several
complex descriptive cultural models (Hofstede,
1980, 1993; Trompenaars, 1993) and theories
of cultural standards (Thomas, 1993) that describe
intercultural differences between the East and West
of Europe in an economic context. Based
on the results of correlation, the author tried
to summarise the relative positions of world
cultures of the countries divided according
to cardinal directions (E, W, N and S), together
with cultural dimensions. This was done in two
graphs of intersection axes that form quadrants.
The author located the names so that their
dimensional coordinates were taken into account.
Figure 3 shows the intersection of the dimensions
of flat and vertical hierarchies versus well-being
and work ethic.

Vertical hierarchy

East

BUL, HUN, CZE,
POL, ROM, SLK, CRO
South
GRE, ITA, MLT,
Well-being MLT. POR. SLV.SPA  Work ethic
North
DEN, EST, FIN, BEY‘*;;{A North
GBR, IRE, NOR,  West g LAT, LIT
SWE  AUT, GER,
LUX, NET

Flat hierarchy
Source: Author’s own compilation
Figure 3: Authority versus WLB.

It is interesting to note how countries can rework
their work space according to the values of hierarchy
and by behaviour, cooperation and mobility. When
determining the distance between employees
and managers in or outside the office, it can be seen
how in Austria hierarchy operates in the same space
as employees where the input space of cooperation
and the probability of the director moving into such
space are accessible. This model would change
completely when the working trends of the V4
countries are monitored. The collaborative spaces
should then be located prudently so that cooperation
is strengthened. In the end, it seems that the current
trend focuses on workers’ flexibility. It should
be noted that e-working is still of great potential
in Austria where mobility seems to be accepted.
On the contrary, in the V4 countries employees
are expected to behave seriously when performing
work.

Another feature that influences different proportions
of e-working among the monitored countries is
well-being, which is also related to the ecological
factor. It is generally known that Austria is
a pioneer in environmental protection compared
to the V4 countries.

This analysis also implies that countries
with Germanic languages (Austria, Germany,
Great Britain, Ireland, the Netherlands, Sweden,
Denmark, Norway, but not Malta, (index 56)) have
low indices with a high proportion of e-working
compared to countries with Romance languages
(France, Portugal, Spain, Italy, Romania) that have
medium to high indices, and therefore a medium
to low proportion of e-working. Then come
countries  with mixed  Germanic-Romance
languages — Belgium, with a higher index
and a lower proportion of e-working,
and Luxembourg, with a lower index and a high
proportion of e-working. The countries with Slavic
languages, namely West Slavic (Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Poland) and South Slavic (Croatia,
Slovenia and Bulgaria) have high indices and thus
alower proportion of e-working. These are followed
by the countries with Finno-Ugric languages
(Hungary and Estonia) with medium values, where
Hungary has a lower proportion of e-working
compared to Estonia, due to the technological
advancement of the country.

Another  possible factor that influences
the proportion of e-working in a country is climate
(climate change), because a warm climate could
encourage more lethargy than temperate and cold
climates. Therefore productivity also decreases,
and vice versa (Muszynski and Berry, n.d.;
Thorpe, 2020). This is connected with the division
of economy. People in lower latitudes are more




dedicated to agricultural or other manual activities
than in higher latitudes, where there is less affinity
between humans and nature.

As mentioned, the ecological factor together
with well-being plays an important role in countries
when compared with the proportion of e-working.
The basic types of European social model, namely
Anglo-Saxon —indicated as liberal (Ireland, Great
Britain), continental — indicated as conservative
(Germany, France, Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg),
Nordic — indicated as social-democratic
(Denmark, Finland, Sweden, the Netherlands)
and Mediterranean — indicated as a combination
of three models (Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal), can
be considered the next factor influencing a higher
proportion of this form of work. In connection
with EU enlargement, the central (V4) state types
— closer to the continental type - and the East
European (Baltic) type - where the features
of a liberal model prevail - are developed (Alber
and Gilbert, 2010; Sapir, 2006).

In key texts by Toffler (1984) and Handy (1984),
it is assumed that work from home would be
a phenomenon of the future. It seems, however,
that their prognosis was far from the reality,
as far as its implementation is concerned.
Development has not met the expectations globally,
nor regionally, as in the case of the countries studied.
The V4 countries are actually behind the average
of utilisation of this form of work. Theoretically,
a large number of persons at many workplaces
could basically be allowed to be e-working.
In the 1980s, Olson and Primps (1984) suggested
that more than 50 % of office work could be
done from home, and Steinle (1988) argued that
two thirds of job positions could be suitable for
e-working for certain persons and employers. Will
rural areas necessarily become “remnants of the past
inhabited by non-talented losers only” or “will
the opportunities provided by the ICT
and the changes in the content of occupational
duties provide the rural inhabitants an opportunity
to be involved in the knowledge economy, which
is traditionally linked to metropolitan areas,
distantly?” (Nuur and Laestadius 2009; Adamsone
et al.,, 2013). But Covid-19 changed everything.
The future of work is suddenly here. Today’s
office is global and virtual. This pandemic creates
an e-working tipping point. Millions of people
around the world must now work from home.

However, the Covid-19 outbreak has undermined
the way of work with travel restrictions, limitation
of the size of meetings, social contacts and self-
isolation of workers after return from affected

regions. The coronavirus led to the urgent need
for the implementation of e-working, increase
of digitising, investments in new technologies,
more flexibility not only at work, better quality
virtual meetings and discussions on business ethics
because the demand for e-working would increase
in the long term, even after this pandemic. Will
Covid-19 change the way we work? Such progress
will occur only if societies are able to execute
the required complex labour policies, particularly
in the period after the pandemic. There are still work
activities and tasks that are best suited for personal
interaction, and also some workers simply prefer
this. However, it will be disappointing if employers
and managers do not continue with this change
in the workplace after the crisis ends. Covid-19
prompted the largest e-working experiment ever;
it has accelerated the future of work and will
influence the way we think of work in the years
to come. The worst thing society can do would be
to ignore what has been learned about the workforce
and how workers like to function.

Peters and den Dulk (2003) assumed that
the willingness to implement remote work
could differ depending on the culture and could
be connected with the avoidance of power
and ambiguities, which are two cultural dimensions
identified by Hofstede as influencing working
behaviour. The author agrees with these views
on the distribution of power within society
and the implementation of e-working, but, based
on the findings of this paper, the second dimension
is the IVR (Indulgence Versus Restraint) dimension
that evaluates the freedom with which people can
meet their basic needs and desires for the enjoyment
of life.

Conclusion

The level of e-working is hard to measure, partly
because of limited official statistics and because
the practice is sometimes carried out
at the discretion of local management
in the absence of company policy. Furthermore,
there is no international statistical definition, often
no official e-working policy, and it is a widespread
practice operated by employers, usually as part
of flexible work policies. However, it is also clear
that e-working is a growing phenomenon largely
driven by technological change, work demands,
the wish to decrease commuting time and the need
to maintain WLB and halt the spread of Covid-19.
To realise the benefits on a wider scale,
to the individual, the employer, the economy
and society as a whole, some actions can




be undertaken to support a greater take-up
of e-working.

Cultural differences are a big challenge in the work
process globally. People all work differently,
and professional expectations as well as cultural
values have a significant impact on how workspaces
are designed. This analysis dealt with e-working
related to cultural values. The overall analysis
implies that cultural differences should be taken
into account in the implementation of e-working.
It should be emphasised that other factors such
as tolerance, population density and technological
skills must also be considered. In addition
to this assessment, it was confirmed that the most
important values were separation of private
and professional lives (WLB), well-being
and the way individuals cooperate on the basis
of the importance of hierarchy.

Twenty-eight different cultures with six dimensions
were studied in relation to e-working. It is clear that
hierarchy is considered culturally less important,
and it can be argued that cooperation and support
of e-working and well-being are the optimum
solution.

According to the World Economic Forum’s 2018
report on global competitiveness, the flattest
hierarchy in the world, in terms of the index
of its willingness to delegate authority, is Denmark.
It is followed by Sweden, Norway in 3rd place,
Finland in 4" place and the Netherlands 6".
In Austria, hierarchy is also important (19" place)
compared to the V4 countries — Czech Republic
(27), Slovakia (59), Poland (84) and Hungary
in 88th place (Schwab, 2018).

People in all the studied cultures could work
in different ecosystems: in the office, outside
the office, virtually or manually, and in other
locations. This applies particularly in Nordic
and Western countries, where work can be
in a different position compared to other monitored
cultures that clearly create boundaries between
office hours and personal time. In countries where
the culture of management is based on control
rather than on trust, e.g. France, Spain, Italy, Greece
and in the former Eastern Bloc, it seems more logical
to manage employees’ productivity in offices.
This is an interesting finding when one realises
that Spain is the fifth most cooperative space
per inhabitant and France is the 9th (Coop, 2016).
Trust leads to cooperation, which means countries
that have management based on trust are more
willing to attract cooperation, e.g. Norway, Finland,
Great Britain, Sweden, Luxembourg, Germany,
Denmark, Estonia and Belgium (Coop, 2016).

The results of a  happy community
with an evaluation of happiness (evaluation of life,
positive and negative influence in 2016 — 2018)
that also has a great influence on the proportion
of e-working are interesting too. Finland is ranked
top, Denmark in 2™ place, the Netherlands 5%,
Norway 6", Sweden 7% and Austria 10®. The V4
countries are: Czech Republic 20%, Slovakia
in 38" place, Poland 40" and Hungary in 62™ place
(Helliwell et al., 2019). An assessment of OECD
countries in terms of WLB (how much do you
work?, how much do you play?) has confirmed
the results of this analysis: The Nordic countries
where e-working has more support have higher
values. An interesting finding was that countries
such as Italy (9.4%), Spain (8.8%), Lithuania
(8.3%), Hungary (8.0%), Slovakia (7.9%)
and the Czech Republic (7.6%) with their lower
proportion of e-working show higher values
of WLB interest. Austria and Poland have an equal
value of 6.8% (OECD, n.d.). This implies that
these countries are not making use of the basic
information on the advantages of this form of work,
from an educational sphere to a practical sphere.
The hierarchy of organisations, which is connected
with trust within the society and subsequent
cooperation, needs to be adjusted. Population
ageing, climate change, pandemics, the generation
gap and attributes in life will also have a significant
impact on the development. Therefore rural
development policies that support e-working could
be helpful to sustain highly skilled employees
outside urban and suburban areas and increase
economic, social and cultural activities. Salemink
et al. (2015) highlight that rural communities are
most in need of improved digital connectivity
to compensate for their remoteness. Gallup Poll
discovered that many urban residents would like
to make a move to rural America: 27% said a rural
area would be their ideal community, while
only 12% responded that they prefer a big city.
The remaining 39% would choose a town, a small
city or a suburb of a small city (Newport, 2018).

To achieve sustainability, rural development
requires e-working models that are designed
in and for local needs. If we want to work
successfully with people from other cultures,
we have to consider the specifics of the different
cultures and develop a shared understanding
of the common task and of working together.
There is no one-size-fits-all model that can be used
always and everywhere. Every case and every team
constellation is unique and must be treated as such.
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