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Preface

Employee engagement has been identified as critical to competitive advantage in a labour market where skilled, committed people are increasingly hard to find and keep. Many of the factors that impact on employee engagement have been identified, or at least speculated on. In this exploratory research, the EEO Trust investigates whether supporting work-life balance results in a more engaged workforce which gives greater discretionary effort at work. 

We found that the answer is “yes, but….” The business benefits of increased employee engagement, including improved retention, more discretionary effort and greater productivity, will only accrue if work-life balance is genuinely valued and promoted throughout the workplace. The views and behaviour of senior managers, line managers and colleagues all impact on whether employees feel able to take advantage of workplace initiatives to achieve better balance in their working and personal lives. If the initiatives are there but the workplace culture does not support the use of them, their value is at best minimal, at worst negative, leading to cynicism and resentment.
Planned EEO Trust research in some of New Zealand’s foremost workplaces in supporting work-life balance will ask employees whether their employers’ support of work-life balance encourages them “to go the extra mile”. 
Dr Philippa Reed
Chief Executive

EEO Trust 

Executive summary

· The concept of work-life balance has developed out of demographic and social changes that have resulted in a more diverse and declining workforce and different family/work models.  Encouraging work-life balance is seen as a way of attracting and retaining the labour force needed to support economic well-being.  

· This review of research and literature in the areas or work-life balance, workplace culture, employee engagement, discretionary effort and productivity aims to demonstrate the links between these factors.

· A body of research supports a positive relationship between work-life balance and productivity. This includes individual case studies, statistical research across a range of organisations and reviews of a number of studies. However, workplace culture is identified as an intermediary factor in whether work-life balance is related to increased productivity. A positive correlation is dependent on a workplace culture that supports using work-life initiatives.  

· Many studies, including surveys by New Zealand’s Department of Labour, have found a positive relationship between a workplace culture that is supportive of work-life balance and use of work-life provisions.

· Key aspects of workplace culture that affect the link between work-life balance and productivity are managerial support, career consequences, gender differences in attitudes and use, attitudes and expectations of hours spent in the workplace, and perceptions of fairness in eligibility for work-life options.

· “Discretionary effort” is the extent to which employees give extra effort to their work. It is one of the outcomes of employee engagement, which also involves a mental and emotional commitment to the job/organisation. Discretionary effort is given by an employee in exchange for some benefit and results in increased productivity.
· Although little research has been done specifically linking support for work-life balance to discretionary effort and employee engagement, the evidence to date indicates that a positive relationship depends on workplace culture. It can be argued that workplaces can improve employee engagement, discretionary effort and productivity by supporting work-life balance by means of a people-centric culture that wholeheartedly supports work-life balance

· Key factors identified in changing workplace cultures are: identifying the business case, finding a board level champion, changing organisational language and behaviour, monitoring/measurement, and integration of work-life/diversity policies into mainstream policies.

1.0
Introduction

The issue of work-life balance has developed out of demographic and social changes that have resulted in a more diverse and declining workforce and different family and work models. Supporting work-life balance is seen as a way of attracting and retaining the labour force needed to support economic well-being. 
This review of research and literature in the areas or work-life balance, workplace culture, employee engagement, discretionary effort and productivity aims to demonstrate the links between these factors.

The material reviewed was obtained through searches of academic, business and sociological databases and the EEO Trust resource database. It contains a mixture of New Zealand and overseas material, generalisable research evidence and case study evidence. It includes academic journal articles and books, research reports and material oriented to the business community.

Section 2 provides definitions of work-life balance, work-life/workplace culture, discretionary effort and productivity.  Each definition is followed by evidence of the relationship between that factor and other factors. This is followed in Section 3 by some information and case studies on changing workplace culture.   
2.0
Definitions and evidence of relationships

2.1
Work-life balance

Work-life balance is defined on the New Zealand Department of Labour work-life balance website
 as being about “effectively managing the juggling act between paid work and the other activities that are important to people”. The website notes that it is not about saying work is wrong or bad, but that “it shouldn’t crowd out the other things that matter to people, like time with family, participation in community activities, voluntary work, personal development, leisure and recreation”. It also points out that there is no “one size fits all solution”. The “right” balance is a very personal thing that differs for different people and at different stages of the life course. While for some the issue is having too much work, others do not have enough.

The concept of work-life balance also includes the priority that work takes over family, working long hours, and work intensification. Work intensification, defined by Burchell (2006, p.21) as “the increasing effort that employees put into the time that they are working” or the amount of work done in a day, the pace of work and its depletion of energy for activities outside of work, is also an issue affecting work-life balance. Public submissions to the Department of Labour (2004a) and the New Zealand Council of Trade Unions (2002) study identified increased intensification of work, partly due to reduced staffing as a major issue for work-life balance, along with long hours and working non-standard hours.
Work-life balance is an issue not just for individuals, but for employers, the market, the state and society as a whole. The future workforce and consumer market is dependent on women bearing, and parents raising, children. The move from a single male breadwinner family model to one where both parents participate in paid employment has made it increasingly difficult to raise children while the workplace continues to be modelled on male breadwinner workers. 
Cross-country comparative research shows that those with the lowest fertility rates are not those with the highest female labour force participation, such as the Nordic countries. In fact, low fertility rates occur where there are low levels of male participation in household duties and childcare and low level of public policy support for families and women in paid work, such as in Japan, Spain and Italy (Jaumotte, 2003; Johnston, 2005).  New Zealand research shows that men have a higher total paid plus unpaid work hours than women, due to their much longer paid work hours (Callister, 2005) so any move into sharing in the domestic sphere for men requires a reduction in their paid work hours or their situation would simply worsen.  

“Work-family balance” evolved into “work-life balance” partly in response to workers without family responsibilities who felt that employees with children were getting benefits that they were not. The term “life” applies to any non-paid activities or commitments. While the term does not generally include “unpaid work” when referring to work, it could be extended to cover that.

Work-life balance issues appear to affect some groups of people more than others – those working long hours, those whose work spills over into the home as a result of modern technology, those in non-standard employment such as shift work, those on low incomes, those trying to juggle parenting and paid work, and those with cultural obligations beyond the family and paid work.  
2.1.1 Productivity 
Labour productivity is defined as total output divided by labour inputs and is considered as a necessary, though not sufficient in itself, condition for long-term profitability and success (Guthrie, 2001).

The Department of Labour established a Workplace Productivity Working Group (WPWG) in February 2004 to determine ways to improve workplace productivity that will produce higher wages and a high value economy. The Group produced a report in August 2004 on how New Zealand compares with other countries, what practices have been successful or unsuccessful, the effect of policy settings on workplace productivity and possible future policy options for improving productivity (WPWG, 2004).  Among the findings of this report were the need to create productive workplace cultures and measure workplace productivity and successful business practices. It also acknowledges the relationship between employee motivation and productivity.
“People tend to be more motivated in the workplace if they feel appreciated and respected.  Creating a positive work environment not only boosts morale but also productivity levels.” (WPWG, 2004:17)

“High performing workplaces are founded on a strong workplace culture in which motivated and engaged employees are willing to ‘go the extra mile’.” (WPWG, 2004:18)

The WPWG report notes that barriers to introducing practices to improve productivity include the short-term costs of new practices and strategies in relation to short-term benefits, a lack of buy-in and a belief that such practices will lead to competitive disadvantage rather than competitive advantage.

2.1.2 Relationship between work-life balance and productivity 

A body of research supports a positive relationship between work-life balance and productivity. This includes individual case studies, research across a range of organisations and reviews of a number of studies.   

Some studies do not support a positive relationship between work-life balance and productivity, for example Bloom et al’s (2003) study of 732 manufacturing organisations in the US, France , the UK and Germany found no direct relationship between work-life balance policies/initiatives and increased productivity. However, these studies can usually be analysed to find the confounding factor is workplace culture or management, or lack of implementation of work-life policies.  For example, Bloom et al found management to be an intermediary factor, and they only measured having a work-life policy, not implementation or actual provisions.
In New Zealand, a Department of Labour (2006) survey of employees found a strong relationship between employees’ ratings of productivity practices in the workplace and their own work-life balance.

Similarly, a UK survey of 597 working parents (Working Families, 2005) found a correlation between self-rated productivity, flexibility and satisfaction with work-life balance, and between satisfaction with work-life balance and enjoyment of one’s job (Figs 1&2 ). The authors conclude with a model that relates productivity to good management, flexible working, satisfaction with work-life balance and enjoyment of one’s job. While productivity comprises a combination of complex factors, flexible working options are perceived by working parents to be a key factor in their productivity.

Figure 1
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Figure 2
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A US survey of 151 managers and 1353 mainly professional employees in six major corporations found that 70% of managers believed that allowing staff to work flexibly resulted in increased productivity, 76% reported higher staff retention and 65% reported increased quality of work. The remainder mostly reported no change on these outcomes, with approximately 5% reporting negative effects on productivity (Boston College Center for Work and Family, 2000).
These studies have all relied on self-report by either employees or managers of perceived impacts on productivity. The following studies have used actual financial or statistical data.  

· In a US survey of 400 HR executives, 75% reported a positive or very positive bottom-line impact from work-life arrangements, with the remainder split between a negligible or negative impact (Hall and Parker, 1993:5). In this survey, organisations reporting a “very positive” bottom-line impact were those with the highest proportion of female employees and with cutting-edge philosophies. While larger companies were more likely to offer work-life balance options, smaller companies were more likely to report the greatest benefits.  

· Another case study in a US professional services top 100 company with 280 staff and 29 partners demonstrates net financial benefits from investment in childcare (Hayes, 2005).

· Konrad and Mangel (2000) in a study of 195 private organisations in the US found a statistical relationship between work-life programmes and productivity, particularly for women and professionals.  

· The PNC Bank found a saving of $112,750 in turnover costs in seven months of having a flexibility programme, and IBM and Ernst & Young have seen higher revenues and stock prices connected to employee flexibility options (Working Families, 2006:17).

· Hill et al (1998) in a mixed method quantitative and qualitative study of 157 teleworkers compared with 89 traditional office workers, found greater productivity from the teleworking group than the traditional group. Another review of telecommuting studies reported measurable productivity increases of between 10% and 30% (Pitt-Catsouphes and Marchetta,1991 cited in Hill et al, 1998).

Other studies have focused on factors or processes influencing productivity. A New Zealand Department of Labour review of international literature on business benefits of work-life balance (Yasbek, 2004) concluded that work-life balance can enhance productivity in various ways. One argument is that productivity gains occur as a result of a reduction in home to work spill over (but other evidence eg. O’Driscoll, shows that most spill over goes in the direction of work to home). Another argument is that productivity is improved through reducing long hours at work and fatigue. The third argument is that in exchange for the “gift” of work-life provisions, employees “offer the ‘gift’ of discretionary effort, thereby increasing productivity” (Konrad and Mangel, 2000). This relationship is discussed below.  

Long hours, work-life balance and productivity
Long working hours is a factor in lack of work-life balance. International comparative research shows that New Zealanders work longer hours than people in any country but Japan, while having relatively low productivity. Countries like France and Germany work shorter hours and are more productive (Messenger, 2004; Skilling, 2006). 
In both the UK and New Zealand, long hours workers are more likely to be in managerial and professional roles or to be plant and machine operators (McPherson, 2004; Kodz et al, 1998). There were differences between the two countries for other occupational groups, with trades workers and agriculture and fisheries workers also working long hours in New Zealand. 

Research at case study/organisation level shows an inverse relationship between long working hours and productivity. A study of 12 leading British employers found a positive relationship between long hours
 and absenteeism and staff turnover, and an inverse relationship between long hours and staff morale and productivity (Kodz et al, 1998). While long hours may improve productivity in the short-term, this is not sustainable, and quality and productivity decrease in the longer term.

Workplace culture was a factor in long work hours in these case studies, and examples of successful interventions to reverse the negative consequences of long work hours involved changing company culture. This includes visibly changed top management behaviour and commitment and the introduction of flexible work patterns, job redesign and training in time management.
2.2 
Workplace/work-life culture

Organisational culture is defined as the set of shared values and norms that characterise what is held to be important in the organisation (Working Families, 2006:13). It is more informally described as “the way we do things around here”.
Lewis (2001) cites a definition from Pemberton (1995) as “a deep level of shared beliefs and assumptions, which often operate unconsciously, are developed over time embedded in an organisation’s historical experiences”. Cultures that were initially functional may become dysfunctional as social circumstances change over time.

The “ideal worker” workplace culture that developed around male breadwinner female caregiver models of families is now in conflict with gender equality, female labour force participation and dual income families.

A supportive work-life culture is defined by Thompson et al (1999) as “the shared assumptions, beliefs and values regarding the extent to which organisations value and support the integration of work and family lives, for women and men”.

One example of how current workplace cultural assumptions are in conflict with new models of gender roles and family life is concepts of full-time and part-time work. Full-time work fits the ideal worker/male breadwinner culture of the past while part-time work is better suited to the new social reality of dual income families and a move towards greater gender equity in child-raising.

Another type of workplace culture that is in conflict with family life is the long hours culture discussed earlier. Two-thirds of respondents to a UK study of 150 employees in eight organisations said that long hours were part of their workplace culture and taken for granted (Kodz et al, 1998:29). The authors conclude that this suggests a link between workplace culture and working long hours. A long hours culture was defined by the employees as one in which long hours were valued, employees were praised for working long hours and working long hours was viewed as a sign of commitment. In one organisation in this study a long hours culture was described as “an expectation of employees to get the job done irrespective of the contracted working hours. Long hours were perceived as ‘part of the job’ and not doing this was seen as a sign the employee was not committed” (Kodz et al, 1998:31).

A long hours culture is set by senior managers working long hours and generating high workloads for those around them, according to Kodz et al (1998).   Peer pressure also creates a culture of long hours, either through comments or competition. The third key driver of a long hours culture is that career progress is dependent on long hours and presenteeism. Other drivers of long hours cultures are customer expectations and service provision, staff shortages, new technology which enables 24/7 availability of employees, and the need to travel for work.  
Only a minority of employees in this study, which included employees from a range of sectors, were driven to work long hours to improve pay as most are not paid overtime.  
2.2.1  Relationship between work-life balance and workplace culture

Many studies have found a relationship between work-life balance and workplace culture.

In New Zealand, the Department of Labour 2006 survey of employees found that an unsupportive workplace culture was associated with poor work-life balance.  Almost 60% of employees said aspects of their workplace culture made work-life balance harder to achieve, particularly as expressed in the expectations and attitudes of managers, supervisors, colleagues and workmates.
An Australian study (de Cieri et al 2002) which involved surveys of 1500 employees at three periods (1997, 1998 and 2000) found that uptake of work-life balance initiatives varied from 20% to 80% of employees in an organisation. There was also a time-lag from introduction of initiatives to uptake. Key barriers to the implementation and on-going effectiveness of work-life balance strategies identified in the literature and borne out in the Australian study were:
· An organisational culture which emphasises and rewards long hours and high organisational commitment (to the neglect of other life commitments).
· An isolated, hostile and unsupportive working environment for employees with life commitments outside the organisation.
· Attitudes and resistance of supervisors and middle management.
· Preference of senior management involved in recruitment to dealing with people perceived as similar to themselves.
· Lack of communication and education about work-life balance strategies.
The Australian research identified two key factors as barriers to work-life implementation and success: organisational inaction and organisational values. The most influential aspects of organisational inaction were lack of communication to staff, ineffective implementation, failure to evaluate/measure the impact of programmes, lack of middle management education and not getting line managers involved. These factors have all been identified in many studies on implementing diversity and work-life policies (Rutherford and Ollerearnshaw, 2002; Opportunity Now, 2004; Mulholland et al, 2006).  
The most influential aspects of organisational values as barriers to positive work-life outcomes in the Australian study were focusing on the programmes rather than culture change and the way work is done, and increased work demands over-shadowing personal needs. The authors state that what is needed to improve utilisation of work-life balance programmes is improved implementation and communication to managers and employees, culture change and the development of a ‘track record’ of achievements to encourage future management commitment to this area” (de Cieri et al, 2002:p.7), ie. case study examples that demonstrate it works.
Thompson et al (1999) developed a measure of work-life culture based on their definition of work-life culture as “the shared assumptions, beliefs and values regarding the extent to which an organisation supports and values the integration of employees’ work and family lives”. They examined the relationship between work-life culture and use of work-family initiatives, organisational attachment and work-family conflict amongst 276 managers and professionals. Perceptions of a supportive work-family culture were statistically related to the use of work-family initiatives, reduced work-family conflict and positive organisational commitment.   They identified three aspects of workplace culture that affected the use of work-family initiatives: managerial support, career consequences and organisational time expectations. 

A later study of 3,504 workers (Thompson and Prottas, 2006) found that informal organisational support (work-family culture, supervisor support and co-worker support) had a more positive impact on work-life wellbeing than availability of family benefits and alternative schedules/flexi-working.
Kirby and Krone (2002) examined the effect of workplace conversations on the use of work-family initiatives.  For example, co-workers complaining about “picking up the slack” for those using family leave will discourage use of such leave. The authors argue that the daily discourse can reinforce or undermine work-family initiatives. This daily discourse is part of the workplace culture referred to in “Step 3 – change organisational conversations” in the model for culture change (Working Families, 2006) described in Section 3.0 of this review.

Kirby and Krone found that workplace discussions around work-family policies revolved around perceived equity and preferential treatment. These findings have implications on how to best alter workplace culture dynamics; just adding work-family policies to an existing workplace culture may result in under-utilisation.  Recommendations follow those found elsewhere: integrate policies into the whole organisation, generate senior management support, provide training for managers on the benefits of policies and how to implement them, communicate success stories of using the policies, and communicate the wider benefits beyond women or employees with children.
In New Zealand the EEO Trust 2006 Work-Life Survey found that the uptake of work-life initiatives related to actually putting work-life policies into practice rather than to the mere existence of a policy and a range of initiatives. 
Another New Zealand study of four EEO Trust Employers Group members found that the greater the perceptions of family oriented workplace support by supervisors/managers, co-workers and the overall workplace, the lower the levels of work-family conflict reported by staff (McAulay, 1999). Informal workplace support (culture) was more important than the availability of family-friendly initiatives.  
Given that the use of family-friendly initiatives was found to be significantly related to employees’ perceptions of family-oriented workplace support and men reported higher work-family conflict than women, it appears that men experience less workplace support to use family-friendly initiatives than women as explained in more detail on the following page. 
McDonald, Brown and Bradley (2005) found that the gap between work-life policies and initiatives and their use, particularly by men and career-oriented employees, was due to five factors:
·  Lack of managerial support for work-life balance
·  Perceptions of negative career consequences

·  Organisational time expectations

·  Gendered nature of policy utilisation

·  Perceptions of unfairness by other employees (ie. those without family responsibilities)

Role of managers

Managers who are negative about work-life balance “may send signals indicating that the use of flexible benefits is a problem for them and the organisation as a whole” (McDonald et al, 2005: p.42).  A more detailed presentation of how managers can affect the outcomes of work-life policies is in a conference paper by McPherson (2006) available from the EEO Trust. 
Co-worker support 

Many studies report a backlash by workers who do not have family commitments or are not eligible for flexible work options due to perceived inequity in the availability of work-life initiatives. The research literature shows conflicting findings about the extent of co-worker resentment depending on demographic factors and the availability of initiatives to workers without children. Younger people, minority ethnic groups and people who have used these policies are more supportive of others using them. Workplace cultures that are most supportive of work-life practices make them available to all employees.

Organisational time expectations 
This refers to assumptions of long hours as a signal of organisational commitment and productivity. A culture supportive of using work-life initiatives requires a shift to an outcome-oriented evaluation of performance.

Gendered nature of use of initiatives
Because it is mainly women who use work-life initiatives, men are reluctant to use them as it is not seen as appropriate/normal for the male worker model.  Use of work-life initiatives is also associated with lack of commitment and career focus. “Despite a commitment to the ideal of shared parenting, men tend to give work priority over family” (McDonald et al, 2005: p.45).
A study by Mindy Fried (1998) of how workplace culture influences the use of parental leave in a US organisation found that middle managers were the gatekeepers to use of parental leave. She also found an internalised pressure to return to work which could stem from workplace culture such as norms of commitment or feelings of or towards colleagues. This organisation also framed leave taking as something for women and most certainly as a threat to one’s career trajectory (p.134).  Another factor was that a culture of overtime permeated this organisation (p.136).
This is an example of a workplace culture based on the assumption that a management job cannot be done in less than full-time hours despite research in the US which has disproved this (McPherson, 2005). In this organisation, a move to part-time work is therefore an automatic demotion from any managerial level position. Another gender issue emerging from this study is that women become primary caregivers while on parental leave and this continues once they return to work. One solution is more gender equity in parental leave.

Perceptions of career consequences  

Research has shown that working part-time is incompatible with promotion and access to a range of higher status male-dominated occupations. For example, in a case study of engineers in a Fortune 100 company, Perlow (1995) use of work-life initiatives was found to hinder long-term career advancement. The engineers in this company “did everything they could to avoid using work-family policies because they feared the long-term career implications.  The problem with work-family policies and programmes is that they create new ways of working without addressing the underlying assumptions that reward only the old ways of working. People who take advantage of these new ways tend to be negatively affected”.  
Demonstrating commitment is rewarded with promotion, and commitment is measured by not taking time out, not using work-life policies, working long hours, face time etc. 
Three barriers to the successful implementation of work-life policies were identified in this study: face time, long hours and making work one’s top priority.  “Underlying these three barriers to the successful implementation of work/family policies and programs is the shared cultural assumption that presence at work is directly related to one’s contribution to the work …. And makes it difficult to create a balance in one’s life”.     
The paradox of the assumptions underlying workplace cultures that are not supportive of work-life balance is demonstrated in the section below on discretionary effort which shows that discretionary effort increases productivity, and work-life balance is potentially one of the drivers of discretionary effort. 

2.3
Discretionary effort and employee engagement: going the  extra mile
Discretionary effort was defined by the Corporate Leadership Council (CLC), (2002:4b) as the “extent to which employees put their full effort into their job, are constantly looking for ways to do their job better, are willing to put in the extra effort to get a job done when necessary, and believe that people would describe them as enthusiastic about the work they do”. Their definition included a “willingness to go above and beyond the call of duty, such as helping others with heavy workloads, volunteering for additional duties, and looking for ways to perform their jobs more effectively”.
Needham (2005) translates this as “how we get people to produce more, to do more than their jobs, to give us their all, ie. bust their butts for the organisation”.   Needham formally defines discretionary effort as “additional effort over and above requirements of a job description….the difference between how well people actually perform and how well they are capable of performing”. She estimates this could represent a range of performance as broad as 20% to 40% above actual performance.
 This represents an “unmanaged and unrealised resource” for organisations.

Needham says “most individuals are willing to trade their additional effort, at a price; it is not given freely”. This fits with Simard et al’s exchange model (2005). Their research in the Canadian banking industry found a positive relationship between employee commitment and non-monetary recognition such as organisational justice. Reciprocity and exchange operate in a climate of mutual trust whereby employees give extra effort in return for non-monetary recognition. While not specifically mentioned, work-life balance would fit as an exchange given by employers to employees in return for discretionary effort. Or, conversely, discretionary effort is given by employees in return for workplace provisions that enable them to combine their work and non-work lives more easily.
Employee engagement definitions vary from “a positive emotional connection to an employee’s work” to “engaged employees are inspired to go above and beyond the call of duty to help meet business goals” (CLC 2004:9b).  The CLC definition of employee engagement is “the extent to which employees commit to something or someone in their organisation and how hard they try and how long they stay as a result of that commitment” (2004:10a).This includes discretionary effort as a by-product or output of engagement.  

ISR (2006:8) include three components in their definition of employee engagement: cognitive/think, affective/feel, and behavioural/act. The thinking dimension refers to believing in an organisation’s goals and values; the feeling dimension involves a sense of belonging, pride and attachment to the organisation; the behavioural dimension includes the intention to stay with the organisation and willingness to go the extra mile, ie. discretionary effort.

Discretionary effort and employee engagement are issues for businesses and economies seeking to improve productivity and competitive advantage.  CLC members reported increasing anxiety regarding levels of employee engagement from 2001 to 2004 with more than 70% of members reporting increased concern with what they describe as “spiritual turnover”; “although physically present in the workplace employees may not be deeply engaged in their work” (p.4a).

Melcrum’s research
 (2005) shows the benefits of employee engagement programmes. According to Melcrum, the issue of employee engagement appeared around 2000. Melcrum cites 2003 research by the Gallup Organisation showing a link between disengagement and intentions to resign. According to the survey, only 25% of employees are actively engaged, while 17% are actively disengaged and the remaining 58% are neither engaged nor actively disengaged.

Engagement (commitment and effort) accounts for roughly 40% of observed performance improvements, according to the CLC 2004 Employee Engagement Framework and Survey cited by the Australian Public Service Commission.  

The CLC’s model of engagement , as shown on following page, shows engagement leads to discretionary effort and hence performance, and to commitment and retention. This study found that the greatest impact on discretionary effort comes from emotional commitment to one’s job and the organisation, ie. engagement. Commitment to team and manager rate lower but the area of rational commitment (financial rewards) rates lowest.   

Fielder (2006) defines discretionary effort as “something we hold back unless we feel really motivated or inspired to give more”.  Fielder also notes that this may not be deliberate; the capacity for extra effort may be unrealised until the motivation and inspiration occurs. Fielder dismisses high performance practices as increasing stress and staff turnover, advocating a range of positive approaches, but not specifically mentioning work-life balance except for focusing on “fun”.

The Corporate Leadership Council’s Model Of Engagement
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Source: Modified from Corporate Leadership Council 2004, The Effort Dividend, driving employee performance and retention through engagement, p. 55b
2.3.1
Relationship between discretionary effort/employee engagement and productivity/profitability
Research into discretionary effort is a relatively recent field.  Three key studies are available, all confirming what one would intuitively assume; that there is a positive link between discretionary effort and productivity or profitability. 
The CLC employee engagement survey
 found that in organisations with high levels of employee engagement, 20% or more of the workforce demonstrated the highest level of discretionary effort, compared with only 3% of those in organisations with lowest levels of employee engagement
. The CLC concludes that this provides “a definite source of competitive advantage” (2004:16a). The CLC claims that high level statistical modelling analysis shows that employee engagement accounts for 40% of observed performance improvements of high quality talent. They found a direct relationship between employee engagement and discretionary effort, such that improved workforce commitment results in increased performance of from 20% up to 57% (CLC, 2004:18a).
A second benefit of increased workforce commitment or employee engagement is improved retention. Moving from strong non-commitment to strong commitment decreases the probability of departure by 87% (CLC, 2004:19a).

The CLC survey also found a strong correlation (0.52) between engagement and financial performance: organisations with above average commitment also tended to have above average financial performance relative to their industry (2004:20b).

The main research in the areas of employee engagement has been done by Gallup which estimates that actively disengaged workers who make up 17% of workforce cost US business from $270-$343 billion a year due to low productivity (Melcrum, 2005).

Another analysis of Gallup studies by Harter, Schmidt and Keyes (2003) found a strong and substantial positive relationship between employee engagement and productivity and profitability.  
An international study involving 360,000 employees over 41 companies across 10 of the world’s largest economies found that engaged employees were more loyal, resulting in reduced recruitment and training costs, put in extra effort and were linked to increased customer satisfaction. Companies that scored highly on engagement had higher operating and net profit margins compared to those with low engagement scores (ISR, 2006).

Research in the Canadian banking industry by Simard et al, (2005) found a positive relationship between employee commitment and non-monetary recognition such as organisational justice. The authors of this study claim their results confirm that the competitive advantage of successful firms comes from their ability to increased added value (discretionary effort) of employees.
Another US study (Watsonwyatt, Work USA Survey 2000) found that employee commitment was related to return to shareholders as follows: 

High commitment

112% return over three years


Average commitment
  90% return


Low commitment

  76% return 
ISR
 surveyed 50 companies employing 664,618 people and found that over a 12 month period those which scored high on employee engagement had increased operating income, net income growth, EPS growth rate and change in total assets. Conversely, those which scored low on employee engagement had decreases in all of these indicators of financial performance (ISR, 2006:5).  New Zealand and Australia scored in the bottom half of countries surveyed for employee engagement at 66% in a range of 56% to 82%.

A just released New Zealand report by John Robertson Associates (2007:p.4) cites data showing a 54% return on assets from engaged workers, compared with 21% from ambivalent workers and 9% from disengaged workers.

2.3.2 
Relationship between work-life balance and discretionary effort 
The relationship between work-life balance and discretionary effort is complex.  As shown in the section above on work-life balance and productivity, intermediary factors such as workplace culture and the consequences of using work-life initiatives can constrain their use and, similarly, the granting of discretionary effort by employees.

Efforts to increase employee productivity in recent decades initially came through “high performance management practices” including longer work hours and presenteeism. It is believed that the discretionary effort which results from these practices can negatively impact on work-life balance (Yasbek, 2004/White et al). On the other hand, where discretionary effort is a result of investment in employee well-being, such as through work-life balance provisions, productivity improvements may be compatible with work-life balance (Konrad and Mangel, 2000; Yasbek, 2004). They are also likely to be more sustainable. 
Osterman (1995) investigated the relationship between work-family programmes and employment strategies and hypothesised that those using high-performance approaches would be more likely to adopt work-family programmes as a way to build employee commitment and increase discretionary effort. Results show a positive link between high-performance approaches and adoption of work-family programmes.

Blair Loy and Wharton (2004) cite several studies showing links between the use of flexibility policies and enhanced commitment and performance, but their own research shows that constraints on using work-life policies or flexibility result in lower organisational commitment. One-third of the respondents to their study of the financial services industry reported feeling constrained from using available workplace flexibility policies.
These constraints included heavy workload, long hours, lack of job control and unsupportive senior staff or colleagues. Having a high proportion of women or parents in a workgroup increases the feeling of being able to use flexitime options but even supportive supervisors cannot counteract the effects of high workloads.

Blair Loy’s and Wharton’s findings in the financial services industry also support arguments for a decline in work-life balance for both men and women, despite an increase in work-life or family-friendly policies. This is a result of globalisation and the intense demands of corporate work conditions. 
While high level workers such as those in the financial services sector are likely to have more access to work-life policies and provisions, they are also likely to face constraints on using them due to the workplace culture and competing policies and objectives.  Blair Loy and Wharton suggest a U-shaped curve of employee level and flexibility policy uptake, with both the lowest and highest using the policy less. They also recommend more research on workers’ use and perception of work-family policies, and the consequences of these perceptions and behaviours.

Robinson, Perryman and Hayday (2004) in a report on an IES
 research study of 10,000 employees in 14 organisations refer to “the extent to which the organisation is concerned for employees’ health and wellbeing”, including family friendliness, ie. a supportive work-life culture,  as a key driver of engagement, along with feeling valued and involved.  They claim that good quality line management, commitment to employee wellbeing and clear, accessible HR policies and practices to which managers at all levels are committed are necessary to increase employee engagement.
The key drivers of discretionary effort in the CLC study (2004) were connections between work done and organisational strategy, organisational culture and manager characteristics. The CLC report concludes that an organisation “need only excel at a critical few cultural traits in order to unlock employee effort”.  The big five cultural traits in terms of impact on discretionary effort are:  communication, integrity and innovation, managers’ flexibility and customer focus and a strong commitment to diversity (p.53b).  
Work-life benefits did not rate as highly but this is consistent with evidence described above that the impact of work-life benefits depends on intermediary factors such as workplace culture and individual managers.

Of the Top 50 levers of engagement and effort in the CLC study, the following were related to work-life balance: (53b)

5. Strong commitment to diversity demonstrated

13. Helps find solutions to problems

18. Respects employees as individuals

20. 
Cares about employees

23. 
Is open to new ideas

35.  
Places employee interests first

36. 
Flexibility (adaptability) of managers

37. 
Job freedom

44. 
Trusts employees to do their job

A survey of over 2000 British workers found workers on flexible contracts were more emotionally engaged, more satisfied with their job and their work-life balance, and less likely to quit than other employees (Truss et al, 2006). 

2.3.3
Relationship between workplace culture and discretionary effort

Links between a workplace culture that is supportive of work-life balance and discretionary effort can only be made theoretically at this stage; they have not been directly established through empirical research.  

The research available in this area shows a clear link between workplace culture and discretionary effort but none of these studies specify a workplace culture that is supportive of work-life initiatives.  However, they do specify a “people-centric culture” and empowering staff and making them feel valued and respected, all of which can be demonstrated by support for work-life balance. 
APSC/CLC (2004) found that organisational culture is one of the levers for driving employee engagement and discretionary effort.  Similarly, Truss et al (2006:45) in a UK survey of over 2000 employees found that “good management practice and a conducive working environment can lead to high levels of engagement and performance among all groups of workers”. 
Building a sense of trust was seen as an important way to obtain employee engagement, particularly in the Asia-Pacific region compared with Europe, the UK and North America (Melcrum, 2005). Trust has also been identified as a distinguishing characteristic of managers in “successfully flexible organisations” (Quijada, 2005).   
Involving and empowering staff was another key way to engage staff. “A large part of building higher levels of employee engagement is creating an environment in which employees feel valued and respected” (Melcrum, 2005).  They call this a “people-centric culture”. And it is up to senior leadership and front-line management to create this. 
Sahibzada et al (2005: p.834) say overall job satisfaction is higher when the work-family culture is supportive rather than just offering family-friendly initiatives.

In New Zealand, 2004 analysis of the JRA Best Places to Work survey
 shows that employees working for the Top 20 organisations compared to the Bottom 20 are:
· 14% more engaged with their work

· 18% more likely to stay with organisation
· 23% less stressed in their work

· giving 25% more discretionary effort.

2.4
Summary of inter-relationships of key factors
“High performing workplaces are founded on a strong workplace culture in which motivated and engaged employees are willing to ‘go the extra mile’.” (WPWG, 2004:18)

The relationships between work-life balance, discretionary effort, employee engagement and productivity are complex but can be demonstrated by a combination of research evidence and logical argument.
Work-life balance initiatives are related to productivity through workplace culture. A positive outcome is dependent on a workplace culture that is supportive of using work-life initiatives. 
Discretionary effort, which is an aspect of employee engagement, is also linked to increased productivity. The relationship between work-life balance initiatives and discretionary effort is dependent on a workplace culture that is supportive of using the initiatives. 
Discretionary effort has also been shown to be driven by a people-centric workplace culture.  While not necessarily the same as a workplace culture that supports work-life balance, these are clearly compatible cultures: a workplace culture that is supportive of work-life balance is inherently people-centric.  

Hence it can be argued that work-life balance, employee engagement and discretionary effort all improve productivity, but the outcome is dependent on a workplace culture that is people-centric or supports work-life balance.

While work-life balance initiatives in a supportive workplace culture are likely to increase employee engagement and discretionary effort, and hence increase productivity, work-life balance initiatives can also increase productivity through other means, such as more efficient work practices and reduced stress. (See diagram over.)


[image: image5]
3.0
  Changing a workplace culture

It is clear from the evidence presented above that productivity can be improved by changing workplace cultures. This section describes one approach to changing workplace cultures so they support work-life balance, followed by some examples of successful outcomes.

A four stage model of culture change in relation to improving work-life balance was developed by the Families and Work Institute, New York (Galinsky and Johnson, 1998).  

Stage 1
Work and family initiatives

Stage 2
Flexible working policies

Stage 3
Culture change

Stage 4
Work redesign

Stage 2 was described as being about compliance, while Stage 3 was about “winning hearts and minds”. “The aim becomes one of enhancing creativity, commitment and individual contribution” (p.4). This is likely to result in competitive advantage, especially among knowledge workers.

A UK study (Working Families, 2006) applied this model to 10 financial institutions in the City of London to identify how to move from policies (stage 2) to culture change (stage 3).  The resulting pathway involved five steps:


Step 1

Identify the business case


Step 2

Find a board level champion


Step 3

Change organisational conversations


Step 4

Improve the monitoring

Step 5

Integrate diversity/work-life balance activities into mainstream HR policies

Steps 1 and 2 are linked and do not have a clear order of precedence. Issues related to the business case include the importance of work-life balance to Gen X and Gen Y employees, talent retention motivators, the impact on clients and reputation, and the links between work-life balance/flexibility and productivity, particularly through the loss or under-utilisation of women’s skills. 

Step 3 takes the longest time. Participants in the UK study had been in this phase for two or three years and were still working on it. This step involves the provision of information on the business case through communication and training, as well as providing support for those implementing the process, and changing the language of work-life balance and flexible working to portray it as “positive and productive ways of working for everyone, rather than a request for concessions by specific groups” (Working Families 2006:p.5).

Managing Work | Life Balance (2006) identifies the two most critical factors for cultural change in both best practice and “early stage” organisations. “Encouraging supervisors to support employees to resolve work-life balance issues” fits into step 3 of the Working Families model. While “Focusing on performance rather than time spent at work” falls into steps 3 and 4.
As a result of their study, Working Families says that in order to change culture it is necessary to understand and change five cultural artefacts: key values and norms; myths and sagas; language; symbols, rituals and ceremonies; and physical surroundings. 
The authors of this report claim that values and norms are changed by changes in the other four artefacts. For example, through changing the language that associates work-life balance and flexible working with mothers of young children.  
3.1 
Case studies of culture change

Examples of some of these theories in action are presented by Lewis (2001) in a collection of seven case studies of “workplace culture issues confronting 21st century workers trying to combine 20th century workplaces with 21st century family and gender norms”.  
In this collection of case studies, the impetus for change comes from a commitment to equal employment opportunities along with a strong business case related to attracting and retaining good staff. There is a recognition that both the individual and the organisation benefit from flexible work options that support work-life balance.

The organisations studied went beyond the initial goal of introducing formal work-family policies to challenge cultural assumptions about gender and the value of time spent in the workplace. The result is 57% of employees working part-time: 66% of women and 21% of men at all levels. Mainstreaming of alternative work hours is promoted by encouraging managers to consider the possibility of all jobs, including senior levels, being worked in other than full-time standard hours while meeting the needs of both the organisation and the employee. 
A range of family-oriented initiatives are available including a paternity information pack. Information about flexible options is actively disseminated as being feasible and normal so all employees feel entitled to request changes in working arrangements.

Lewis reports that line managers are crucial to the success of flexible work arrangements and have to be convinced of their value through examples of good practice.

A contrasting case study from a sector that is resistant to culture change, the construction industry, is presented by Greed (2000) who identified obstacles to change implementation as “unwillingness among some managers and professionals to admit the need for drastic change” even when faced with the business case. 
When men in power roles do get the message, says Greed, they can be powerful change agents but “protection of tribal territories appears to be more important to some in the industry than increasing profits and efficiency” (p.194). In this case, the key drivers of culture change are a combination of both top down (government regulation) and bottom up (networks and pressure groups).

A New Zealand example of workplace culture change is ABB’s operations at Kinleith Mill. ABB’s culture change did not focus specifically on work-life balance but on general workplace culture, how it changes over time and the links to productivity. The ways of changing workplace culture at the mill include the following, many of which fit with Working Families’ theoretical steps outlined above:
· Barriers identified and removed

· Integrated preferred culture into organisational  discourse

· Include staff in defining missions and values

· Shift responsibility to workers – expectations worked out between staff and managers and written down – self-actualising

· Staff development

· Non-monetary rewards (which could include work-life benefits)
· Off site workplace events involving staff and mangers eg. camps, sports

· Communication – monthly meetings

· Recognition and reward for goals achieved

· Role models demonstrating new core values

4.0 Conclusion

This report argues that organisations which encourage work-life balance in principle and in practice will reap the benefits of increased employee engagement, discretionary effort and therefore productivity. A strategy to encourage work-life balance or a series of work-life initiatives is not sufficient to increase discretionary effort and employee engagement. Work-life balance must be supported and encouraged at all levels of the organisation, including senior management, line managers and all staff.
Building an organisational culture which supports work-life balance is a long-term process for large organisations. It involves changing the way people think and talk about their work and about work-life balance so that using flexible working options and other work-life initiatives becomes accepted and normal for everyone regardless of their gender, seniority within the organisation or personal commitments.
5.0
References

Blair Loy and Wharton, 2004:  Organizational commitment and constraints on 


work-family policy use: corporate flexibility policies in a global firm.  


Sociological Perspectives, 47(3):243-267.
Bloom, N., Kretschmer, T., and van Reenen, J. (2006):  Work life balance, 

management practices and productivity.  Centre for Economic Performance, London School of Economics.  www.lse.ac.uk
Boston College Center for Work and Family (2000):   Measuring the impact of 

workplace flexibility.  Chestnut Hill: Boston College Center for Work

and Family.

Burchell, 2006:  Work intensification in the UK.  In D. Perrons, C. Fagan, L.

McDowell, K. Ray, & K.Ward, K. (Eds.):  
Gender divisions and working time in the new economy: Changing patterns of work, care and public policy in Europe and North America. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar..  

Callister, P. (2005): Overworked families? Changes in the paid working hours of 


families with young children, 1986 to 2001.  Social Policy Journal of New 


Zealand, 24,,160-184.

Corporate Leadership Council, 2002:  Building the high-performance   workforce.  A quantitative analysis of the effectiveness of performance management strategies.  www.corporateleadershipcouncil.com
Corporate Leadership Council, 2004:  The effort dividend.  Driving employee 

performance and retention through engagement.   

www.corporateleadershipcouncil.com
De Cieri, H., Holmes, B., Abbott, J. and Pettit, T. (2002):  Work/life balance strategies: progress and problems in Australian Organisations.  Working Paper 58/02.  Dept of Management, Monash University.

Department of Labour. (2004a):  Achieving balanced lives and employment: What  New Zealanders are saying about work-life balance. Retrieved September 25, 2006, from.http://www.dol.govt.nz/worklife/index.asp
Department of Labour. (2004b): International literature review on the business case for work-life balance. Retrieved September 25, 2006, from http://www.dol.govt/worklife/index.asp 

Department of Labour. (2006): Work-life balance in New Zealand.  A snapshot of  employee and employer attitudes and experiences. Retrieved September 25, 2006, from http://www.dol.govt.nz
EEO Trust, 2006:  Work-life survey report 2006:  Equal Employment 

Opportunities Trust, Auckland. www.eeotrust.org.nz
Fielder, 2006:  How to unlock discretionary effort.   http://www.peoplemanagement.co.uk retrieved 31.10.2006.
Fried, Mindy, 1998:  Taking time.  Parental leave policy and corporate culture.  


Temple Universtiy Press, Philadelphia.
Galinsky, E and Johnson, A., 1998:  Reframing the business case for work-life 

initiatives.  Families and Work Institute, New York.  www.familiesandwork.org
Greed, C. 2000:  Women in the construction professions: achieving a critical 

mass.  Gender, Work and Organization.  7(3):181-196
Guthrie, J. 2001:  High involvement work practices, turnover and productivity: 

evidence from New Zealand.  Academy of Management Journal, 44(1):180-190.

Hall, D. and Parker, V., 1993:  The role of workplace flexibility in manageing diversity.  Organizational Dynamics, 22(1):4-18.

Harter, Schmidt and Keys, 2003:  Well-being in the workplace and its relationship to business outcomes.  A review of the Gallup studies.  In Keyes and Haidt (eds) Flourishing: the positive person and the good life, pp.205-224.  American Psychological Assn, Washington DC.
Hayes, Michael, 2005:  Outrageous employee benefits.   Practice Management case study: staff retention. Journal of Accountancy, May:32-37.
Hill J. Miller, B. Weiner, S. and Colihan, J.  1998:  Influences of the virtual office on aspects of work and work/life balance, Personnel Psychology, 51:667-683.
Hudson, (2005):  The case for work/life balance: closing the gap between policy and practice.  Hudson Australia and New Zealand, www.hudson.com
ISR, 2006:  Building a culture of superior service and efficiency: engaging 


employees in an era of turbulence.  International Survey Research (ISR). 


 www.isrinsight.com
ISR, 2006:  Engaged employees drive the bottom line.  www.isrsurveys.com
Jahn, Thompson and Kopelman, 2003:  Rationale and construct validity   evidence  for a measure of perceived organizational family support (PFS): because purported practices may not reflect reality.  Community, Work and Family, 6(2):123-140.
Jaumotte, F. (2003): Female labour force participation: past trends and main 


determinants in OECD countries. OECD Economics Department working papers  No.376, Retrieved September 25, 2006, from http://www.oced.org/eco.

John Robertson and Associates, 2007:  Employee engagement.  Driving organisation performance.   www.jra.co.nz
Johnston, G. (2005). Women’s participation in the labour force: New Zealand 

Treasury working paper 05/06. Wellington, New Zealand: New Zealand Treasury.
Kirby and Krone, 2002:  The policy exists but you can’t really use it: communication and structuration of work-family policies.  Journal of Applied Communication Research.  30(1):50-77.
Kodz, Kersely, Strebler and O’Regan, 1998:  Breaking the long hours culture.  IES report 352, Institute for Employment Studies, Sussex University.
Konrad and Mangel, 2000:  The impact of work-life programs on firm productivity.  Strategic Management Journal.  21(12):1225-1237.
Laurent, John, 2005:  Managing culture development. Employment Today, 


August:pp.13-16.
Lewis, 2001:  Restructuring workplace cultures: the ultimate work-family 


challenge.  Women in Management Review.  16(1):21-29.
Managing Work | Life Balance (2006): Work Life Initiatives – The Way Ahead Report on the Year 2006 Survey. Managing Work | Life Balance International.
McAuley, Fiona. 1999:  Employee perceptions of support for family friendly 


initiatives in the workplace.  MA thesis in Psychology, Massey University.
McDonald, P., Brown, K. and Bradley, L. (2005):  Explanations for the provision-utilisation gap in work-life policy.  Women in Management Review, 20(1):pp.37-55.

McPherson, Mervyl, 2006:  The role of managers in work-life balance

 implementation.  Paper presented at Labour Employment and Work 

conference, November, Wellington.  http://www.vuw.ac.nz/geo/news-and-events/lew12/papers/LEW12-McPherson-TheRoleOfMangers.pdf.
McPherson, Mervyl, 2005:  Part-time work and productivity: trends and initiatives. A life course approach. Retrieved September 25, 2006 ,http://www.eeotrust.org.nz/research/index.cfm
McPherson, Mervyl, 2004:  Paid work and personal relationships, EEO Trust, p.3. www.eeotrust.org.nz

Melcrum, 2005:  Employee engagement.  How to build a high-performance 


workforce.  Executive summary.  Based on January 2005 global survey.  


www.melcrum.com
Messenger, J.C.  (ed.) 2004:  Working time and workers’ preferences in 


industrialized countries.  Finding the balance.  Routledge.

Messenger, J. 2004: Finding the balance: working time and workers needs and 


preferences in industrialised countries. Paper presented at 9th International 


Symposium on Working Time, Paris, February 2004, cited in Callister 


2005 above.
Mulholland, Ozbilgin and Worman, 2006:  Managing diversity: words into actions.  Chartered Institute of Personnel Development, www.cipd.co.uk/bookstore
Needham, Andrea, 2005:  Discretionary effort – every employer wants it.  B-innovative, Auckland Chamber of Commerce professional journal, June 2005, or http://www.buckettlaw.co.nz, retrieved 18.7.2006.
New Zealand Council of Trade Unions. (2002): Interim report of the thirty families project:  The impact of work hours on New Zealand workers and their families. Retrieved September 25, 2006, from http://www.union.org.nz/files/THIRTY.pdf
Opportunity Now, (2004):  Diversity dimensions – integration into organizational culture. www.opportunitynow@bitc.org.uk.

Osterman, P. 1995:  Work/family programs and the employment relationship.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 40:681-700.
Perlow, 1995:  Putting the work back into work/family.  Group and Organization Management.  20(2).
Quijada, M.A., (2005): Managing flexible schedules: what successful organizations do.   Working Paper No. WPC0023, MIT Workplace Center. Web.mit.edu/workplacecenter

Robinson, Perryman and Hayday, 2004:  The drivers of employee engagement.  IES Report 408.  Institute of Employment Studies.  www.employment-studies.co.uk.
Rutherford, S. and Ollerearnshaw, S. (2002):  The business of diversity.  How 

organizations in the public and private sectors are intergrating equality and 

diversity to enhance business performance.  Scheider-Ross, Andover, 

Hants
Sahibzada, Hammer, Meal and Kuang, 2005:  The moderating effects of work-


family role combinations and work-family organizational culture on the 


relationship between family-friendly workplace supports and job 


satisfaction.  Journal of Family Issues, 26(6):820-839.

Simard, Doucet and Bernard, 2005:  Pratiques en GRH et engagement des 


employees.  Le role de la justice.  HRM Practices and employee 


commitment: the role of justice.  Industrial Relations, 60(2):296-319.
Skilling, 2006: The New Zealand Institute, 2006:  Creating a global New Zealand economy. www.nzinstitute.org. 

Thompson, C., Beauvais, L., and Lyness, K. (1999):  When work-family benefits are not enough: the influence of work-family culture on benefit utilization, organizational attachment and work-family conflict.  Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54:392-415.

Thompson and Prottas, 2006:  Relationships among organizational family 


support, job autonomy, perceived control and employee well-being.  


Journal of Occupational Health Psychology. 11(1):100-118.
Truss, Soane, Edwares, Wisdom, Croll and Burnett, 2006:  Working life: 


employee attitudes and engagement 2006.   Chartered Institute of 


Personnel Development (CIPD),  London.  www.cipd.co.uk/bookstore
Watsonwyatt, 2000:  WorkUSA 2000 – Employee Commitment and the Bottom 

Line.  www.watsonwyatt.com/research.
Working Families, 2005:  Is less more?  Productivity, flexible working and 

management.  www.workingfamilies.org.uk.

Working Families, 2006:  Moving mountains: the culture change challenge.
  www.workingfamilies.org.uk
Workplace Productivity Working Group (WPWG), 2004:  The Workplace 


Productivity Challenge.  Summary of the report of the Workplace 


Productivity Working Group.  www.dol.govt.nz/productivity.
Yasbek, P. (2004):  The business case for firm-level work-life balance policies: a review of the literature.  Department of Labour, Wellington. www.dol.govt.nz
Rational Commitment


Team


Manager


Organisation





Emotional Commitment


Job


Team


Manager


Organisation





Discretionary


Effort








Performance











Intent to Stay








Retention











Engagement Drivers











People-centric culture and other factors


Trust


Reciprocation


Manager characteristics and flexibility


Communication


Commitment to  diversity


Integrity


Innovation


Work linked to organisational 


   strategy














Increased discretionary effort 








Relationship between work-life balance, workplace culture,


discretionary effort and productivity








Work-life balance initiatives





Positive work-life culture








Positive work-life culture





Increased Productivity








� This section is a summary of a chapter on “Work-life Balance - the New Zealand context” by Mervyl McPherson and Philippa Reed from a forthcoming book on Work Life Balance in New Zealand edited by Marilyn Waring and Christa Fouche, published by Dunmore Press.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dol.govt.nz/worklife/whatis.asp" ��www.dol.govt.nz/worklife/whatis.asp�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dol.govt.nz/worklife/snapshot-summary.asp" ��http://www.dol.govt.nz/worklife/snapshot-summary.asp�


 � Defined as 48 hours or more per week.


� This is supported by the CLC data referred to over.


� A global survey of over 1000 communication and HR practitioners, plus 30 in-depth interviews, that provides benchmark data on employee engagement.


� The CLC Employee Engagement Survey covered 50,000 employees in 59 organisations over 10 industries across 27 countries.


� Graph available.


� International Survey Research, � HYPERLINK "http://www.isrinsight.com" ��www.isrinsight.com�





� Institute for Employment Studies, � HYPERLINK "http://www.employment-studies.co.uk/summary/summary.php?id=408" ��www.employment-studies.co.uk/summary/summary.php?id=408�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.catapult.co.nz/building-great-workplaces-brochure.pdf"�� http://www.catapult.co.nz/building-great-workplaces-brochure.pdf
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