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Abstract

After reviewing and summarising critical accountgte Work-Life Balance (WLB) in two
special issues in academic journals in 2007, thgepéurns to Amartya Sen’s capability
approach and feminist economics to address shomgsnand gaps in the WLB concept. In
particular, Sen’s capability approach can providaibstantial theoretical foundation for the
so far conceptually underdeveloped and one-side@\Whe aim of the application of Sen’s
ideas in this paper is to understand and sort @uesof the complexities and biases inherent
in the WLB discussion. On the basis of this, fartbonceptual work might lead to a basic
integrated framework for WLB policies in the future

“I believe that variety is part of human existerared in fact — though this is quite
irrelevant — that is a valuable attribute, thoulggt is a very late idea, probably not be
met much before the eighteenth century” (IsaiaHiBer a letter in 1986).

Freedom of Choice and Work-Life-Balance
An organisation promoting Work-Life-Balance (WLBgfthes it as:

Work-life balance is about people having a measti@ntrol over when, where and
how they work. It is achieved when an individuaight to a fulfilled life inside and
outside paid work is accepted and respected asahm, to the mutual benefit of the
individual, business and society (Employers for Work Life Balance 2006, cited in
Fleetwood, 2007a: 351).

Closer to home, the Department of Labour in Newlateh defines WLB as: “effectively

managing the juggling act between paid work andater activities that are important to
people” (cited in McPherson and Reed, 2007: 14)tvé&ys and critical reviews of the WLB
approach have recently identified considerable lprab with this concept. Eikhof, Warhurst
and Haunschild, 2007, provide a concise overviewheke criticisms and highlight three
major shortcomings of WLB:
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1) The premise that work is bad, “... that individiéénd to have too much rather than too
little work” (Eikhof et al., 2007: 326) and theredoworking time arrangements are the point
of intervention;

2) The premise that “life” can be equated with mgr{mainly childcare) which is seen as a
female responsibility and that women are, thereftive primary target of work-life balance
provisions;

3) The assumption “... that work and life are separand in need of being separated”
(Eikhof et al., 2007: 326).

If the first premise is true, logically, overalldwction of working hours should be the primary
goal. However, Eikhof et al. point out that “... thest common policy prescription is not to
shorten working hours but to provide employees withre flexibility in their working hours,
for instance by part-time working or flexi-hour£2007: 326/327). With a particular emphasis
on work from home, Felstead, Jewson, Phizacklea ¥alter's article (2002) is
representative of a narrow flexibility oriented ampgch to WLB. This focus is even apparent
in their definition of WLB: “In short, work-life bance practices are those which,
intentionally or not, increase the flexibility arautonomy of the worker in negotiating
attention and presence in employment” (ibid. 56ictSflexibility solutions are mainly driven
by employers’ interests to service a 24/7 economy does not necessarily lead to an
employer-employee win-win situation (Lewis, Gamblasd Rapoport, 2007). Though
narrowly focussed on the financial sector in Scwt|aan article by Hyman and Summers “...
indicates the prevalence of management control hef work-life balance agenda and
management’s discretion in the operation of wol-lissues” (2007: 367). Moreover,
employees and their representatives seem to adheptcontrol without challenging it.
Employers perceiving recruitment and retention fgis offer flexibility to draw into work
the reserve army of mothérsThe government shares this gendered perspective/loP
because its “issue is not having better lives breeting new lives; more specifically the
reproduction of the future labour force” (Eikhofadt 2007: 328). This is the major concern
of governments, particularly in Europe, in timeda fertility rates. In conclusion, state and
employers commonly define the WLB problem as onsepfarating life and work in order to
accommodate domestic and occupational responbilitAgain Felstead et al's article
(2002) may serve as a typical example of this “fgfriendly” motivation.

According to Eikhof et al. 2007, these standard WAsBumptions and the policy prescription
based on them are too simplistic. The long workiagirs problem might be over-stated.
Roberts (2007) argues that it may be that indiVidu@king hours are decreasing whilst the
hours worked by households are increasing with ndaral income and neo-traditional
families as more women participate in the labourkaia Further, work can be identified as
satisfying, motivating and self-fulfilling. Empird¢ Research shows, regarding long hours as
negative depends on the general attitude toward® wod whether work offers, and is
desired to have, social relations:

Single men and women are least likely to work Idraurs and recently singled
women as well as widowed men and women most likelyggesting work as
sustenance in times of personal difficulty; promgliopportunity for socialisation or
distraction and an ‘escape from domestic stressr. rhen there is no relationship
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between having children and working long hours; fawmen there is, but the
evidence is mixed, (Eikhof et al., 2007: 330).

If there is a trend of long working hours becomutesirable for both men and women to
fulfil career ambitions and rising consumptive aafons, this signifies a cultural shift to

what is sometimes called “affluenza”. That is, fastyle which emphasises material wealth
and status, or in other words “conspicuous consiomp(Veblen, 1899).

Moreover, the interdependence of fatherhood andahg working hours points toward a
traditional gendered definition of child care obliigns. Such a gendered view is confirmed
in Martin’s (1990) deconstruction of a supposedmiily friendly” statement made by the
CEO of a large company. She stresses that: “Whek i8aconceptualized as separate from
family concerns, the conflicts encountered by waogkimothers are defined as private
problems that must be solved individually; the cogpion is not responsible” (ibid. 344). For
her, the ideological public/private dichotomy ieth.. linchpin supporting discrimination
against women” (ibid. 356). Consequentially, wonim@&ving to undertake a “second shift”
might not see long working hours as the sourcéheir time squeeze but rather blame their
male partners who insufficiently contribute to helusld chores and child care.

Thus, Eikhof et al. conclude: “Better work-life bate might be attained not with flexible
working for women but persuading men to finally glaer equitable domestic responsibility”
(2007: 331). Ransome (2007) introduces the idem‘tftal responsibility burden’ to account
for this equity issue as a matter of negotiatiotwieen adult partners in a household.

In a nutshell, the implicit assumption that lifeuats child care and that work tends to be
overwork does include a gender bias and does natlfiTherefore, this specific use of the
concept already somewhat limits the choice anddetrmination of those who try to use it
to achieve a higher degree and autonomy in balgnitia demands of different types of
activities (that is: paid and unpaid).

Though in practice work and “life” may not alwaye las separated as suggested in the
literature and common ideology, it is still conaggdty and analytically useful to think of
spheres of life and work as separate. This is,rfstance, clearly done by Felstead et al.
Because employment may be conceived as the purohéisge and presence, they argue:

Spaces and times of employment have boundariegfdine, which are juxtaposed to
not-work times and places. Structurally complegieties require the negotiation of
these boundaries — both in the sense of estaldishivere they lie and managing the
process of crossing from one life activity to amstl{Felstead et al., 2002: 55).

On the other hand, even the critical deconstructidnthe ideological public/private
dichotomy by Martin (1990) and her suggestionsdeercoming and re-embedding it are
based on an analytical separation of spheres ok waond other activities in life on a very
basic level. Hence, no matter how much the separdtiesis holds empirically, it has its
merits analytically and even normatively as in Hafes's colonisation the$i§1995) and
Polanyi’s notion of thelouble movemeh(Polanyi, 1957; Baum, 1996 and Block, 2003).

Moreover, having questioned the general validity Wt.B’s premises, one should not
overlook that overwork and the problem of combinahgd care responsibilities and a career
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are certainly prevalent for parents with dependiitiren in New Zealand (Calister, 2005a
and 2005b). However, as Harris and Pringle (200ghlight, owner-managers of SMEs and
Chinese migrants to New Zealand might view worleliests as synonymous with their
preferred leisure and life passions and henceatbementioned premises of WLB do not
apply to them. There appears to be a cultural d#oa in life style choices and

arrangements which needs to be integrated.

Apart from being empirically questionable, WLB priees are mainly ad hoc assumptions
and suffer from a lack of theoretical foundationuidgd mainly by state and employer
interests to source the labour force pool of matheith dependent children, it does not
include the notion of freedom of choice for all dayges to fulfil their specific needs and
interests (Fleetwood, 2007b). Though the term ssiggmore freedom — a wider range of life
opportunities and a process to attain and guardhtse is not systematically build into the
concept of WLB (Fleetwood, 2007a: 352). What isarélgd as a greater chance to enjoy life
in all its varieties may differ according to culiiand ethnical background, social status,
gender, age and other parameters (Fleetwood, 2883aand Lewis et al., 2007). A possible
theoretical foundation with such an emphasis onngaa better quality of life according to
one’s own particular ambitions and talents is ptedi by Sen’s capability approach: “It
represents the various combinations of functionifogsngs and doings) that the person can
achieve. Capability is, thus, a set of vectorsurictionings, reflecting the person’s freedom
to lead one type of life or another” (Sen ,1995. 40

Capabilities

Sen argues that not all aspects of agency andbe#ly are captured in the notion of
maximising utility. Translated into the world of playment and work this means: the
optimal return on investment in human capital séitl on the labour market does not
necessarily lead to the greatest degree of freemfazhoice and happiness for all employees.
WLB policies maximising the use of human capitalleZminimising the cost for child care
provision are the primary goals of employers andegoment according to their vested
interests. However, this might not lead to hapgsner well-being of employees. To decide
whether WLB policies lead to higher degrees ofdm® or autonomy and capacity to enjoy
life, employees’ happiness and well-being need$doaccounted for. However, such an
evaluation is complex. Sen states that well-beingy neven have nothing to do with
momentary happiness or fulfilment of desires: “iBgihappy’ is not even a valuational
activity and ‘desiring’ is at best a consequencevaluation. The need for valuation in
assessing well-being demands a more direct recoghit(Sen, 1992: 46). And: “While
being happy may count as an important functioninggannot really be taken to be all there is
to leading a life ...” (Sen, 1995: 54).

Moreover, cases are imaginable where individuatghintalue certain acts and their freedom
to act very highly, though these acts might havepositive effect upon their well-being or
even a negative one: “Indeed, the person himselfeoself may have reasons for pursuing
goals other than personal well-being or individual self-interestSgn, 1992: 55). Sen’s
favourite example to illustrate this distinctionfesting’:

50



New Zealand Journal of Employment Relati@dg€l): 47-61

For example, ‘fasting’ as a functioning m®t just starving it ischoosing to starve
when one does have othgptions. In examining a starving person’s achiewed-
being, it is of direct interest to know whetherdreshe is fasting or simply does not
have the means to get enough food. Similarly, cingos life-style is not exactly the
same as having that life-style no matter how choser one’s well-being does
depend on how that life-style happened to emef&g,(1995: 52).

This highlights the strong relevance of the cajgbélpproach for life-style choice which is
very relevant for WLB.

Freedom to choose is a value in itself, despiteuthiy resulting from an act:

If, for example, all the alternatives other thae thne actually chosen, were to be
eliminated, this need not affect achievement (stheechosen alternative can be still
chosen), but the person clearly has less freedanh tfas may be seen as a loss of
some importance (Sen, 1992: 60).

To illustrate this loss with an employment relagegmple. Imagine someone is conditioned
or channelled to become a highly capable and ssftdesebsite designer, earning a high

salary, and it could be determined that this wagtmise his or her income and constitutes
the way this person can contribute the most toespcirhough this appears to be and optimal
choice, still something is lost, if this individual not allowed (does not have the capability)
to try out other aspects (functionalities) of hehts personality (e.g. did not have the chance
to become a third rate rock musician, janitor aygtome-dad/mum).

If the goal of WLB policies is to open up a greatealm of autonomy and life opportunities,
then the freedom of process to attain goals isngsoitant as the compatibility of our
achievements with our preferences and their opifynal terms of providing utility (Sen,
2002a: 526). Sen points out, that preferences e@vant in judging processes in two
different — though interrelated — ways:

“(1) Personal process concerimdividuals may have preferences over processds tha
occur in their own lives;

(2) Systemic process concertitey may also have preferences over the procekaes
operate as general rules in the working of theetgt{(Sen, 2002c: 624).

Point (1) is violated if mothers and fathers, fastance, are obliged and have no choice than
to negotiate WLB issues merely at home without elmgnce to negotiate and make changes
in their work place arrangement or vice versa. Tideaustand point (2), think of bargaining
between employers and employees on an individwal lesompared to collective bargaining
and/or the legally guaranteed right to a varietyWsEB arrangements for employees in
comparison to ones based on the goodwill of thapleyers.

The WLB approach is not alone in disregarding thaseess freedom issues. According to
Sen, this neglect is also apparent in the undeylgiominant philosophies of economics and
ethics: “Since utilitarianism and libertarianismvbeabeen very influential in ethics and
welfare economics (in different parts of them), theerall effect has been the neglect of
process considerations as a part of any cruciabtanal exercise” (Sen, 2002c: 628).
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Though in most cases, well-being might be relatedgency, sometimes positive well-being
might occur without any causal link between thesafta person and his or her well-being
(e.g. a patient in a hospital or the child of air@amparent). Thus, maximising one’s own
utility and the freedom to act are not the onlyfewe criteria either. Sen highlights therefore
the distinction “... between ‘the occurrence of Adathe occurrence of A through our own
efforts” (Sen, 1995: 58).

To defend ones capabilities or freedom to actombt negative freedom (absence of external
coercion and constraints of action) but also pesitfireedom (autonomy in the sense of
absence of inner pressure) has to be guaranteeih(B®70). The deconstruction of Martin
(1990) shows how this positive freedom in termsVB is culturally or ideologically
framed in setting particular boundaries of the pptivate dichotomy. Only in case of given
negativeandpositive freedom, agency might lead to self-fuléim (Sen, 1992: 56-%)

... I have found it more useful to see “positive ftem” as the person’s ability to do
the things in questiotaking everything into accouh(including external restraints as
well as internal limitations). In this interpretati a violation of negative freedom
must also be — unless compensated by some other faa violation of positive
freedom, but not vice versa, (Sen, 2002b: 586).

These freedoms and distinguishing them from weldpare key for Sen:

Capability is primarily a reflection of the freeddmachieve valuable functionings. It
concentrates directly on freedom as such rather éhahe means to achieve freedom,
and it identifies the real alternatives we have.this sense, it can be read as a
reflection of substantive freedom. In so far ascfiomings are constitutive of well-
being, capability represents a person’s freedormactueve well-being, (Sen, 1995:
49).

John Davis’s interpretation of Sen’s approach letmlsfour different combinations of
individual advantage:

These two distinctions yield four sometimes oveplag, but relatively distinct,
concepts of individual advantage for Sen (see TdbleThey are; (1) well-being
achievement, (2) agency achievement, (3) well-befirgedom, and (4) agency
freedom .... The first represents the traditionalogwn of mainstream economics with
individuals’ satisfying their own preferences. Téecond ..., concerns individuals’
ability to achieve goals that do not involve thawwn well-being. The third concerns
individuals having the freedom to pursue their omell-being. The fourth concerns
individuals simply having the freedom to pursuethéir goals, whether or not they
are successful in achieving them, (Davis, 2002:-48b).

Table 1: Sen’s four concepts of individual advantag

Well-being Other goals
Freedom to achieve Well-being achievement Agency achievement
(e.g. old-age pensions) (e.g. heroic sacrifices)
Freedom to pursue Well-being freedom Agency freedom
(e.g. occupational choice) | (e.g. fasting)

Source: Davis, (2002: 487)
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Davis concedes that such a multi-goal frameworkhinie criticised for its insufficiency in
determining social policy, however, its advantagé.i. the flexibility it provides in being
able to address the great variety of different $syp€valuation problems that social policy
confronts” (Davis, 2002: 487). In regard of ouritopVLB to attain well-being achievement
(i.e. optimal use of human capital) or agency aamngent (i. e. being able to care for ones’
children) is not enough to guarantee a full freeddrchoice concerning ones life-style.

The approach of capability (agency) and well-bealpws Sen and his colleague Martha
Nussbaum to come up with a universal catalogue aye chuman functional capabilities
(Nussbaum, 2000: 78-80), which are indispensablédman well-being and agency. This is the
list of headings of those central capabilitiedifé, 2. bodily health, 3. bodily integrity, 4. s&s,
imagination and thought, 5. emotions, 6. practieakon, 7. affiliation (A. social interaction and
B. self-respect), 8. other species, 9. play, 10trobover one’s environment (A. political and B.
material). Though such a catalogue lays the grdanéhterpersonal comparison of well-being,
freedom and distributive justice, the concept remmanevitably vague and demands for more
detailed criteria that have to be discussed andegigupon and might be cultural specific in its
their concrete formGestalt)(Nussbaum, 2000).

So, what can be learnt from Sen’s capability apgnrdar the WLB? Firstly, though there are
some universal criteria of what well-being meankede are only broadly and vaguely
defined. Well-being and other goals can be pursiggbr in “life” or in “work” or in both.
Therefore, life cannot be, per se, good and world. ddow well-being is defined is
individually, socially and culturally specific. life is equated with (child) care activities and
work mainly seen as overwork, our capabilitiesarduly limited. Secondly and related, the
freedom to achieve and pursue a particular leveM&fB has to be considered when
implementing WLB policies. In this attention hashe paid to personal as well as systemic
process concerns. According to the capability agpginpimplementing WLB entails a process
allowing for the widest possible range of meaniagsl combinations of WLB and a high
degree of liberty and fairness in voicing all tha#ternative views.

The Gendered notion of Care

Further theoretical foundation for WLB can be gdirfeom alternative economic theory
developed by feminist economists and philosophi&es Nancy Folbre, Martha Nussbaum
and other¥(Davis, 2002; 2003).

According to Nancy Folbre’s arguments, it is maiehring labour which provides the basic
human needs and thus, well-being for children. 8kénes caring labour as: “... labor
undertaken out of affection or a sense of respditgibor other people, with no expectation of
immediate pecuniary reward” (Folbre, 2003: 214).fdster caring through social policy is what
WLB is mainly concerned about. Folbre points out:

. an emphasis on rewarding caring has somewhatnaarket implications, simply
because the market does not elicit caring” (20@3t)2However, something has to be
done to provide enough caring labour to sustaiarin society. “If you do not literally
“value” caring labor, its supply may decline. Bliyou start running out, you cannot buy
more at the corner store, (Folbre, 2003: 224).
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On the other hand, providing positive rewards, sashpublic remuneration for caring labour,
could have the effect of reinforcing the existirexal division of labour and we should also
recognize that debates over public policy oftergkion values that, in the long run, influence
both norms and preferences as Folbre explainstaildie her bookThe Invisible Hear{2001:
44 and 99).

Thus, commercialisation of caring labour might undgiee its primary non-monetary motivation
and WLB practices focussing on work arrangementghtncement the gendered division of
household chores and childcare.

Davis suggests combining Sen and Nussbagapsbility approachwith Folbre’sstructures

of constraint(i.e. to be embedded in different kinds of sogelups and their norms that
form identities). From my point of view, such analgamation with Sen’s liberal ideas about
capabilities could lead to well founded conceptVafB. Folbre’s structures of constraint
analysis, which is primarily concerned with theedimas that women face and the unequal
division of care giving responsibilities between mean and men, offers an especially
valuable framework for treating individual identigs a problem of negotiating multiple
group identities. Davis’s arguments lead to certaialuative criteria for social policy. The
policies should “... place value on having opportesitthat are not taken up, a person’s
capabilities then need to be seen as the rangkeofhatives they have, even if none of these
alternatives would have been preferred” (Davis,20688). They should, also, allow men
and women to freely and successfully negotiate reetyaof different often complex group
involvements over one’s lifetime including carepessibilities. Davis gives an example: “...
a woman exercises her reproductive rights by netnigachildren and electing to care for
elderly or disabled family members” (Davis, 20023% Social policy according to him, in
this example, should not only be evaluated in teohsllowing care successfully and
efficiently given to the elderly or disabled perdaut also in terms of capabilities of the care
giver:

In the case above regarding public compensatioriafoily labor devoted to caring

for others, public compensation needs to be defkmade¢ just in terms of promoting

the capabilities of those who provide family labwhere this concerns being able to
accomplish all the activities (or functionings) atwed in caring for others, but also in
terms of promoting such individuals’ capabilities move back and forth between
caring and their other social group involvemeribg\is, 2002: 493).

The New Zealand Context

Articles by Hyman (2008) and Ravenswood (2008) amdevidence from two case studies

suggest that the critical and theoretical argumpntsforward concerning gender and WLB

are relevant for New Zealand. Whilst Hyman des&ithe gendered structures of constraints,
Ravenswood reviews the nature of recent WLB reledchanges.

Though recent legislative changes (parental ledigibidity and the Flexible Employment

Arrangement Act, 2007) seem to have led to some Wiyldovements according to a study
conducted by the Families Commission (2008):
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The benefits for families were clear in terms adueed stress levels and improved
quality of time with families. However, substantraimbers reported that they did not
have the flexibility they wanted while others expaced a trade off of flexibility for
lower pay and status, (Hyman, 2008: 7/8).

Thus, the actual freedom to pursue and achieverfgaloyees is limited and how far it goes
seems to rest mainly on the culture of the pamiculorkplace according to Hyman.

The case of a mother trying unsuccessfully to distaiime banking to flexibly adjust
working time to the particular demands of her ldealysed by Simon-Kumar (2008),
documents the priority of business interest in @ygl-employee negotiations concerning
WLB issues. This case underlines Sen’s processecosclf the social and economic goals of
employer and employee are not compatible, fairng&fls3VLB solution hinges on the
bargaining power of each side in the negotiatioomBtt rightly argues in her thesis on WLB
in New Zealand: “However, the gender-neutral andividualised language of work life
balance masks its discriminatory systemic effed®006: 1). It is certainly difficult to
negotiate flexibility individually for employees g®inted out in the consultation regarding
flexible work by the Department of Labour (DoL, r).dVloreover, the department lists some
of the aforementioned discriminatory effects. Twisadvantaged groups identified are
women and shift workers (DoL, 2006: 10). As Ravemssv (2008) points out, the
Employment Relations (Flexible Working Arrangemégnfamendment Act 2007 grants
employees with children under the age of five othvdisabled children the right to request
flexible work schedules. By limiting the right teexibility to these particular conditions, the
law indicates that the focus of this governmentiative amongst others is merely on
increasing labour force participation of parentd aot to allow for a higher freedom of life
style choice in general. The priority of businesgds is also apparent in the lists of grounds
upon which the employer may refuse the requesthange to working conditions according
to the act: “detrimental effect on quality, perf@nce and ability to meet customer demand;
inability to reorganise work among existing stafiability to recruit additional staff; planned
structural changes and burden of additional cd&avenswood, 2008: 38).

Ravenswood concludes: “These policies, therefara, ta fit employees’ lives around the
accepted way of working rather than changing ogianal culture” (2008: 37). Hence, the
true freedom in terms of Sen’s capability approachievable under the current WLB
oriented legislation in New Zealand is fairly lieat

Nevertheless, the case of Switzer Home shows teapportive workplace culture can have
positive whilst limited WLB outcomes for employed$ie Claud Switzer Memorial Home
has provided relief, welfare and benefit for oldeople within the Kaitaia region for close to
60 years. Established in 1950, it has grown fronbé&s to currently 72 beds. It has 70 staff
with an average age of 45 years old. At SwitzeBo 35 the staff are female and 50% are
Maori. The remainder of the staff are Pacific Iglars, New Zealand European, or British.
The vision at Switzer is to provide leadership e ttare of older people, and a range of
services for their changing and diverse needs {$land Verreynne, 2008).

The nature of the work meant that staff had to cohdvork that is physically and
emotionally demanding, so the challenge was torate how they can work smarter rather
than harderSwitzer knew it had to find ways of organising thegiysical environment and
workforce structure to respond to the growth in dethfor their services. General Manager
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Jackie Simkins and her team changed the strucfutteecorganisation to focus on residents
and caregivers. Previously, trustees and senioragenent were at the top of the
organisational chart. Once this was redesignedeats and caregivers feature at the top and
trustees and management are at the bottom of #e. ¢htroduction of the team structure
created more cohesion in the workplace. Empowegreuple to make decisions for their own
teams developed greater pride in the staff therasednd their work areas resulting in a more
positive workplace culture. Across the workplacaffscollaborated to develop their own
workplace rules including house rules, miscondud gross misconduct guidelines. The
management team measured health and safety perfoemiadicators including sick leave,
accidents and injuries, shift patterns, workloadchitwing, infection control and number of
hours of training. They also have developed thein standards and systems, for example, a
workload monitoring system to make sure they haylet number of carers in any area. As a
result of the focus on measuring what matters msattation with staff, the areas of financial
performance, retention, morale, and participatiamehdefinitely improved. Jackie Simkins
credits productivity increases to three factordianged organisational structure emphasising
teams, stakeholder collaboration, and creatingnair@ment where everyone contributes to
leadership (Harris and Verreynne, 2008). Besidastige productivity outcomes and making
employees happier in their work, the discretioregivo teams allows for some WLB effects
because it addresses the process concerns poiurtteg §en. On the other hand, the Switzer
case also illustrates Folbre’s structures of cands and confirms Hyman’s account (2008)
of the disadvantaged position of a low paid fematekforce in care professions in New
Zealand. If work is a bare necessity and its vaugenerally underrated in society as Hyman
points out, there is little room for negotiatioreadiing to WLB improvements despite the
very favourable company culture and attitude by agament in this example.

The second case, Paewai Mullins, underpins theragtthat work does not necessarily play
the role of a negative influence to be limited ¢hiave WLB. Instead, it can be turned into an
instrument to gain a better life. However, to aghi¢his, the case also demonstrates that a
shift away from the business case for WLB is needed

Paewai Mullins Shearing Limited is a fourth generatshearing contracting business based
in the small rural town of Dannevirke, situated aibthree hours north of Wellington. The
company services more than 150 woolgrower cligmgdling in excess of 2 million sheep
per annum. Their clients are spread from the Havidasto Wellington and over to Taihape
and Wanganui. They employ close to 40 staff witls tumber expanding up to 120 for a
four month period from December to the end of Ma(Etarris, Mullens, Ravenswood,
Laneyrie, and Markey, 2009).

When Mavis and Koro Mullins purchased the busimesee mid 1980s from her father, they
wanted to operate according to the original phitso of providing work for Whanau
(family) and trying to assist other family memberso the land, and continue growing the
business. It is this overlying philosophy and thaurf supporting Maori values of
Whanaungatanga(family), Matauranga (life-long learning), Maanakitanga (unity and
respect), andlino Rangatiratanga(self-empowerment and leadership) that have driven
productivity growth. Key to the significant growdi their business, predominantly over the
last 15 years, has been the development of a stworkplace culture and productivity gains
through attention to the four Maori values thatythmld key to their lives and therefore
business (Harris et al, 2009).
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Koro Mullins stated that they recognised shearis@me of the toughest industries and that
they wanted to ‘put the gloss on it'. Paewai Mudlimave successfully professionalised their
workforce through increased rewards for workers emakiderable training in both life and
job specific skills. They have not only worked hitaff to build work specific skills, but
continue to demonstrate commitment to assistinghgeu staff to develop careers and gain
wider life skills. Managers start with the premibat everybody has ability and potential.
Young people who otherwise have few skills or tragnare taken on in a Pre-Training
programme and/or apprenticeship schemes. The gurery programme is designed to give
people an introduction to the industry and the wakkvice is given on flexibility, core
strength and general fithess to avoid the risk mfiries. Completion of the three day
programme enables new workers to go into a sheld saime base level skills, thereby not
slowing down processes. Senior staff also suppewt staff through a mentoring or coaching
role, passing on their skills and knowledge. Thidds a sense of unity and team amongst
workers and empowers employees through a leaderelep It also provides clear career
paths from ‘apprentice’ through to senior staff wiave more involvement in the business.
Supporting people into a profession with huge pidérin terms of remuneration and
international travel has provided many unskilledrkeos with attractive careers. This
approach has returned to the company greater yoyatention and longevity. “If you are not
bringing young people in, you risk dying,” says MaMullins, Director (Harris et al., 2009).

Improving skill levels has lifted productivity leleand addressed issues such as retention.
However, Paewai Mullins goes beyond training angpsut their staff to stay in the
profession. Clean, comfortable accommodation isvigeal along with a gymnasium. To
empower staff to take responsibility for their hkalsessions were run to give them
knowledge on issues such as second cuts and dreisseA local Maori Health Provider was
also used to educate staff on sexual health, sutestabuse and gambling issues. The food
served to the shearing staff in the accommodatigartgrs has changed over the years to
include more variety and the right type of foodetmable staff to perform well. A full time
cook has been employed to provide balanced measauBe the industry is such a physical
one, there is now a greater awareness of protedspecarbohydrate needs, and hydration
(Harris et al., 2009).

A productive workplace culture at Paewai Mullindislt through supporting employees and
creating opportunities for employees to succeedwBaMullins Shearing Ltd operates under
a flat structure where everyone works so it isuratsual for employees to be working next to
one of the Directors. “Being a productive workeraisout being a good team member, as
performing as a team is smart working”, says Gdridemager Aria Mullins (Harris et al.,
2009).

Freedom and Work-Life-Balance

This movement backward and forward from paid warkcaring responsibilities on a daily
basis and across the life cycle is the explicit affVLB arrangements (Felstead et al., 2002:
55), though high levels of capability in this araee not widely achieved in practice.
However, an encompassing WLB should allow for aewihriety of combinations of
different functionings (for instance work and coagha boys’ soccer team or other volunteer
activities, reduced work load because of illnesganticularly intensive or scattered work
patterns according to cultural or otherwise indinabispecific consumption patterns).
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According to Sen, the capability to freely choostween different sets of functionings, i.e.
to find one’s own preferred combination of work asttier activities and identities is based
on freedom in several respects. It can mean teeaeta high level of well-being (for instance
to stay healthy, to earn a living wage), the freedo define ones level of well-being (e.g. to
work like mad though it is not healthy), to achieven-work related goals (for instance to
care for children, the elderly or sick or troubfeieénds) and the freedom to pursue goals like
artistic or religious expression, trying to live ohes veggie garden, travel on a shoestring or
jump off the cliff etc..

For a society to guarantee such a high level o&ls#ipy, it is crucial to understand personal
and systemic process concerns, that is, to orgamigetiation and bargaining about WLB in
a participatory way which allows for cultural diggy and equal voice for employers,
employees and other interested parties. So féicig®to attain WLB are designed without
much consultation or participation of those who kvand other functionings than childcare
are largely ignored. Part of negotiation, debaie laargaining about WLB has to be whether
work time arrangements adjust to other functionioggamily and private time arrangements
adjust to work demands (Martin, 1990: 356). Sucknoand free processes require an equal
power balance of all vested interests (employeo@asons, unions, the government and
other interest groups) and an inclusion of all kildl possible functionings to account for all
areas of freedom and well-being.

In our interpretation, whilst Sen’s capability apach defines and helps to distinguish
between different aspects of freedom and well-bdimgfers a framework for developing a
more open and less biased approach to WLB. Follveik on caring labour and structures
of constraint enable us to make some of the uniderlpiases in the use of WLB more
explicit. The strength of both theoretical frameksiies in providing basic criteria to

evaluate government interventions and company b¥gel policies and strategies not in

devising particular solutions as the case eviddérara New Zealand shows. In future work
they could be used as a screening device to igemiérnational best practice policies to
improve WLB.

References

Baum, G. (1996).Karl Polanyi on Ethics & EconomicsMontreal: McGill-Queen’s
University Press.

Berlin, I. (1970).Four Essays on Liberty\New York: Oxford University Press.
Berlin, I. (1986). A letter on Human Natuidew York Review of Book&004: 51(14): 26

Berlin, 1. (1991).Isaiah Berlin, en toutes libertés: entretiens aiRamin JahangeblodParis:
Editions Félin.

Block, F. (2003). Karl Polanyi and the Writing oh& Great Transformatioriheory and
Society 32: 275-306.

58



New Zealand Journal of Employment Relati@dg€l): 47-61

Calister, P. (2005a). New Zealand fathers: Overedrkundervalued, and overseas? Paper
presented at thidZ Men’s Issues Summ@hristchurch August 2005.

Calister, P. (2005b). Overworked Families? Changeke Paid Working Hours of Families
with Young Children, 1986-200Focial Policy Journal of New Zealan24: 160-184.

Davis, J.B. (2002). Capabilities and Personal litdenising Sen to explain personal identity
in Folbre’s “structures of constraint” analydeview of Political Economyt4(4): 481-496.

Davis, J.B. (2003)The Theory of the Individual in Economics — Idgnéihd ValueLondon
and New York: Routledge.

DoL (Department of Labour) (n.d.). Flexible Workowerview — consultation. 14 May 2009
retrieved fromhttp://www.dol.govt.nz/consultation/qualityfleximerk/results.asp

DoL (Department of Labour) (2006Quality Flexible Work: Increasing Availability and
Take Up in New Zealan®iscussion Paper. November 2006.

Domett, T. (2006)The Politics of Work Life Balance: The New Zeal&ake.MA thesis,
University of Auckland.

Eikhof, D.R., Warhurst, C. and Haunschild, A. (2pdwtroduction: What work? What life?
What balanceEmployee Relation29(4): 325-333.

England, P. and Folbre, N. (2002). Involving DaBsarental Bargaining and Family Well-
Being. In C.S. Tamis-LeMonda and N. Cabreraed JeHsndbook of Father Involvement:
Multidisciplinary Perspectivepp. 33-64. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Families Commission (2008fsive and Take — Families’ Perception and Experisnoé
Flexible Work in New Zealandbwnloadable abttp://www.nzfamilies.org.nz

Felstead, A., Jewson, N., Phizacklea, A. and Walt8r (2002). Opportunities to Work at
Home in the Context of Work-Life Balandduman Resources Management Jourda|(1):
54-76.

Fleetwood, S. (2007). Rethinking Work-Life Balandgditor's Introduction.International
Journal of Human Resources Managemésg{(3): 351-359.

Fleetwood, S. (2007b).Why Work-Life Balance Now#ernational Journal of Human
Resources ManagemeB(3): 387-400.

Folbre, N. (2001)The Invisible Heart — Economics and Family Valugew York: The New
Press.

Folbre, N. (2003). Holding Hands at Midnight. In K. Baker and E. Kuiper (edsTpward a
Feminist Philosophy of Economiqg.213-230. London and New York: Routledge.

Habermas, J. (1995[1982]T.heorie des Kommunikativen Handelr&s Vols., Suhrkamp,
Frankfurt a. M..

59



New Zealand Journal of Employment Relati@dg€l): 47-61

Harris, C. and Pringle, J. (2007). Work-Life-Balan&Vho is the Target for the Silver Bullet?
MimeographedAUT University.

Harris, C. and Verreynne, M. (2008). No Rest far thtrapreneur: The Case of Switzer Rest
Home. Paper presented at 8% annual ANZAM (Australian and New Zealand Acadefny o
Management) conferenc&uckland, December 2008.

Harris, C. et al. (2009). Culture of Productivifjhe Case of Paewai Mullins, paper presented
at theAIRAANZ (conference in Newcastle Australia 2-4. IRedry 2009.

Harris, C. Mullens, M., Ravenswood, K., Laneyrie,dad Markey, R. (2009). Culture of
Productivity: The Case of Paewai Mullins. Paperspreed at th&IRAANZ Conferencen
Newcastle Australia 2-4. February 2009.

Himmelweit, S. (2000). Alternative Rationalities,\Why Do Economists Become Parents. In
Open University, Open Discussion Papers in Econsmiz. 28. Milton Keynes. Economics
Discipline. Faculty of Social Sciences: The Openversity.

Hyman, J. and Summers, J. (2007) Work and Life: Eaployee Representation Influence
Balance”Employee Relation29(4): 367-384.

Hyman, P. (2008). Pay Equity and Equal Employmemppdtunity in New Zealand:
Developments 2006/2008 and Evaluatidlew Zealand Journal of Employment Relations
33(3): 1-15.

Lewis, S., Gambles, R. and Rapoport, R. (2007). Cbestraints of a ‘Work-Life Balance’
Approach: An International Perspectivénternational Journal of Human Resources
Management18(3): 360-373.

McPherson, M. and Reed, P. (2007). Work-Life Baéaimcthe New Zealand Context. In M.
Waring and C. Fouché. (edddanaging Mayhem: Work-life Balance in New Zealafp.
24-34). Wellington, New Zealand: Dunmore

Martin, J. (1990). Deconstructing Organizationalbdas: The Suppression of Gender
Conflict in OrganizationsOrganization Sciencel(4): 339-359.

Nussbaum, M. (2000)Women and Human Developme@ambridge UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Polanyi, K. (1957[1944])The Great TransformatiorBoston: Beacon Press.

Ransome, P. (2007). Conceptualizing Boundaries dewlife’ and ‘Work’. International
Journal of Human Resources Managemé&g{(3): 374-386.

Ravenswood, K. (2008). The Role of the State in ijafmendly Policy: An Analysis of

Labour-led Government PoliciNew Zealand Journal of Employment Relatiodi3(3): 34-
44,

60



New Zealand Journal of Employment Relati@dg€l): 47-61

Roberts, K. (2007).Work-life balance — the souroéthe contemporary problem and the
probable outcomes: A review and interpretationhef ¢videnceEmployee Relation29(4):
334-351.

Sen, A. K. (1992)On Ethics and Economic®xford and Cambridge: Blackwell.

Sen, A. K. (1995).Inequality ReexaminedNew York and Oxford: Russell Sage
Foundation and Clarendon Press.

Sen, A. K. (2002a). Markets and Freedoms. In AS&n.Rationality and Freedon{pp. 501-
530). Cambridge, US and London: Harvard UniverBitgss.

Sen, A. K. (2002b). Opportunities and Freedom. IK./Sen.Rationality and Freedon(pp.
583-622) Cambridge, US and London: Harvard UnivgiRress.

Sen, A. K. (2002c). Processes, Liberty and Rigints.A.K. Sen.Rationality and Freedom
(pp. 623-658) Cambridge, US and London: Harvardveksity Press.

Simon-Kumar, R. (2008). Approve to Decline: A FeisinCritique of ‘Fairness’ and
‘Discrimination’ in a Case Study of EEO in the Néwaland Public Sectowwomen’s Studies
Journal.22(1): 20-36.

Taylor, C. (1985)Philosophical PapersCambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, C. (1989).Sources of the Self: Making of the Modern Ident@@ambridge. US:
Harvard University Press.

Veblen, T. (1899)The Theory of the Leisure Cladgew York: Macmillan.

Notes

! Though the empirical study by Felstead et al. P@bes seem to contradict this statement, theoesitif the
enquiry concede that this might be due to limitagiof their quantitative approach (ibid. 66).

2 Habermas describes the “life-world” as endangésed total exploitation and dominance of the “syste

3 For Polanyi the exchange of labour on a self-rating market requires work to be no longer embedided
other activities. However, he also claims that sattansformation is never totally complete anc$ac
countervailing tendencies in society. He calls tiiable movement.

* Charles Taylor (1985; 1989) supports Sen’s intggtion of Berlin’s philosophy stressing the impoxte of
both freedoms whereas Berlin emphasised the deitaheffects of philosophies based mainly on pesiti
freedom and therefore prioritised negative freedBerlin, 1991).

® The emphasis is in the original.

® Compare e.g. England and Folbre, 2002 and Himnigl2@00
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