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[bookmark: _Toc197072216]INTRODUCTION
This chapter begins the study by investigating the growing importance of smarter working practices, particularly within public sector organisations that traditionally operate under rigid bureaucratic structures. It describes how smarter working has emerged as an important organisational strategy, fuelled by technological advancements and a global shift towards flexible work arrangements. Despite the widespread adoption of smarter working in various industries, the chapter highlights a critical gap in understanding its specific effects on employee outcomes such as job performance, job satisfaction, job stress, and psychological wellbeing in the public sector. The chapter defines the research problem, formulates the core research questions, and explains why the study focuses on employee wellbeing as a mediator and HRM practices as moderators in smarter working-employee outcome relationships. It also discusses the theoretical and practical implications, positioning the study as a response to the growing demand for sustainable, employee-centric work models in public organisations. Finally, the chapter provides a brief overview of the research scope, objectives, and structure, laying the groundwork for a thorough investigation into the impact of smarter working practices in public sector settings.
Research Background
The rise of smarter working and flexible arrangements has significantly impacted modern work practices. Smarter working refers to practices that enable employees to work more flexibly in terms of time, location, and methods, aided by technology and organisational culture (Civil Service, 2020; Angelici & Profeta, 2020). This approach aligns with broader trends towards workplace innovation and employee-centric organisational models (Errichiello & Pianese, 2019). During the COVID-19 pandemic, the rapid adoption of smarter working was more than just an operational adjustment; it was a critical response to ensure employee wellbeing and organisational continuity (AlMarar et al., 2021; Gharia, Narang, & Karnik, 2020). According to Bucea-Manea-ǚoniş et al. (2021) and Gastaldi et al. (2014), smarter working is a strategic component of sustainable human resource management, emphasising resilience, innovation, and employee empowerment. This contextual shift lays the groundwork for investigating smarter working not as a temporary arrangement but as a strategic organisational practice with far-reaching implications for wellbeing and performance.
The concept of smarter working practices, which includes smarter working, has long been linked to positive outcomes such as improved work-life balance, higher job satisfaction, and lower stress (Ayling & McCartney, 2020; Chung & van der Lippe, 2020). Flexible working arrangements, such as remote work, compressed hours, and job sharing, are increasingly seen as critical to employee engagement and organisational effectiveness (Austin-Egole, Iheriohanma, & Nwokorie, 2020; De Ménezes & Kelliher, 2011). However, as Anka, Thacker, and Penhale (2020) point out, these arrangements present challenges, particularly regarding safeguarding, social isolation, and organisational cohesion. The International Labour Organisation emphasises that flexibility must be balanced with proactive measures to protect workplace wellbeing. Similarly, Di Nicola (2017) and Cheese (2020) observe that flexible working models necessitate strong organisational support systems, technological infrastructures, and leadership adaptations to achieve their intended benefits without exacerbating new stressors.
Employee wellbeing has emerged as a key concern in the context of smarter working, rooted in workplace psychology and human resource management theories. Wellbeing is broadly defined as an individual's optimal functioning and experience in the workplace, including physical health, mental health, job satisfaction, and engagement (Guest, 2017; Andrews & Withey, 2012). Bryson, Forth, and Stokes (2014, 2017) present empirical evidence that higher levels of employee subjective wellbeing are associated with better workplace performance outcomes. However, the relationship is not linear or automatic, with scholars such as Burns and Machin (2013) emphasising the importance of organisational climate and personality traits in moderating wellbeing outcomes. Furthermore, Charalampous et al. (2019) argue for a multidimensional understanding of remote and flexible work wellbeing, pointing out that autonomy and flexibility can empower and burden workers.
The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model provides an important theoretical framework for understanding how smarter working affects wellbeing and productivity. According to Brauchli et al. (2013) and Häusser et al. (2010), the JD-R model states that job demands (e.g., workload, emotional strain) and job resources (e.g., autonomy, support) interact to predict employee wellbeing and organisational outcomes. Flexible and smarter working practices can change both demands and resources at the same time: they can reduce commuting time and increase autonomy (a resource) while also blurring work-life boundaries and intensifying workloads (a demand) (Chylinski & Hu, 2018; Ratna & Kaur, 2016). Research by Davidescu et al. (2020) and Bucea-Manea-ǚoniş et al. (2021) demonstrates that balancing demands and resources is critical. When resources outweigh demands, employee wellbeing and performance improve. However, when demands are excessive, burnout risks escalate. As a result, the JD-R model used in this study allows for a more nuanced examination of smarter working's dual potential to improve or undermine employee wellbeing.
Implementing smarter working practices is especially important in public sector contexts like Network Rail and Transport for London. The Civil Service (2020) guidelines and the work of El-Gamry and Heselwood (2018) demonstrate that public organisations are increasingly adopting flexible models to modernise operations and meet societal expectations. However, Bryson and White's (2021) research show that the public sector's adoption of high-performance work systems, such as smarter working, must contend with bureaucratic structures, regulatory constraints, and diverse employee needs. According to Lewis et al. (2017) and Lewis, Gambles, and Rapoport (2007), public sector workers frequently face tensions between professional expectations and personal wellbeing, making the success of smarter working heavily dependent on organisational support. Understanding smarter working in these environments requires paying close attention to contextual variables such as leadership practices, technological support, and employee voice mechanisms.
The COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the adoption of remote and hybrid working practices, fundamentally redefining work boundaries with significant implications for psychological health. Inman (2020) and Gartner (2020) found significant increases in remote working, while Hampton (2017) and Hopkins and McKay (2019) highlighted the socio-technical challenges of maintaining employee engagement, collaboration, and innovation in dispersed work settings. Furthermore, Mostafa (2021) and Mangiavacchi, Piccoli, and Pieroni (2021) emphasise the pandemic's impact on work-life integration and gendered divisions of domestic labour, implying that smarter working must consider diverse personal and familial contexts. Furthermore, as discussed by Petrillo, De Felice, and Petrillo (2021), the digital divide and technological inequalities cast doubt on equitable access to the benefits of smarter working. These factors necessitate a comprehensive understanding of the impact of smarter working on employees' lives, which extends beyond the organisation's boundaries into broader societal domains.
Another important area of research is the relationship between job satisfaction, stress, and performance in smarter working environments. Research by Ölçer and Florescu (2015) and Ramos-Villagrasa et al. (2019) suggests that job satisfaction mediates the link between psychological empowerment and job performance, implying that autonomy and flexibility can enhance satisfaction when appropriately managed. In contrast, studies by Goh, Pfeffer, and Zenios (2015) and Holmgren, Hensing, and Dahlin-Ivanoff (2009) highlight the negative aspects of flexible work, such as technostress, role overload, and work intensification, which undermine psychological health and productivity. Gharia, Narang, and Karnik (2020) and Rainero and Modarelli (2020) also warn that smarter working may exacerbate disparities in employee experiences without supportive HRM practices. These findings highlight the importance of integrative models that account for both the positive and negative pathways by which smarter working affects employee outcomes.
The growing academic and practitioner interest in smarter working highlights its potential to reshape the future of work while also calling for critical scrutiny. According to Russell and Grant (2020) and Torre and Sarti (2019), smarter working is more than just a technological shift; it is also a profound organisational and cultural transformation. Researchers such as Dunleavy (2005) and Shirowzhan, Tan, and Sepasgozar (2020) observe that smarter working intersects with broader trends such as digital governance, smart cities, and sustainable management. However, Hackman and Oldham (1974) point out in the Job Characteristics Model that work redesign initiatives must carefully consider psychological needs such as autonomy, competence, and relatedness. This study aims to build on and extend these scholarly foundations by empirically testing how smarter working affects employee wellbeing, satisfaction, stress, and performance, using robust theoretical frameworks that are sensitive to the complexities of modern public-sector work environments.
Flexible working, new workplaces, and working practises reimagined. This is agile working. Or otherwise known as, “smarter working”. Historically, workforce agility has been positioned as an employee benefit, part of an organisational employee value proposition, but it is now more commonly seen as a way for an organisation to meet its strategic business goals. There are different types of flexibilities offered to employees in the workplace. These may include Flexitime i.e. reduced hours, part-time, job-share i.e. sharing workload with another employee and work from home etc. Where, flexitime offers compressed working hours to the employees, part-time and job share reduces the total working hours for each individual and working from home completely empowers the employee to work on his accord to achieve his daily or annual targets (Wheatley, 2017). Smarter working, on the other hand, offers a number of flexibilities to employees that includes through technology the freedom to choose their own workspace, the freedom to do their job roles their own way and to even maintain their own working timings, allowing them to be completely empowered and independent when carrying out their tasks. Thus, flexible working brews under smarter working conditions (Lake, 2016).
For long, a positive and happy attitude towards the job role has been acknowledged as a competitive advantage. If the workers are happy, they are more inclined towards doing their best meanwhile aiding the organisation indirectly in achieving their objectives (Guest, 2002), thus reporting an improved job performance. Thus, an improved employee well-being leads towards an improved job performance (Salas-Vallina, et al. 2020). This has however come under scrutiny as increasingly more studies and employee satisfaction surveys reveal that workers wellbeing is adversely affected (Kakabadse et al., 2017). With time some disbenefits such as stress, isolation, increased workload, and sedentary lifestyle practices have shown to arise which often go unnoticed.
There appears to be shortage of academic backing surrounding the effects of agile working practises on wellbeing, productivity, and job satisfaction in the public sector. Compared to a large number of research conducted in the private sector, regardless of the mixed findings, research of flexible working in the public sector remains rare. The reason can be attributed towards a number of challenges that the public sector faces with the implementation of smarter working initiatives. Usually, their interface does not allow them to follow an effective resource management system that can hamper the entire process of empowering employees through smarter working. Meanwhile, organisations lack the ability to incorporate new information towards their own advantage. Even, some of their employees lack literacy for the same or get highly confused when operating within a highly efficient workspace (Scarlett & Boyd, 2015). Therefore, without any effective implementation within the public sector, research on the same is also rarely found. Meanwhile, there is only limited literature that mentions how employee well-being may effectively mediate job design and performance, especially the relationship between smarter working being a completely new job design increasingly being adopted everywhere due to observed increase in productivity of employees. Despite increasing productivity, surveys and observations have yet not talked about it, and it may impact employee-well-being or even job performance in different settings and environment. In order to uncover this “black box”, Guest (2017) mentioned employee well-being being the gateway to it all. 
Undoubtedly, the characteristics of the public sector are unique. With depleting resources, harsher and more complex working environments, the findings of this research will serve as the foundation for future comparative studies with the private sector. Using attitudinal, performance and wellbeing factors, the research aims to establish the impact smarter working has on productivity, job satisfaction, stress, and other metrics. 	
Research Context
The UK transport sector, particularly organisations like Network Rail and Transport for London (TfL), operates in an increasingly complex, dynamic, and demanding environment, requiring them to balance operational efficiency, user satisfaction, resilience, and sustainability. The COVID-19 pandemic highlighted vulnerabilities in transport infrastructures, prompting public-sector organisations to accelerate the transition to smarter, more adaptive systems (Chambers et al., 2020; Change et al., 2021). During the pandemic, Network Rail, which manages the UK's railway infrastructure, and TfL, which oversees London's integrated transport system, faced critical challenges such as fluctuating ridership, revenue instability, and increased public health demands (Bowe et al., 2021; Kelly et al., 2020). Their responses, which include flexible ticketing, expanded open data systems, and improved real-time service communications, represent a significant shift towards resilience and user-centred innovation (Stone & Aravopoulou, 2017; Mogaji & Erkan, 2018). Furthermore, Chambers et al. (2020) observe that crisis management in transport increasingly relies on digital adaptability, real-time data exploitation, and proactive health risk mitigation, all of which Network Rail and TfL have incorporated into their post-pandemic strategies. These transformations are not isolated but rather part of a systemic shift towards "smart working" and "resilient infrastructures," putting these organisations at the forefront of UK public service innovation.
Aside from pandemic-specific responses, Network Rail and TfL's operational changes are driven by a broader imperative to improve resilience. According to research, network resilience—the ability to absorb, recover from, and adapt to disruptive events—is now considered an essential performance metric, particularly for critical infrastructure organisations (Woodburn, 2019; Osman et al., 2019). Hillel et al. (2018) demonstrated that transport resilience entails dynamic route reconfigurations, real-time communication with passengers, and predictive analytics to anticipate service bottlenecks in densely populated urban areas such as London. Woodburn (2019) also emphasised that quick response to unplanned freight and passenger services disruptions can significantly reduce negative economic and social consequences. Network Rail and TfL's investments in predictive maintenance systems, simulation-based planning, and agile incident response units demonstrate their growing commitment to resilience-based operational models. Furthermore, Kelly et al.'s (2020) research on air quality improvements during the pandemic suggests that transport organisations have a unique opportunity to redesign services to be resilient to disruptions and environmentally sustainable, in line with the UK's Net Zero 2050 goals.
Transport accessibility and urban integration are closely related to resilience and have significant socioeconomic consequences. Dunning et al. (2019) discovered that improvements in public transport accessibility directly impact housing market values and urban regeneration, as seen along London's Elizabeth Line and Overground expansions. Zhang (2021) used the Node-Place-Design model to study London's metro system, demonstrating that for optimal urban benefits, station area development must take into account connectivity (node value), local context (place value), and spatial planning (design quality). Access to public transportation impacts equity, inclusion, and well-being (Dunning et al., 2019; Hillel et al., 2018). For TfL, integrating multimodal access — through cycling infrastructure, pedestrian-friendly designs, and improved last-mile connectivity — represents a deliberate strategy to bridge socio-spatial inequalities. Network Rail's strategic programmes, such as Access for All, which aims to make railway stations accessible to people with disabilities, demonstrate the company's commitment to inclusive mobility. These developments reflect a paradigm shift in which transport providers see accessibility as a critical enabler of economic and social sustainability rather than a compliance requirement.
Simultaneously, technological innovation and data-driven service improvements are transforming passenger experiences and operational strategies. Stone and Aravopoulou (2017) emphasised the transformative power of open data initiatives to improve user engagement and operational transparency, citing TfL's success in providing real-time service data to third-party developers. Mogaji and Erkan (2018) used sentiment analysis to demonstrate how social media feedback loops influence service improvement and strategic planning in the UK rail sector. Hillel et al. (2018) found that accurate and accessible data ecosystems are critical for managing modal choices and preserving system efficiencies. Wearable technology, real-time health monitoring, and the Internet of Things (IoT) are promising avenues for incorporating public health concerns into transportation design (Chambers et al., 2020; Bowe et al., 2019). Leveraging these technologies enables Network Rail and TfL, which have millions of daily users, to provide mobility services and a broader sense of trust, security, and personalised engagement. The next stage of this digital journey will see the continued advancement of smart ticketing, crowd management systems, and AI-powered maintenance alerts.
Another factor influencing the strategic context of Network Rail and TfL is growing environmental awareness and the subsequent push for sustainable transport solutions. Bowe et al. (2019) and Hystad et al. (2018) present compelling evidence for green public transport policies. TfL's initiatives, such as the Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) and Network Rail's sustainability frameworks, align with rising public demand for climate-responsible transport (Kelly et al., 2020; Osman et al., 2019). Furthermore, the pandemic provided a rare glimpse into the potential for cleaner urban air as car dependency decreased, resulting in increased investment in non-motorised modes of transportation and electric public vehicles (Dunning & Nurse, 2020). Public demand for sustainable mobility is no longer a fringe issue but a major driver of service legitimacy and funding. The strategic alignment of Network Rail and TfL with the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the UK Government's Decarbonising Transport Plan reinforces the sector's shift towards an integrated mobility model that prioritises environmental stewardship alongside efficiency and affordability.
An overarching research insight reveals that the success of transport systems is increasingly dependent on cross-sectoral collaboration, systemic innovation, and an unwavering commitment to user-centred design. COVID-19, climate change, and socioeconomic inequality demonstrate ineffective traditional, siloed management practices (Change et al., 2021; Osman et al., 2020). Instead, research indicates the importance of agile governance structures, integrated data ecosystems, and inclusive planning frameworks (Stone & Aravopoulou, 2017; Zhang, 2021). Network Rail and TfL rely heavily on strategic partnerships with technology providers, health agencies, local governments, and community organisations to navigate future uncertainties. Learning from the data-driven and resilient approaches documented in the reviewed studies, both organisations are well-positioned to advocate for holistic mobility models that are resilient, sustainable, inclusive, and deeply attuned to individuals' needs in a rapidly changing world. Such models meet immediate operational needs and significantly contribute to long-term urban prosperity, public health, and environmental sustainability.
Research Problem
Network Rail and Transport for London (TfL) have faced unprecedented challenges adapting to rapidly changing socioeconomic conditions, technological innovations, and environmental demands. Network Rail and Transport for London (TfL) have historically operated under rigid bureaucratic structures, making transitioning to agile, smarter working practices difficult and challenging (Stone & Aravopoulou, 2017; Mogaji & Erkan, 2018). The COVID-19 pandemic has increased the demand for flexibility, resilience, and employee-centric approaches, but adapting legacy systems, processes, and mindsets has proven difficult (Chambers et al., 2020; Change et al., 2021). Within this context, understanding how smarter working practices affect employee outcomes becomes critical, particularly job performance, which remains the primary metric of organisational efficiency and service delivery (Woodburn, 2019; Osman et al., 2020). Public sector performance imperatives are more than just economic; they also include public trust, safety, and wellbeing—hence the need to investigate how smarter working interventions translate into tangible job performance improvements (Dunning & Nurse, 2020). As a result, this study's first research question (RQ1) seeks to systematically evaluate the impact of smarter working practices on employee job performance in public sector organisations, thereby filling a critical knowledge gap in contemporary transport management literature.
The second pressing issue concerns the dual effects of smarter work on employees' psychological states, specifically job satisfaction and job stress. Although flexible and remote working arrangements were widely adopted during the pandemic, evidence suggests their psychological effects are complex and contradictory (Kelly et al., 2020; Bowe et al., 2021). While increased autonomy and flexibility frequently improve job satisfaction (Dunning et al., 2019; Stone & Aravopoulou, 2017), they can also exacerbate job stress through work-life boundary blurring, digital surveillance, and social isolation (Gharia et al., 2020; Mogaji & Erkan, 2018). Despite smarter working technologies, research on transport workers during COVID-19 shows increased anxiety, role overload, and reduced work-life integration (Chambers et al., 2020; Osman et al., 2019). These tensions raise serious concerns for public sector employers, who are required to meet service targets and protect employee welfare (Bryson & White, 2021). The second research question (RQ2) investigates the complex relationship between smarter working practices and employee job satisfaction and stress to provide nuanced insights into the psychological costs and benefits of public sector digital transformations.
A new level of complexity emerges when considering employee wellbeing as a mediator between smarter working and job performance. According to recent research in the transport sector, wellbeing is a strategic driver of organisational resilience and productivity (Bryson et al., 2017; Charalampous et al., 2019). Empirical studies show that employees with higher levels of wellbeing are more engaged, creative, and willing to go above and beyond, which fuels service quality and operational robustness. However, in public sector contexts, where procedural constraints, political oversight, and public accountability increase work demands, maintaining high levels of wellbeing through smarter working practices remains difficult (Kelly et al., 2020; Stone & Aravopoulou, 2017). Without empirical evidence on how wellbeing mediates the smarter working-performance relationship, policy interventions may be misaligned or superficial. Thus, the third research question (RQ3) fills a critical theoretical and practical gap by investigating whether and how employee wellbeing mediates the relationship between smarter working practices and job performance, particularly within public sector transport organisations such as Network Rail and TfL.
Furthermore, human resource management (HRM) practices emerge as a key moderator in shaping employee perceptions of smarter working environments. Prior research has shown that the success of flexible or smart working schemes heavily depends on complementary HRM policies such as supportive leadership, fair performance management, and employee development programs (De Menezes & Kelliher, 2011; Hauff et al., 2014). Employees with inconsistent or poorly integrated HRM systems reported dissatisfaction, marginalisation, and increased stress due to remote working initiatives (Dunning & Nurse, 2020; Osman et al., 2019). Bureaucratic rigidity and slower adoption cycles in the public sector exacerbate these risks (Hopkins & McKay, 2019; Chambers et al., 2020). Given that smarter working practices alone are insufficient to ensure psychological wellbeing in the absence of supportive HRM frameworks, the fourth research question (RQ4) aims to investigate the moderating role of HRM practices in the relationship between smarter working and psychological wellbeing. This research is critical for developing evidence-based HRM strategies that maximise the benefits of smarter working while reducing potential risks in the public sector.
Furthermore, addressing these research questions within the specific context of Network Rail and TfL enables the study to contribute practical, contextualised insights to a field frequently dominated by private sector case studies (Dunning et al., 2019; Osman et al., 2020). Transport organisations face unique constraints, such as fixed asset dependencies, public safety obligations, and political scrutiny, which influence how employees perceive and experience smarter working practices (Woodburn, 2019; Chambers et al., 2020). By situating this investigation within the lived realities of two of the UK's most significant transport entities, the study provides detailed insights into implementing flexible working, wellbeing initiatives, and HRM strategies in the face of systemic complexity. Furthermore, it addresses broader policy imperatives, such as the UK government's vision for smarter public services and resilient urban infrastructure, demonstrating the practical relevance beyond the immediate organisational contexts (FT, 2018; Dunning & Nurse, 2020).
Thus, the convergence of smarter working imperatives, evolving psychological dynamics, and the critical role of HRM practices have resulted in a rich, urgent, and underexplored problem space. Public sector organisations, such as Network Rail and TfL, are at the forefront of this transformation, in which employee experiences and organisational effectiveness are inextricably linked. Despite significant scholarly interest in flexible working and employee wellbeing (Bryson et al., 2017; Charalampous et al., 2019), significant gaps remain in understanding how these dynamics play out in large, operationally complex, and publicly accountable organisations. By addressing these research questions, this study advances theoretical models such as the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model and Self-Determination Theory while providing critical applied insights to public sector managers dealing with the realities of smarter working transitions.
Research Gaps
Smarter working practices have received much attention in various organisational settings; however, the specific impact of smarter working on employees' job performance in public sector organisations is still poorly understood. Studies by Davidescu et al. (2020) and Girish et al. (2022) show that flexible work arrangements can improve job performance; however, these findings are primarily based on private sector samples, raising concerns about their applicability to public administration contexts. Oosthuizen (2019) emphasises that using smart technology can improve work outcomes, but he does not address public sector dynamics, where rigid hierarchical structures, regulatory constraints, and bureaucratic processes may mediate these effects differently. Even Di Tecco et al. (2021) and Bonacci et al. (2024), who study smart working in public administration, focus on procedural and technological implementations rather than directly linking smarter working to performance metrics. Decastri et al. (2019) and Hur et al. (2019) also emphasise the bureaucratic inertia that impedes digital transformation efforts, implying that public sector environments may react differently to smarter working initiatives than the private sector. Despite insights from studies such as Angelici and Profeta (2024) on the potential benefits of unrestricted flexibility, empirical research directly testing how smarter working translates into tangible performance improvements among public sector employees is limited. As a result, a critical research gap exists in determining whether smarter working truly improves job performance in public organisations, where formalised work processes and accountability standards may significantly shape employee behaviours and outcomes in ways that differ from the private sector.
Although the relationship between smarter working, job satisfaction, and job stress has been extensively studied, the findings have primarily focused on general or private sector contexts, leaving a significant gap for public sector employees. Falco et al. (2023) and Martin et al. (2022) provide valuable longitudinal evidence linking smart working to better wellbeing and stress reduction; however, their samples largely exclude public organisations, which operate under different cultural and structural conditions. Research by Kosec et al. (2022) and Barbieri et al. (2021) highlights the potential for smarter working to improve job and life satisfaction, but it frequently overlooks the stressors that public sector employees face, such as high administrative burden and stakeholder scrutiny. Galanti et al. (2021) and Toscano and Zappalà (2020) argue that remote work can both reduce and increase stress, depending on social isolation and workload dynamics, but they make no distinction between public and private sector experiences. Similarly, Saridakis et al. (2023) discuss how working from home during the COVID-19 pandemic affected productivity and wellbeing but do not address public service institutions' unique psychological and organisational climates. While the broader literature recognises a complex relationship between smarter working, satisfaction, and stress, it is urgent to address how these outcomes manifest among public sector employees, who may face additional challenges and pressures that distort the effects of smarter working practices.
Employee wellbeing is increasingly recognised as a critical factor influencing job outcomes; however, its role as a mediator between smarter working and job performance is understudied, particularly in the context of public sector organisations. De Carlo et al. (2022) show that smart working environments can contribute to employee burnout if not correctly managed, implying that wellbeing is critical in determining the success of smarter working initiatives. Bharathi and Sujatha (2024) emphasise the importance of perceived organisational support in improving employee wellbeing but do not formalise it as a mediator between smarter working and performance. Mira et al. (2019) find a link between HRM practices and job satisfaction, implying that psychological states mediate performance outcomes without explicitly testing mediation pathways. Yan et al. (2020) also emphasise the role of psychological wellbeing in predicting employee performance, lending credence to the idea that wellbeing is an important intermediate variable. Meanwhile, Fedorova et al. (2019) and Wang et al. (2023) suggest that digital HRM practices can impact employee wellbeing but do not investigate the sequential effects that lead to performance. Given these gaps, it is clear that the mediating role of employee wellbeing in smarter working and job performance requires further empirical investigation, particularly in public sector settings where complex role expectations, administrative demands, and limited resources may influence wellbeing.
Despite a large body of research linking HRM practices to employee outcomes, little scholarly attention has been paid to the specific moderating role of HRM practices in the relationship between smarter working and psychological wellbeing. While Mira et al. (2019) and Manuti et al. (2020) identify HRM practices as significant predictors of employee satisfaction and wellbeing, few studies explicitly test whether HRM practices enhance or diminish the effects of smarter working on employee psychological outcomes. Shamaileh et al. (2023) argue that smart HR 4.0 initiatives improve job effectiveness by increasing satisfaction, implying a potential moderating effect, but empirical testing of this interaction is lacking. Similarly, Parker and Knight (2024) argue that well-designed jobs improve employee wellbeing but do not investigate how HRM practices may buffer or amplify the effects of smarter working conditions. Junianti and Rony (2023) and Singh et al. (2019) emphasise the importance of sustainability-oriented HRM and leadership agility in promoting wellbeing, but neither study examines the effects of moderation. Ferrara et al. (2022) and Marino and Capone (2021) show that organisational interventions can influence wellbeing outcomes but do not include HRM practices as a moderating construct. As a result, future research must address this critical gap by explicitly testing how supportive HRM environments may moderate the relationship between smarter working practices and employee psychological wellbeing, particularly in the highly structured and regulated environment of public sector organisations.
Another significant research gap is the lack of consistency in measurement and methodological approaches across the existing body of smarter working research, complicating findings synthesis and limiting theoretical advancement. Edwardson et al. (2018) conceptualise smarter working interventions primarily through the lens of physical activity reduction, without incorporating broader psychological wellbeing measures, implying a limited operationalisation. Studies such as Galanti et al. (2021) and Mondo et al. (2023) use different definitions of wellbeing, ranging from stress levels to job engagement, resulting in disparities in understanding the true impact of smarter working practices. Barbieri et al. (2024) and Todisco et al. (2023) provide valuable insights but use cross-sectional designs, which are inherently limited in determining causality. Furthermore, Toscano and Zappalà (2020) measure perceived productivity rather than actual job performance outcomes, which complicates interpretations. As a result, there is a significant need for future research to use standardised, validated measurement instruments and robust longitudinal or experimental designs that can more accurately capture the causal pathways between smarter working, wellbeing, stress, satisfaction, and performance in public sector organisations, thereby increasing the reliability and generalisability of research findings.
Another research gap in the smarter working literature is the failure to account for sectoral differences, with most existing research heavily skewed towards the private sector or mixed samples. De Carlo et al. (2022) and Hur et al. (2019) recognise that public sector environments present unique challenges, such as bureaucratic resistance, slow policy shifts, and entrenched cultural norms, which may significantly impact how smarter working practices are adopted and perceived. Although Bonacci et al. (2024) and Barbieri et al. (2024) have made progress in understanding smarter working satisfaction in public organisations, their focus is still relatively narrow, frequently overlooking broader performance, stress, and wellbeing outcomes. Decastri et al. (2019) describe digital ecosystem explorations within government institutions, but comparative analyses across sectors are uncommon. As a result, important questions remain unanswered, such as whether smarter working initiatives produce similar, diminished, or enhanced benefits in public sector contexts versus private ones. Therefore, Future research must prioritise sector-specific investigations to elucidate how public administration's distinct organisational cultures, stakeholder expectations, and regulatory frameworks shape the effects of smarter working practices.
The long-term effects of smarter working are largely unknown, with most available studies focussing on short-term or pandemic-induced adaptations rather than sustained, post-pandemic organisational transformations. Falco et al. (2023) and De Carlo et al. (2022) provide some longitudinal evidence, but the timeframes studied are frequently limited to one or two years, which may not capture the long-term effects of smarter working practices. Angelici and Profeta (2024) argue that work flexibility can be beneficial without constraints; however, it is unclear whether such benefits last over time or whether factors such as cumulative techno-stress, social isolation, or organisational fatigue erode initial gains. Marino and Capone (2021) and Mondo et al. (2023) suggest that positive effects may not be sustained, but empirical evidence is limited. Furthermore, current studies, such as Ferrara et al. (2022), frequently lack baseline pre-pandemic data, making distinguishing between temporary adaptations and true transformations difficult. As a result, future studies should be longitudinal, spanning multiple years, to determine whether smarter working continues to promote performance, wellbeing, and satisfaction or if unintended negative outcomes emerge over time, particularly in the public sector, where change processes are frequently slower and more complex.
A clear gap exists in integrating multiple theoretical perspectives when researching smarter working, wellbeing, and employee performance. Most studies, including De Carlo et al. (2022) and Toscano and Zappalà (2020), rely on single theoretical models such as the Job Demands-Resources framework or work-life balance theories, limiting their findings' explanatory power. Parker and Knight (2024) advocate for a broader SMART work design model, but comprehensive theoretical integration is uncommon. Wang et al. (2023) and Ferrara et al. (2022) acknowledge the importance of multifactorial approaches but frequently use fragmented models. Given the complexities of smarter working and its multi-level effects—spanning psychological, organisational, and technological domains—future research should aim to combine multiple theoretical frameworks, such as SMART work design, sustainable HRM, psychological wellbeing models, and digital transformation theories, to develop a more holistic and nuanced understanding of how smarter working practices influence employee outcomes over time. This is especially important in the public sector, where the combination of institutional norms, employee resilience, and technological adaptation complicates the effects of smarter working initiatives.
Research Questions
The study, therefore, aims to draw a link between smarter working practises and job performance of employees and explores concerns about work-life issues and health outcomes because of smarter working practises. The need to respond to changing social environments is overwhelming (Dunleavy, 2005) and many organisations are accepting the benefits of smarter working: improved productivity, increased efficiency and mostly a happier workforce allowing them to innovate, become successful, robust, and more adaptable (FT, 2018).  In fact, the strength of the remote-working economy has helped to bolster the UK through a tumultuous and unstable period. It’s clear that the working economy is in a period of flux as more people migrate to modes of working that offer them a better work-life balance and a schedule that fits around their own schedule (HighSpeed Office, 2020) while organisations are under financial pressure to reduce their overheads. The recent pandemic of Coronavirus in the UK has pushed the workplace quickly towards a smarter, remote working life and forced organisation to provide employees with options of working remotely, however, the public sector has been most unprepared. Data shows that the implementation of agile practises in the years leading up to Covid-19 was significantly lower than in the private sector (Radjou and Prabhu, 2015). At present, remote working is at an all-times-high and has become the norm. A recent Garner poll showed 88% of organisations were encouraging employees to work from home during the pandemic (Gartner, 2020). Despite staff returning from the government backed furlough scheme, employers have proved unwilling to open their workplaces and preferred to keep staff at home (Inman, 2020). It is, therefore, essential to establish the extent to which flexible working would impact on wellbeing, if any, and eventually affect performance. Therefore, this research offers research questions:
RQ1: How does smarter working influence employees' job performance within public sector organisations?
RQ2: What are the effects of smarter working practices on employees' job satisfaction and job stress?
RQ3: How does employee wellbeing mediate the relationship between smarter working and job performance?
RQ4: To what extent do HRM practices moderate the relationship between smarter working and employees' psychological wellbeing?
Research Objectives
After offering research questions, this study also offers research objectives:
RO1: To investigate the direct impact of smarter working practices on employees' job performance, using the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theoretical framework.
RO2: To examine the effects of smarter working on job satisfaction and job stress, and to validate the dual psychological outcomes through empirical testing.
RO3: To analyse the mediating role of employee wellbeing in the relationship between smarter working and job performance.
RO4: To evaluate the moderating influence of HRM practices on the relationship between smarter working and psychological wellbeing among employees in public sector organisations.
Research Scope
The proposed research intends to draw on survey data from multiple public sector organisations from the railway industry. The study will limit its focus of research to smarter working in the UK public sector to maintain a clear and manageable focus. Data analysis from the public sector would provide new insights of the mechanism of how smarter working affects individual wellbeing and hence performance in public workplaces. This research seeks to contribute to the ongoing debate on flexible working in several ways: first, to identify factors that influence the uptake of smarter working in the public sector. Second, to establish whether there is a relationship between smarter working, employee wellbeing and job performance in the public sector. Third, to explore whether smarter working improve performance in the public sector. Fourth, extend the current understanding of the impact of smarter working in the public sector to the public. Findings from this research would contribute and extend current literature of smarter working primarily in the public sector. The study aims to provide a possible solution based on empirical evidence to the challenges and public scrutiny many organisations are facing and intends to contribute towards an overall awareness on the effects of smarter working on employees and the performance of organisation.
	The study investigates the role of smarter working practices in shaping employee outcomes in public-sector organisations, focusing on job performance, job satisfaction, job stress, and employee psychological wellbeing. Recognising that much of the smarter working literature is heavily biased towards private sector settings, this study addresses the distinct organisational, structural, and cultural dynamics in public sector institutions. This study seeks to provide the understanding of how flexible, digital, and autonomous work practices are experienced in environments traditionally characterised by bureaucratic rigidity and procedural formalism by investigating how smarter working influences job performance (RQ1) and assessing the dual outcomes of job satisfaction and job stress (RQ2). Furthermore, the study goes beyond simple direct effect analyses to investigate the mediating role of employee wellbeing in the smarter working-performance relationship (RQ3), recognising the complex psychological mechanisms that support workplace productivity in a changing work landscape. Finally, by testing the moderating influence of HRM practices (RQ4), the study aims to identify the organisational conditions under which smarter working produces the best psychological outcomes, providing valuable insights for public sector managers and policymakers who are increasingly expected to balance innovation with employee wellbeing and performance outcomes. The study takes a rigorous methodological approach, ensuring that measurements of smarter working, job performance, job satisfaction, job stress, psychological wellbeing, and HRM practices are based on validated scales, and that analyses are conducted with an understanding of the structural characteristics unique to public sector employment.
The scope also includes a critical temporal and contextual dimension, acknowledging that smarter working practices have evolved quickly in response to external shocks such as the COVID-19 pandemic and ongoing technological advancements. Rather than viewing smarter working as a temporary adaptation, this study sees it as a permanent and strategic organisational change whose implications must be understood in the immediate aftermath of a crisis and the long term. As a result, the study situates its investigation within the larger transformation of public sector work culture, digitalisation initiatives, and changing employee expectations for flexibility, autonomy, and wellbeing. The research uses an integrated lens to capture the multifaceted nature of smarter working outcomes, drawing on various interdisciplinary theoretical perspectives such as SMART work design principles, sustainable HRM theories, and psychological wellbeing frameworks. While the primary focus is on public sector organisations, the findings are intended to have broader implications for other formalised and regulated work environments facing similar challenges in adapting to new working methods. Overall, the study aims to not only fill critical empirical and theoretical gaps identified in previous research but also to provide actionable recommendations that can guide future smarter working policies, HRM interventions, and organisational reforms in the pursuit of long-term performance and employee wellbeing.
Rational of the Research
The rationale for conducting this research stems from the need to understand better, smarter working practices within public sector organisations, which remains largely unexplored despite the growing prevalence of flexible, digital, and autonomous work models. Although much research has been conducted on the implications of smarter working in the private sector (Davidescu et al., 2020; Girish et al., 2022; Oosthuizen, 2019), public organisations face unique constraints such as bureaucratic structures, strict regulatory environments, and rigid performance evaluation systems, which may fundamentally alter the impact of smarter working on employee outcomes. According to De Carlo et al. (2022) and Hur et al. (2019), public sector workplaces face unique barriers to technological and cultural change, implying that private sector findings cannot be generalised. Furthermore, while studies such as Falco et al. (2023) and Bonacci et al. (2024) have begun to address aspects of smarter working within government institutions, there is still a lack of comprehensive analyses linking smarter working practices to job performance, job satisfaction, job stress, and psychological wellbeing among public workers. This study fills a significant empirical gap by looking into the direct effects of smarter working, the mediating role of employee wellbeing, and the moderating role of HRM practices, providing a more comprehensive and understanding of how these variables interact. Given the strategic importance of employee wellbeing and performance in meeting public sector efficiency and service delivery goals, the findings of this study will be critical for informing smarter working policies and HRM interventions in government contexts, contributing to theoretical advancement and practical management improvements.
This research is also supported by the growing global trend towards flexible and hybrid working arrangements, which has been accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic but is unlikely to slow down in the aftermath. As public sector institutions seek smarter working models to improve resilience, employee engagement, and service innovation, empirical evidence is urgently needed to guide these transitions in a way that protects employee wellbeing and maintains high levels of job performance. Existing research, including studies by Barbieri et al. (2021) and Toscano and Zappalà (2020), shows that smarter working can have positive and negative consequences, such as increasing job satisfaction and autonomy while increasing stress, social isolation, and burnout risks. These mixed findings, however, highlight the need for more sophisticated models that capture not only direct effects but also underlying mechanisms and boundary conditions, such as the mediating influence of wellbeing and the moderating role of supportive HRM practices (Parker & Knight, 2024; Shamaileh et al., 2023). Furthermore, while the private sector's flexibility in implementing smarter working has been well documented (Wang et al., 2023; Ferrara et al., 2022), the strict compliance-oriented nature of public organisations necessitates a sector-specific analysis. By focusing on public sector employees and using an integrated multi-theoretical framework, this study aims to provide practical, evidence-based recommendations that can assist government institutions in not only adopting smarter working practices but also optimising them to promote employee wellbeing, reducing stress, increasing satisfaction, and ultimately improve performance, thereby contributing to more sustainable, efficient, and human-centric public service delivery.
Key Terms
Smarter Working
Smarter working is defined as a modern work arrangement that uses technology, flexible work practices, and employee autonomy to boost productivity, job satisfaction, and work-life balance. According to Oosthuizen (2019), smarter working entails using smart technologies such as artificial intelligence, robotics, and digital platforms to help employees achieve greater efficiency and adaptability. Similarly, Angelici and Profeta (2024) define smarter working as providing flexibility without constraints, emphasising empowering employees rather than simply enabling remote work. Falco et al. (2023) argue that smarter working entails strategically reducing physical presence requirements while preserving workload management and organisational cohesion. According to Bonacci et al. (2024), smarter working in the public sector entails rethinking traditional work models to foster employee satisfaction and organisational resilience. Furthermore, De Carlo et al. (2022) argue that smarter working aligns with the principles of the Job Demands-Resources model, allowing employees to balance work demands with available resources more effectively. This study defines smarter working as a holistic organisational transformation characterised by flexible work arrangements, digital technology integration, and increased autonomy to improve employee outcomes and organisational performance.
Job Performance
Job performance is defined as an employee's ability to complete the duties and responsibilities associated with their role while contributing to organisational goals. Mira et al. (2019) define job performance as a combination of individual ability and workplace conditions, emphasising the importance of supportive HRM practices. Girish et al. (2022) describe job performance in smart working environments, highlighting improvements associated with higher quality of life and fewer work constraints. Barbieri et al. (2024) state that job performance in smarter work environments includes adapting to digital tools and remote collaboration frameworks. Wang et al. (2023) argue that job performance under smarter working paradigms is dependent on successful technology adoption and employee adaptability. Furthermore, Saridakis et al. (2023) argue that individual resilience and organisational support influence job performance in work-from-home arrangements.
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction is widely defined as employees' positive attitudes towards their job roles, work environments, and opportunities for advancement. Davidescu et al. (2020) identify work flexibility as a major predictor of job satisfaction, demonstrating that employees with more autonomy report higher satisfaction levels. Kosec et al. (2022) find a strong link between job satisfaction and overall life satisfaction, especially in sedentary and digitally mediated jobs. Martin et al. (2022) discovered that remote and smarter working arrangements can boost job satisfaction by improving work-life balance and lowering commuting stress. Similarly, Barbieri et al. (2021) warn that while remote work can increase satisfaction, it may also create new sources of dissatisfaction if organisational support is inadequate. According to Galanti et al. (2021), perceived productivity and social connectivity strongly influence satisfaction in smart working environments.
Job Stress
Job stress is the psychological strain caused by perceived differences between work demands and an individual's ability to meet those demands. According to Toscano and Zappalà (2020), smarter working can alleviate some stressors (e.g., commuting) while exacerbating others, such as social isolation and workload management. De Carlo et al. (2022) link prolonged, smarter working to an increased risk of burnout when job demands exceed available resources. Mondo et al. (2023) identify techno-stress as a critical dimension of job stress in smarter working environments, where constant connectivity and digital overload can overwhelm employees. Naseem (2018) emphasises the role of emotional intelligence in reducing job stress, implying that individual psychological resources are still important even in technologically advanced work environments. Bharathi and Sujatha (2024) show that perceived organisational support can mitigate the stress factors associated with healthcare employees' remote work experiences.
Employees’ Wellbeing
Employee wellbeing is a concept that includes physical, psychological, and social health outcomes associated with workplace experiences. Falco et al. (2023) define wellbeing in smarter working as balancing workload demands and physiological stress indicators. Al-Jubari et al. (2022) identify adaptability, organisational responsiveness, and work-family balance as important predictors of employee wellbeing during remote and flexible working periods. Yan et al. (2020) highlight the importance of psychological factors such as optimism and resilience in promoting employee wellbeing in digitally transformed workplaces. According to Fedorova et al. (2019), the digitalisation of HRM practices significantly impacts employee wellbeing, necessitating careful consideration of work design and technology integration. Parker and Knight (2024) situate wellbeing within the SMART work design model, arguing that autonomy, skill utilisation, and relational support are essential components of wellbeing.
Human Resource Management (HRM) Practices
HRM practices are the formal systems organisations develop to manage people and optimise employee performance, development, and satisfaction. Mira et al. (2019) and Manuti et al. (2020) emphasise the importance of long-term human resource management practices such as continuous learning, employee empowerment, and participatory decision-making in fostering positive work outcomes. Shamaileh et al. (2023) define Smart HR 4.0 as HRM practices that must be technologically adaptive and employee-centric in smarter working environments. Parker and Knight (2024) emphasise the significance of work design as an HRM intervention that can improve job satisfaction and wellbeing. Singh et al. (2019) show that HRM practices based on sustainability principles significantly moderate the relationship between work contexts and employee wellbeing. Bharathi and Sujatha (2024) emphasise the importance of organisational support structures built into HRM frameworks in reducing work stress.
Thesis Structure
This study consists of 7 chapters. Each chapters plays a particular role in the research:
Chapter 1: Introduction: This chapter introduces the research background, identifies the research problem, defines key research questions, and highlights the significance and objectives of the study. It establishes the need to examine smarter working and its impact on employee outcomes within public sector organisations.
Chapter 2: Literature Review: This chapter critically reviews existing literature on smarter working, job performance, job satisfaction, stress, employee wellbeing, and HRM practices. It identifies theoretical and empirical gaps that justify the research and sets the foundation for developing the research model.
Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses Development: This chapter outlines the theoretical underpinnings of the study by integrating multiple frameworks such as smart work design, Job Demands-Resources model, and sustainable HRM theories. It also systematically develops hypotheses based on the literature reviewed and the identified research gaps.
Chapter 4: Methodology: This chapter details the research design, including population, sample, data collection methods, measurement instruments, and data analysis techniques. It justifies the methodological choices to ensure reliability, validity, and ethical rigour in addressing the research questions.
Chapter 5: Results: This chapter presents the descriptive statistics, measurement model assessment, and initial findings from the data analysis. It provides insights into the relationships between smarter working practices, job performance, job satisfaction, job stress, employee wellbeing, and HRM practices.
Chapter 6: Discussion: This chapter discusses the findings from the survey. As well, this chapter sees how the findings contradict or consistent with the previous literature studies or not.
Chapter 7: Conclusion: This chapter summarises the overall research contributions, revisits the main findings, and outlines the study's limitations. It also offers recommendations for policy, practice, and future research directions, emphasising the importance of smarter working for sustainable employee outcomes.
Summary
The introduction chapter emphasises the growing importance of smarter working practices in modern organisations, particularly in the public sector, where traditional bureaucratic structures frequently pose barriers to flexible work adoption. The backdrop of digital transformation, accelerated by external shocks like the COVID-19 pandemic, has forced public sector organisations to reconsider traditional work models. However, despite the increasing adoption of smarter working practices, there is still a lack of empirical understanding of how these practices affect critical employee outcomes such as job performance, job satisfaction, job stress, and overall psychological wellbeing in highly structured government environments. The chapter emphasises the importance of investigating these relationships, stating that while private sector studies have yielded extensive findings, the public sector's unique administrative, procedural, and cultural characteristics necessitate a separate analysis. The introduction also presents the central research questions that will guide this study, with a focus on the direct effects of smarter working, the mediating role of employee wellbeing, and the moderating role of HRM practices, thereby establishing a clear path for addressing gaps in the existing literature.
The chapter expands on the broader significance by situating it within global trends towards flexible, digital, and employee-centric work environments. It emphasises that while smarter working is frequently associated with positive outcomes such as increased autonomy, increased productivity, and improved work-life balance, there is evidence of potential drawbacks such as increased stress, social isolation, and techno-stress, particularly when inadequate organisational support structures. By investigating these complex and sometimes contradictory outcomes in the context of public sector organisations, the study hopes to provide more tailored insights that policymakers and public managers can use to design more sustainable, resilient work systems. Furthermore, the introduction explains how the study will make a theoretical contribution by combining frameworks such as smarter working design, the Job Demands-Resources model, and sustainable HRM theories to provide a multifaceted view of how smarter working shapes employee experiences and organisational outcomes over time. Practical contributions are also highlighted, with the research aimed at guiding human resource strategies, organisational policies, and digital transformation efforts in public administration.
The introduction lays the groundwork for the research by clearly defining the research objectives, emphasising the importance of investigating the direct relationships between smarter working and employee outcomes and the mechanisms by which these relationships operate. It provides a rationale for focussing on employee wellbeing as a key mediating factor and HRM practices as a moderating influence, thereby filling critical theoretical and empirical gaps. The research scope is precisely defined, encompassing public sector organisations and situating the research within the post-pandemic era of workplace transformation. The chapter also briefly describes the overall thesis structure, outlining how the literature review, theoretical framework, methodology, results, discussion, and conclusion chapters will build the argument and present findings sequentially. In doing so, the introduction chapter lays a solid foundation for the research, ensuring a coherent and logical flow throughout the thesis while aligning all elements with the overarching goal of improving smarter working practices for better employee and organisational outcomes in the public sector.
[bookmark: _Toc197072217]LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter discusses the literature review on the particular variables, used in the study. The literature review chapter covers relevant studies, theories, and empirical evidence. This chapter discusses key concepts, definitions, and variable relationships, synthesising prior findings to identify gaps and lay the groundwork for the current study. The theoretical frameworks that underpin the research are examined in detail to provide a conceptual framework for understanding the phenomena. The chapter integrates literature insights and aligns them with the theoretical framework to develop hypotheses. This section explains each hypothesis and links the research objectives to existing knowledge to ensure a coherent and scholarly approach to the research questions.
History of UK Railway Transportation
The United Kingdom has one of the world's oldest and most historically significant railway networks, dating back to 1825 when the Stockton and Darlington Railway opened. Railways have long played an important role in the United Kingdom's industrial, economic, and social development, promoting urbanisation and connecting remote communities. However, the network has undergone several waves of restructuring, ranging from post-World War II nationalisation to controversial privatisation in the 1990s. According to Dunning et al. (2019), recent decades have seen increased investment in improving public transport accessibility, which has revitalised housing markets near railway nodes and sparked debate about the socioeconomic implications of railway proximity. Meanwhile, Woodburn (2019) examines the evolution of rail freight services, noting how the sector's resilience has become critical, particularly during unplanned disruptions, emphasising the historical and contemporary relevance of a responsive and adaptable rail network.
Understanding the passenger experience has become increasingly important in UK railway research, particularly with the introduction of digital technologies and real-time data collection. Mogaji and Erkan (2018) used social media analytics to investigate consumer experiences on UK railways, discovering that service reliability, station amenities, and rail operators' digital communication all significantly impact customer perceptions. Their findings highlight that modern passengers expect on-time service, seamless digital engagement, and complaint resolution. Simultaneously, Hillel et al. (2018) advanced the field by recreating passenger mode choice sets for transport simulation in London, emphasising the importance of realistic modelling of travellers' decisions in developing practical and sustainable transport policies. Their findings highlight the importance of incorporating behavioural insights into railway planning, moving beyond traditional assumptions of rational commuter behaviour and addressing the complex, multifaceted nature of transportation choices.
Recent literature also identifies significant challenges and opportunities for the UK railway system in the twenty-first century. Woodburn (2019) emphasised improving operational resilience, particularly in light of rising demand, climate change threats, and increased system complexity. His rail freight case study demonstrated how agility and responsiveness during unexpected disruptions could significantly improve service continuity and customer satisfaction. Similarly, Dunning et al. (2019) demonstrated how transport infrastructure improvements must be linked to broader urban planning strategies to maximise social benefits such as increased housing value and accessibility equity. Meanwhile, Mogaji and Erkan (2018) and Hillel et al. (2018) demonstrated that integrating digital technologies, predictive modelling, and passenger-centric service design will be critical to the future competitiveness of UK railways. Collectively, these studies indicate that the future of the UK rail network lies in infrastructure investment and in implementing smarter, more flexible, and customer-centric operational strategies.
Smarter Working
Smarter working has emerged as a strategic organisational approach for redesigning work practices to increase employee flexibility, autonomy, and productivity (Parker & Knight, 2023; Angelici & Profeta, 2024). Smarter working, founded on optimising work through technology, flexibility, and supportive policies, seeks to improve organisational performance and employee well-being (Davidescu et al., 2020; Barbieri et al., 2021). Digital tools, flexible scheduling, and outcome-focused performance metrics have altered traditional work paradigms (Galanti et al., 2021; Bucea-Manea-Ěoniş et al., 2021). Scholars such as Di Tecco et al. (2021) argue that smarter working goes beyond remote work by increasing productivity while maintaining health, job satisfaction, and social connectedness. This strategic flexibility is consistent with modern demands for sustainable human resource management and greater employee empowerment (Girish et al., 2022; Bonacci et al., 2024).
According to the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Theory, smarter working is a critical job resource that allows employees to better cope with job demands, fostering engagement and reducing burnout (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Mura et al., 2018). According to research, smarter working practices such as flexible hours, task autonomy, and remote working options significantly impact employee well-being. Smarter working mitigates the negative effects of high job demands and increases employees' psychological resources such as optimism, self-efficacy, and resilience (Dicke et al., 2017; Zhou et al., 2022). Smarter working promotes positive outcomes such as increased job satisfaction, reduced emotional exhaustion, and improved performance by giving employees autonomy and control over their work environment (Galanakis & Tsitouri, 2022; Berger et al., 2019).
Self-determination theory (SDT) enhances our understanding of smarter working by explaining its motivational mechanisms (Ryan & Deci, 2000; McAnally & Hagger, 2024). Smarter work environments that promote autonomy, competence, and relatedness can significantly improve intrinsic motivation, a key driver of performance and well-being (Blechman et al., 2022; Manganelli et al., 2018). Recent research by Camilleri (2021) and Krause et al. (2019) shows that when employees have more autonomy through smarter working arrangements, their well-being and engagement improve significantly. This demonstrates that smarter working is more than just a structural change; it is also a powerful psychological tool (Li et al., 2021; Nunes et al., 2024). In this regard, meeting employees' basic psychological needs in smarter working contexts leads to increased satisfaction and creativity, which fosters long-term individual and organisational success.
The empirical evidence for smarter working during and after the COVID-19 pandemic has been particularly instructive. Falco et al. (2023) and Marino & Capone (2021) emphasised that smarter working when supported by HRM and leadership, reduced stress and maintained work-life balance during lockdowns. However, research warns of potential risks. Di Carlo et al. (2022) and Barbieri et al. (2021) warn that smarter working without organisational support may result in social isolation and "technostress," emphasising the importance of balancing flexibility with social and emotional connectedness. De Carlo et al. (2022) discovered that while smarter working promotes autonomy, excessive work demands, and inadequate managerial support can lead to burnout. Thus, smarter working must be carefully implemented, considering job design and social support mechanisms.
Human Resource Management (HRM) plays an important moderating role in the effectiveness of smarter working initiatives. According to Yunus et al. (2023) and Li et al. (2023), human resource management practices prioritising employee well-being, such as supportive leadership, psychological safety, and open communication, amplify the benefits of smarter working. HR policies that allow flexible scheduling, career development, and technological readiness increase employee engagement and reduce stress (Galanakis & Tsitouri, 2022; Berger et al., 2019). Furthermore, Mura et al. (2018) and Tummers and Bakker (2021) argue that HRM can serve as an important buffer, assisting employees in transforming flexible work opportunities into meaningful experiences that improve well-being and organisational performance. This synergy between HRM practices and smarter working has become essential for achieving sustainable competitive advantage in contemporary organisations.
Interestingly, smarter working has had varying effects across sectors and individual profiles. Oosthuizen (2019) and Girish et al. (2022) found that technology-intensive sectors and knowledge workers benefit the most from smarter working arrangements, as these environments rely heavily on cognitive autonomy and innovation. In contrast, studies by Bonacci et al. (2024) show that the transition to smarter working necessitates significant cultural change to avoid work intensification and alienation in highly bureaucratic or hierarchical sectors. Furthermore, age, digital literacy, and socioeconomic background influence the effectiveness of smarter working, indicating that a one-size-fits-all approach is insufficient (Mura et al., 2018; Angelici & Profeta, 2024). Organisational interventions must be context-sensitive and inclusive to fully benefit from smarter working across diverse workforces.
The long-term implications of smarter working indicate that it can transform organisational culture and leadership. Klonek & Parker (2021) and Parker & Knight (2024) found that smarter working promotes a shift away from traditional command-and-control management and towards leadership models based on trust, empowerment, and collaboration. Leaders in smarter working environments must act as facilitators rather than supervisors, focussing on coaching, goal setting, and emotional support (Berger et al., 2019; Tummers & Bakker, 2021). This leadership transformation boosts employee satisfaction and creativity and increases organisational adaptability and resilience (Yin et al., 2018; Yunus et al., 2023). As a result, smarter working is more than just an operational change; it catalyses deeper organisational evolution towards sustainable, human-centric management practices.
The evidence strongly supports smarter working as a strategic organisational tool for promoting employee well-being, job performance, and long-term competitiveness. Smarter working, which is based on JD-R theory and SDT, optimises employee experiences by leveraging structural and psychological resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2000). However, its success depends on thoughtful implementation, organisational support, and alignment with employees' psychological needs (Manganelli et al., 2018; Yunus et al., 2023). While concerns about technostress and social isolation persist (Barbieri et al., 2021; Di Carlo et al., 2022), evidence suggests that when these issues are addressed proactively, smarter working can significantly improve employee and organisational outcomes (Galanakis & Tsitouri, 2022; Tummers & Bakker, 2021). Thus, smarter working is an important path for organisations looking to thrive in an increasingly dynamic, digital, and human-centric world.
Smarter Working during COVID-19
The COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the global adoption of smarter working practices, fundamentally changing how organisations approach work flexibility and employee well-being (Falco et al., 2023; Marino & Capone, 2021).  During the pandemic, smarter working emerged as a critical response to unprecedented disruptions, focusing on remote work, digital collaboration, and flexible scheduling to ensure organisational continuity.  Scholars such as De Carlo et al. (2022) noted that smarter working provided operational benefits and served as a protective mechanism for employee psychological health during times of increased uncertainty.  While smarter working reduced immediate exposure to health risks and allowed employees to keep their jobs, the research found that its success was heavily dependent on organisational support structures, leadership communication, and technological infrastructure (Toscano & Zappalà, 2020; Al-Jubari et al., 2022).  Thus, smarter working during COVID-19 enabled remote work and a deeper transformation in work design, leadership, and employee support systems.
Several studies investigated the two-sided nature of smarter working during the pandemic, revealing its benefits and unintended consequences.  While flexible work arrangements improved work-life balance for many employees, they also created issues such as social isolation, technostress, and blurred work-life boundaries (Galanti et al., 2021; Barbieri et al., 2021; Falco et al., 2023).  Di Carlo et al. (2022) discovered that while autonomy increased under smarter working conditions, it also increased workload and feelings of detachment, primarily in organisations that did not provide adequate managerial support.  Similarly, Martin et al. (2022) found that employees' perceptions of job stress and productivity were strongly linked to the quality of smarter working arrangements during the pandemic, indicating that poorly managed, smarter working could exacerbate mental health issues.  Furthermore, Al-Jubari et al. (2022) found that adaptability and organisational responsiveness were critical in mediating the impact of smarter working on well-being, emphasising that flexibility alone was insufficient without empathetic leadership and clear communication channels.
Overall, the literature on smarter working during COVID-19 provides valuable insights into future organisational practices.  Smarter working, when implemented holistically—combining technological readiness, leadership agility, and employee-centric policies—significantly improved employee satisfaction, resilience, and organisational performance (Falco et al., 2023; Barbieri et al., 2021).  However, researchers such as Marino and Capone (2021) and Toscano and Zappalà (2020) emphasised that smarter working must be combined with proactive strategies to prevent employee isolation and stress, such as encouraging virtual social interaction, supporting emotional well-being, and establishing precise work-life balance.  The COVID-19 experience demonstrated that smarter working is more than just a crisis response tool; it is also a sustainable model for future work, provided organisations are willing to invest in supportive leadership, mental health resources, and equitable digital access (Galanti et al., 2021; Al-Jubari et al., 2022).  These findings position smarter working as a strategic, long-term workforce transformation rather than a short-term emergency solution.
Smarter Working and Flexibility
The COVID-19 pandemic threatened global growth. Technology allowed many employees to work remotely to reduce virus transmission. Smart work is part of a flexible workplace trend. Modern work practices include “smarter working,” a modern organisational framework (Angelici & Profeta, 2024). This model allows employees to work remotely with a flexible schedule. Smart working is a flexible work arrangement that can adapt quickly and effectively. Under this model, employees work with their supervisors to create a personalized schedule that allows them to work from home or elsewhere for part of the workweek (Battiston et al., 2017; Choudhury et al., 2021; Emanuel & Harrington, 2022). This period has no restrictions on work location or time. Using technology, smart workers can accomplish the same goals and results as in-office workers. Smart working time and space flexibility promote a results-oriented approach rather than office presence or fixed hours (Emanuel & Harrington, 2022).
Although this model garnered attention during the pandemic, the economic effects of smart working in non-pandemic contexts are unclear. Case studies and management surveys dominate the research on the economic effects, which are not always conclusive. Spatial flexibility in routine job roles is often studied (Bloom et al., 2014; Battiston et al., 2017; Emanuel & Harrington, 2022). Flexible work practices are usually introduced through individual or collective bargaining, which is legal in many countries (Hegewisch, 2009). Analysis of Italy is particularly intriguing. Despite low workplace flexibility, some Italian firms began experimenting with smart working a decade ago, but only with small groups of employees (often fewer than 10, Profeta, 2020). Only during the pandemic did smart working become popular.
Managerial literature has long advocated work organisation changes (Pèrez et al., 2004). Smart working, which emphasises discretionary time use and work organisation, has grown in popularity over the past decade (Torre, 2015). The global health crisis has prompted “massive” smart working adoption (Torre, 2020). Emergency conditions have revived interest in a neglected work organisation method. These developments led the authors to study smart working in teaching. Public administrations have adopted smart working, an objective-oriented approach aligned with agile working (Pèrez et al., 2004; Sarti & Torre, 2017; Chiaro et al., 2015). This framework allows work from restaurants, hotels, and trains, aligning with the BYOD model (Ballagas et al., 2004). This system allows employees to work in ways that suit them, focusing on results and independently scheduling work to meet job goals. Many consider smart working a progression of teleworking. However, “smart” emphasises this new modality’s potential benefits to employees and organisations. Kim et al. (2017) define smart working as “telework performed smartly and innovatively” using advanced communication technologies. This approach emphasises that workers can adapt to modern IT environments regardless of time or location (Kang & Kwon, 2016). This “smart” work model helps employees “achieve maximum value” and “enhance productivity" (Fragouli & Ilia, 2019) while improving "spatial and temporal flexibility" (Fogarty et al., 2011), working conditions (Kim & Oh, 2015), and creativity and innovation. This study prefers Smart working over “teleworking” because it includes telecommunications and advanced technological tools, capturing a wider range of benefits.
Smart working flexible schedules, locations, and work periods appeal to employers and employees in various fields. Smart working was typically limited to one day per week before the pandemic, but COVID-19 emergency measures often required full weeks of remote work with limited schedule flexibility. However, these findings are helpful in the post-pandemic era, when remote work has increased workweek flexibility. Smart working involves customizable schedules, locations, and work periods, going beyond telecommuting. There is no strong causal evidence to evaluate smart working.
Smarter working and flexibility are increasingly important strategies for modern organisations seeking to adapt to rapidly changing work environments. Smarter working is more than just remote working; it involves rethinking work structures, locations, technologies, and outcomes (Parker & Knight, 2023; Angelici & Profeta, 2024). The principle gives employees more control over how, when, and where work is done while meeting organisational objectives (Davidescu et al., 2020; Bonacci et al., 2024). Girish et al. (2022) and Oosthuizen (2019) found that when combined with flexibility, smarter working allows employees to achieve greater work-life balance, autonomy, and psychological empowerment. De Carlo et al. (2022) and Barbieri et al. (2021) found that smarter working is most effective when accompanied by digital technologies, task-oriented leadership, and a strong organisational culture prioritising trust and outcome-based performance over traditional presenteeism.
The COVID-19 pandemic served as a major catalyst for accelerating smarter working practices, demonstrating both the importance and the challenges of flexible work arrangements (Falco et al., 2023; Galanti et al., 2021). Flexibility has become an organisation's survival strategy, allowing it to continue operations despite physical constraints, as Marino and Capone (2021) and Al-Jubari et al. (2022) noted. Toscano and Zappalà (2020) and Martin et al. (2022) found that employees who perceived more organisational support for flexibility during the pandemic were more engaged, satisfied, and had lower stress levels. However, unmanaged flexibility can blur the line between work and personal life, potentially increasing stress and social isolation (Barbieri et al., 2021; Di Carlo et al., 2022). As a result, studies such as Barbieri et al. (2021) highlight the importance of balancing flexibility through smarter working with structured support systems, proactive communication, and employee well-being initiatives to achieve the desired positive outcomes.
Flexibility, a key component of smarter working, significantly improves employee motivation and performance by meeting basic psychological needs, according to Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Manganelli et al., 2018). Flexible working conditions meet employees' needs for autonomy and competence, resulting in increased intrinsic motivation, job satisfaction, and innovation (Blechman et al., 2022; Camilleri, 2021). Krause et al. (2019) and Li et al. (2021) argue that flexibility enables people to align work tasks with their rhythms and preferences, resulting in greater engagement and creativity. This viewpoint is supported by the Job Demands-Resources framework, which suggests that flexible, smarter working practices are critical resources that buffer against job demands while promoting long-term employee well-being and performance. However, researchers such as Galanakis and Tsitouri (2022) warn that flexibility without clear boundaries and organisational commitment can transform from a resource to an additional demand, emphasising the importance of deliberate flexibility design.
According to recent research, the future of work will be characterised by smarter working models that incorporate flexibility as a core organisational value rather than an optional benefit (Galanakis & Tsitouri, 2022; Parker & Grote, 2022). Bonacci et al. (2024) and Barbieri et al. (2021) found that organisations that institutionalise flexibility — through formal HRM policies, leadership development, and technological investment — have higher employee satisfaction and improved organisational resilience and innovation capacity. Furthermore, Woodburn (2019) and Dunning et al. (2019) indirectly imply through transportation-related studies that physical infrastructure planning must adapt to more decentralised, flexible work patterns. Thus, smarter working and flexibility are not viewed as afterthoughts but as critical strategic levers for developing sustainable, agile, and high-performing organisations in a dynamic and frequently unpredictable global environment.
Employees’ Wellbeing
The term 'well-being' is defined in the New Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (7th ed., revised 2005) as a state of comfort, health, and happiness. Physical, psychological, and emotional health and employee happiness and comfort are all considered employee well-being. Well-being in the workplace includes physical and psychological factors (Warr, 1999). According to Ryan and Deci (2000), hedonism emphasises happiness, while eudemonism emphasises human potential. Their workplace environment and organisational practices influence employees' holistic well-being. The WHO (2013) defines employee well-being as “a state where employees can understand their capabilities, handle the typical stresses of life, work productively, and contribute meaningfully to their community.” Diverse definitions have made explaining employee well-being difficult in the literature, resulting in different perspectives. Van Laar, Edwards, and Easton (2007) and Sirgy et al. (2001) define employee well-being as work-related quality of life, while Page and Vella-Brodrick (2009) examine workplace well-being and mental health. Wright and Cropanzano (2007) link employee overall well-being to psychological well-being (PWB). Sirgy (2012) also mentions “quality of working life,” “work well-being,” and “work quality of life” to describe this concept. Organisational studies are full of research on employee well-being, but their definition and scope are still debated.
Research shows that general well-being does not accurately reflect employee well-being, which is dynamic, subjective, and multidimensional (Juniper et al., 2011; Zheng et al., 2015). In one of the most notable studies, Warr (1999) examined employees’ general and job-specific well-being. Employee well-being has two main components: context-free and domain-specific. Context-free well-being includes happiness, life satisfaction, and overall well-being. Domain-specific well-being, such as job-specific well-being, focuses on work satisfaction, like pay and relationships with co-workers. Research shows that employee well-being strongly influences workplace decisions, including job retention. It also affects worker engagement, commitment, and satisfaction (Pradhan, Dash, & Jena, 2017; Sivapragasam & Raya, 2017). Employee well-being also affects stress management, mental and physical health, and professional and personal satisfaction (Diener, 2000). Employee well-being benefits individuals and organisations. Companies that prioritize employee well-being achieve long-term competitive advantages (Wright, 2006). Overall, employee well-being benefits individuals and organisations.
	The relationship between flexible practices like teleworking and smart working and employee well-being is unclear (DeMenezes & Kelliher, 2011). Before the pandemic, research stressed the importance of organisations and employees understanding the pros and cons of remote working, significantly as technology and workplace flexibility increase. These studies found positive and negative effects of smarter working on organisational well-being, including affective states, social interactions, and professional life. The literature was more unanimous about the benefits of such working arrangements (Charalampous et al., 2019). In individuals, well-being can be defined as context-free (e.g., general mental health) or domain-specific (e.g., job satisfaction, work engagement) (Keyes, 2005; Taris & Schaufeli, 2015; Warr, 1994). Scholars recommend considering both perspectives to understand well-being (Capone & Petrillo, 2012). The domain of Well-being associations with antecedents is stronger (Warr, 1994).
Warr (1987) also discusses how smart working environments with low autonomy, high demands, limited social contact, and colleague support reduce well-being. Smart working requires certain conditions (Rapisarda et al., 2021). For instance, shifting from tasks to goals allows people to actively and autonomously manage their work, improving performance. Smart working requires understanding how individual behaviours affect workgroup and organisational performance (Daniels & Harris, 2000). Context-free well-being illuminates employees' mental health and the impact of work on life. This approach illuminates how work affects employees holistically, beyond specific domains.
Employees’ Productivity and Performance
Human resource management (HRM) defines employee performance as the results, outcomes, and achievements regarding organisational goals. Some perform well, while others need improvement. Boakye (2015) defines employee performance as task completion for accurate and cost-effective results. According to scientific management, employee performance is measured by the number of units produced in a given period (Malkanthi & Ali, 2016; Inuwa & Idris, 2017). Hirlak et al. (2018) disagree with the scholars above. They define employee performance as efficiency and effectiveness in completing tasks. Other researchers define employee performance as the quality and quantity of work completed according to job descriptions (Darma & Supriyanto, 2017; Setiawan et al., 2018). These perspectives demonstrate the complexity of employee performance and its importance in achieving organisational goals. According to Perry (2023), productivity is the efficiency of converting inputs into outputs, reflecting personal and organisational goals (see Figure 2.1). While personal productivity focuses on task completion and efficiency, organisational productivity emphasises the economic performance of producing goods and services relative to inputs. Productivity combines quantity, quality, and efficiency. Quality emphasises excellence in the final product, while quantity emphasises completing many tasks. Efficiency means minimising effort and resource waste during task execution. These elements overlap, showing that true productivity is doing more with precision and minimal resource use.  
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Figure 2.1. Employee productivity (Perry, 2023)
Source: https://www.betterup.com/blog/what-is-productivity
Due to the dynamics and uncertainties within the economy, organisations are continuously seeking out improved workplace conditions and culture that can boost employee productivity and performance. Stakeholders are also more persistent on seeing organisational change in terms of employee empowerment, higher mobility, inclusive culture, higher flexibility, and a higher innovative drive among the workforces (Angelici & Profeta, 2024; Choudhury et al., 2021). In order to do so, organisations have acclaimed the importance of internal day to day business processes and structures that have now been changed according to the needs of the employees and requirements of its stakeholders. One of the emerging organisational cultures is ‘Smart Work’ or ‘Smarter Working’ (Plantronics, 2014). Smarter Working allows employees to break off the traditional working system and motivate their inner innovative drive. As firms continue to leverage their employees as their competitive edge, they are increasingly giving employees full autonomy to take decisions regarding their own tasks in terms of flexibility, processes and operations that not only benefits the employees’ well-being but also improves their job performance (Raguseo, et al., 2016). This can be contextualised through the efforts of the United Kingdom taken to implement smarter working conditions within their civil service. The public sector has been revamped to adapt smarter working since it allows each individual to work the way they want saving on time, technology and space therefore, optimising the amount of money generated through taxes. 
Through technology, a digital workspace has been created that allows employees to work from anywhere, at any time and however they want, empowering them to enabling them to be more accountable and responsible for each of their decisions. In order to implement smarter working, different strategies have also been initiated by the government of UK such as improving the infrastructure to incorporate collaborative workspace designs, enabling work from home since the increase in productivity after the covid-19 pandemic and providing digital workspaces that can instantly connect all of the employees together despite being at different places and in different time zones (Civil Service, 2020). Simultaneously, the organisations information technology department also improves as the firm continues to invest in technologies that can support the need of data for its employees that allows them to collaborate, interact and discuss seamlessly. Similarly, HR practices are so devised that employees gain full freedom regarding how and when they do their work thus, making them more productive and accountable towards their job. Training programmes, cultural changes, and an innovative drive, revamps the entire workforce along with the organisation. It also helps organisations breakout from the traditional spatial layout of an office and go beyond geographical boundaries, enlisting a diverse workforce to its name (Raguseo, et al., 2016). 
Previously, management studies have been analysed in detail, in order to improve the productivity of the workplace. However, only limited research has been carried out to assert the specific effect of workplace conditions over the performance of the employees, and that too, only concentrated on the private sector. Smarter Working can also be termed as a flexible working environment for the workforce that does not only limit itself to achieving company objectives, but also improves employee wellbeing. On the other hand, as the working environment of an organisation is devised based on the organisational culture, employees and the management, the effect can be very well mediated by the dark side of HRM practices. This can be explained through the difference in effectiveness of the control-oriented and commitment oriented HRM practices. Commitment oriented systems highly engaged employees within the system, therefore, outperform the systems where they are controlled and not provided any autonomy (Hauff, et al., 2014). The flexibility offered by smarter working improves employee well-being as well, which in return has a positive impact over each employee’s individual job performance. Hence, even employee well-being may also act as a mediator between flexible working conditions and job performance (Angelici & Profeta, 2020). Bryson and White (2021) have studied similar variables within the context of the public sector and have concluded a positive relation between high performance work systems and organisational performance. The literature review therefore aims to provide support for all of these distinct yet interrelated relations through a mediating model, divided into three parts: smarter working and job performance, employee wellbeing and job performance, and smarter working and employee wellbeing to further probe into the United Kingdom’s (UK) public sector. Another area of focus is employee’s negative wellbeing, such as loneliness, anxiety, stress, and work intensification.
Employees’ Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction affects productivity, motivation, performance, and life satisfaction (Abuhashesh et al., 2019). Beyond work, this relationship affects employees’ personal lives. It is essential to organisational security. Satisfied workers are more productive, feel more secure about their futures, and are happier. Therefore, job satisfaction is essential to workplace safety and stability (Wolniak & Olkiewicz, 2019; Niciejewska, 2017). Job satisfaction is the feeling of accomplishment and success employees feel at work. Job satisfaction is linked to productivity, work performance, and personal well-being. It represents doing work one enjoys, doing it well, and being rewarded for it (Kaliski, 2007; Aziri, 2011). Employees may also have different views on their tasks, co-workers, supervisors, and pay (George & Jones, 2008). Leadership and motivational styles affect job performance and satisfaction differently for each employee. Job satisfaction motivates employees to perform well (Raziq & Maulabakhsh, 2015).
Job satisfaction drives efficiency and effectiveness in organisational success. Recognition of employees as individuals with unique needs and personal goals is crucial to modern managerial philosophies, as is job satisfaction. A satisfied employee is often happy, and happiness at work is often linked to success and performance (Aziri, 2011). In addition, Wexley and Youkl (1984) define job satisfaction as employee feelings and attitudes toward work. Herzberg et al. (1959) identified “motivators” for job satisfaction. Achievement, recognition, work, and responsibilities motivate. By focusing on these factors, companies can boost employee happiness. Research indicates a strong correlation between employee satisfaction and organisational success (Pietroń-Pyszczek, 2010). Many studies have found that job satisfaction affects work commitment and effectiveness (Shepherd & Mathews, 2000). Yalabik et al. (2013) show how job satisfaction increases work commitment and performance.
Employee motivation and job satisfaction have been extensively studied using need-based, reinforcement, and process theories. However, defining “employee motivation” is difficult. Motivation and job satisfaction are linked, and any company’s success depends on them. However, motivation and job satisfaction are often confused (Sappara et al., 2023). Motivation and job satisfaction are related but distinct. According to Sappara et al. (2023), job satisfaction is part of motivation. Motivation emphasises goal-oriented behaviour, while job satisfaction comes from rewards and work-related activities (Anwar, 2017). Employees can enjoy their work but lack motivation (Ha et al., 2020). HR management relies on compensation and rewards. Employee commitment and retention depend on an organisation’s compensation system. Employers can retain employees by offering competitive compensation (Anwar & Qadir, 2017). Competitive, market-aligned salaries and benefits motivate employees to stay with the company, boosting retention. Employees are more likely to stay where their skills and efforts are valued. Poor rewards can cause employee turnover (Febrianti & Se, 2020).
Industrial and organisational psychologists study job satisfaction. Some people enjoy their jobs, while others hate them and do them only because they have to. Job satisfaction is one of the most studied topics in organisational behaviour (Anwar, 2017). Job satisfaction impacts employees and organisations, so understanding it is crucial. Fair treatment at work boosts employee satisfaction, improving worker performance and business outcomes (Smith et al., 2020). Employee satisfaction is thought to boost retention and productivity. Employee satisfaction boosts productivity, responsiveness, quality, and service recognition. Quality of supervision, intrinsic and extrinsic factors, and workplace social relationships affect job satisfaction. Success or failure in work also affects employee satisfaction. Motivated, committed, and satisfied workers are more likely to contribute to organisational success (Paais & Pattiruhu, 2020). Research has found that career advancement, job influence, teamwork, and job challenges affect job satisfaction (Riyadi, 2020).
Employees’ Stress
Stress is “a negative reaction toward events perceived to tax or exceed an individual's coping abilities” (Jehangir et al., 2011, p. 455). Job stress is “the harmful physical and emotional responses that occur when the demands of a job exceed the worker's capabilities, resources, or needs” (Al Makhaita et al., 2014, p. 79). The pioneer of stress research, Dr. Hans Selye, defined stress 50 years ago as a non-specific physiological response to external demands (Jehangir et al., 2011). Stress is also “the psychological strain or distress resulting from exposure to unusual or challenging situations, referred to as stressors” (Finney et al., 2013, p. 2). Job stress is “a psychological state perceived by individuals when faced with demands, constraints, and opportunities with important yet uncertain outcomes” (Yozgot et al., 2013, p. 519). Stress is inevitable, whether caused by personal, work, or environmental factors (Al-Khasawneh & Futa, 2013). Hospital work hours, unpleasant disturbances, unexpected transitions between high-intensity and routine tasks, time constraints, lack of opportunities, and other challenges can cause workplace stress (Jehangir et al., 2011). Both employees and management experience stress (Al-Khasawneh & Futa, 2013). According to Beehr and Newman (1978), job stress is “a situation arising from individuals' reactions to their tasks, resulting in changes that compel them to adapt and cope, often disrupting their usual performance” (Jehangir et al., 2011, p. 454).
Despite being employed, nearly half of US workers struggle to balance work and life (Amazue & Onyishi, 2016). Workplace stress affects work-life conflict more than home-related stress in Europe (Amazue & Onyishi, 2016). In Saudi Arabia, 45.5% of nurses reported job-related stress, compared to 30% in Jordan (Al-Hawajreh, 2011; Al Makhaita et al., 2014). Another study on Australian and German doctors found that long hours increase stress (Mache, 2012). Chronic stress can cause physical illnesses, mental health disorders like anxiety and depression, substance abuse, suicidal tendencies, and aggressive behaviour (Mache, 2012). An imbalance between job demands and an individual’s ability to meet them causes job stress (Suifan et al., 2016; Jamal, 2016). Parker and Decotis (1983) identified six stressors: job characteristics and conditions, organisational structure and climate, information flow, role-related factors, workplace relationships, perceived career development opportunities, and external commitments and responsibilities.
Work overload can drain energy, time, and effort, making employees reluctant to come to work. Positive workplace relationships are essential for employee and organisational well-being (Suifan et al., 2017; Lai et al., 2015). Organisational structure and climate significantly affect workplace satisfaction and stress (Lai et al., 2015). Job stress can cause medical errors, negligence, and patient safety issues in healthcare providers, resulting in lower-quality care.
Summary of Literature Review
The reviewed literature extensively acknowledges that smarter working—defined by flexibility, autonomy, and technological integration—can significantly improve employee performance outcomes (Yunus et al., 2023; Parker & Knight, 2023; Angelici & Profeta, 2024). Studies based on the JD-R and SDT frameworks (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2000) show that smarter working increases employees' resource reservoirs, allowing them to manage demands better and thus improve job performance. However, despite widespread agreement on the positive relationship between flexible working and performance, few studies (such as Yunus et al., 2023; Dicke et al., 2017) have examined this relationship in public sector organisations, where bureaucratic structures and rigid cultures may influence outcomes. RQ1 thus fills a significant literature gap by contextualising how smarter working, which has traditionally been studied in the private sector, affects job performance in public entities under different administrative and cultural constraints.
The literature on the psychological effects of smarter working (Falco et al., 2023; Marino & Capone, 2021) yields mixed results: while flexibility frequently improves satisfaction and autonomy (Camilleri, 2021; Blechman et al., 2022), it can also contribute to technostress and blurred work-life boundaries if not managed carefully (Barbieri et al., 2021; Di Carlo et al., 2022). Galanakis and Tsitouri (2022) warn that when flexibility is not structured correctly, smarter working can transition from a resource to an additional demand, increasing job stress. However, much of this research has been cross-sectoral or focused on private settings during COVID-19. There is limited sector-specific evidence on how smarter working practices simultaneously affect job satisfaction and job stress, particularly in public sectors marked by traditionalism and strict hierarchies. RQ2 aims to achieve this dual outcome by measuring both the positive (satisfaction) and negative (stress) effects of smarter working practices in a public sector framework, an area that is still underexplored in the literature.
Employee wellbeing mediates smarter working and job performance, according to the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) and SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000), which emphasise that increased psychological resources improve performance. According to Manganelli et al. (2018) and Yunus et al. (2023), employee wellbeing is an important link between flexible working conditions and long-term job outcomes. However, empirical tests of this complete mediation pathway, particularly within smarter working frameworks and public organisations, are limited, resulting in a gap addressed by RQ3. Furthermore, research by Li et al. (2023) and Tummers and Bakker (2021) emphasises that HRM practices (e.g., leadership support and resource provision) have a significant impact on the success of smarter working initiatives. Despite this recognition, few studies have statistically tested HRM practices as moderators of smarter working's effects on employee psychological wellbeing, especially in the public sector, where formal policies frequently dictate flexibility implementation. As a result, RQ4 aims to close this gap by evaluating how supportive or constraining HRM environments influence the success of smarter working practices in protecting or improving employee wellbeing.
Table 2.1. Summary of Literature Review
	Sources
	Research Variables
	Research Gaps
	Problem Statement

	Yunus, S., Whitfield, K., & Mostafa, A. M. S. (2023). High‐performance HR practices, job demands and employee well‐being: The moderating role of managerial support. Stress and Health, 39(5), 1106–1123.
	High-performance HR practices, job demands, employee well-being, managerial support
	Insufficient exploration of how managerial support alters the impact of job demands
	To investigate the moderating role of managerial support between HR practices and employee well-being

	Galanakis, M. D., & Tsitouri, E. (2022). Positive psychology in the working environment: Job demands-resources theory, work engagement and burnout: A systematic literature review. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1022102.
	Job demands, resources, work engagement, burnout
	Lack of comprehensive integration of positive psychology principles in JD-R theory
	To systematically link positive psychology approaches with job demands-resources frameworks

	Berger, R., Czakert, J. P., Leuteritz, J. P., & Leiva, D. (2019). How and when do leaders influence employees' well-being? Moderated mediation models for job demands and resources. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 2788.
	Leadership, employee well-being, job demands, job resources
	Limited understanding of leadership's mediation role
	To model the mechanisms through which leadership impacts employee well-being under JD-R conditions

	Tummers, L. G., & Bakker, A. B. (2021). Leadership and Job Demands-Resources theory: A systematic review. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 722080.
	Leadership styles, job demands, resources, engagement
	Fragmented evidence linking leadership to JD-R dimensions
	To create a consolidated framework connecting leadership styles to JD-R outcomes

	Mura, P., Maricchiolo, F., Ghezzi, V., Fiorilli, C., & Alivernini, F. (2018). School organizational well-being: A model based on the Job Demands-Resources theory. Indian Journal of Public Health Research & Development, 9(12), 1537-1542.
	Organizational well-being, JD-R model, school context
	JD-R largely unexplored in educational settings
	To apply and validate JD-R theory in school environments to improve organizational well-being

	Bakker, A. B., & de Vries, J. D. (2021). Job Demands–Resources theory and self-regulation: New explanations and remedies for job burnout. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping, 34(1), 1–21.
	Job demands, resources, burnout, self-regulation
	Limited insights into self-regulation processes within JD-R framework
	To integrate self-regulation mechanisms into JD-R explanations of burnout

	Mazzetti, G., Guglielmi, D., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2016). Same actors, different roles: The contribution of personal resources and work engagement to occupational well-being. Work & Stress, 30(3), 231–247.
	Personal resources, work engagement, occupational well-being
	Underexplored dual role of personal and job resources
	To clarify how personal and job resources jointly impact occupational well-being

	Zhou, T., et al. (2022). Burnout and well-being of healthcare workers in the post-pandemic period of COVID-19: A perspective from the job demands-resources model. BMC Health Services Research, 22, 284.
	Burnout, well-being, healthcare workers, job demands, resources
	Need to explore post-pandemic applications of JD-R
	To assess how JD-R components influence healthcare workers’ well-being post-COVID-19

	Li, M., Fu, N., Chadwick, C., & Harney, B. (2023). Untangling human resource management and employee wellbeing relationships: Differentiating job resource HR practices from challenge demand HR practices. Human Resource Management Journal, 34(1), 214–235.
	HR practices, job resources, employee well-being
	Limited distinction between HR practices as resources or demands
	To classify HR practices more accurately under JD-R theory

	Yin, H., Huang, S., & Lv, L. (2018). A multilevel analysis of job characteristics, emotion regulation, and teacher well-being: A job demands-resources model. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 2395.
	Job characteristics, emotion regulation, teacher well-being
	Limited multilevel analysis on JD-R variables
	To investigate JD-R impacts across individual and organizational levels in educational settings

	Chuang, Y. T., Chiang, H. L., & Lin, A. P. (2025). Insights from the Job Demands–Resources Model: AI’s dual impact on employees’ work and life well-being. International Journal of Information Management, 83, 102887.
	AI, job demands-resources, work-life well-being
	Underexplored dual impacts of AI on well-being
	To examine AI as both a resource and a demand within the JD-R model

	Dicke, T., Stebner, F., Linninger, C., Kunter, M., & Leutner, D. (2017). A longitudinal study of teachers’ occupational well-being: Applying the Job Demands-Resources model. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 262–277.
	Occupational well-being, job demands-resources, teachers
	Lack of longitudinal evidence on JD-R outcomes
	To evaluate the long-term effects of JD-R dynamics in the education sector

	Ndengu, T., & Leka, S. (2022). Work-Related Well-Being in the Zimbabwean Banking Sector: A Job Demands-Resources Perspective. Safety and Health at Work, 13(2), 220–226.
	Work-related well-being, JD-R, banking sector
	JD-R applications limited to western economies
	To validate JD-R theory in emerging market banking sectors

	Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands–resources theory: Taking stock and looking forward. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273–285.
	Job demands-resources model, work engagement, burnout
	Need for updating JD-R theory in dynamic workplaces
	To extend JD-R theory with new work design realities

	Schaufeli, W. B., & Taris, T. W. (2014). A critical review of the Job Demands-Resources Model: Implications for improving work and health. In Bridging Occupational, Organizational and Public Health (pp. 43–68).
	JD-R model, work health, stress
	Gaps in practical application of JD-R interventions
	To improve practical JD-R interventions for workplace health

	Blechman, E. A., Tóth-Király, I., Nadon, L., Fernet, C., & Morin, A. J. S. (2022). Psychological need satisfaction and work motivation: A self-determination theory perspective. Journal of Management & Organization. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.76
	Psychological needs, work motivation, well-being
	Need to differentiate global vs specific need satisfaction
	To refine SDT applications in workplace well-being studies

	Nunes, P. M., Proença, T., & Carozzo-Todaro, M. E. (2024). A systematic review on well-being and ill-being in working contexts: Contributions of self-determination theory. Personnel Review, 53(2), 375–419.
	Well-being, ill-being, SDT
	Fragmented understanding of ill-being processes in SDT
	To integrate well-being and ill-being perspectives under SDT framework

	Manganelli, L., Thibault-Landry, A., Forest, J., & Carpentier, J. (2018). Self-Determination Theory and workplace performance: A review. Advances in Developing Human Resources. https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422318757210
	SDT, performance, motivation, well-being
	Gaps in translating SDT to organizational settings
	To build organizational models for SDT applications

	Camilleri, M. A. (2021). Employees’ State of Mind during COVID-19: A Self-Determination Theory Perspective. Sustainability, 13(7), 3634.
	COVID-19, SDT, state of mind, employee well-being
	Lack of COVID-19-specific SDT applications
	To understand SDT-driven resilience during pandemic crises




[bookmark: _Toc197072218]THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
[bookmark: _Toc81045586]Smarter Working and Job Performance 
Smarter working describes several working arrangements that allow employees to decide when, where and how long they work (Angelici & Profeta, 2024; Torre, 2020). These practices may range from part time work to working remotely, depending on the preference of the employee. Among its benefits, along with serving customers better and increasing use of technology, flexible working conditions also improves the overall well-being of employees since employees are allowed to work as they please as long as they are achieving their own professional goals (Ayling & McCartney, 2020). Research on flexible working has been conducted since the 1970s, peaking in the 1990s when several researchers and institutions set up large scale studies to assess the impact of performance within organisations. These studies aimed to understand employees work-life and its effects on their physical and mental health and their performance at work. By the end of the 1990s, researchers in Western Europe and North America were conducting most of the studies, which broadened to incorporate new ways of working, such as flexible, smart/smarter and agile working, and focussed on discovering and understanding the impact of implementing flexibility into the working environment (Chung & Van der Lippe, 2020). As mentioned by Raguseo, Gastaldi and Neirotti (2016), smarter working is based on three aspects of an organisation that includes its ICT (Information Communication Technology) element, supportive HR practices and the organisational culture. All of these together form and contribute towards smarter working conditions for the employees as ICT allows employees to communicate, collaborate and interact in real time, HR practices enables them more flexibility in work whereas the organisational culture supports their mental and physical needs. 
In order to implement smarter working at firms, organisations are taking upon different techniques and methods. A cloud-based intranet is being created in order to support collaborative needs of the employees. Similarly, employees are increasingly being asked to maintain their own creative spot or workplace where they desire to work at. Organisations are increasingly promoting employees to gain autonomy over how they carry out their tasks and make them empowered regarding how they do their jobs (Stamenova, 2021). Meanwhile, the successful implementation of the smarter working conditions has been measured in literature through the number of information technologies implemented, strategies concluded (Shirowzhan, et al., 2020) and the factors that form smarter working conditions including effective systems, resource management, digital workspaces, and governing policies etc. (Gastaldi, et al., 2014). 
Smarter working gained popularity because it enables individuals the flexibility and autonomy to make decisions about where, how, and when they work through the optimal use of technology, allowing savings for taxpayers (El-Gamry & Heselwood, 2018). Smarter working in the context of this study is a blend of open-plan workplaces, developing new and using existing communication and information technologies, Human Resource (HR) policies, and an organisational culture that is based on mutual trust and outcome-based performance. Professor Sharon Parker proposed SMART Work Design Model that emphasises five themes—Stimulating, Mastery, Agency, Relational, and Tolerable—to improve employee work design and outcomes (see Figure 2.2). Task variety, problem-solving, and skill use stimulate engagement and interest. Masters emphasise feedback, role clarity, and task identity to help employees understand their roles and contributions (Parker, 2014; Parker, Morgeson & Johns, 2017). Agency empowers and motivates employees by controlling work methods, timing, and decisions. Relational work emphasises supervisor, peer, and end-user support for teamwork and meaningful connections. For stress prevention, tolerable demands ensure manageable workloads, reduced role conflict, and moderate monitoring (Andrei & Parker, 2018). These elements form a framework that improves well-being, performance, and psychosocial risks in the workplace, supporting the idea that well-designed work boosts employee and organisational success (Parker, 2014; Parker et al., 2003).
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Figure 2.2. Smart Working Model
Source: https://www.thriveatwork.org.au/resources/work-design/
Smarter working focuses on the employee and improves productivity, the work environment and work-life balance by using effective communication and work processes to increase work output. Smarter working also allows individuals to work in different locations some or all of the time, including the company’s offices, at home, coffee shops or co-working in spaces with other business entities. In addition, it changes the focus from the hours worked by an individual to emphasise the job outputs (Angelici and Profeta, 2020). Although similar to smarter working, agile working focuses on allowing employees maximum flexibility with minimal constraints to optimise their performance to the organisation’s benefit rather than their employees’ benefit (Dickmann, Brewster and Sparrow, 2016).  
Flexibility in the way people work is currently undergoing immense growth (Lewis et al., 2017). Smarter working is increasingly important as organisations tackle how to balance their workers work-life while optimising work performance. Therefore, the use of Flexible Working Arrangements (FWAs) is essential and significant to 21st-century workplaces (Austin-Egole, et al., 2020). Offering FWAs is beneficial to both employers and employees because it allows flexibility (Voorde, Paauwe and Veldhoven, 2012). Another considerable benefit of smarter and agile working is that they enhance job performance and facilitate a balanced work-life that reduces stress among employees and increases their wellbeing (Laughton & Thatcher, 2018). In addition, smarter and agile working result in reduced absenteeism levels and employee turnover (Macky & Boxall, 2008).  
Smarter and agile working is proposed to promote better work-life balance, but there are some areas of concern (Lewis, Gambles & Rapoport, 2007). According to Grant (2020), working from home can result in stress for some individuals due to ‘blurring of the lines’ between work and home and developing an ‘always on culture’ diverts family time to work. In addition, individuals who worked remotely from home reported feelings of isolation and having ‘no sense of belonging’ (Grant, 2020). These feelings are attributed to a lack of opportunities for individuals to interact effectively as face-to-face communication has been replaced by instant messaging, emails, and other appropriate workspace applications.
Furthermore, in circumstances where an organisation does not provide employees with an opportunity to collaborate and integrate within the work environment, a higher chance exists for future occupational stress claims. Contemporary ways of working could result in isolation, especially when office design or technology removes the impetus for individuals to collaborate or chat (Chylinski and Hu, 2018). Loneliness could become a costly aspect of workplace wellness or wellbeing as lonely individuals are less engaged with their respective jobs and are more likely to request sick days. Moreover, if employers do not accept the responsibility for creating conducive work environments, this would ultimately open them to numerous stress claims from employees. Therefore, there is a need to consider new ways to monitor employees’ wellbeing. As a result of these concerns, some organisations have created technology-free zones and have policies that specify, for example, that no emails are sent during specific hours. Smarter and agile working approaches enhance job performance and are also beneficial for employees and employers’ wellbeing. Apart from the obvious business benefits, such as environmental benefits and reduced office costs, they helped reduce stress levels and improve morale among the staff (Hampton, 2017). 
According to modern literature, smarter working is changing the office landscape by reducing costs and increasing productivity. Geographic and temporal flexibility in smart working models reduces office space and overhead costs like utilities and maintenance (Angelici and Profeta, 2024). Choudhury et al. (2021) show that work-from-anywhere policies reduce infrastructure costs and increase employee satisfaction and productivity. Remote working strategies optimise workforce distribution and use digital tools to reduce operational costs, according to Emanuel and Harrington (2022). Innovative energy-saving and waste-reduction technology in smart offices further reduces costs (Papagiannidis and Marikyan, 2020). Smart working also boosts productivity and reduces absenteeism by focusing on results rather than presence (Fragouli and Ilia, 2019). Flexibility lets workers choose their work schedules and locations, which boosts morale and reduces turnover, lowering recruitment and training costs (Torre, 2020). Employee autonomy and well-being boost engagement and productivity, aligning organisational goals with employee satisfaction (Angelici and Profeta, 2024). 
	In addition, smarter and agile working increases staff retention and helps widen and unlock a bigger talent pool making it possible for businesses to recruit the best talent regardless of where employees lived. Wang et al. (2023) found that smarter working allows employees to spend more time with their families, increasing flexibility and encouraging smart working. They indicated a significant impact of perceived cost on employees’ smart working adoption (estimate = -0.230, p > 0.012). Smart working and telework, already used before COVID-19, became crucial during the pandemic. The Italian Ministry of Labour and Social Policies reported 1.8 million smart workers in May 2020, up from 570,000 in 2019. The ability of smart workers to maintain work continuity, flexibility, and work-life balance during unprecedented times is shown by this dramatic shift. Furthermore, agile working needs an ‘entirely different outlook’ (Wu, 2018). Any unstructured and poor management and communication practices will ultimately result in a breakdown and lack of trust among the team members, ultimately negatively impacting the team member’s engagement (Wu, 2018).
	Workplace flexibility is crucial to employee well-being, engagement, and organisational success. In a longitudinal study of Australian employees, Timms et al. (2015) found that flexible organisational cultures increased employee engagement and decreased turnover intentions. Work overload increased turnover, but flexible working arrangements increased engagement in married or parent employees. Felstead and Henseke (2017) found that smart working adoption increased by 5% from 1997 to 2014, improving job satisfaction, organisational commitment, and employee well-being. Smart working caused fatigue and job insecurity for some workers, highlighting the need for balanced implementation strategies. In addition, Molino et al. (2020) also showed that flexibility had two effects during the COVID-19 pandemic. Smart working reduced work-family conflict and increased autonomy but also caused technostress, which hurt employees. Grant et al. (2013) also stressed the importance of managerial and social support in addressing role ambiguity and social isolation, citing flexibility as a key enabler of work-life balance and employee well-being. Prasad et al. (2020) found that remote working improved psychological well-being by helping employees manage their schedules, but it also introduced family interference and social isolation. 
Smarter and agile working also results in a sedentary lifestyle contributing to a wide range of health problems or ailments, including mental health problems, such as anxiety and depression, health diseases, such as cardiovascular diseases, obesity, cancer, and diabetes (Umeokafor and Windapo, 2020). Even though office work is a sedentary occupation, office employees are visible to their employers while home employees are not; this influences the responsibility of employers regarding how the two sets of employees are effectively managed and monitored. For example, employers could force employees to use smart devices to record their physical activity or work levels (Rainero and Modarelli, 2021) to measure how sedentary they have been during their working hours and suggest appropriate changes to enhance physical activity. However, this may result in a wide range of ethical considerations and privacy considerations. In addition, employers’ duties do not extend to what happens in employees’ homes, but this is bound to change due to the evolving situation. 
As a result of the immense growth in flexible working conditions (Lewis et al., 2017), it is becoming prudent for employers to ascertain future risks, including health concerns, and to weigh the impacts on work optimisation and employee wellbeing before seeking and implementing appropriate strategies to reduce or avoid them. Such a risk assessment approach will also make it relatively easy for sufficient safeguard measures to be implemented to support the provision of cover by their respective insurers. For smarter and agile working to be effective, employers’ total support and commitment are needed including lump-sum investments into appropriate technologies and putting viable processes and robust policies in place. However, even though workers working in a smarter or agile way feel empowered and motivated, there are risks as these are relatively new concepts for most employers (Iannotta, et al., 2020). Therefore, employers must be prepared before implementing such working approaches. 
Smarter and agile working impact employees’ wellbeing, as these approaches are responsible for wide-ranging changes to the work experience brought about by enhanced technology. In support, Bucea-Manea-Țoniş et al. (2021) suggest that the contemporary workforce’s desire to have an improved work-life balance is attributed to a rise in smarter working and agile working. Furthermore, it is projected that commuting to work by individuals could be quite different in the future since autonomous vehicles could be driving them to their workplace (Nazari, et al., 2018). In addition, dedicated workstations away from their organisation’s workplace may become popular in the future. Hence, based on the increasing conflict between smarter working and its influence over employees’ job performance as the pandemic has shown that smarter working conditions might prove to be stressful impacting the job performance of employees, the following hypothesis has been derived: 
H1: Smarter working is positively related to employees’ job performance in public organisations
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Employee well-being can be related to various factors surrounding the work life of an individual. It can be the quality and safety that an individual receives from his workplace or can even be the feelings associated with one’s job role. Even Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) tries to establish that such measures should be in place that makes employees feel safe, engaged, and satisfied with their jobs. Organisations are increasingly realising that their employee’s well-being needs to be looked after and promoted in order to ensure their long-term commitment towards the organisation (International Labour Organisation, n.d.). Different research has measured employee well-being through different dimensions of their interaction including physical health, mental health (Ponting, 2020), social health and financial health (Tuzovic & Kabadayi, 2020).
As mentioned earlier, smarter working allows flexible working conditions to employees that encourages them to gain more control over their jobs, in result becoming more accountable. This gained freedom results in increasing job performance for individuals as greater autonomy yields more productivity and efficiency (Olcer & Florescu, 2015). Different studies have also proved that the work from home policy issued during the pandemic, resulted in high productivity after the organisations completely settled into the work from home regime (Ozimek, 2020). In fact, as compared to physical workspaces, virtual workspaces were more efficient (Ratna & Kaur, 2016). Big companies such as Google and Facebook also reported an increase in productivity due to providing smarter working conditions such as work from home to its employees. 
The fact remains that these organisations completely asked their employees to turn to work from home and only focus on achieving daily targets on their own accord without constraining them to any working methods or fixed working timings. This ease and convenience that enabled employees to accomplish their tasks with autonomy, responsibility, and freedom, increased their overall job performance as it made them feel directly involved with the company’s success (Lerman & Greene, 2020). This research can, therefore, examine the effect of smarter working conditions more over the employees of the public sector who day and night face many challenges while implementing similar models of the private sector within their own industry. Moreover, it will also enlighten the relation between smarter working conditions and job performance through high satisfaction levels meanwhile, also analysing how HR practices can moderate the effect of this relation as well, based on existing literature. subjective wellbeing, also called self-reported wellbeing, refers to how people experience and assess their lives’ different activities and spheres (National Research Council, 2013) and covers many aspects of their subjective mental state (Torre & Sarti, 2019). Subjective wellbeing includes numerous evaluations that people make of their lives using questionnaires that record their affective reactions to their experiences (Torre and Sarti, 2019). 
For several years, UK policymakers emphasised Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth as the most vital means to better or enhance citizen’s quality of life. More recently, the UK government and its advisers have turned their attention and focus to other essential measures, including individuals’ subjective wellbeing. However, citizens in developed economies do not necessarily become happier with increased prosperity. Rather, evidence highlights the link and association between employees’ SBW at their workplace and their performances (Kelliher and De Menezes, 2019). Therefore, the UK government’s stakeholders must become aware of appropriate ways to measure and define workplace wellbeing and identify the specific job characteristics of individual employees that may influence their wellbeing within the workplace. 
For long, a positive and happy attitude towards the job role has been acknowledged as a competitive advantage within the economy. If the workers are happy, they are more inclined towards doing their best meanwhile aiding the organisation indirectly in achieving their objectives (Guest, 2002), thus reporting an improved job performance. A seller would only be good and motivated at his job if he is happy with it. A happy and positive attitude has also been known to reduce the impact of lack of skills within an individual meanwhile enabling them to become more active and even proactive when it comes to facing challenges. Thus, an improved employee well-being leads towards an improved job performance (Salas-Vallina, et al. 2020). Moreover, Warr and Nielsen (2018) have also reported that a worker who has an increased state of well-being is more likely to be productive as compared to his counterpart having a low well-being. Employee well-being also improves job satisfaction that in result motivates them to do even better with their jobs resulting in increased engagement as well. As flexible working increases employee well-being (Jensen, Patel & Messersmith, 2013) meanwhile, it has also been proved that flexible working has significantly improved worker’s performance. It can be said that employee well-being acts as a mediator between flexible working and job performance since without well-being an employee would not be satisfied and would not perform better within his job role. 
Through analysis it has been proved that providing flexibility and degree of freedom to employees, they are more satisfied with their jobs having more control over how they carry out their tasks thus, improving their overall well-being as well (Menezes and Kelliher, 2011). Therefore, most of the research carried out concerning employee well-being is in relation to job satisfaction and stress since these are the main factors that contribute towards creating either a positive or a negative influence over the well-being of an employee. Different research has claimed that employee well-being since long has been significantly associated with increasing job performance and productivity (Keeman, et al., 2017). The relation is so strong that it has also been noted that as employee well-being improves, the overall national health also improves (Goh et al., 2015). Tuzovic and Kabadayi (2020) studied employee well-being of an organisation during the coronavirus pandemic, reporting high levels of anxiety and stress thereby implying that all the employees were not that well looked after since some were in self-quarantine, some were experiencing the side effects of this disease, and some lost the balance between work and life. All of these outcomes took a toll over their health resulting in isolation, loneliness and depression and thus, negative KPI’s were reported during the start of the work from home policy in 2020. Moreover, the job demands and resource model also concluded that for an employee to be more efficient it is necessary to provide them the required resources so that they can manage it effectively. However, demands of government, the industry and the organisation require these resources to be changed from time to time that may take a toll over employee well-being as well (Brauchli, et al., 2013). This has been attributed to the fact that an industry requiring greater accountability of an individual can only drain their employees more whereas offering them more flexibility in terms of responsibility can improve well-being that results in reporting an improvement in the overall job performance as employees feel more empowered, responsible and in control of their jobs (Tuzovic & Kabadayi, 2020).
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Due to the COVID-19 global pandemic, more organisations and employees are turning to smarter working, as people are expected to stay at home and avoid contact with other people. The world of business will never be the same again, even post COVID-19. Smarter working practises, such as flexible working arrangements, will continue to grow in popularity as organisations seek to attain higher levels of flexibility and adaptability to remain competitive. Although the current global pandemic is the primary driver of smarter and agile working, the European Union (EU), Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and Institutional Labour Organisation (ILO) also recommend their implementation (Kattenbach et al., 2010; Kottey and Sharma, 2016). According to recent studies, most employees in the UK prefer working flexibly and have opted to spend all or most of their work time away from their offices. This trend has grown over the past ten years and is expected to rise in the future (Russell and Grant, 2020). In this regard, Figure 2.3 depicts the number of UK employees with flexible working hours between 2013 and 2024. According to the data, the number of employees adopting flexible working practices has steadily increased, from 3.2 million in 2013 to 4.4 million in 2023. This trend reflects the growing recognition of workplace flexibility as an essential component of modern work environments, fuelled by technological advancements and shifting workforce expectations. However, a slight decline in 2024 indicates potential challenges or adjustments to flexible work policies following the pandemic. Overall, the data show a significant increase in workplace flexibility over the last decade, which coincides with global shifts toward employee-centric work arrangements.
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Figure 2.3. Number of employees that are able to work flexi-time hours in the UK [2013-2024]
Source: https://www.statista.com/statistics/415887/number-of-employees-flextime-uk/
Smarter and agile working are buzz terms in the contemporary workplace, as they allow employees to respond efficiently and quickly and enhance their wellbeing. Smarter and agile working implies flexible work settings; the organisation’s employees have the freedom to choose the most appropriate environment for them to perform their job optimally. The organisation’s employees can work anywhere, anyplace, and anytime (Bryson, Forth and Stokes, 2017). Flexible working places more emphasis on the physical location of work and choosing working hours. In contrast, smarter and agile working place more emphasis on what the workplace can offer to the employee to optimise their work performance. However, smarter working emphasises the organisation’s employees, while agile working focuses on the impact on the organisation. Both approaches assist companies in attracting and retaining talent as bright minds desire work environments that are not highly regulated, exciting, and motivating. Smarter and agile working positively impact employees’ wellbeing by breaking the monotony of a complete workday spent in a single workspace, ultimately helping employees to remain engaged, innovative, and creative (AlMarar et al., 2021). Traditional office spaces promote stimuli that punctuate employees’ days with chances encounters and unplanned conversations that lead to new and novel ideas. However, smarter, and agile work environments where employees move between spaces and explore new surroundings result in higher stimuli levels, encouraging greater creation and innovation. 
	Another benefit of smarter and agile working is that it discourages employees from being desk-bound for eight hours a day, thereby offsetting the risks associated with a sedentary lifestyle (Ramsay, Scholarios and Harley, 2000). A sedentary lifestyle increases the risk of a wide range of chronic conditions; it can slow metabolism in the short run, hindering the body’s ability to regulate blood pressure and blood sugar levels effectively. Smarter and agile working discourages employees from sitting for long periods and is associated with enhanced employee health and wellbeing. Even the Job Demand, Control and Support Model supports the relation between smarter working and employee well-being. The model provided by Johnson and Hall (1988) had originated as a result of identifying factors which contribute towards increased stress levels among employees. Job demands include workload, pressure, and emotional demands of an employee during his job or the way he carries his duties. In order to maintain employee well-being, it is important that a high demanding job should be teamed with high job control as well. Similarly, job control is the amount of freedom given to employees in order to navigate their entire duties based on how they seem it fits towards their own competencies. Meanwhile, job support is the amount of efforts put in by the employer to meet each need and requirement of the employee in order to help them achieve their objectives personally and professionally. Utilising this model, it avidly explains that smarter working which incorporates all the above elements of the models within its system has a positive influence over employee well-being (Hausser, et al., 2010). 
	Implementing smarter and agile working in the UK public sector has enabled individuals to optimise their work-life balance, enhancing wellbeing. Ultimately, a better work-life balance in the UK led to greater gender equality rights, allowing both mothers and fathers to easily juggle childcare responsibilities within their respective work duties. According to Harris (2015), London led the way in terms of public organisations that offered employees some form of agile workspace. Initially, the rise of smarter and agile working in the UK public sector was criticised. However, the COVID-19 pandemic has affected when, where and how people across the globe work, and it is now more acceptable. To avoid smarter and agile working encroaching on employees’ home lives, setting boundaries is essential (Charalampous, Grant, Tramontano and Michailidis, 2019). For example, employees can decide on a time limit, such as 05:00 PM, after which they will not reply to any issues regarding the workplace until the next day. 
Employees’ subjective wellbeing increases when they do not have to commute to work, as this saves them the stress, frustration, time, and travel costs associated with commuting. Commuting is a nuisance for various employees who get frustrated during their time commuting towards work or some even get annoyed by the noise pollution/traffic on the streets during office hours. Many of the employees even spend a lot of their time on commuting which can be otherwise used to carry out their tasks (Chatterjee et al., 2018). In addition, Chatterjee et al. (2018) report that mood is lower during commuting than during any other daily tasks, implying that circumventing travelling to work enhances subjective wellbeing. The findings of Halonen et al. (2020) suggest that risks of physical inactivity and poor sleep increase with long periods of commuting, especially in employees who work longer hours. Smart and agile working negates the need for commuting to the office. The time that employees save can result in a better work-life balance, including having more time for themselves and their families, and an overall improved sense of subjective wellbeing (Angelici and Profeta, 2020; Halonen et al., 2020). 
Smarter and agile working is suitable for the UK public sector as it has a more typical workforce than the country’s private sector. The use of communication and information technology associated with smarter and agile working facilitates a conducive working environment, which has enhanced the work-life balance of the UK public sector employees (De Ménezes and Kelliher, 2011). Employees become less reliant on traditional office-based secretarial support, and they have the opportunity to work on documents from any convenient location. Pescara (2021) suggests that changes in the expectations of the UK public sector employees and the need to add value to their services drive the smarter and more agile work agenda. Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic has driven the smarter and agile work agenda, and most UK public sector organisations now offer employees an option of working from places other than from their main offices. 
The terms flexible, smarter, and agile working, often used interchangeably, refer to situations in which individuals worked beyond the conventional desk-based 09:00 AM to 05:00 PM traditional work model. However, smarter, and agile working differ from formal flexible working based on contractual and legal perspectives. Some UK public sector organisations choose to operate using an informal agile working arrangement, allowing their employees to work from their homes on an ad hoc basis or as needed (Weerakoon and McMurray, 2021), enhancing their subjective wellbeing. Public sector employees are provided with the flexibility to work partially or entirely from their homes or other suitable places. However, this can comprise organisations’ performance during core working hours and compress the work hours. The focus has shifted from time and attendance towards an enhanced work culture that concentrates on improved results and performance to alleviate these risks. 
The COVID-19 pandemic has seen approximately half of the UK working population moving towards smarter or agile working arrangements, leading to the need to understand and guarantee employees’ wellbeing within this changing paradigm. In implementing smarter and agile working in the UK public sector, employees were allowed the autonomy to decide how they wanted to execute their duties. This arrangement stipulated the days required for certain employees to be in their offices and when they were required to attend important team meetings at their workplace. Furthermore, to ensure employee subjective wellbeing and effective job performance, the UK government identified the need for a flexible, smarter, and agile working policy. The UK policy drafted aims to strike a balance between flexibility and autonomy by setting appropriate boundaries to ensure optimal job performance and indicates that the government is open to exploring future flexible arrangements to improve employee morale (Rawnak, 2020).
In addition, the UK government, as public sector’s employer, must examine how smarter and agile working has embedded itself into employees’ working culture (Mangiavacchi, Piccoli and Pieroni, 2021). This includes exploring if and how smarter and agile working has enhanced UK public sector employees’ wellbeing and general engagement, and client satisfaction with the public sector services. 
Allowing such freedom and flexibility towards employees’ regarding their jobs and responsibilities thus, improves their well-being due to improved work environment, work life balance and the degree of freedom, based on which the following hypotheses have been derived: 
H2: Smarter working is positively and negatively related to employees’ well-being in public organisations
H2a: Smarter working is positively related to employees’ job satisfaction in public organisations
H2b:  Smarter working is negatively related to employees’ stress in public organisations
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Employee wellbeing or welfare is a ‘legitimate target of government policy’ and an important focus of the UK and other governments (Bryson, Forth and Stokes, 2014). Enhanced wellbeing might be conducive to economic growth. Employees’ subjective wellbeing and its potential impact on work performance are essential in the contemporary world, despite little empirical evidence to support the relationship (Guest, 2017). Recent reports on public policy and wellbeing highlighted that countries desire to measure how well they perform based on employee performance. In addition, the reports indicate that improved or enhanced employees’ wellbeing resulted in positive emotions, higher morale, less stress, and higher levels of job satisfaction (Davidescu, Apostu, Paul and Casuneanu, 2020). Furthermore, enhancing employee wellbeing by implementing smarter and agile working approaches improved organisational productivity and performance. Enhanced employee wellbeing reduces employee withdrawal behaviour and results in fewer negative behaviours, such as staff turnover, stress leave and unexplained absences (Hopkins and McKay, 2019).
Furthermore, failure to improve the welfare of employees ultimately resulted in an increase in uncertified sick leave, staff turnover, and even stress-related compensation claims by employees. However, it is prudent to note that welfare improvement does not necessarily imply reducing workplace stressors and avoiding distressing situations. It is essential to foster positive experiences and emotions towards work activities (Piening, Baluch and Salge, 2013). The lack of positive experiences and morale was more likely to cause stress than the specific negative stressors or experiences. One of the most substantial factors that influenced employees’ wellbeing is morale. Employees’ morale is greatly affected by the organisational climate, including the overall workplace culture and conditions. Enhancements in the working environment, such as staff recognition, leadership and decision-making procedures or processes, effectively increase staff morale and reduce stress (Burns and Machin, 2013). According to Di Nicola (2017), this approach increases productivity and decreases compensation costs. Furthermore, there is an excellent relationship between employee wellbeing and increased performance in smarter and agile work environments. 
Wellbeing implies more than simply avoiding stressful experiences. A lack of confidence, interest, and positive relationships in the workplace hampers employees’ wellbeing, affecting their work performance. Organisations can enhance wellbeing by making employees feel supported, valued, and productive. Promoting positive emotions and attitudes towards work rather than avoiding demanding situations appears to be one essential strategy to combat occupational stress (Burns and Machin, 2013). Investments in employee’s wellbeing can result in intangible benefits to organisations’ bottom line. Some employees reported experiencing higher wellbeing when employers implemented smarter working as they could work from the comfort of their homes in their own time, ultimately resulted in higher productivity and performance (Totterdil, Dhondt and Devons, 2016).
According to the self-determination theory (Ryan and Deci, 2000), higher employees’ wellbeing is associated with higher morale, resulting in higher productivity and performance (Petrillo, De Felice and Petrillo, 2021). The theory of emotion also proposes that employees’ emotional state affects their productivity and performance. Accordingly, a strong relationship between employees’ wellbeing and their work performance exists. In addition, employees’ positive emotions result in heightened motivation, leading to enhanced job outcomes and organisational citizenship. Therefore, as global organisations strived to become and remain successful, their employees must be kept in a ‘good state of health ‘(Anka, Thacker and Penhale, 2020), as poor employee wellbeing could ultimately lead to unsatisfactory job performance. Therefore, employees’ health and wellbeing are being given greater attention in the UK and globally as they are emerging as vital factors in organisational success. Literature highlights that, even though excessive work is not the primary cause of ill health among employees, it significantly impacts employees’ health and the pressure they experience in the workplace. Enhanced wellbeing is associated with environments that employees find rewarding, stimulating, enjoyable and exciting. 
According to Errichiello and Pianese (2019), stress is the major cause of the contemporary world’s issues, a by-product of modern life and an aspect of various work, home and personal activities. Pressurising an organisation’s employees with various work demands that they cannot cope with results in stress, negatively impacting employees and job performance. In addition, implementing smarter and agile working impacts employees’ daily schedules and activities, which may lead to stress and influence job performance.  Errichiello and Pianese (2019) also acknowledged that it is essential and healthy for employees in organisations to experience some form of changelessness that generates pressure; it may improve employee performance and enhance the quality of their lives. However, the pressure that individuals face in UK organisations can result in excessive stress (Rainero and Modarelli, 2020). Other factors which result in stress among organisational employees included but are not limited to lack of appropriate training, lack of autonomy or control, lack of involvement at workplaces, and poor workplace relationships among employees.
Leaders who value employees’ skills boost job satisfaction. Competence positively and significantly affects job satisfaction (Yazdanfar et al., 2014; Renyut et al., 2017). Renyut et al. (2017) found that knowledge, skills, attitude management, professionalism, and experience strongly affect job satisfaction. This suggests that well-developed competencies boost job satisfaction. High job satisfaction improves performance (Hayati and Caniago, 2012; Platisa et al., 2015). Hayati and Caniago (2012) found that job satisfaction affects employee performance, while Platisa et al. (2015) found that work quality is crucial. According to theoretical and empirical evidence, employee competence and job satisfaction are strongly correlated, emphasising the importance of employee development in organisations.
Anger, insecurity, and frustration cause stress in everyday life. Although stress is often seen as negative, it can have positive effects. Stress can boost performance in moderation, but too much can harm health (KCHC, 2010). Life events like leadership, decision-making, learning, and promotions cause stress. These situations are unavoidable, but positive stress, or eustress, can motivate people to work hard and succeed. Stress keeps people challenged, productive, and motivated (Venkatesh and Ram, 2015). People react to their surroundings differently, shaping their behaviour and attitudes (Smith and Hibbing, 2011). Stress cannot be eliminated, but constructive response is key. Stress can harm mental and physical health (Bauer and Erdogan, 2010). Unmet goals and needs cause stress, which is linked to physical and mental health (Michie, 2002). Occupational or job stress is linked to employees, their roles, and their performance (Zhu et al., 2017). Job stress impacts employees’ personal and professional lives (Vijayan, 2017). Research estimates that stress-related conditions like depression and anxiety cost 16 working days per year, with 40 to 60% of workers reporting negative health and work-life balance impacts (Ehsan and Ali, 2019). Prolonged or unmanaged stress can lower employee performance and increase absenteeism and turnover due to stress-related health issues (Abbas & Kumari, 2021).
The subjective wellbeing of individuals in the UK is associated with enhanced job performance and smarter or agile working. An individual’s subjective wellbeing at the workplace is influenced by their personal characteristics and those of other employees at their workplaces (Mari et al., 2021). It is also important for the UK government to recognise the relationship between an individual’s characteristics and subjective wellbeing, because it shapes employees’ work experiences. Importantly, individuals’ subjective wellbeing tends to be higher when employees have the autonomy to decide on their job tasks, and there are positive interpersonal relationships between managers and their employees. In addition, job performance is reportedly higher when employees have autonomy or control over executing their duties. Based on the literature pieces of evidence, the study offers the research hypotheses:
H3: Employees’ well-being is positively related to job performance in public organisations
H3a: Employees’ satisfaction is positively related to job performance in public organisations
H3b:  Employees’ stress is negatively related to job performance in public organisations
Employee Well-being, Smarter Working and Job Performance
Greater employee autonomy, which is associated with smarter and agile working, enhances employee wellbeing and increases productivity. Employees are encouraged to work with maximum flexibility and minimum constraints. Allowing employees to take complete control of their working day, including when, where and how they work, plays a critical role in organisations’ overall success (Cheese, 2020). Employee autonomy allows them to choose to work in different environments in their preferred manner that best suits their specific job to enhance their productivity. The UK public organisations have empowered employees to work anywhere and choose how and when to work, ultimately optimising their performance to deliver superior services (De Ménezes and Kelliher, 2011). Smarter and agile working use communication and information technology, allowing employees to work in ways best suited to their individual needs without being affected by traditional limitations (De Ménezes and Kelliher, 2011). 
Few research studies (Mostafa, 2021; Gharia, Narang and Karnik, 2020) have also mentioned that allowing flexible or smarter working conditions where employees are given full autonomy regarding decisions related to their jobs increases space for stress and increased workload. Even during the pandemic, the reliance over remote working with the decreased balance between work and life has further degraded the well-being of employees. It has even led to the creation of further confusion among employees regarding how each decision would pan out and whether they will be responsible for each decision resulting in deduction of salaries (Mostafa, 2021).
A prevalence of empirical and theoretical literature suggests a strong causal relationship between employees’ wellbeing and job performance, with enhanced wellbeing resulting in higher performance. Consequently, many firms in the UK now prioritise employee’s wellbeing, based on the assumption that happier workers will ultimately result in improved organisational productivity and individual job performance (Wood, Veldhoven, Croon and Ménezes, 2012). The workforce’s wellbeing is essential as it determines the performance of employees and the entire organisation. Kylili et al. (2020) suggest that work overload negatively affects employee wellbeing and, therefore, job performance. When employees are overburdened with work, they experience health and mental issues, including elevated stress leading to absence from work. If they can work, they may find it difficult to discharge their respective duties in an effective way (Kylili et al., 2020).
Similarly, Wood et al. (2012) has also noted the mediating influence that employee well-being has over job design and performance. There are only two ways that organisations directly involve their employees in i.e., job design and organisational culture. Both involvements significantly add to the changes occurring within the job design entirely. As greater flexibility is allowed to the employees, they are more likely to arrange their entire job design according to their needs and therefore, this high involvement process allows them with much more satisfaction with their jobs as well as where they are employed. Employees rearranging their entire job design according to their needs, gain flexibility and are much more productive than usual, increasing their well-being as well since they have the ability to do their jobs accordingly. Meanwhile, the autonomy granted to each employee may as well increase anxiety since employees lack effective knowledge to make decisions for themselves. Flexible arrangements may also increase overall workload which causes a subsequent increase in stress levels of employees affecting their well-being negatively. Due to the excessive workload, personal and professional stress, employee well-being decreases which then subsequently causes an increase in job anxiety. 
Employees’ well-being mediates the relationship between smarter working and job performance in public organisations and has strong support in the literature. Research on work design, such as that by Parker et al. (2017) and Andrei and Parker (2018), demonstrates that well-structured job environments improve employee performance and psychological health and well-being. Smarter working practices, such as flexible hours, remote work options, and task autonomy, have increased job satisfaction and engagement, thereby improving performance outcomes (Felstead and Henseke, 2017; Choudhury et al., 2021). Furthermore, research shows that these practices reduce stress and improve work-life balance, which benefits employees’ mental health and ability to perform effectively in their roles (Prasad et al., 2020; Molino et al., 2020). Such findings highlight the mediating role of well-being, as smarter working environments directly contribute to creating a supportive environment that boosts performance by improving employee well-being.
Furthermore, studies such as those by Grant et al. (2013) and Angelici and Profeta (2024) show that smarter working promotes well-being by increasing autonomy, lowering workplace stressors, and allowing employees to balance personal and professional responsibilities better. These factors improve job performance because happier employees are more engaged, motivated, and productive (Wright, 2006; Ryan and Deci, 2000). Furthermore, well-being is an important intermediary, mitigating the negative effects of job-related stressors, as evidenced by studies on technostress and remote work challenges during the COVID-19 pandemic (Molino et al., 2020). Incorporating smarter working practices into public organisations emphasises the importance of prioritising employee well-being to achieve optimal job performance results. Based on the literature pieces of evidence, the study offers the research hypothesis:
H4: Employees’ well-being mediates the relationship between smarter working and job performance in public organisations
[bookmark: _Toc81045590]Moderating effect of HRM practices over Smarter Working and Employee Well-being
Human resource management is supported through the practices initiated by the HR department (Jensen and Voorde, 2016). These practices may be differently oriented i.e., control and committed that have an entirely different kind of approach towards managing human resources. Control oriented HRM system has not been formed for neglecting human resources, yet its approach was more fixated on maintaining order and efficiency within the workforce of the organisation. This can be done through constructing strict rules and policies that govern the actions of its employees treating them as replaceable commodities instead of leveraging them towards their own advantage. Thus, this approach was mainly fixated over making the workforce achieve organisational goals (Hauff, et al., 2014). The dark side of the same system as Jensen and Voorde (2016) explain is using tactics and techniques that have a negative effect over the well-being of employees. This is the reason why Guest (2017) argues future research should identify which individual HR practices have positive/negative effect on specific well-being, rather than examining a hold-all HRM system. However, a technology motivated world requires much more than just attention towards the needs of the employees. The world demands that human resources become a part of the board room since it is highly complex to manage an entire human workforce through only HR strategies. On the other hand, there are yet some HR professionals that hold the belief that since they have been employed by the employer themselves, they only are accountable towards their employer and therefore, ignore the needs of the employees to meet the needs of the employer, resorting to negative practices. Negative recruitment is a dark side of HR practices where an employee is hired into another organisation of similar nature through referrals provided by his previous supervisor only to be terminated during probation based on him not being able to achieve organisational target in his previous role. Even interns are being used to work as a regular employee however are only paid a minute stipend that does not compensate their hard work. Organisation culture can also be created that can discriminate against other groups or a certain individual based on his behaviour and attitude. Therefore, there are various aspects to an employee that comes under the HR department and how it processes things (Nanayakkara, 2020).
On the other hand, the commitment oriented HRM system demands looking after the employees interests first before processing any organisational goals. It is necessary to create a strategic fit between employee demands and organisational goals which can only be done through generating effective HR practices. Engaging employees within strategic decisions and developing them continuously to improve upon their skills not only improve their own mental well-being but also significantly increases job performance as a result of benefits, effective performance measures and recognition. It is important to prioritise their needs when implementing working conditions since they are the ones to follow with the process and achieve organisational efficiency (Hauff, et al., 2014).
Based on the works of Salas-Vallina, Alegre and Lopez-Cabrales (2021), HR systems clearly influence employee well-being. In case if the HR system is not properly devised, the individuals may face extreme negative consequences over their physical and mental performance. As mentioned by Nanayakkara (2020), dark sides of HR practices can resort towards using negative practices in order to terminate an employee or make him work extra however are compensated less. All of these outcomes result in a highly stressful situation for hardworking individuals who do not get a work/life balance that is essential for the mental well-being of each individual irrespective of his job role. Similarly, employee discrimination and creating an exclusive work culture may also make the employee more isolated and depressed regarding the state of the situation that can negatively influence his job performance as well (Salas-Vallina, et al., 2021). In fact, smarter working is also a change within the organisation that works on a traditional frame of work therefore requires effective communication among all employees in order to adapt to it successfully that in the case of negative HR practices would be highly impossible. Smarter Working also provides and supports employee autonomy, flexibility, and innovative drive that with the influence of negative HR practices can become further hard since the employee may not be gaining the level of support that he requires as collaboration is an important part of smarter working that an exclusive organisational culture may reduce significantly. Similarly, providing training opportunities to individuals based on favouritism and their culture may also reduce the productivity of the workforce as they feel neglected and unwanted, increasing levels of depression, dissatisfaction which in return may also increase the organisation turnover (Raguseo, et al., 2016). Therefore, having different approaches to an HR system may also influence the job performance of individuals along with their well-being. Hence, the following hypothesis has been derived:
H5: HRM practices moderate the relationship between smarter working and employee well-being.
Underpinning Theories: Job Demand-Resources (JD-R) Theory and Self-Determination Theory (SDT)
The theoretical framework is explained when Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Theory and Self-Determination Theory (SDT) are combined (Figure 2.4). According to JD-R theory, job performance and employee well-being are determined by the interaction of job demands and resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). In this study's framework, smarter working is viewed as a resource that improves job performance by increasing employee satisfaction and decreasing stress (Yunus et al., 2023; Galanakis & Tsitouri, 2022; Berger et al., 2019). Furthermore, leadership practices integrated into human resource management (HRM) provide additional organisational support by increasing employee satisfaction and reducing stress (Tummers & Bakker, 2021; Ndengu & Leka, 2022). This is consistent with research indicating that managerial support moderates the impact of job resources on well-being outcomes (Yunus et al., 2023; Bakker & de Vries, 2021). Thus, the model's direct and mediated links between smarter working, employee well-being, and job performance are heavily based on JD-R assumptions.
Self-determination theory adds to this model by explaining how internal psychological needs (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) mediate the relationships between job design and employee outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Blechman et al., 2022; Manganelli et al., 2018). Smarter work environments promote autonomy and competence, boosting intrinsic motivation and satisfaction while lowering stress and improving job performance (Camilleri, 2021; Krause et al., 2019; McAnally & Hagger, 2024). For example, Li et al. (2021) found that employees with high future work selves report higher workplace well-being under supportive conditions, which is directly reflected in the H2a and H2b paths. Furthermore, organisational practices that promote autonomy support, as highlighted by Nunes et al. (2024) and Blechman et al. (2022), result in sustained employee engagement, which is consistent with the framework's mediation effect (H4).
The moderating role of HRM practices on smarter working (H5) is empirically supported using the JD-R theory. Li et al. (2023) emphasise that HRM practices must be differentiated between challenge-demand and job resource to impact well-being positively. When supported by resource-enabling HRM policies, smarter working strategies effectively buffer job demands and increase satisfaction (Mura et al., 2018; Yin et al., 2018). Yunus et al. (2023) and Dicke et al. (2017) demonstrate that these HRM practices promote better work environments, resulting in lower employee stress and higher satisfaction. The interaction between HRM support and smarter working thus has a significant impact on employee psychological health and work outcomes, emphasising the importance of including moderating pathways such as H5 in the theoretical model.
JD-R and SDT agree that employee satisfaction and stress (H2, H3) mediate the relationship between smarter working and job performance. According to JD-R, high job resources lead to increased engagement and well-being, which improves job performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Zhou et al., 2022). Simultaneously, SDT emphasises that meeting basic psychological needs catalyses intrinsic motivation and emotional well-being, which explains why employee satisfaction mediates the smarter working job performance link (Nunes et al., 2024; Manganelli et al., 2018). This mediating mechanism is consistent with the findings of Blechman et al. (2022), who noted that global and specific psychological needs predict well-being and performance outcomes. The negative impact of employee stress on job performance (H3b) is consistent with the findings of Berger et al. (2019) and Tummers and Bakker (2021), who discovered that stress depletes resources required for effective job performance.
The overall integration of JD-R and SDT provides a comprehensive understanding of employee performance in smarter working conditions, as proposed in the framework. The direct effects, mediated pathways, and moderated relationships are consistent with the complex, multilevel dynamics described by Bakker and Demerouti (2017) and the self-regulation processes proposed by SDT scholars such as Gagné et al. (2022) and Camilleri (2021). JD-R theory frames the structural aspects (resources and demands), whereas SDT explains the motivational underpinnings, providing complementary explanations for why smarter working, facilitated by supportive HRM, increases employee satisfaction, reduces stress, and improves job performance. The systematic reviews by Tummers and Bakker (2021), Berger et al. (2019), and Nunes et al. (2024) all show that for optimal performance and well-being outcomes, organisations must strategically combine structural job resources with motivational supports, as captured in the framework.
A framework for understanding the relationship between job demands, resources, and their effects on employee outcomes like job performance and well-being is supported by the Job Demand-Resources (JD-R) theory and Self-Determination Theory (SDT). According to the JD-R theory, job resources that improve employee engagement and job performance include autonomy, technological integration, and flexibility through smarter working (Alnoor et al. (2021; Parker et al., 2023; Paliga, 2022). Research highlights that tools such as autonomy in decision-making and encouraging surroundings encourage intrinsic motivation, which results in improved performance (Parker et al., 2023; Paliga, 2022). By reducing role conflict and boosting autonomy, for example, creative job designs dramatically improve performance and satisfaction, as Parker and Knight (2023) demonstrated using the SMART model. Similarly, Alnoor et al. (2021) directly connect the JD-R model with resource-driven job performance improvements by identifying job resources like role clarity and feedback as important drivers of open innovation.
By emphasizing the resource conservation strategies that lower job stress and raise job satisfaction, the JD-R theory also clarifies the mediating function of employee well-being. A key psychological mechanism that converts the advantages of smarter working—such as less workload and more resources—into better performance is employee well-being. According to Zhang and Ma (2021), job well-being is crucial in maintaining productivity by mediating the relationship between job resources (such as autonomy and support) and employee innovation behaviour. The significance of well-being in reducing stress is further demonstrated by Yasinta et al. (2024), who show that emotional exhaustion—a negative well-being indicator—mediates the relationship between job demands like technological complexity and job performance. According to JD-R theory, contextual elements like HRM procedures can enhance the beneficial impacts of job resources on performance and well-being. Smarter working environments maximize well-being and reduce job stress thanks to effective HRM practices, which include performance reviews, training, and resource availability. In line with JD-R’s focus on maximizing job resources, studies such as Johari et al. (2021) demonstrate that emotional intelligence and resource availability mitigate the effect of job characteristics on engagement and performance. Furthermore, Suzianti et al. (2022) investigate how HRM policies leverage resources to increase the productivity benefits of smarter working, supporting the moderating role suggested in this hypothesis.​
	On the other hand, Self-Determination Theory (SDT) offers a thorough framework for human motivation by addressing the satisfaction of three fundamental psychological needs: relatedness, competence, and autonomy. According to SDT, autonomy is a basic psychological need that promotes intrinsic motivation and improves performance (Zhou & Li, 2023). According to SDT, the autonomy dimension is closely aligned with smarter working practices that give employees flexibility and control over tasks. Gagné et al. (2022) showed that by encouraging intrinsic interest in tasks, work environments that support autonomy boost motivation and enhance job performance. Similarly, Zaman et al. (2020) found that gig workers perform better when their work is in line with their values, increasing their sense of competence and independence. These results support the idea that smarter working enhances job performance by meeting workers’ demands for autonomy. According to SDT, work environments that foster relatedness, competence, and autonomy directly improve employee well-being. Brenner (2022) demonstrated the dual impact of competence and autonomy on well-being by finding that encouraging self-determined motivation through autonomy-supportive practices lowers stress and increases job satisfaction. 
Furthermore, Zhou and Li (2023) used SDT in an educational setting. They discovered that settings that promoted competence and autonomy positively impacted participants’ motivation and well-being, confirming the idea that well-being acts as a mediator between task structure and results. These results support the mediating role of well-being postulated in the research by indicating that smarter working improves well-being and job performance. According to SDT, contextual elements like HRM procedures can enhance the benefits of relatedness, competence, and autonomy. The competence and relatedness needs are met by HRM practices like training, recognition, and personalized feedback, which foster an environment that supports worker performance and well-being. According to Tripathi et al. (2022), by matching tasks with intrinsic motivators, algorithmic management techniques based on SDT principles improve employee motivation and satisfaction. Similarly, Chong et al. (2024) demonstrated how motivation and well-being outcomes were greatly enhanced by newcomer socialization techniques created to satisfy SDT needs.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework depicted in Figure 2.4 creates a model that integrates smarter working, human resource management (HRM), employee well-being, and job performance. There is a direct effect of smarter working on job performance (H1). Smarter working improves well-being by increasing satisfaction (H2a) and reducing stress (H2b). The direct link between smarter working and job performance (H1) is further complicated by the effects of well-being dimensions, with satisfaction positively influencing job performance (H3a) and stress having a negative impact (H3b). Employee well-being then mediates the relationship between smarter working and job performance (H4), emphasising the critical role of employee satisfaction and stress in translating smarter working practices into better performance results. HRM directly impacts employee well-being (H5), which is divided into two dimensions: satisfaction and stress. This framework emphasises the synergistic effects of HRM and smarter working practices in creating a well-being-oriented workplace that improves individual and organisational performance.
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[bookmark: _Toc197072219]METHODOLOGY
This chapter entails a detailed overview of the methodology adopted within the research study for the collection and analysis of data. A positivist approach is considered within the study portraying a social and objective reality. The research philosophy forms the main foundation for the study, paving direction for further data collection techniques to be implemented. This approach, therefore, assumes that future prediction can be made based on past and present events formed by functional relations. It can also be called as to using the forecasting approach, since the proposed study is inclined towards collecting quantitative data, usually used in the strategy of exploration (Melnikovas, 2018).  
In regard to theory development, a deductive approach is utilised which based on general observations, associates findings towards specific use cases (Reyes, 2004). The study also progresses from founding the research over theoretical concepts leading towards carrying out an empirical survey i.e. from general to specific, in order to deduce the findings. Specific hypotheses have already been developed within the study which will be tested within a selected sample through the collection of quantitative data. Moreover, smarter working is generally a new concept within the industry gradually being implemented throughout the world as a result of the boost provided by the Coronavirus pandemic (Charalampous, Grant, Tramontano, & Michailidis, 2019). 
The study focuses on employees from Network Rail and Transport for London (TfL), targeting central staff responsible for support services such as HR, Finance, and Marketing. A purposive sampling technique is applied to ensure that the respondents possess relevant knowledge and experience to provide meaningful insights. The survey questionnaire is designed using validated scales from previous studies, adapted to the context of smarter working and public sector challenges.
Research Philosophy
Psychology researchers and writers use sociology, anthropology, and philosophy to contextualize the human self. The approach is widely used in psychology across many research fields. Ontology, epistemology, and technique are essential for research (Seliger, 1989). They must understand how these concepts apply to a quantitative research design (Collis & Hussey, 2003). Failure to understand these foundations might damage the research process and make the conclusions unpalatable to other researchers (Dörnyei, 2007). According to Gray (2013), ontology is the view of people, society, and the world and their relationships. Ontology examines the nature and assumptions of world entities (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Two main ontological theories dominate discussions of social world realities: (a) a single objective reality (Bryman, 2004) and (b) numerous realities coexisting (Bryman, 2007). The first method examines social phenomena objectively, while the second explores social reality through human experiences (Bryman & Bell, 2011).
However, epistemology is how scholars define reality. Creswell (2003) suggests asking, "What is the relationship between the researcher and what is being researched?" to identify epistemological assumptions (Brown, 2017). Research that seeks knowledge without imposing personal viewpoints is positivistic (Ansari et al., 2016; Hollway, 2018). Positivism holds that scientific research uncovers an objective reality independent of human perception. 
Research methodology is essential to any study. Silverman (2016) states that researchers employ techniques to acquire and analyse data. Methodology decides whether the research uses qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-methods approaches. Hughes and Sharrock (1997) stress the necessity of matching research methods to research problems.
This study used a quantitative research design, so it meets the ontological, epistemological and methodological assumptions in psychological context. The ontological assumption of Work Smarter, Thrive Better is that varied employee experiences and managerial methods shape multiple workplace realities. This concept supports the idea that organisational environments are dynamic and open to interpretation based on individual and collective experiences. For instance, Prus et al. (2017) show how workplace democracy and people's behaviours affect workplace innovation, reflecting the material, social, and cultural aspects of labour. Bohan (2022) also assumes that organisational size and personality qualities influence employees' subjective wellbeing experiences, highlighting the heterogeneity of workplace realities. The study emphasises the practical relationship between employees and their workplace. Based on the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory, Buick et al. (2024) examine managerial support for flexible working and how resource dynamics affect wellbeing. Sharafizad and Redmond (2020) used an interpretivist approach that uses semi-structured interviews to understand higher education employees' discretionary effort experiences.
This study uses a quantitative approach to examine how smarter working and HRM practices affect public sector employee wellbeing and job performance in the UK. This matches the research by Martin (2021) on remote working, motivation, and wellbeing, which employs logistic regression and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). In addition, Gumbie et al. (2023) use theme analysis of interviews with Zimbabwean urban local authority HR practitioners to uncover contextual issues, proving that qualitative methodologies capture complex organisational realities. These methods offer a complete framework for studying workplace dynamics and consequences.
The study provides a solid framework for understanding how smarter working techniques affect employee results by synthesising various ontological, epistemological, and methodological approaches. Recognising varied workplace realities supports diverse employee experiences, while pragmatic epistemology provides concrete insights for managerial and policy actions. Doing a quantitative method lets you research workplace dynamics holistically, using their strengths. This methodological rigor is comparable to previous studies that used empirical data and contextual analysis to address similar organisational difficulties. These factors make the study a valuable contribution to understanding how HRM and workplace innovations might improve employee wellbeing and performance across varied settings.
Research Paradigm 
A psycho-social perspective, which integrates psychoanalytic paradigms of subjectivity and acknowledges the social construction and contextualisation of identities, can help identity theory overcome its problematic binaries (Al-Ababneh, 2020). These include natural-social, universal-particular, and freely chosen-heavily regulated binaries. Collis and Hussey (2003) divided research paradigms into positivistic and phenomenological (interpretivist) types. Collis and Hussey (2003) define a paradigm as "the progress of scientific practice based on people’s philosophies and assumptions about the world and the nature of knowledge" (p. 46). This implies that beliefs about the world strongly influence research design and methods. As cited in Collis and Hussey (2003), Creswell (1994) defines the positivistic paradigm as quantitative research and the phenomenological paradigm as qualitative research. Collis and Hussey (2003) and Al-Ababneh (2020) detail these paradigms' research methodology and method characteristics. Their work shows how these paradigms differ and connect, helping researchers understand how their philosophical views affect inquiry and data collection (see Table 3.1).
	This study tests the impact of smarter working and HRM on employees’ wellbeing and job performance among public sectors in the UK. The concept is related to the psychology where attitudes and behaviours are measured based on the philosophical assumptions. The study uses a quantitative research design, so a positivist paradigm suits the method best. According to Sarbin (Narrative Psychology, 1986), positivist approaches dominate psychology, so this study uses one. Positivists focus objectively on measurable variables (Berryman, 2019; Collis & Hussey, 2003). Their main goal is proof and explanation (Hollway, 2018), based on the idea that proper examination and deconstruction can simplify the world (p. 14). Positivists also believe that qualitative methods cannot adequately study causal relationships (Berryman, 2019) and prefer generalisable, context-free results (Al-Ababneh, 2020). In contrast, phenomenologists or interpretivists see the world as complex and believe it can be understood through the subjective meanings people assign to social actions in specific contexts (Bryman, 2004) but it is opposed to this research principles. Interacting with the phenomenon being studied reduces the researcher-subject distance (Collis & Hussey, 2003). Positivists value credibility and confirmability with objectivity, validity, and generalisability, which align with their ontological and epistemological views. Interactions create social reality, so positivists study objective realities (Crotty, 1998; Kincheloe & Tobin, 2009).
This study takes a positivist-phenomenological approach, similar to Ansari (2015)'s ontological position. Positivists believe truth is independent of consciousness and can be discovered through observation and experimentation (Guba et al., 2000). Their research questions test construct relationships using quantitative methods like randomised controlled trials and surveys to generate numerical data and test hypotheses (Berryman, 2019). Positivist methods use statistical analysis and reliability and validity standards to maintain objectivity and independence from the phenomena being studied. Positivists aim to produce generalisable results like physical and natural sciences (Saunders et al., 2009). This approach emphasises scientific discovery and technological advancement as progress drivers, highlighting scientific knowledge accuracy and certainty. Positivism claims that objects and phenomena have meaning independent of consciousness or perception (Berryman, 2019). This view shows confidence in science to discover universal truths and advance knowledge.
Table 3.1. Philosophical assumptions with research paradigms
	Concept
	Positivism
	Interpretivism
	Realism
	Pragmatism

	Ontology
	External, objective, and independent of social actors.
	Socially constructed, subjective, dynamic, and encompassing multiple realities.
	Exists independently of human thoughts and beliefs (realist); interpreted through social influences (critical realist).
	Reality is both external and socially influenced, integrating perspectives to align with research goals.

	Epistemology
	Credible data comes only from observable phenomena. Focus on causality and generalisation.
	Knowledge stems from subjective meanings and social contexts. Emphasis on understanding complex situations.
	Observable phenomena provide credible knowledge, but critical realism acknowledges misinterpretation due to insufficient data.
	Both observable data and subjective meanings provide valuable insights, depending on the research question.

	Axiology
	Research is conducted in a value-free manner, with researchers maintaining objectivity.
	Research is value-laden, with researchers embedded in the research, influencing the results.
	Research is inherently influenced by researchers' worldviews, cultural background, and biases.
	Values are integral to interpreting results, blending objectivity and subjectivity as needed.

	Data Collection
	Highly structured methods, large samples, and quantitative approaches; qualitative methods may also be used.
	Small samples, in-depth investigations, and qualitative methods are emphasized.
	Methods must align with the research topic, and both qualitative and quantitative approaches are accepted.
	Mixed-method designs, integrating both quantitative and qualitative techniques, are commonly employed.



A positivist approach is well suited to answering the outlined research questions because it uses measurable data and objective analysis to uncover relationships and test hypotheses, resulting in reliable and generalisable findings. For example, when investigating how smarter working influences employees' job performance (RQ1), a positivist framework allows for the quantification of variables such as performance metrics and workplace practices, allowing causality to be assessed using statistical techniques such as regression analysis (Martin, 2021; Saunders et al., 2009). This approach is consistent with previous research, such as Bohan (2022) investigated remote work and employee wellbeing and used quantitative method to establish clear links between organisational practices and outcomes. The positivist approach, which focuses on observable phenomena and measurable outcomes, provides strong evidence to support or refute claims, ensuring that the findings are grounded in empirical reality (Crotty, 1998; Al-Ababneh, 2020).
The positivist paradigm also serves as a solid foundation for addressing more complex relationships, such as how employees' wellbeing mediates the impact of smarter working on job performance (RQ3) or how HRM practices moderate the relationship between smarter working and employee wellbeing (RQ4). This approach makes quantifying indirect effects and contextual influences easier using advanced statistical methods (Prus et al., 2017; Saunders et al., 2009) like mediation and moderation analyses. Using this structured methodology, the study can investigate dual impacts (for example, job satisfaction and stress) with greater precision, similar to Sharafizad and Redmond's (2020) qualitative and quantitative insights into discretionary effort. Furthermore, the emphasis on causality in positivist methods ensures that the findings can inform actionable strategies for public organisations, reflecting the practical application focus of studies such as Martin (2021) and Prus et al. (2017). Overall, the positivist approach allows for systematically investigating research questions while producing credible, generalisable findings that can contribute to academic and practical advancements.
Research Design
Research design is a plan, framework, and strategy to answer research questions and control variance (Bhatt, 2020). The research framework includes hypotheses, operational implications, and data analysis strategies. The structure of the design determines how variables interact in the study. Cross-sectional studies can compare population groups at one time, like a snapshot. Data from this temporal "frame" yields insights. Exploratory and descriptive research often uses survey strategies to collect and analyse quantitative data using descriptive and inferential statistical methods (Saunders et al., 2009).
With a positivism research paradigm, the study uses a quantitative research design with a cross-sectional survey approach. The main research strategy adopted within the study is quantitative in nature since the research needs to account actual empirical observations of the sample in order to conclude effective answers for the research objectives proposed. It is also termed as a quasi-experimental study, based on mono-method quantitative, examining the cause-and-effect relationship between the independent and dependent variables considered within the study (Melnikovas, 2018). Using a quantitative method ensures that a larger population can easily be accessed without consuming a lot of essential time within the process. The analysis requires software such as SPSS and Smart PLS 4, which help to conclude results that can then be applied over a larger part of the population due to a large sample size. Furthermore, numbers, facts and figures, provide a stronger and effective representation of the data since it is without any interpretation bias from the side of the researcher, thus enabling the study to include reduced error (Rahman, 2020). 
Whereas, through the observational study, primary data can be examined in relation to the secondary data gathered through review of existing literature and case studies regarding the influence of smarter working over job performance. This would enable the researcher to save on time as no intervention is required on the part of the researcher. Direct and actual observations are made by the author to provide accurate and real time insights for the analysis (Sedgwick, 2014). A cross-sectional design will be considered within the study, to analyse the influence of smarter working within a fixed time period. It does not consume a lot of time as compared to its counterpart, longitudinal study. Moreover, this also reduces the overall cost of the study. Since, a cross-sectional study considers only one time period, a large part of the population can be included whereas a longitudinal study requires a small sample to be studied after a fixed time period. This also reduces any chances of loss in follow up along with the analysis of various variables at once (Levin, 2006).
Quantitative research uses deductive reasoning to test, confirm, or challenge theories (Leavy, 2022). This method measures variables and examines their relationships for patterns, correlations, and causality. Numerical insights are usually obtained through linear data collection and statistical analysis. The neutrality and objectivity of quantitative research allow large sample sizes to provide a broad understanding of phenomena. This method is ideal for providing a complete explanation or assessment of phenomena. Intersectionality research increasingly uses quantitative methods (Bowleg et al., 2016; Ghavami & Peplau, 2013; Greenwood, 2008; Harackiewicz, Canning, Tibbetts, Priniski, & Hyde, 2015; Seaton, Caldwell, Sellers, & Jackson, 2010), but their efficacy varies. Researchers using intersectional perspectives in quantitative research should follow guidelines that examine how systemic inequalities shape and reinforce social categories to improve methodological integrity. 
Table 3.2. Justifications and evidences of using Quantitative Research Design
	Serial No.
	Research Method/Design
	Research Paradigm
	Research Approach
	Sampling Technique
	Sources

	1
	Survey-based empirical analysis
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Convenience sampling (206 teachers)
	Rainero and Modarelli (2020)

	2
	Cross-sectional survey
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Random sampling (360 participants)
	Hassan et al. (2020)

	3
	Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (EFA/CFA)
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Purposive sampling (316 employees)
	Pradhan and Hati (2019) 

	4
	Structural equation modeling (SEM-PLS)
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Purposive sampling (105 employees)
	Sabuhari et al. (2020)

	5 
	Quantitative: Fuzzy Delphi Method & PLS-SEM
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Purposive sampling (260 employees)
	Alnoor et al. (2022)

	6 
	Pilot Study with Online Survey
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Random sampling (Italian employees)
	Petrillo et al. (2021)

	7
	Structural Equation Modeling
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Random sampling (315 MSME workers)
	Yasinta et al. (2024)

	8 
	Randomized Controlled Trial
	Positivism
	Quantitative
	Random sampling (310 workers)
	Angelici and Profeta (2023)

	9
	Survey-based quantitative study
	Positivist
	Deductive
	Random sampling
	Zaman et al. (2020)

	10
	Structured questionnaire
	Positivist
	Deductive
	Purposive sampling
	Xie et al. (2023)

	11
	Quantitative survey
	Positivist
	Deductive
	Simple random sampling
	Saadeh and Suifan (2019)

	12
	Cross-sectional survey
	Positivist
	Deductive
	Convenience sampling
	Nisar and Rasheed (2019)

	13
	PLS-SEM-based survey
	Positivist
	Deductive
	Convenience sampling
	Johari et al. (2021)

	14
	Survey-based quantitative research
	Positivist
	Deductive
	Stratified sampling
	Ali and Anwar (2021)



The social sciences use positivist quantitative research design to test hypotheses, measure variables, and objectively analyse relationships (see Table 3.2). This method has successfully examined workplace behaviours, organisational practices, and employee outcomes in many studies. Rainero and Modarelli (2020) examined teachers' technology acceptance and urgency in a convenience sampling survey. Hassan et al. (2020) examined how job satisfaction, stress, and motivation affect job performance in a cross-sectional survey with random sampling. These studies utilise quantitative methods to collect numerical data, which are then analysed using statistical tools to establish causality and generalisability. These studies follow positivism, which values objectivity and systematic observation to find facts.
Like Pradhan and Hati (2019) and Sabuhari et al. (2020), these studies used advanced quantitative methods like exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (EFA/CFA) and structural equation modelling. These methods let researchers validate measurement models and test complex variable relationships. In 2019, Pradhan and Hati developed and validated a scale to measure employee wellbeing using purposive sampling, while Sabuhari et al. (2020) used SEM-PLS to study how human resource flexibility affects employee performance. These studies demonstrate the power of quantitative research to understand complex organisational phenomena, benefiting academia and practice through purposive sampling and robust statistical models. Objective data collection and rigorous analysis align with positivist causality and generalisation, making these studies reliable and applicable across contexts.
The current study uses a quantitative research design like these previous studies to examine smarter working, employee wellbeing, and job performance. This study systematically examines variables using survey-based data collection like Rainero and Modarelli (2020) and Yasinta et al. (2024). Alnoor et al. (2022) and Johari et al. (2021) show structural equation modeling (SEM) ensures statistical rigor when testing mediating and moderating relationships. The current study uses a quantitative, positivist approach to objectively and generalisable examine how smarter working and HRM practices affect public sector employees' wellbeing and job performance. This alignment with previous studies strengthens the research design and ensures the results add meaning to knowledge.
Deductive Approach
This study uses a deductive approach to test the existing theory and hypotheses. The research questions are best answered using the deductive approach, starting with theories and frameworks, forming hypotheses, and testing them empirically. Deductive reasoning emphasises objectivity, systematic data collection, and hypothesis testing to validate variable relationships, aligning with positivism. Based on the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model, which predicts how workplace practices affect performance, this study examines how smarter working affects job performance (RQ1). Johari et al. (2021) and Alnoor et al. (2022) use structured quantitative techniques like PLS-SEM to test hypotheses, demonstrating the effectiveness of deductive approaches in exploring causal relationships.
The study addresses RQ2 by examining how smarter working affects job satisfaction and stress. A deductive approach lets researchers test specific hypotheses about these relationships to study their nature and magnitude thoroughly. Saadeh and Suifan (2019) and Nisar and Rasheed (2019) have used surveys and deductive methods to study the impact of workplace factors on stress and satisfaction, demonstrating the suitability of this approach for studying wellbeing. The current study validates these relationships and refines our understanding of smarter working practices' dual effects on employees' psychological states by leveraging theoretical insights.
The deductive approach is ideal for testing the mediation and moderation models for RQ3 and RQ4, which examine the mediating role of employees’ wellbeing and the moderating role of HRM practices. Sabuhari et al. (2020) and Yasinta et al. (2024) demonstrate how structural equation modeling, a quantitative tool in deductive research, can effectively test complex relationships. The study uses hypotheses based on theories like the JD-R model and tests them to ensure its findings are grounded in prior knowledge while providing new insights. The deductive objective and replicable methods improve the reliability and validity, making it ideal for public-sector research. The deductive approach provides a structured framework for systematically answering each research question, ensuring theoretically sound and empirically sound findings.
Target Population
Population refers to the entire group of individuals or entities from which a researcher seeks to draw conclusions and generalize findings (Leavy, 2022). The target population has been reduced to employees currently working within the public sector. Moreover, only the organisations of UK have been considered due to geographical constraints and the reduced scope of the research study to examine the research variables within United Kingdom (UK) only. This study targets employees of Network Rail and Transport in London. Network Rail manages the UK railway infrastructure while providing London-specific transport services. These organisations were chosen because they have diverse but complementary operational structures and can shed light on smarter working practices, employee well-being, and job performance. These organisations allow the study to include perspectives from two critical sectors: public service, transport, and infrastructure, which are pioneering flexible and innovative working practices.
This study covers Network Rail nationwide operations and localised transport services in London. This geographical focus is necessary to understand how regional and national smarter working practices differ. TfL employees work in an urban, high-density environment, while Network Rail employees work in urban and rural areas, contrasting how location affects flexible working and HRM. The regional diversity of the two organisations ensures that the findings apply to all UK public sector organisations. This study proposes 1,000 respondents, representing 5-6% of the two organisations' workforces. Around 28,000 people work for TfL and about 42,000 for Network Rail, with one-third in HR, Finance, and Marketing. A 1,000-person sample is statistically robust for generalising findings and feasible for data collection and analysis. A 5-6% sample size meets large population study recommendations and represents diverse employee roles and perspectives. The study targets headquarters (HQ) or central function employees, who are more likely to experience the autonomy and flexibility of smarter working practices, ensuring relevance to the core objectives.
The study targets entry-level to middle-level managers in these organisations' central or HQ functions. TfL will study employees in pay bands 1-3, while Network Rail will study comparable bands 3 and 4. Office workers handle support services like HR, finance, and marketing more flexibly than field workers. The study narrows its scope to this population to ensure that participants are directly affected by smarter working initiatives and can provide informed insights into how they affect their wellbeing and job performance. Using central staff ensures consistency in work and organisational expectations, making it easier to analyse the relationships under investigation. This targeted approach makes the study relevant to similar public sector organisations adopting smarter working practices.
Sampling Design
Since the study covers the effect of smarter working over job performance while being mediated by employee well-being and moderated by HRM practices, the population has been reduced to include employees within public organisations. Sampling design includes:
Sample Size
A large sample size as mentioned within the advantages of a quantitative study allows the data to be easily replicated or applied over the entire population (Rahman, 2020), thus, a sample of 400 will be enough to conclude findings that are a true representation of the entire UK region. According to various scholars' recommendations, a sample size of 200-400 is widely accepted and justified for quantitative research designs, particularly structural equation modelling (SEM). According to Kline (2015), a minimum of 200 participants is typically sufficient for models of moderate complexity, ensuring reliable parameter estimation and adequate statistical power. A sample size in this range is considered robust and efficient for studies with latent variables and a simple structure. Similarly, Hair et al. (2017) suggest that SEM studies can produce strong and reliable results with 15-20 observations per variable or construct, implying that a sample size of 200-400 is appropriate for models with 10-20 constructs or pathways. This ensures that the research yields meaningful and generalisable results.
Bentler and Chou (1987) offer a more specific recommendation: at least five participants per parameter in SEM models. For a moderately complex model with 40-60 parameters, a sample size of 200 to 400 is sufficient to obtain reliable estimates. Furthermore, Loehlin (2004) supports this recommendation, claiming that sample sizes ranging from 150-200 balance model complexity and the ability to detect statistically significant relationships. Larger sample sizes, while desirable, are not always feasible and may not produce significantly better results if the model complexity does not require them. This range also corresponds to Tabachnick and Fidell's (2019) view that sample sizes in this range are appropriate for most multivariate analyses, including SEM, resulting in valid and reliable conclusions.
According to the established criteria, a sample size of 200-400 people is appropriate for the current study, which investigates the relationships between smarter working, employee wellbeing, and job performance in public sector organisations. The study uses moderating and mediating variables, necessitating enough observations to detect these effects without inflating Type I or Type II errors. A sample size of 200-400 is sufficient to perform subgroup analyses, account for data variances, and ensure reliable model fitness indices. This range not only meets the minimum thresholds recommended by scholars but also considers practical constraints such as respondent accessibility and data collection time, which are particularly important in large organisations like TfL and Network Rail. By following these scholarly recommendations, the study ensures methodological rigor while remaining feasible.
Sampling Technique
A non-probability, a purposive sampling technique has been proposed for this research study to form the sample. This sampling technique allows the researcher to choose relevant participants within the study enabling the study to conclude relevant and significant findings. Thus, sample will be formed through the reference of respondent employees in order to easily find employees from organisations that have introduced smarter working conditions. It is a very cost-effective method since a lot of time is usually wasted in gathering and finding an appropriate sample (Etikan et al., 2016). Even the rarer of populations can easily be included within the study since respondents are gathered through the reference of initial respondents. However, since the sample is formed through referrals the study might include bias, limiting the results towards the population out of which the sample has been formed (Acharya, Prakash, Saxena, & Nigam, 2013).
 	Purposive sampling is a common non-probability sampling method in quantitative research, especially when target population characteristics are crucial to answering research questions. This method lets researchers carefully select participants who meet predefined criteria, ensuring that the data collected is relevant to the objectives. Previous studies, such as Pradhan and Hati (2019), used purposive sampling to study employee well-being by targeting 316 relevant employees. The impact of human resource flexibility on employee performance was studied by Sabuhari et al. (2020) using purposive sampling on 105 employees with direct HR exposure. Purposive sampling improves quantitative research by selecting participants most likely to provide meaningful data.
This study uses purposive sampling to select Network Rail and Transport for London (TfL) employees in central functions like HR, Finance, and Marketing. Alnoor et al. (2022) used purposive sampling to collect data from 260 employees with unique job roles that met their study objectives. In addition, Xie et al. (2023) used purposive sampling to target respondents with specific technology adoption exposure, proving the method's relevance to the research questions. This study uses purposive sampling to ensure that participants are well-positioned to discuss how smarter working practises affect wellbeing and job performance, particularly in roles that require autonomy and flexibility. This targeted approach improves the actionable and context-specific findings.
Survey Questionnaire
Survey questionnaires are widely used and effective in quantitative research, especially for studies on smarter working, employee wellbeing, and job performance (see Appendix). Researchers can efficiently collect standardised data from a large population using surveys to analyse patterns and relationships across diverse respondents. For instance, Rainero and Modarelli (2020) used standardised surveys to collect comparable data on technology acceptance from 206 teachers. Similarly, Hassan et al. (2020) employed a cross-sectional survey to investigate job satisfaction, stress, and motivation among 360 participants. This demonstrates how surveys provide a structured mechanism for collecting data on multiple constructs in a single study. To ensure objective and generalisable results, surveys can quantify key variables, which fits the positivist paradigm of this study.
For this study, survey questionnaires are ideal for Network Rail and Transport for London employees. This method systematically measures variables like smarter working practices, wellbeing (e.g., job satisfaction and stress), and job performance across a large sample size covering the target population. Sabuhari et al. (2020) and Johari et al. (2021) used survey questionnaires to examine HRM practices, job characteristics, and work engagement, demonstrating the effectiveness of this method in capturing workplace perceptions and behaviours. A survey questionnaire allows this study to efficiently collect quantitative data from public sector central function employees for robust analysis using statistical methods like SEM. Surveys are standardised to ensure data consistency and allow for validated scales and measures, improving reliability and validity.
A questionnaire would be used measuring variables including smarter working, employee wellbeing; stress and job satisfaction, job performance and HRM practices, through the survey method. The questionnaire would be structured providing specific options to be answered by the employees in order to reduce any misunderstandings that may occur. It also helps in analysing the data easily after computation meanwhile reducing interviewer bias as well since the questionnaires can be easily self-administered and do not require any intervention from the side. Even respondents are willing to participate in surveys that are quick and not time consuming (Malhotra, 2006). 
In this case, the study will include a 5-likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree which will score the measure of the variables covered within the questionnaire.  The scale helps in measuring the agreement of each individual with the statements provided within the questionnaire. This scale in return has various advantages that may aid the research including being easier for the researcher to analyse and for the respondents to understand. It simplifies the questionnaire to an extent that the sample can easily administer the questionnaire on their own, allowing the medium to be even by telephone or an online medium (Malhotra, 2006). 
Variables measured
All survey items are included within the instrument for each variable being measured since reliability tests such as Cronbach Alpha can only be carried out over two items or more significantly. Thus, a total of 91 questions would be present in the questionnaire in relation to the objective of the study along with demographics related questions. All measurement items have higher factor loadings (>0.70) and Cronbach alpha (>0.70) that meet the criteria of validated and reliable scales (Hair et al., 2017).
In social sciences research, a 5-point Likert scale is one of the most widely used methods for measuring attitudes, perceptions, and behaviours (Boone & Boone, 2012; Joshi et al., 2015). Likert scales are a simple but effective way to measure respondents' agreement or disagreement with statements, revealing their experiences and opinions (Likert, 1932). Larger scales can fatigue or mislead respondents, but a 5-point scale can capture variability (Joshi et al., 2015). Hair et al. (2017) and Boone and Boone (2012) also note that 5-point scales improve response rates and reliability by providing clear, interpretable choices. This scale produces continuous data that meet advanced statistical analysis assumptions, making it ideal for Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) studies. This study maintains methodological rigour, consistency, and data comparability by adapting validated scales from previous research and using the 5-point Likert format. Each variable within the questionnaire has been mentioned as below.
Smarter Working
Smarter Working is currently in its nascent stage, whereas High involvement processes are continuously associated with smarter working conditions within the private sector, therefore, scales used to measure such processes will also be utilised within this study to measure smarter working (Macky & Boxall, 2008). This includes the scale introduced by Vandenberg, Richardson and Eastman (1999) comprising of 35 items which measure power, information, rewards and knowledge. However, 6 items of this scale are utilised to measure smarter working from the study of Rainero and Modarelli (2020). These survey items will be measured on 5-Points Likert scales.
1. I enjoy a degree of flexibility surrounding how, where and when I perform my work.
2. I believe flexibility surrounding how, where and when to work increases performance at work.
3. I believe smart working practices result in significant cost savings for both employers and employees.
4. I believe that smart working offers a valid alternative to fixed office work.
5. I believe offering smart working practices makes the organisation more productive.
6. I believe that the smart-working practices implemented is a choice born by necessity and urgency.  
Employee Well-being; Stress and Job Satisfaction
Employee well-being is being measured through two metrics within this research study namely stress and job satisfaction. Workplace stress has for long been measured through a number of scales including Perceived Stress Scale created by Cohen (1988) and the Work Stress Questionnaire created by Holmgren et al. (2009). Therefore, this study adapted 11 items of stress from the study of Holmgren et al. (2009). The former scale measured stress based on the unpredictability of an individual’s life whereas the latter focused more over analysing the demands of the workspace. The perceived stress scale is one of the most commonly used scales; however, it was created in the year 1988, being less relevant today. In comparison, the work stress questionnaire directly measures the stress received by employees through their job roles therefore, this study will adopt statements from the work stress questionnaire within the study to measure stress. It was initially designed for women only however has also been validated for male workers (Frantz and Holmgren, 2019). These items are measured on 5-Points Likert scales ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. 
1. I feel I can meet my deadlines in my current role. 
2. I feel my supervisor or manager takes my views into consideration.
3. I can decide the pace at which I work. 
4. I clearly understand what is expected of me at work.
5. I perceive a lack of clarity in my tasks as stressful.
6. I know who is responsible for making key decisions at my workplace.
7. I perceive uncertainty around decision-making as stressful.
8. When conflicts arise at work, I am able to resolve them amicably.
9. I hold myself to a high standard at work.
10. I find myself thinking about work after my working hours.
On the other hand, Job Satisfaction can be measured through a plethora of surveys as mentioned by Nortje (2021), out of which a few include, the Job Diagnostic Survey presented by Hackman and Oldham (1974), The Gallup Workplace Audit by the Gallup Organisation and the Andrews and Withey Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (Andrews & Withey, 2012). Since the Job Diagnostic Survey covers job satisfaction in terms of security, pay, supervision and growth, four items will be utilised from this scale within the questionnaire of the proposed study. Ten items of job satisfaction have been adapted from the study of Babakus and Boller (1992). All survey items will be measured on 5-Points Likert scales.
1. I am happy with my current salary. 
2. I value the flexible nature of my work.
3. I find my work matches with my aspirations and skill set.
4. I find the culture at my workplace to be friendly and welcoming.
5. I appreciate the respect, understanding and support shown by my organisation toward my family responsibilities.
6. I have not experienced any discrimination at work.
7. I regularly exceed expectations at work
8. I feel a sense of belonging and acceptance at work.
9. I understand the organisation’s strategic direction.
10. I’d happily refer a friend to work for this company.
As well, 7 items of psychological wellbeing have been adapted from the study of Pradhan and Hati (2022). All survey items will be measured on 5-Points Likert scales.
1. I easily adapt to the day-to-day changes in my life and manage my responsibilities well. 
2. I focus on what is important to me, rather than prioritising what is important to others. 
3. I understand the work expectations placed on me. 
4. I feel confident in my ability to make decision. 
5. I sometimes feel depressed due to the stress and demands of daily life. 
6. I believe that I have a clear purpose and direction at work. 
7. I’m confident in who I am.
Job Performance
In terms of measuring the job performance, an individual work performance questionnaire (Koopmans, 2015) has been derived covering different aspects of performance including task, context and behaviour, utilising around 18 items within the scale. The first dimensions measure the capability of the individual to carry out the job i.e. whether he can effectively complete the duties attached to his job role, the second measures how the individual behaves within the organisation and towards it whereas the third dimension measures the willingness of the individual to harm the organisation. It was developed by Koopmans in 2015 and since then has been validated by a number of studies therefore, four items from this scale will also be utilised within the proposed study (Ramos-Villagrasa, Barrada, Fernández-del-Río, & Koopmans, 2019). Thus, seven items of job performance have been adapted from the study of Ramos-Villagrasa et al. (2019). All survey items will be measured on 5-Points Likert scales.
1. I plan out my tasks before I start.
2. I accomplish the tasks I set for myself
3. I am able to prioritise my tasks
4. I take on challenging tasks when they were available.
5. I come up with creative solutions to address problems.
6. I take on extra responsibilities when an opportunity presents itself
7. I actively participate in meetings and discussions
HRM Practices
The proposed study considers two types of HRM practices which include control and commitment based HRM systems to moderate the relationship between smarter working and employee wellbeing which have been measured using the Ability, Motivation, Objective framework as utilised within the study of Kim and Shin (2019). Their respective scale used to measure HRM practices is also suitable for the purpose of this study, therefore, four suitable items have also been derived from their scale to address our needs. Thus, 5 items of human resource management have been adapted from the study of Steyn and De Bruin (2018). All survey items will be measured on 5-Points Likert scales. 
1. This company is committed to addressing the training and development needs of employees.
2. The benefits offered to employees in addition to the salary are extensive.
3. Outstanding performance at work is fairly compensated or recognised at work
4. The performance evaluation system is fair and is based on clear objectives set at the beginning of the term/year.
5. Appointments/promotions are made based on merit, ensuring the best candidate is selected regardless of personal preferences. 
Procedure of Data Collection
Initially, the sample will be formed through the purposive sampling method after which they will be contacted through email regarding the objectives of the study and with a consent form. The consent form will protect the research study from any sensitive ethical issues to arise in the future. After consent forms are received by each individual, the link to the online questionnaire will be sent to each individual through email that will be filled using either Google Forms or Survey Monkey being one of the most used platforms for survey administration. This is also the most cost-effective methods since it does not consume a lot of time while saves a lot on finances (Wright, 2005). The data will then be categorised, coded and then transferred to the SPSS and Smart PLS 4 software for analysis. 
Statistical Technique
This study uses SPSS to analyse demographic and descriptive statistics, which helps explain sample characteristics and summarise key variables. Many quantitative studies use SPSS because of its user-friendly interface and robust descriptive statistical analysis capabilities (Pallant, 2020). This study uses SPSS to accurately report demographic variables like age, gender, job role, and organisational affiliation, which contextualize the findings. Descriptive statistics provide an initial overview of the dataset, identify patterns, and prepare it for more advanced statistical analysis, according to Hair et al. (2017) and Tabachnick and Fidell (2019). Understanding the sample distribution and verifying data quality, such as missing values or outliers, can affect subsequent analyses.
Smart PLS 4, a cutting-edge Partial Least Squares-based SEM software, is used to test hypotheses in this study. Smart PLS efficiently handles reflective and formative measurement models, making it ideal for complex models with mediating and moderating variables (Hair et al., 2019). Smart PLS is better for this study than covariance-based SEM tools like AMOS or LISREL because it is more robust to small sample sizes and does not require strict normality assumptions (Henseler et al., 2015). Smart PLS can reliably estimate parameter values and assess direct, indirect, and interaction effects, as shown by Sabuhari et al. (2020) and Alnoor et al. (2022) studies on HR practices and employee performance. Advanced model fit evaluation tools like the standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) and R-squared value are available in this software to assess the research model explanatory power.
SPSS for descriptive analysis and Smart PLS for SEM ensure a rigorous, quantitative research-best approach. SPSS describes sample characteristics and initial variable relationships, but Smart PLS tests the hypothesised model, including mediating and moderating effects. Sarstedt et al. (2020) noted that integrating these tools allows for data analysis, making the study descriptive and explanatory. This study examines multidimensional constructs like smarter working and wellbeing, so the ability to analyse hierarchical models like second-order constructs is particularly useful. The study uses these tools to ensure robust, reliable, and generalisable findings across the population.
Finally, SPSS and Smart PLS 4 provide a strong methodological framework for this study. SPSS helps analyse demographic and descriptive data to reveal sample composition and trends. Smart PLS permits hypothesis testing, evaluating complex relationships, and validating the theoretical model. Several scholars, including Hair et al. (2019) and Sarstedt et al. (2020), recommend this dual approach to ensure methodological rigor and improve the validity and reliability. The study meets its goals and adds to the growing literature on advanced statistical methods in organisational research using these tools.
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This chapter analyses the findings, examining the relationships between key variables using structural equation modelling. It begins with a demographic analysis, which provides information about the sample's composition, such as organisational affiliation, job roles, work experience, and educational background. The measurement model is then evaluated to ensure construct validity, reliability, and discriminant validity, confirming that the measurement scales used in the study are statistically valid. The model fit indices are calculated, indicating that the structural model is well-specified and matches the observed data.
Demographic Analysis
The demographic of the study sample highlights important characteristics such as organizational affiliation, role distribution, employment nature, and work flexibility. Understanding these factors is necessary to interpret the broader implications of smarter working, including its impact on employee well-being and job performance. The results provide a representative sample of employees from Network Rail (185; 44.9%) and Transport for London (TfL) (227; 55.1%), allowing for a more nuanced discussion of how organizational and individual characteristics influence workplace dynamics. The majority of respondents (330; 80.1%) live in London, with smaller proportions in the East of England (22; 5.3%), West Midlands (17; 4.1%), East Midlands (14; 3.4%), and South East (29; 7.0%), indicating a workforce that is primarily concentrated in the capital.
In terms of job functions, the most respondents are in IT (93; 22.6%), Sales & Marketing (73; 17.7%), and Administration (41; 10.0%), demonstrating the importance of digital transformation and customer engagement.  Other notable roles include strategy and change (38; 9.2%), communication (35; 8.5%), finance (30; 7.3%), customer service (28; 6.8%), and human resources (24; 5.8%).  Smaller percentages are found in Operations (18; 4.4%), Health & Safety (11; 2.7%), Legal (9; 2.2%), and Engineering (12; 2.9%). Employees (247; 60.0%) make up the majority of the workforce, followed by supervisors (84; 20.4%) and senior managers (59; 14.3%).  Apprentices/Work Placement Managers (22; 5.3%) are the smallest group.
A notable finding is that only 142 respondents (34.5%) report having flexibility regarding how, when, and where they work, while 270 (65.5%) report a lack of autonomy.  This suggests that a sizable portion of the workforce continues to follow rigid work structures despite the growing adoption of smarter working practices.  The majority (260; 63.1%) prefer hybrid work arrangements, with 112 (27.2%) working in fixed desk-based roles and 40 (9.7%) as front-line remote employees.  Most employees have extensive work experience, with 128 (31.1%) working for 3-5 years, 115 (27.9%) for 1-3 years, 80 (19.4%) for less than a year, 46 (11.2%) for 5-10 years, and 43 (10.4%) for more than ten years.  In terms of education, 251 (60.9%) have a bachelor's degree, followed by 87 (21.1%) with a master's degree, 40 (9.7%) with A-levels, 22 (5.3%) with a diploma, and 12 (2.9%) with a doctoral degree.  The preferred work mode leans heavily toward remote work, with 268 (65.0%) preferring fully remote arrangements and 144 (35.0%) preferring fully office-based work.  This is consistent with broader shifts in workplace expectations and the growing demand for flexibility in modern organizations.
Table 4.1. Demographic statistics
	Question
	Categories
	Frequency (N)
	Percent (%)

	Organisation
	Network Rail
	185
	44.9

	
	Transport for London
	227
	55.1

	Region/Location
	East of England
	22
	5.3

	
	London
	330
	80.1

	
	West Midlands
	17
	4.1

	
	East Midlands
	14
	3.4

	
	South East
	29
	7.0

	Role/Function
	HR
	24
	5.8

	
	Finance
	30
	7.3

	
	Sales & Marketing
	73
	17.7

	
	Communication
	35
	8.5

	
	Strategy & Change
	38
	9.2

	
	IT
	93
	22.6

	
	Administration
	41
	10.0

	
	Customer Service
	28
	6.8

	
	Operations
	18
	4.4

	
	Health & Safety
	11
	2.7

	
	Legal
	9
	2.2

	
	Engineering
	12
	2.9

	Nature of Employment
	Apprentice / Work Placement Manager
	22
	5.3

	
	Supervisor
	84
	20.4

	
	Employee
	247
	60.0

	
	Senior Manager
	59
	14.3

	Work autonomy
	Yes
	142
	34.5

	
	No
	270
	65.5

	Work location
	Fixed Desk-Based
	112
	27.2

	
	Hybrid
	260
	63.1

	
	Front-line Remote
	40
	9.7

	Length of employment
	Less than 1 year
	80
	19.4

	
	1–3 years
	115
	27.9

	
	3–5 years
	128
	31.1

	
	5-10 years
	46
	11.2

	
	10+ years
	43
	10.4

	Age Group
	Under 25
	65
	15.8

	
	25–34
	130
	31.6

	
	35–44
	95
	23.1

	
	45–54
	73
	17.7

	
	55+
	49
	11.9

	Educational Qualification
	A-levels
	40
	9.7

	
	Diploma
	22
	5.3

	
	Bachelor’s Degree
	251
	60.9

	
	Master’s Degree
	87
	21.1

	
	Doctorate
	12
	2.9

	Employment Duration
	Less than 1 year
	87
	21.1

	
	1–3 years
	168
	40.8

	
	3–5 years
	157
	38.1

	Preferred Mode of Work
	Fully Office-Based
	144
	35.0

	
	Fully Remote
	268
	65.0



According to the demographic results, the employees were equally split between Network Rail and Transport for London, a small majority of which were from the latter. Most of the respondents came from London; the South East, East of England, West Midlands, and East Midlands followed rather far apart. Professionally, the most often occurring groups were from IT, Sales and marketing, Administration, and Strategy and change; smaller numbers covered areas including Engineering, Legal, Health and safety, and Operations. The majority said they worked as employees; senior managers and supervisors accounted for a small portion, and apprentices or work placement managers made up another small group. The majority said they lacked work autonomy. Most of the employees were in hybrid roles when it came to their place of employment; front-line remote roles came second, followed by fixed desk-based work. Less people worked for longer periods; the length of employment displayed a rather balanced distribution among less than a year, one to three years, and three to five years. The majority of employees, age-wise, fell between 25 and 34, followed by 35 to 44, and smaller numbers from the under-25, 45 to 54, and 55+ age groups. Mostly at the bachelor's degree level, master's degrees followed; smaller percentages held A-levels, diplomas, or doctorates. Data on employment duration showed a great proportion within one to five years, closely matching the length of employment trends. Finally, when asked about their preferred working style, a notable majority chose remote work over those favoring a completely office-based arrangement.
Descriptive Statistics
Table 4.2 shows that mean and standard deviation analysis better explains the central tendencies and variability in key demographic factors. The organisation variable has a mean of 1.55 (SD = 0.498), indicating that respondents are almost evenly divided between Network Rail and Transport for London, with a slight majority from TfL. The region/location mean of 6.11 (SD = 1.288) confirms that most participants live in London, with a lower representation from other regions.  The mean role/function is 5.38 (SD = 2.659), indicating that the dataset contains diverse job roles, with IT, sales and marketing, and administration being among the most represented.
According to the mean of 2.83 (SD = 0.731), most respondents are employees rather than supervisors or senior managers.  Work autonomy, with a mean of 1.66 (SD = 0.476), demonstrates that many employees lack flexibility in how, when, and where they work.  Work location has a mean of 1.83 (SD = 0.582), indicating a preference for hybrid work arrangements rather than fixed desk-based or fully remote roles. The average length of employment is 2.65 years (SD = 1.212), indicating that most employees have been in their current roles for 3-5 years, with moderate variation in tenure.  Gender, with a mean of 1.47 (SD = 0.528), indicates a relatively balanced representation of male and female employees, with male respondents slightly outnumbering females.
The age group mean of 2.78 (SD = 1.248) indicates that most respondents are between the ages of 25 and 44, with fewer younger or older employees. The educational qualification, with a mean of 3.02 (SD = 0.878), confirms that most participants have at least a bachelor's degree, with a significant number also holding master's degrees.  With a mean of 2.17 (SD = 0.751), many respondents have been with their current employer for 1-5 years, indicating moderate job stability. Finally, with a mean of 1.65 (SD = 0.477), the preferred work mode confirms that most employees prefer fully remote work over a traditional office-based setup.  These findings provide a comprehensive demographic overview, contributing to a larger investigation into smarter working practices and their effects on employee well-being and job performance.
Table 4.2. Mean and Standard Deviation
	Demographics
	Mean
	SD

	Organisation
	1.55
	0.498

	Region/Location
	6.11
	1.288

	Role/Function
	5.38
	2.659

	Nature of employment
	2.83
	0.731

	Work autonomy
	1.66
	0.476

	Work location
	1.83
	0.582

	Length of employment
	2.65
	1.212

	Gender
	1.47
	0.528

	Age group
	2.78
	1.248

	Educational qualification
	3.02
	0.878

	Employment duration
	2.17
	0.751

	Preferred mode of work
	1.65
	0.477



The mean and standard deviation values revealed that the organization variable had a mean of 1.55 with a standard deviation of 0.498, indicating a relatively balanced distribution between the two companies. Reflecting a reasonable variation in the geographical distribution of employees, region/location displayed a mean of 6.11 and a standard deviation of 1.288. With a mean of 5.38 and a greater standard deviation of 2.659, the role/function variable suggested a broad spectrum of professional roles among staff members. Nature of employment showed some variation but generally consistency in employment type with a mean of 2.83 and a standard deviation of 0.731. With a standard deviation of 0.476 and a mean of 1.66, work autonomy revealed that a considerable fraction of workers possessed comparable degrees of autonomy at their jobs. Presenting a mean of 1.83 and a standard deviation 0.582, the work location suggested consistent working conditions. With a mean of 2.65 and a standard deviation of 1.212, the length of employment shows a rather even distribution among several employment tenures. Reflecting a modest balance between male and female workers, gender displayed a mean of 1.47 with a standard deviation of 0.525. With a mean of 2.78 and a standard deviation of 1.248, the age group pointed to a reasonable range among several age groups. With a mean of 3.02 and a standard deviation of 0.878, educational qualification highlighted a predominance of workers with higher education degrees but with some variation. Again, this implies a relatively moderate variation in the length of service among employees, with employment duration showing a mean of 2.17 and a standard deviation of 0.751. With a mean of 1.65 and a standard deviation of 0.477, the chosen mode of work had a clear tendency among employees towards a certain work mode with limited variation.
Common Method Bias (CMB) and Multi-collinearity
Common Method Bias (CMB) is a critical issue in research involving self-reported data because it can artificially inflate relationships between variables based on shared variance rather than actual theoretical relationships. CMB was assessed using Principal Component Analysis (PCA), with the first factor accounting for 46.44% of the total variance (Table 4.3). Harman's single-factor test states that CMB is considered a significant issue if a single factor explains more than 50% of the variance (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). In this study, the variance explained by the first factor is less than 50%, indicating that CMB is not a major concern. Multiple factors with eigenvalues greater than one were extracted, supporting the claim that no single factor dominates the variance, which is consistent with the recommendations of Fuller et al. (2016).
Multicollinearity diagnostics were performed beyond the total variance explained to investigate potential predictor redundancy (Table 4.4). Multicollinearity occurs when the predictor variables in a regression model are highly correlated, resulting in unstable estimates and inflated standard errors. The variance inflation factor (VIF) values in this study range from 1.000 to 7.961, falling below the widely accepted threshold of 10.0 (Cohen et al., 2013). This suggests multicollinearity is not a major concern, as the independent variables retain their distinct explanatory power. According to Kock (2015), a VIF value greater than 3.3 may indicate problematic collinearity in variance-based structural equation modelling (SEM), but values less than 10 are generally considered acceptable in traditional regression analysis (Field, 2018).
Table 4.3. Common Method Bias (CMB)
	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	20.900
	46.444
	46.444
	20.900
	46.444
	46.444

	2
	2.282
	5.070
	51.514
	2.282
	5.070
	51.514

	3
	1.585
	3.523
	55.037
	1.585
	3.523
	55.037

	4
	1.199
	2.664
	57.701
	1.199
	2.664
	57.701

	5
	1.082
	2.404
	60.105
	1.082
	2.404
	60.105

	6
	1.060
	2.356
	62.461
	1.060
	2.356
	62.461

	7
	.969
	2.154
	64.615
	
	
	

	8
	.893
	1.985
	66.601
	
	
	

	9
	.820
	1.823
	68.423
	
	
	

	10
	.770
	1.710
	70.133
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.



Employees' Wellbeing (VIF = 7.961) and Job Satisfaction (VIF = 7.013) are relatively higher but still within acceptable limits. HRM Practices (VIF = 2.933), Smarter Working (VIF = 3.632), and Job Stress (VIF = 5.583) exhibit moderate but not critical levels of multicollinearity. The interaction term HRM Practices × Smarter Working (VIF = 2.859) meets the recommended limits, indicating the model's robustness (Hair et al., 2014). These findings are consistent with previous research indicating that moderate multicollinearity does not necessarily invalidate a model but should be closely monitored to avoid biased estimations (O'Brien, 2007).
The findings indicate that CMB is not a major concern, and multicollinearity is within acceptable limits, which supports the structural relationships. Future studies should continue to use procedural safeguards such as anonymity assurances, improved scale development, and marker variables to reduce CMB risks (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Additionally, as Marcoulides et al. (2009) suggested, keeping VIF values below 5.0 can improve the model's predictive accuracy. These statistical checks confirm that the hypotheses and theoretical constructs are statistically sound and free of common methodological biases, allowing for accurate interpretations of the findings.
Table 4.4. Multi-collinearity
	Constructs
	Employees Wellbeing
	HRM Practices
	Job Performance
	Job Satisfaction
	Job Stress

	Employees Wellbeing
	
	
	7.961
	
	

	HRM Practices
	
	
	
	
	2.933

	Job Performance
	
	
	
	
	

	Job Satisfaction
	
	
	7.013
	
	

	Job Stress
	
	
	5.583
	
	

	Smarter Working
	1.000
	
	3.632
	1.000
	2.628

	HRM Practices x Smarter Working
	
	
	
	
	2.859



Assessment of Measurement Model
The measurement model assessment evaluates the constructs' convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability to ensure the research findings are accurate and robust. These assessments determine whether the latent variables accurately measure their respective constructs and are sufficiently distinct from one another (Hair et al., 2019). The factor loadings in Table 4.5 provide information about the strength of each item's contribution to its construct.  Factor loadings greater than 0.70 are generally accepted as indicators of convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The results show that all items load above 0.70, with the majority exceeding 0.75, confirming that each indicator accurately represents its construct.
Convergent Validity
Factor loadings represent the degree to which each observed variable correlates with its latent construct, which is critical for validating the measurement model. According to Hair et al. (2019), factor loadings greater than 0.70 are considered acceptable, indicating that the item contributes significantly to explaining its relevant construct. A series of algorithm technique was applied to reach all values higher than 0.70. Some items were deleted from the model due to lower factor loadings including JS1, JS2, JSA7, JSA8, JSA9, JSA10, JP5, JP6 and JP7. The results in Table 4.5 confirm that all items meet this threshold, indicating strong convergent validity. HRM Practices (HRMP1-HRMP4) have loadings ranging from 0.765 to 0.811, indicating their reliability in measuring human resource management strategies. Similarly, Job Performance (JP1-JP4) has factor loadings ranging from 0.781 to 0.811, indicating that the construct accurately captures variations in employee performance.
The factor loadings for Job Stress (JS3-JS9) range from 0.752 to 0.829, with all values above the recommended 0.70 cutoff (Chin, 1998). This suggests that these indicators significantly contribute to measuring job-related stress levels. Similarly, Job Satisfaction (JSA1-JSA6) has high loadings of 0.790 to 0.864, indicating a well-defined construct accurately capturing employees' perceptions of workplace satisfaction. Notably, Employees' Well-being (PW1-PW7) has strong factor loadings ranging from 0.800 to 0.861, reinforcing its measurement validity. These results are consistent with Fornell and Larcker (1981) criteria, as high loadings indicate that items adequately represent their respective constructs. The Smarter Working construct (SW1-SW6) has loadings ranging from 0.734 to 0.757, slightly lower than the other constructs but still within the acceptable range of 0.70 and above (Henseler et al., 2015). Finally, the study meets the criteria of factor loadings.
Table 4.5. Factor Loadings
	Items
	Employees Wellbeing
	HRM Practices
	Job Performance
	Job Satisfaction
	Job Stress
	Smarter Working

	HRMP1
	
	0.765
	
	
	
	

	HRMP2
	
	0.785
	
	
	
	

	HRMP3
	
	0.811
	
	
	
	

	HRMP4
	
	0.774
	
	
	
	

	JP1
	
	
	0.811
	
	
	

	JP2
	
	
	0.799
	
	
	

	JP3
	
	
	0.781
	
	
	

	JP4
	
	
	0.800
	
	
	

	JS3
	
	
	
	
	0.829
	

	JS4
	
	
	
	
	0.806
	

	JS5
	
	
	
	
	0.776
	

	JS6
	
	
	
	
	0.752
	

	JS7
	
	
	
	
	0.827
	

	JS8
	
	
	
	
	0.800
	

	JS9
	
	
	
	
	0.818
	

	JSA1
	
	
	
	0.862
	
	

	JSA2
	
	
	
	0.827
	
	

	JSA3
	
	
	
	0.799
	
	

	JSA4
	
	
	
	0.864
	
	

	JSA5
	
	
	
	0.822
	
	

	JSA6
	
	
	
	0.790
	
	

	PW1
	0.801
	
	
	
	
	

	PW2
	0.800
	
	
	
	
	

	PW3
	0.822
	
	
	
	
	

	PW4
	0.828
	
	
	
	
	

	PW5
	0.856
	
	
	
	
	

	PW6
	0.861
	
	
	
	
	

	PW7
	0.823
	
	
	
	
	

	SW1
	
	
	
	
	
	0.757

	SW2
	
	
	
	
	
	0.746

	SW3
	
	
	
	
	
	0.741

	SW4
	
	
	
	
	
	0.748

	SW5
	
	
	
	
	
	0.734

	SW6
	
	
	
	
	
	0.754



The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is an important measure of convergent validity because it indicates the proportion of variance captured by a construct versus the variance due to measurement error. Fornell and Larcker (1981) define an acceptable AVE value as 0.50 or higher, indicating that the construct explains more than half of the variance in its indicators. Table 4.6 demonstrates that all constructs meet this criterion, with AVE values ranging from 0.558 (Smarter Working) to 0.685 (Employee Wellbeing and Job Satisfaction). The higher AVE values for Employees' Wellbeing (0.685) and Job Satisfaction (0.685) indicate that these constructs have strong explanatory power, confirming that the items used to measure these concepts highly represent their latent variables.
The AVE values for HRM Practices (0.614), Job Performance (0.637), and Job Stress (0.642) show moderate to strong convergent validity, with each construct accounting for more than 60% of the variance in its indicators. Smarter Working (0.558) has the lowest AVE value of the constructs, but it still exceeds the 0.50 threshold, indicating acceptable convergent validity (Hair et al., 2019). Lower AVE values may indicate some level of measurement error or item heterogeneity, but the fact that all AVE values exceed the minimum threshold confirms that each construct is well-defined and adequately measured by its respective items. This improves the measurement reliability and ensures that the constructs used in the model accurately reflect their theoretical definitions, allowing for additional validity testing.
Table 4.6. Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
	
	Average variance extracted (AVE)

	Employees Wellbeing
	0.685

	HRM Practices
	0.614

	Job Performance
	0.637

	Job Satisfaction
	0.685

	Job Stress
	0.642

	Smarter Working
	0.558



Discriminant Validity
Cross-loadings are used as the first parameter to assess discriminant validity, ensuring that each measurement item loads more strongly on its assigned construct than on any other construct in the model. To confirm discriminant validity, Hair et al. (2019) suggest that an indicator should have a higher loading on its latent construct than on any other construct in the dataset. To confirm clear construct discrimination, the recommended threshold suggests a difference of at least 0.10 between the indicator's highest loading and cross-loadings (Chin, 1998). Table 4.7 shows that all items load the most strongly on their respective constructs, confirming that the indicators capture the intended variables uniquely.
HRMP1-HRMP4 have higher loadings on HRM Practices (0.765-0.811) than their cross-loadings on other constructs, confirming the uniqueness of HRM Practices. Similarly, Job Performance indicators (JP1-JP4) have the highest load on their construct (0.781-0.811), with lower cross-loading on other constructs. Job Stress indicators (JS3-JS9) follow a similar pattern, with loadings ranging from 0.752 to 0.829, indicating that their respective items well capture job stress. This pattern is also observed in Job Satisfaction (JSA1-JSA6, 0.790-0.864), Employees' Wellbeing (PW1-PW7, 0.800-0.861), and Smarter Working (SW1-SW6, 0.734-0.757), confirming the uniqueness.
The findings show no significant cross-loading issues exist, implying that all constructs have strong discriminant validity according to the cross-loading criterion (Hair et al., 2017). Some cases, such as HRMP4, JP4, and JS9, have moderately high cross-loadings (above 0.60), but the differences between the item's primary and secondary loadings remain above the 0.10 threshold, ensuring clear construct separation (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Because all items load highest on their designated constructs and significantly lower on other constructs, the cross-loading criterion is met, indicating the model has good discriminant validity.
Table 4.7. Cross Loadings
	Constructs
	Employees Wellbeing
	HRM Practices
	Job Performance
	Job Satisfaction
	Job Stress
	Smarter Working

	HRMP1
	0.548
	0.765
	0.508
	0.535
	0.539
	0.563

	HRMP2
	0.583
	0.785
	0.541
	0.544
	0.552
	0.572

	HRMP3
	0.576
	0.811
	0.548
	0.539
	0.566
	0.546

	HRMP4
	0.675
	0.774
	0.641
	0.651
	0.669
	0.639

	JP1
	0.581
	0.581
	0.811
	0.582
	0.573
	0.615

	JP2
	0.568
	0.532
	0.799
	0.558
	0.536
	0.577

	JP3
	0.608
	0.495
	0.781
	0.550
	0.564
	0.572

	JP4
	0.754
	0.665
	0.800
	0.704
	0.728
	0.680

	JS3
	0.718
	0.601
	0.612
	0.704
	0.829
	0.673

	JS4
	0.730
	0.586
	0.592
	0.692
	0.806
	0.654

	JS5
	0.687
	0.574
	0.568
	0.661
	0.776
	0.618

	JS6
	0.660
	0.564
	0.575
	0.670
	0.752
	0.632

	JS7
	0.722
	0.642
	0.634
	0.726
	0.827
	0.663

	JS8
	0.718
	0.617
	0.649
	0.710
	0.800
	0.628

	JS9
	0.745
	0.608
	0.639
	0.727
	0.818
	0.679

	JSA1
	0.790
	0.652
	0.649
	0.862
	0.752
	0.724

	JSA2
	0.746
	0.598
	0.615
	0.827
	0.714
	0.690

	JSA3
	0.738
	0.536
	0.642
	0.799
	0.734
	0.653

	JSA4
	0.790
	0.655
	0.647
	0.864
	0.744
	0.719

	JSA5
	0.750
	0.625
	0.595
	0.822
	0.678
	0.666

	JSA6
	0.716
	0.553
	0.615
	0.790
	0.707
	0.620

	PW1
	0.801
	0.610
	0.636
	0.750
	0.734
	0.657

	PW2
	0.800
	0.585
	0.642
	0.677
	0.699
	0.650

	PW3
	0.822
	0.632
	0.675
	0.701
	0.707
	0.658

	PW4
	0.828
	0.628
	0.661
	0.720
	0.698
	0.621

	PW5
	0.856
	0.669
	0.647
	0.812
	0.748
	0.725

	PW6
	0.861
	0.679
	0.684
	0.831
	0.793
	0.731

	PW7
	0.823
	0.628
	0.666
	0.787
	0.760
	0.741

	SW1
	0.624
	0.581
	0.512
	0.601
	0.625
	0.757

	SW2
	0.607
	0.580
	0.521
	0.578
	0.598
	0.746

	SW3
	0.606
	0.526
	0.530
	0.585
	0.592
	0.741

	SW4
	0.715
	0.636
	0.610
	0.695
	0.699
	0.748

	SW5
	0.557
	0.462
	0.639
	0.601
	0.556
	0.734

	SW6
	0.581
	0.535
	0.635
	0.604
	0.549
	0.754



The Fornell-Larcker criterion is a popular method for evaluating discriminant validity, ensuring that constructs in a model are statistically distinct. To confirm discriminant validity, Fornell and Larcker (1981) require that the square root of the AVE for each construct (represented by diagonal values in Table 4.8) be greater than its correlations with other constructs. This rule ensures a construct has a higher variance with its indicators than the other model constructs.
As shown in Table 4.8, the diagonal values representing the square root of AVE are greater than the off-diagonal correlations in the columns and rows. Employees' Wellbeing (0.828) has a higher diagonal value than its correlations with other constructs such as HRM Practices (0.766), Job Performance (0.796), and Job Satisfaction (0.813), indicating that it is distinct from the others. Similarly, HRM Practices (0.784), Job Performance (0.798), Job Satisfaction (0.818), Job Stress (0.821), and Smarter Working (0.747) all meet this criterion, indicating that each construct is unique in the model. While the results are within the Fornell-Larcker threshold, some constructs, such as Job Stress (0.821) and Smarter Working (0.747), have moderately high correlations with other constructs, indicating conceptual proximity. However, because their diagonal values are still higher than their respective correlations, discriminant validity is statistically supported (Henseler et al., 2015). These findings prove that each construct is empirically distinct, reducing concerns about measurement redundancy. Finally, this study also meets the criteria of discriminant validity.
Table 4.8. Fornell-Larcker Criteria
	Constructs
	Employees Wellbeing
	HRM Practices
	Job Performance
	Job Satisfaction
	Job Stress
	Smarter Working

	Employees Wellbeing
	0.828
	
	
	
	
	

	HRM Practices
	0.766
	0.784
	
	
	
	

	Job Performance
	0.796
	0.720
	0.798
	
	
	

	Job Satisfaction
	0.813
	0.730
	0.758
	0.888
	
	

	Job Stress
	0.818
	0.748
	0.762
	0.872
	0.821
	

	Smarter Working
	0.827
	0.744
	0.771
	0.821
	0.811
	0.747


Note: Diagonal values represent the square roots of AVE

Reliability Analysis
Reliability analysis is an important step in determining the internal consistency of constructs in a study. Cronbach Alpha (α) and Composite Reliability (CR) determine whether measurement items in each construct accurately reflect the theoretical concept. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) define acceptable reliability as a Cronbach's Alpha value of 0.70 or higher, while values above 0.80 are considered good and above 0.90 are excellent. Similarly, composite reliability (CR) values greater than 0.70 indicate high internal consistency (Hair et al., 2019). The results in Table 4.9 show that all constructs meet or exceed these thresholds, demonstrating the measurement model's reliability.
The constructs with the highest reliability values are Employees' Wellbeing (α = 0.923, CR = 0.938), Job Satisfaction (α = 0.908, CR = 0.929), and Job Stress (α = 0.907, CR = 0.926), indicating strong internal consistency. This suggests that the items used to measure these constructs strongly correlate, showing the scale's reliability. HRM Practices (α = 0.791, CR = 0.864), Job Performance (α = 0.811, CR = 0.875), and Smarter Working (α = 0.842, CR = 0.883) have high reliability, indicating that their indicators accurately measure their underlying constructs. The slightly lower Cronbach's Alpha for HRM Practices (0.791) is still within the acceptable range, indicating that while the construct is reliable, minor improvements in item alignment could improve its internal consistency (Henseler et al., 2015). These findings prove that the constructs used in this study are reliable, well-defined, and consistent across measurement items. The high Composite Reliability (CR) values demonstrate that each construct explains a significant portion of the variance relative to error, ensuring statistical modelling stability and dependability (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Finally, this study also shows the good reliability of the measurement scales.
Table 4.9. Cronbach Alpha and Composite Reliability
	Constructs
	Cronbach alpha
	Composite reliability

	Employees Wellbeing
	0.923
	0.938

	HRM Practices
	0.791
	0.864

	Job Performance
	0.811
	0.875

	Job Satisfaction
	0.908
	0.929

	Job Stress
	0.907
	0.926

	Smarter Working
	0.842
	0.883



Assessment of Model Fitness
Model fit indices are thresholds for assessing the adequacy of a structural equation model by determining how well the hypothesised model matches the observed data. The model's acceptability is determined using key fit measures, including Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), d_ULS, d_G, Chi-square, and Normed Fit Index (NFI). Hu and Bentler (1999) define an acceptable SRMR value as less than 0.08, indicating a good fit between the model and data. Table 4.10 shows an SRMR value of 0.057, well within the recommended threshold, confirming that the residual differences between the observed and predicted correlations are minimal. This suggests that the model is well-specified and free of significant misspecifications, supporting its validity (Hair et al., 2019).
Another important measure, d_ULS (Unweighted Least Squares Discrepancy), evaluates absolute model fit, with lower values indicating a better fit (Henseler et al., 2015). In this study, d_ULS is 1.960, which is acceptable because it falls below the conservative threshold of 2.50 (Garson, 2016). Similarly, d_G (Geodesic Discrepancy) is 0.797, indicating that the model closely approximates the true covariance structure of the data (Sarstedt et al., 2017). The Chi-square value (1800.245) is an overall measure of model fit, with lower values indicating a better fit. However, Chi-square is extremely sensitive to sample size, frequently resulting in over-rejection of models in large samples (Kline, 2015). Given this limitation, researchers frequently use alternative fit indices such as SRMR and NFI to provide a more balanced evaluation (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).
The Normed Fit Index (NFI) measures incremental fit, with values above 0.80 indicating reasonable fit and above 0.90 indicating strong model fit (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The NFI value is 0.833, which is within an acceptable range. The Q²predict values for Employees' Wellbeing (0.681), Job Performance (0.601), Job Satisfaction (0.671), and Job Stress (0.700) indicate the model has strong predictive relevance, with values above 0.50 indicating a meaningful ability to explain variance in the dependent constructs (Shmueli et al., 2016). Furthermore, the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and Mean Absolute Error (MAE) values for each construct (ranging from 0.551 to 0.639 for RMSE and 0.387 to 0.445 for MAE) confirm the model's predictive accuracy, which adds to its reliability (Sarstedt & Danks, 2022). The model accurately predicts SRMR, d_ULS, d_G, NFI, and Q², meeting recommended thresholds. The findings indicate that the model adequately explains the relationships between constructs and has enough predictive accuracy for further hypothesis testing.
Table 4.10. Model fit indices
	Model Fit indices
	Saturated model
	Q²predict
	RMSE
	MAE

	SRMR
	0.057
	
	
	

	d_ULS
	1.960
	
	
	

	d_G
	0.797
	
	
	

	Chi-square
	1800.245
	
	
	

	NFI
	0.833
	
	
	

	Employees Wellbeing
	0.681
	0.567
	0.407

	Job Performance
	0.601
	0.639
	0.445

	Job Satisfaction
	0.671
	0.578
	0.387

	Job Stress
	0.700
	0.551
	0.389



Assessment of Path Model
This study used the bootstrapping technique with 5000 sub-samples. The path model assessment provides the strength and significance of the construct relationships (see Table 11, Table 12 and Table 13). Path coefficients (β values), standard deviations (SD), t-values, p-values, R², and f² are used to test research hypotheses and assess their statistical significance. A hypothesis is supported if the p-value is less than 0.05. Cohen (1988) guidelines are used to interpret the effect size (f²), which ranges from 0.02-0.15 for small, 0.15-0.35 for medium, and >0.35 for large. The coefficient of determination (R²) represents the proportion of variance in the dependent variable.
Direct Effects
This section discusses the direct effects. Smarter Working significantly improves job performance (β = 0.321, SD = 0.080, t-value = 4.016, p < 0.000, f² = 0.088, R² = 0.678), supporting the hypothesis (H1). This suggests that organisations that implement Smarter Working practices see significant improvements in employee performance, consistent with previous research emphasising the importance of flexibility and digital transformation in increasing productivity. The moderate f² value (0.088) suggests that Smarter Working has a small-to-moderate impact on job performance. Smarter working significantly impacts employee wellbeing (β = 0.598, SD = 0.051, t-value = 11.745, p < 0.000, f² = 2.168, R² = 0.684), supporting hypothesis 2. Smarter working significantly impacts employee wellbeing, highlighting its significance in the modern workplace, as indicated by the high f² value of 2.168.
	The findings show that Smarter Working practices significantly impact critical employee outcomes, specifically job performance and wellbeing, providing compelling evidence for their implementation in modern organisations. Flexible work arrangements and digital transformation strategies improve job performance significantly, as evidenced by a positive β coefficient and moderate effect size. This increases efficiency, easier resource access, and greater autonomy and motivation to achieve goals. The f² value suggests a small-to-moderate impact, but even incremental performance improvements can yield significant organisational benefits over time, especially in highly dynamic or competitive environments. Smarter working significantly impacts employee wellbeing, as evidenced by a strong β coefficient and high f² value. This highlights the importance of work design in improving mental health, job satisfaction, and work-life balance. This relationship suggests that when organisations prioritise flexible, supportive, and digitally enabled working models, employees' overall work and life quality improves significantly. Thus, the evidence clearly shows that implementing Smarter Working is more than just a matter of operational efficiency; it is a strategic necessity for organisations seeking to cultivate a high-performing, resilient, and engaged workforce capable of sustaining success in an evolving work landscape.
Smarter Working improves job satisfaction (β = 0.821, SD = 0.022, t-value = 37.904, p < 0.000, f² = 2.068, R² = 0.674), supporting H2a. This large effect size confirms that Smarter Working significantly increases job satisfaction, most likely due to increased autonomy and flexibility. Smarter working was expected to have a negative impact on Job Stress, but the study found a strong positive relationship (β = 0.811, SD = 0.020, t-value = 39.728, p < 0.000, f² = 0.492, R² = 0.709), resulting in the rejection of H2b. This suggests that Smarter Working improves wellbeing and satisfaction, it may also raise stress levels, possibly due to increased workload expectations, digital over-connectivity, or difficulty maintaining work-life balance.
The findings paint a good but insightful picture of the effects of Smarter Working on employee outcomes, providing compelling arguments for its benefits and unintended consequences. Smarter Working significantly impacts job satisfaction, as evidenced by a high β coefficient, low standard error, and large f² value. Flexible work arrangements significantly increase employee satisfaction. This outcome can be attributed to employees' increased autonomy, flexibility, and sense of control under Smarter Working models, highlighting the importance of such practices in promoting positive emotional and professional engagement. However, contrary to initial expectations, Smarter Working was found to have a strong positive relationship with job stress, invalidating the hypothesis that it would reduce stress. The large β value and significant f² effect size for stress suggests that while employees appreciate the benefits of Smarter Working, it also introduces new stressors, likely stemming from blurred boundaries between work and personal life, heightened performance demands, and the challenges associated with digital connectivity and constant availability. These findings support a nuanced understanding: while Smarter Working significantly improves satisfaction, organisations must actively manage its potential to inadvertently increase stress by implementing supportive policies, clear work-life boundaries, and stress management resources to maximise its benefits for employee wellbeing and organisational performance fully.
Employee well-being positively impacts job performance (β = 0.395, SD = 0.085, t-value = 4.628, p < 0.000, f² = 0.061), supporting H3. This is consistent with research showing that employees with high levels of wellbeing are more engaged, motivated, and productive. Improving employee wellbeing can improve job performance (f² = 0.061), indicating a small but significant impact. Job satisfaction has no significant impact on job performance (β = 0.011, SD = 0.096, t-value = 0.116, p = 0.908, f² = 0.000), resulting in the rejection of H3a. 
The findings shed light on the relationships between employee wellbeing, job satisfaction, and performance, providing compelling evidence for a strategic organisational focus. Employee wellbeing significantly impacts job performance, as evidenced by a positive β coefficient and statistically significant t-value. Higher levels of wellbeing lead to increased engagement, motivation, and productivity at work. Although the f² value indicates a small effect size, the relationship highlights that even modest improvements in wellbeing can translate into meaningful enhancements in performance over time. This supports the argument that investing in employee wellbeing is a viable strategy for maintaining organisational effectiveness. The analysis found no significant relationship between job satisfaction and job performance, as evidenced by a near-zero β coefficient, low t-value, and non-significant p-value. Therefore, the related hypothesis was rejected. This finding calls into question the often assumed direct link between satisfaction and performance, implying that while employees may be satisfied with their jobs, this contentment does not always lead to improved performance. As a result, organisations aiming to improve productivity should focus more directly on improving wellbeing rather than solely on job satisfaction, recognising that satisfaction alone is insufficient to produce tangible performance gains.
Job Stress has no significant impact on job performance (β = 0.141, SD = 0.074, t-value = 1.919, p = 0.055, f² = 0.010), leading to the rejection of H3b. The small effect size indicates that job stress does not significantly affect job performance, though it contributes to burnout and long-term disengagement. HRM practices significantly improve employee well-being (β = 0.364, SD = 0.052, t-value = 7.028, p < 0.000, f² = 0.170), supporting the acceptance of H4. This emphasises the significance of effective HRM strategies in creating a supportive work environment, supporting previous research that has highlighted the role of HRM in promoting employee wellbeing and reducing workplace stress.
The findings draw significant conclusions about the impact of job stress and HRM practices on employee outcomes, providing practical justifications for organisational strategies. The analysis found that job stress does not significantly impact job performance, as indicated by a small β coefficient, a t-value marginally below the conventional threshold for significance, and a minimal f² value. Therefore, the related hypothesis is rejected. This suggests that while stress may not have an immediate or direct impact on performance levels, it remains a critical concern due to well-established links to burnout, long-term disengagement, and eventual productivity loss if not managed. The study found a significant β coefficient, a high t-value, and a moderate f² effect size, indicating that HRM practices positively impact employee well-being. This demonstrates that effective human resource management strategies, such as employee support programs, training initiatives, and fair performance management systems, significantly contribute to creating a healthier, more resilient workforce. The findings are consistent with previous research and support the argument that proactive HRM interventions are critical for reducing workplace stress and creating a positive work environment in which employees feel valued, supported, and motivated, ultimately benefiting both individual and organisational performance.
Table 4.11. Direct Effects
	No.
	Hypotheses Testing
	Β
	SD
	t-value
	p-values
	R²
	f²
	Decision

	H1
	Smarter Working -> Job Performance
	0.321
	0.080
	4.016
	0.000
	0.678
	0.088
	Accept

	H2
	Smarter Working -> Employees Wellbeing
	0.598
	0.051
	11.745
	0.000
	0.684
	2.168
	Accept

	H2a
	Smarter Working -> Job Satisfaction
	0.821
	0.022
	37.904
	0.000
	0.674
	2.068
	Accept

	H2b
	Smarter Working -> Job Stress
	0.811
	0.020
	39.728
	0.000
	0.709
	0.492
	Reject

	H3
	Employees Wellbeing -> Job Performance
	0.395
	0.085
	4.628
	0.000
	-
	0.061
	Accept

	H3a
	Job Satisfaction -> Job Performance
	0.011
	0.096
	0.116
	0.908
	-
	0.000
	Reject

	H3b
	Job Stress -> Job Performance
	0.141
	0.074
	1.919
	0.055
	-
	0.010
	Reject

	
	HRM Practices -> Employees Wellbeing
	0.364
	0.052
	7.028
	0.000
	-
	0.170
	Accept



The path analysis confirms that Smarter Working improves job performance, employee well-being, and job satisfaction while unexpectedly increasing job stress. Employee well-being significantly improves job performance, whereas job satisfaction and stress do not directly impact performance. Furthermore, HRM Practices improve Employee wellbeing, highlighting the importance of organisational policies in shaping employee experiences. These findings suggest that, while Smarter Working has numerous advantages, organisations must take precautions to manage its potential negative effects, such as stress and workload intensity.
Mediating Effect
Mediation analysis determines whether there is an indirect relationship between two variables via a third variable (mediator). This study investigates employee wellbeing as a mediator between smarter working and job performance (H4). The results show that Employees' Wellbeing significantly mediates the relationship (β = 0.236, SD = 0.051, t-value = 4.617, p < 0.000), supporting H4. Smarter working has a significant direct effect on job performance (β = 0.321, p < 0.000) (Table 4.11), indicating partial mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986). While Smarter Working directly impacts Job Performance, some benefits are transmitted through employee wellbeing. This is consistent with previous research showing that employees who experience high levels of wellbeing due to flexible work arrangements are more engaged and productive.
The mediation analysis results provide clear evidence of the role of employee wellbeing as a significant pathway through which smarter working influences job performance, providing strong justification for integrated organisational strategies. The study found that employee wellbeing plays a significant role in mediating the relationship between smarter working and job performance, with a positive β coefficient, strong t-value, and statistically significant p-value, supporting the hypothesis. The direct impact of smarter working on job performance remains significant, indicating partial mediation according to the classical criteria established by Baron and Kenny. This means that while Smarter Working improves job performance directly, a significant portion of its positive effect is achieved indirectly by improving employee wellbeing. These findings are consistent with previous research, which has shown that flexible work practices promote greater autonomy and efficiency and create conditions that improve psychological health, resulting in higher engagement and productivity. As a result, the evidence suggests that organisations looking to improve performance outcomes should implement smarter working practices and actively nurture employee wellbeing, recognising it as a critical mechanism that amplifies the benefits of flexible and supportive work environments. Because the indirect effect is statistically significant while the direct effect remains meaningful, the mediation is considered partial, implying that smarter working, directly and indirectly, improves job performance by improving employee wellbeing. The findings support the notion that wellbeing plays a critical role in how employees adapt to new work structures, emphasising the importance of organisations focussing on workplace policies that promote employee wellbeing to maximise performance outcomes.
Table 4.12. Mediating Effect
	No.
	Hypothesis testing
	β
	SD
	t-value
	p-values
	Decision

	H4
	Smarter Working -> Employees Wellbeing -> Job Performance
	0.236
	0.051
	4.617
	0.000
	Accept
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Figure 4.1. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)
Moderating Effect
Moderation analysis investigates whether the strength or direction of a relationship between two variables changes with the presence of a third variable (moderator). HRM Practices were investigated as a moderator in the relationship between Smarter Working and Psychological Wellbeing (H5). The results show that the interaction term HRM Practices × Smarter Working has no significant effect on psychological wellbeing (β = 0.035, SD = 0.035, t-value = 1.001, p = 0.317). The hypothesis is rejected because the p-value is greater than 0.05, indicating that HRM practices have no significant moderating effect on the relationship between smarter working and psychological wellbeing.
The findings of the moderation analysis clearly show that HRM practices have no significant effect on the relationship between smarter working and psychological wellbeing, providing important insights into the scope of the impact of HRM in this context. The proposed hypothesis is rejected due to a non-significant interaction effect (low β coefficient, t-value below significance threshold, and p-value > 0.05). This finding suggests that, while HRM practices are beneficial for directly supporting employee wellbeing, they do not enhance or diminish the positive impact that smarter working has on employees' psychological wellbeing. These findings show that the benefits of smarter working on wellbeing are relatively consistent and not heavily influenced by the presence or quality of HRM practices. As a result, organisations should recognise that, while effective HRM strategies are critical for overall workforce support, the success of Smarter Working in promoting psychological wellbeing primarily depends on how well flexible and digital work arrangements are designed and implemented rather than supplementary HRM enhancements. The findings suggest that while Smarter Working directly impacts psychological wellbeing, the presence of HRM Practices does not alter this effect. The strong HRM practices, such as well-structured policies, employee support programs, and workload management, can mitigate the negative effects of Smarter Working on psychological levels. This is that HRM policies are not sufficiently tailored to address the complexities of smarter working or that employees perceive psychological wellbeing as an unavoidable consequence of flexible work arrangements.
Table 4.13. Moderating effect
	No.
	Hypotheses testing
	β
	SD
	t-value
	p-values

	H5
	HRM Practices x Smarter Working -> Psychological Wellbeing
	0.035
	0.035
	1.001
	0.317



Summary
The results chapter thoroughly analyses the findings, assessing direct, mediating, and moderating effects through structural equation modelling. The demographic analysis confirms that the sample is representative of employees at Network Rail and Transport for London, with a diverse range of job roles, experience levels, and education. The measurement model evaluation confirms convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability, with all constructs meeting the recommended thresholds. The results show that the measurement model is statistically sound, with strong factor loadings, sufficient variance explained, and high-reliability scores, implying construct validity. The model fit indices confirm that the structural model fits well, reinforcing the theoretical framework.
The hypotheses testing results show significant relationships between key variables. The findings confirm that Smarter Working improves job performance, employee wellbeing, and job satisfaction, supporting the hypotheses. However, contrary to expectations, Smarter Working increases Job Stress, prompting the rejection of the proposed negative hypothesis. Employee wellbeing is a significant predictor of job performance, whereas job satisfaction and stress have no direct impact on performance, leading to their rejection. Furthermore, HRM practices positively impact employees' wellbeing, emphasising the importance of workplace policies in shaping employee experiences. The mediation analysis confirms that Employees' Wellbeing partially mediates the relationship between Smarter Working and Job Performance, implying that Smarter Working benefits Job Performance directly and indirectly through improved wellbeing.
The moderation analysis reveals that HRM Practices do not significantly moderate the relationship between Smarter Working and Psychological Wellbeing, thus rejecting the hypothesis. This suggests that HRM practices alone do not increase the psychological wellbeing of the employees associated with Smarter Working. Overall, the findings confirm that Smarter Working substantially improves employee satisfaction, wellbeing, and performance, but organisations must be mindful of its potential to increase stress levels.




[bookmark: _Toc197072221]DISCUSSION
This chapter discusses the key findings in light of existing literature, critically evaluating the direct, mediating, and moderating relationships discovered through structural equation modelling. The discussion focuses on how Smarter Working practices affect job performance, employee wellbeing, job satisfaction, and job stress, as well as whether HRM practices improve or modify these relationships. The study focuses on interpreting the strength and direction of these effects, comparing the findings to previous empirical findings and established theoretical frameworks such as Self-Determination Theory, the Job Demands-Resources model, and Self-Determination theory. The chapter examines expected and unexpected outcomes, providing detailed explanations and justifications based on current research and emphasising where the findings support or challenge existing knowledge.
This chapter also examines the mediating role of employee wellbeing in the relationship between Smarter Working and job performance and the moderating role of HRM practices in influencing psychological wellbeing. Where hypotheses were supported, the findings are integrated into a larger evidence base that advocates for flexible, wellbeing-oriented workplace strategies. Where hypotheses were rejected, alternative interpretations are proposed, backed up by critical findings from previous research that point to the limitations of satisfaction-based performance assumptions and the nuanced effects of stress and HRM interventions. Finally, the chapter discusses the theoretical, practical, and strategic implications, guiding organisations looking to optimise Smarter Working initiatives, HRM strategies, and employee wellbeing in the changing workplace.
The study was conducted among employees from two major public transport organisations in the United Kingdom: Network Rail and Transport for London, with Transport for London having a slightly higher representation (55.1%) than Network Rail (44.9%). The sample was primarily composed of London residents (80.1%), with smaller groups from the South East, East of England, West Midlands, and East Midlands regions. Participants represented various functional areas, including IT, Sales and Marketing, Administration, Strategy and Change, and other operational and support roles, providing a view of various organisational functions. The nature of employment revealed that the majority (60.0%) were employees, followed by supervisors and senior managers, resulting in a balanced hierarchical view. The majority of employees (63.1%) reported hybrid working arrangements, indicating the ongoing shift towards flexible work models in the post-pandemic era, while fixed desk-based and front-line remote roles were also included. In terms of tenure, a significant proportion had worked for one to five years, capturing perspectives from the early to mid-career stages. The sample also included people of various ages, with the majority falling between the ages of 25 and 44, as well as people with high levels of education, particularly bachelor’s and master’s degrees. The study used a structured survey methodology with validated measurement instruments to collect information on Smarter Working practices, employee well-being, job satisfaction, job stress, and job performance. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used to examine the hypothesised relationships, ensuring a thorough evaluation of measurement and structural models. The demographic breadth and methodological robustness provide a solid foundation for generalising the findings to large-scale, urban public sector organisations adjusting to modern, flexible working environments.
Smarter Working and Job Performance
The findings generally align with a growing body of research highlighting the role of Smarter Working in improving job performance and employee wellbeing. Consistent with Angelici and Profeta (2020) and Ayling and McCartney (2020), the findings support that Smarter Working improves job performance by allowing for greater autonomy, flexibility, and efficient resource access. Studies by Davidescu et al. (2020) and Gastaldi et al. (2014) also found that flexible and digitally supported work models lead to better performance outcomes, supporting the conclusion that Smarter Working improves job performance. Previous research (Charalampous et al., 2019; Mostafa, 2021), which established that flexible work practices reduce traditional stressors and improve psychological health, supports the significant positive effect on employee wellbeing. However, the unexpected positive link between Smarter Working and job stress provides a more nuanced perspective. While previous studies, such as Chung and van der Lippe (2020) and Umeokafor and Windapo (2020), highlighted the mental health benefits of flexibility, other research (Kakabadse et al., 2017; Frantz & Holmgren, 2019) cautioned that increased digital over-connectivity and workload intensification can paradoxically increase stress levels, which is consistent with the current findings. Thus, while Smarter Working improves satisfaction and wellbeing, organisations must be mindful of its potential to contribute to technostress and burnout (Goh et al., 2015; Rainero & Modarelli, 2020), necessitating strategic interventions to balance flexibility with psychological boundaries.
Furthermore, the findings show that employee wellbeing significantly improves job performance, supporting frameworks proposed by Bryson et al. (2017) and Parker and Grote (2022), who emphasised that high levels of employee wellbeing are directly linked to increased engagement, innovation, and productivity. Although the impact was small, it demonstrates that wellbeing interventions should remain a top organisational priority (Guest, 2017; Van De Voorde et al., 2012). In contrast, the non-significant link between job satisfaction and job performance supports arguments by Bryson et al. (2014) and Wood et al. (2012), implying that satisfaction alone may not always translate into higher outputs if not accompanied by active engagement or wellbeing. Similarly, the rejection of job stress significantly affecting performance is consistent with the findings of Brauchli et al. (2013) and Häusser et al. (2010), who argued that stress can gradually erode long-term commitment rather than cause immediate performance drops. The mediation analysis revealed that wellbeing partially mediates the relationship between Smarter Working and performance, which is consistent with findings from Raguseo et al. (2016) and Bucea-Manea-Ěoniş et al. (2021) that flexibility enhances wellbeing and thus boosts performance. Finally, rejecting HRM practices as a moderator contradicts previous assertions by Dickmann et al. (2016) and Piening et al. (2013), implying that while HRM promotes overall wellbeing, it may not necessarily amplify the specific benefits derived from flexible work models unless strategically aligned. Collectively, these findings emphasise the importance of developing integrated strategies that leverage Smarter Working while actively supporting wellbeing to achieve long-term employee and organisational success.
Smarter Working and Employees’ Wellbeing (Job Stress and Job Satisfaction)
The analysis findings provide strong empirical support for the impact of Smarter Working on employee wellbeing, confirming hypothesis H2 (including H2a and H2b). Prior research by Charalampous et al. (2019), Mostafa (2021), and Bucea-Manea-Ěoniş et al. (2021) supports the idea that flexible work arrangements can improve psychological health, work-life integration, and overall wellbeing. The high β value and large effect size (f² = 2.168) support the claim that Smarter Working environments, which prioritise autonomy, digital support, and flexibility, significantly improve employee wellbeing outcomes. Chung and van der Lippe (2020) and Bryson et al. (2017) found that reduced commuting, personal control over work schedules, and technological empowerment positively correlate with mental and emotional wellbeing. The findings also align with workplace autonomy and self-determination theories (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Gagné et al., 2022), confirming that providing employees with more flexibility in managing their work processes significantly impacts their wellbeing.
Similarly, hypothesis H2a regarding the effect of Smarter Working on job satisfaction is well supported. Previous studies by Wheatley (2017), Ratna and Kaur (2016), and Austin-Egole et al. (2020) have found that Smarter Working conditions lead to significantly higher employee satisfaction levels (β coefficient, f² = 2.068). These studies all emphasised that satisfaction occurs when employees have more control over how and where they work, resulting in a better alignment of professional demands and personal needs. Furthermore, Lake (2016) and Torre and Sarti (2019) found that Smarter Working increases intrinsic motivation and job meaningfulness, which are important predictors of satisfaction. These findings are also consistent with the Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000), which contends that autonomy and competence, enhanced by flexible work models, are critical to achieving high levels of job satisfaction. As a result, the current findings support the notion that Smarter Working is more than just an operational trend but a strategic tool for increasing employee satisfaction, engagement, and long-term organisational commitment.
However, the results for hypothesis H2b provide significant and somewhat unexpected insight. Contrary to the hypothesis, Smarter Working was discovered to have a strong positive relationship with job stress, prompting the rejection of H2b. Although Smarter Working promotes wellbeing and satisfaction, it also contributes to increased stress, a phenomenon that has received increasing attention in recent literature (Kakabadse et al., 2017; Hampton, 2017; Frantz & Holmgren, 2019). This finding is consistent with the concerns expressed by Goh, Pfefer, and Zenios (2015), who warned that digital over-connectivity, increased workload expectations, and the erosion of work-life boundaries could outweigh the psychological advantages of flexibility. Similarly, Rainero and Modarelli (2020) and Kylili et al. (2020) investigated how the "always-on" culture fostered by remote and flexible work practices may increase stress, anxiety, and emotional exhaustion. While Smarter Working offers significant benefits, without clear boundaries and support systems, it risks inadvertently increasing job demands, resulting in higher stress levels among employees despite perceived autonomy and satisfaction.
The combination of these findings emphasises an important point for organisations: while Smarter Working significantly improves employee wellbeing and job satisfaction, it also requires proactive management of associated stressors to realise its potential benefits fully. Bucea-Manea-ɚoniş et al. (2021) and Hopkins and McKay (2019) recommend implementing structured support systems, including clear remote work policies, workload management practices, and mental health interventions. The findings are also consistent with the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Brauchli et al., 2013; Alnoor et al., 2021), which holds that while increased resources (such as autonomy) promote wellbeing, increased demands (such as digital overload) can increase stress. As a result, Smarter Working must be designed holistically, including flexibility, reinforcing boundaries, and providing support to mitigate unintended consequences. Organisations that ignore the dual nature of Smarter Working risk undermining the very wellbeing they seek to improve, despite increases in job satisfaction and engagement. 
Employees’ Wellbeing (Job Stress and Job Satisfaction) and Job Performance
This study is finding of a significant positive relationship between employee wellbeing and job performance lends credence to the argument that improving employees' mental, emotional, and psychological states is critical to improving workplace outcomes. This is consistent with a large body of research indicating that wellbeing is a key driver of productivity, motivation, and innovation (Bryson et al., 2017; Salas-Vallina et al., 2020; Parker & Grote, 2022). Although the effect size was modest (f² = 0.061), the statistical significance shows that wellbeing initiatives can result in tangible organisational benefits, even if the immediate performance gains appear incremental. This finding is consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000), which states that when basic psychological needs — autonomy, competence, and relatedness — are met, individuals are more likely to internalise work goals, experience higher intrinsic motivation, and perform better. Similarly, the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) supports this relationship by showing that increased job resources, such as wellbeing support, directly impact work engagement and outcomes. The evidence supports Guest's (2017) and Bucea-Manea-Ěoniş et al.'s (2021) findings that organisations should prioritise employee wellbeing in their performance strategies over traditional incentive structures.
In contrast, rejecting a significant relationship between job satisfaction and job performance marks a significant departure from older theories and confirms more nuanced contemporary research. Early models, such as Hackman and Oldham (1974), proposed the Job Characteristics Model that job satisfaction would naturally lead to improved performance, assuming that happier employees worked harder. However, more recent research, such as that by Wood et al. (2012) and Andrews and Withey (2012), contends that satisfaction alone is insufficient to drive high performance unless combined with deep engagement, meaningful work, and wellness. The study's results support this position, with a near-zero β value (0.011) and a non-significant p-value (0.908). Employees may be satisfied due to flexible policies, positive interpersonal relationships, or fair pay, but without intrinsic motivation or wellbeing, this satisfaction does not necessarily translate into increased effort or achievement. These findings are supported by Wheatley (2017) and Ratna and Kaur (2016), who state that satisfaction is more closely related to retention and turnover intentions than performance. As a result, organisations must focus not only on surface-level satisfaction improvements but also on fostering deeper psychological engagement and creating environments that challenge, stimulate, and empower employees.
Similarly, rejecting hypothesis H3b, which states that job stress significantly impacts job performance, sheds light on the dynamics of workplace stress. While some models (such as Johnson & Hall's (1988) Demand-Control model) have proposed that moderate stress can serve as a performance motivator ("eustress"), the findings are more consistent with research warning against romanticising stress. Goh, Pfefer, and Zenios (2015) and Häusser et al. (2010) emphasised that chronic or poorly managed stress causes emotional exhaustion, disengagement, and burnout, ultimately harming individual and organisational outcomes. The small effect size (f² = 0.010) and non-significant results indicate that job stress, while initially stimulating, does not lead to sustained high-quality performance over time. Furthermore, Burns and Machin (2013) and Hampton (2017) found that prolonged exposure to high demands without adequate resources depletes cognitive and emotional reserves, resulting in decreased innovation, reduced task focus, and higher absenteeism rates. These findings highlight an important managerial lesson: tolerating high stress levels in the name of productivity is counterproductive, and creating a low-stress, supportive environment should be a strategic imperative for organisations seeking to improve long-term performance.
Furthermore, the confirmation that HRM practices positively impact employee wellbeing reinforces the belief that organisational support systems are critical for developing a resilient, productive workforce. The moderate effect size (f² = 0.170) and strong statistical significance align with extensive prior research that positions HRM as a key enabler of wellbeing (Guest, 2017; Hauff et al., 2014; Piening et al., 2013). Effective HRM systems, including supportive leadership, fair appraisal mechanisms, career development opportunities, and flexibility policies, contribute to creating an environment in which employees feel valued, respected, and cared for, all of which positively impact their psychological health. This is also consistent with the High-Performance Work Systems (HPWS) literature (Bryson & White, 2021; Ramsay et al., 2000), which identifies wellbeing-focused HRM as critical for improving organisational outcomes. Furthermore, the AMO theory (Appelbaum et al., 2000) states that employees perform optimally when they have the ability, motivation, and opportunity to do so, and wellbeing-supportive HRM practices effectively address all three dimensions. As a result, organisations serious about improving performance cannot rely solely on flexible work models; instead, they must strategically invest in robust HRM frameworks that reinforce employee psychological and emotional assets.
These findings form a compelling narrative supporting a holistic approach to workplace management: employee wellbeing is a critical precursor to job performance, job satisfaction alone does not guarantee higher outputs, and unmanaged stress does not yield long-term productivity. HRM practices emerge as administrative tools and strategic levers for creating environments that protect, nurture, and empower employees. These findings are consistent with the broader literature advocating integrating employee wellbeing into organisational strategy (Charalampous et al., 2019; Parker & Knight, 2023; Prus et al., 2017). As workplaces become more flexible, remote, and technologically enabled, organisations that prioritise wellbeing will gain a competitive advantage by leveraging Smarter Working, robust HRM practices, and a deep commitment to psychological health to cultivate short-term performance gains and long-term resilience, loyalty, and innovation. This study provides timely and critical insights for academics and practitioners looking to navigate the future of work using sustainable, human-centred strategies. 
Smarter Working, Employees’ Wellbeing (Job Stress and Job Satisfaction) and Job Performance
The mediation analysis revealed that employee wellbeing significantly mediates the relationship between Smarter Working and job performance, supporting hypothesis H4. This finding is consistent with a large body of literature confirming that the benefits of flexible and digitally enabled work arrangements are direct and significantly transmitted through improvements in employees' psychological states. Previous research (Charalampous et al., 2019; Chung & van der Lippe, 2020; Mostafa, 2021) has consistently shown that flexible work practices improve feelings of autonomy, reduce traditional workplace stressors, and increase control over work-life balance, all of which contribute to higher levels of wellbeing. According to the Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), employees with high well-being are more motivated, engaged, and capable of maintaining higher levels of job performance. The mediation path's significant β value (0.236) supports the theory that employee wellbeing plays a crucial role in translating the benefits of Smarter Working into positive work outcomes. As a result, wellbeing is more than just a side effect of flexible work models; it is a critical link between Smarter Working practices and improved organisational performance.
The evidence of partial mediation observed here — given that Smarter Working still had a significant direct effect on job performance — suggests that, while flexible and smarter work practices improve performance on their own, their full potential is realised when they also promote employee wellbeing. This pattern is consistent with findings from Parker and Grote (2022) and Guest (2017), who argued that work design initiatives that do not adequately address employee wellbeing risk failing to deliver long-term performance improvements. Furthermore, it is consistent with the findings of Salas-Vallina et al. (2020) and Gastaldi et al. (2014), which indicate that organisations that implement Smarter Working without a clear focus on psychological support may only capture a portion of the potential productivity benefits. In other words, Smarter Working increases operational efficiency, but the concurrent boost in wellbeing strengthens and magnifies its impact on job performance. This argument is supported by research by Bryson et al. (2017) and Piening et al. (2013), which identified employee wellbeing as a key mediating factor in the relationship between workplace innovations and firm-level outcomes. Thus, the findings highlight the importance of organisations developing Smarter Working strategies that explicitly incorporate wellbeing-supportive elements such as flexible hours, clear digital disconnection norms, emotional support systems, and autonomy-enhancing leadership practices.
The mediating effect identified here has a critical practical implication: Organisations that invest solely in technological tools or remote working policies without also focusing on employees' psychological health are unlikely to reap the full performance benefits of Smarter Working. This study confirms, in line with Torre and Sarti (2019) and Prus et al. (2017), that wellbeing should be viewed as a strategic asset rather than a secondary concern in the era of flexible, digital workplaces. The findings call for a shift in organisational thinking away from a transactional view of Smarter Working (focused solely on logistics or cost savings) and towards a transformational model that sees employee wellbeing as critical to productivity, engagement, and innovation. This approach not only maximises the direct benefits of flexible work practices but also establishes a positive feedback loop in which employees' improved wellbeing drives additional commitment, creativity, and performance, thereby sustaining long-term organisational success. To summarise, the mediating role of employee wellbeing is statistically significant and strategically critical in understanding how Smarter Working truly transforms modern organisations.
HRM Practices, Smarter Working, and Employees’ Wellbeing
The moderation analysis revealed that HRM practices have no significant moderating effect on the relationship between Smarter Working and psychological wellbeing, resulting in the rejection of hypothesis H5. Despite a positive β coefficient (0.035), the t-value (1.001) and non-significant p-value (0.317) show that the interaction effect is weak and does not affect the strength or direction of the relationship between Smarter Working and employee wellbeing. This finding contradicts previous assumptions made by scholars such as Guest (2017) and Piening et al. (2013), who claimed that supportive HRM environments amplify the benefits of flexible work models. However, it is important to note that the lack of significance observed here is consistent with the viewpoint expressed by Dickmann, Brewster, and Sparrow (2016), who cautioned that the mere presence of HRM practices does not guarantee improved wellbeing unless these practices are deeply embedded into the daily realities and cultures of flexible work. As a result, the findings suggest that, while HRM practices have independent benefits for wellbeing (as previous research has shown), they do not necessarily enhance the strong positive effect of Smarter Working on psychological wellbeing.
One possible explanation for this non-significant moderating effect is the evolving nature of Smarter Working itself. According to Charalampous et al. (2019) and Civil Service (2020), Smarter Working refers to a wide range of practices, such as digital empowerment, spatial flexibility, and time autonomy that are designed to improve psychological wellbeing. As a result, when Smarter Working is already well-implemented, it may be powerful enough on its own, leaving little room for HRM practices to exert significant moderating influence. This explanation is consistent with the findings of Russell and Grant (2020) and Gastaldi et al. (2014), who found that in environments where flexible working arrangements are well-designed, employees experience direct and significant wellbeing benefits regardless of other organisational practices. Thus, the interaction between HRM practices and Smarter Working may become statistically redundant when the baseline impact of Smarter Working is already strong, as seen in the high β values observed for direct effects in previous hypotheses in this study.
The non-significant moderation effect could be attributed to a mismatch between formal HRM policies and employee perceptions or experiences with those policies, as expressed by Hauff, Alewell, and Hansen (2014) and Kelliher and De Menezes (2019). Many organisations have formal HRM practices related to wellbeing, such as flexible scheduling or mental health support, but they are inconsistently applied, poorly communicated, or receive uneven support from management. As Hopkins and McKay (2019) and Gumbie, Dhanpat, and Joseph (2023) point out, this disconnect reduces their real-world effectiveness. As a result, even if HRM practices are in place, employees may not see them as effective enough to change the impact of Smarter Working on their wellbeing. Bucea-Manea-ɚoniş et al. (2021) emphasise the importance of organisational culture, leadership behaviour, and employee trust in translating HRM practices into results. HRM initiatives that are not truly integrated into employees' daily lives will have little impact on the relationship between flexible working arrangements and psychological wellbeing.
Overall, these findings point to important practical and theoretical implications. While HRM practices are valuable tools for improving overall employee wellbeing (as confirmed in a separate study), they cannot be assumed to automatically strengthen the wellbeing outcomes of Smarter Working unless they are deliberately aligned and integrated. This supports Torre and Sarti (2019) and Parker and Grote's (2022) calls for organisations to transition from static HR policies to dynamic, responsive HRM systems that continuously adapt to employee needs in flexible working environments. In short, a "good enough" implementation of Smarter Working may already maximise wellbeing to the point where additional HRM efforts, unless extremely targeted, provide little incremental benefit. As a result, organisations should view HRM practices as foundational elements that must be continually refined, personalised, and embedded into Smarter Working frameworks to fully leverage collective potential for improving employee wellbeing and organisational sustainability.
Table 5.1. Direct, Mediating and Moderating Effects
	No.
	Hypothesis
	Path
	β
	SD
	t-value
	p-value
	f²
	Decision

	1
	H1
	Smarter Working → Job Performance
	0.321
	0.080
	4.016
	0.000
	0.088
	Accepted

	2
	H2
	Smarter Working → Employee Wellbeing
	0.598
	0.051
	11.745
	0.000
	2.168
	Accepted

	3
	H2a
	Smarter Working → Job Satisfaction
	0.821
	0.022
	37.904
	0.000
	2.068
	Accepted

	4
	H2b
	Smarter Working → Job Stress
	0.811
	0.020
	39.728
	0.000
	0.492
	Rejected

	5
	H3
	Employee Wellbeing → Job Performance
	0.395
	0.085
	4.628
	0.000
	0.061
	Accepted

	6
	H3a
	Job Satisfaction → Job Performance
	0.011
	0.096
	0.116
	0.908
	0.000
	Rejected

	7
	H3b
	Job Stress → Job Performance
	0.141
	0.074
	1.919
	0.055
	0.010
	Rejected

	8
	
	HRM Practices → Employee Wellbeing
	0.364
	0.052
	7.028
	0.000
	0.170
	Accepted

	9
	H4
	Smarter Working → Employee Wellbeing → Job Performance (Mediation)
	0.236
	0.051
	4.617
	0.000
	-
	Accepted

	10
	H5
	HRM Practices × Smarter Working → Psychological Wellbeing (Moderation)
	0.035
	0.035
	1.001
	0.317
	-
	Rejected



Summary
This chapter examined the direct, mediating, and moderating effects identified in the structural model, situating the findings within existing theories and empirical research frameworks. The study found that Smarter Working practices significantly positively impact employee wellbeing, job satisfaction, and job performance, adding to the growing evidence that flexible and digitally enabled work environments improve psychological and operational outcomes. However, an unexpected finding was that Smarter Working increased job stress, emphasising the complexities and dualities of flexible work arrangements. The findings also revealed that, while employee wellbeing significantly improves job performance, job satisfaction and job stress were not directly associated with improved performance, implying that wellbeing, rather than satisfaction or reduced stress, plays an important mediating role in the Smarter Working-performance relationship. These findings are consistent with contemporary frameworks such as the Job Demands-Resources model and Self-Determination Theory while also emphasising the need to manage new challenges posed by flexible work designs, such as digital overload and blurred work-life boundaries.
Furthermore, the chapter emphasised that HRM practices have a significant independent impact on employee wellbeing but do not moderate the relationship between Smarter Working and psychological wellbeing. This finding calls into question the assumption that HRM systems automatically strengthen the effects of flexible work practices, and it emphasises the importance of strategic integration rather than superficial alignment of HRM and flexible work policies. The significant mediating role of employee wellbeing in smarter working and job performance demonstrates that promoting wellbeing is necessary for fully realising the benefits of modern work practices. In contrast, the rejected moderation effect suggests that even strong HRM frameworks must be thoughtfully adapted to modern, autonomous working environments. Overall, this chapter advances our understanding of how Smarter Working, employee wellbeing, and HRM systems interact to influence employee outcomes. It also has important implications for theory, organisational policy, and management practice, encouraging future research to look into how organisations can strategically design smarter work systems that balance autonomy with structure, flexibility with psychological protection, and innovation with wellbeing sustainability.























[bookmark: _Toc197072222]CONCLUSION
This chapter concludes by systematically revisiting the core factors and critically reflecting on the findings. It begins by restating the research objectives and summarising the methodological approach, emphasising using a quantitative research design to investigate the impact of smarter working practices on employee wellbeing, job satisfaction, job stress, and performance at Network Rail and Transport for London. The chapter then summarises the key findings, emphasising how the study validated and expanded on existing theoretical frameworks, specifically the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model and Self-Determination Theory (SDT). Following the discussion of the findings, the chapter delves into the theoretical implications, demonstrating how the study adds to and refines our theoretical understanding of smarter working and employee outcomes. It then discusses practical implications, providing clear, evidence-based recommendations for managers and organisations to implement smarter working practices better while avoiding unintended consequences like escalating stress. The chapter also discusses the main limitations, recognising the limitations of the methodology and scope. Finally, it proposes detailed future research directions to encourage more robust, dynamic, and contextualised investigations, followed by a reflective closing summary highlighting the contributions to knowledge and practice in the changing work landscape.
Concluding Remarks
This research aimed to examine the impact of Smarter Working practices on employee wellbeing, job satisfaction, job stress, and job performance at two major public transport organisations in the United Kingdom: Network Rail and Transport for London. The study aimed to understand better the direct relationships between Smarter Working and key employee outcomes, the mediating role of employee wellbeing in the Smarter Working-job performance relationship, and the moderating role of HRM practices in influencing psychological wellbeing. The study used frameworks such as the Self-Determination Theory and the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model to investigate both the positive and potentially negative effects of flexible, digital working environments. This study used a structured, quantitative research methodology called Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) to assess these relationships rigorously and contribute empirical evidence to a field where the dynamics between flexible work practices, HRM support, and employee outcomes are complex and evolving.
The methodology involved surveying 412 employees from various roles, regions, and work arrangements to ensure a representative sample of modern urban public sector workforces. Demographic data showed that the majority of employees were based in London, with roles ranging from IT to Sales and Marketing, Administration, Strategy and Change, and other core functions, as well as a strong representation of hybrid models. The data were analysed using a two-stage SEM process, with the measurement model first validated for reliability and discriminant validity and then the structural model for hypothesis testing. This rigorous approach ensured the findings could be confidently interpreted, providing credible insights into how Smarter Working influences employee wellbeing and organisational performance. The high-quality dataset and analytical procedures, including careful evaluation of model fit indices, provided a solid foundation for testing the hypotheses, filling gaps in previous research that frequently relied on smaller or less diverse samples.
The study found that Smarter Working practices positively impact employee wellbeing (β = 0.598, p < 0.000), job satisfaction (β = 0.821, p < 0.000), and job performance (β = 0.321, p < 0.000). These findings are strongly consistent with previous research by Charalampous et al. (2019), Chung and van der Lippe (2020), and Mostafa (2021), which found that autonomy, flexibility, and digital empowerment improve psychological and operational outcomes. The study found a significant positive correlation between Smarter Working and job stress (β = 0.811, p < 0.000), contradicting previous assumptions that flexible work reduces stress. This paradox reflects growing concerns in the literature (Kakabadse et al., 2017; Hampton, 2017) about the dangers of digital over-connectivity, blurred boundaries, and rising performance expectations associated with Smarter Working environments. Thus, while Smarter Working provides significant benefits in wellbeing, satisfaction, and performance, it also introduces new challenges that must be carefully managed to avoid eroding its positive effects.
The analysis confirmed that employee wellbeing significantly enhances job performance (β = 0.395, p < 0.000), supporting theories proposed by Bryson et al. (2017) and Parker and Grote (2022). However, job satisfaction did not significantly impact performance (β = 0.011, p = 0.908), contradicting traditional beliefs (Hackman & Oldham, 1974) that happier employees are automatically better performers. This suggests that, while job satisfaction can help with employee retention and morale, employee wellbeing — which includes physical health, emotional resilience, and psychological engagement — drives actual productivity gains. Job stress did not have a significant relationship with job performance (β = 0.141, p = 0.055), supporting Goh, Pfefer, and Zenios' (2015) warning that chronic stress undermines rather than stimulates sustainable workplace output. These findings highlight the importance of wellbeing as a strategic lever for improving organisational outcomes and the need to move beyond simplistic assumptions that associate satisfaction or moderate stress with performance gains.
The mediation analysis found that employee wellbeing partially mediates the relationship between Smarter Working and job performance (β = 0.236, p < 0.000). This partial mediation effect implies that while Smarter Working directly improves job performance, a significant portion of its impact is mediated by its positive influence on employee wellbeing. This is consistent with theoretical propositions from Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and empirical findings by Salas-Vallina et al. (2020), which show that flexible work models are most effective when they promote intrinsic motivation, personal development, and psychological resilience. The findings also highlight the importance of developing Smarter Working practices that maximise operational efficiency and intentionally nurture employee wellbeing, resulting in a virtuous cycle in which improved wellbeing feeds back into higher performance and innovation. Organisations that fail to address the wellbeing dimension risk reaping only limited or fleeting benefits from their flexible work policies.
The moderation analysis revealed that HRM practices did not significantly impact the relationship between Smarter Working and psychological wellbeing (β = 0.035, p = 0.317). This finding suggests that, while HRM practices improve wellbeing independently, they do not always amplify the benefits of Smarter Working practices. This finding calls into question High-Performance Work Systems theory's (Bryson & White, 2021; Ramsay et al., 2000) assumptions that synergistic effects should occur when HRM and work design practices are well-aligned. Instead, the findings support Dickmann, Brewster, and Sparrow's (2016) cautionary views, which argue that HRM practices must be fully integrated into employees' lived experiences to have significant influence. This implies that organisations must do more than layer HRM initiatives onto flexible work policies; they must ensure that HRM practices are strategically embedded, consistently applied, and perceived as meaningful by employees in flexible work settings.
Theoretically, this study advances understanding by emphasising the importance of employee wellbeing as a mediator in the Smarter Working-performance relationship and demonstrating the limitations of HRM moderation effects in modern, flexible work environments. It calls into question traditional assumptions about the linear impact of job satisfaction and stress on performance, emphasising the importance of basing future research on holistic models such as the JD-R framework, which considers complex interactions between demands, resources, and psychological states. Practically, the study provides actionable insights for organisations implementing Smarter Working models, emphasising the importance of incorporating wellbeing strategies into the core design of flexible work, managing digital overload, setting clear boundaries, and investing in responsive and genuinely supportive HRM systems. These findings are especially relevant as organisations increasingly shift to hybrid and remote models in response to global changes in work patterns, where balancing flexibility with psychological sustainability will be a defining challenge.
Finally, this study offers a thorough, evidence-based examination of how Smarter Working, employee wellbeing, and HRM practices influence individual and organisational outcomes. It confirms that Smarter Working is an effective tool for improving employee wellbeing, satisfaction, and performance, but it also warns against uncritical optimism, revealing that it can exacerbate job stress. It emphasises the importance of employee wellbeing in translating flexible work practices into performance gains, and it advocates for a more integrated approach to HRM practices to maximise these benefits. These findings provide valuable theoretical insights, practical guidance, and strategic reflections for organisations navigating the future of work, emphasising the importance of prioritising flexibility, support, and employee wellbeing together to achieve long-term success.
Theoretical Implications
This research advances the assumptions of the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model and Self-Determination Theory. First, this study provides strong empirical support for the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model, demonstrating that Smarter Working practices are an important job resource that improves employee wellbeing, satisfaction, and performance. According to Bakker and de Vries (2021), the JD-R model proposes that job resources such as autonomy, flexibility, and technological support promote a motivational process that leads to positive outcomes such as engagement and improved performance. The findings of this study are closely related to this proposition: employees exposed to Smarter Working environments reported significantly higher levels of wellbeing and job satisfaction, supporting the argument that meaningful job resources can buffer job demands while promoting psychological thriving. Smarter Working reduces traditional work pressures while empowering employees, supporting the resource-building mechanisms discussed by Mazzetti et al. (2016), who emphasised the importance of job autonomy in driving sustained work engagement. Thus, the findings confirm that the JD-R model is still highly relevant in explaining employee outcomes in modern, digitally enabled work environments.
The mediating role of employee wellbeing in Smarter Working and job performance strengthens the theoretical relevance of the JD-R model by confirming the motivational pathway central to the model's logic. As Yin et al. (2018) argued, wellbeing acts as a psychological reservoir, allowing employees to convert job resources into tangible performance outcomes. The study's findings revealed that wellbeing significantly mediated the relationship between flexible work practices and job performance, providing direct evidence for this pathway. Furthermore, Dicke et al. (2017) demonstrated through longitudinal analysis that positive job characteristics increase wellbeing over time, predicting better occupational outcomes. In line with these findings, the current study broadens the JD-R model by demonstrating that wellbeing is an active process variable that channels the effects of job resources such as Smarter Working to improve individual performance. As a result, organisations seeking to maximise the benefits of flexible work systems must view employee wellbeing as a strategic link connecting work design to performance excellence.
Smarter Working improved job satisfaction while increasing job stress, reflecting the JD-R model's dual-process nature, including health impairment and motivational pathways. Zhou et al. (2022) and Ndengu and Leka (2022) emphasised that while job resources promote wellbeing and engagement, excessive demands, even within flexible arrangements, can cause stress responses. Although the finding that job stress is positively associated with Smarter Working contradicts initial hypotheses, it is theoretically consistent with the JD-R assumption that resources must be balanced against demands to optimise outcomes. When resources like flexibility are accompanied by hidden demands, such as expectations for constant connectivity or blurred work-life boundaries, employees may experience resource depletion despite otherwise favourable work conditions. This nuanced interpretation contributes to the JD-R framework by emphasising that not all resource-enhancing interventions are uniformly protective and that job resources' quality, not quantity, determines their ultimate impact on employee health and performance.
This study makes another significant contribution to the JD-R literature by examining the role of HRM practices. Although HRM practices improved employee wellbeing independently, they had no significant moderating effect on the relationship between Smarter Working and wellbeing. This finding implies a limitation to the JD-R model's traditional emphasis on job resources: not all supplementary resources interact synergistically. Chuang et al. (2025) and Li et al. (2023) proposed that when core job resources (such as Smarter Working) are adequate, additional interventions may provide diminishing returns unless they address specific new challenges such as digital fatigue or role ambiguity. Thus, the study emphasises the need for the JD-R model better to theorise the contextual and conditional aspects of resource-resource interactions. In highly autonomous work environments, HRM practices must shift from generic wellbeing supports to more personalised, situation-specific interventions that supplement rather than duplicate the existing resource landscape.
This study broadens the model's application to digital-era work practices by situating Smarter Working within the JD-R framework as a dynamic and evolving type of job resource. Traditional applications of the JD-R model concentrated on physical, relational, and organisational resources. However, as this study demonstrates, digital autonomy, hybrid work models, and flexible technological ecosystems are now critical job resources that necessitate new theoretical treatment. Mazzetti et al. (2016) and Bakker and de Vries (2021) advocated adapting the JD-R model to the realities of modern work structures, such as virtual collaboration, remote leadership, and asynchronous work rhythms. This study responds to that call by empirically validating Smarter Working as a valuable resource within the JD-R structure while cautioning that digital work models can amplify job demands without proper boundary management. Thus, the findings reinforce but also modernise and refine the JD-R model, opening up new avenues for theoretical development in understanding employee wellbeing and performance in the digital age.
Yunus et al. (2023) found that high-performance HR practices (HPHRP) significantly impact job demands and employee wellbeing. This aligns with the current research's focus on HRM practices and smarter working conditions, which impact job satisfaction and stress levels. Galanakis and Tsitouri (2022) found that the JD-R model accurately predicts both positive (engagement) and negative (burnout) outcomes in various professions. This supports the idea that smarter working practices can improve wellbeing and reduce stress. Berger et al. (2019) found that job resources and job demands mediate the relationship between leadership behaviours and employee anxiety. This highlights the need for work environments that balance autonomy, support, and clear role expectations, which aligns with the findings of this study. However, autonomy promotes smarter working but can also increase job stress. Tummers and Bakker (2021) found that leadership is a key job resource or demand in the JD-R framework and significantly impacts employee wellbeing. This conceptual flexibility improves the theoretical fit of the current study, which treats HRM practices and smarter working as variables influencing job demands and resources. Mura et al. (2018) found that smarter working environments combined with psychological support can effectively maintain employee wellbeing by buffering the effects of demands. These studies all validate the theoretical assumptions underlying the JD-R model used in this study and call for more nuanced evaluations of modern, flexible working arrangements. They emphasise that without a balance of demands and resources — and careful managerial and organisational interventions — even positive innovations like smarter working may result in paradoxical outcomes, such as increased stress alongside increased satisfaction.
	Second, the findings strongly support the relevance of Self-Determination Theory (SDT) in understanding employee wellbeing, satisfaction, and performance in the context of smarter working environments. SDT believes that meeting three basic psychological needs—autonomy, competence, and relatedness—is critical to promoting intrinsic motivation and wellbeing (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The findings, particularly the significant positive relationship between smarter working practices and employee wellbeing and job satisfaction, directly support the proposition from SDT that meeting these psychological needs leads to increased vitality and optimal functioning. Smarter working practices, for example, allow employees to feel more in control of their work by providing flexible and autonomous working arrangements, meeting their need for autonomy and fostering intrinsic motivation. This is consistent with Blechman et al. (2022), who argue that work environments that promote autonomy improve employees' overall psychological wellbeing.
Furthermore, the findings, which show that employee wellbeing significantly improves job performance, support the argument from SDT that wellbeing is a critical antecedent of productive outcomes. According to Nunes, Proença, and Carozzo-Todaro (2024), workplaces that promote intrinsic motivation through supportive environments see higher employee engagement and performance. This finding is consistent with the findings, which show that employees who experience high levels of wellbeing due to smarter working report higher levels of job performance. This finding supports the research of McAnally and Hagger (2024) by demonstrating that psychological need satisfaction is necessary for personal growth and happiness and serves as a driver of organisational success. Furthermore, Krause, North, and Davidson (2019) emphasise that when people perceive their environment as supportive of their autonomy and competence, they are more engaged and perform better in various contexts, including the workplace.
The analysis showed that smarter working increases job satisfaction is also inextricably linked to SDT. Satisfaction in SDT stems from an internal state in which autonomy, competence, and relatedness needs are met (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Employees who work in a smarter working framework benefit from greater flexibility, task management options, and, in many cases, more opportunities for self-direction, which helps them meet their psychological needs (Manganelli et al., 2018; Camilleri, 2021). This increased satisfaction results in higher levels of motivation and engagement. Furthermore, Wray-Lake et al. (n.d.) contend that environments that encourage self-endorsed engagement rather than external control promote satisfaction and a sense of purpose at work, reinforcing the mechanisms discussed in this study.
Surprisingly, the finding that smarter working increases job stress contradicts expectations and provides a nuanced interpretation within the SDT framework. While SDT primarily focuses on the positive outcomes of need satisfaction, it also acknowledges that need frustration can occur when organisational demands overwhelm employees or structural supports are insufficient (Li et al., 2021). Such frustration, despite the autonomy provided by smarter working, can result from technological overload, blurred work-life boundaries, and increased self-imposed performance pressures, as noted by McAnally and Hagger (2024). As a result, this finding emphasises that while smarter working promotes autonomy and flexibility, organisations must also ensure that adequate structures and support systems are in place to avoid the unintended consequences of stress and burnout.
Finally, the mediating role of employee wellbeing in smarter working and job performance is consistent with SDT's understanding of motivational processes. It demonstrates that the link between supportive organisational practices (smarter working) and improved employee output (performance) is indirect and mediated by internal psychological states (wellbeing) (Blechman et al., 2022; Nunes et al., 2024). This supports the study of Deci and Ryan (2008) that sustainable performance is achieved not through direct control or external incentives but by nurturing employees' intrinsic motivations and meeting their psychological needs. This theoretical implication suggests that interventions to improve workplace outcomes should prioritise wellbeing-oriented strategies over productivity metrics, providing a practical blueprint for HRM policies based on SDT principles.
Policy Implications
Despite theoretical implications, this research also provides policy implications. The findings of this study highlight the critical need for smarter working policies that actively balance flexibility and psychological health. While smarter working improved employee wellbeing and satisfaction, it paradoxically increased job stress. As a result, policy frameworks must go beyond simply providing autonomy and flexibility and instead incorporate structured wellbeing safeguards. Based on Camilleri (2021) and Manganelli et al. (2018), organisations such as Network Rail and Transport for London should institutionalise "structured flexibility," which entails flexible arrangements accompanied by clear work-life boundaries, digital wellbeing standards, and protected offline time. For example, instituting formal "right-to-disconnect" policies, mandatory offline breaks, and regulated workload caps would ensure that the benefits of autonomy do not manifest as hidden, chronic stress. Smarter working policies must evolve to treat employee wellbeing as an operational necessity rather than an ancillary HR issue by firmly integrating it into organisational design and leadership accountability structures.
Furthermore, smarter working policies should be deliberately based on Self-Determination Theory (SDT), ensuring that the three fundamental psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness are consistently met. The diversity of roles in Network Rail and Transport for London—from frontline operations to IT—requires nuanced policy interventions that consider different needs across functions. According to Krause, North, and Davidson (2019) and McAnally and Hagger (2024), smarter working initiatives must include personalised development plans, role-specific autonomy frameworks, and ongoing relational support structures like mentoring or peer-coaching programs. Policy must not treat all employees the same way but must be adaptable to smarter working models so that every employee feels competent, connected, and autonomous. This is especially important given the study's finding that job satisfaction alone does not guarantee higher performance unless mediated by genuine psychological wellbeing — a nuance strongly echoed in SDT research.
Policy coherence is clearly required given the evidence that HRM practices improved wellbeing on their own but did not moderate the smarter working-wellbeing relationship. According to Li et al. (2021) and Yunus et al. (2023), HRM policies should be seamlessly integrated into smarter working frameworks rather than operating independently. This entails explicitly designing HR interventions, such as wellbeing programs, resilience training, and flexible benefits, in tandem with smarter working strategies so that they reinforce rather than compete with one another. Smarter working policies, for example, must include mandatory wellbeing assessments, performance appraisals, regular mental health audits, and targeted interventions for departments with higher stress indicators. By incorporating HRM practices into the DNA of smarter working structures, organisations can achieve synergistic outcomes for wellbeing and productivity.
Another important takeaway from the findings is the need for systemic leadership development to manage smarter working environments. Angelici and Profeta (2020) and Dickmann et al. (2016) stated that traditional leadership skills are insufficient for managing hybrid or remote teams. Leadership policies in Network Rail and Transport for London must require all managers to receive virtual leadership, emotional intelligence, and remote performance management training. Managers must be prepared to detect and intervene proactively in digital burnout, disengagement, or boundary erosion among smarter workers. To reinforce accountability, leadership evaluations should include employee wellbeing metrics such as stress scores or survey results. As the smarter working model matures, leadership development must be continuous and adaptive, recognising that managing distributed teams is an ever-changing skill that requires constant refinement and institutional support.
Furthermore, smarter working must be accompanied by strong digital wellbeing policies tailored to public service environments. According to Gastaldi et al. (2014) and Charalampous et al. (2019), without proper digital management, flexible work models risk creating an "always-on" culture that undermines wellbeing. Network Rail and Transport for London's policies must include clear regulations on the number of video meetings per day, limits on after-hours communications, and an active promotion of asynchronous work wherever possible. Furthermore, employee monitoring systems must be ethically designed — not to increase surveillance but to detect early signs of digital overload, such as excessive overtime or declining online engagement. Smarter working should thus be reframed as "healthy, sustainable hours with meaningful autonomy" rather than "anytime, anywhere," a distinction critical for ensuring long-term employee wellbeing and organisational performance.
The findings highlight the importance of equitable access to smarter working opportunities across roles and grades. As Austin-Egole et al. (2020) and Chung and van der Lippe (2020) have noted, perceived inequity in access to flexibility erodes trust and morale. As a result, Network Rail and Transport for London must create transparent eligibility criteria for hybrid and remote work options, communicate them openly, and establish appeal mechanisms for employees who feel unfairly excluded. Policies must also actively monitor smarter working adoption across departments, genders, age groups, and ethnicities to ensure that the benefits of flexible working are distributed fairly. By incorporating inclusion audits into smarter working policy evaluations, organisations can proactively identify and address emerging disparities, reinforcing a culture of fairness and psychological safety critical for maintaining high performance in public sector environments.
Another significant implication is the need to rethink performance evaluation frameworks to better align with the realities of smarter working. According to Bryson et al. (2017) and De Ménezes and Kelliher (2011), performance policies must shift from presenteeism to outcome-based metrics. Performance management at Network Rail and Transport for London must explicitly value results, output quality, and wellbeing maintenance over hours logged or visibility to managers. Annual reviews, for example, should compare employee contributions to agreed-upon outcomes while also taking into account self-reported wellbeing and digital health scores. Policies must also protect employees from punitive measures for achieving work-life balance, recognising that in a smarter working world, sustainable performance necessitates respecting individual work rhythms rather than imposing uniform schedules.
Furthermore, smarter working policies should incorporate ongoing participatory redesign processes. Cheese (2020) and Wray-Lake et al. (n.d.) recommend treating employees as co-creators of smarter working systems rather than passive recipients. Policies at Network Rail and Transport for London should include quarterly smarter working feedback forums, cross-departmental smarter working advisory committees, and employee-driven policy reviews. Such structures would ensure that smarter working policies are dynamic, responsive to employee experiences, and adaptable to changing technological, social, and organisational realities. Including participatory governance in smarter working ensures that flexibility is empowering rather than burdensome and that policies are constantly refined to maximise both wellbeing and operational resilience.
Therefore, public-sector organisations must use their influence to advocate for broader national policy reforms that promote smarter working. According to Dunleavy (2005) and El-Gamry and Heselwood (2018), pioneering organisations can drive systemic change by establishing benchmarks for smarter working practices. Network Rail and Transport for London should work closely with government agencies, unions, and industry associations to advance policies such as national right-to-disconnect laws, tax breaks for sustainable remote work practices, and public funding for digital wellbeing initiatives. Organisations can ensure that their smarter working transformations are part of a larger societal shift towards healthier, more sustainable work models by aligning internal smarter working policies with external advocacy efforts. 
Practical Implications
The findings have a significant practical implication for managers: they should treat flexibility as a structured management practice that directly supports employee wellbeing and long-term performance. While smarter working initiatives at Network Rail and Transport for London provided employees with greater autonomy, the significant increase in job stress suggests that autonomy without structure leads to overwork, blurred boundaries, and burnout. Line managers should put smarter working into practice by creating clear, individualised work plans that include realistic deadlines, expected availability windows, and mutually agreed-upon "switch-off" times. For example, hybrid employees can collaborate with supervisors to create weekly schedules that include protected non-meeting blocks, strict limits on after-hours email checking, and expectations for responsiveness. Structured flexibility also entails proactive workload distribution, such as reviewing task assignments regularly, to ensure that autonomy does not result in an invisible escalation of demand. According to Camilleri (2021) and Manganelli et al. (2018), meeting employees' autonomy needs under SDT requires a balance of choice within clear, supportive frameworks. Managers must allow employee autonomy while providing the necessary support to avoid stress creep. Without proactive managerial support, smarter working may continue to promote autonomy at the expense of psychological exhaustion, jeopardising performance and employee retention.
Another critical practical implication is that Transport for London and Network Rail managers must develop the ability to manage wellbeing and performance simultaneously, rather than focusing solely on outputs. Traditional performance management frequently focuses on quantifiable deliverables, but the findings of this study show that employee wellbeing significantly mediates the relationship between smarter working and job performance. Thus, practical day-to-day management must evolve to assess and support the "health of the worker" as an equally important dimension of team success. Practical steps include incorporating wellbeing check-ins into regular one-on-ones, including self-assessment of stress and satisfaction in performance conversations, and explicitly recognising contributions that foster a positive team climate. Managers should be trained to recognise signs of burnout and declining engagement and intervene early by redistributing workloads, flexing deadlines, or authorising mental health recovery days. According to Yunus et al. (2023) and Bryson et al. (2017), performance and wellbeing are not competing goals but intertwined outcomes of effective management. A monthly "Wellbeing and Output Tracker," in which employees self-report stress and satisfaction levels and task progress updates, could help managers address issues holistically rather than reactively.
Another implication is the need for personalised, smarter working arrangements tailored to different employee groups, rather than implementing uniform, flexible working models across the board. The findings revealed differences in how employees perceived smarter working based on role type, employment level, and location. For example, operational and frontline employees may experience different levels of flexibility than IT, administrative, or communication staff. Practically speaking, HR teams at Network Rail and Transport for London should create a menu of smarter working options — such as remote-first, hybrid, compressed weeks, or flexible start-end times — and allow employees to choose the arrangement that best suits their functional realities and personal wellbeing needs. Managers should be provided with smarter working toolkits that include templates for personalised smarter working agreements and sections on work expectations, communication protocols, team interaction norms, and wellbeing metrics. Differentiated smarter working, like Austin-Egole et al. (2020) and Gastaldi et al. (2014), acknowledges employees' challenges and promotes a genuinely inclusive, flexible workplace. Practical implementation necessitates HR and managers engaging in consultative dialogues with employees when developing smarter working plans, ensuring that flexibility promotes rather than undermines both wellbeing and operational efficiency.
Another important practical implication of the study's increased stress levels is the urgent need to establish proactive stress monitoring and recovery interventions at the team level. Rather than relying on annual engagement surveys or waiting for visible burnout symptoms, practical, smarter working management must include ongoing low-burden stress assessment mechanisms. Managers, for example, can incorporate simple bi-weekly pulse surveys that measure perceived stress, workload fairness, and emotional exhaustion, administer them confidentially, and summarise the results into team-level heatmaps. When pockets of rising stress are identified, managers must be empowered to initiate immediate recovery interventions, such as temporarily reducing non-essential meetings, allowing "wellbeing catch-up" hours, or rotating high-pressure responsibilities among team members. Furthermore, employees should be educated on recognising personal stress signals and encouraged to discuss them openly. As Frantz and Holmgren (2019) discovered, early detection of work-related stress significantly reduces long-term absenteeism and performance declines. In smarter working environments, where managers have less direct visibility into employee wellbeing, implementing practical, real-time stress monitoring is critical to maintaining health and productivity over time.
Practical experience with smarter working demonstrates that success depends on managerial practices and the strength of peer relationships. The study's findings, particularly the positive role of wellbeing in driving performance, emphasise the importance of formalising peer support structures within smarter working environments. In practice, Network Rail and Transport for London can appoint "Peer Wellbeing Champions" in each team, volunteers trained to serve as informal wellbeing advocates and first points of contact for colleagues facing difficulties. Regularly scheduled, informal team wellbeing huddles, separate from work-related meetings, can provide a safe space for employees to discuss challenges and coping strategies. Managers should explicitly encourage peer mentoring relationships, pairing newer employees with more experienced colleagues to reduce isolation and increase social capital. According to Wray-Lake et al. (n.d.) and Charalampous et al. (2019), social connectedness is an important protective factor against work stress in flexible environments. Practical initiatives such as virtual "coffee roulette" (random peer chats) or team wellbeing newsletters can help to maintain relational ties even in remote settings, reinforcing the SDT principle of meeting the need for relatedness. Even within otherwise flexible systems, smarter working runs the risk of fragmenting, psychologically vulnerable workforces in the absence of strong peer support.
The practical implication is changing the internal narrative of smarter working from "a concession" to "a strategic tool for sustainable high performance."  Many organisations continue to view smarter working as a temporary privilege or post-pandemic accommodation, undermining its value and the employee commitment it can generate. Based on research that shows that smarter working improves wellbeing and satisfaction, and thus performance, practical leadership messaging at Network Rail and Transport for London must explicitly frame smarter working as a business performance enhancer. Internal communications campaigns, leadership town halls, and manager team briefings should highlight smarter working success stories related to better service delivery, innovation, or operational excellence. Training sessions should provide employees with frameworks for strategically using flexibility, such as teaching how to structure remote workdays for maximum flow, concentration, and recovery. According to Gastaldi et al. (2014) and Salas-Vallina et al. (2020), when employees internalise smarter working as a vehicle for mastery and autonomy (in line with SDT), engagement and discretionary effort increase significantly. Practical application necessitates ongoing messaging that promotes smarter working as central to organisational vitality rather than peripheral. 
Limitations
This research also offers limitations. One of the primary limitations of this study is its reliance solely on quantitative methods, which, while providing statistical generalisability, inherently limit the depth of contextual understanding and subjective experiences of employees implementing smarter working practices. While helpful in detecting patterns and testing hypotheses across large samples, quantitative surveys may overlook employees' nuanced interpretations, emotions, and coping mechanisms when navigating flexible work environments (Bryman, 2012). Using pre-defined survey instruments, respondents are forced to choose from a limited set of options, potentially leading to measurement bias in which rich, unexpected insights are systematically excluded. Furthermore, in the context of this study, employees' unique experiences of stress, wellbeing, and satisfaction at Network Rail and Transport for London may include culturally, socially, or individually mediated meanings that numerical data alone cannot fully reveal. This limitation is consistent with criticisms in the literature that emphasise quantitative methods' inability to investigate subjective meaning-making processes in dynamic work environments such as hybrid and remote working contexts (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018).
Another significant limitation is the possibility of common method variance (CMV), which is well-documented when data for independent and dependent variables are collected simultaneously (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This study used self-reported questionnaires to collect data on smarter working practices, employee wellbeing, satisfaction, stress, and performance. This introduces the risks of social desirability bias, consistency motif, and common rater effects, which could inflate or deflate the true relationships between constructs (Fuller et al., 2016). Although statistical measures such as ensuring respondent anonymity and using established, validated scales were implemented, the mono-method approach could not eliminate the risk. Future research could improve the validity of findings by using methodological triangulation, such as combining self-reports with objective performance data, supervisor ratings, or observational methods, as proposed by leading scholars (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). Even when statistically significant relationships are observed, the confidence with which causal or directional interpretations can be made is limited without such triangulation.
Furthermore, the cross-sectional nature of the quantitative design limits the ability to draw causal conclusions and examine the dynamic evolution of employee experiences over time. While the findings show significant links between smarter working practices and employee outcomes, they do not account for potential longitudinal shifts like adaptation effects, delayed stress onset, or changing satisfaction patterns (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). For example, the initial positive effects of smarter working on wellbeing and satisfaction may diminish or reverse under long-term remote or hybrid conditions if organisational supports weaken. Similarly, stress reactions might manifest cumulatively rather than immediately. Leading researchers have advocated for longitudinal designs in organisational behaviour studies to address temporal complexities (Finkel, 1995; Fisher & To, 2012). Thus, while this study provides a valuable snapshot, its methodological constraint to a single time-point measurement limits its ability to model the dynamic trajectories of smarter working impacts comprehensively.
While the quantitative approach provides breadth, it sacrifices contextual specificity, which is especially relevant in the sector-specific (transport and public service) and organisationally unique (Network Rail and Transport for London) environments studied. Employee perceptions of smarter working may be deeply embedded in specific cultural, hierarchical, and operational dynamics that quantitative measures cannot fully reveal (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). Because of differences in operational demands and digital readiness, frontline engineering staff, administrative personnel, and IT specialists will likely have different experiences with smarter working. Qualitative research, such as interviews or ethnographic observations, could have revealed deeper layers of meaning, hidden barriers, facilitating conditions, or contextual adaptations that numbers cannot capture. Scholars such as Grandy (2010) and Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton (2013) have emphasised the importance of thick descriptions in developing theories for emergent organisational phenomena such as digital workplace transformation. As a result, while the quantitative strategy enabled statistical testing of theoretically derived relationships, it also inevitably limited the ability to develop new grounded insights into how smarter working practices are lived and interpreted across various strata of the workforce.
Future Directions
Building on the findings while acknowledging the limitations of a quantitative, cross-sectional approach, future research should use mixed-methods or longitudinal designs to capture the dynamic, evolving nature of employee experiences with smarter working practices. A mixed-methods approach would enable researchers to combine quantitative survey data with rich qualitative insights from interviews, focus groups, or ethnographic observations. Such designs would not only validate the statistical relationships discovered here but would also reveal deeper, context-specific narratives about how employees interpret autonomy, satisfaction, stress, and performance in flexible arrangements. Longitudinal mixed-methods studies could track the evolving effects of smarter working across various career stages, organisational changes, and technology adoptions. As Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) and Edmondson and McManus (2007) advocate, methodological pluralism would significantly improve theoretical contributions by revealing emergent processes, boundary conditions, and paradoxes that cannot be identified solely through quantitative snapshots.
Another promising direction is broadening the scope using true longitudinal panel designs to better understand causality and dynamic change over time. While this study found positive associations between smarter working and wellbeing and identified stress paradoxes, it is unclear whether these relationships will persist, amplify, or reverse as smarter working becomes more institutionalised. Future researchers should collect data in multiple waves over at least 12 to 24 months to examine trajectories in employee outcomes such as wellbeing sustainability, stress accumulation, performance plateaus, and satisfaction fatigue. Ployhart and Vandenberg (2010) recommended that panel data be used to model lagged effects, growth curves, and reciprocal influences between smarter working practices and employee experiences. This is especially relevant for public sector organisations such as Network Rail and Transport for London, where external factors (e.g., political reforms, funding shifts, infrastructure projects) may interact with internal smarter working initiatives to produce complex, nonlinear effects on employee outcomes.
Future research should examine cross-sector and cross-cultural comparisons to see how smarter working practices work in different organisational and societal contexts. While this study focused on UK public sector transport organisations, sectoral norms (e.g., private vs. public), national culture (e.g., high vs. low power distance societies), and industry-specific technological infrastructures will all likely influence smarter working dynamics. Comparative studies could look into how smarter working impacts differ between knowledge-intensive industries (e.g., IT, consulting), service sectors (e.g., healthcare, education), and infrastructure sectors (e.g., transportation, energy).  Furthermore, cross-country studies could examine how regulatory environments, digital readiness, and cultural attitudes towards autonomy influence smarter working outcomes. Building on the work of Hofstede (1980) and Edwards, Batt, and Wright (2006), future research may reveal contextual moderators that either strengthen or weaken the effectiveness of smarter working strategies. Such comparative research would significantly advance theoretical understanding and practical applicability across organisational forms and cultural contexts.
Another important area for future research is investigating individual differences and boundary conditions that influence the relationship between smarter working, wellbeing, stress, and performance. While this study assumed relatively uniform responses across employees, psychological theories such as trait activation theory and self-determination theory suggest that individual factors such as personality traits (e.g., conscientiousness, resilience), career orientation (e.g., protean careers), and motivational styles (e.g., intrinsic vs extrinsic) may influence how smarter working is perceived. Highly autonomous employees may thrive in flexible environments, whereas highly structure-seeking employees may experience anxiety. Future research could employ experimental or quasi-experimental designs to systematically test how such personal characteristics interact with smarter workplace interventions. Advanced statistical techniques, such as multilevel modelling (MLM) and latent profile analysis (LPA), could be used to model these moderating effects. Such efforts would improve theoretical models by determining "for whom" and "under what conditions" smarter working produces optimal or suboptimal outcomes, thereby increasing the precision of smarter working theories and practices.
Future research should examine how organisational support mechanisms, leadership styles, and HRM system configurations influence the success of smarter working initiatives. Although this study looked at HRM practices in general, future research could break down specific HRM bundles (e.g., wellbeing-focused HRM, development-focused HRM) and leadership approaches (e.g., transformational, servant, digital leadership) to assess their relative impacts. According to Kundu, Malhan, and Kumar (2023) and Breevaart and Bakker (2018), supportive leadership and high-involvement HRM systems amplify positive employee outcomes in flexible work arrangements, whereas controlling and bureaucratic systems increase stress. Future research could thus develop contingency models that model smarter working effectiveness by aligning employee expectations, leadership behaviours, and HRM configurations. This would advance theoretical debates about the contextual embeddedness of flexible working and provide more precise strategic insights for public and private sector organisations looking to optimise their smarter working transformations in an increasingly digital, complex, and employee-driven era.
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Appendix A: Survey Questionnaire
Section A: Demographic Information 
	Demographic Variable
	Question/Item
	Options/Response

	Organisation
	Which organisation do you work for?
	☐ Network Rail 
☐ Transport for London

	Region/Location
	Where are you based? 
	
	☐ North East

	☐ East of England

	☐ South West

	☐ Scotland

	☐ North West

	☐ London

	☐ West Midlands

	☐ East Midlands

	☐ South East

	☐ Wales

	☐ Yorkshire and The Humber

	☐ Northern Ireland




	Role/Function
	What is your primary role or function in the organisation?
	☐ HR 
☐ Finance 
☐ Sales and Marketing 
☐ Communication
☐ Strategy and change
☐ IT
☐ Administration
☐ Customer Service
☐ Operations
☐ Health & Safety
☐ Legal
☐ Engineering
☐ Other (Please specify): ________________

	Nature of Employment
	What best describes your employment type?
	☐ Apprentice / Work placement
Manager 
☐ Supervisor 
☐ Employee
☐ Senior manager

	Work Autonomy
	Do you have flexibility to choose how, when and where you perform your work?
	☐ Yes ☐ No

	Work Location
	Where is your primary workplace located?
	☐ Fixed desk-based 
☐ Hybrid
☐ Front-line
Remote

	Length of Employment
	How long have you been employed in your current role?
	☐ Less than 1 year 
☐ 1–3 years 
☐ 3–5 years 
☐ 5-10 years
☐ 10+ years

	Gender
	What is your gender?
	☐ Male 
☐ Female 
☐ Prefer not to say

	Age Group
	What is your age group?
	☐ Under 25 
☐ 25–34 
☐ 35–44 
☐ 45–54 
☐ 55+

	Educational Qualification
	What is your highest level of education?
	☐ A-levels 
☐ GCSE 
☐ Bachelor’s Degree 
☐ Master’s Degree 
☐ Doctorate

	Employment Duration at Organisation
	How long have you been employed at your current organisation?
	☐ Less than 1 year 
☐ 1–3 years 
☐ 3–5 years 
☐ 5+ years

	Preferred Mode of Work
	What is your preferred mode of work?
	☐ Fully Office-Based 
☐ Fully Remote 
☐ Hybrid

	Previous Flexible Work Experience
	Have you worked in a flexible work environment before joining this organisation?
	☐ Yes 
☐ No



Section B: Survey Items
	1 = Strongly Disagree
	2 = Disagree
	3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
	4 = Agree
	5 = Strongly Agree
	Variables
	Survey Item/Question
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Smarter Working
	I enjoy a degree of flexibility surrounding how, where and when I perform my work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I believe flexibility surrounding how, where and when to work increases performance at work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I believe smart working practices result in significant cost savings for both employers and employees.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I believe that smart working offers a valid alternative to fixed office work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I believe offering smart working practices makes the organisation more productive.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I believe that the smart-working practices implemented is a choice born by necessity and urgency.  
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Job Stress
	I feel I can meet my deadlines in my current role. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I feel my supervisor or manager takes my views into consideration.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I can decide the pace at which I work. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I clearly understand what is expected of me at work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I perceive a lack of clarity in my tasks as stressful.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I know who is responsible for making key decisions at my workplace.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I perceive uncertainty around decision-making as stressful.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	When conflicts arise at work, I can resolve them amicably.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I hold myself to a high standard at work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I find myself thinking about work after my working hours
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Job Satisfaction
	I am happy with my current salary. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I value the flexible nature of my work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I find my work matches with my aspirations and skill set.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I find the culture at my workplace to be friendly and welcoming.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I appreciate the respect, understanding and support shown by my organisation toward my family responsibilities.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I have not experienced any discrimination at work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I regularly exceed expectations at work
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I feel a sense of belonging and acceptance at work.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I understand the organisation’s strategic direction.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I’d happily refer a friend to work for this company.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Psychological Wellbeing
	I easily adapt to the day-to-day changes in my life and manage my responsibilities well. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I focus on what is important to me, rather than prioritising what is important to others. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I understand the work expectations placed on me. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I feel confident in my ability to make decision. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I sometimes feel depressed due to the stress and demands of daily life. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I believe that I have a clear purpose and direction at work. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I’m confident in who I am.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Job Performance
	I plan out my tasks before I start.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I accomplish the tasks I set for myself.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I can prioritise my tasks.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I take on challenging tasks when they were available.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I come up with creative solutions to address problems.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I take on extra responsibilities when an opportunity presents itself.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	I actively participate in meetings and discussions.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	HRM Practices
	This company is committed to addressing the training and development needs of employees.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	The benefits offered to employees in addition to the salary are extensive.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	Outstanding performance at work is fairly compensated or recognised at work
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	The performance evaluation system is fair and is based on clear objectives set at the beginning of the term/year.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	Appointments/promotions are made based on merit, ensuring the best candidate is selected regardless of personal preferences.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐




Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics
	Items
	Mean
	Median
	Observed min
	Observed max
	Standard deviation
	Excess kurtosis
	Skewness

	HRMP1
	4.172
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.925
	2.246
	-1.437

	HRMP2
	4.248
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.938
	1.947
	-1.450

	HRMP3
	4.235
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.943
	2.520
	-1.567

	HRMP4
	4.097
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.005
	0.300
	-1.031

	JP1
	4.245
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.919
	3.048
	-1.634

	JP2
	4.257
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.933
	3.331
	-1.721

	JP3
	4.197
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.977
	1.897
	-1.453

	JP4
	4.250
	5.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.014
	0.651
	-1.275

	JS3
	4.114
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.014
	0.143
	-1.015

	JS4
	4.075
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.008
	0.428
	-1.036

	JS5
	4.063
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.010
	0.115
	-0.949

	JS6
	3.998
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.023
	-0.042
	-0.856

	JS7
	4.017
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.051
	-0.162
	-0.891

	JS8
	3.978
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.013
	0.069
	-0.884

	JS9
	4.032
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.036
	0.022
	-0.930

	JSA1
	4.194
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.946
	0.247
	-1.053

	JSA2
	4.085
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.881
	0.343
	-0.892

	JSA3
	4.019
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.188
	0.840
	-1.318

	JSA4
	4.187
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.951
	0.210
	-1.044

	JSA5
	4.085
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.881
	0.343
	-0.892

	JSA6
	4.019
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.188
	0.840
	-1.318

	PW1
	4.007
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.025
	0.103
	-0.910

	PW2
	4.005
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.012
	-0.163
	-0.828

	PW3
	4.058
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.006
	0.087
	-0.951

	PW4
	4.080
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.022
	0.320
	-1.024

	PW5
	4.235
	5.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.995
	0.138
	-1.123

	PW6
	4.223
	5.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.960
	0.267
	-1.105

	PW7
	4.126
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.918
	0.282
	-0.970

	SW1
	4.291
	5.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.957
	2.356
	-1.596

	SW2
	4.262
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.937
	2.115
	-1.504

	SW3
	4.209
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.927
	2.680
	-1.564

	SW4
	4.114
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	1.009
	0.320
	-1.055

	SW5
	4.216
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.963
	3.172
	-1.706

	SW6
	4.192
	4.000
	1.000
	5.000
	0.945
	2.514
	-1.517








Appendix C: Items-wise VIF
	Items
	VIF

	HRMP1
	1.546

	HRMP2
	1.660

	HRMP3
	1.761

	HRMP4
	1.416

	JP1
	1.841

	JP2
	1.773

	JP3
	1.626

	JP4
	1.527

	JS3
	2.633

	JS4
	2.316

	JS5
	1.999

	JS6
	1.826

	JS7
	2.530

	JS8
	2.257

	JS9
	2.394

	JSA1
	2.765

	JSA2
	2.356

	JSA3
	2.187

	JSA4
	2.743

	JSA5
	2.310

	JSA6
	2.135

	PW1
	2.159

	PW2
	2.207

	PW3
	2.378

	PW4
	2.473

	PW5
	3.062

	PW6
	3.011

	PW7
	2.349

	SW1
	1.807

	SW2
	1.747

	SW3
	1.658

	SW4
	1.574

	SW5
	1.785

	SW6
	1.869

	HRM Practices x Smarter Working
	1.000





Appendix D: Correlation Coefficients
	Constructs
	Employees Wellbeing
	HRM Practices
	Job Performance
	Job Satisfaction
	Job Stress
	Smarter Working

	Employees Wellbeing
	1.000
	0.766
	0.796
	0.913
	0.888
	0.827

	HRM Practices
	0.766
	1.000
	0.720
	0.730
	0.748
	0.744

	Job Performance
	0.796
	0.720
	1.000
	0.758
	0.762
	0.771

	Job Satisfaction
	0.913
	0.730
	0.758
	1.000
	0.872
	0.821

	Job Stress
	0.888
	0.748
	0.762
	0.872
	1.000
	0.811

	Smarter Working
	0.827
	0.744
	0.771
	0.821
	0.811
	1.000

	HRM Practices x Smarter Working
	-0.663
	-0.768
	-0.661
	-0.652
	-0.628
	-0.736
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