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I ntroduction

There has been increasing interest in improvingkplace performance to increase
productivity in a context of increased global cotitpeeness. A growing body of

evidence also indicates the impact of the work rmment on organisational

productivity as well as broad economic and socaldjits of employment practices
which contribute to employee wellness and well-geifQuinlan et al. 2001,

Oxenburgh et al. 2004; WorkUK Survey 2005; Pocof3). At the same time,

substantial evidence over a long period suggesis dime specific employment
practice, employee participation and influence é@tision-making in the workplace,
impacts positively on organisational performancd #re broader work environment
(Markey 2001). However, rarely have these threenefgs been brought together in
research endeavours.

This paper outlines the rationale and methodolagyah international comparative
project investigating the links between workplaceductivity and employee wellness
and well being via the operation of representagivgployee participation structures in
Denmark and New Zealand. It specifically focuses lbow the nature and
effectiveness of representative participative stnes impact on productivity and key
indicators of the work environment, such as rafdatwour turnover and absenteeism,
incidence of occupational injury and disease (iditlg stress), work/life balance,
employees’ opportunities to learn new things on jble, employees’ sense of
appreciation by employer, consultation of employeesr change, provision of on-
the-job training, and employees’ job satisfactiBesearch also frequently associates
absenteeism, turnover and provision of trainindnpitoductivity.

Employee participation and regulation of the wogkenvironment occur through two
different but potentially interrelated processes:

law-based regulation and Occupational Health andeB8gOHS) delegatedocusing
on physical disease/injury;

agreement-based participative structuresich as joint consultative committees
(JCCs) in New Zealand or cooperation committeesDanmark, focusing more
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broadly on productivity and the work environmemtcluding psycho-social issues
affecting wellness/well-being.

Figure 1below illustrates the links to be investigated.

Environment Organisations Outcomes

_ -
Markets > Employee participation Productivity

different forms: OHS
delegates & JCCS or

Institutions+—» ) .
cooperation committees|

— Employee
wellness/well-being

Separate research teams in Australia, New Zeal®smmark and Norway are
planning to conduct parallel studies in those coest New Zealand and Denmark
have already commenced research fieldwork andmake preliminary comparisons.
The countries chosen all have small economies agidlation for health and safety
delegates, but in New Zealand and Australia widetigpative practice are not well
developed by legislation or employer/union agrednasnin Denmark and Norway.
The comparison between the two blocs of countridisewable us to test the impact
of these wider practices on outcomes.

In Denmark the broader structure of representgiasgicipation through cooperation
committees is specifically concerned with the issaé productivity and the general
work environment. It has been observed frequentlyniernational literature that
OHS committees of the New Zealand kind may broatthesir jurisdiction beyond
narrow conceptions of OHS, particularly where nordpean style works
councils/cooperation committees exist to facilitaraployee participation (Bernard
1995: 351-74; Knudsen 1995: 45-6, 91-2, 138; JeisHi997: 141-2; Walters et al.
1993, 2005). However, their broader potential isegally not evaluated. In practice it
is difficult to separate health and safety from kiflifie and other broad work
environment issues, particularly involving the migico-incidence of employee stress
and longer working hours (Lamm 2002: 411), or tmeoiduction of new technology
or organisational change (Heller 1998: 227). Fa thason it will also be of interest
to ascertain the demarcation between the diffetgmes of Danish committees —
cooperation and OHS — over these issues.

We have three specific research questions:

What characterises employee participation in eistatlents with good and less good
working environments?

What correlations are there between effective eygagparticipation, positive work

environments and good business outcomes?

What is best practice in employee participatioraasnstrument in regulation of the
work environment?

These questions will test the following hypotheses:

effectiveness of structures for representative eyg® participation will correlate
positively with work environment quality;
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work environment quality will correlate positivelyith business outcomes.

A multi-dimensional theoretical framework will beneloyed. After assessing the
significance of the issues being examined, the mpapalyses in turn the literature
relating to productivity and performance, the inmpafcvarious employment practices
on the work environment and organisational perforcea and the organisational
impact of representative employee participation. &elain our approach to defining
productivity or organisational performance, and wis have adopted this approach.
We also explore the various employment practicek iadicators of the nature and
guality of the work environment, and how they impamn productivity or
performance. Then we examine the evidence for thpact of representative
employee participation upon productivity and perfance. Finally, we present the
methodology developed for the project as a resulbw analysis of the existing
literature on productivity, work environment and presentative employee
participation.

Significance

Productivity, employee wellness and well-being, amthployee participation

separately comprise major issues of public policpath New Zealand and Denmark.
The links between these issues amplifies theividdal significance. Our integration
of all these streams for the first time also repnés a significant innovation.

Productivity

New Zealand has faced low productivity growth f@ years. The average annual
growth rate for labour productivity in New Zealafrdm 1978 to 2007 was 2.0 per
cent. In the early 1980s it fell to 1.4 per cehert improved to 2.9 per cent in the late
1980s before declining slightly and fluctuating the 1990s after radical and
wholesale decollectivisation of the industrial tElas system under the Employment
Contracts Act 1991. From 2000 to 2007 annual lalppaductivity growth fell again
to 1.1 per cent, after the Labour government’'sresfto recollectivise the industrial
relations system with the Employment Relations 2600. However, growth in
capital and multifactor productivity was also weakgd actually negative for capital
productivity in 1978-2007 (-0.7 per cent). Whereagpital deepening was the main
contributor to New Zealand’s labour productivityogith in the 1980s, multifactor
productivity was the main subsequent contributow] éhe capital-labour ratio fell
from a high of 7.2 at the end of the 1980s to inghéediately after the Employment
Contracts Act 1991 (StatsNZ 2008). This probablffeots the low wage regime
which this legislation ushered in, removing majocantives for employers to invest
in capital. However, the capital-labour ratio hatsyamproved slightly to 1.6, and for
the government this represents a major failureotity, notwithstanding the tripartite
Productivity Agenda which has brought unions angblegers together in attempting
to raise awareness and develop cooperative apmeatth improving workplace
productivity.

Denmark has also experienced low productivity glogince the mid 1990s. From
1996 to 2006 average annual growth in hourly pradig in the market economy
was only 1.0 per cent. This represented a majolindeafter an average of 3.9 per
cent for the previous 30 years (lverson & Riish@2 3). This has led for calls for
measures to increase working hours, reduce tas tatencentivise labour supply,



reduce welfare expenditure, encourage later reéirgnand increase public sector
privatisation (OECD 2005).

Work environment

Some critical contributors to the work environmembtably work/life balance and
occupational health and safety, have been majacypabncerns in New Zealand
and/or Denmark, often linked with productivity. Rbe New Zealand Department of
Labour these are the three key issues in policgldgement and implementation. How
and why these issues are significantly linked witbductivity are outlined below. In
addition, the significance of labour turnover arusenteeism is considered as an
indicator of the quality of the work environment.

Work/life balance has assumed importance for Nealatel because its employees
work some of the longest hours in the developedh@ties, second only to Iceland:

19 per cent work over 50 hours per week, 40 pet wenk more than 45 hours per

week, 10 per cent are multiple job holders, angéBcent do shift work. Part-time

workers, who comprise over a quarter of the worddoare included in these statistics
(DoL 2006). Low unemployment of 3.6 per cent, akilssshortages, accentuate the
problem. Although Denmark has enjoyed shorter waykiours, there appears to be
pressure on this practice because of decliningyatodty growth (OECD 2005).

New Zealand’'s occupational injury and illness raaes poor. In 2004 the estimated
cost of occupational injury and disease accounted8 per cent of New Zealand’s
GDP, with, per annum, up to 1,000 deaths from oatiapal disease, 100 deaths from
occupational injury and about 200,000 incidentulteg) in compensation claims
(Pearce et al. 2004). Denmark’s occupational actided fatality rates, 2561 and 3.4
respectively per 100,000 workers, are close togtios New Zealand (2699 and 3.5),
and exceed those for European neighbours such edeswNorway and the United
Kingdom (Hamalainen et al. 2006). Dorman (2000)nested that the associated costs
accounted for 2.7 per cent of Danish GDP. Apannfrmajor accident incidents, the
way in which work is organised can itself be sultiropl for employee wellness and
well-being. Shift work, for example, common in thetel industry, has often been
associated with stress and relationship probleadirng to stress (Wedderburn 2006).

Workplace health and safety risks have the poterttba be very costly for
organisations, in terms of insurance premiums apthcement costs for injured and
ill staff alone. Costs, however, can extend to auistriation involved with
compensation and investigation, damage to equipnu#sruption to work of other
workers, recruitment, selection and training oflaepment employees, and lower
productivity of replacement employees (Mylett & May 2007). The NZ National
Occupational Health and Safety Advisory CommittRe®©HSAC) reported that for
2004/5 there were 7431 compensated incidents inate®mmodation, cafes and
restaurants sector, at a total cost of $13 mil(ibis includes production disturbance
costs, staff turnover costs, human capital cosegltihh and rehabilitation costs,
administration costs, and transfer costs, e.g.amrEif{NOHSAC 2006).

Calculating the costs of OHS, however, will not eesarily motivate employers to
improve OHS. A major United States study considéred costs are distributed, and
found that most costs were borne by workers (80cpat), with consumers paying 9
per cent through higher prices, and employers palyng 11 per cent (Dorman 2000:
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29 - 30 citing Leigh et al 1996). The Australiaro@uctivity Commission put the
share of costs borne by employers at 40 per cealufling workers’ compensation,
loss of productivity and overtime), by injured werk at 30 per cent (including loss of
income, pain and suffering, loss of future earnireygl medical), and the community
at 30 per cent (including welfare, medical and theahnd loss of human capital)
(1995 cited in Pearcet al. 2004: 5). This externalisation of a cost of prddhc
reduces the incentives for employers to invest HSO particularly SMEs in
competitive markets with lower capacity to carnedwads. But such firms also bear
significant ‘opportunity costs’ from wasting humeesources.

More generally, the work environment is a critiattor in the labour exit decision.
As noted by Boxall, Macky and Rasmussen (2003)umnalry labour turnover
represents one end of a continuum from retentiothatother end. This continuum
includes a sequence of withdrawal responses inojulditeness and absenteeism, in
response to unsatisfactory employment. Absente@mwhudes absence from work
because of injury or sickness, which indicates asate work environment if it is
work related. A recent Danish study confirmed thahird to a half of absenteeism is
due to poor work environments (Lund et al. 2003).

Boxall et al. (2003) identified the following gemaéfinks between labour turnover and
the work environment:

» perceived job security is negatively associatedh wie propensity to leave a
job;

» the extent to which employees feel that their abations are valued and their
well being cared for by the employer is inverseblated to voluntary
turnover,;

» overall job satisfaction is consistently and negayi associated with turnover,
and job dissatisfaction is positively associatéhwirnover;

» the extent to which employee needs with full/pemet work and shifts is also
a significant factor in the labour exit decisions;

» satisfaction with pay is a major determinant oblabretention; and

* interesting work is a major retainer, and if thepyer listens and recognises
merit and work/life balance.

Hinkin & Tracey (2000: 18) list the following costé labour turnover: pre departure
productivity loss, learning curve for replacemetatffs errors and waste, supervisory
and peer disruption, to which could be added custodissatisfaction, reduced
business, and temporary workers. The Council fardE@pportunity Employment in
Australia estimated turnover costs in 2004 at 50-p8r cent of an incumbent’s
salary, including separation costs (exit intervieadministration costs, separation
pay), staff replacement (job advertisements, imers, testing, staff meetings, post
employment information dissemination), trainingstlproductivity, and lost business
costs (CEOEA 2004). Similar estimates have beesredfin the USA, by the Society
for Human Resource Management and others (Blake5)20Dhere is general
consensus that labour turnover impacts signifigamrl overall productivity (Poulsten
2006)

In addition, costs associated with absenteeismthengrom injury or sickness, or
lack of commitment to the job, can also be sigaificfor an enterprise. International
studies over many years have shown a consisterdaga/@bsenteeism rate of 3-4 per
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cent per day (e.g. Morehead et al. 1997; Cully.et@09). It is estimated that in 2003
New Zealand employers lost $4.6 billion in produtyi because of absenteeism. The
direct impact on a business is estimated to ave8ager cent of payroll, but may be
closer to 20 per cent. New Zealand employees toek 8.8 million days off work in
2003 (Care NZ 2004).

Representative employee participation

Denmark has a long history of extensive represestatmployee participation,
whereas New Zealand’s is more recent. Consequehtyjssue is of more critical
concern in New Zealand than in Denmark, where tigeeelarge degree of consensus
regarding the desirability and effectiveness ofreepntative employee participation.
Nevertheless, the connections between differenhgoof representative employee
participation in Denmark have rarely been researdhethe context of productivity
and employee wellness and well-being.

Although recent surveys indicate that 50 per ceihtNew Zealand employees
experience some form of representative participafidaynes et al., 2005) and there
has been a number of Government initiatives, inolydtatutory amendments for
collective worker participation, there is clearlyhaed for more New Zealand-based
research leading to ‘best practices’ in this ahegarticular, as the legal requirement
to implement health and safety committees is atively new initiative in New
Zealand there has been little research investigatire impact of the employee
representative processes mandated under the 2@02 Ac

Furthermore, high involvement work practices aresoamted with employee
empowerment and participation. Boxall et al. (20@@)nd that the propensity to
leave a job was mitigated by feelings of empowernserd a sense that employee
contributions are valued by employers. Consistetit Whese findings, a recent New
Zealand Department of Labour report on productiyidgL 2004) claimed that ‘it is
critical that employees at all levels of a firm baan opportunity to contribute to work
organisation and to provide relevant practical eeh\from their respective positions’.
The New Zealand Department of Labour reported #8aper cent of managers felt
employees have ‘significant’ input into workplaceganisation, and 49 per cent
considered that employee input was ‘reasonabld’ ,nmst employees felt that they
have limited input to productivity discussions amdrk organisation. Representative
forms of employee participation, such as delegatescommittees under théealth
and Safety in Employment Amendment Act 28i02¢tly address this issue.

Defining productivity and perfor mance

We have adopted a multi-faceted definition of pidity and performance, for four
main reasons. First, the limitations in standarihd®ns of productivity, in terms of
application and interpretation are substantialdiasussed in the following section
which reviews the literature. Second, a huge degfeslippage between different
terms that refer to the performance of an orgaioisdtas occurred in the productivity
and related literature. Apart from productivity amerformance, effectiveness,
efficiency and profitability are also commonly refd to in the literature, but there
can be subtle differences in meaning between ttegres; for example, it is certainly
possible to conceive of organisations with both hhigroductivity and low
profitability, or low productivity and high profitality because of the influence of
different variables such as market position andtined cost of labour. Third, the
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traditional definition of productivity does not eff the comprehensive picture of
organisational performance that consideration ofrege of different indicators of
performance does. Finally, many organisations, g@sta majority, do not measure
productivity in a traditionally defined sense, altigh they may use other
measurements of performance, notably profitabiliBifferent organisations in
different sectors also tend to use different mesments of performance. Under these
circumstances, the narrow traditional definition pybductivity is more useful for
industry sectors or the economy as a whole ratfaer at the organisational level.

For all these reasons, we have preferred to refgeraductivity and performance,
taking into account, where possible, traditionatios of productivity, profitability,
return on capital invested, and other indicatorerghnisational efficiency, as well as
the performance measures which different sectonsider important for contextual
reasons, such as public sector versus privatersentironments. In the absence of
other measurements, four proxies for performancdhat workplace level have
commonly been utilised: labour turnover, absentegigcidence of injury and
occupational disease in the workforce, and theedegf on-the-job or other training
in an organisation. The first three of these prexiadicate costs or negative
influences on productivity and performance, wherdegining represents an
investment with a potentially positive influence roductivity and performance. We
have also adopted these proxies, and their sigmnifie in the organisation is discussed
in more detail in a later section on work enviromtngnd performance.

Productivity and performance literature

Organisational productivity literature relies upamn economic definition of

productivity which calculates the total cost to tbeganisation by dividing total

outputs by the total inputs (2004: 1; Kopelman,eBri& Guzzo, 1990; Mathew,

2007). It must be noted that while it is not oftepecified, the organisational
productivity literature refers tdabour productivity which is one factor of total

productivity. Labour productivity is generally useals an indicator of total

productivity because it is easier to find measdogdabour inputs and outputs that
can be quantified, such as sales divided by nurmbemployees (Huselid, 1995;
Koch & McGrath, 1996; Kopelman et al., 1990). Labptoductivity is based on the
overall labour outputs of the organisation, confiéal to by individuals. Although an

economic definition of labour productivity is assemnin studies of organisational
productivity, it is seldom explicitly referred taa different terminology tends to be
used interchangeably to indicate various measurgseidormance. The use of the
terms performance, effectiveness, efficiency andfitability are often used

interchangeably (Forth & McNabb, 2008). These terafisrefer, depending on

context of the study, to measures of success inotiganisation. Generally, the
literature points to organisational performance amnganisational effectiveness as
umbrella terms to discuss the overall outcomesther organisation (Arthur, 1994;

Black & Lynch, 2001; Campbell, 1977; Cappelli & Neark, 2001; De Greef & Van

den Broek, 2004; Forth & McNabb, 2008; Kopelmaalgt1990).

Within the literature, organisational performancends to be associated with
‘objective’ data gained from cost based figureserelas organisational effectiveness
denotes overall outcome based on ‘subjective’ daiaed from the perceptions of
managers or employees. Indicators, or factorsabatribute to the overall outcome
are profitability, efficiency and productivity witllabour’ as the primary input
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(Guthrie, 2001). Despite profitability and produdl being confused in the literature
it is clear that they are separate indicators adral outcome for the organisation
(Cappelli & Neumark, 2001; Katz, Kochan, & WebeB85; Markey & Shulruf,
2008). An example of this is if productivity incsss because of an increase in the
number of hours worked. Productivity measures tbhantjty of outputs, whereas
profit measures the revenue earned in relatioms$tsc In this case an increase in sales
may be mitigated by the corresponding increasabour costs (Cappelli & Neumark,
2001; Dobni, Ritchie, & Zerbe, 2000; Fairris, 2002jficiency in turn relates to how
the resources are used to create outputs ancers adsociated with technological and
organisational change: ‘efficiency relates to thepat achieved relative to inputs,
regardless of level of output performance’ (Mahqnk388, p. 20). Efficiency is not
dependent on productivity and may increase or dseres productivity increases.
Increased efficiency may contribute to productivdlyd organisational performance.
These relationships are illustrated in Figure 2Wwel

Figure 2: Ravenswood Model of Productivity, Efficiency and Profitability as
referred toin literature

Organisational Performancei | Organisational Effectivenes:*

| Efficiency | | Productivity |

Profitability

Source: K. Ravenswood, ‘Improving Productivity Thgh Enhancing Employee
Wellness and Well-being in Health and ICT Industiiie New Zealand’, unpublished
work in progress for PhD thesis, Auckland Universit Technology, 2008.

Regardless of whether the data is subjective oeabive, most of the research is
guantitative in nature and uses the same typesatd ¢ its analysis. Labour
productivity is measured using factors such assrafeabsenteeism, hours of work,
‘lost days’, turnover, quantity of sales, quantépd quality of product, financial
outcomes and market performance. There is littifemdince in the chosen measures
for subjective and objective data, with subjectilaga looking aperceptionsrather
than numerical data (Delaney & Huselid, 1996; D&d3obinson Jr, 1984; Forth &
McNabb, 2008). The literature has been criticizedd lack of homogeneity in its
definitions and measures of productivity as thsité generalisability in the literature
and renders the data of little use for compargtivgposes (Delaney & Huselid, 1996;
Rosenberg & Rosenstein, 1980). However, we wowddegiven the above model of
productivity that the majority of the literature iieferring to the same concept of
organisational outcomes.

Problems with economic definition

As mentioned earlier the concept of labour proditgtis based in economic theory,
and as such, assumptions made in economics on hganisations and markets
operate. Economics focuses on ‘the ways in whidatividuals and communities
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produce, distribute and consume goods and sern/besiman, 2000). Organisations
are therefore concerned with competing for resauneéh the goal of increasing
profit and avoiding loss (Alchian & Demsetz, 1912 Greef & Van den Broek,
2004; Dorman, 2000). This leads to a focus solalycost in monetary terms to the
organisation and how to minimise those costs. lanemic terms costs may be
defined as internal or external to the organisatidmose that are external are costs
that are attributable to the organisation, but Whicoes not pay (Dorman, 2000). An
example of this may be environmental contaminatiotost household production of
a victim of occupational injury. Measures of orgational performance that look at
outputs compared to inputs will not take exterr@ts into consideration. It has also
been pointed out that using measures of monetastg @xcludes a number of factors
such as impact on the lives of workers (De Greefah den Broek, 2004), and also
what type of work is valued (Herzog & Morgan, 199Rairris (2002) indicates that
changes in the organization of production havenoliéel to worsening conditions for
workers as organisations seek to increase prodiyctirconomic theory could argue
that this will be regulated by employees in the keibecause it is assumed that all
workers have perfect knowledge and can make infdrrdecisions about their
working conditions, and will therefore move employdf they are dissatisfied
(Oxenburgh, Marlow, & Oxenburgh, 2004). Indeed Adchand Demsetz (1972)
argued that employees, rather than being manageesasirces, are party to an
agreement and that both parties are continuallptisgng terms that are agreeable to
both.

Clearly an economic assessment of organisationalorp@ance overlooks the
involvement of workers or employees as humans andweages a view of humans as
resources or costs to the organisation. The foougwour as a resource or input has
influenced what research has been undertaken. Theregrowing area of literature
that links human resource practices with incregseductivity (Arthur, 1994; Black
& Lynch, 2001; Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Katz et, 41985; Kopelman et al., 1990;
Pfeffer, 2005; Theriou & Chatzoglou, 2008; Wrig@ardner, Moynihan, & Allen,
2005), in particular those termed ‘high performanaekplace practices’ (Cappelli &
Neumark, 2001; Guthrie, 2001; Huselid, 1995; KocM&Grath, 1996). This field of
literature arises from a ‘resource based view’ lué brganisation, similar to the
economic view of organisations described above.

The resource-based view of the organisation assatsthe organisation can only
maintain its competitive advantage through creattadue or resources that are
difficult to be imitated. In the resource basedwigf the organisation resources such
as natural resources, technology, economies o stal others are easy to replicate.
It then follows that the development of human reses strategies create a resource
that is more difficult to imitate (Becker & Gerha@996; Huselid, 1995; Koch &
McGrath, 1996). In addition to developing a comipedi resource it has been
established that human resources practices andegstracontribute to overall
performance of an organisation not only throughimizing costs, but adding value
to the organisation (Becker & Gerhart, 1996). Itlédethur (1994) categorises HR
systems into those that aim to increase produgttiitough minimising cost, named
‘control systems’, and those that aim to build gcp®logical link between employee
and the organisation and consequently encourag&ededehaviours, termed
‘commitment systems’. Costs that can be minimisedugh HR strategy and practice
are in the recruitment, selection and retentiorewiployees leading, hopefully, to
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higher quality employees and lower turnover andeateeism (Koch & McGrath,
1996; Kopelman et al., 1990). However it is theelatsystem, one of building
employee commitment, that has become the focusighf performance workplace
practice (HPWP) literature. HPWP places an emphagisin the organisation on
developing the abilities and knowledge of employ@e®ther words building human
capital (Koch & McGrath, 1996). This is done withenstructure of decentralised
decision making so that employees have more redplitysfor deciding what work
to carry out and how to do so (Cappelli & Neum&@Q1). This is controlled through
incentives to motivate employees and strengthenr tieennection with the
organisation so that they will make decisions adicqy to the organisation’s desired
behaviours and outcomes (Black & Lynch, 2001; Deya& Huselid, 1996; Theriou
& Chatzoglou, 2008).

HPWP views employees as resources, like the ecanaiedv, and consequently has
focused on strategy and outcome, rather than tleeps of how practices are
implemented (Black & Lynch, 2001; Theriou & Chatimg 2008). HPWP has been

criticised because of this focus on outcome, armhbee ‘transformed’ workplaces

may have the effect of worsening conditions forkewos (Fairris, 2002). Furthermore,

the focus on business outcomes has meant thantpertance of aspects such as
employee wellbeing in their own right have beenrtmaked (Baptiste, 2008). Inkson

notes that ‘it is not the person that is the resdource, but the knowledge and
expertise the person possesses’ (Inkson, 2008).sktgests that this view of

resources places all the power in a ‘mighty’ orgation and detracts from the
attributes that are held by actual people.

The terminology and rhetoric used to discuss hureaaurces emphasises employees
as a passive resource that is moulded and develypethnagers and the organisation
(Inkson, 2008). This points to a conflict withinetHiterature which places more
responsibility for performance on the individual @oyee, yet does not credit the
employee with the power or ability to act. This legn noted by several studies that
show that HPWP will only impact positively on orggational outcomes if employees
are given the opportunity use their knowledge ditities ‘to design new and better
ways of performing their roles’ (Huselid, 1995 ,638). Having the opportunity to use
their knowledge entails employees having decisi@king authority and influence
within the organisation (Black & Lynch, 2001; Leeir& D'Andrea Tyson, 1990;
Theriou & Chatzoglou, 2008). Employee involvememttihe organisation is often
associated with mutual decision making and consgtyueorking not as individuals,
but co-operatively (Cooke, 1989; Markey & Shulr@08). With a focus on
individuals in HPWP the role of collaboration arehtnwork is often overlooked.
Chillemi (2008) found if employers promote a sew$eémutual concern’ amongst
employees this will have a positive effect on graficreases. Likewise, workplace
practices and systems are more likely to be effectithey are mutually agreed to by
employer and employee (Markey & Shulruf, 2008) witlthe organisation. The
HPWP focus on individuals, again like the economiodel, assumes perfect
knowledge and choice on the employee’s part andregnthe power relationship
between workers and management.

By using an economic model for productivity theiéture has been confined largely

to quantitative research. The research has fomerity used ‘objective’ data and
‘subjective’ data has been viewed as less validraldble than objective data (Black
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& Lynch, 2001). This has led to the research beindertaken almost exclusively in
the manufacturing industry for which it is easiergain numerical productivity data
(Mathew, 2007). The impact on research, particylswriNew Zealand, is that there is
little research establishing factors that may leadémproved productivity in sectors
such as service based industry and knowledge se@itathew, 2007; New Zealand
Tourism Research Institute, 2007; Theriou & Chalizeg 2008). These are
increasingly important sectors to the New Zealaoohemy. Qualitative research is
often used to provide in depth information on ofgations and the context of
employee, management and government. Indeed these agents and the power
relationships between them form the theoreticalisbéghind industrial relations
theory (Dunlop, 1993). The lack of qualitative r@sd in the literature also means
that while productivity phenomena have been noted,reasons behind them may
still be unexplained. Becker and Gerhart (1996kddhe need for more qualitative
research in order to understand why managers niekdecisions they do, and other
studies have called for further research into titeractions between organisations and
their environment and the effect on their labourduoictivity (Levine & D'Andrea
Tyson, 1990). A lack of qualitative, contextualalalso means that issues of gender
and diversity and any impact these may have orulapmductivity have largely been
overlooked. In New Zealand in particular this commpads with the lack of research in
the service sector as women are predominantly graglan the service and retail
sectors (StatsNZ 2006).

Therefore, expanding the definition of productivéty we have here to include a range
of aspects of organisational outcomes, as welhnadstaking into account the context
and relationship between worker, management andrgment, seems to be the most
appropriate approach (Theriou & Chatzoglou. Kogeinet al. 1990). In addition, it
is important to consider both quantitative and tjative data that may help explain
the context of labour productivity. Our definitiafiows this inclusive approach.

Work environment and perfor mance

Implementing workplace policies that promote an leyge friendly environment is
commonly assumed to increase business performamceparticularly profitability
(Faleye & Trahan 2006; Lau 2000; Patterson, Weatythom & Nickell 1997). A
comprehensive meta-analysis by Harter, Schmidtkayks (2002) on the effect of
workplace well-being on profitability suggestedttbasiness units at the top quartile
on employee engagement achieved US$80-100,000rhighienue or were 1%-4%
more profitable than businesses at the bottom ipiakau’s (2000) model suggests
that high quality services within organisationsregase employees’ satisfaction, which
then increases employee retention and producteéging to greater external service
value. Greater external value increases custontesfesdion and loyalty and this
creates more revenue and higher profitability. dligh Lau’s model mostly relates to
service industries it could be generalised sintéasinesses have customers who
wish to receive quality products and services. Hmugeresearch in this area is scarce,
particularly in New Zealand (NZ).

Key organisational policy areas which contributgngicantly to the work
environment include: work/life balance and flexibl@amily friendly) job
arrangements, training and health promotion. Wibekbalance has demonstrated
links with productivity, because of the impact abdur retention and human resource

11

11



costs. Family friendly workplaces or flexible woderangements, therefore, are
generally perceived as beneficial for both emplsyaad employers. They include
childcare (provision or subsidy), flexible work gmleave arrangements for caring for
others (young, sick, old), work from home, and ghlare (Lewison 2006; Strachan &
Burgess 1998). Arguments supporting family friendtyangements mostly focus on
relationship improvement between employers and eyegls, enhancement of mutual
trust, increasing job satisfaction and eventuallisibess productivity (Akerlof &
Yellen 1986). However, this literature provides moevidence of benefit for
employees than for employers (Amin 1989; Heilandi@&cpherson 2004; Lewison
2006). New Zealand research suggests that the impsttant family friendly policy
for employees is childcare provision (Pringle & Toge 1996), as well as flexible
leave arrangements and flexible working hours (laddt 2003). A recent New
Zealand Department of Labour study (Yasbek 2004jgssts that by providing
family friendly job arrangements in a competitiv@bbur market, employers can
attract better recruits and reduce cost by impvsiaff retention, but these
conclusions are context specific with no evideraregeneralisability. A more general
study by Markey & Shulruf (2008) has confirmed tHhxible work arrangements do
contribute significantly to business profitability.

Skilled personnel at all levels within the orgatisa (management, professionals and
other staff) appear to enhance business prodyctaitd profitability (Bassi &
McMurrer 2005; Black & Lynch 2001; Van Buren 20(Raleye & Trahan 2006).
Many businesses enhance their human capital threvayhplace training (Durbin
2004), which has been found to increase employs&sormance directly associated
with business productivity (Levenson 2003; O'Coh@6D1). Bartel's (2000) review
of the literature, suggested that the return onestwment in workplace
training/education is estimated to be 7 —50 pet,¢hough it may reach 200 per cent.
Within the OECD New Zealand is ranked high on baimployees’ rate of
participation in workplace training and hours penpdoyee (Brunello, Bassanini,
Booth, De Paola 2005), but New Zealand’'s GDP pgitaas below most OECD
countries. This raises an important question alibat effectiveness of employee
training on productivity and profitability. Marke§ Shulruf (2008) recently showed
that whilst training does contribute to organisadioperformance and profitability, it
needs to be specifically targeted rather than abklto all employees.

Health promotion programmes at any of primary (preive), secondary (when event
occurs), or tertiary (remedial) levels are perceivss important tools to improve
employee physical and mental health as well as plade productivity (Grawitch,
Trares & Kohler 2007; Tetrick & Quick 2001). Theeemounting evidence of huge
cost relating to occupational health risks (Dorn2000; Pearce, Dryson, Feyer,
Gander & McCracken 2004; Tooney, Borthwick & Arch2005; Burton, Conti,
Chen, Schultz & Edington 1999). Furthermore, améséudy reports that satisfaction
with healthy workplace practices can predict empéogutcomes, suggesting that it is
not only what practices are actually put in plaoet also employees’ perceptions
about these practices that matter (Grawitch é2@0.7). Therefore, health promotion
programmes in workplaces are likely to improve basses performance (Aldana
2001; Grawitch, Gottschalk & Munz 2006). Chapma(2605) meta-evaluation
estimated that workplace health promotion programdecreased about 25 per cent
of employers’ cost for sick leave, workers’ compian and disability
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Impact of Representative Participation

The concept of employee voice encompasses dirgkitoi@ented practices (problem
solving groups or quality circles, semi autonomtesms) as well as representative
structures (trade unions, joint consultative cortee#, works councils). An extensive
literature argues that employee participation ioisien-making improves motivation,
communications and cooperation in the workplaced drence, productivity.
Employee participation has been recognised as arigggdient in high performing
work systems, potentially increasing output by D5p2r cent (Arthur 1994; Delaney
& Huselid 1996; Doucouliagos 1995; Meyer & Topobkg 2000). No studies
directly addressing these connections have beerertak@n in New Zealand,
however.

More specifically the impact of health and safegynenittees is likely to be significant
based on international experience. British and walisn studies (Walters 2004,
Walters et al 2005), for example, have found that worker repméstion and
consultation through committees similar to the N&galand ones produced better
outcomes in occupational health and safety thanagement acting alone. Similar
studies have also suggested that trade union meders a positive impact on health
and safety outcomes (Fairbrother 1996; Bohle andnl@u 2000; Saksvik and
Quinlan 2003). Evidence indicates economic and asobenefits in introducing
improved health and safety measures via workefrgyaation structures that regulate
work environments. The potential benefits are deswe in lost-time injuries;
workers’ compensation costs and damaged goods YBretdal, 1997; Bohle &
Quinlan, 2000; Cox & Cox, 1996). However, the impad health and safety
committees on health and safety outcomes is afectatl by a range of other factors,
including ‘strong legislative steer’, managementnoatment, adequate training and
information for employee representatives, and comigation channels with fellow
employees and management (Waltetsal 2005). In addition, the existence of a
broader framework of participative practice throwgloperation committees or works
councils, as exist in Scandinavian and other Ewapm®untries, is likely to impact on
the effectiveness of health and safety committeestleir scope of operation (Harris
2004; Knudsen 2005).

M ethodology

The project has adopted a multi-method case stpgyoach targeting 5 key service
industries: Hospitality, Finance, information anoimenunication technology (ICT),
Education, and Health, as well as Food Manufaggurile have focused mainly on
the service sector for three reasons. First, it h#gscted less attention than
manufacturing in research literature on produgtiahd health and safety, largely
because manufacturing output is easier to measufculating labour productivity,
and manufacturing produces easily recognised palysipry to a greater extent than
service industries where stress related diseaseiie prevalent but also less obvious.
Secondly, the service sector includes a substaptiblic sector in most countries,
notably in our target industries of Education anéakh. This enables some
comparison between private and public sector prestivhich may affect outcomes in
the relationships we are examining. Thirdly, thevee sector is the major employer
in modern developed market economies such as NevaZ@ and Denmark. The last
industry, food manufacturing, is also an industrgach country.
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We are conducting a total of 24 organisational cigdies, 12 each in New Zealand
and Denmark. Within each country 2 cases studiesbaing conducted in each
industry, one large and one medium-sized firm wheossible since size affects
degree of formalisation of representative strustuMore specifically, the types of
organisations targeted for each industry are:

Hospitality - 2 hotels,

Finance 2 large bank branches,

ICT 2 telecommunications providers,
Education 2 secondary schools,

Health 2 departments in hospital(s),
Food Manufacturing 1 confectionary manufactuaed

1 bread manufacturer.

All organisations chosen as case studies have ddedeeet the following criteria:

« they employ sufficiently large workforces for theandated representative
provisions of the New Zealartdealth and Safety in Employment Amendment
Act 2002and DanishVork Environment Act 19746 apply; i.e. 30 employees
in New Zealand (Harris 2004: 4) and 20 employee®@ammark (Knudsen
1995: 91);

» 1 organisation for each industry in each countrly mave absenteeism and/or
labour turnover rates 20 per cent above the inguasterage, and 2 will have
absenteeism and/or labour turnover rates 20 per loelow the industry
average. Absenteeism and labour turnover are stratigators of employee
well-being and job satisfaction, as well as fredlyedeployed proxies for
productivity because of the costs associated véfitacement of labour. We
have found in preliminary work, however, that ndit @ganisations keep
reliable or formal records on aggregate absentedsnthe other hand, labour
turnover records are more likely to be kept reliadohd in the current climate
of low unemployment this is a strong indicator ofigoyee well-being and
satisfaction. As noted by Boxall, Macky and Rasmans§003), voluntary
labour turnover represents one end of a continuem fetention at the other
end. This continuum includes a sequence of withdfa@sponses including
lateness and absenteeism, in response to unsairgfaemployment.
Absenteeism includes absence from work becausguwiior sickness, which
indicates an unsafe work environment if it is woglated.

We have sought organisational and employee dagnmain areas, to analyse their
relationship:

1. indicators of productivity/efficiency:

 what, if any, organisational or employee perforneanoeasures are
employed,

* how the organisation has performed in the pasta2sym terms of labour
productivity, return on investment or profitabiligwhere relevant) and any
other performance measures employed,

» the proportion of organisational budget expendedrmithe-job training in
the past 2 years, since this is a strong indidatoinvestment in employee
productivity and performance;

2. indicators of wellness/well-being:

* |evel of absenteeism,
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* level of labour turnover,

» occupational injury/disease rates,

» incidence of stress,

* length of working hours,

» employees’ degree of influence in job,

* employees’ opportunities to learn new things onjote

* employees’ sense of appreciation by employer,

» degree and effectiveness of communication,

» degree of workplace change,

» degree and type of consultation of employees ovange,

* proportion of employees who undertook on-the-j@bning in the past 2
years,

» employees’ job satisfaction;

operation of participative structures, includingalie and safety committees,

joint consultation committees, and cooperation caees:

* membership and chair,

* how employee representatives chosen,

* regularity of meetings,

* jurisdiction,

* how agenda is set,

* communication with employees, and

* how effectively issues are dealt with.

Data is being collected from four sources withintearganisation:

1.

Document analysis of policy, constitution, comn@étteninutes etc.
relating to representative employee participaticgchanisms. This will map
the policy, forms, processes, content and interddityepresentative employee
participation.

Analysis of organisational statistics relating teyk performance
indicator measurement, aggregate health and salfsty, absenteeism and
labour turnover. This will provide objective datgarding business outcomes
and three key indicators of work environment gyaliealth and safety
outcomes, absenteeism and labour turnover.

Semi-structured interviews of 40 minutes with chiekecutive
manager, human resource manager, senior emplopeeseatative and one
other employee representative (including a unidegite where appropriate).
This will further map forms, processes, content entensity of representative
employee participation.

Questionnaire survey of 20 employees, from eaclarssgtion. This
will provide subjective measures of work environitnguality, relating to job
satisfaction and health and safety. Questionn&irée distributed by research
assistant at workplace and collected from a cemgoaht subsequently or
return posted.

The multi-method, multi-source approach increabesrichness of the data, and with
use of a triangulation process increases validith® outcomes.
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