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Foreword

Where we work, when we work, and the way we work, is seriously
affecting the financial fitness, productivity, and therefore the future survival
of organisations throughout the world.

Irrespective of sector and size, for all organisations the search for
enhanced productivity is like the Holy Grail - in equal measure, it can
be both elusive and frustrating. This is simply down to the fact that it
encompasses the entire gamut of workplace issues and reaches into
the very heart of an organisation - from management culture and styles,
to the fluency in which an organisation collaborates and communicates,
and the very contribution and commitment of its people.

The conundrum of enhancing productivity is that it's formed from a
delicate balance between people, space and technology. Each factor
can be tweaked by the smallest of degrees, by using and applying
the knowledge of how each facet interacts with the other. The overall
transformation must be sufficient to shift the organisational needle of
performance, but not so excessive as to disrupt the overall organisational
harmony.

In this research, we looked at two factors generally agreed by leading
commentators to be the leading indicators of enhanced productiveness
- organisational citizenship behaviour and workforce commitment.
Organisational citizenship behaviour considers cooperative discretionary
behaviours that transcend basic compliance and succeed in transforming
the performance of a mundane organisation into a stellar one. Workforce
commitment considers the contributions and discretionary behaviours
that result in going that extra mile and are frequently seen in terms of
reduced absenteeism.

The purpose of this report - part of the broader ‘Effective work in the 21st
Century’ research - sponsored by Regus and authored by the professional
business transformation experts JBA, in collaboration with Professor Tom
Redman and his team at the leading UK university business school of
Durham - is to provide forward-looking business leaders with indicators
that can substantially transform business performance.

The publication highlights the essential need for industry decision makers
and influencers to accept workplace realities and embrace effective
strategies that will contribute to employee performance and ultimately
productivity, in their corporate environments.
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At a glance - a summary of the key

findings

As part of our research into ‘Effective Work in the 21st Century’, we
explored what hampers product work, and our findings included:

« Britain’s economy is losing £2.5 billion a year, the equivalent of £1,545
per worker, through poor productivity.

» Were worker productivity at the 10% of British companies stuck at the
bottom of the performance league sufficiently improved to move the
firms into the top third, the UK Treasury’s target of increasing productivity
growth by 0.25% per worker per annum would be met.

« Twice as many staff permanently based in the office lack trust in their
managers when compared to those working at alternate locations.

» The unclear goals and objectives, the lack of resources and the resultant
need to neglect tasks all lead to almost a 20% decline in innovation for
those based in the office 5 days a week

» Consistently we found those working in the office five days a week felt
greater levels of disaffection over being kept informed about business
issues and decisions that affect them.

« Staff based in the office five days a week are twice as likely to be absent
- 68.7% compared to 31.3% - compared to those working in alternate
locations

» For a notional 1,000-employee organisation, these productivity gains
could equate to a gain of circa £1.545 million a year or an additional
2.8% profitability

e Using an outmoded workplace model clearly not only hinders an
organisation’s ability to grow, but impedes people’s ability to carry out
fundamental tasks they are employed for.

Badly performing businesses cost the
UK £2.5B a year

Despite some recent improvements, the UK continues to have
relatively poor productivity performance that trails most of the UK’s
main comparator nations.

ritain’s economy is losing £2.5 billion a year, the equival
of £1,545 per worker, through poor productivity...

Output per hour worked is 29% higher in France and more than 11%
higher in Germany and the US than it is in the UK.

International comparisons of productivity
B GDP per worker B GDP per hour worked 1 GDP per person of working age

130% =

123% 124/
120%A
111/ 112%
110%A
100%,
IOO%A
94%
I‘ | II II

80%
France Germany Japan

Index, UK = 100

Evidence shows that a significant contributory factor to the UK’s relatively
poor productivity performance’ is its traditional management conventions
that persist in constraining the temporal and spatial autonomy of their
workforce - the core bond of trust that allows staff to pick and choose when
and where they deliver the optimum productivity. A fifth of the gap with
France and the US is a direct result of the chronic breakdown of the trust
relationship between management and staff. This fractured relationship in
the UK categorically constrains growth and innovation in firms.

Were the productivity rates of workers at the 10% of British companies
stuck at the bottom of the performance league upped and moved into
the top third, the UK’s target of increasing productivity growth by 0.25%?
per worker per annum would be easily met.

" Office of National Statistics, International Productivity Comparison
2 HM Treasury and DTl PSA productivity target
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Defining organisational citizenship

behaviour

he conundrum for productivity is that it’s a wide-ranging and multi-

faceted issue to define - there are clearly many factors that combine
to stimulate our creativity and innovation, and affect the way we effectively
collaborate, communicate, contribute, and commit to an organisation’s
performance.

In this research, we have employed two variables to tap into productivity;
“organisational citizenship behaviour” and “absence levels”.

Organisational citizenship behaviour stems from more than twenty years
research undertaken by Dennis Organ, Philip Podsakoff, and Scott
MacKenzie at Indiana University in the US, and considers cooperative
behaviours which help increase efficiency and productivity, such as
volunteering for things that are not absolutely required by the job and
making innovative suggestions to improve quality or reduce waste. Such
behaviours go beyond basic compliance with job requirements, to include
discretionary behaviours that reflect a highly cooperative adherence to
the spirit as well as the letter of organisational requirements.

The attendance behaviour of employees is again a useful measure for
productivity; those employees who have high absence levels from work
are unlikely to be productive.

Assessing five productivity factors

he pivot point in our research is the impact of location across five

productivity factors that significantly drive organisational performance;
@the culture of trust and employee relations, @fluency of creativity and
innovation, @leadership practices, @clarity of communications®, and
®attitudes and perceptions towards absence.

The importance of location pervades each of these factors - it changes our
perceptions of trust, our ability to convene with colleagues, to stimulate
creativity and innovativeness, and drives the conventions of management
and communications.

Our report considers two location scenarios -

the situation of those constrained to the -

office five days a week, and the

situation of those granted the ﬁ
flexibility to work away from the s
main office on one or more days a

week - and we explore the overall

productivity factors. Further, against

these scenarios, our report builds on m -
research that has that has demonstrated

firms at the upper end of the productivity curve tend to share some key
common factors, including;

* Simple - though not simplistic - processes designed to expedite
decision-making.
« Fluent communications up, down and across the organisation.

* Employees exercising considerable control and autonomy over how,
where and when to get things done.

 Those reporting the highest levels of overall productivity also reported
the highest levels of visibility (being seen and heard) amongst their
leadership.

3 This report groups leadership practices and clarity of communication to a
single page
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The research sample as applied to the

wider audience

As part of a major research programme looking into “Effective work
in the 21st Century”, a self-administered web-based questionnaire
was widely distributed to managerial and professional employees in
knowledge-intensive firms in June-July 2006. The sample was drawn
from a broad cross-section of public and private sector organisations,
ranging from the very largest to some smaller and mid-sized organisations.
Whilst circa 2,200 submissions were made to the questionnaire, our work
focused on the 1,000 fully completed responses that were received by
the cut off date.

Survey Response Distribution - by role

Administration Support

9
Top Board Level 3%

12%

First Line Management

Senior Management

Middle Management
27%

Professional
18%

The median age of respondents was 30-39 years old.

The median organisational tenure was 3-4 years and job tenure 1-2
years.

38% of respondents were female, with 66% married or living as married.

12% of the sample were board level managers, 27% were senior
managers, 27 % were middle managers etc. 13% were first-line managers,
18% were professionals, and 3% were “others”.

The culture of trust and employee
relations

hether it be in the workplace or earlier in our school years, each

and every one of us will have experienced what it feels like to be
part of a great team. Whether that be the school rugby or hockey team,
a social context, or a great work team, we intuitively know the spirit of
camaraderie, the openness of communication, and sheer ease at which
the team achieved results.

At the heart of this fluency is a simple bond of trust - we intuitively know
we can rely on colleagues and team members to act fairly in each other’s
best interests.

Twice as many staff permanently based in the office
lacked trust in their managers when compared to
those working at an alternate location...

The same ethic pervades the workplace - for staff to feel they are being
treated fairly and equitably is crucial to achieving optimum productivity.
Equally, perceiving they are involved in decision-making and that their
viewpoint is considered is important to an employee’s commitment and
overall effectiveness.

| trust management to treat me fairly

® 1 or more days away from office m 5 days/week in office

Strongly
disagree

Disagree
Slightly
disagree

When it came to perceptions of trusting managers to treat them fairly,
our research found that nearly twice as many staff (17.4%) permanently
based in the office lacked trust in their managers, compared to those
working at an alternate location (10.3%) one or more days a week. We
believe this difference stems from the implicit levels of trust conveyed
from allowing an employee the temporal and spatial autonomy to manage
their own work regime.

08

Effective Work in the 21st Century

Where is today’s productive work?

09




The culture of trust and employee

relations conta

ronically, our research also highlighted that there’s still work to be

done when it comes to effective employee relations. The attitudes of
managers towards those present in the office five days a week compared
to those working at alternate locations one or more days a week remains
something that organisations must improve. When asked whether
management provide feedback on decisions and implications, 23%
of those using alternate locations agreed, compared to 36.3% based in
the office 5 days a week.

Finally, whenitcameto whethermanagement consider theirviewpoint,
there was nearly a 2:1 difference of opinion between those based in the
office 5 days a week agreeing (33.4%) compared to those working at
alternate locations on one or more days a week agreeing (18.8%).

These trust and relationship figures paint an interesting picture - granting
autonomy to work at alternate locations conveys a marked degree of trust
and the implicit commitment that’s associated with this trust. However
the performance of UK managers remains questionable when it comes to
fostering good employee relations with an increasingly disparate, virtual
workforce.

Does management consider your viewpoint?

m 1 or more days away from office m 5 days/week in the office

Slightly
agree Agree

Strongly
agree

Fluency of creativity and innovation

he opportunities foremployees to be creative and innovative are directly

coupled to issues such as the clarity of objectives and direction, and
the ability to balance workload and tasks. Put simply, it’s hugely difficult
to be creative when the day job overwhelms or when you're continually
being asked to change direction without any apparent focus.

My job has clear, planned goals and objectives

® 1 or more days away from office m 5 days/week in the office

5%

4%

Strongly
disagree

Disagree
Slightly
disagree

We started by exploring the clarity of planned goals and objectives
based on location. This surfaced that over twice as many staff felt they
lacked clarity (11.6%) when constrained to the office 5 days a week
compared to those working from an alternate location (5%) on one of more
days aweek. This difference appeared to stem from the overall “background
noise” that employees are exposed to when permanently based in the
office. Everyone has an opinion on the “correct direction” and many more
managers believe they have a call on an employee’s time.

| have to neglect tasks because | have too much to do

® 1 or more days away from office m 5 days/week in the office

Slightly
agree Agree
Strongly
agree
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Fluency of creativity and innovation contd

Asimilar picture emerged when it came to the overall volume of tasks
expected of an employee and the resources assigned to complete
the tasks. When working from an alternate location on one or more days
aweek, 18.5% reported they had to neglect tasks because they have too
much to do. This spiralled to 27.1% for those constrained to the office
five days a week.

I receive tasks without adequate resources to complete them

M 1 or more days away from office M 5 days/week in the office

Slightly
agree Agree

Strongly
agree

Similarly, when considering the provision of resourcing, only 13.2%
of those working from alternate locations one or more days a week felt
resource-constrained, compared to 24.6% based in the office 5 days a
week.

The unclear goals and objectives, the lack of resources

and the resultant need to neglect tasks all lead to almost

a 20% decline in innovation for those based in the office
5 days a week...

Both of these factors again seem to fall foul of the “background noise”
of the main office environment - extraneous tasks seem to appear with
monotonous regularity and these extra tasks never seem to require
resourcing ... do they?

I_astly, we directly explored the opportunities to be innovative and
the culmination of the factors above were truly telling - the unclear
goals and objectives, lack of resources and the resultant need to neglect
tasks all lead to almost a 20% decline in innovation for those based in the
office 5 days a week.

How often does the opportunity arise to make
innovative suggestions?

M 5 days/week in the office m 1 or more days/week away from office

Sometimes

Those working at alternate locations one or more days a week reported
having opportunities to innovate 52.5% of the time, compared to just
32.7% of the time for those based in the office five days a week.
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Leadership values and communications

he old adage of there not being any bad employees, only bad

managers rings particularly true at a time of accelerating change and
transition in the workplace. At a time when increasing numbers of staff
are electing to work in a virtual manner and not attend the main office
on a daily basis, the old tools of a power tie and a large office no longer
count for anything.

Today’s leader needs to demonstrably involve their teams - irrespective of
their location - in decision making, and keep them fully informed of decisions
that affect them. Equally, today’s modern manager must do more than pay
lip-service to the opinions, goals and objectives of their teams.

Our research explored the levels of disaffection (this being a more telling
productivity factor than those claiming satisfaction) within a workforce,
pased on their location and the findings were uniformly revealing.

Starting by exploring how effective today’s managers are at keeping
their staff informed about business issues. We found that 11.3% of
those based in the office five days a week felt ill-informed compared to
just 5.1% of those working from an alternate location on one or more
days a week.

Involving staff when making decisions that affect them

1 or more days away from office m 5 days/week in the office

Strongly
disagree

Disagree
Slightly
disagree

Equally, when we asked about managers involving their staff in
decisions that affect them, we found that 27.2% of those based in the
office five days a week felt poorly involved compared to just 14.9% of
those working from an alternate location on one or more days a week.

e went on to explore the caring and nurturing aspects of today’s

leaders and we found a similar situation. Those reporting they felt
their managers failed to consider staff opinion ranged from 18.1% of
those based in the office 5 days a week compared to 8.6% of those
working from an alternate location one or more days a week. When asked
about considering goals and objectives, the gulf widened to 22.5%
of those based in the office 5 days a week who felt ignored compared to
11.6% of those working from an alternate location one or more days a
week who felt ignored.

My organisation cares about my opinion

m 1 or more days away from office m 5 days/week in office

Strongly .
disagree ~ Disagree

Slightly
disagree

The overall picture of today’s workplace is one of shifting perspectives
- consistently we found those working in the main office five days a week
felt greater levels of disaffection over being kept informed about business
issues and decisions that affect them.

Consistently we found those working in the office
five days a week felt greater levels of disaffection
over being kept informed about business issues and
decisions that affect them.

There was similar disenfranchisement over manager’s abilities to consider
the opinions, goals, and objectives of their office-constrained staff -
overall double the number were dissatisfied. The reasons behind these
differences are complex and appear to be rooted in the overall resilience
and self-starting nature of those working remotely.
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Attitudes and perceptions towards

absence

When the overall picture is considered, staff based in the
office five days a week are twice as likely to be absent -
68.7% Compared to 31.3% - Compared to those working in
alternate locations...

t’s easy to be dismissive of small differences in absence levels between

those based in the office five days a week when compared to those
working away from the office on one or more days. The propensity of
people working away from the office on one or more days a week to have
3 or more days annual absence is 6.6%. This jumps to 15.9% for those
based in the office five days a week.

1 or more days away from the office B 5 or more days in the office

50%

45% -

40% -

35%-

30%

25% -

20%

15%-

10%-

™ ‘

0% f
0-2 days 3-5 days 6-8 days Over 9 days

When the overall picture is considered, staff based in the office five days
a week are twice as likely to be absent - 68.7% compared to 31.3% -
compared to those working in alternate locations

Interestingly, our research also discovered the perceptions of today’s
workforce that their colleagues are 3-5 times more likely to be absent
for more than 3 days and 8 times more likely to be absent for more
than 13 days. Underlying these trends are the basic human vulnerabilities
that, when faced with significant workplace change, we perceive that our
colleagues are less able to cope than ourselves.

The overall picture

he numbers speak for themselves - when tabulated, the disaffection

differences between being permanently based in the office five days a
week and being allowed temporal and spatial autonomy for one or more
days a week are starkly lower.

5 DAYS/WEEK IN 1 OR MORE DAYS/WEEK % GAIN FROM POTENTIAL FOR
THE OFFICE AT ALTERNATE ALTERNATE PRODUCTIVITY
LOCATION LOCATION WORK GAINS

LEVELS OF DISAFFECTION _
o

17.4% 10.3%

Trust in managers
CULTURE OF TRUST

& EMPLOYEE Manager provision of feedback 15.5% 7.7% 7.8% REDUCED STAFF
RELATIONS CHURN
Manager consideration of staff viewpoint 8.2% 21% 6.1%

Clarity of planned goals and objectives 11.6% 5.0% 6.6%
FLUENCY OF
CREATIVITY & Ability to complete tasks 27.1% 185% 8.6% e et
INNOVATION
Availability of resources 24.6% 182% 11.4%
Keeping staff informed 11.3% 5.1% 6.2%
LEVELS oF Involving staff in decisions 27.4% 14.9% 23 Uiy
LEADERSHIP & BUSINESS DECISION
COMMUNICATION Considering staff opinion 18.1% 8.6% 9.5% EFFECTIVENESS
Consi ion of goals and objecti 22.5% 11.6% 10.9%
LE"E'-S o0 Likelihood of being absent 68.7% 31.3% 37.4% LOWER ABSENCE
ABSENCE

For a notional 1,000-employee organisation, these productivity gains
could equate to a gain of circa £1.545 million a year or an additional
2.8% profitability .

At every level, there are tangible gains to be realised from granting
employees the temporal and spatial autonomy to work - enhancements
to trust and manager-employee relationship, improved levels of creativity
and innovation, and greater clarity of leadership and communication. Our
research identified potential productivity innovation gains of circa 19.8%
(from 32.7% for those based in the office five days a week to 52.5% for
those working from an alternate location) and reductions of absenteeism
in the order of 37.4%.

Taking aside the other productivity gains, what value would your
organisation place on accelerating time-to-market by a fifth and reducing
absence levels by a third?
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Conclusion

here is no escaping the fact that British business is simply throwing money away due to

unacceptable and unsustainably poor levels of productivity. Any credible employer should
want to get the maximum return from their single most expensive asset; their workforce - and in
turn, the workforce want the flexibility to deliver more. The fact that Britain loses £2.5 billion a year
highlights that this is not happening.

Our research has shown that a significant part of this lack of effectiveness comes from management
persisting in placing outmoded workplace strategies onto their workforce. This “rift” between
management and staff has emerged as a central factor in inhibiting productivity, and ultimately
constrains the opportunities for profitable growth.

The glue that holds a great team or organisation together is trust. Employees who believe they are
fairly treated, that their views are considered and they belong to the decision-making process are
the ones who reach greater levels of productive work. The research has highlighted that the staff
that are given the temporal and spatial freedom to work are more trusting of their management
that those constrained to the office for the week. The other contributory factors considered by
this research clearly indicated that people given the options of alternate working environments
believe they have greater clarity in their goals, are not overburdened by tasks, and are provided
the requisite resources to conduct their work.

Using an outmoded workplace model clearly not only hinders
an organisation’s ability to grow, but impedes people’s ability
to carry out fundamental tasks they are employed for

These beliefs cannot be overlooked by any employer. Using an outmoded workplace model
clearly not only hinders an organisation’s ability to grow, but impedes people’s ability to carry out
fundamental tasks they are employed for.

The trend right through our research clearly indicates that people given the ability to work from
alternate locations believe their managers to be more inclusive of their views, value their opinion
more, and consider their goals more. The bottom line is that remote workers returned a lower
percentage of disaffection in every single measurement than the workers constrained for 5 days
a week to the central office location. This must signal to employers that traditional management
methods are no longer applicable to today’s new generation of workers. The freedom to choose
when and where to work impacts heavily on issues of trust, creativity, improved communications,
and reduced absenteeism. To address these issues is a fundamental step in creating an optimised
working environment for staff to have a positive effect on a business’s bottom line.

. Effective Work in the 21st Century

Appendix - methodology based on practice,
perception, and opinion

Unless stated otherwise, the assessed responses were on a seven-point scale, from
“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). Where other response scales were used this
was generally done in order to be consistent with previous research.

Dependent variables were measured as follows;-

JOB SATISFACTION was measured with three items from the Michigan Organisational
Assessment Questionnaire (as reported in Spector, 1997).

LIFE SATISFACTION was measured with three items from Neal, Sirgy and Uysal (1999).

ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT was measured with Meyer and Allen’s (1997) six-item
affective commitment scale.

WITHDRAWAL COGNITIONS were measured with three items.

BURNOUT was measured with nine items taken from Masalch and Jackson’s emotional
exhaustion scale. Anchored 1= never and 7 every day.

Overall JOB STRESS was measure with a four item scale from Spreitzer (JOM).
POSITIVE AFFECTIVITY was measured with three items from Agho et al (1992).

Perceptions of FAMILY SUPPORTIVE ORGANISATIONAL PRACTICES were measured
with six high loading items (reverse scored) drawn from Allen (2001).

FAMILY TO WORK conflict and WORK TO FAMILY conflict was measured with two five-
item scales.

PERCEPTION OF HRM was measured with scale from Gould-Williams with additional
items drawn from Truss (1997).

ORGANISATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR (OCB) was measured with 12 items.
Eight items based on Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990) represented
altruism, and another four items drawn from Smith, Organ and Near (1983) represented
compliance. Responses for OCB were on a five-point scale, reflecting the frequency of
engagement in the activity (“never” to “always”).

We included the following control variables in our analyses: age (in years), gender (female
= 1; male = 0) and marital status. Role conflict and role
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