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Introduction
�e main purpose of a business is to maximize pro�ts for its owners. 

[1] To maximize pro�ts, a business must maximize all resources to be 
competitive in the global marketplace [2]. An important resource is 
the business’s employees [3]. A competitive advantage depends on the 
employee’s attitudes, competencies, and skills; their ability to generate 
commitment and trust, communicate aspirations and work in complex 
relationships [4]. �e business must attract, hire, and retain productive 
workers and keep them productive at a competitive cost [2]. �e 
business can pay high wages to accomplish this, but high wages cut 
into the pro�ts of a business. [5]. For a business to remain competitive 
in the global marketplace with other countries where comparable 
wages are not as high, a business must �nd other ways to attract, 
hire and retain highly productive workers and maintain their high 
productivity while they are employed at the business [1]. Wages are 
not the only means to competitively hire and retain highly productive 
employees [6]. For instance, Millennials, the newest generation of 
young, productive workers, are seeking more than just high salaries 
for their career choices [7]. Employee fatigue is another consideration 
for retention of employees. Employee fatigue is a major contributor to 
employees leaving or productivity declining and adding to a business’s 
human resources cost. Workers with fatigue cost employers $136.4 
billion annually in health-related lost productive time, an excess of 
$101 billion compared with workers without fatigue [8]. A method, 
other than wages, for attracting, and maintaining a highly productive 
workforce is to o�er work-life balance policies to the employees [9].

Work-life balance policies are incentives that allow the employee 
the �exibility to manage his or her life outside of work, or “work-life 
balance practices are deliberate organizational changes in programs 
or organizational culture that are designed to reduce work-life con�ict 
and enable employees to be more e�ective at work and in other roles” 
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association whether performance was measured in terms of work 
attitudes, organizational citizenship, or �rm productivity” [25]. He 
goes on to say that family friendly work policies and performance 
may be problematic to study. “If a well-managed �rm uses a number 
of performance-enhancing management practices and concurrently 
uses family friendly work policies, omitting the set of other practices in 
performance regressions creates a spurious correlation between family 
friendly work policies and performance, a so-called ‘false positive” [25]. 
His research found “that increased provision of family friendly work 
policies is only positively correlated with better �rm performance if we 
omit management quality. Once we control for general management 
quality, there is no signi�cant association between family friendly 
work policies and performance measured in di�erent ways” [25]. He 
states that his “results support the conclusion that family friendly work 
policies are neither a value-creating bundle of activities nor a lever for 
existing resources—they do not a�ect �rm performance directly or 
indirectly” [25]. He goes on to state, “the provision of family friendly 
work policies is also not negatively correlated with �rm �nancial 
performance although providing family friendly work policies may not 
increase pro�ts, they at least pay for themselves. Family friendly work 
policies should be treated as policies that improve �rm performance in 
terms of the satisfaction of a particular stake-holder group—the �rm’s 
employees—but that �nancial performance should not be the primary 
goal of implementing family friendly work policies” [25].

In a literature review by Beauregard in 2009 she found that “the 
mechanisms by which the provision of work-life practices a�ects 
both employee behavior and organizational performance remain 
unclear…the results of a number of studies reviewed in this paper 
appear to suggest that work-life balance practices do not necessarily 
in�uence levels of employee work-life con�ict, but instead improve 
organizational performance via other routes, such as reduced overheads 
in the case of employees working from home, improved productivity 
among employees working at their peak hours, or social exchange 
processes arising from perceptions of organizational support” [35]. She 
later states, “Two things become clear a�er reviewing the literature on 
work-life balance practices and organizational performance. One, such 
practices do not necessarily reduce levels of employee work-life con�ict. 
�e presence of supportive managers and organizational climates may 
at least as if not more important in decreasing con�ict. Two, work-life 
balance practices are o�en associated with improved organizational 
performance. [�e practices] appear to give organizations a competitive 
advantage in terms of recruitment, particularly with those who might 
require support due to care-giving responsibilities. �e availability of 
practices may also increase positive job-related attitudes, work e�ort 
and contextual behaviors by enhancing social exchange processes; as 
symbols of organizational concern for employees, work-life practices 
promote employee interest in and obligation to the organization” 
[35]. She gives a �nal caveat, “we cannot discount the possibility that 
successful organizations are more likely to o�er work-life practices, 
and that the practices themselves are not exerting a favorable e�ect 
on organizational performance. Equally, it may simply be that 
organizations o�ering work-balance practices are more likely to engage 
in high-quality management practices overall, generating positive 
e�ects on employee and performance outcomes” [35].

In 2012 Yamamoto used panel data from 1,677 Japanese �rms 
and an unbiased direct measure of �rm productivity called Total 
Factor Productivity to evaluate work-life balance practices on �rm 
productivity. He controlled for �rm-�xed e�ects in his estimation, 
and these include �rm management practices that are emphasized 
by Bloom. �e �rm heterogeneity controlled in Yamamoto’s analysis 

includes �rm management practices that are emphasized by Bloom. He 
found that the �rms implementing more work-life balance practices 
are likely to have better management practices, and therefore the 
estimations that control for �rm heterogeneity (�rm-�xed e�ects) or 
management practices may have suggested no causal e�ects of work-life 
balance practices on �rm productivity [36]. Even when including for 
�rm-�xed e�ects, Yamamoto con�rmed the existence of improvement 
in productivity caused by work-life balance policies in particular �rms: 
�rms with certain characteristics, such as those having large, �xed 
employment costs. He also found signi�cantly positive e�ects for �rms 
with the following characteristics: large size, manufacturing focus, 
those that exhibit labor hoarding during recessions, and those using 
electronic commerce [36]. Work-life balance policies are cost e�ective 
for the latter �rms because they can save on the adjustment cost of 
employment and earn returns on the �rm’s human investment as work-
life balance policies decrease employee turnover and absenteeism. For 
�rms not meeting the conditions in the list above, he could “�nd no 
causal relationship in which work-life balance practices increase a �rm’s 
Total Factor Productivity. �erefore, the work-life balance practices by 
themselves that were examined in this paper [childcare or family care 
leave programs, �exible working arrangements, and the establishment 
of departments for promoting work-life balance practices] do not 
increase a �rm’s productivity” [37, 38].

In 2013 Syrek introduces transforma
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needed to isolate the many factors that in�uence the productivity and 
pro�tability of a business to determine the signi�cance of work-life 
balance policies on a business’ productivity and pro�tability.
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